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1. Background

1. The Global Environment Facility (GEF) was created in 1991 to serve as a financial
mechanism that would ensuithe achievement of global environmental benefits in the process
of countries meeting their commitments to global environmental conventions. From its 4th
replenishment phase (20@&0) onwards, the GEF has been moving toward more integrated
programming as atrategy to tackle the main drivers of environmental degradation and to
achieve impact at scal&EF IEO 201B8dn the programming directions for the 7th
replenishmen period (201822), the GEF proposes to increase its investments in integrated
programming GEF 2018 Tackling the main drivers of environmental degradation tigiou
integrated programming is justified by the fact that many of these drivers extend their
influence beyond national boundaries. To participate in integrated multiple country initiatives,
governments need to find a balance between their national sustagndel’elopment priorities
and their commitments to contribute to the global goals of the international environmental
conventions that they participate in. In this context, the way GEF support is operationalized at
the country level is increasingly a key a& inquiry for the Independent Evaluation Office
(IEO) of the GEF.

2. The concept of the Strategic Country Cluster Evaluations (SCCEs) was introduced in the
IEO work program for GEand subsequently approved by the CourGitE I[EO 20).5SCCEs

focus on common themes across clusters of countries and/or portfolios involving a critical mass
of GEF investments toward comparable or shared environmental challengksyanthe years

have gained a substantial experience with GEF programming. Starting from aggregate portfolio
analysis to identify trends as well as cases of positive and absent or negative change, SCCEs
intend to deep dive into those themes and unpackrththrough purposive evaluative inquiry.

As was the case for their predecessor Country Portfolio Evaluations (CRESE design is

based on the same conceptual analysis framework to enable comparing findings across
geographic regions and/or portfolios addition to the aggregate portfolio analysis, SCCEs plan
to use geospatial analysis to identify change on key environmental outcome indicators over
time. Targeted field verifications will follow in specific hot spots selected based on the findings
of the geospatial and portfolio analyses. The purpose of field verifications is to identify and
understand the determinants of the observed change, or the lack thereof.

3. This SCCE covers two Sdharan Africa (SSA) bionfahe Sahel and the SuddBuinea
Savzanna. Selection of the Sahel and the Su@ninea Savanna biomes is based on the

1From 2006 to 201,&6he GEF IEO has conducted 26 country portfolio evaluations and studieh used the country as the
unit of analysis to examine the totality of GEF support across all GEF Agencies and probeaes strategic country cluster
evaluations build on this experience.

2 A biome is arecological zoneharing similar habitats or vegetation types. Utisiformity is defined by the type of plant life in
relation to temperature and rainfall patterns. Eachimie consists of severtdrrestrialecoregionga smaller classjn


http://www.gefieo.org/evaluations/evaluation-programmatic-approaches-gef
http://www.thegef.org/council-meeting-documents/gef-7-programming-directions
http://www.gefieo.org/sites/default/files/ieo/council-documents/c-48-me-01.pdf

O2dzy G NA SaQ as¥dshvidnmenta chillengd?. These countries also face
challenges related to governance, demographics, migration, conflict, and fragility myaki

drivers for the environmental issues at hand. Most countries in the two biomes are LDCs, and
half are fragile\(Vorld Bank 2018 The SCCE will assess some of the key issues that emerged
from the main findings and conclusions of the 6th Comprehensive Evaluation of the GEF (OPS6)
(GEHEOQO 2017g deserving further exploration. These include the sustainability of outcomes,

the relevance of GEF support to countries, and their responsiveness to convention guidance.
These are important issues in the SSA. The SCCE will also assess gglielererand

performance in fragile situations as cresgting issues. The SCCE will be conducted in parallel
with two other SCCEs, one covering the Small Island Developing States (SIDS) and the other the
Least Developed Countries (LDC). The three S@ICEs harmonized in terms of questions,
approach, and process.

2. The Sahel and Suda@uinea Savanna Biomes

4, The Sahel and Sud#&uinea Savanna cover a 12.2 million square kilometer land area,
stretching from the African east coast to the west coast. Coestin the two biomes include
Benin, Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Central African Republic, Chad, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Gambia,
Ghana, Guinea, Guindzissau, Ivory Coast, Liberia, Mali, Mauritania, Niger, Nigeria, Senegal,
Sierra Leone, South Sudan, Sudan, TogbUganda. The Sahel includes parts of 10 countries.
The SudarGuinea Savanna covers large parts of 16 countries. Eight countries are part of both
biomes (maps 1 and 2).

Map 1:SubSaharan Africa biomes Map 2:Countries in the two biomes

Mediterranean North Africa

Sahara-Sindian

B Sahel

I Sudan-Guinea Savanna

B Guinea-Congo Forests

I Lake Victoria Basin

I Afrotropical Highlands

B Somali-Masai

I East African Coast

I Zambezian
Kalahari-Highveld
Namib Karoo

I Fynbos

I West Coast Malagasy

B East Coast Malagasy

SourceRiley 2012

ecoregion covesa realm of land/water having geographically distinctive communities, sharing the same environmental
conditions and ecological dynami¢3ata Basin 2000


http://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/fragilityconflictviolence/brief/harmonized-list-of-fragile-situations
http://www.gefieo.org/sites/default/files/ieo/evaluations/files/ops6-report-eng_0.pdf
http://www.10000birds.com/africas-biomes-the-guinea-congo-forests.htm
https://databasin.org/datasets/68635d7c77f1475f9b6c1d1dbe0a4c4c

5. Despite experiencing strong economic growth in recent years, most countries in the
Sahel and Suda@uinea Savanna are stdlw-income countries. The Gross Domestic Product
(GDP) per capita is US$ 1,39Bhe 604million population has growth expectations that are in
line with those of the LDCs, in other words, a doubling of population between 2010 and 2050.
Over 60 percentf the population live in rural areaglthough the population density is

relatively low at 49 people per square kilometer, the average urban growth rate is close to four
percent per year. Urban spaces are characterized by extremes of prosperous certgsoan
informal settlements. Many governments in these regions struggle to provide basic social
services, especially access to water and sanitatib DESA 20)40ther challenges late to
achieving food and energy security and managing environmental risks.

6. A large portion of the two biomes is characterized by arid and semiarid climates with
strong climatic variations and irregular rainfalls. Festye percent of the land area is niad as
agricultural land, of which approximately 12 percent is designated as arable land.
Approximately 12 percent is classified as forest area, and approximately 13 percent is
designated as terrestrial protected area. Réad subsistence agriculture ibé¢ main source of
household livelihoods in many parts of the African drylands, especially the ahet{a and
Jones 2010 The drylands, grasslands, and savannas itvtbébiomes experience high spatial
and temporal variability in rainfall, resulting in dramatic differences in plant growth, habitats,
and human livelihoods.INEP 2007

3. Environmental Challenges in the Two Biomes

7. [ 2dzy iNASa Ay ! FNAOFIQa {I KSf FTyR {I@LFLyyl FI
most common of which are deforestation, land degradation, desertification, and biodiversity

loss (table 1). These dilenges are compounded by the pressing socioeconomic needs of a

rapidly growing population. Degradation of agricultural lands coupled with the high variability

of rainfall poses obstacles to the food security and poverty reduction efforts in the redghon (

2013.

8. A significant part of the Sahel is classified as desert, and the remaining part is highly
vulnerable to desertification. This vulnerability is prdoancrease with prolonged droughts

and an increasing human pressure on water and land resources. Biomass burning, a common
practice to all African savannas, is among the contributing factors. Controlled fires are used in
the two biomes to manage grasskdsand savannas for livestock production and wildlife,

control pests, clear dying vegetation, and convert wild lands to croplamdi¢pe and Trollope
2004).Poor agricultural practes are the primary human cause for desertification in the two
biomes due to their role in deforestation, soil erosion, and pollution.

9. The two biomes also face issues of pressure on water availability, accessibility, and
demand. In these predominantly ar&hd semiarid lands, water consumption for agriculture

3 At constant 2010 US$


http://www.un.org/waterforlifedecade/water_cities.shtml
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/13504509.2010.520453
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/13504509.2010.520453
http://web.unep.org/geo/assessments/global-assessments/global-environment-outlook-4
http://www.un.org/africarenewal/magazine/december-2013/sahel-one-region-many-crises
http://www.un.org/africarenewal/magazine/december-2013/sahel-one-region-many-crises
https://www.ag.arizona.edu/OALS/ALN/aln55/trollope.html
https://www.ag.arizona.edu/OALS/ALN/aln55/trollope.html

highly exploits both surface and groundwater resources. Combined with climate variability and
drought, this adds further pressure on the already limited water resources in the biomes.
Because of decread rainfall and increased water usage, the extent of Lake Chad decreased by
95 percent over roughly 35 years{{EP 2008 Lake Chad and the Nile River basiovide most

of the available freshwater resource coming from transboundary watercourses. Groundwater in
West Africa is difficult to access and is only approximately 1 percent of the water used.
Fuelwood and charcoal demand for household energy consumptits pressure on forests

and poses an additional threat to biodiversity. The balance between environment and
development needs becomes central to sustainability, sustainable development, and
livelihoods Biggs et al 2005

10. The Sahel and Soud#3uinea Savanna face important threats to biodiversity loss.

| 2aGAy3 G2 2F | TN Olt thé Guthéad Rotestsooh VEeRt Midca Aldl thel & K 2
G2 ¢ 0 A 2a LK $hesBaredsaat SsNuBBfer against advancing desertification. Human

induced activity, such as agricultural expansion, uncontrolled fires, and poaching, poses a threat

to the biodiversity and wildlife in these hotspots. Species are also threatened by logging,

mining, and hunting. Increasing household demand for fuelwood and charcoal puts further

pressure of forest resources, threatening biodiversity. Marine and coastal biodiversity is under

stress due to overharvesting and unstainable fishing in the coastal aféasst Africal(SAID

2013.

Table 1:Main environmental challenges in the 23 countries
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https://na.unep.net/atlas/africa/downloads/chapters/Africa_Atlas_English_Intro.pdf
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1462901115300563
http://www.usaidgems.org/Documents/FAA&Regs/FAA118119/WestAfrica2013.pdf
http://www.usaidgems.org/Documents/FAA&Regs/FAA118119/WestAfrica2013.pdf
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11. Faced with severe environmental challenges, most countries in the two biomes have
become party to the main international and regional environmeagileements. The

convention to combat desertification (UNCCD), the convention on biological diversity (CBD),
and the Stockholm convention have been ratified by all the 23 countries in the two biomes,
except for South Sudan, which still has not ratified ¢thenate change convention (UNFCCC)
and the Stockholm convention. Most countries are also party to the newly established
Minamata convention. Some countries joined other regspecific environmental agreements,
such as the Permanent Int&tate Committeedr Drought Control in the Sahel (CILSS) and the
Abidjan Convention for the Cooperation in the Protection, Management, and Development of


https://na.unep.net/atlas/africa/downloads/chapters/Africa_Atlas_English_Intro.pdf

the Marine and Coastal Environment of the Atlantic Coast of the West, Central, and Southern
Africa Region (table 2).

Table2:/ 2dzy G NASAQ NI GAFAOFGARZY 2F AYGSNYFGAZYI ¢

UNFCC UNCC CB Stockhol Rotterda Base Minamat CILS Abidja
C D D m m | a S n

Benin Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Burkina Faso Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes N/A
Cameroon Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes N/A Yes
ggggglliCAfncan Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes N/A N/A
Chad Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No N/A
Eritrea Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No N/A N/A
Ethiopia Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes N/A N/A
Gambia Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Ghana Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes N/A Yes
Guinea Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
GuineaBissau Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Ivory Coast Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Liberia Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes N/A Yes
Mali Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes N/A
Mauritania Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Niger Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes N/A
Nigeria Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes N/A Yes
Senegal Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Sierra Leone Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes N/A Yes
South Sudan No Yes Yes No No No No N/A N/A
Sudan Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No N/A
Togo Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Uganda Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes N/A N/A

Source: Convention websites

12. To comply with conventionbligations, several countries in the two biomes have

developed sound national environmental policy and legal frameworks. These frameworks are

often not enforced either due to lack of funding, limited technical capacity, and/or political will
intermsof A FTFSNBY G I20SNYYSYyld LINA2NARAGASaADP | OO2NRAY
countries have incorporated the MEAs into national policies and framework laws, few have

4dzO0SSRSR Ay | OKASOAY 3 (KSUNER/ZDBNIISYSYy G 2F LkRf

4. GEFaupport in the Two Biomes

13.  Overall, since its pilot phase to date, the GEF has invested $2.67 billion in grants
accompanied by $17.7 billion in cofinancing through 783 national and regional interventions


http://wedocs.unep.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.11822/9626/-Africa%20Environment%20Outlook%202_%20Our%20Environment%2c%20Our%20Wealth-2006688.pdf?sequence=3&isAllowed=y

that are relevant to the countries in the two biomes (figure! The 23 countries are also part

of 84 global projects and programs totaling $683.3 million, among which is the Small Grants
t NEINIF YYS O0{Dtod / 2dzy i NARS&Q -LindNdordtitdaslidthisA 2 y
day. A total of $209 million funding ftine global SGP has been provided twice in each
replenishment phase from GERo GEF.

Figure 1 Focal area grants by GEF phase in the two biomes

GEF -6
GEF -5 m Biodiversity
GEF - 4 Il Chemicals and Waste
GEF - 3 I .
GEF - 2 Climate Change
GEF - 1 Il International Waters
Pilot Phase 1IN
Land Degradation
$0 $200 $400 $600 $800

o Multi Focal Area
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Note: This figure excludes global interventions

14. Asseenin figure 1, in GBFclimate change became byrfthe highest share of the GEF
portfolio. Most climate change interventions fall under the adaptation categoaynd
degradationprojects started in GEB with the establishment of the land degradation focal
area. These projects increased from 16 perdarBER3 to 40 percent of the total in GEFand
decreased in GE®: As in the case of the GEF overalliltifocal area projects in this portfolio
started growing during GEF, a trend that is still observable today. GEBees a substantial
increase in tke chemicals and waste investment.

15. Table 3 presents the breakdown of projects by GEF support modality sinet (Q&Fo6)

to date, including both national and relevant regional interventions. Most child projects are full
size, which add to the high number sthndalone fulisize projects. This is by large the most

used support modality in the 23 countries during the last three GEF replenishment periods.

Table 3 Projects and funding by support modality (386 GEF6)

. Number of GEF Grant Amount
Sy Projects/Programs (US$)

Parentorogram 14 -
Child project 120 678,187,691
Enablingactivity 65 29,533,577
Full-sizeproject 198 1,074,895,899
Medium-sizeproject 69 83,897,483

Grand Total 466 1,866,514,650

4The cutoff date for this analysis #anuary31,2018.
5 GEF programming through programmatic approadbetelivered through a vatide number oftchild projects  Gifd¢rh gart
of a parent program and are designed to contribute to the overall program objective

Ay



16.  Climate change and multifocal support takes up most of the portfolio in thedG&F

GEF6 period in terms of both the number of projects and funding (figures 2 anth®) climate
change adaptation portfolio makes up 81 percent of all the climate chavggd &rea support in

the two biomes. The remaining 19 percent is dedicated to mitigation. Funding for climate
change adaptation comes exclusively from the Least Developed Countries Fund (LDCF) and the
Special Climate Change Fund (SCCF), while most afnth@d for mitigation interventions

originates from the GEF trust fund.

Figure 2: Projects by focal area (GERE to GEF6) Figure 3: Grants by focal area (GER to GEF-6)

»l
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17.  Funding for multifocal projects, amounting at $457.2 millioriginates from several
sources. Overall, in the GEF, multifocal projects show an increasing share of the land
degradation componentGEF IEO 201Y.dn the two biomes, the main share originates from
the funds earmarked to the traditional GEF focal areas of biodiversity, climate change, land
degradation, international waters, and chemicals and waste. Contrary to the @Ef#fl ov
portfolio trends, in the two biomes portfolio, the land degradation share in multifocal funding
maintained comparable levels from GERko GEF6 (figure 4).



https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/EN_GEF.ME_C.52_Inf.02_Land_Degradation_May_2017.pdf

Figure 4:Multifocal area support by funding component (GEfe GEFB)
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*This category includes funding for thetegrated Approach PilotsAPs), LDCF, SCCF, anéunding for multifocal projects not
disaggregateby focal area.

18. In GEH, when the programmatic approach modality was formally introduced,
programsconstituted approximately 75 percent of the total programming in the two biomes.
Funding for programs decreased substantially, to 23 percent irRS5GHE 20 percent in GE-
(table 4). Overall, programs are becoming larger in size and move toward mdltifoca
interventions.

Table 4 Programmatic versus nonprogrammatic support by GEF phase4(6EFE)

Nonprogrammatic Support
Programmatic Support through Fult and MediumSize Totals
: Projects, and Enabling Activitie
Replenishment
No. of
Phase No. of Child
Progra Bloject Us$ n US$ n USs$
ms S
GEH 7 77 384,490,477 | 47 128,278,859 131 | 512,769,336
GER 5 21 152,401,510 | 147 505,277,526 173 | 657,679,036
GEF6 2 22 141,295,704 | 138 554,770,574 162 | 696,066,278

19.  Thirty-three percent of GEF support in the two biomes is constituted by projects or
programs under implementation, the majority of which are &HRterventions. Most of the
projects completed in the last three replenishment periods belong to-&&Ehilemost of GEF

6 interventions have yet to start implementation (table 5). Completed interventions include the
TerrAfrica program, a strategigvestmentprogram for sustainable land management. The
program, with a GEF grant investment of over $150 millich @rer $1 billion in cofinancing,
included 36 child projects in 29 countries.
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Table 5 Project status by GEF phase (@HE# GEF)

Project Status GEF-4 GEF-5 GEF-6 Totals
n uss$ n Uss$ n Uss$ n US$

Pendingapproval - - - - 46 | 169,007,369 46| 169,007,369
PIF/PPGapprovalclearance| - - - - 15| 27,460,109 15 27,460,109
Councilapproved 7| 124,073,091 6| 27,923,935 44| 286,495,739 57| 438,492,765
CEOapprovedéndorsed 1 915,000/ 55| 235,842,014 39| 173,527,195 95| 410,284,209
Underimplementation 60| 209,257,037 92| 362,754,384 17| 38,575,866 169| 610,587,287
Completed/Closed 63| 178,524,208 20| 31,158,703 1 1,000,000, 84| 210,682,911

Total | 131 | 512,769,336 173 | 657,679,036 162 | 696,066,278 466 | 1,866,514,650

5. AvailableEvaluative Evidence

20.  Evidence from evaluations conducted by the IEO helps to identify issues to be covered
by this evaluation. OPS6 found that although the GEF has a strong track record in delivering
overall good project performance, likely sustainabilifyoatcomes remains the greatest
challenge. Country context, quality of implementation, and quality of execution influence
project sustainability ratings. As is the case of projects funded by multilateral development
banks, GEF projects in Africa have corapaely lower ratings for outcomes and sustainability
than in other regions. Limited institutional capacity has been identified as the greatest issue to
be addressed. OPS6 also found that one of the conditions for transformational change to occur
is the establishment of mechanisms for future financial sustainability through the market,
government budgets, or both. Another possible approach is to move from projects tadomg
programs. The Integrated Approach Pilots (IAPS) initiative, a programmaticaegbpro

introduced in GE®B, has been designed for logrm sustainability GEF IEO 201)/cThese

OPSE6 findings stimulated GEReplenishment Group discussions astainability, highlighting

the need to further unpack the factors enabling or hindering the sustainability of outcomes.

21. OPS6 also reports that GEF focal area objectives are strongly aligned with country
priorities, and that the expansion of the GEF pargiap to 18 Agencies has increased GEF
relevance in countries through greater choice and focal area coverage. However, it has not
always been the case. For example, past evaluations identified a disconnect between GEF
adzLJLI2 NI |y R O2 dzy d delr&dation sepSoviEEF FEG 200WTNE Fifth v

Overall Performance Study of the GEF (OPS5) concluded that the land degradation focal area
drew more resources than pected, exceeding its original allocation under GEEEF IEO

2014). Part of this gap was later fulfilled through multifocal support. As for the expaositbre
partnership, it was intended to increase choice, access, and availability for numerous
underserved countries, especially LDCs and SIDS, based on Agency comparative advantage. For

11


http://www.gefieo.org/sites/default/files/ieo/evaluations/files/iaps-2017.pdf
http://www.gefieo.org/sites/default/files/ieo/evaluations/acper-2009.pdf
http://www.gefieo.org/sites/default/files/ieo/evaluations/ops5-final-report-eng.pdf
http://www.gefieo.org/sites/default/files/ieo/evaluations/ops5-final-report-eng.pdf

sure, the expansion has increased competition among the GEF Agenpstive

development. However, whether the expanded partnership translates in more relevant support

02 RSOSt2LIAY3T O02dzy iNASAQ yYySSRA YR LINA2NRGASA
not provide an irdepth assessment of responsivenesstie tonventions from a country

perspective. This is especially relevant to the current and foreseen GEF transitioning toward

more integrated multicountry programming in GERnd beyond.

22.  Other evaluations besides OPS6 provide evidence on the issues atTendoint

GEF/UNDP Evaluation of the SGEK IEO 20) found that the small grants outcome

sustainability ratings are comparable to those for other GEF projectsSGiehas always given
significant attention to community level benefits and livelihoods. This attention has yielded

positive results. In addition, SGP results on the ground in terms of promoting gender equality

and contributing to gender empowerment are dent. No evidence or perception of a traoé
0S06SSy (KS {DtQa 3ISYRSNJIYyR 3Aft206Ff SYy@ANRYYS
to 2010, the SGP increased its focus in SIDS, LDCs, and countries in fragile eaffenfect

situations.

23. A sizeake amount of funding in the 23 country portfolios (27 percent) originates from
LDCF resources. According to the LDCF program evaluafighlEO 201j3d¢he mainarea of
potential concern for the LDCF portfolio is the financial sustainability of project activities
beyond the scope of projeetlated funding. Added to that is the need to integrate climate
change adaptation with national policies and programs (in8tihal sustainability), and the
need for country ownership to ensure sustainability (sociopolitical sustainabilityyeOder,

the performance of the LDCF portfolio has improved considerably in response to enhanced
requirements from the GEF, although tikeseems to be confusion as to what it means to be
GISYRSNI YFAYAGNBI YSRDE

24.  Evaluative evidence collected by IEO from 2008 to 2014 through coelaviey

evaluations in the two biomes has confirmed that lelegm sustainability of outcomes remains
a challengeln 2008, the IEO found that the results of GEF support to Cameroon were at risk
because of weak financial, institutional, and socioeconomic sustainability. The Cameroon CPE
recommended the GEF to further support trust funds as an approach to imprownghtncial
sustainability of protected area$sEF |IEO 200ps5ome positive results were also reported
though. The GEF portfolio in Benin developed Istaictures for cemanaging natural

resources and their related benefits, resulting in positive socioeconomic sustainability. At the
time of that CPE, several years after the projects ended, thesGjgported villagebased ce
management structures were stplaying a central role in the success and sustainability of
agreed efforts through these initiative&EF IEO 20n8More recently, reporting on GEF
portfolios inEritrea, Sierra Leone, and Tanzania consolidated in the seventh Annual Country
Portfolio Evaluation Report (ACPERIEEE IEO 20) ¢oncludes that the likelihood of

sugainability is mixed. It has been most successful when pursued through the fostering of
institutional and individual capacity development and the promotion of livelihood activities
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http://www.gefieo.org/sites/default/files/ieo/evaluations/sgp-2015.pdf
http://www.gefieo.org/sites/default/files/ieo/evaluations/files/ldcf-2016.pdf
http://www.gefieo.org/sites/default/files/ieo/evaluations/cpe-cameroon.pdf
http://www.gefieo.org/sites/default/files/ieo/evaluations/cpe-benin-eng.pdf
http://www.gefieo.org/sites/default/files/ieo/evaluations/acper-2014.pdf

through communitybased approaches (e.g., the SGP). The ACPER confirm#tethaost
successful efforts have been those aimed at developing local capacities as well as linking local
community benefits to improved environmental management.

6. Purpose, Objectives and Audience

25.  The main purpose of this evaluation is to assess somieeoiiain issues emerged from
OPS6 main findings and conclusions, which deserve further exploration. The overarching
objectives are twofold:

1 To provide a deeper understanding of the determinants of the sustainability of the
outcomes of GEF support in the tlemmes; and

T ¢2 adaSaa GKS NBfSGFyOS IyR LISNF2NXIYyOS 27
SYO@ANRYYSyYyillf OKIffSyaSa FTNRY GKS O2dzyiNRS

Gender, resilience, and GEF operations in fragile situations will be assessed-asittirggs
issues. Anyther important issues emerging from country visits will also be considered.
26.  The primary audience of this SCCE is the GEF Council, who expressed concerns regarding

the weak sustainability of GEF support in SSA, an issue to address in the contex?V @GinGEF

beyond. The evaluation will also provide evidence that could be used to inform the GEF

{ SONBGFNRFGQA LN A&alLf 2F LINRP2SOG LINRLRALf &
the broader constituency of GEF Agencies and to GEF member coustriedl as non

governmental partners engaged in project and program design.

7. Scope, Issues and Questions

27. The Sahel and Sud&uinea Savanna biomes, characterized by comparabledased
environmental challenges, delineate the geographic scope of the evatudtortfolicwise, the

SCCE includes enabling activities, projects, and programs in the 23 countries that are part of the
two biomes. All the global and those regional interventions that are set up as umbrella
arrangements for administrative convenienaee excluded from the evaluation scope. SGP
interventions in the two biomes will be covered, as the SGP constitutes for many of those
countries an important modality of GEF support.

28.  The analysis will focus on biodiversity, Climate Change Adaptation amghfidin, the

latter specifically focusing on carbon sequestration from forestry and other land management
practices. It will also cover land degradation, international waters (only for freshwater
interventions), POPs/chemicals (particularly the stockpdisiination of pesticides projects),

and the multifocal interventions composed of biodiversity, climate change adaptation and land
degradation.

29.  For most evaluation components, the SCCE will cover the period from GEdrted in
2006) to GE®B. The sustaiability analysis, including both the TE/TERs portfolio and geospatial
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analysis components, will focus on national and regional interventions that have been
completed between 2007 and 2014, to provide sufficient time after completion, allowing to
observe he sustainability of outcomes for these completed projects in the long term.

30. Based on the evaluation purpose and objectives, as well as on the scope defined in the
preceding paragraphs, this SCCE will seek to answer the following five key questions (KQs):

KQ1)What are the key factors influencing sustainability of outcomes in the two biomes?

31. OPS6 has confirmed once more the limited sustainability of outcomes from completed
projects, withlikelihoodof sustainability rated at 63 percent. This average is not unique to the
GEF. Members of the GEReplenishment Group expressed an interest inrigaa deeper
understanding of the factors contributing as well as the factors hindering the sustainability of
outcomes. Although OPS6 points at limited institutional and financial sustainability as hindering
factors, it does not discuss other possible tast Sustainability of outcomes will be assessed in
more depth, with the aim of understanding what are the most important hindering as well as
the main contributing factors at play in the two biomes, beyond the institutional and financial
ones.

KQ2)In wha way, if any, does the environment and socioeconomic
development/livelihoods nexus (or lack thereof) help explain the sustainability of
outcomes in the two biomes?

32.  The environment versus socioeconomic development/livelihoods nexus, a concept that

is cental to sustainable development, is too often neglected in development interventions,

both by donors and developing countries alike. Efforts to integrate socioeconomic development

with environment conservation/sustainable use both at national and localdedggbend on the

interest of country governments. Many governments in the two biomes believe it is difficult to
achieve both at the same time, considering that rather than a nexus, major-oHgexist

between environment and socioeconomic/livelihoodsetijves. Country differences exist on:

OM0O NBfAFYOS 2y yIFGdzNIf NBaz2dz2NOSas ou0 adzaOSLJ
RSLISYRSYOS 2y GKS SY@ANRYYSYydu> YR 6n0 GKS 32
priorities. The analysis of the nexus @bsence thereof) linkages to the identified factors of

weak sustainability will be contextualized in the environmental and socioeconomic outcomes

related to the relevant Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) to which the GEF contributes in

the two biomes(GEF 2016

KQ3)To what extent has GEF support been relevant to the main environmental challenges
the countries face in the two biomes, and are there any gaps?

33. Integrated programming provides flexibility in the set of interventions to be
implemented, which allows the national environmental priorities to be achieved alongside
those of the GEF and the national socioeconomic development priorities. In the two hiames
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large part of the portfolio is composed of multifocal projects and programmatic approaches.

The analysis will focus on these and other factors influencing the relevance of GEF support to

the two biomes departing from the specific environmental chalesthey face (described in

GFroftS MO YR NBGASgAYy3I GKS O2dzyiNASAQ | O0Saa
modalities and intervention typologies they have available to tackle these issues. In short, the
analysis will assess how country environr@priorities translate into GEF programming in the

two biomes.

34. The analysis will also look at the relevance of GEF services offered to countriés. OPS
confirmed that the range of expertise and targeted financial support the GEF offers to countries
has geatly increased recently with the expansion of the GEF partnership to the current 18
Agencies. It remains to be seen whether and how this opportunity is being captured by the
small recipient and/or least developed countries. The expansion is relativagtrand needs

time to produce the expected increased relevance of GEF support to developing countries and
small economies. This specific part of the analysis willl lmnlthe findings of the evaluation of

the expansion of the GEF partnershipeF IEO 201pand apply a formative approach because
the expansion is relatively recent.

KQ4)To what extent have gender and resilience been taken into consiieiatGEF
programming in the two biomes?

35. Gender mainstreaming will be a key component in-GHke to the approval of a new

policy on gender equality. Furthermore, gender analysisdseasinglya crosscutting area of

SYljdzA NB Ay | f ildidshdd darlySased thizleffedtidyesasof tie Kew GEF

policy on gender equality@EF 201)/ it is still possible to critically assethe performance on
ASYRSNI YR 62YSyQa SYLRGSNN¥SY(l Ay (GKS G2 0A2
be analyzed through both desk review, portfolio analysis and case stdttiegatter will review

if gender performance on paper also translatey 1t 2 NBI f 62YSy Qa SYLR g SNY
ground.

36. Resilience is a key aspect in the geographic region covered by this evaluation, as
demonstrated by the large and growing number of adaptation interventions in the two biomes.

In the absence of a GEF definitidiresilience, two resilience considerations will be used. First,
the analysis will look at how resilience is considered, being either as: (1) risk management, (2) a
cobenefit, or (3) integrated into a multiple benefits framewo&TAP 2004 Secondly, the

analysis will look at the core component of the resilience concept in resiliencsed projects,
identifying whether resilience is viewed: (1) in a static system/engineering sense, (2) as
incremental chang, or (3) as transformational changggne et al. 201,2017).

KQ5)To what extent has GEF support performed in the 13 fragile countries in the two
biomes, and how have the results obtained from completed GEF projects and programs
been affected in those situations that have become fragile?

15


http://www.gefieo.org/evaluations/evaluation-expansion-gef-partnership-first-phase-2016
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/EN_GEF.C.53.04_Gender_Policy.pdf
http://www.stapgef.org/node/1602
http://www.ids.ac.uk/publication/resilience-new-utopia-or-new-tyranny
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/17565529.2017.1301868

37. The GEF does not have a definition of fragility in an operational context nor does it have

- L2fAOCE 2N AaLISOAlET LINPOSRAZNBE F2NJ g2NJAy3a Ay
supported prinarily through SIDS and LD8sgAid 201 As seen, the SGP is one of the tools

the GEF uses to provide support to fragile countries. OPS6 reported that compared$ GEF

funding, support for fragile states increased from 8 to 10 percent, but did not provide an

assessment of the performance and results of such support. This evaluation will use the World

. lhy1Qa KIENY2yAT SR tAad 27T athderdffirfg endst ( dzf GA2y & @
common factors having affected the performance and results of GEF support in fragile contexts.

8. Evaluation Design, Quality Assurance and Limitations

38.  The evaluation questions will be answered through a mixedthods approach

encompasmg both quantitative and qualitative analytical tools. An evaluation matrix

composed of the five key questions, relevant indicators, sources of information and methods is
presented in annex 1. Synergies with the other two SCCEs will be sought by ceatdiatz
gathering, analysis, and cregatilization. As part of the evaluation design, a scoping mission

has been conducted to Senegal to probe the main questions and evaluation approach. Senegal
was selected as it is composed by ecoregions that are septative of both biomes.

39. The IEO has recently completed a study on the sustainability of GEF project benefits in
the latest APRGEF IEO 201Rbrhe study analysdEO datasets on TEs and Progress to Impact
(P2I) ratings to assess correlations among sustainability, outcomes, implementation, broader
adoption, project design features, country characteristics and other variables. The analysis

takes stock of projectf which field verifications were conducted by IEO at least two years

after project completion. This study provides the aggregate findingg thagether with the

portfolio level geospatial analysiswill inform the design of the case studies for this evélua

The results of the IEO sustainability study on factors driving sustainability will be explored in
depth in a limited yet as representative as possible set of case studies. The plan is to conduct six
case studies, identified based on the results @& portfolio and the geospatial analyses and

given the need to cover projects as well as program sites. To select them, the aggregate analysis
will help identifying hot spots of sustained (or absent) environmental change to which the GEF
contributed in thetwo biomes.

40. In addition to standard evaluation components such as documentation review, portfolio
analyses and interviews, this SCCEpaot dyadic interviews (box 1). This is a qualitative

Box 1: Dyadic Interviews

The dyadic interview format all ows each pair (¢
process of sharing and comparing. By sharing their points of view, the participants expacal/treige of
the evaluation topic. By comparing their points of view, the participants differentiate their thoughts abo
same evaluation topic. Compared to individual interviews, dyadic interviews bring a high level of engag
in the interview itsdl Compared to focus groups, dyadic interviews enable deeper and more informative
storytelling while being much easier to moderate.
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interviewing technique based on the creation of a conversation between two stakeholders
sharing either a preexisting relationship or a common interest, knowledge and participation
experience [lorgan et al. 201p Dyadic interviews will be applied to pairs of child and
standalone national project managers from similar countries in the two biomes to inquire about
evidenceor examples of positive, negative and absent loeign environmental change and the
related underlying factors in each example.

41.  Desk review techniques (through document review protocols) will be used for answering
the relevance as well as the cresstting questions on gender, resilience and fragility. The
resilience analysis will use the methodologies developed by STAP and by Béné et al., mentioned
earlier. A qualityat-entry approach will be applied to formative analyses, as for example the
relevance to he countries of the expanded network of GEF Agencies, due to its recent
introduction. The case study phase will benefit from the overall portfolio level analyses and

desk review results, from which to deep dive into the factors emerged more frequently.

42.  Portfolio level geospatial analysis will be used for KQs 1 and 2. It will benefit from the
geocoding and related geospatial analysis being conducted for an evaluation of the GEF support
to Sustainable Forest Management (SFM). This analysis will focus octprefech outcomes

are observable geospatially. These include projects in the following focal areas: land
degradation, climate change adaptation, forests and biodiversity. Multifocal projects and
regional programs composed of two or more of these focahanill also be included in this
analysis. Change of local environmental conditions will be measured using indicators such as:
(1) forest area as a proportion of the total land area; and (2) Normalized Difference Vegetation
Index (NDVI) as a proxy indicato examine the londerm spatial and temporal patterns of

land productivity measured as vegetation density, among others. Socioeconomic indicators will
be part of this analysis, and other indicators may be identified in coordination with the SFM
evaluaton.

43.  Triangulation of the information and qualitative as well as quantitative data collected
will be conducted at completion of the data analysis and gathering phase to determine trends
and identify the main findings, lessons and conclusions. Differen¢lstaéters will be consulted
during the process to test preliminary findings.

44, LYy ftAYS GAGK LO9hQA lijdzhrt AGe& | dadzNF yOS LINI O
set up for this evaluation. The first is a Reference Group, composed of representativadrom

GEF Secretariat, GEF Agencies, and STAP. The Reference Group will: (1) provide feedback and
comments on the approach paper, the preliminary findings and the evaluation report; (2) help
ensuring evaluation relevance to ongoing as well as future operati(3) help identifying and
establishing contact with the appropriate individuals for interviews/focus groups; and (4)

facilitate access to information. On June 6, 2018 the Reference Group met for the first time to
discuss jointly the draft approach pageof the three SCCEs. The feedback from that meeting

was incorporated in this approach paper.
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45.  The second quality assurance measure is an external Peer Reviewer, identified either

from GEF Agency Evaluation Offices or from other recognized evaluatidatioss, with

experience in countevel and/or environmental evaluation. Her/his role is to advise

throughout the evaluation process on: (1) the soundness of evaluation design, scope,

guestions, methods and process described in the approach paper; anmdg2mentation of

the methodology and implications of methodological limitations in the formulation of the

conclusions and recommendations in the draft and final reports. The IEO invited Dr. Michael

{LIAf a06dzNBE>X 5ANBOG2NI 27T ndyhbcdptOd OnAdust 2018 Pr2 Yy h TFA
Spilsbury provided a few insightful inputs contributing to sharpen the evaluation design and
approach. These inputs have been incorporated in this approach paper.

46. Two limitations can be identified at this stage: {i¢ unreliability of PMIS data on

programs as it is not regularly updated, especially on status; and (2) limited number of field
visits that will be possible to conduct in the timeframe allowed for this evaluation. The first
limitation has been addressed lerosschecking PMIS portfolio information with the

management information systems of GEF Agencies as a priority before undertaking any
analysis. This process was completed in July 2018. The second limitation will be mitigated by
conducting field mission® countries jointly with those that will be conducted in the SIDS and
LDCs SCCEs as well as other evaluations either conducted by IEO or by the evaluation units of
GEF Agencies, to increase field coverage. The team will report on how these as wadkas oth
emerging limitations will be dealt with during the evaluation data gathering and analysis phase.

9. Process, Deliverables and Dissemination

47. The SCCE is being conducted between March 2018 and December 2019. The evaluation
is conducted in two phases: (1) aggate analysis (portfolio, geospatial, quality at entry, other);
and (2) field verifications (case studies). Geospatial analysis will be conducted in October 2018,
once the projects datasets geolocation task will be completed. Field verifications feixtbase
studies will start in December 2018, once the results of the aggregate portfolio and geospatial
analyses will be available. An initial work plan is presented here below. The work plan will be
revised and finduned as part of further preparationgable 6).
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Table6: Timetable

Year

2018

2019

Task Month

Mar| Apr ,\/Iayi Jun |Ju| LAug|Sed Oct |N0v| Dec

Jan| Feb '\/Iar|Apr|\/Iay|Jun| Jul

Aug|SedOct| Nov | Dec

Approach Paper

Background information & portfolio data

gathering I B
Approach Papediscussed with the referencd X
group

Mission to Senegal to probe the evaluation «

design

Finalizing the approach paper

Data gathering and analysis

Desk review/Portfolio analysis (PRT design

filling) o B
Geospatial analysis
Quality at entry and other analyses X

Six country case studies

Triangulation brainstorming X

Gap filling X | x
Report writing

Draft report x| x| x

Due diligence (gathering feedback and
comments)

Final report

Presentation to Council in the SAER

Dissemination and outreach

->
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48. Regular stakeholder interaction will be sought to enhance the evaluation process. This
will include consultation and outreach while the evaluation is under way, and dissemination
and outreach once the study is complete. During evaluation preparation, the team will solicit
FSSRoOoIFO1l FYyR O2YYSyida FTNRBY ail | &asynfdRSNE i 2
relevance. An added benefit is stimulating interest in the evaluation results. The principles of
transparency and participation will guide this process. Such stakeholder interaction will
contribute important information and qualitative data to spiement data, interviews, case
studies, and other research.

49.  The main findings, conclusions and recommendations will be included in the IEO Semi
Annual Evaluation Report (SAER) that will be presented to Council at the fall meeting in
December 2019. The fuktport will be uploaded as a Council information document. It will be

distributed to the Council members, GEF Secretariat, STAP, GEF country focal points and GEF

AY

l 3SyO0e adGFFFo ! INILKAOFIEEE SRAGSR OSNBEAZ2Y GA

website. A detailed dissemination plan will be prepared and implemented, which will include
distribution of the abovementioned outputs in the main evaluation networks through existing
IEO mailing lists as well as mailing lists of audience and stakehtidersill be developed
during the conduct of the evaluation. The plan will also consider concrete opportunities to
present the evaluation through webinars as well as at evaluation conferences.

10. Resources

50. The SCCE is being conducted by a team ledSgneor Evaluation Officer from the IEO

with oversight from the Chief Evaluation Officer and the Director of the IEO. The team benefits
FNRY O22NRAYIFGA2Y YR AYOUSNIOlAz2Yy 6AGK (KS
be supported by IEO evaluah analysts. Shoiterm consultants will be selected to help with

desk reviews and portfolio analyses. National or regional consultants will be selected for field
verifications to benefit from the extensive knowledge of context and issues at hand iaglke c
study countries. The required skills mix includes practical, policy, and/or academic expertise in
key GEF focal areas of the projects and programs under analysis, evaluation experience and
knowledge of external information sources that are relevanGI6F activities in the case study
countries.
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Annex 1: Evaluation Matrix

Key Questions

Indicatord basic data/what to lookfor

Sources of information

Methodology

KQ1)What are the key factors
influencing sustainability of
outcomes in the two biomes?

- Aggregate effectiveness and outcome ratings
- Aggregate ratings of sustainability of project
outcomes

- Aggregate financial, soeqmolitical, institutional,
and environmental risks to sustainability ratings

- APR data, including any other available TEs/T
of projects completed between 2007 and12D

- APR 2017 Study on the sustainability of GEF
project benefits

- Portfolio analysis
- Desk review

- Aggregate progress to impact (P2I) and broads
adoption mechanisms (sustaining, replication,

- TES/TERSs of projects completed between 200
and 2014

- Broader Adoption/P2I desk analysis
- Document review protocol

scalingup, mainstreaming and market change)il -L 9h g D9 C ! 3Sy OASaQ § -Deskreview
place
- Evidence/examples of positive, negative and | - Central stakeholders - Interviews

absent change based on the abawechanisms,
and identification of main underlying factors in
each example, including: (i) stakeholders involv
at design; (ii) private sector involvement post
completion; (iii) existence of institutions
functioning after completion; (iv) evidence of
private sector cofinancing; (v) other.

- Country stakeholder
- Available country data

- Dyadic interviewswith pairs of child
and standalone project managers from
similar countries in the biomgs

- Field observations inxscase studies
(case studies will be conducted in
synergy with the LDC and SIDS SCCE

- Aggregate geospatial data on: (i) forest area a
proportion of the total land area; (ii) NDVI; and
(iii) socioeconomic indicators; among others.

- Linksbetween immediate outcomes and GEBs
(expressed as geospatial data)

- Hot spots of positive, negative and no change
based on the above mechanisms, and
identification of main underlying factors in each
example

- GIS/Remote Sensing databases

- TES/TERSs of pexts completed between 2007
and 2014 that can be and/or have already been
geocoded

- Country stakeholders

- Available country data

- Aggregated geospatial analysis aime
at identifying hot spots and no change
- Field observations in six country case
studies(geocoding and analysis of
environmental and socioeconomic
parameters to be done in conjunction
with SFM evaluation)

KQ2)In what way, if any, does
the environment and
socioeconomic development/
livelihoods nexus (or lack
thereof) help explain the
observed sustainability in the
two biomes?

- Aggregate geospatial data on: (i) forest area a
proportion of the total land area; (i) NDVI; and
(iii) socioeconomic indicators; among others.

- GIS/Remote Sensing databases; completed
projects between 200@nd 2014 that can be
and/or have already been geocoded

- Aggregated geospatial analysis aime
at identifying hot spots and no change

- Aggregate financial and environmental risks to
sustainability ratings

- APR data, including any othavailable TES/TER
of projects completed between 2007 and 2014

- Portfolio analysis

-Aggregate countriesod

on natural resources, (ii) susceptibility to natura

- TES/TERSs of projects completed between 200

and 2014

- Document review protocol

23



Key Questions

Indicatord basic data/what to lookfor

Sources of information

Methodology

di sasters, (iii) poor
environment, and (iv)Jgv er nment s 6
development & other priorities

- Existence of regulatory framework enabling
private sector to address environmental issues
- Evidence of access pwivate sector funding afte
project completion

- TES/TERSs of projects completed between 200
and 2014

-L 9 h Q& -ével drglliatitBs (Cameroon,
Benin, Eritrea and Sierra Leone)

- Document review protocol
- Desk review

- Countrystakeholders
- Available country data

- Field observations in six country
studies

- Perceptions on the existence of a nexus or a
tradeoff between environment and socioeconon
development

- Country stakeholders
- Available country data

- Fieldobservations in six country
studies

KQ3)To what extent has GEF
support been relevant to the
main environmental challenge
the countries face in the two
biomes, and are there any

gaps?

- Existence of national operational strategies
related to GEFocal areas

- Documentation from completed and ongoing
enabling activities

- Document review protocol

- Alignment of GEF support with national
environmental priorities and budgets, and with
20KSNJ R2y2NRARQ & dzLJLJ2 NI
sector in the countries

- Country stakeholders
- Available country data (laws/policies, strategie
and budgets; documentation from other donors

- Interviews
- Field observations in six country
studies

- Evolution of STAR and n@&TAR focal areas
allocations anditilization
- Evolution of GEF support by modality

- Portfolio data from PMIS, Agency verified

- Portfolio analysis

- Variety of the services available to countries
from the 11 GEF Agencies working in the two
biomes

- Portfolio data from PMISAgency verified
- Project documentation

- Formative qualityat-entry analysis
either by biomes or by groupings of
countries according to common
criteria/features puilding on the
findings of the evaluation of the
expansion of the GEF partnership

- Actual and planned use of the services availal
to countries from the 11 GEF Agencies working
the two biomes

- Country stakeholders
- Available country data

- Field observations in six country
studies

- Perceptions on incentives amlisincentives to
embark in GEF integrated programs and/or
multifocal projects

- Country stakeholders
- Available country data

- Interviews
- Field observations in six country
studies

- Existence of gender analysis

- Existence of sex disaggregated / gender sensi

- Portfolio data from PMIS, Agency verified
- Project documentation

- Portfolio analysis
- Document rgiew protocol
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Key Questions

Indicatord basic data/what to lookfor

Sources of information

Methodology

KQ4)To what extent have

gender and resilience been
taken intoconsideration in GEH
programming in the two

data (i.e. share of men & women involved in

project design; share of men & women targeted
direct beneficiaries; shatd men & women in leac
project mgmt. roles)

- OPS5 and 6 data on gender (also covering AP
data from TES/TERSs of projects completed sinc
GEF4 to GEF6)

biomes?

- Gender ratings

- GEFSEC Annual Monitoring Report data and
corporate scorecard on gender

- Portfolio analysis

- Evidence of women's inclusion and women's
empowerment

- Linkages between country gender plans, polic
strategies angdroject strategies and plans on
gender

- Country stakeholders
- Available country data

- Field observations in six country
studies

- Existence of resilience considerations

- Project documentaticinom PMIS, Agency
verified

- Document review protocol

- Resilience as 1) risk management, 2) as-a co
benefit, or 3) as integrated into a multiple benef
framework

- APR data from TES/TERs of projects completg
since GEH to GEF6
- Portfolio data from PMIS, Agency verified

- STAP methodology

- Resilience as 1) in a static system/engineering
sense, 2) resilience as incremental change, or 3
resilience as transformational change

- APR data from TES/TERs of projects completg
since GEH to GEF6
- Portfolio data from PMIS, Agency verified

- Béné ¢ al. methodology

KQ5)To what extent has GEF
support performed in the 13
fragile countries in the two
biomes, and how have the
results obtained from

- Aggregde effectiveness, outcome and
sustainability ratings, and their variation over tin
in the fragile countries

- Fragility data and indicators of project countrie,

- World Bank list of fragile situations from FY06
to FY18

- TES/TERSs of projects completed been 2007
and 2014 in fragile countries

- Portfolio trend analysis

- Comparative rating analysis between
different cohorts of fragile situations
(always fragile, become fragile, not
fragile anymore, etc.)

completed GEF projects and
programs been affected in

- Main features and dynamics on environmental
change caused by fragility

- Relevant existing literature

- Literature review

those situations that have
become fragile?

- Perceptions on the most important factors hav
influenced the variations in those fragile countri¢

having shown théargest change in performance

- Central stakeholders
- Country stakeholders

- Available country data

- Interviews
- Case studies selected on an
opportunistic basis (if feasible)
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1. Introduction

1. Case studies are the main component of the Africa Biomes SCCE. They focus on the two
overarching evaluation objectives: (i) To understand the determinangsisthinability; and (ii)

¢t2 FraasSaa DI9CQa NBftSOIyOS (2 FyR LISNF2NXIyOS
GKS (G2 o0A2YSad {StSOGA2y 2F OFasS addzRe O2dzy/i
sustainability cohort, composed of 68 national aedional projects completed between 2007

and 2014 having Annual Performance Review (APR) ratings. Projects in the sustainability cohort

are classified as: (i) having both outcome and sustainability ratings in the positive range; (ii)

having both outcomesral likely sustainability ratings in the negative range; (iii) having either

positive outcome and negative likely sustainability ratings, or the inverse; and (iv) not having

either outcome or sustainability ratings, or both (Tablealle).

Tablel Project ratings distribution

Outcome and likely sustainability ratings
Project Total
Both Positive Both Negative Neutral* No Ratings**
Country 10 16 16 4 46
Regional 7 4 4 7 22
Total 17 20 20 11 68

* positive outcome and negative sustainability, or negative outcomes and positive sustainability
** projects without either outcome rating, sustainability rating, or both.

2. In addition to the outcome and sustainability ratings, the selection of country case
studies will be informed by trends over time of key environmental outcome indicators at
geolocded project sites, with the aim of identifying cases of positive and absent or negative
change. Country case study selection follows the steps described hereafter.

Step 1: Identification of the main environmental challenges

3. The selection process starts fnoan overview of the main environmental challenges
faced by the countries in the two biomes. The overview Figure 1 below is derived from the
overview of the main environmental challenges presented in Table 1 of the approach paper
(also annexed to this doaeent). The figure synthesizes the 10 most commonly shared
environmental challenges faced by countries in the Sahel and Sadarea Savanna biomes.

27



Figure 1:Main environmental challenges in the two biomes
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Step 2: Classifying the manvironmental challenges by biome

4. The selection process continues with linking the main environmental challenges to the
two biomes. To do that, Figure 2 categorizes the 23 countries as being either exclusively or
predominantly Sahelian (totaling 8 countie and either exclusively or predominanBydan
Guinea Savann@otaling 15 countries), based on the estimated percentage of national territory
falling in each biome.

5. Although both Senegal and Burkina Faso have an estimated equal share of national
territory in each biome, having as such the most common features of both biomes, in this
selection procedure they are grouped with the Sahelian category for convenience purposes.
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Figure 2 Linking main environmental challenges to countries
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6. While deforestaion and land degradation are the most common environmental
challenges identified by both Sahelian eadanGuinea Savanneountries alike,

desertification is a main concern mainly in the Sahel. Threats to biodiversity is more a concern
for SudanGuinea Saannacountries. Water quality and quantity comes next in terms of

number of countries in both biomes, however no projects address this challenge in any of the
countries (see Step 3 here below). Threats ttaimd water resources has a good representation
of both national and regional projects despite being mentioned as a main environmental
challenge only by Sudan, South Sudan, Ghana and Guinea.

Step 3: Linking successful and unsuccessful projects to main environmental challenges in
the two biomes

7. The thirdstep consists in identifying, from the sustainability cohort, those projects that
have tackled the 11 main environmental issues identified in Step 1 and that had positive or
negative outcome and likely or unlikely sustainability ratings (Table 2).

8. Li®adzy¥SR GKI GO G0K2asS LINR2SOda GKFG KFE@S 0SS
outcome and likely sustainability have been successful in addressing the environmental issue
GKSe gSNB RSaA3IySR G2 GFO1tSd {AYicdmneNshd®® = LINR 2
likely sustainability are assumed having been unsuccessful in doing that. A third category

includes all the other projects, i.e. those with mixed positive and negative ratings for outcomes

and sustainability, or the opposite. For these projectassified as neutral, no assumption can

be made at this stage on their success or failure in addressing the environmental challenge they

were designed to tackle.

Table2: Outcome and sustainability ratings

Outcome rating

CHANGE
Highly

satisfactory

Moderately| Moderately
satisfactory| Unsatisfactory

Highly

Satisfactory Unsatisfactory

Unsatisfactory

Likely

Positive Neutral
Moderat

ely Likely

Moderat
ely
Unlikely Neutral Negative

Sustainability rating

Unlikely
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9. Figure 3 mapgprojects with positive and negative outcome and sustainability ratings
against the 11 environmental challenges in the two biomes. Projects are mapped based on the
type of environmental challenges they address and the scope of intervention (country or
regional). Regional projects often cover countries in both biomes, therefore they have not been
mapped to a specific biome in the figure.
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Figure 3:Linking project outcome and sustainability ratings to environmental challenges by biome

Exclusively or Exclusively or predominantly
predominantly Sahel Guinea-Savannah
Mauritania: 3379 — Positive Cameroon: 2549 — Positive
2459 — Negative

Ethiopia: 2794 — Positive
Burkina Faso: 3567 — Positive

Guinea: 1877 — Negative
Chad: 1855 — Negative

Guinea Bissau: 1221 — Positive

Mali: 504 — Negative [Regional]
Uganda: 1830 — Positive

Regional (Burkina Faso, Benin, Cote d'lvoire, Cameroon, Guinea, Mali, Niger,
Nigeria, Chad): 1093 — Positive

Regional (Ghana, Uganda): 2184 — Positive

Regional (Benin, Cote d'lvoire, Cameroon, Ghana, Guinea-Bissau, Liberia,
Nigeria, Sierra Leone, Togo: 1188 — Negative

Mauritania: 3379 — Positive Benin: 1234 — Negative
2459 — Negative

Guinea Bissau: 1221 — Positive
Mali: 1253 — Negative 3817 — Positive
504 — Negative [Regional]
Uganda: 1830 — Positive

Burkina Faso: 2369 — Positive 1837 — Positive
[Regional] 1175— Negative
O Chad: 1855 — Negative Cote d’lvoire: 3533 — Positive

Ghana: 777 — Negative
Cameroon: 1063 — Negative

Guinea: 1273 — Negative

Liberia: 1475 — Negative

Regional (Gambia, Mauritania, Niger, Nigeria, Senegal): 1258 — Positive

N

32



Figure4: Linking projects to main environmental challenges (continued)

Exclusively or Exclusively or predominantly
predominantly Sahel Guinea-Savannah

No Relevant Projects

~

<

No Relevant Projects

/ Mauritania: 2459 — Negative

Uganda: 1837 — Negative

Regional (Burkina Faso, Benin, Cote d'lvoire, Cameroon, Guinea, Mali, Niger,
Nigeria, Chad): 1093 — Positive

Regional (Burkina Faso, Benin, Cote d'lvoire, Ghana, Mali, Togo): 1111 —
Positive

Regional (Gambia, Mauritania, Niger, Nigeria, Senegal): 1258 — Positive

\ Regional (Gambia, Mauritania, Niger, Nigeria, Senegal): 1837 — Positive

Senegal: 1189 — Negative
Sudan: 2865 — Positive [Regional]

Guinea: 1273 — Negative

Regional (Benin, Cote d'lvoire, Cameroon, Ghana, Guinea Bissau, Liberia

Chad: 1855 — Negative Benin: 1234 — Negative

Senegal: 1189 — Negative Guinea 1273 — Negative

Regional (Benin, Cote d'lvoire, Cameroon, Ghana, Guinea Bissau, Liberia,
Nigeria, Sierra Leone, Togo): 1188 — Negative

v

-

No Relevant Projects

(" Sudan: 2865 — Positive [Regional] h
Regional (Ethiopia, Mali, Nigeria): 1348 — Negative
L Regional (Ghana, Nigeria): 2720 — Negative
/

~

Senegal: 921 — Negative Ethiopia: 1686 — Negative
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Overview of project change per environmental challenge in the biomes

Mauritania

0@ '®

Mali

@--I@- Niger | Chad Sudan
N _- __ _ _Senegal 7) 2 +N®'+ .‘ -

oo . 4 © el
Guinea-Bissau ‘. @@ @ @

@++ _ GLiinea_ _ @ @
S Jele) 9 =
® @

Sierra Leone 4 Buikina iaso To_go 518 -

@@- @@ @'F ’

Uganda Sahara-Sindian

I\frv Coast Ghana Be_nin ) 66 ¥ P sahel
@‘*@ @ B Sudan-Guinea Savanna
- N I Guinea-Congo Forests

I Lake Victoria Basin

I Afrotropical Highlands
B Somali-Masai

Eritrea

Liberia
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Step 5: Countrgase study development

10.  Guided by the mapping of countries and projects to environmental challenges (Figure 3),
countries with the largest number of national and regional projects with positive and negative

ratings are selected. The countries selected ailstude those in which projects addressed the

most commonly shared environmental challenges, i.e. deforestation and land degradation,

threats to biodiversity, and desertification. Despite marine waters related environmental

challenges (especially coastaldacoral reef degradation) are addressed by several projects,

they are not part of the evaluation scope, which focuses on-aamked environmental
OKItftSyasSa o0asSsS GKS ! FNROF . A2YSa {//9Qa ! LIIN
be covered aspportunities for data gathering in the countries selected arise.

11.  Five countries result from the application of the above criteria: Mauritania, Nigeria,
Uganda, Mali and Guinea. Table 3 lists positives and negatives in each country by
environmental challeng.

Table3: Case study countries, projects and main environmental challenge

Country National Projects Regional Projects

@ %
Mauritania| 2 projects 1 project O@(+)*

O@ (+)

@(-)

Nigeria 2 projects _ 5 projects @@(+)*
Capacity

Building(-) @O@( )

O(—)
Uganda 3 projects O@(+) 1 project @(+)
@O(+)

Mali 2 projects O(_) 4 projects @@ (+)*
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@ )

OO
o )

Guinea 2 projects 3 projects

Capacity Building (+)

*Shared regionainterventions between countries selected

12.  These five countries also provide an opportunity to assess projects with either positive
outcomes and negative sustainability, or the inverse. These include two national projects in
Nigeria, a nationgbroject in each of Mali and Guinea, 2 regional projects in which Uganda
participates, and a regional project in which Mauritania, Mali, and Guinea participate (Table 4).

Table4: Additional case study projects

Country Country Projects Regional Projects
. | Odn
Mauritania N/A 1 project
© vy
@
Nigeria 2 projects N/A
O
| Owy
Uganda N/A 1 project
©n
Mali 1 project @ (N) 1 project © (N)*
Guinea | 1 project DN 1 project © ny
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13.  To note, two national and two regional projects involving GuiBesau will be covered
by the case study component of the Small Islands Developing States SCCE.
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Annex 1 Main environmental challenges in the 23 countries

(Africa Biomes SCCE Approach Paper, Table 1)

w 5ST2NBaidlldAzy

w 5SF2NBadGliAzy |
Plantations

Benin $Dezerr<tlfl|\j:\ast|:')nﬁ . s . Liberia w CKNEIGA G2 A2
' w 2FGSNIt2ffdzii A2y
2 3 A A ~ ) ~ FAESN R R ; . ;
Burkina o [L;EN%%ghﬁgﬁgi ® 553 S NUADGugt U A2 )
e Mali w 2F40GSNI ! @F At oAt
Faso Desertification w CKNEFGA 2 X 2
w 5SF2NBadliArAz2y '
w [FYR 5S3INIRFGA
Deforestation Ax oA o
AP . , ®w 5 SasS NIl ADeforedtatioh 2
Cameroon @ N-Z88/8kling of Biological Mauritania w L NBY aAyAy3d
R eSoures 1 o1 ¢ ® CAaKSNASE FyR
w 5SIAINIRIUGAZY 27
Ecosystems
©w {d26aAauSyOs Iy w 5SASNIATAONGAR2)
Central Poaching w ¢ K NBidifa G 2
African w 5SF2NBadl GA2Y | Niger ) Az
. ) w 9YDBANRYYSYi(l €
Republic Degradation Minin
w 5AFY2YR aAyAy: g
w 5 NP dAK w 5SaSNIAFTAOIGAZ)
w 5SASNIAFAOFIGAZR . w 5ST2NBadldArzy |
Chad . Nigeria . .
Degradation Biodiversity
w ! 00Saa G2 2149 w hAf t2ftfdziAizy
w 2F 0SSN { iNBaa w 'NbFy t2ffdziA2y
: w [ AwfilRbility and Degradation w 5STF2NBadGl A2y
Erirea @ s&FaNBadlarzy | o ol adlt 2 Sat -y
Biodiversity exploitation
w 2F4GSN! @At oA
Safe Source A Ax L
S A x A oA R , w 5STF2NBaudluAzZ2y
Ethiopia @ [ A@Sau20Olband{ 2ASiera = g 5 s NG RE (A
Degradation Leone © h@BSNFAZKAY I
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Endemism
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w S5NRAAKG | yR | 3

Productivity South w {2Af 9NRAAZY |\
Gambia ® C¢KNBFda G2 C2 N g dan w t2F 0KAY3 FyR 0

Ecosystems w C2NBaita FyR CAi

w h@SNFAAKAY 3 |y

w 5ST2NBadldAzy

w [FYR 5S3INIRFGA w {2Af 9NRBRaAZ2ZY |\
Ghana Erosion Sudan wPoaching and the Ivory Trade

w h@SNFAAKAY3A 39 w C2NBaida |yR CA:

Lake Volta

o ﬁ%;i;fgz;;gzg w [FYR 583NI RIGA;
Guinea Mangroves Togo w CKNBIFGa G2 !l dz

w [FyR 583N RFGA ® ¢ K NIBibdiversityu 2

w 5SF2NBadGlriArAz2y w [FYR 5S3aNIRFGA:;
Gunea w /I akKSg CI NN)\)/EUanda w | FToAGHEG 5S83INI RI
Bissau w CKNBIGa G2 dGkg-d Biodiversity

Reserve w 2FGSNI! @F At oAt
Vo w 5ST2NBaidllAzy
oy @ CKNBHGa G2 A2

w ¢CKNBIGa G2 /21

SourceUNEP 2008
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Annex 2 List of projects with positive and negative ratings
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Co
GE'I: Sral cinanc Date of project Rating Challe
GEF | Agenc | scope Countries Focal Title Phase| Type il PP 2 nge
ID y P Area yp addres
. sed
$US million Start Compl. | Outc. | Sust.
Management of Indigenous
UNEP/ Region Vegetation for the @
504 al 9 Botswana, Kenya, Mali BD Rehabilitation of Degraded | GEF2| FSP 9.05 3.55 6/8/01 | 9/30/07 - -
UNDP Rangelands in the Arid Zone O
of Africa
1063 we | €U | cameroon pp | Forestand Environment | oepql pop | 1907| 11653| omesos | T2RVL| . - | O
y Development Policy Grant 1
Countr Integrated Marine and O
1189 | WB Senegal BD | Coastal Resource GEF3| FSP 5.34 11.49| 4/15/05 | 12/1/11 - -
y Management @
Countr Communitybased Coastal @
1234 | WB Benin BD and Marine Biodiversity GEF3| FSP 4.65 7.30| 10/14/08 | 5/15/14 - -
y Management Project O
1273\ we | S | Guinea pp | Coastal Marine and GEF3| FsP|  535| 1853| 7007 | YRVIL 1 L @)
y Biodiversity Management 3
1686 | WB 50””” Ethiopia CC | Renewable Energy Project | GEF3| FSP 521| 10.40| 4/9/03 | 6/30/12 | - - @
) Develop Appropriate
2720| INP | ReGION | 5o na, Nigeria Chem. | Strategies for Identifying | Ggr3| Fsp 265 2.10| 103008 | 13V )
o al Sites Contaminated by 2
Chemicals listed in Annex A
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B and/or C of the Stockholm
Convention

Leone, Sao Tome and

SIP: Scaling UpLM Practice, Capaci
33ga| we | UM | Nigeria Lp | Knowledge,and | oppg) pop 7.00| 99.10| sgm1 | H28YL v
y Coordination in Key Nigeriar 3 Buildin
States g
Countr Northern Savanna
777 | WB Ghana BD | Biodiversity Conservation GEF2| FSP 7.93| 20.20| 9/23/02 | 2/28/09 O
y (NSBC) Project
921 | we Countr Senegal cc Electricity .SerV|ces for Rural GEF2| Esp 500 66.70|  6/30/05 12/31/1 Q
y Areas Project 2
Local Empowerment and
Environmental Management
42| we | S | Nigeria BD | Project-Micro Watershed | GEF2| FSP 835 8298 4/30/04 | ¥ 31/3 &
y and Environmental
Management Project
Conservation of Biodiversity
1175 | unppP | COU | yganda BD | inthe Albertine RifEorest | GEF3| FSP 3.75| 795 smior | 2RY é O
y Areas of Uganda
Angola, Benin, Congo,
gg:ﬁ:rcl)\g;lr%abon Comlating Living Resource @
UNDP ' - Depletion and Coastal Area
/ Region Ghana, Equatorial Degradation in the Guinea 12/31/1
1188 9N | Guinea, Guineissau, | W g GEF3| FSP | 21.45| 43.97| 10/26/04 @
al Liberia. Nigeria. Sierra Current LME through 2
UNEP » Nigena, Ecosystenbased Regional @

Principe, Togo, Congo
DR

Actions
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Project

1253 we | COUNT | paii gp | Gourma Biodiversity GEF2| FSP 568 358 9905 | 123UL O
y Conservation Project 2
WH Redion Ethiopia, Morocco,
1348 | g Mali, Nigeria, Tunisia, | Chem. | Africa Stockpiles Program, i GEF3| FSP 25.70| 35.00( 10/3/05 | 5/31/13 @
FAO a Tanzania, South Africal
Establishing the Basis for
1475\ we | €U | |iperia gp | Blodiversity Conservation or epql \1gp 1.00| 1.44| 9/23/05 | 7/31/11 @)
y SapoNational Park and in
SouthEast Liberia
Countr CommunityBased 12/30/1 ®
1855 | WB Chad MFA | Ecosystem Management GEF3| FSP 6.25 87.92| 6/20/06 1
y Project @
1877| we | S | Guinea Lp | Communitybased Land GEF3| FSP 735 34.40| 7r007 | 2811
y Management 4 .
Countr Communitybased .
2459 | WB y Mauritania LD | Watershed Management GEF3| FSP 6.35 58.80| 1/26/07 | 3/31/13
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Adoption of Ecosystem Capaci
3135 | UNEP | U™ | Gambia MEA | AApproach for Integrated GEF4| MSP 049| 0.17| 1/1/09 | 12/1/14 v
y Implementation of MEAs at Buildin
National and Divisional Leve g
Burkina Faso, Benin,
W8/ Reqion Cote d'lvoire, Reversing Land and Water @
1093 al g Cameroon, Guinea, W Degradation Trends in the | GEF3| FSP 13.38| 29.64| 10/5/04 | 2/28/11
UNDP Mali, Niger, Nigeria, Niger River Basin @
Chad
1221w | COU" | GuineaBissau gp | Coastal andiodiversity GEF3| FsP 515| 6.31| 3/14/05 | 3/31/10
y Management Project O
Countr Protected Areas @
1830 | WB Uganda BD Management and GEFl1| FSP 8.00 30.00| 12/4/02 | 6/30/10
y Sustainable Use (PAMSU) O
Countr SIP: Country Program for
2794 | WB Ethiopia LD | Sustainable Land GEF4| FSP 9.35| 28.80| 10/10/08 | 9/30/13 @
y Management
SIP: Participatory @
Countr N Environmental Protection
3379 | IFAD Mauritania LD T GEF4| FSP 435| 15.57 4/7/11 | 4/5/14
y and Poverty Reduction in th¢
Oases of Mauritania O
Countr SPWABD: Guinea Bissau
3817\ WB | GuineaBissau BD | Biodiversity Conservation | GEF4| MSP 0.95| 279| 3/14/11 | 2/28/14 O

Trust FundProject
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Burkina Faso, Benin,

Addressing Transboundary

1111| UNEP | R89OM | cote diivoire, Ghana, | 1w | Soncemns inthe VoltaRiver| ppal pop 584 1102| 707 | t28YL &
al . Basin and its Downstream 3
Mali, Togo
Coastal Area
E'zt:n;’ GL?th;?ia Enhancing Conservation of
Reaion Mau?ita?:,ia Niger ' the Critical Network of Sites @
1258 | UNEP | 9 auritania, Viger, BD | of Wetlands Required by | GEF3| FSP 6.35| 6.20| 6/1/06 | 12/1/10
al Nigeria, Senegal, . .
: Migratory Waterbirds on the O
Turkey, Tanzania, African/Eurasian Flyays
Yemen, South Africa Yays.
Extending Wetland @
1837 | UNDP | U™ | Uganda gp | Protected Areasthrough | oep/l iop 0.83| 3.03| 6/3/08 | 6/30/14
y Community Based
Conservation Initiatives O
. SIP: Stimulating Community
2184 | UNEP Zeg'on ShzggéMg(;Sf;‘cha LD | Initiatives in Sustainable | GEF4| MSP 0.94| 095| 9/1/09 12/31/}1 @
g ' Land Management (SSLM)
Reqion Dryland Livestock Wildlife
2396 | UNEP al 9 Burkina Faso, Kenya BD | Environment Interface GEF3| MSP 1.00 2.36| 8/29/05 | 1/31/09 O
Project
Sustainable Agr&astoral
and Land Management @
Countr Promotion under the
2549 | WB Cameroon LD . . GEF3| FSP 6.35 92.00| 12/1/06 | 3/1/12
y National Community @

Development Program
Support Program (PNDP)
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Promotion of Strategies to
Reduce Unintentional

10/31/1

UNID | Region | Egypt, Jordan, Sudan,
2865 | al Vormen Chem. | 5 i of POPs in the | CEF4| MSP 1.00| 2.03| 12/23/08 1 (@)
PERSGA Coastal Zone
Protected Area Project
3533\ we | U™ | cote diivoire gp | (ProjetdAppuialaRelance| pep,) pop 254| 1299| 11510 | 2R @)
y de la Conservation des Parc 4
et Reserves, PAR®)
CPP: Burkina Fas&ub
Countr programme of theNorthern
3567 | IFAD Burkina Faso LD Regionunder Partnership GEF3| FSP 2.02 27.82| 10/8/09 | 1/31/14 @
y Programme for Sustainable
Land Management
. CBSFRCapacity Building for
CentraI_Afrlcan Regional Coordirteon of Capaci
Region Republic, Congo, Sustainable Forest 12/31/1 t
3960 | WB 9 Cameroon, Gabon, MFA . GEF4| MSP 0.87 3.03 8/2/11 Y
al . : Management in the Congo 4 Buildin
Equatorial Guinea, .
Condo DR Basin under the GEF Progrg g
g for the Congo Basin
SPWABD: The Gambia Capaci
Countr : Biodiversity Management ty
3961 | WB Gambia BD Lo GEF4| MSP 1.00 1.26 3/21/11 | 1/31/12 S
y and Institutional Buildin
Strengthening Project g
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Annex 3 List of projects with neutral ratings
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GEF

Co
Qrant Financ Date of project Rating UL
_ Focal _ (incl. addressed
GEFID  Agency Scope Countries Area Title Phase | Type | ppg) =

$US million Start Compl. | Outc. | Sust.

Consolidation of
3284 | World Bank | Country | Liberia pp | Liberias GEF4 | MSP | 081 | 6.63 |07/11/08 | 11/30/12 | - +
Protected Area

Network

®©® 0O O

DSSA Malaria
Decision Analysis
Support Tool
Kenya, (MDAST):

3346 UNEP Regional | Tanzania, Chem. | Evaluating GEF4 | MSP | 1.00 1.01 | 09/01/09 | 04/01/13 - + @
Uganda Health Social ang
Environmental
Impacts and
Policy Tradeoffs

Natural
136 | World Bank | Country | Ghana BD | Resource GEFL | FP | 873 | 5350 | 06/09/99 | 06/20/07 | - - O
Management

National Fadama
Development
Program Il (NFD
I): Critical
Ecosystem
Management

1503 World Bank | Country | Nigeria LD GEF3 FP | 10.32 | 53.19 | 07/26/06 | 12/31/11 - +

® O
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3154

UNDP

Country

Ethiopia

CCA

Coping with
Drought and
Climate Change

GEF3

MSP

1.00

1.87

03/27/09

11/19/13

@
@

3126

UNDP

Country

Ghana

MFA

Establishing an
Effective and
Sustainable
Structure for
Implementing
Multilateral
Environmental
Agreements

GEF4

MSP

0.50

0.28

04/13/09

12/31/12

Capacity
Building

3385

World Bank

Country

Senegal

LD

SIP: Sustainable
Land
Management in
Senegal

GEF4

FP

4.80

46.40

03/05/10

12/31/12

@

1178

World Bank

Country

Burkina Fasa

MFA

Sahel Integrated
Lowland
Ecosystem
Management
(SILEM), Phase |

GEF3

FP

4.84

0.41

12/22/04

12/31/10

@
@

Capacity
Building

1067

World Bank

Country

Gambia

BD

Integrated
Coastal and
Marine
Biodiversity
Management

GEF2

MSP

0.99

0.79

09/01/02

03/31/08

O
e

2183

World Bank

Country

Ghana

MFA

Community

based Integrated

GEF3

MSP

0.85

6.65

02/19/04

02/19/08

49




Natural
Resources
Management
Project in
Okyeman

World Bank

Country

Guinea

CcC

Rural Energy

GEF2

FP

2.00

15.00

06/27/03

06/30/13

®

1274

World Bank

Country

Mali

CC

Household
Energy and
Universal Rural
Access Project

GEF3

FP

3.91

49.85

05/07/04

06/30/09

®

Capacity
Building

1275

World Bank

Country

Niger

MFA

Community
based Integrated
Ecosystem
Management
Program under
the Community
Action Program

GEF2

FP

4.35

39.83

12/11/03

06/30/08

@
@

2380

UNDP

Country

Niger

LD

Sustainable Go
Management of
the Natural
Resources of the|
Air-Tenere
Complex

GEF3

FP

4.23

5.37

08/22/06

12/31/12

3382

World Bank

Country

Niger

LD

SIP: Community
Driven SLM for
Environmental
and Food
Security

GEF4

FP

4.67

40.30

12/24/08

04/30/13
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Rural
Electrification

2828 World Bank | Country | Nigeria CC | and Renewable | GEF3 | MSP | 1.00 9.00 | 09/16/05 | 06/30/12 Q
Energy
Development
Adaptation to
Climate Change
Responding to
Cabo Verde, Shoreline
Gambia, Change and its Q
. Guinea human
2614 UNDP Regional | _. CcC : . . GEF3 FP 4.00 9.73 | 05/23/08 | 12/31/11
Bissau, dimensions in
Mauritania, West Africa O
Senegal through
integrated
coastal area
management.
Ethiopia, Removing
_ Ghana Barne_rs to
2140 UNEP Regional Ugand:’;\ BD Invasive Plant GEF3 FP 5.73 6.17 | 01/01/06 | 07/01/10 O
- Management in
Zambia .
Africa
Partnership for
Natural O
876 | World Bank | Country | Burkina Fasd BD | Ccosystem GEF2 | FP | 7.68 | 596 | 04/29/03 | 12/31/07 ,
Management Capacity
Program Building
(PAGEN)
Benin, Reducing
1420 UNEP Regional | Guinea, MFA | Dependence on | GEF3 | FP | 448 | 4.46 | 04/23/09 | 12/31/14 ©
Mali, POPs and other
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Mauritania,
Niger,
Senegal

Agro-Chemicals
in the Senegal
and Niger River
Basins through
Integrated
Production, Pest
and Pollution
Management
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Annex4: Projects Changeand Regional Coveragaey Main Environmental Challenge

Main
Environmental
Challenge

National projects

Regional projects

Exclusively or
predominantly Sahel

Exclusively or predominantly
SudanGuinea Savanna

GEF ID 2459)(Mauritania
GEF ID 3379 (+) Mauritania
GEF ID 3567 (+) Burkina Fa
GEF ID 1855)(Chad

GEF ID 3385 (N) Senegal
GEF ID 1178 (N) Burkina Fg
GEF ID 1275 (N) Niger
GEF ID 2380 (N)jiger

GEF ID 3382 (N) Niger

GEF ID 2549 (+) Cameroon
GEF ID 2794 (+) Ethiopia
GEF ID 1877%)(Guinea

GEF ID 1221 (+) GuinB&ssau
GEF ID 1830 (+) Uganda

GEF ID 1503 (N) Nigeria

GEF ID 504)([S] Mali
GEF ID 1093 (+) Guinea, Mali, Nigeria
GEF ID 2184) Uganda

GEF ID 1188)(Nigeria, Guinedissau

GEF ID 2459)(Mauritania

GEF ID 1855)(Chad

GEF ID 1877%)(Guinea

N/A

GEF ID 2459)(Mauritania
GEF ID 3379 (+) Mauritania
GEF ID 1253)(Mali

GEF ID 1855)(Chad

GEF ID 1178 (Burkina Fasq
GEF ID 876 (N) Burkina Fas

GEF ID 1275 (N) Niger

GEF ID 1234)(Benin

GEF ID 1221 (+) GuinB&ssau
GEF ID 3817 (+) GuinB&ssau
GEF ID 1175)(Uganda

GEF ID 1830 (+) Uganda
GEF ID 1837 (+) Uganda
Do C

L5 opoo 0O

GEF ID 777)(Ghana

GEF ID 1258 (+) Mauritania, Nigeria
GEF ID 504)(S]Mali
GEF ID 2396 (+) [S]

GEF ID 2140 (N) Uganda
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GEF ID 1063)(Cameroon
GEF ID 1273)(Guinea
GEF ID 1475)(Liberia
GEF ID 3284 (N) Liberia
GEF ID 136 (N) Ghana
GEF ID 1503 (N) Nigeria
GEF ID 2183 (N) Ghana

GEF ID 1067 (N) Gambia

N/A

GEF ID 3154 (N) Ethiopia

N/A

® | ®

N/A

GEF ID 2459)(Mauritania

GEF ID 1837%)(Uganda
GEF ID 3284 (N) Liberia
GEF ID 924)(Nigeria

GEF ID 2549 (+) Cameroon

GEF ID 1093 (+) Guinea, Miligeria
GEF ID 1111 (+) Mali

GEF ID 1258 (+) Mauritania, Nigeria

GEF ID 1189)(Senegal

GEF ID 1273)(Guinea
GEF ID 3284 (N) Liberia

GEF ID 1067 (N) Gambia

GEF ID 1188)(Nigeria, Guinedissau

GEF ID 2614 (N) Mauritania, Guiriasau

® O ®

GEF 111189 ¢) Senegal

GEF ID 1855)(Chad

GEF ID 1234)(Benin
GEF ID 1273)(Guinea

GEF ID 3284 (N) Liberia

GEF ID 1188)(Nigeria, Guine®issau

®

N/A
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N/A

N/A

GEF ID 1348)(Mali, Nigeria

GEF ID 2720)(Nigeria

GEF ID 1420 (N) Guinea, Mislguritania
GEF ID 2865 (+)

GEF ID 3346 (N) Uganda

O

GEF ID 921)(Senegal

GEF ID 1274 (N) Mali

GEF ID 1686)(Ethiopia
GEF ID 8 (N) Guinea
GEF ID 2828 (N) Nigeria

GEF ID 3154 (N) Ethiopia

GEF ID 2614 (N) Mauritania, Guifigiasau

Capacity
Building

GEF ID 1274 (N) Mali
GEF ID 876 (N) Burkina Fas

GEF ID 1178 (N) Burkina Fg

GEF ID 3126 (N) Ghana
GEF ID 3384)(Nigeria
GEF ID 3135)(Gambia

GEF ID 3961)(Gambia

GEF ID 3960 (+) Guinea

*Projects highlighted igreywill be covered as part of the county case study field visits
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1. Introduction and Purpose

1 Case studies are the main component of the -Salthvaran Africa (SSBijomes SCCE.
They focus on the two overarching evaluation objectives:

(@) To understand the determinants of sustainability; and

b ¢2 FaasSaa D9CQa NBES@OlIyOS (42 |yR LISNF2NX¥YI

challenges in the two biomes.

2 In its latestAnnual Performance Report (APR) the GEF Independent Evaluation Office
(IEO) has conducted a desk review on sustainabisH IEO 20).8Based on 53 post

completon verification reports, the review indicates that higher sustainability ratings at project
completion are associated with higher levels of post project completion outcomes. For most
projects, these outcomes are in turn correlated with satisfactory outcomtiegs at

completion. Importantly, at post completion more projects achieved environmental stress
reduction and broader adoption of project outcomes than at completion. The following
contributing factors were at play in those cases where past outcomes n@& sustained:

(@) lack of financial support for the maintenance of infrastructure or follow up
(b) lack of sustained efforts from the executing agency

(c) inadequate political support including limited progress on the adoption of legal and
regulatory measures

(d) lowinstitutional capacities of key agencies
(e) low levels of stakeholder buy, and
(f)  flaws in the theory of change of projects.

3 Building on the APR desk review findings, this evaluation aims at exploring in depth,
through country case study analysis, the factoostributing and/or hindering the sustainability
of project outcomes. The aim is to cross check the APR findings as well as identify any other
nuances to the six factors above, or new factors that either hinder or contribute to the
sustainability of projet completion outcomes.

4 { St SOGA2y 2F OFrasS aitdzReé O2dzyiNASa RNI ga
cohort, composed of 68 national and regional projects completed between 2007 and 2014
having APR ratings for both outcomes and sustainability. Psjed¢he selected countries
addressed the most common environmental challenges shared by the largest number of
countries in the two biomes, i.e. deforestation and land degradation, threats to biodiversity,
and desertification. Despite marine waters relateavironmental challenges (especially coastal
and coral reef degradation) are addressed by several projects, they are not part of the
evaluation scope, which focuses on ldoased environmental challenges.
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5 The purpose of this note is to detail the desmfrthe country case study visits and

provide guidance to the case study teams. The same data gathering approach should be used,
so that observations and emerging findings are coherent and comparable across all countries
and projects visited. In short, thi®te aims at maintaining as much as possible homogeneity
among the five studies.

2. KeyEvaluation Questions

6 The SSA Biomes SCCE focuses on five key questions. As indicated in the evaluation
matrix annexed to the approach paper, case studies and relatedtigouisits/data gathering
pertains to the following five questions (and related indicators):

KQ1): What are the key factors influencing sustainability of outcomes in the two biomes?

KQ2): In what way, if any, does the environment and secmnomic
development/livelihoods nexus (or lack thereof) help explain the sustainability of
outcomes in the two biomes?

KQ3): To what extent has GEF support been relevant to the main environmental challenges
the countries face in the two biomes, and are there any gaps?

K@): To what extent have gender and resilience been taken into consideration in GEF
programming in the two biomes?

KQ5): To what extent has GEF support performed in the 13 fragile countries in the two
biomes, and how have the results obtained freompleted GEF projects and
programs been affected in those situations that have become fragile?

7 Key Questions 1), 2) and 3) will be the main focus of the case study data gathering
effort. They will be answered building on desk review of projeetuments as well as on the
results from portfolio and geospatial analysis prior to the missions. Once in the countries, these
three questions will be answered through central level interviews and field verifications, as
detailed in the following section&ey Questions 4) and 5) will be answered through central

level interviews with key stakeholders in the capital. Interview guidelines with indicators for
each question are presented in Annex 1.

3. CaseStudy Planning, Approach and Methodologies

8 Guinea Mali, Mauritania, Nigeriaand Ugandaemerged as the countries having the

largest number of national and regional projects with positive and negative APR ratings both on
outcomes and sustainabilit§ Four of the five case studies (the ones in LDC countriéisilso

serve the Least Development Countries (LDCs) SCCE. An additional cauinig, Bissauwill

be covered by the Small Island Developing States (SIDS) SCCE following a similar approach and
methodology. The aim is to coordinate and synergize thenttguevel data gathering and

6 SCCE: Sahel and Sudzminea Savanna Biomes: Selection of Case Study Countries (IEO internal document).
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analysis effort in a way to serve the needs of the three SCCEs. Annex 2 details the projects
belonging to the SSA Biomes SCCE sustainability cohort in the selected countries.

9 A minimum of two weeks is foreseen for each coumtigsion, 3040% spent

conducting interviews and data gathering in the capital (including briefing and debriefing the
GEF Operational Focal Point in the country) and the rest dedicated to field verification in project
sites. Teams will also conduct dyamtiterviews in the countriesMorgan et al. 201pwhen

applicable. Dyadic interviews will be conducted with pairs of child and standalone national
project managers from similar catries in the two biomes to inquire about evidence or

examples of positive, negative and absent long term environmental change and the related
underlying factors in each example. The focus on comparing child projects (i.e. projects
designed and implementednder a program) with similar standalone projects is to test the
KelLlRikKSaAra GKFEG AYLIESYSYyGAy3a | WLINRPINI YYIFGAOQ
outcomes and sustainability, and the underlying factors pertaining to a program that make child
projects more sustainable. A separate guidance note has been prepared for dyadic interviews
and will be provided to the teams.

10 Country visits will benefit from analyses conducted in house by the GEF IEO prior to the
missions. First, results will be extractent €ach country from the ongoing project
documentation review and will be provided to the teams. Secondly, project sites where spatial
observations can be made are being gecated based on the location information contained
in project documents prior tthe visit to the countries. A preliminary geospatial analysis will be
conducted at the country and project site level, aiming at identifying change and trends over
time in:

(a) Land productivity, land cover and soil organic carbon

(b) Forest loss/gain

(c) Forest fragrentation

11 The results of this analysis will be field verified during country visits, with the aim of
understanding the factors that contributed to the change observed through remote sensing.

12 Each country case study should target field verification in aieeo§iat least three
completed projects from the sustainability cohort (one with positive, one with negative, and
one with neutral ratings both for outcomes and sustainability), aiming at covering the
intervention typologies applied to the main environmahthallenges in the two biomes. If
possible, project site visits will also be identified by the case study team lead from completed
projects that are not part of the sustainability cohort and projects under implementation (see
Annex 3 and 4 for a full tisf national projects in those two cohorts). The methods section of

the case study report (a report outline is presented in Annex 5) will explain the rationale for the
choice of the sites to be field verified.
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13 The criteria for selection of projects tower in addition to the sustainability cohort ones
are:

(a) priority to completed over under implementation projects,
(b) priority to national over regional projects, and

(c) projects belonging to dyads.

14 The SCCE Task Team Leader (TTL) Carlo Carugi will directpapauiti the conduct of

two case studies: (i) Guinea and (ii) Uganda, in both cases with assistance from a national
consultant. The Mauritania case study will be conducted by Sara El Choufi, SCCE team member,
supported by one national consultant, and tNegeria and Mali case studies will be conducted

by a senior evaluation consultant.

4. Indicative Steps

15 Based on the preliminary activities described above, especially on the selection of
project sites for field verification, and following emiafroductions from the GEF IEO, the
evaluators responsible for the respective case studies shall also make initial contact with the in
country project managers and other stakeholdérs.mission agenda with a timetable and list

of persons to be met, including the list of project sites will be drafted and agreed to with the
GEF OFP based on the selection of project sites to visit and the stakeholders to interview.
Ideally, the agenda slud be prepared and shared with national partners one month before

the mission.

16 Given resource constraints, it will not be possible to assess a statistically representative
number of project sites in each country. The intention is to visit an illustratweple of project

sites. Logistics and costs will have to be taken into consideration. In any case, the sample will be
selected from sites where activities began from the year 2007 onwards. In case sites of projects
under implementation need to be visitethese will have had activities ongoing for at least two
years. For completed projects to be retained, the key stakeholders should still be available for
meetings/interviews. The sampling approach will be documented in the case study report.

17 Study teams wilifollow these steps: (i) background reading prior to the country visits; (ii)
information/data collection and interviews at the central level in the capital; (iii) Project site
visits; (iv) analysis; and (v) report writing. Background reading incluj&SA Biomes SCCE
Approach Papef(ii) GEF IEO Annual Performance Report 2017 (the sustainability analysis
chapter) (iii) SSA Biomes SCCE Selection of Case Study Cowotdri¢s) Project
Documentation(both design and progress reports (PIRs and WMTdRsl terminal evaluations);

(vi) thisGuidance Note including the interview protocol (in Annex 1); (iidance Note for
Dyadic Interviewsand (vi)Premission geospatial analyses and portfolio reviews

7 A complete staketblder list is being put together, with information gathered from the GEF Agencies.
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A tentative scheduling of the country visitaesented here below:

MONTHS Mar-19 Apr-19 May-19 Jun-19
# | Country Who
WEEKS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10| 11| 12| 13| 14 | 15 | 16
1 |Guinea X i X Carlo, national consultant
2 |Mauritania X | X Sara, national consultant
3.i [Mali X i X
Senior consultant
3.ii |Nigeria X | X
4 |[Uganda X | X Carlo, national consultant
5 |Guinea Bissau X | X Senior consultant (SIDS SCCE)
LEGEND Public holidays respected in the countries (Ramadan, Easter)

Planned Office travel, not related to the SCCE
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Annex1: Interview Guidelines

This Annex guides the interviews to be conducted in the country visits under this evaluation.
This applies mostly to interviews held with national level stakehold#rs Government (GEF
OperationalFocal Point, other staff involved with the project), GEF Agency/ies and executing
agencies. It may also be used during project site visits with beneficiaries, depending on whether
they are sufficiently familiar with the project in order to be able to yef the questions in an
informed manner.

The list below is not exhaustive and can be used as an initial reference, to be adjusted, modified
and adapted to the program, topic and country covered in the case study. A separate list is
provided for dyadic irgrviews to national project directors in the guidance document for

dyadic interviews.

KQYy 2 KIFG FNBX GKS 1Se FFOU2NR AYyTEdzZSyOAy3d adzail
site/country)?

Look for evidence and examples of positive, negativeadrsgnt change in terms of longer

term sustainability of outcomes and broader adoptfan place. Identify the main underlying
factors in each example. Provide detailed explanation for each factor/mechanism that either
positively influenced/supported or hampered sustainability. Factors may include, but are not
limited to:

o0 Financial supportdr the maintenance of infrastructure or follow up
o Sustained efforts from the national executing agency
0 Existence of institutions and/or governance structures functioning after completion

o Political support, including legal and regulatory measures

8 Broader adoptionis said to have taken place when governments and other stakeholders adopt, expand, and build on the
initiatives that the GEF funds, during program/project implementation or afterwards, as a result of initial successes. Broade
adoption occurs througfive mechanismssustaining, mainstreaming, replicaticscalingup, and market change, defined as:
SustainingA GEFsupported intervention or outcome is continued to be implemented by the original beneficiaries without GEF
support through clear budget allotans, implementing structures, and institutional frameworks so they can keep reaping the
benefits and provide incentives for adoption by other stakeholders.

Mainstreaming:Information, lessons or specific aspects of a GEF initiative become part ofakétak RSNDa 246y AyAGAL
as laws, policies, regulations, and programs. Mainstreaming may occur through governments and/or development
organizations and other sectors.

Replication:A GEFSupported intervention is reproduced at a similar administgtior ecological scale, often in other
geographical areas/regions.

Scalingup: GEFsupported initiatives are implemented at a larger geographical scale, often expanded to include more political,
administrative, economic, or ecological components. Soplallows concerns that cannot be resolved at lower scales to be
addressed and promotes the spread of GEF contributions to areas contiguous to the original intervention site.

Market change’A GEFsupported intervention influences economic demand for and $yigpifts to more environmenfriendly
products and services. Market change may encompass technological changes, policy and regulatory reforms, and financial
instruments.
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o Institutional capacities of key national agencies

o Stakeholders involved at design

0 hiKSNJ XXXXXXXX 6&aLISOATFEU
Questioning may include the following:

- 2KSY YR K& RAR ONRBIFIRSNJIFR2LIiA2y GF 1S
implementation?

- What were the projectelated contributing factors positively affecting the sustainability of
outcomes? What were the projestlated factors hindering the sustainability of outcomes?
What were the underlying mechanisms at play?

- What were the contextelated contributing factors pmtively affecting the sustainability of
outcomes? What were the contesdlated factors hindering the sustainability of outcomes?
What were the underlying mechanisms at play?

- Were there specific risksclimatic as well as neolimatic risks; that threatened or
prevented project objectives from being achieved, and threatened longer term
sustainability?

LI I O 8

- Inrelation to longer term sustainability and broader adoption, which were the most critical

contributing and hindering factors, and were these mostlyguiopr contexirelated?

KQ2 In what way, if any, does the environment and sesonomic development/livelihoods

YSEdza 62NJ £ O] GKSNB2F0 KSt LI SELXFAY (GKS ad

site/country)?

Focus on the nexus or traddf between environmental development and various aspects of
socioeconomic development as a potential explaining factor that either positively
influenced/supported or hampered longer term sustainability. Nexus and/or t@itlemay be
explained by the followig:

o Existence (or lack) of in country regulatory framework enabling private sector to address
environmental issues, with examples of compliance and/or adoption by private entities

o Evidence of (or lack) access to private sector funding after project completnd what
that means with respect to the environment/development tradés

o0 Perceptions of the existence of a nexus or a traffdoetween environment and
socioeconomic development (food security, income generation, other), with concrete
examples of bdt nexus and tradeffs
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o0 Examples of specific mitigation actions to tackle tradis or take advantage of
synergies

0 hi KSNJ XXXXX 6aLISOATFeEL
Questioning may include the following:
- What positive or negative environmental changes or trends are visible aftecproj

completion, resulting from the project? What are the factors that contributed to or hindered
such changes?

- What positive or negative socioeconomic changes or trends are visible after project
completion, resulting from the project? What are the factihia contributed to or hindered
such changes?

- What positive or negative changes or trends in individual and institutional capacity, and
governance are visible after project completion, resulting from the project? What are the
factors that contributed to ohindered such changes?

KQ3 To what extent has GEF support been relevant to the main environmental challenge
O2dzy GNASa FI OS Ay XXXXX OLINB2SOG araiasS

N0
—+
=y

0 Existence of national operational strategies related to (@€& areas, and alignment of
D9C adzlIR2 NI ¢AGK ylFIiA2ytf SY@ANRYYSylGl f
support to the environmental sector in the countries

o t SNOSLIiA2ya 2F LINRB2SO0laQ NBfSOFryOS G261 NRa

environmental challenges, with concrete examples of relevance or the lack thereof

o0 Perceptions of the most appropriate type of support the GEF could give to the country
in support of tackling its main environmental challenges

o Perceptions of whethethe expansion of the GEF partnershgsulted in the country
being able to collaborate with more Agencies

o Variety of the services available to countriesnfrthe xx GEF Agencies working in the
country, and actual and planned use of the services available to countries from these
Agencies

o0 Perceptions of incentives and disincentives to embark in GEF integrated programs
and/or multifocal projects
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Questioning mg include the following:

- Is the support offered by the GEF in line with the national environmental priorities?

- What is the most appropriate type of support the GEF could give to the country for tackling
their main environmental challenges?

- Does the countrprefer national projects or regional projects, mediaire or fullsize
projects, single focal area or multcal area projects? And why?

- Did the expansion of the GEF partnership result in the country being able to collaborate with
more GEFF Agencies?

- ArS

GKS I 00SaaAroftsS D9C ! ASyOASa ljdzr t AFASR (2

challenges?

- Are there any plans to use GEF Agencies that have not been used in the past?

KQ4 To what extent have gender and resilience been takendotwideration in GEF
LINEIANF YYAY T AY XXXXXK

KQ4.1: Gender

(0]

(0]

(0]

Existence of country gender plans, policies, strategies, specific géowesed ministries
or departments, and linkages between these and the environmental focus of GEF
projects. With concrete exantgs, if these exist

Linkages between country gender plans, policies and strategies and those at project
level

O9PARSYOS 2F 42YSyQa AyOfdzaAizy YR 62YSyQa
Perceptions of the role of women in environmental stewardship in thenty

Evidence of women's inclusion and women's empowerment

KQ4.2Resilience

(0]

Existence of resiliene®cused country plans, policies, strategies, and specific resilience
focused departments or task forces, and linkages between these and the environmental
focus of GEF projects. With concrete examples if these exist

Is there evidence of resilience thinking or resilience considerations in GEF projects? Do
these considerations link towards country priorities on resilience? Give concrete
examples
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KQ5 To what etent has GEF support performed in the 13 fragile countries in the two biomes,
and how have the results obtained from completed GEF projects and programs bee
affected in those situations that have become fragile?

This question applies only to Mali and Gea Bissau.
o0 Main features and dynamics on environmental change caused by fragility

o0 Perceptions on the most important factors having influenced the variations in those
fragile countries having shown the largest change in performance

0 hiKSNJ XXXXX 6aLISOATeov

Annex2 ¢ Case Study Countriesd their Sustainability Cohort Project€GEH - GEF6
Projectsthat have been completed between 2007and 2014)
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Guinea N 8| 1 + - WB CC |Rural Energy GEFR FP 2| 15 6/27/03 6/30/13
N [1273 1 1 1 - WB BD |Coastal Marine and Biodiversity Management GEFBFSRH 5.35 18.53 7/20/07|12/31/13]
N [ 1877 1 1 - - WB LD [Community-based Land Management GEFBFSPH 7.35 34.4 7/20/07|12/31/14]
R | 1093 1 1 + + WB/UNDP| IW |Reversing Land and Water Degradation Trends in the Niger River Basin GEFBFSH 13.4 29.64 10/5/04| 2/28/11
R | 1420 1 + - UNEP MFA [Reducing Dependence on POPs and other Agro-Chemicals in the Senegal and Niger R|iGEFBFSPH 4.4 4.4 4/23/09|12/31/14
Basins through Integrated Production, Pest and Pollution Management
R | 396(Q 1(+ + WwB MFA [CBSP-Capacity Building for Regional Coordination of Sustainable Forest Management il GEFAMSP| 0.87 3.03 8/2/11|12/31/14
Congo Basin under the GEF Program for the Congo Basin
Mali N [1253 1 - - WB BD |Gourma Biodiversity Conservation Project GEFRFSPH 5.68 3.58 9/9/05|12/31/12]
N | 1274 1 1]+ - WB CC |Household Energy and Universal Rural Access Project GEFBFSH 3.91 49.89 5/7/04| 6/30/09
R 504 1 1 - - |UNEP/UNDP BD |Management of Indigenous Vegetation for the Rehabilitation of Degraded Rangelands ilGEFRFSH 9.09 3.5 6/8/01| 9/30/07
Arid Zone of Africa
R | 1093 1 1 + + WB/UNDP| IW [Reversing Land and Water Degradation Trends in the Niger River Basin GEFBFSH 13.4 29.64 10/5/04| 2/28/11
R [ 1111 1 + + UNEP IW _|Addressing Transboundary Concerns in the Volta River Basin and its Downstream Coas|@Ef8&SP 5.84 11.04 7/1/07[12/31/13
R | 1348 1 - - | WB/FAO [Chem|Africa Stockpiles Program, P1 GEFBFSPH 25.7 35| 10/3/05[ 5/31/13
R | 1420 1 + - UNEP MFA |Reducing Dependence on POPs and other Agro-Chemicals in the Senegal and Niger RiGEFBFSH 4.48 4.4 4/23/09|12/31/14
Basins through Integrated Production, Pest and Pollution Management
Mauritania| N | 2459 1 1 1 1 - - WB LD [Community-based Watershed Management Project GEFBFSRH 6.35 58.8 1/26/07 3/31/13
N | 3379 1 1 + + IFAD LD |SIP: Participatory Environmental Protection and Poverty Reduction in the Oases of MaulliGiBiR FSP 4.35 15.54 4/7/11| 4/5/14
R | 1254 1 1 + + UNEP BD |Enhancing Conservation of the Critical Network of Sites of Wetlands Required by Migratf GEFBFSH 6.3 6.2 6/1/06| 12/1/10
Waterbirds on the African/Eurasian Flyways
R | 1420 1 + - UNEP MFA |Reducing Dependence on POPs and other Agro-Chemicals in the Senegal and Niger RIGEFBFSH 4.48 4.4 4/23/09|12/31/14
Basins through Integrated Production, Pest and Pollution Management
R | 2614 1 1 + - UNDP CC |Adaptation to Climate Change - Responding to Shoreline Change and its human dimend GEFBFSH 4] 9.73 5/23/08(12/31/11]
West Africa through integrated coastal area management
Nigeria N 942 1 - - WB BD |Local Empowerment and Environmental Management Project - Micro Watershed and GEFRFSP 8.35 82.99 4/30/04(12/31/09
Environmental Management Project
N [1503 1 1 - |+ WB LD [National Fadama Development Program Il (NFDP I1): Critical Ecosystem Management [GEFBFSPH 10.3 53.19 7/26/06|12/31/11]
N [ 28294 1 + - WB CC [Rural Electrification and Renewable Energy Development GEFBMSP| 1 9| 9/16/05[ 6/30/12
N | 3384 1 - - WB LD [SIP: Scaling up SLM Practice, Knowledge, and Coordination in Key Nigerian States GEF{4FSH 7] 99.1 5/9/11[12/31/13)
R | 1093 1 1 + + WB/UNDP| IW [Reversing Land and Water Degradation Trends in the Niger River Basin GEFBFSH 13.4 29.64 10/5/04| 2/28/11
R | 1188 1 1 1 - - |UNDP/UNEP IW |Combating Living Resource Depletion and Coastal Area Degradation in the Guinea CurfGEFBFSH 21.5 43.97 10/26/04| 12/31/12
through Ecosystem-based Regional Actions
R | 1254 1 1 + + UNEP BD |Enhancing Conservation of the Critical Network of Sites of Wetlands Required by Migratf GEFBFSH 6.3 6.2 6/1/06| 12/1/10
Waterbirds on the African/Eurasian Flyways.
R | 1348 1 - - | WB/FAO [Chem|Africa Stockpiles Program, P1 GEFBFSPH 25.7 35| 10/3/05[ 5/31/13
R | 272Q 1 - - UNIDO |Chem|Develop Appropriate Strategies for Identifying Sites Contaminated by Chemicals listed i{GEFBFSR 2.65 2.1 10/30/08( 12/31/12]
Annex A, B and/or C of the Stockholm Convention
Uganda N [1179 1 - - UNDP BD |Conservation of Biodiversity in the Albertine Rift Forest Areas of Uganda GEFBFSRH 3.75 7.95 5/8/07(12/31/13]
N [1830 1 1 + + WB BD |Protected Areas Management and Sustainable Use (PAMSU) GEFLFSH 8| 30 12/4/02| 6/30/10|
N [1837 1 1 + + UNDP BD [Extending Wetland protected Areas through Community Based Conservation Initiatives | GEFAMSP| 0.83 3.03 6/3/08| 6/30/14
R | 2149 1 + - UNEP BD |Removing Barriers to Invasive Plant Management in Africa GEFB FP| 573 6.17 1/1/06| 7/1/10
R | 2184 1 + + UNEP LD [SIP: Stimulating Community Initiatives in Sustainable Land Management (SCI-SLM) GEFI!WISP 0.94 0.95 9/1/09|12/31/14]
R | 3344 1 -+ UNEP [Chem|DSSA Malaria Decision Analysis Support Tool (MDAST): Evaluating Health Social and |GEFAMSH] 1| 1.0Y 9/1/09| 4/1/13
Environmental Impacts and Policy Tradeoffs
Guinea R | 1188 1 1 1 - - |UNDP/UNEP IW |Combating Living Resource Depletion and Coastal Area Degradation in the Guinea Curf GEFBFSH 21.5 43.97 10/26/04| 12/31/12
Bissau through Ecosystem-based Regional Actions
N [122) 1 1 + + World Bank] BD |Coastal and Biodiversity Management Project GEFBFSRH 5.15 6.31 3/14/05 3/31/10|
R | 2614 1 1 + - UNDP CC |Adaptation to Climate Change - Responding to Shoreline Change and its human dimengy GEFB FP 4] 9.73 5/23/08|12/31/11]
West Africa through integrated coastal area management
N [3817 1 + + World Bankl BD |SPWA-BD: Guinea Bissau Biodiversity Conservation Trust Fund Project GEF4MSP| 0.95| 2.79 3/14/11]| 2/28/14
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Annex 3¢ National completed projects included in the relevance cohe{GEF 4 GEF &rojects that have been completed

after 2014)
GEF
Grant o Date of Date of
GEF Focal . GEF Trust | . Finance : ;
Agency| Country Title Type (incl. PPG project project
ID Area phase Fund (BUS :
($US o start completion
o million)
million)
Increased Resilience and Adaptati
3703| UNDP | Guinea | cc | i Adverselmpacts of Climate | oep )| pgp | | pcr 3.07| 162.89| 11/8/2010
Change in Guinea\dulnerable
Coastal Zones
Enhancing Adaptive Capacity and
3776 | UNDP | Mali CC | Resilience to Climate Change inthf GEF4 | FSP | LDCF 2.44 8.48| 6/9/2010
Agriculture Sector in Mali
Integrating Climate Resilience into
3979 | FAO Mali CC | Agricultural Production for Food GEF4 | FSP | LDCF 2.18 4.50| 5/31/2011
Security in Rural Areas
SPWACC: Promotion of the Use of
3699 | UNDP | Mali CC | Agrofuels from the Production and| GEF4 | MSP | GET 1.00 5.76 | 2/23/2012 | 10/30/2017
Use of Jatropha QOil in Mali
Partnership to Mainstream Marine
3576 | UNDP Mauritani BD and Coastal Biodiversity |r_1to Qil arn GEF4 | MsP | GET 1.00 451 12/16/201 6/15/2016
a Gas Sector Development in 0
Mauritania
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GEF

Co

GEF Focal . GEF Trust _Grant Finance Dat_e o Dat_e B
Agency| Country Title Type (incl. PPG project project
ID Area phase Fund (BUS :
($US o start completion
o million)
million)
SPWACC: Promoting Energy
3794 | UNDP | Nigeria CC | Efficiency in Residential and Publi GEF4 | FSP | GET 2.73 7.10| 4/11/2011
Sector in Nigeria
Less Burnt for a Clean Earth:
3804 | UNDP | Nigeria CW | Minimization of Dioxin Emission GEF4 | FSP | GET 4.28 19.68| 7/30/2010
from Open Burning Sources
3827 | WB Nigeria CC | SPWACC: Nigeria Urban Transpor{ GEF4 | FSP | GET 450| 325.00( 5/16/2011| 5/31/2017
4100 WB | Nigeria | cw E%?exa”ageme”t artgisposal GEF4 |FSP | GET 6.30| 12.20| 2/2/2012| 6/15/2016
SIP: Enabling Environment for SLN
3393 | UNDP | Uganda LD to overcome land degradationin | GEF4 | FSP | GET 1.88 2.60| 8/12/2010| 12/31/2015

the cattle corridor of Uganda.
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Annex 4¢ National projects under implementation included in the relevance cohqr{GEF 4 GEF 6 projects that have
been under implementation for at least 2 years)

GEF Grant Co Date of
GEF Agenc Count Focal Title GEF Tvpe Trust | (incl. PPG)| Finance roiect
ID gency Y Area phase YPe| Fund ($US ($US prol
" - start
million) million)
3958 | UNIDO | Guinea cc | SPWACC: Promoting Development of Mutturpose Minihydro GEFR4 | MSP | GET 0.91 0.88| 5/31/2012
Power Systems
Strengthening Resilience of Farming Communities' Livelihoods
4692 | UNDP | Guinea CcC against Climate Changes in the Guinean Prefectures of Gaoual, | GER5 | FSP | LDCF 3.82 29.34 | 11/20/2013
Koundara and Mali
5041 | UNDP | Guinea MEA | Strengthening Decentralized Management of fhevironmentto | - r o | sp | GeT 0.55 0.63| 4/29/2015
Meet Rio Convention Objectives
5289 | UNDP | Guinea cc | Developing a Market for Biogas Resource Developmentand | sep 5 | pop | T 2.71 11.00| 8/25/2015
Utilization in Guinea
3575 | UNDP G_umea BD _SPW/_ABD: _Suppc|>rt for the Consolidation of a Protected Area Sys GEE4 | MsP| GET 1.00 3.92 2/8/2010
Bissau in GuineaBissau's Forest Belt
Guinea Strengthening Resilience and Adaptive Capacity to Climate Char
4019 | UNDP Bissau CC Guinea. A& &F dzQ& | INI NAFY FyR 2F 4 GEF 4 | FSP | LDCF 4.13 19.95| 4/12/2011
5331 | UNIDO G_umea cC Promotmg_lnvgstments in _S_mall to Medium Scale Renewable En GEES5 | Msp | GET 183 1026 | 10/23/2014
Bissau Technologies in the Electricity Sector
3377 \l/JVI\?I/DP Mali LD SIP: Fostering Agricultural Productivity in Mali GEFR4 | FSP | GET 8.55 145.20| 12/17/2010
3763 | UNDP | Mali BD SPWABD: Expansion and Strengthening of Mali's PA System GEF4 | FSP | GET 1.83 9.25| 12/23/2010
Strengthening Resilience to Climate Change through Integrated
4822 | FAO Mali CcC Agricultural and Pastoral Management in the Sahelian zone inthf GEF5 | FSP | LDCF 2.27 14.25 1/2/2015
Framework of the Sustainable Land Management Approach
5192 | UNDP | Mali cc |{UNBYIUKSYyAy3I GKS wSAATASYOS | oeps|egp | peF 5.56 16.50| 5/12/2015
Vulnerable Communities in Mali
5270 | WB Mali MFA | GGW Natural Resources Management in a Changing Climate in| GEF5 | FSP | MTF 8.43 13.00| 12/6/2013
3893| IFAD | Mauritania | CC 2;;‘;?:;0 the Adaptation of Vulnerable Agricultural Production | e 4 | £op | | peF 360| 1047 4/1512013
Improving Climate Resilience of Water Sector Investments with
5190 | AfDB Mauritania CcC Appropriate Climate Adaptive Activities for Pastoral and Forestry| GEF5 | FSP | LDCF 6.60 14.58
Resources in Southern Mauritania
5792 | WB Mauritania MFA | PSGSustainable Landscape Management Project under SAWAP| GER5 | FSP | GET 4.81 19.20| 12/17/2015
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GEF Grant

Co

GEF Agenc Count Focal Title GEF Tvpe Trust | (incl. PPG)| Finance D?Oti;f
ID gency Y Area phase YP®! Fund ($US ($US proj
L L start
million) million)

8029 | WB Mauritania W West Africa Regional Fisheries Program SOP C1 GEFR5 | FSP | GET 7.00 23.05| 6/24/2015

3943 | UNIDO | Nigeria cc | SPWACCMini-grids based on Renewable Energy (sihtiro and | -r /| pp | gET 2.68 11.94| 8/7/2012
biomass) Sources to Augment Rural Electrification

4090 | UNDP | Nigeria BD | SPWABD: Niger Delta Biodiversity Project GEF4 | FSP | GET 3.76 10.65| 9/26/2012

4907 | WB | Nigeria MFA S\IGEVV\C,\L\'/L%Q)“"" Erosion and Watershed Management Project | er o | pop | mTE 859| 500.00| 9/16/2013

5375 | UNIDO | Nigeria CcC Scaling up Small Hydro Power (SHP) in Nigeria GEFR5 | FSP | GET 2.74 17.20| 3/24/2015

3392 | WB Uganda LD SIP:Sustainable Land Management Country Program GEF4 | FSP | GET 7.20 117.90| 12/20/2011
Conservation and Sustainable Use of the Threatened Savanna

4456 | UNDP | Uganda BD Woodland in the Kidepo Critical Landscape in North Eastern Uga GEFS5 | FSP | GET 3.18 10.68|  7/24/2013
Addressing Barriers to the Adoption of Improved Charcoal

4644 | UNDP | Uganda MFA | Production Technologies and Sustainable Land Management GEF5 | FSP | GET 3.58 14.66 | 5/20/2014
Practices through an Integrated Approach
Strengthening Climate Information and Early Warning Systems ir|

4993 | UNDP | Uganda CC Africa to Support Climate Resilient Development and Adaptation| GEF5 | FSP | LDCF 410 26.27| 1/23/2014
Climate Change

5204 | AfDB Uganda cc 22!?;?9 Resilience to Clima@hange in the Water and Sanitation GEE5 | Fsp | LDCE 8.62 38.00| 4/30/2015
Reducing Vulnerability of Banana Producing Communities to Clin

5603 | UNIDO | Uganda CcC Change Through Banana Value Added Activitigshancing Food GEF5 | FSP | LDCF 2.92 7.07 | 12/4/2015

Security andEmployment Generation
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Annex 5¢ Case study reporting

The reporting should be done for each country separately and should not take more than 15
pages main report, anfibllow the indicative outline below:

Report Outline

1. Introduction, Context and Methodology (2 pages)

2. Findings (10 pages)
2.1KQ1: Key factors driving the observed sustainability of outcomes
2.2KQ2: Observed sustainability and the environmental / secienomic @xus

2.3KQ3: Relevance of GEF support to the environmental challenges faced by the
country

2.4KQ4.1: Gender
2.5KQ4.2: Resilience
2.6 KQ5: Fragility (if applicable)

3. Summary of emerging findings and preliminary conclusions (3 pages)

The main report should beomplemented by the following two annexes:
Annex 1: List of interviewees
Annex 2: List of sites visited (with maps if available)

Additional technical annexes for presenting the data collected and related analyses should
be added as needed, in support toetimain findings presented in the report.
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Abbreviations

ANAFIC Agence Nationale de Financement des Collectivités

APR Annual Performance Report

CLMP CommunityBased Land Management

CMBMP Coastal Marine and Biodiversity Management

FNDL Fonds National pour le Développement Local

GEF Global Environment Facility

ICR Implementation Completion Report

IEO Independent Evaluation Office

LDP local development plan

MPA marine protected area

PACV t NEINI YYS RQ! LILJzA | dzE / 2 Y Y dzy | dzi

RAZC Increased RAesiIience and Adaptgtion to Adverse Impgcts of_CIirT]ate
/| KFIy3adS Ay DdZAy Sl Qa +dzZf ySNI o6t S /

SCCE Strategic Countrgluster Evaluation

SLM sustainable land management

UNDP United Nations Development Programme
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1. Introduction

1. This Guinea Case Study is part of the-Sabaran Africa Strategic Country Cluster
Evaluation (SCCE): Sahel and Suiglainea SavannBiomes (in short, Africa Biomes SCCE). Sub
Saharan Africa (SSA) Strategic Country Cluster Evaluation (SCCE): Sahel aBdiSeal&avanna
Biomes Case studies are the main component of the SCCE. They focus on the two overarching
evaluation objectives:

(@) Tounderstand the determinants of sustainability

by ¢2 FaasSaa GKS Dfz2olf 9YDPANBYYSY(d ClIOAfAGREQ
tackling the main environmental challenges in the two biomes

2. In its latest annual performance report (APR) (GEF IEO 2018)Ethén@ependent

Evaluation Office (IEO) has conducted a desk review of postcompletion verification reports (n=53),
finding that the following contributing factors were at play in those cases in which past outcomes
were not sustained:

(@) Lack of financial suppbfor the maintenance of infrastructure or follcwp
(b) Lack of sustained efforts from the executing agency

(c) Inadequate political support, including limited progress on the adoption of legal and
regulatory measures

(d) Low institutional capacities of key agencies
(e) Low levels of stakeholder bug
(f)  Flaws in the theory of change of projects

3. As explained in the approach paper of the Africa Biomes SCCE, this evaluation aims at
exploring in depth, through country case study analysis and building on the APR desk review
findings, the factors contributing to or hindering the sustainability of project outcotiése aim is

to crosscheck the APR findings as well as to identify any other nuances to the six factors above, or
new factors that either hinder or contribute to ¢hsustainability of project outcomes. In addition,
country studies also coveelevance issues such as GEF support modalities, expansion of GEF
Agencies, and crossutting issues such as gender, resilience, and fragility.

Methodology

4, The Guinea Case Study is built on analyses conductealise by the GEF IEO before the
mission in the country. The mission to Guinea took place MargR8,62019. Data from a desk
based portfolio review and geospatial analysis was verified during theamjssith the goal of

9See the GEF IEOLJLINE | OK -Sdhdrd® Nftica (S82) Strategic Country Cl&staluation (SCCE): Sahel and
SudarD dzA Y S+ { | @linfihsivoluma.2 Y S & ¢
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assessing the factors that contributed to the observed changes. The data gathering concentrated
on completed projects because they were the most relevant for sustainability issues. Information
gathered through interviews with nationatakeholders in Conakry and during the field

verifications in selected project sites were triangulated with desk review and geospatial analysis
and analyzed with input from field visits to feed into this report. Data collection and interviews
took place athe central level in the capital Conakry and in the project areas through interviews
with relevant stakeholders (annex A).

5. Individual interviews in Conakry were conducted with staffs from the Ministry of

Environment Water and Forest (including the GEEr@jgonal Focal Point and his team), the
S5ANBOGAZ2Y Dbl iA2yFfS RS QI @RNI dzf AljdzS> GKS | 3Sy
0! bl CL/ VX GKS aAyAadsNB RS Q! RYAYAAUNI GA2Y Rd
Nationale de la Météoralgie, the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), and the

22NI R . lyl1Qa O2dzyiNE 2FFAOSAD LYGSNBASga F20dza

>

(@) What are the key factors influencing sustainability of outcomes in the two
biomes?

(b) In what way, ifany, does the environment and socioeconomic
development/livelihoods nexus (or lack thereof) help explain the
sustainability of outcomes in the two biomes?

(c) To what extent has GEF support been relevant to the main environmental
challenges the countries fade the two biomes, and are there any gaps?

(d) To what extent have gender and resilience been taken into consideration
in GEF programming in the two biomes?

6. As recommended in the Africa Biomes SCCE Country Case Study Guidelines, key questions
1, 2, and 3 wer¢he main focus of the case study data gathering effort. Key question 4 was
addressed through centrdével interviews with key stakeholders in the capital and through

project document reviews. The same approach was also applied in the field, whereby
represntatives of respective administrations were consulted, before conducting field observation
and verification in selected project sites. Field visits were conducted in five localities (annex B).

7. Although initially the issue of how GEF support is affectefidmyile situations key
guestion 5 in the SCCE approach papeas not to be covered in Guinea, it was brought to the
attention of the mission that a GEF project was stopped for two years after the death of the
former president, which led to political indidity and social tensions. The case is discussed in a
specific chapter of this report.

8. The main limitation encountered in the conduct of this study concerns the difficulty of
locating all the actors who were directly involved in the projects under asallgsth in Conakry

and in the sites visited, as these projects were completed several years ago. However, we could
locate several of the key stakeholders involved and found that all the people whom we talked to,
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even if not involved, were generally very afiuinformed of the achievements of the projects
under analysis and had useful contributions to offer.

Scope

9. Three projects were selected for the Guinea Case Study (GEF IDs 1093, 1273, and 1877).
¢tKSaS LINkPa2SOGa oStz2y3 G2 ilykCéorl Gomposet ofatichat anda { / /
regional interventions that have been completed between 2007 and 2014, this cohort provides

enough time after completion, allowing to observe the sustainability of project outcomes in the

long term

A 2 4 oA

10.  Two moreprojects w6 NB a4 St SOGSR FTNRBY GKS ! FNROF . A2YS
3703 and 4692). Both projects have been completed after 2014 and focus on climate change
adaptation. A concise description of the five selected projects follows below.

GEF ID 1093: Revarg Land and Water Degradation Trends in the Niger River Basin

11.  This regional project aimed at supporting the nine participating riparian countries of the
Niger River Basin in their efforts to work together to ensure the sustainable development and
managemat of the basin's land and water resources, including protection of its unique dryland
environment and associated biodiversity. The expected outcome was a strengthened local,
regional, and national institutional capacity in all np&sin countries that Wlisupport effective
execution capacity for future investments in sustainable land and water resource management in
the Niger River Basin.

12.  The Guinea component of this regional &Hproject was jointly implemented by the

World Bank and UNDP between Octol2004 and January 2011. It belonged to the GEF

international waters focal area. The environmental objectives were to reduce and prevent
transboundary watetrelated environmental degradation, prevent land degradation, and to

protect globally significant bdiversity, through sustainable and cooperative integrated

management of the Niger River Basin, enhancing existing capacity, informing decadtory, and
SyadzNAy3a GKS Lzt A0Qa INBI infakidg procsd2 TS YSy d Ay
developmentalbbjective was to develop and implement sustainable measures for reversing trends

in land and water degradation through collaborative decision making in the Niger River Basin.

GEF ID 1273: Coastal Marine and Biodiversity Management

13.  This national GEF project was implemented by the World Bank between July 2007 and
December 2013. It belonged to the GEF biodiversity focal ahead@velopmental objective was

G2 LINRPY23GS NI GA2ylFt YIyYylFI3aSYSyd 2 ®BrvadawandSF Qa O21
sustainable development ends in selected priority areas, with an emphasis on assisting

communities in and around these priority areas to plan, implement, and maintain environmentally
sustainable and socially inclusive alternative livelihogatsons. The environmental objective was

G2 LINRY2(3S (GKS O2yaSNBI A2y 2F 3Jt2o6lffte IyR ylI
coastal zone in selected priority areas encompassing coastal Ramsar sites.
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GEF ID 1877: Communibased Land Manageant

14.  This national GE® project was implemented by the World Bank between July 2007 and
December 2014. It belonged to the GEF land degradation focal area. The developmental objective
was to reduce land degradation through the integration of sustainablé rmanagement (SLM)
practices into the development planning process of communities and local governments in
selected pilot subwatersheds. The environmental objective was to pilot sustainable and replicable
approaches to the prevention and mitigation of thauses and negative impacts of land

degradation on the structure and functional integrity of ecosystems.

15. CommunityBased Land Management (CLMP) was designed to broaden the scope of a

larger World Bank intervention, the N2 I NJ} YY S RQ! LILJdzA labedigtesPAQW 6 dzy | dzii
new sites!® By adopting an integrated crosectoral approach facilitated by linking up with the

PACYV, and by using subwatersheds as a planning basis, the project was expected to contribute to

the protection of selected critical watersheds.

GEF 1I3703: Increased Réence and Adaptation to Adverse Impacts of Climate Change in
DdzA Yy St Q& +dzf ySNI o6t S /2Faidlf %2ySa

16.  This national project, funded by the G&dfiministered Least Development Countries Fund,
was implemented by UNDP between August 2010 and December 2016. Igbdltmthe climate
change adaptation focal area. The project goal was to reduce the vulnerability -efdéoation
coastal zones to selavel rise by contributing to: (1) the integration of climate risk reduction into
planning, policies, and programs inastal areas at the national and subnational levels; and (2)
capacity development of key stakeholders in socioeconomic groups, including loggers,
fishmongers, fishermen, farmers, and local politicians in charge of implementing the regulatory
texts on risk mnagement related to the rising sea level. The project objective was to strengthen
the protection of vulnerable Guinean coastal communities/areas against the negative effects of
climate change.

D9C L5 ncopHY {GNBYy3IIKSY Ay LvSikobds agdinstCBmae ¥ CI NI A
Changes in the Prefectures of Gaoual, Koundara and Mali

17.  This national project was also funded by the @Hministered Least Development

Countries Fund. It belonged to the GEF climate change adaptation focaltaregplementaton

by UNDP took place from August 2014 to December 2018. The project goal was to build the
adaptation capacity of vulnerable communities in the prefectures of Gaoual, Koundara, and Mali
to additional risks caused by climate change, particularly droughéased intensity and

occurrence.

10 CLMP covered 36 rurabmmunes, on top of the 330 communes covebsdPACV.
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2. Achievements of GEB Sustainability Cohort Projects
Reversing Land and Water Degradation Trends in the Niger River Basin (GEF ID 1093)

18. Interviews atthes A NS OUGA2Y bl (A 2 yepotted thi § grdatBhate Rfitlde dzt A Ij dzS
activities in the projects were carried out in the other countries participating in this regional

project. Only a small component of the project was implemented in Guinea, supportingssiala!|
interventions and capagtbuilding activities. Specifically, the Guinea component was centered on
knowledge sharing, collection of data, and implementation of nine microprojects.

19.  Otherwise, the project drew on the work being done in the nine participating countries to

inform a paallel GEF project operating on the Senegal Basin, which aimed to establish an

information system for improved data collection, data exchange, and monitoring mechamisms.

online data catalogue witinformation on biophysical and socioeconomic indicatoes

completed in 2009 and was endorsed at the regional level. Access to this website is hampered by
unreliable power connection and server maintenance problems. An Environmental Indicators

System was also put in place to facilitate coordinated baste decision making, which continues

to be funded under a separate project financedby @& y R4 CNJ ycel A& LI dzNJ f Q9 y
manual on standardized and harmonized hydrological data procedures for all the participating
countries was prepared and shared thigh eight national workshops.

20.  The project regional forum component aimed at facilitating the exchange of lessons and
best practices on river basin management approaches in regional projects-idabalban Africa,
drawing from other GEF river and lake bgsiojects in Africa (e.g., Senegal River, Lake Chad,
among others). National teams organized workshops to review and learn from the implementation
of the project. These workshops were held in late 2010 and early 2011. It was reported to the
mission that rgional forums are on hold for lack of financial supp®tie last regional forum to
develop links with other PaAfrican networks dealing with integrated water management was

held in Mali in June 2011.

21.  The project transboundary diagnostic analysis andtegia action program components

were designed to complement the broader GEF international waters efforts in the region, which
included a bashwide Sustainable Development Action Plan for the Niger Basin. Under this
component, he project helped to strengiien the capacity of the recipient countries to promote

and improve coordinated and sustainable land and water management in the basin. Main outputs
included a national level framework for land and water data and a set of environmental and
socioeconomic inidators at basin level, developed acdmpleted in 2009 (initial target was

2006).

Coastal Marine Biodiversity Management (GEF ID 1273)

22.  According to a review of the project Implementation Completion Report (ICR) by the World
Bank IndependenEvaluation Group,ld 2 M1 LINA2NRGE I NSIFa 2F DdaAy
selected for participation in this project. The focus was on the communities living on sites
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identified under the Ramsar List of Wetlands of International Importance and sharedsivads
(notably, Alcatraz Island, Rio Pongo, and Tristao Islands). An emphasis was put on assisting
communities in and around these priority areas to plan, implement, and maintain environmentally
sustainable and socially inclusive alternative livelihoptions.

23. Two marine protected areas (MPAs) were formally created, fully meeting the project
target. These two MPAs were established in the islands of Tristao and Alcatraz with a presidential
decree in 2013Management plans for the two MPAs were preparel@arly defining local
responsibilities over terrestrial and marine ecosysteRarallel to that, a ecosystem assessment

and inventories of several flora and fauna were conducted in the two MHA#esmission could not
verify whether the information proded in those studies have been taken up in the decision
making process or have led to institutional change. It was reported to the mission that several
tools were developed to aid in the management of the two MPAs. The extent to which these tools
are beingapplied or the results of their application on marine and biodiversity resources is
unclear.

24.  The ICR review by tHadependent Evaluation GroypVorld Bank 2013) reports that by

the end of the implementation phase, the resident populations irCbinmunaués de

Développement Ruralere sensitized, organized, and trained in environmental matters in the two
MPAs, where local stakeholder management committees were created. The project strengthened
the capacity of the 1Communautés de Développement Ru@implement 5year local

development plans and related annual investment plans, with support from local development
agents recruited by the projecthe project also financed the implementation of 94 microprojects
(exceeding the target of 60). Of these, 59 gt were implemented by women (exceeding the
target of 30 percent). Interviews in situ confirmed that the resident populations in the two MPAs
have been trained in environmental matters. The ICR review also reports that 100 personnel from
the Ministry ofEnvironment attended training for MPA management (exceeding the target of 60).

25.  On the negative side, the project did not meet its target to develop a detailed proposal for
sustainable financing for MPAs by project closure. Interviews with ANAFIC indliatte t

workshop was held and the government was working on establishing a conservation trust fund
with a specific window for MPAs, but a detailed proposal of that trust fund was not produced as of
project closure. Two coordination meetings were held while project was being implemented to
discuss the matter. There was no follap to these discussions since the project's closure

because of lack of financing.

26.  The project planned to set up local units and intercommunity committees for the
comanagement of MRs with local communities, to become operational in 2013. Evidence
presented in the ICR review (World Bank 2013), verified through interviews in Conakry, indicates
that interdistrict committees were formally established in all the seG@ammunautés de
Dévdoppement Rurathat constitute the MPAs of Tristao and Alcatraz for MPAs comanagement.
According to oneCommunauté de Développement Rucammittee member met by the mission

in Koba (Boffa Préfecture):

(@) The committees received initial training and were equipped with a
motorcycle so they can be operational. However, given the short period

80



of time since their creation, the supervision committees are not very
strong... without further funding it is unlikethhey will remain functional
after project closure.

27. In summary, the ICR review reports the following outcomes: (1) the MPAs have been
gazetted and the available information is sufficient for planning purposes; (2) 75 percent of
stakeholders are sensitized the marine resources and their threats; (3) an approved

management plan exists but is only partly applied because of financial constraints; (4) a research
inventory addressing the needs of the MPAs exists and the available staff is sufficient to manage
them; (5) an M&E system exists, although the results are not systematically used for management
purposes; (6) management objectives are sufficiently clear; (7) threats to the MPAs have been
somewhat reduced; (8) living conditions of the population have m®newhat improved; (9)
environmental awareness has been improved; and (10) 50 percent to 75 percent of stakeholders
are satisfied with the process of creating the MPAs.

28. These moderately positive results need to be read within the unconducive national and
regional context in which the project operated. Major threats come from the mining sector,
charcoal, and agriculture, and from weak enforcement mechanisms. Interviews in Tougnifily (Boffa
Préfecture), one of the project sites visited by the mission, mewtibslash and burn agriculture,
bauxite mining, and apiculture as main causes of degradation in the region. Particularly the mining
sector is becoming a serious threat because of the increased issuances of exploitation permits to
mining companies. The cotrg has set several safeguards through thede MiniefRepublique de
Guinée 2011candthe’ 2 RS RS f I t N2GiSOGA2Y SG RS fF aras
(Republigue de Guinée 198f0) protect the environment and the social structure. Enforcement of
these safeguards remains weak and new carriers have been exploited regardless of the negative
impact on the environment. In addition, mining is attractingravging population of immigrant
laborers, adding pressure on natural resources with their demand for food and charcoal. The
transhumance of livestock in the dry season from Fouta Djallon to the fertile land along the MPAs
also adds pressure on the land.

29. MiyAy3 O2YLI yASa INIYGSR 6AGK SELX 2AGF0GA2Y L
requirement to compensate the environmental degradation caused by mining through

reforestation or investment in social and environmental infrastructure and services. Howhbeer
compensation measures offered by the companies do not match the extent of degradation.

30. The production of charcoal for cooking and the agriculture sectors constitutes a serious
environmental threat in the project areas. In the last fifteen years, @aidation has become one

of the main sources of income for the populations of the region, and particularly for young people
lacking training and job opportunities. Increased demand from the growing labor force in the
mining sector is greatly incentiviziegarcoal production, which entails an increased pressure on
already scarce forests and mangroves. According to experts, 80 percent of the local population
uses wood and charcoal as their source of energy (Fondation Hirondelle 2017). Most of the
coalmen exfain their action by needs of survival
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Communitybased Land Management (GEF ID 1877)

31. Interviews at the Ministry of Decentralization and Local Planpwmigted at the inclusion of
environmental considerations in local development planning as drivers tdisability in

countries like Guinea, where decentralization of government functions to locally elected leaders is
pursuedDdzA ySI Qa bl GA2y Il f t2fA0e 2y [20Ff 5S@St 2L
prepare its own local development plan (LDP), conteyra priority list of infrastructures and

services to be realized within ay®ar period. Each of these has a budget. It is the responsibility of
the local administration to find the funding (either from the central government or from
international donorsor the private sector) for the infrastructures identified. Funding may come
from local taxes or from external donors or the private sector entities. The central government
supports local development planning by taxing all mining companies 15 percergiofékienues

to fund local development plans.

32.  Favored by this conducive national context, CLMP has positively contributed to the
integration of SLM into LDPs and the intensification of SLM practices in targeted areas. The project
raised awareness of envinmental issues and bolstered local capacity to embark on SLM and
related incomegenerating activities in 26 rural communes, twice the number planned at appraisal.
As a result, 35 percent of the targeted municipalities identified and integrated SLM astiitihe
subwatershed level into their LDPs (World Bank 2013, 27). In addition, the project provided
training on governance and monitoring of natural resources management and ingenerating
activities to 2062 people and to 89 local investment fund bemeries. Another 182 local
actors/stakeholders received training on negotiation techniques focusing on the management of
conflicts between farmers and livestock to prevent land degradation.-fiféybeneficiaries were
trained in participatory mappingral identification and validation of SLM. Five subwatershed
management committees were formed, one more than originally planned, but these only became
operational at the time the project was endingn interesting activity introduced by CLMP to

PACV wamtercommunity SLM and watershed management. These are partnerships between
neighbor communities that provide the opportunity to address environmental issues that are
transboundary to the localities. Each participating commune earmarks a certain amaiineirof
respective LDP budget to the intercommunity watershed management agreement.

33.  The sustainability of CLMP outcomes is likely to be impacted by the major changes
introduced by the government in terms of decentralized local planning, a process suppgrted b
PACV. Since CLMP was completed, PACV helped the government to introduce a major institutional
reform that aims at establishing a mechanism to contribute to finance local development plans. A
national fund for local developmeinmvestments Fonds Nationgbour le Développement Loaal

FNDJ. was established with theaw No. 2016/001/ANf January 16, 2016. All the funding for the
development of local@mmunities are now consolidated in the FNDL. The purpose of this fund is
to facilitate the transfer of resources to local communities as well as to mobilize funds provided by
development partners and to ensure a balanced allocation among the differertdati@orities

across the country. A decree establishing a financial regime for the allocation and organization of
these resources was also crafted, which establisheddNAFIGs funding arm of local

development in Guinea. ANAFIC now substitutes PACV and is mandated to become the main
channel through which LDPs will be financed.
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34.  Aninteresting feature of this new institutional mechanism is thatatkes resources

collected from the mining sector through the FNDL available to local authorities and ensures the
readability and traceability of all the resources put at the disposal of the local elected
representatives. The resources to be channeled throA§lAFIC will derive from mining revenues
under the provisions ofrticle 165 of the Mining Codén addition to those by the technical

financial and development partners. The 15 percent of mining taxes discussed eatlir wil
channeled to ANAFIC through the FNDL.

35. As ANAFIC has replaced PACYV as the operational arm of local development finance,
financial sustainability has the potential to improve, subject to the willingness of local authorities
to invest in and protect the natural resources. In addition, for CLMP and PACYV interventions to be
sustained, they must be properly designed and implemented.

36. Evidence from field visits indicates moderately positive results in this regard. CLMP applied

a coherent ecosystem approatithe whole watershed in selected pilot sites, working with all the
stakeholders involved. In Tolo (Mamou Préfecture), the evaluation team visited two sites on the
source of the Bafing River. The first one was on a protection measure to rehabilitaieehe

banks at the source, the second was a commuh#ged farm in an adjacent watershed. The

Bafing River is a source from which 50 percent of the water going to the Senegal River originates. A
community village lives around the river source. One of QRRIP 2 6 2SO0 A @Sa gl a (2
deforestation around the river source that leads to erosion and water loss from the basin.
Deforestation is caused by land clearing for slash and burn, itinerant agriculture. A forest cutting
ban is enforced around the river aitd source by the local forest department. CLMP delocalized

the farmer community around the river source to a watershed at 2 kilometers from the village,
where communities can practice horticulture. This delocalization measure was informed by a
socioeconmic study followed by intense participatory activities and negotiations, which provided

a management arrangement for the distribution of land in the watershed and included granting
some compensation measures to the farmers.

=

Reforestation/banks stabilizing around the river source  Entrance of the village next to the river source

37.  Years after the delocalization of the activity from the river, the ecosystem of the river bank
has been slowly rehabilitated through intense redstation measures. The place has become
green and there are no longer agricultural activities around the river source, favoring the settling
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in of a small microclimate that benefits the whole ecosystem. It was reported that years ago one
could cross the vier by foot in April. The banks around the river source, once degraded from
unsustainable agriculture activities, are now green. Visual examination of satellite images from
during (circa 2012) and after (circa 2018) project implementation, conducted aateflom the
country study mission to Guinea, shows increased vegetation cover directly adjacent to the
perimeter of the river source (see figure below, 2012 and 2018). Additionally, these images show
decreased agricultural activity on the hillslopes btilthe west and to the north of the basin. A
more quantitative analysis of annual satellite imagery using the annual mean Normalized
Difference Vegetation Index from 2000 to 2018 also demonstrates increasing levels of vegetation
cover/productivity throughat the time period (see figure below, grapfhis trend is juxtaposed
against a slight decreasing trend in rainfall. These data provide evidence that the restoration
efforts around the river source are having positive effects on the vegetation.

2012 2018

Satellite images of the Bafing River source (2012, 2018) showing increased vegetation cover and
decreased agricultural activity around most of the perimeter of the basin.
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38.  This positive outcome is the result of both contexitd projectrelated factors. First, this
region has been designated as a protected area since the French colomiaBtimover the years
and because of population growth and economic diversification, the pressure on the forest and
land has nevertheless increased. Subsequent governments in Guinea have recognized the
importance of these areas for the country and for tlegjion, and provided small investments
aiming at protecting these areas. CLMP and PACYV investments were larger and more inclusive,
providing a longeterm solution in accompanying the government efforts in preserving the area.
Government efforts include darcement of the protected area status of the river basin, coupled
by incentives such as support to the establishment of tree nurseries by selected community
members.

39. To enhance SLM practices and protect the Bafing River source, the project encouraged
farmers to move their farming activities from eroded hillsides (where rock bunds were established
to stabilize the soil) to nearby more productive low lands where they could farm collectively. This

F LILINBF OK y20 2yfteé KSftLISR Aprodbtd the wateishée@&GHBng Ay O2Y
the river basins. However, as was the case in the Coastal Marine and Biodiversity Management
(CMBMP) sites visited on the coastal area (Koba and Tougnifily), access to water remains the key
impediment for agriculture in the Bmou region. The-Rectare watershed where the farmers

have been delocalized has an irrigation system with canals that allows water to be spread on the
field, as well as six groundwater wells, all resulting from CLMP investments. The mission found this
area underused. Farmers reported that despite the investments made, they only have enough
irrigation water for six months per year.

40. Elsewhere, CLMP outcomes have been less significant, despite the likely availability of
funding from ANAFIC. The subwatersheanagement committee in Poredaka (Mamou

Préfecture) was visited by the mission works oradrhocbasis under a strong leadership by the
committee chair. Without local government support, the committee is likely to disappear. This was
confirmed by interviewes at ANAFIC.

41.  Social factors influence sustainability too. The mission visited two commigwity

cooperatives of horticulture producers in Poredaka (Mamou Préfcture). Both groups have been

working on 2 hectares of land, however, with different structurBse first group is a womelead

group, while the second has a balanced representation between men and women. A focus group
meeting moderated by the mission revealed that the two groups have a different approach in

terms of managing their respective comnfuii @ FIF NY ® ¢KS 62VYSyQa 3INEP dzLJ
continues to plant the same crops over the years. The mixed group tried to introduce new plants,

08 0dz2Ay3d Y2NB LINPRIz2OGA DS aSSRad 2KAETS (KS 62V
the mixed grouprivested its savings to purchase seeds of a potato variety with high yield

potential. Without information and technical support, the mixed group bought seeds that were
AYFSOGSRE 6KAOK SR (2 | FTAYFIYOAlIf feemsdob® 2 NJ UK
more cohesive and stable than the mixed group in terms of number of members, which has not
increased over thgears.
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3. Sustainability Analysis

42.  Interms of overall sustainability, because the three projects have promoted the integration
of natural resources and the environment into local development plans, they have helped shift
and advance an institutional framework for decentralization that considers the sustainable
management of natural resources at the local level. In fact, the mairomgahat can be

attributed to the GEF is the integration of sustainable management of natural resources in local
development planning, adopted by all communes in Guideaording to the interviews at

ANAFIC, these projects were catalytic to speeding epeiew of theGuide for the Elaboration

of a Local Development Plahhe updated guide makes it mandatory to consider the management
of natural resources in lat development plans of all communes in Guinea. Several communes or
districts in Guinea are complying with this requirement.

Factors Influencing the Sustainability of Outcomes

43.  Until now there was no financial support to sustain GEF project outcomes. ajtislrange
when the newly established ANAFIC starts financing the LDPs in the communes through their
annual investment plangt the time of this case study, no information was available on: (1) how
much of the local budget ANAFIC will channel to each camesnand (2) how much of the

communal budget will be allocated by the communities themselves to natural resources
management and SLM, in presence of other much needed investments such as school, market,
and hospital, among others. Nevertheless, it is reasbm to assume that the financial

sustainability of the outcomes of the three GEF projects under review is likely to improve through
the resources allocated by the government to finance LDPs through ANAFIC.

44.  In terms of institutional sustainability, inteeivees with stakeholders in ANAFIC, as well as
with local stakeholders in Mamou, Boffa, and Forecariah préfectures, indicated that the agents
that have served the PACV are now working for ANAFIC. These officers are familiar with the
decentralized governancgructure of the different targeted project areas. Equipped with new

skills thanks to the GEF, they are now leading the local directorates of microprojects and assisting
the different communes in developing their annual investment plan.

45.  During theproject and soon after completion several ad hoc committees were set up to
oversee the annual investment plans. It is uncertain if these committees can still function. Funding
opportunities from FNDL will likely revitalize those committees, which will lerabetter

monitoring of environmental and social safeguards of the new LDPs investn@aksIEO 2016

World Bank2013).

46. TheForest CodéCode ForestieRepublique de Guinée 19p6stablshes the appointment

of forest protection agents in each commune. CLMP contributed to these developni@mtaifial
Evaluation Review 187.7The main feature of this code is that the responsibility for the forest
resources protection has been devolved to the commune. However, the goverrapgointed

forest protection agents do not have any transport means to oversee the whole commune. It
appears highly unlikely that the communes in the different areas targeted by the three projects
will use their scarce resources to equip those agents. This does not mean that no enforcement at
all is being carried out, however. In Boffa, the representativéhe Ministry of Environment
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indicated that his agents have a couple of times arrested some people that were found cutting
wood in protected areas. These people have later been found guilty by the court.

Environment and Development Nexus

47.  The interview irthe Ministry of Environment in Conakry has confirmed the strong
commitment by the government to reconcile and synergize development and environmental
objectives when it comes to the national sustainable development policy. According to a highly
ranked govenment official:

(&) The ultimate objective of all government actions is sagonomic weH
being for the Guinean population; sustainable development is a means to
that end and a sound environment is the prerequisite of sustainable
growth.

48. However, an asses@&nt of the government spending in the national budget among the
different ministries reveals that in 2018 the Ministry of Environment received only 1 percent of the
total budget Projet de Loi de Finance 20R&publique de Guinée 2007

49.  As of now, it is also impossible to quantify how much the different communes will be
allocating from their annual investment budgets to environmental management and conservation
measures versuosioeconomic development investments. Interviews with the mayors of Koba
and Poredaka, as well as the prefects of Forecariah, Boffa, and Mamou, provided indications that
meeting basic development needs are overriding goals and more important than the
environmental challenges in the short term. This was the outcome of their consultations with their
respective communities. Both the governmeaqpointed prefects and the locally elected mayors
also indicated that all socioeconomic investments in their commemiill seek to capitalize and
address environmental issues as much as possible. A review of selected LDPs collected by the
mission in Boffa and Poredaka has revealed an average allocation of 5 percent of the total budget
for environmental purposes.

50. As faras the communities themselves are concerned, their skemn need to cope with
poverty often clashes with longer term environmental management objectives. In the absence of
alternative sources of energy such as gas or electricity, beneficiaries indioatssl mission that

it is going to be difficult for them to prioritize the environment over socioeconomic development,
despite all the awarenessising efforts by both GEF projects and the government, and the
enforcement of the Forest Code by forest atgen

4. Achievements of More Recent Adaptation Projects

51. Achievements of GEF support to climate change adaptation efforts in Guinea are driven by

a strong alignment with national priorities. Both the Increased Resilience and Adaptation to

Adverse Impactsof Glit 4GS / K y3S Ay DdzZAySI Qa +dzf ySNIo6fS /2
LIN2E2SO0G YR GKS {NBYy3aUGKSYyAy3d wSaAtASyOoS 27F CI
Changes in the Prefectures of Gaoual, Koundara and Mali (GEF ID 4692) project emanated from

thS DdzZA Yy S Q& bl A2yt ''RIFELGFGAZ2Y tfly 2F | OGAZ2Y
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evaluation (UNDP 2016), the main achievement of RACZ was that it contributed to creating an
enabling environment for adaptation to climate change in central adstration as well as in the
targeted coastal communities, especially by integrating specific climate change adaptation
measures within their LDPs, similarly to CMBMP and CLMP. Demonstration of pilot adaptation
measures to climate change were conducted ie four targeted sites. RAZC also strengthened
the adaptation capacities of local populations through the protection of vulnerable rice fields. The
project introduced several incorageneration activities, including four oyster farms, 52 improved
fishrsmokelouses, support of 13 groups for solar salt production, and support of 12 women's
groups for horticulture. RAZC also contributed to restoration of mangrove ecosystems through
reforestation of 166 hectares, deferred grazing of 200 hectares, and introduadeefficient

cook stoves to reduce fuelwood consumption.

52.  Animportant contribution to information and communication on climate risks was made
through the financial and technical support of RAZC to the national Directorate of Meteorology.
The project rehbilitated two stations: one in Boke, built in 1930, and the other in Conakry, which
is the main station of the country. Additional semiautomatic weather stations were built in Boffa,
Forécaria (in Kabak), Conakry, Boké, and Dubréka. These stations Wweredkect weather

related information on a daily basis, to be sent to the main station in Conakry and to populate a
database used to inform both farmers and the government. Those data were also disseminated
through a newsletter, to inform the relevantakeholders on different weatherelated trends.
Altogether, up to 300 newsletters were published in local languages throughout the project
implementation period and broadcasted on community radio stations.

53.  Continuation of some of the abovaentioned achigements was already problematic at
completion. The RAZC terminal evaluation notes that rice land protection infrastructures involved
management costs that are in line with the standards applied in Guinea. However, these
infrastructures suffer from sever&tchnical shortcomings attributable to poor feasibility studies

as well as gross maintenance deficiencies. In addition, the local advisory committees and the
management committees set up with support from the project have a weak capacity to ensure
sustaindility of the rice land protection and management infrastructure. Importantly, these
committees have not been integrated into the traditional decisinaking systems at the

community level.

54.  The maintenance of rice protection infrastructures requires aimim of financial
resources that were neither planned by the project nor mobilized by the government. Field
observations by the mission in Kabach (Forecariah Préfecture) and testimony of interviewed
beneficiaries have revealed that the astlt dykes builby the project were insufficient, both in
terms of height and width, to withstand water intrusion. Attempts were made in Konimodouya
and Katonko to change the approach by building a more robust dike, but these too could not
withstand the rising se#evelpressure.
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Canal in Kaback Submerged rice plain

55.  In another rice protection infrastructure in Koba (Boffa Préfecture), the mission could see
that clogging of dykes has started to cede in some parts because of tHevataise. Here, unlike
Kaback, communities have organized themselves to regulariggitien the dyke before the start

of each rain season. However, with the years and the growing water pressure, farmers have only
been able to raise the dyke to the increasing sea level, which again is insufficient. A larger
investment would be needed for apopriately protect their rice fields from rising sea levels.

Dyke in Koba Dyke repair by local communities

56. ¢KS 3A2@0SNYyYSyiQa t1F01 2F FAYyFIYyOAlFf |yR GSOK
of benefits from RAZC support to the national agrometeorological service. The Department of
Meteorology was not in the position to continue the publication of theveketter after project

closure. Radio stations expect a minimum fee to broadcast meteorological information. The

newsletter needs to be translated into the local language to be able to reach all the stakeholders.

It was reported to the mission that the gtans in Boke and Forecariah have been vandalized and a

part of the installed agrometeorological equipment was stolen. The mission visited the station in
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Kabak. The station is not well maintained, and fencing is too low and not strong enough. The
buildingis degraded and does not seem to be used.

RAZC automated agrometeorological station in Kabak

57. Incomegenerating activities show a few shortcomings as well. Thesfisbkehouse built

in Kaback, although well maintained and kept active by the women aftenproject closure, was

not designed to be adapted to the realities of the region. After each rain season, tkarisking

20Sya NB RSAGNRE@SR o0& AYFALGNIGAY3I NIFAY 6 G4SN
build the fishsmokehouse table agn. While the warehouses to store agricultural products is still

being in use and benefits the communities, the salt storage facility is no longer functional and

could fall apart any time soon. The storage was built without considering the impact of the

chemical composition of the salt on the cement and iron. Another example of poor project design

is the cool house for conservation of fish built in Kolthe engine installed is too small to

properly cool the ice chamber.

58.  Poor project design is not the ontuse for discontinuation of project outcomes.

Contextual factors also came into play. It was reported to the mission that estate planning
investors from Conakry reclaimed coastal land in Koba to build houses on the beach near the dyke
without control fromlocal authorities. Until local authorities will address this complex land tenure
issue, any investment or repair on the dyke will be negatively affected.

59. Having just been completed, the GEF ID 4692 project has not yet undergone a terminal
evaluation. Avdable progress implementation reports and interviews with UNDP indicate that
REMECC, building on the experience and lessons from RAZC, was contributing to changes in life
quality (skills, knowledge, practices, incomes, and equipment level) of the popylasavell as to

the beneficiary needs in climate change resilience. It was reported to the mission that the GEF ID
4692 project has reinforced the local authorities and decentralized institutions, helping them
integrate climate change adaptation in thegienal and local development plans. The project also
produced and disseminated agrometeorological information toward the main actors of
prefectures, to be used for a climate change resilient agroforestry.

Factors Influencing the Likely Sustainability cdigtdtion Outcomes
60. Interviews with several national stakeholders confirmed that the two GEF adaptation

projects are well aligned with the plans and strategies of Guinea. This strong alignment with
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national environmental priorities bodes well with the likelgntinued generation and delivery of

adaptation outcomes. Some interviewees noted that the scale of both RAZC and REDECC were too
small to address the magnitude of environmental challenges, especially in the casd@felea

rise. However, thanks to botRAZC and REDECC the GEF has managed to raise the profile of

climate change adaptation in the national environment agenda. This resulted in some recent
L2aAldAPS RSOSt2LIYSyliad ¢KS T2 FSNFEnh&wing Aa 62N A
wWSAAEASYOS 2F DdaAySE [/ 2Faidlf wdzNIt /[ 2whidzy A G&
will scale up and replicate most of the components of RAZC in Guinea. This concept note is now

being developed and a funding proposal will be submitted to thee@@limate Fund by 2020.

61. The mission found mixed results in terms of the likely financial sustainability of the
adaptation outcomes achieved by the two projects funded bylibast Development Countries
Fund despite their relatively recent completion dapecember 2016 for RAZC and December
2018 for REDECC). Interviews with representatives of the Directorate of Meteorology, having
benefited from the technical and financial support of RAZC, pointed at the lack of financial and
technical resources by the gernment as one of the key obstacles to the continuation of delivery
of the agrometeorological bulletins in French as well as in local languages, a service that was
greatly appreciated by the farming community in the coastal areas.

62. Asdiscussed in the chimp 3, several examples of poor project design impacted the likely
sustainability of adaptation outcomes. An example of poor project design, similar to CLMP, include

the watershed infrastructure investments fostering horticulture and gardening. Theseneére

preceded by technical feasibility studies, especially for what concerns the availability of both

surface and underground water for irrigation. The appropriateness of this adaptation measure was
guestioned by several beneficiaries interviewed by thesiois, faced with water shortages for at

least six months per year. In Tougnifily, the mission was told that because of water scarcity, the
62YSY Q& INRdzL) K& adGFNISR I yS¢ 3IFNRSYAy3I LISNR
wells have been dug.

63.  Another example of shortcomings that was noticed include the construction of the
storehouse for salt production, for which the selection of construction materials did not consider
that saltresistant material would be required. This helps to understand thibysalt production
activity was discontinued: the salt extracted in the marine water salt production units is not
appropriate for local consumption. Because of its high concentration in iodine that salt is not
known and appreciated by the beneficiari@he mission observed that iodine salt production has
been replaced with the salt produced following the traditional recipe.
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Tougnifily: Eroded door of the storage for iodine salt Newdisioking cookstove built by women
5. Relevance of GEF Suppdrt2 DdzA Yy S| Q&4 al Ay 9YGBANRYYSyYy (il f

64. There was a shared view by both government representatives and nongovernmental
stakeholders interviewed in Conakry that GEF projects are usually in line with the national
strategies and address priority needs. sTis confirmed by the review of project documents as well

as the field visits, all clearly indicating that the GEF support has been key to address, advance, and
raise awareness of the main environmental issues in the country, including deforestation, land
degradation, destruction of mangroves, and seeel rise.

65. CLMP focused on land degradation, an issue that has been identified as a major national
problem, exacerbated by weak institutional capacity as well as poor knowledge of sound
environmental managenrd practices at the national and local levels. The project has helped the
relevant government agents to understand the different regulatory framework set in the country,
particularly for local agriculture or environmental and natural resources managemrent.

instance, the role of théorest agents have been introduced and valued infoeest CodeThis

has enabled them to better understand the miés of exploitation of the forest estate at
community, district, and villagdevels. These forest agents are the guardians for environment
protection at the local level. They have a mandate to bring people who cut threes without permit
or for charcoalo the attention of the police and bring them to the court.

66. The Guinea component of the Niger River Basin regional priogecenabled the

introduction and operationalization of an Environmental and Social Management Framework for
all pilot projects and microgrant activities. For the review of the microproject a Mjcaiat
Operational Manual has been developed with environmental section an@sicrg criteria,
notification and procedural rules for implementation, and institutional responsibilities of the
parties involved. This manual will be a useful tool at commune level, when it comes to screening
and implementation of investments to be fundéarough ANAFIC.
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67. Like in the case of the Niger River Basin project, under the CMBMP an environmental
assessment was carried out for all proposed microprojects. Screening forms were developed to
exclude those that might have had a negative environmental ohpéo microproject was funded
unless it passed this test. Committees were set up to follow up on the environmental aspects of
microprojects. Local staff of the various technical ministries, especially forest guards and
agricultural extension agents, bulsa locally elected officials, were trained in environmental
safeguard measures and in filling out the screening fojwisrld Bank 2014).

68. GEF support to climate change adaptation through-&dtfinisteredfunding of theLeast
Development Countries Funslhighly relek y & (2 DdzA Yy S| Q& Soli@d#teNRy YSy il
change adaptation is very much in the national environment agenda as well as in the strategies of
DdZAYSIF Q& o6Af I 0SNIXt LI NIYSNE®D® {AyOS AdGa O2YLX Si
The Duth government has recently offered 30 million Euros for the development of the

agricultural plains of Kaback Islands in Forécariah Prefeéture.

69. The relevance of GEF support is also demonstrated by the alignment between the
recommendation by thé&ationd Adaptation Plan of Actioof adopting a collegial approach

through interministerial collaboration as a strategy to address climate change adaptation and the
way the RAZC project has been implemented. The project has fostered collaboration between
different departments of the Ministry of Agriculture, Decentralization, Hydraulic, Forestry,
Environment as well as with dedicated institutions such as the Institute for Agriculture Research of
Guinea. The latter has overseen the capacity building focalgmre components and ansalt

dyke of the project.

70. The relevance of GEF support has also been strengthened logdéet expansion of the

GEF Agencies, which has enabled Guinea to work with a wider range of partners based on their
comparative and compéive advantage. Before the expansion, the country had no other choice
than to work with the three original GEF Agencies, some of whagitording to representatives of
the Ministry of Environment are not always in line with the government in terms of neadd
priorities. As a result, after the expansion the country decided not to work with certain Agencies
on specific projects.

71.  Currently, Guinea selects its GEF Agency based on the competitive and comparative
advantages offered by each Agency for each mtgpeoposal. For instance, it was reported to the
mission that Guinea is currently working with tReod and Agriculture Organizatiofthe United
Nations on a project related to land management around forest areas, to reconcile livestock
production, agrtultural production, and integrated management of protected areas. Another
example concerns the International Union for Conservation of Nature, one of the most recently
accredited Agencies by the GEF. Based on its expertise on the subject, the Intetridtimmafor
Conservation of Nature was asked to accompany a group of four neighboring courussea,
Sierra Leone, Liberia, and Ivory Coash a regional project to fight against wildlife crime. This
proposal was initially sponsored by the African Depeient Bank. As soon as it got accredited by
the GEF, the International Union for Conservation of Nature, in agreement with the African

11 The World News, May 28, 2018vailable athttps://theworldnews.net/gnnews/amenagementlesplainesde-
kabackla-hollandeoffre-30-millions-d-eurosa-la-guinee
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Development Bank, took the lead on the proposal based on a specific request from participating
countries.

6. Gender

72.  Guineahas adopted its policy on gender in 2011. The overall goal of that policy is to
promote, by 2020, equality and equity between men and women through the significant and
lasting reduction of all forms of gender disparities and discrimination.

73.  Despite this faourable national policy context, neither the project documents nor the

respective terminal evaluations of the Niger River Basin project, the CMBMP, or of CLMP
ALISOAFTFAOLIEf @ YSYUGAGRreveMB Y RSINIR ¢ KF {1/ anamn O3 NBE T SNE
groups involved in all SLM practices through socially inclusive cajpadityng activities that

supported income generatio. K S/ [CR tedeigWorld Bank 2016) reports that of 94

microprojects implemented (exceeding the target of 60), 59 percent were targeted moanwo
6SEOSSRAY3I (KS GINBSG 2F on LISNOSyldoed ¢KS LINRZ2
organized and to take an agribusiness approach to their gardening work.

74.  During its field work the mission visited several worbet activities. In fact, most of éh
FOGADGAGASAE GAAAGSR AYy (GUKS FASER @AaArda | NB NYzy
on the gardening sites supported by the GEF. The involvement of women contributes to the
sustainability of project outcomes, especially with environmir@ndly incomegenerating
FOGABAGASEAD [/ 2y lAydzd GA2Y 2F GKS&AS FOGADGAGASA A
group in Tougnifily is a member of the government forum for gardening farmers and pays its

annual membership fee. In return, theyagve technical assistance on horticulture as well as

farming tools.

75.  Continuation of womered gardening activities is also explained by the strong interest and
O2YYAUYSyid 2F GKS 42YSyQa 3IAINRdAzZIA GKSYaStgSao ¢
by the mission in Mamou, is a good example of a success story. Mounafanyi-isarzh owned

group who grows vegetables the whole yelsiounafanyi has more than $1000 as savings in their

bank account. The cooperative has bought a piece of land to builcecameatary school for their

children. These women have organized themselves through their cooperative to contribute to the
overall development of their communities. Furthermore, Mounafayi women are accompanied by a
dedicated agriculture extensionist who rdes in the village. This cooperative will most likely

continue its work in the years to come.

76.  Recent projects tend to pay greater attention to gender. The REDECC project has promoted
a strong involvement of women in agricultural production through the dibwpof agroforestry
practices and promotion of horticulture, small ruminants, and poultry (laying hens, etc.).
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7. Fragility

77.  Currently, Guinea is not considered as a fragilentry.'2 However, past sociopolitical
instability and conflicts both in the region and in the country itselhave affected its natural
resources endowment. The Ministry of Environment representatives interviewed by the mission
indicated that in the lee 1990s Sierra Leone and Liberia experienced a civil war, which led to the
migration of millions of people to Guinea. Most of the migrants settled in areas that are close to
the border, which is in the forest region of the country. This war heavily &ifiettte environment

in those areas, where forest resources were threatened and destroyed. To address these
challenges, a regional project (consisting of Liberia, Sierra Leone, and Guinea) was funded by the
World Bank in 2005 to protect the biodiversity metNimba Mountains. In 2007, a study was
conducted on natural resources depletion around refugee camps. Although not directly related to
GEF support, this study provides context and helps to understand how fragility can negatively
affect the environment@Qucho 200Y.

78.  Fragility in Guinea directly affected the timely delivery of GEF support. In the biennium

2008;10 there was ainterruption of the PACV because of the civil unrest that followed the
LINBAaARSY(iQa RSIGKZI gKAOK FT2NOSR (GKS 22NIXIR . Iy
CMBMP and CLMP were stopped as well, as they were hosted and executed through the PACV.
Interviews in ANAFIC indicated that this unforeseen interruption caused serious delays during
implementation.

8. Conclusions

79. The APR ratings for the three projects completed between 2007 and 2014, selected for the
Guinea Case Study, were:

(a) Niger River BasirsEF ID 1098)outcome: positive, and sustainability: positive

(b) CMBMP (GEF ID 1273)utcome: negative, and sustainability: negative
(c) CLMP (GEF ID 187 futcome: negative, and sustainability: negative

80. Based on the mission findings apdstcompletion verifications conducted in this case

study, the only change in the above ratings is for the CLMP, which becomes positive owing to the
prospects for financial sustainability brought about by decentralization and a 15 percent mining
tax channéed to local development plans through ANAFIC.

81. Overall, the Guinea Case Study findings confirm the APR findings for what concerns the
factors contributing to or hindering the sustainability of project outcomes, or both. The following
factors appear to havéostered the observed sustainability:

AAAAA

2Wworld. ' y1Y a/ tlFaaAxATAOol HARKS @QHFS RCNI AAiRdzSi A /yRa # €2 yIFTAIAAGE 6t S |
http://pubdocs.worldbank.org/en/189701503418416651/FY 18FCSESFJuly2017.pdf
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Project related

1 Working with the ongoing decentralization and local development planning prpoess
which GEF support has mainstreamed SLM and climate change adaptation measures.
Mainstreaming has become mandatory f@l communes in Guinea. ANAFIC funding is
likely to improve financial sustainability, provided communes take advantage of this
funding opportunity by including environmental investments in theyear LDPs and
requesting the related investment funding their annual investment plans.

91 Hosting GEF projects in a national progitiiat has strong track record as was the case
with PACV, which staffs have been reassigned to the same areas where they worked,
which ensures continuation and institutional sustainability.

1 Providing opportunities for income generation from environmentaiservation
measures at the local levéle. at the environmental and developmental nexus). Even if
local communities are aware of the need to preserve the environment, there is little
chance that they will change their behavior if they do not have afr ttiisposal a viable
incomegenerating and economic alternative.

1 Promoting womeHed initiatives Womenled alternative incomegenerating activities
demonstrated better prospects for sustainability.

Context related

1 Beneficiaries providing postproject fundgirfor example in the horticulture garden
operations led by women.

M Local level technicians retained in local government offi€taffs of the national
program have been retained in the same areas by ANAFIC.

80. The following key factors appear to have hind:tbe observed sustainability:
Project related

1 Poor project desighobserved in several cases during field verifications, especially on
the more recent climate change adaptation projects. This is a missed opportunity,
considering the success GEF had isimgithe profile of adaptation in the national
environmental agenda and the various funding opportunities made available by
international donors for adaptation.

Context related

1 Uncertain political supportdemonstrated by the government focus on miningaae|
as the low budget allocation to the environment both at the national level and in the
O02YYdzySaQ [t5a>X FyR tF01 2F FdzyRAy3 F2NJ
others.
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1 Weak enforcement of laws and policieiemonstrated by the lack of enforcemieof
the mining code and the almost totally uncontrolled deforestation for charcoal
production and other slash and burn agriculture activities.

1 Insecurity which directly affected the timely delivery of GEF support with the
interruption of PACV in theiennium 200§10.

1 Government uncontrolled private investments in coastal aredserved in Koba,
where estate planning investors from Conakry reclaimed coastal land to build houses
on the beach near the dyke without control from local authorities.

'daly

82. AlthougK> Ay 3ISYSNIfX DO9C adzllll2NI KIF & 0SSy NB¢
challenges, this does not necessarily translate into lacpe and longerm environmental

change in the country. As is the case for other countries in the region, althagirsipush for
environmental conservation, the government of Guinea pursues an approach of balanced
conciliation between environmental and developmental objectives.

—

83. ¢KS NBfSOIFIryOS 2F DO9C (2 DAAYSI Q& Vrebeht2y| f
move toward an intersectoral approach to the environment. Although the country lacks
coordination between the sectors on overall environmental issues when it comes to development
LI FyYyAy3dT Al LINBaSyda (§KS & dza apitahag b adssdtting | Yy 3SY S
issue in its developmental policies. In fact, the environment is the fourth pillar in terms of priorities

of the National Program for Social and Economic Developmé&inthe national level, GEF support

to climate change adaptation projects introduced interministerial collaboratdgrihe local level,

the intercommunity initiatives in SL&hd subwatershed management introduced by both CMBMP

and CLMP have been an effective tool for environmental management.

84. ¢KS SEGSyaAiazy 2F (KS LI NIYSNaR KIFa AyONBI aSR
national environmental priorities. It has enabl&diinea to work with a range of partners based on
their comparative and competitive advantage.

85.  Although the desk review did not find specific reference to gender, women have gotten
special attention and treatment in GEF projects. A great share of thetedivisited by the
YAdaAz2y FNB adz00Saa¥fdzZ fe& NUzy 6& 62YSyQa 3INEPRdzLa

86. The GEF is neither mandated nor equipped to address fragility situations emerging during
GEF project implementation. Howev&EF funding could be used, as was the case with the World
Bankregional project that followed the conflict in Sierra Leone and Liberia, to restore the
environmental degradation caused by such situations.
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Annex A: List of Interviewees

Name

Role/Institution

Oyé Guilagoui

Minister of State

Ministry of Environment, Water and Forest

Amadou Sébory Touré

GEF Operational Focal Point

Ministry of Environment, Water and Forest

Rachidi B. Radj

Country Director

World Bank

Windpouire Josephine Lydie
Sankara

Operations Officer

World Bank

Racki Dia Camara

Program Assistant

World Bank

Lionel Laurens

Country Director

United Nations Development Prograrem

Mamadou Ciré Camara

Program Officer Environment and Sustainable Development

United Nations Development Programme

Mamadou Kalidou Diallo

Monitoring, Evaluation and Environment Statistics Officer

United Nations Development Programme

MamadouLamarana Diallo

Project Coordinator

RAZC/United Nations Development Programme

Balde Younoussa

Consultant

United Nations Development Programme

Mandiou Conde

National Director

99




National Directorate of Hydraulics

Yogbo Doré

Deputy National Director

National Directorate of Hydraulics

Camara Ibrahima Sory

Coordinator/National Focal Point

Ministry of Energy and Hydraulics/Niger River Basin Authority

Mamadou Aliou Barry

Technician

National Directorate of Hydraulics

Jean Pierre Loua

Technician

National Directorate of Hydraulics

Henri Niankoye Loua

Technician

National Directorate of Hydraulics

Soumah Mohamed Sankoun

Technician

National Directorate of Hydraulics

Sekouba Sacko

Technical Coordinator

Niger River Basin Project

Mohamed Lamine Bah

National Director

National Directorate of Meteorology

Alpha Yaya Diallo

Deputy National Director

National Directorate of Meteorology

Ismael Camara

National Director

National Directorate of Local Development

Aboubacar Sidiki Sylla

Chid of Section

National Directorate of Local Development

Mamadou Bella Balde

Secretary General for DecentralizatigiMamou region
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Alhassane Camara

Préfet, Forecariah region

Ministry for Territory Administration and Decentralization

Camara SambAissata

Deputy Sousréfet, Forekariah region

Ministry for Territory Administration and Decentralization

Camara Mountaga

SousPréfet, Kaback province in Forecariah region

Ministry for Territory Administration and Decentralization

Ahmed Tidiane Somah

Préfet, Boffa region

Ministry for Territory Administration and Decentralization

Mory Diallo

Préfet, Mamou region

Ministry for Territory Administration and Decentralization

Boubacar Barry

Director

Directorate of Territory Administration and Decentralipati

Namory Keita

Director

Directorate General of Nature Conservation

Mamdy Sayba Keita

Director General

Guinean Office of Parks and Reserves

Watta Camara

Director General

Forest Center of N'Zerekore

Saidou Doumbouya

Administrative Director

Center forMonitoring and Environmental Information

Bangaly Dioumessy

National Director of Livestock

National Directorate of Agriculture and Livestock

Bakary Magassouba

National Focal Point, Agreement on the Conservation of Afifanasian

Migratory Waterbirds/Guinean Office of Parks and Reserves/Ministry of

Environment, Water and Forests
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Joseph Sylla

National Focal Point

United Framework Convention on Climate Change

Alkaly Bangoura

Senior Officer

Secretariat Ministry of Environment, Water and Fares

Seydou Bari Sidibé

Senior Officer

Secretariat Ministry of Environment, Water and Forest

Camara Laye

Officer responsible for PACRpastal Marine and Biodiversity Management
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National Agency foFinancing Communities (Agence Nationale de Financeme
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Annex B: List of Site¥isited

Préfecture

Project Sites

Forekariah

Kabach (GEF ID 3703)

Boffa Koba, (GEF IDs 3073, 1273)
Tougnifily (GEF IDs 1273, 1877)
Mamou Tolo (GEF ID 1877)

Poredaka (GEF ID 1877)
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List of Acronyms
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IEO

MWE

PA

PAMSU

SCCE

SSA

UNDP

UWA

Global Environment Facility

Independent Evaluation Office

Ministry of Water and Environment

protected area

Protected Areas Management and Sustainable Use
Strategic Country Cluster Evaluation

SubSaharan Africa

United Nations Development Program

Uganda Wildlife Authority
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1. Introduction
Background an€ontext

1. This report presents findings from the Uganda Case Study. Case studies are the main
components of the SuBaharan Africa (SSA) Strategic Country Cluster Evaluation (SCCE):

Sahel and Suda@uinea Savanna Biomes. The Uganda Case Study isforeeaafse studies

conducted as the main component of the SSA SCCE: Sahel andGhuigiaa Savanna

Biomes. The studies focus on the two overarching evaluation objectives: (1) to understand

the determinants of sustainability; and (2) to assess the Global BiR Yy YSyYy & CI OAf A (&
relevance to and performance in tackling the main environmental challenges in the two

biomes.

2. Land degradation in Uganda is widespread, varying in intensity and pattern from one

part of the country to another, depending on farmipgactices, population pressure,

vulnerability of the soil to denudation, and local relief. It is most pronounced in the

drylands, which stretch along a southwessbrtheast diagonal across the country popularly
1y26y a GKS aO (1 tcveriyhpphRiniaeli)Ngd H00 égkiste RNE f | Y Ra&
kilometers account for some 90 percent of the national cattle herd. Despite the large

numbers of cattle, poverty indicators show that the drylands constitute a severe poverty
K2GdalLkd 6aSS !'b5t Qa 12008UNDPR@BSE 2 LIYSYy i wS L2 NI

3. Uganda boasts two National World Heritage sites (criteria iii and iv), the Rwenzori
Mountains National Park and the Bwindi Impenetrable Forest National Park. The Rwenzori

have a high level of endemism particularly in the alpine zone and several trees are

found only there or in the other forests of southwestern Uganda. Bwindi is unusual in that it

is one of the few remaining areas in East Africa where lowland and montane forests meet,

and as a probable refuge in the Pleistocene haseptionally high biodiversity. Although it is

the most diverse forest in East Africa for several plant groups, the species lists are no doubt
FIENI FNRY O2YLX SGSo 1 ItfF 2F (GKS O2dzy GNB QA nnan
globally threatened_ovoa swynnertoniBwindi also has an exceptionally diverse fauna,

including approximately 35 percent of the world population of mountain gorillas. Uganda

has one Ramsar site, Lake George, which is also a UNESCO Biosphere Reserve. The site has a
rich flora, while over 50 fish species have been recorded from the lake, and it is an

important overwintering site for many species of palearctic water birds.

4, The Kibale Conservation Area is located in the Albertine region and consists of the
Kibale National Parkhe Toro Semliki Wild Reserve, the Semliki Wild Reserve, and the
Katonga Wild Life Reserve. The Kibale Conservation Area is spread across the three districts
of Kyenjojo, Kamwenge, and Kabalore. Much of the support provided to Ugandan forests in
the Alberine Rift focuses on the forest national parks on the southwestern corner of

Uganda. Local communities around the forests have a high dependence on the forest
resources because of poverty and lack of alternative sources of livelihoods.

5. According to the2017 Statistical Abstracby Uganda Bureau of Statistics (UBOS
2017), the Lake Mburo National Park is on one of the three most commonly visited game
parks in Uganda; Queen Elizabeth National P3%kpercent of visits), Murchison Falls
National Park (31 percewof visits), and Lake Mburo National Park (11 percent of visits).
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Lake Mburo is located in thgiruhura Districtn the Western Regionf Uganda. The park

has a variety of animals suchzebrg hippopotamusimpala warthog, common dand,

African buffalgjackal African leopardand over three hundred (300) bird species. At 260

square kilometres (108quareY A f Sa0 X (G KS LI NJ Asavarinddiona YI f £ Sa
parks.

6. For its sizelJganda is home to a high number of species. Nearly 19,000 have been
recorded, almost half of them insects, 7000 plants, and approximately 2000 vertebrates.
Such diversity is due in part to the wide range of elevations and habitats, although Uganda
has expéenced severe deforestation, cover falling from approximately 45 percent in 1900
to less than 8 percent today. Wetlands are of major significance in Uganda, covering
approximately 13 percent of the territory. The driest regions are steppes and thickits in
northeast, while Mount Elgon in the east and the Rwenzoris in the west have high elevation
forests, bamboo and tree heath, and high moorlands. Both of these mountains are
ecological islands in the surrounding savannas. Uganda has six of the 12 enégos of

plant endemism in Africa (White 1983).

7. Over twenty species of plants are known to be invasive in Uganda, including the
widespread water weed£ichhornia crassipeBistia stratiotesSalvinia molestaandAzolla
filiculoides Uganda has develogecapacity in biological control, and this has been put to
good effect against the water hyacinth. As part of the GEF Lake Victoria Environmental
Management Project, there has been good interinstitutional collaboration, including
working toward a strateggnd action plan developed by a national technical committee and
involving the Presidential Economic Council. Howekiecrassipess still seen as a threat in
Lake Albert, along witiossia cuspidatd_antana camaraa widespread weed in Africa, is a
threat to the Budongo forest, Iganga/Pallisa, and the Mount Elgon National Park, whereas
Boswellia papyriferas also a threat in Budongo. The introdudkchciaspp.and Mimosa
pigraare also invasive in a number of areas in Uganda.

8. The Uganda National Biodnggty Strategy and Action Plan identifies invasive species
as a threat to biodiversity and proposes strategies for addressing the threat in the aquatic
resource and forestry sectors, which cover the key sites of globally important biodiversity
described hee. However, despite the experience with water hyacinth, invasive species
issues are not dealt with in a coordinated way, there being a wide range of legislation and
institutions relating to the problem.

9. The cédtle caridor in Uganda cwers an atimated areaof 84,000square kilometers
(i.e., 43 percentf the courry'stotal landarea) andis hame to over6.6 million pegle. The
corridor is a semiarid transition zone acossthe center ofthe cowntry, beweenthe wet
forest/ grassland mosacs to the sauth around L&ke Victoria, and the arid grasslands on
the Sudinese boader in the north (Karamoja). Most of the cattle corridor was traditionally
inhabited by pagoralistswho canmunally grazed their herds on the range, mixed with
limited rain-fed agriculture. The corridor is host to amixed poduction systemcomprising
nomadicpastoralists agro-padoralists,andsubsistencdarmers; dl sulsistingin the
drylandswith a production system chaacterized by five critical facts: unclear, insecure land
andresaurce tenure; increasng danandfor biomass @ergy; low levels of ecoromic growth;
high andgrowing popuation; and uncertain climatic conditions. The corridor exhibits
serious land and resource degradation driven by oergrazing, inappropriate agriculture
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practices,and charcoal production leading to deforestation. The overall impact of
degradation has been the disruption of ecosystem services, particularly provisioning services,
caused by habitat fragmentation that reduces complexity diversity, soil erosion with
consequent declining soil fertility and declining productivity, invasion by termites, and

nutrient loading of water bodies

10. Biomass is the most widely used source of energy in Uganda. The majority of rural
populations (93 pera&t) rely on biomass for cooking, with wood supplying over 75 percent
of the total energy consumption. Charcoal is preferred to firewood because of its higher
energy density than in wood. Because of this kégiergy content per unit of weight, it is
easierto transport than wood and is transported to markets far away from forests. When
used for cooking, it is substantially more efficient than wood and burns with little smoke.
The midterm review report for GEF ID 4644 (Addressing Barriers to the Adoption of
Improved Charcoal Production Technologies and Sustainable Land Management Practices
through an Integrated Approach) pointed out the inefficient charcoal production practices
and an unsustainable wood biomass supply, as well as inadequate, often confpclioges

as key challenges. The institutional and policy framework for charcoal, entailing tree
planting, research, extension, production, marketing, as well as utilization, is weak.

11. Alargeportion of the Mount Elgonlandscape(approximately60 percent)is now
deforested. Thelocal populatiordependsheavily on avariety of ecosystens in the
region.Rivercatchmentsare used by local comnmities for their socioeconmic activities,
includingagriculture,small-scaleindustries,tourism, andwildlife conservationThe
wetlandsare used as sources fseshwater for livestock, herbahedicne, food, and
domestic use, and for fiber and firewood. Insecilaadtenure is amajor driver of land
degradationby creating uncertaintyegardingthe possibilityof reapingthe longtermbenefits
of investingin sustainable landhanaganent practicesandstructures particularlyterracing
onthe slopesandtree planting. Thosevho do own land have vergmall land patches for
subsistencefuel wood, grazing etc. Thereis increasingpressureon the land to
accommodatea populationthat is still risingat the rate of 3.4 percenper year.

12.  The region is faced with landslides and soil erosion; 84 percent reported recent
drops in crop quality angield attributable to soil erosion. There are no district and local
land use plans that makes it difficult for the districts and lower authorities to coordinate
land management approaches and to provide ca@meisupport and advice to communities.
Even thogh same local enviromental ordinances and baivs haveclausesrelating to the
use of land on steep slopes, thaye not properlyenforced.

Objectives and Scope

13. Inits latest annual performance report (APR) (GEF IEO 2018), the GEF Independent
Evaluation Office (IEO) has conducted a desk review of postcompletion verification reports
(n=53), finding that the following contributing factors were at play in those cases in which
past outcomes were not sustained:

(@) Lack of financial support for the magmance of infrastructure or followap

(b) Lack of sustained efforts from the executing agency

108



(€)

(d)
(e)
(f)

14.

Inadequate political support, including limited progress on the adoption of legal

and regulatory measures

Low institutional capacities of key agencies

Low levels oftakeholder buyin

Flaws in the theory of change of projects

Building on the APR desk review findings, this evaluation aims at exploring in depth,

through country case study analysis, the factors contributing or hindering the sustainability
of project outcomes. The aim is to cresiseck the APR findings as well as to identify any
other nuances to the six factors above, or new factors that either hinder or contribute to the
sustainability of project completion outcomes. In addition, country stadilso cover

relevance issues such as GEF support modalities, expansion of GEF Agencies,-and cross

cutting issues such as gender, resilience, and fragility.

15.

SCCE Country Studi@sidance Note'3

The Uganda Case Study covered six projects, selected according the SSA Biomes

Table 1.Projects covered in the Uganda Case Study

NI G / t dz&a B@rea Shvannd Brmésidange Nitg for/Coumtly { | K St
dzR A S & BtipsN/yiwwig&fikadorg@& dmaz¥sSsbafricanbiomesguidancenote-country-case

Type

Fullsize

Fultsize

Regional

Fullsize

Fultsize

Project Title

Conservation of Biodiversit
in the Albertine Rift Fores
Areas ofUganda

Protected Areas
Management and
Sustainable Use (PAMSU)

Removing Barriers to Invasi\
Plant Management in Africa

SIP: Enabling Environment f
SLM to Overcome Lan
Degradation in the Cattle
Corridor of Uganda.

Addressing Barriers to th
Adoption  of  Improved
Charcoal Productior

GEF ID Agency Focal Area Status GEF
Phase

1175 UNDP Biodiversity Completed GEF3

1830 World Biodiversity Completed GEFL

Bank
2140 UNEP Biodiversity Completed GEF3
3393 UNDP Land Completed GEFH
degradation

4644 UNDP Multifocal Ongoing GEF5

Br8S a{GNIGSIADO [/ 2dzy (i NB

I+as {d

studies
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Technologies and Sustainak
Land Management Practice
through an Integrated
Approach

5718 UNDP Multifocal Ongoing GES Fultsize Integrated Landscap
Management

for ImprovedLivelihoods anc
Ecosystem Resilience
Mount Elgon

Note: UNDP= United Nations Development Programme. UNEP=United Nations Environment
Programme

SourceProject Management Information System
Methodology

16. The main study methods employed were deskiews, key informant interviews,
dyadic interviews, and project site visits, as explained here below.

Desk Review

17.  Desk review of the following documents was conducted to provide a background for
the projects and an understanding of the approach and mdtiogy: (1) SSA Biomes SCCE
Approach Papéf'; (2) GEF IE@nnual Performance Report 20(tfie sustainability analysis
chapter); (3) SSA Biomes SCCE Selection of Case Study Counttfe$4)qieoject
documentation (both design and progress reports [project implementation and midterm],
and terminal evaluations); (5) SCCE: Sahel and Sadm®a Savanna Biomes Guidance

Note for Country Case Studies, including the interview protocol; (6) guidance note for dyadic
interviews; and (6) geospatial analyses and portfolio reviews.

Key Informant Interviews

18. Key informant interviews were conductedthe national and district level among

key personnel that either managed or supervised the projects, which entailed the Ministry

of Finance, Planning and Economic Development; United Nations Development Programme
(UNDP); the World Wildlife Fund; the Ugantfddlife Authority (UWA); the National
Environment Management Authority; tHdinistry of Agriculture, Animal Industry and
Fisheriesthe Ministry of Water and EnvironmenMWE; United Nations Environment
Programme; and the National Agriculture and Rese&@ulanisation. The detailed list of

people interviewed is attached as annex A.

“r8§S G{GNIGSIAO [/ 2dzy G NB [/ f dza-BEMead S@Ennh BEMES I2IWONIB { O K 9t0IYLI$ MIK SX y |
volume.https://www.gefieo.org/documents/sccafricanbiomesapproachpaper.
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Dyadic Interviews

19. Dyadic interviews involved two project managers, one knowledgeable of a
programmatic project (a child project belonging to SIP: Enabling Environment for SLM to
Overcome Land Degradation in the Cattle Corridor of Uganda, GEF ID 3393) and the other of
a comparable standalone project (Integrated Landscape Management for Improved
Livelihoods and Ecosystem Resilience in Mount Elgon, GEF ID 5718), to discuss relevance
and sustainability of different kinds of modalities.

Project Site Visits

20.  Project sites visits included interviews with the technical officers in the districts who
were in charge of supervising the projects, as follows:

(@) Kyenjojo District Headquarters

(b) Bug&i Subcounty Tree Lot, Kyenjojo District

(c) Kibale National Park, along Kamwenge Road, Kabalore District

(d) Toro Semliki Wild Reserve, along Karughtaroko Road, Kabalore District
(e) Sebitori Bee Keeping Project, Kibale National Park, Kabalore District

(f)  Mbarara Dstrict Headquarters former district in charge of Lake Mburo National
Park, at the time of implementation

(g) Lake Mburo National Park; Kiruhura District
Key Study Questions
21.  The key study questions were:
(@) What are the key factors influencing sustainability ofammes in in Uganda?

(b) Inwhat way, if any, does the environment and socioeconomic
development/livelihoods nexus (or lack thereof) help explain the sustainability of
outcomes in in Uganda?

(c) To what extent has GEF support been relevant to the reauironmental
challenges in Uganda, and are there any gaps?

(d) To what extent have gender and resilience been taken into consideration in GEF
programming in in Uganda?

Study Limitations

22.  The limitations encountered included the difficulty of finding people who worked on
the project in the same institutions. Most people had moved on and it was difficult to trace
them. Even at the district level, the technical staff have mostly changed $@evéeo follow
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them wherever they were located. For some we had to conduct Skype and phone interviews
when they were not physically available.

23. Regarding the dyadic interviews, the challenge was bringing the two managers
together in one room at the samentie. They were working in different parts of the country

and very busy, and on the day of the agreed interview, one got an abrupt travel engagement
that was taking him away for a long time. We had to do a telecom meeting to address this
limitation.

24.  Limitedrecall was another limitation, because most people had forgotten about the
project and could not recall much. Extra probing and reminders from project documents
helped to improve the recall.

2. Findings

26.  The findings are presented according to key questianf®lows: factors
contributing to the observed sustainability of outcomes, observed sustainability and the
environment/socioeconomic nexus, relevance of GEF support to the environmental
challenges faced by the country, and gender and resilience.

Factors ©ntributing to the Observed Sustainability of Outcomes
Project Related

27.  Aligning GEF projects to sector prioritieBrojects were designed by sectors

informed by national and sector plans. The sectors took up a number of those interventions

after project closure. This was true for all projects. One part ofah&iring relevance of the

projects to weather changewvhich increased acceptability and adoption at a community

f SPSto® Ly 9FadSNYy | IFLYyRFT LIS2LX S a1SR:E agKe
being more and more exposed. When organic matter was accumulated in one place and

grass started to grow, thiwas very much appreciated and was hence duplicated by

communities in other regions.

28.  Good project designThis is the case especially for the support to infrastructure,
office equipment, and motor vehicles (Protected Areas Management and Sustainable Use
[PAMSU]; GEF ID 1830). These inputs lasted for a long time and are still largely functional.
Good project design included providing relevant normative support. Data and information
generated from several studies that were conducted resulted in informatiodyxts, as in

the Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation study under the
Conservation of Biodiversity in the Albertine Rift Forest Areas of Uganda (GEF ID 1175)
project, which resulted in the readiness plan, forest investment planth@dtrategic plan

for the Northern Albertine rift that is being taken up in the regio@sher examples include

the National Invasive Species Strategy Action Plan and the Policy Guidelines inclusion of
invasive species in the curriculum of agriculturdeges in Uganda through the National
Council for Higher Education, as well as the inclusion in environmental laws (Removing
Barriers to Invasive Plant Management in Africa; GEF ID 2140). This enabled line ministries,
departments, and agencies to carry e implementation of these activities. Skills

generated through trainings under GEF ID 1830, 1175, and 3393 have been sustained and
replicated in the followon projects and in other neGEF projects in Uganda. The Albertine
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Rift Conservation Group was foed as a result. Support to districts, for instance, in Masindi
and Hoima (GEF ID 1175), to enact conservation bylaws and ordinances favoring tree
planting, fostered biodiversity conservation. Capacity building included working with schools
for environmenal education. GEF ID 1175 promoted the establishment of woodlots and
environmental conservation signage/talking compounds in schools. Students became
change agents in their communities.

29. Involving stakeholders at design and implementatioAll GEF projectsonsulted
stakeholders and sough community engagement in implementation and monitoring
interventions at the community and district level. Some projects like GEF ID 2140 used
community-based trainers who remained in the communities after project closures@h
were nominated by communities and were not facilitated right from the beginning for
sustainability concerns. The communities got some grants, so they were part of the
beneficiaries (GEF ID 3393 &#lL8. Introducing a multisectoral approach was a gooaly

to involve central level stakeholders. For example, an interministerial committee on
sustainable land use management strengthened service delivery and continuity. This
committee comprised the Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Industry and Fisheries; the
Ministry of Minerals and Development; the Ministry of Lands; Ministry of Tourism, Wildlife
and Antiquities; the Ministry of Trade and Industry; and M\W&. PAMSU (GEF ID 1830),
GEF Agencies partnered with line ministries, departments, and agencieslot#he
governments. Civil society organizations brought onboard a comparative advantage and
ability to build capacity to the community during and after the project. The districts
continued to support tree planting, while some civil society organizati&estie World
Wildlife Fund, the Ngamba Island Chimpanzee Sanctuary, and the Jane Goodall Institute
continued using biodiversity practices introduced by the Albertine project, such as
biodiversity monitors. The Kidepo project adopted the same model ansl tbalin

community wildlife scouts.

30. Promoting selffinancing aspects for parks internal revenue generatidncreased
revenue from gate collections, donations, boat rides, game drives, and the like is used to run
park activities and maintain vehicles. Thizsrsupported by GEF ID 1830.

Context Related

31. Postproject followup of selected technologies and practicéBhe National Forestry
Authority and DWD continued providing tree seedlings (GEF ID 1175). OtherdollGEF

and nonGEF supported projects scaled up some of the previously promotes technologies
and practices.

Factors Hindering the Sustainability of Cantes
Project Related

32.  The projects not being institutionalized into line ministrietn the project

appraisals, the sectors reported inadequate involvement by the ministries, particularly with
regard to UNDP projects. This meant limited ownership by thegorent as per the quote
0St2¢g o0& 2yS yI (A #&wds theirproj@@Sit wad\Bllad UNPFPEoject. t  a
was taken as a UNDP activity since they were the ones getting funds and they ended up
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micro-managing it. It only appeared as a governmprgject when there was a steering
O2YYAUGSSs: (KIFIGQa oKSy GKS 3I20SNYYSyYyd ol a Ay

33.  Project rather than ministry staffRecruiting project staff, instead of assigning roles

to the ministry staff, was seen to work against the continuity of projectsragftoject

closure, for instance under GEF ID 11H&weverthe ministrystaff assigned to a project

could not get any additional pay, which demoralized the government staff, so projects

ended up hiring their own stafiThe projects come with their stadind they (staff) all
RAAIFLIISEFNI G GKS SyR 2F (KS LINRP2SOGxX y20KAyY 3
G2 LI NILGYSNBE FYyR 32 | gl&8T GKSNBLRYRSEY (IONBE EKSH
was no control or reporting line between project andnmstry staff. In order to ensure

sustainability, the project should be housed in MWE and the head of department becomes

the project coordinator, this will ensure continuity. Job descriptions would then be adjusted

to include the SOW. The staff would beeditly supervised by the ministry and report to the
YAYAEGONRZE NBYFNJSR FY20KSNI yFGA2y It fS@St N

34. Insufficient and/or badly designed@lternative income-generating acivities.To

meet their needs, community members were forced to cut ddvees early and sell them

as poles or for charcoal burning. This was cited by both dyadic and field interviews which
agrees with the terminal evaluation findings for GEF ID 3393.

35.  Lengthy periods for designing GEF projed®EF requires matching funds, but it was
very difficult to secure them from GoU and other running projects; it was hard to convince
them to contribute. The project design took 10 years and those who had committed to
contribute had closed by the time it stad. The lengthy design means that factors such as
district boundaries and environmental issues change, and other partner projects close. This
leads to the projects achieving less than they ought to have achieved, negatively affecting
coverage and scalend hence limiting sustainability. The project had depended a lot on
funding from the International Fund for Agricultural Development, yet they were winding up
as the project was starting. This affected all projects, particularly GEF ID 1175.

Context Relagd

36.  National priorities not prioritizing onservation efforts. The Uganda Case Study,
Protected Area (PA) Evaluation (GEF IEO 2@idjoned that thenational governmS y' (i Q a
push toward mining andoil exploration in protected areasisksundermining long-term
conservation efforts. This was rechoed during interviews at the national and district levels,
according to which oil exploration and related infrastructure, such as buildings, roads, and
airports meant clearing of stretches of conservatayeas. The Natural Resources

Department has no field extension staff at subcounties to monitor and support communities
(GEF ID 1175). The community development officers help a bit but are not qualified and do
not take it as priority. The community developnt officers also ask for funding to go to
communities that is unavailable.

37. Political interference and weak enforcement of laws and polici®gople who have

been told to move out of conservation areas move back close to elections with politicians
protecting them. Some conservation areas were degazzated to settle people, for instance
around the Lake Mburo National Park (GEF ID 1830). Tree cutting has continued, and people
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reportedly take logs of trees from the districts to Kampala and turn them into tirttiene
(GEF ID 1175). The weak enforcemainpolicies was also cited in thterminal evaluation
for GEF ID 3393, one difree key bariersthat hinder adoption of sustainable land
management systemsin the attle corridor. The Uganda Case Study, BAluation GEF IEO
2014) alluded to a negative will on the side of enforcement officers, noting that some
management staff of protected areas did not seem to have the urgency to stop illegal
activities, instead condoning it.

38.  Limited funding.At the interrational level, it was reported that funding for

environmental issues was dwindlinbhe ministries, departments, and agencies and local
governments had very limited allocation of funds to the environment sector. There were
limited funds for regular monitang of deforestation in subcounties (GEF ID 1175), technical
support to farmers (GEF IDs 339844, 117% and for addressing invasive weeds such as

the salvinia weed on Lake Kyoga, the water hyacinth that is continuing to expand on Lake
Victoria, the acacia hocai in Lake Mburo, and the congress weed in Queen Elizabeth National
tFN] 6D9C LBKS8yinbNR@agonadO0t2aSE RAAGNAOGA OF
are supposed to use local funds that have been dwindling. Local fundnagnisimber,

though the district only has reduced to 7 timber licenses and earns less than 10/= million

per year; of which 65% remains at subcounty and the district gets 35%. From land, we get
about 4/= million in a year. From game parks, all districigim@ouring Kibale Conservation

Area (Kyenjojo, Kamwenge and Kabalore) share 20%, which is little and is used to maintain
access roads and buy goats and beehives for communities for income gengregjmorted

one respondent, Kyenjojo District.

39. Institutional changesGEF support to UWA by GEF ID 1830 resulted in strategic plans
and financial management systems that were used several years later. PAMSU further
supported the establishment of the Wildlife Education Centre which is still in operation
today. Havever, continuation of these benefits was later undermined by the transition of
UWA from the government to an agency. This meant different work ethics and energies
from pure government staff, which took some time to adjust. UWA strategic planning was
weakat that time. The Tourism Sector was still a new ministry with limited funding, and the
weak systems were not yet strong enough to support continuity.

40. Unfavorable land tenure systemd.and tenure systems where people were renting
land posed sustainabilitgsues, because landowners wanted to get their land back after
seeing good profits from it. Insecure land tenure hindered planting trees, as cited in the
midterm review report foilGEF ID 46445EF IDs 1175, 339%44). The land tenure system

also has a gader perspective, with most land in Uganda owned by men, particularly in rural
areas. In some areas, especially in the Mount Elgon region, men who owned the land would
allow women to plant and nurture trees on it, but only until the trees were at the same
height as the women. After that, the trees belonged to the man who owned the land. This
discouraged women from investing in trees, yet they are the ones mainly involved in
cultivation of land.

41.  Increased population growthincreased population has led tonkd fragmentation

when people own smaller shares of land, leading to encroaching on protected areas for
settlement, cultivation, and grazing (GEF IDs 1830, 1175). The attempt by GEF ID 1175 to
create a wildlife corridor for animals to move from the Queandbeth National Park to the
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Murchison Falls National Park did not work because people had settleehiveen and
forests had been cleared.

42. Prolonged dry weatherTheLake Mburo National Park lost almost 90 percent of its
planted trees because of the péstent drought experienced in recent years.

Observed Sustainability and the Environmental/Socioeconomic Nexus
Observed Environmental Sustainability
Protected Areas Management and Sustainable Use (PAMSU) (GEF ID 1830)

43.  Surveying and demarcation girotected area boundariesBoundaries of protected

areas were surveyed and demarcated with stone marks. Boundaries demarcated stood at 90
percent by 2009 and still stand. UWA later increased it by using its resources to plant trees
along the boundaries. EhUganda Case StudyA EvaluationGEF IEO 2014) report pointed

out that strong enforcement coupled with boundary demarcation have reduced
encroachment on protected areas. Figure 1 shows Boundary marking at Toro Semuliki
National Park.

Figurel: Boundary marking at Toro Semuliki National Park

NN

Sourc: Photo taken by the consuitantVdeing field visits

=

44.  Trenches around the protected areaBAMSU supported digging up of trenches to
prevent animals from crossing. They are still lar@ehgtional, although some are being
filled with silt. UWA was opening up some of the clogged trenches.

Conservation of Biodiversity in the Albertine Rift Forest Areas of Uganda (GEF ID 1175) and
SIP: Enabling Environment for SLM to Overcome LBedradation in the Cattle Corridor of
Uganda (GEF ID 3393)

45.  Increased plantingTree planting continued, particularly in the Albertine region,
where more private forests were established. Some free seedlings were later supplied by
the National Forestry Autirity, Carwell Ltd, and MWE. The Uganda Local Government

Authoritv reauires subcounties to plant trees on their land. Pockets of increased tree lots
¢ Figure2: Forest cover loss/gain driand productivity dynamics in the Albertine region
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Uganda: Land Producticity Dynamics Uganda: Forest loss
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46. The Uganda Case Stu@®A EvaluationGEF IEO 2014) report also pointed out that

the majority of the wildlife and forests in Uganda are outside of thesyem, and

activities in these forests are largely under the control of private forest owners who practice
short-term afforestation for future harvesting. When private forest owners need of cash,
they often cut down and sell off trees. The report furthmints out that treeplanting has

also been promoted by donors, nongovernmental organizations, the National Forestry
Authority, and the local government as part of conservation activities around protected
areas.

47.  Conservation and forest management plarnbhe Albertine Region Strategic Plan

was carried forward by MWE who implemented some of the planned activities in the
northern Albertine region. The plan still had one more year to go by the time of fieldwork.
Districts also incorporated activities into thésttict development plans. Some civil society
organizations, such as the World Wildlife Fund and CARE Uganda, continued to implement
those activities. Management plans developed for central forest reserves and land use plans
were still being used. Privaterest owners were supported to developed forest

management plans.

48.  Scaling up of technologieS.echnologies used in the enabling environment for SLM

to overcome land degradation were similar to those scaled up in other projects, such as the
charcoal projetthat improved charcoal kilns (GEF ID 4644). Conservation agriculture under
GEF ID 3393 was also sustained and scaled up in other projects. Beneficiaries continued to
implement those activities using the same technologies.

49. SLM task forces were establisheDistrict SLM task forces consisting of district
natural resource and production committees were established. The members helped
mainstream SLM interventions into folle@an activities.
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Removing Barriers to Invasive Plant Management in Africa (GEF 1D 2140)

23.  The impact of this project was not well known or visible or in the districts,

particularly in the Lake Mburo National Park, one of the parks where the project was
implemented. There was heavy loss of forest cover in the whole park, particularly in the
northern boundary where in addition to uprooting of trees, some areas of the park were
used to resettle some war veterans, as shown in the map in figure 3. Between 2001 and
2016, the area experienced the loss of approximately 959 hectares or approximately 12
percent of its forest. This was primarily attributed to massive uprooting of Obugando (acacia
hokai), which resulted in heavy forest cover loss, particularly acute in recent years (see
forest loss chart in figure 3). There was massive opening up of aveaduce the canopy
increase and biomass for herbivores, turning the park from savanna woodland to a forested
area. The suppressed dormant seeds of other biodiversity plants would get exposed to more
sunshine and rainfall, which increased grassland fobiveres.

Figure3: Forest change in the Lake Mburo National Park
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51. However, some products were mainstreamed at the national level and have
continued to be used, as follows:

52. Inclusion ofinvasive species in the curriculums of agriculture collegéke project
influenced the National Council for Higher Education to include invasive species in
curriculums of agriculture colleges in Uganda.

53. Inclusion of invasive species into environmental lanenvironmental laws were
revised to include invasive species, which were initially left out.

54. Development of the National Invasive Species Strategy Action Plan and Policy
Guidelines.The National Invasive Species Strategy Action Plan and Policy Guideliees
developed, and is being implemented by MWE; the Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Industry
and Fisheries; the National Environment Management Authority; and the National
Agriculture and Research Organisation.

Socioeconomic Nexus

55. Insufficient, shortterm economic incentives for communitie©verall, although

improved conservation lead to increased income for the country and districts, the

communities had to forego immediate sources of income from growing crops in protected

areas, tree selling, and chamaddourning. Although some efforts were made to help

communities start alternative incomgenerating activities, this was on a very small scale,

and not all people around the parks received this support. Aded for immediate income

was also a common causéencroachment on the environment in both dyadic and-site

f SGSt AYyUSNBASgad a!a &2dz LINPY23S LIXIFylGAay3a 2
R2y Qi KI @S NBIFIR& AyO02YS FyR gl ayQid G2 Odzi 4N
implemented my projechk y G KS OF GGt S O2NNAR2NJ I yR GKFd g1
LI NOAOALI yi Ay (GKS ReIFRAO AYUSNBASGD at NRY2I
require ploughing land across the slope rather than up and down yet this contradicts their

tradition, of doughing up and down. The communities needed to trade of tradition and

FR2LIG GKS ySg LINRPY2GSR LINI OGAOCSazé&! §RERI 2y S
sustainable land management such as mulching required more labour and more money, the

very poor would not afford that, they would even not afford improved seeds or use of

fertilisers. To address this, multipliable technologies were used e.g. crops were produced

and given to others. The project made sure they promoted cost effective technologies using
f20Ff YIFIOSNRAFEfa tA1S SyYySNHe al gAay3a aaz20Sasze

56. A case study in Uganda was carried out as a part of the GEF IEO value for money
analysis of the sustainable forest management projects (GEF 2019). The valuméy m
Uganda Case Study leveraged the World Bank Living Standards Measurement Survey to
detect the impact of GEF projects on proximate (within 50 kilometers) households to

provide a more direct estimate of economic impacts. By comparing Living Standards
Measurement Survey locations proximate to GEF interventions with those far away from
GEF interventions, the local analysis indicated that GEF sustainable forest management
projects are associated with an increase in household assets between $163 and $8&8 (wit
40 to 60 kilometers, respectively) (figure 4). The value for money Uganda Case Study shows
that households proximate to a GEF implementation site tended to experience
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improvements in assets approximately $310 (within 50 kilometers) higher than thdse no
proximate to a GEF implementation site. The value for money Uganda Case Study
corroborates the findings from the field visits conducted in the Albertine rift for this case
study.

Figure 4: Data used in the Uganda Case Study of the GEF IEO value foamatysty
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57. Increased revenues from parks.2 | @ revenues as a proportion of recurrent
costs rose from 49 percent in 2002 to 77 percent in 2009; the revenues continued to rise
thereafter. The number of visitors to the protected areas rose from 66,542 visitors in 2002
to 142,884 in 2009, and numbecsntinued to rise thereafter. The number of protected

areas with significant conflicts relating to community use or access reduced from 19 in 2002
to only 2 in 2009. All protected areas showed evidence of increased population of key
mammal species. Interiig generated revenues by UWA rose from 4.7 billion in 2002 to

15.7 billion Uganda Shillings in 2009. The revenues continued to rise from collections from
gate entry fees, game rides, and other investments in the p&ksenue sharing from park
gate entryfees, whereby 20 percent is given to communities neighbouring parks, was used
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to purchase goats in communities for income generation around the Kibale Conservation
Area. Valley dams, classroom, and health center blocks were constraiciedd Lake
Mburo and some in the Albertine region. Some feeder roads were maintained.

58. The Uganda Case Stu@®A EvaluationGEF IEO 2014) also pointed out that the
inclusion of communities in benef#haring created ownership among communities,

resulting from the feelinghat their problems (especially concerning wildlife) are being

heard and responded to by UWA management staff. This has reduced negative perceptions
of PAs, and in some areas has developed a positive perception of them. The improved
attitude was reported irvisited areas of the Albertine region and Lake Mburo.

59. Improved Infrastructure PAMSU funds were used for UWA office buildings for the
head office, UWA offices in national parks, as well as housing units for UWA staff within
parks. The proportion of UWAefd staff housed adequately esite increased from 10

percent in 2002 to 40 percent at the time of the field visit by the consultant. These

structures are still serving their purposes and are in good condition as shown in figure 5. The
trade off in housingonstruction is having to clear land to construct buildings, hence
tempering with the environment.

Figure 5: UWA head office, field offices, and lodging units in Toro Semuliki Game Reserve

Source: Photo taken by the consultant during fiedits

60. Formation of cooperativesThere was growth from community groups formed
under the project to cooperatives, which are more viable economic organizations to manage
their activities in business form and to collectively market their produce.

61.  Starting yp of incomegeneration activities Althoughon a small scale, some
incomegeneration activities were started as a result of the project to provide alternative
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sources of income to community members. These included bee hives that were established
at some edges of the conservation areas to control problem animals such as elephants from
crossing over to nearby communities through stings and bee noise. These bee hives are
being used to generate honey on a very small s@die. UWA bought tree seedlingsm
communities to plant and enclose the park around the Kibale Conservation Area, from
which they gained some income. The trees were planted in four lines, two for UWA, two for
communities. During construction of UWA office and staff quarters, commumitiased

money by selling food stuffs to construction staff and by renting out their houses to
construction staff. One of the beehive projects visited is presented in figure 6.

Figure 6: Beekeeping projects in Kibale National Park

Source: Photo taken biie consultant during field visits

62.  Similarly, the Uganda Case Stue EvaluationGEF IEO 2014) noted that
community groups that were adjacent to the parks were earning revenue from conducting
their own ecotours, helping to establish school infrastructanel incomegenerating

projects to community members.

63. Increased private sector investments in park facilitieBhe private sector was
attracted to develop infrastructure in the parks, such as hotels and camps in the reserve
areas, hence generating incomademploying a number of locals. This enhanced the nexus
between environmental conservation and increased income for the private sector within
districts that charge hotels taxes.

64.  Strengthened technical and institutional capacitipistrict and project stafivere
trained in different technical areas, including game park management, collaborative
financial management and procurement, and basic ranger skills. The obtained skills
continued to be used in the districts and parks. PAMSU supported development ahfsan
that established UWA management systems and are still in use.

65. Infrastructure and equipment support to PA®AMSU provided vehicles to different
conservation areas and some of these were still in use to deploy rangers. The Lake Mburo
National Park redeed three vehicles; a tractor that was still working in community
conservation and supplying water to outposts and communities; and two pickup trucks, one
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of which broke down (figure 7) but the other was still operational and used for deployment
of ranges. The project also supplied computers, furniture, motorcycles, generators, and
scanners which were still being used for UWA work.
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Figure 7: One of the vehicles bought by PAMSU to the Kibale National Park

g -

Source: Photo taken by the consultating field visits

Relevance of GEF Support to the Environmental Challenges Faced by the Country

66. All key stakeholders interviewed at the national and site levels reported that GEF

support was very relevant for addressing environmeugtallenges in Uganda. The GEF

supported interventions on biodiversity, land degradation, climate change, persistent

organic pollutants, international waters, management of invasive weeds, and chemical
addzLILI2 NI @ D9 C adzlLd2 NI A & anH fafioBaypfaRs thatzallfod | Y R Q&
conservation of natural resources and protection of environment.

67. However, it was noted with concern that there is usually a late start for GEF projects
because funds are allocated before projects are formulaficcan te up to 9 years to
F2NXdzZ F G§S | repbr@dond ditdrel$eel rgspondent.

68.  Supporting upholding the integrity of protected areas through demarcated

boundaries is the main goal of UWA and was very relevant. The project boosted income
from tourism The vehicles provided were very strong and useful in patrolling the parks. The
same model of vehicles (Toyota Land Cruiser pickups) were purchased after project closure.

69. Based on findings from dyadic interviews conducted among project managers, one
knowledgeable of a programmatic project (a child project belonging to GEF ID 3393) and the
other of a comparable standalone project (GEF ID 5718), to discuss relevance and
sustainability of different kinds of modalities, it is evident thggragrammatic approeh is

more relevant and hence preferred to a standalone proj@tie program approach was

deemed more sustainable because of interlinkages between the projects, a efitemed
design, and a high likelihood for successor projects building on the existing ! LINE I NI Y
is more efficient; one person can manage 3 projects with almost same salary as the
standalone projects. A number of resources can be shared such as human resources,
materials, vehicles and internet. It is also more effective since thenclaieve more than

a0l yRI 2y emddsdoBeSainiesntasager of child projects.
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70.  The scope of coverage for a program is broader and is therefore able to achieve

more. In addition, program child projects are able to build on earlier investmentsmatie

longerterm results, whereas standalone projects are focused on achieving

2dz0 LJdzG &k RSt AGSNI 0t S& 6YSRAdzY GSNXUO 0SSOI dzas 2
are more strategic and involve influencing policy changes, advocacy for the benefit of the

people that the programs target, whereas standalone projects are more technical and is

Fo2dzi RSEAGSNAY3A 2dzillzia aidl SR Ay GKS LINR2S
reported one former manager of a standalone project.

Preferred GEF Support Modality

71. Key stakeholders were asked about the preferred typology of support from the GEF
with respect to national projects or regional projects, medigize or fullsize projects, and
single focal area or multifocal area projects. Almost all respondents mentideeidllowing
preferences:

(a) National projects Most of the respondents preferred national projects because
they are tailored to national needs and are managed in the country. However, a
few respondents said thawith Uganda being part of the Nile Basin, some
transboundary projects are needed where resources are shared. However, they
pointed out weaknesses in previous regional projects where they say funds got
stuck in other countries.

(b) Fulksize projectsBecause envimmental issues take long to change, they require
heavy and longerm investments.

(c) Multifocal area projects. A multisectoral approach is essential because
environmental issues arise from several multifaced challenges.

72.  Key stakeholders were also asked wtaty deemed the appropriate type of
support from GEF for tackling their main environmental challenges, and they mentioned the
following:

1 Tackle some issues from a higher/global level to address issues such as oil and gas
relating to huge multilateral compaes.

1 Continued capacity strengthening for ministries, departments, and agencies in
upcoming technologies, energy conservation technologies, and climate smart
agriculture.

1 Invest in an integrated control of invasive weeds, which may include bio control,
excavators to uproot some weeds, and tighten border controls. Lake Mburo, a water
resource for animals, is dying out because of the invasive water hyacinth. This is a
recentdevelopment.

1 Boost an active habitat management, for instance, by reducing shrubs and planting
more trees. This will provide a suitable habitat for animals.
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73.

Support automation of management systems that better manage UWA staff across
the country. There ia need to add more modules to thesystem.

Support tree nursery establishments for all lower local governments for easer
community access to seedlings.

Fund more research, for instance in the Lake Mburo National Park. There is very
scant research on thpark; for instance, there is need for more research on
invasive species.

Facilitate the environmental extension services, supervision, and monitoring
functions to enable regular inspections.

Adopt a landscape approach as opposed to an ecosystem apprascude all
ecosystems within the landscapes will be targeted.

Invest in human/wildlife conflict management because such conflicts are increasing
with the increasing population.

Support construction of water dams. During the dry season, many wildlife die
because of a water shortage.

Support maintenance of access roads to make park roads usable in both rainy and
dry seasons.

With an increasing population comes climatic challenges there is a need to empower
citizens to take responsibility and take care of matand to hold the government
accountable. This calls for working closely with civil society.

Look at environmental conservation from a business perspective. Challenge
companies that use large volumes of water such as Cata and Nile Breweries to
contribute to water conservation by investing in the environment.

Support more longdasting thatching for staff accommodation and construction of
UWA staff housing units. The majority of current UWA housing for game staff has
temporary thatching of grass that geires replacement annually, making it very
expensive.

Support pasture improvement outside the park to minimize domestic animals going
to the park competing for water and trampling on grass.

Gender

Gender has been mainstreamed into sector plans lamdgets, which cannot be

passed without gender mainstreaming. Gender has also been mainstreamed into the district
development plans, although usually there is no matching budget to implement gender
activities.
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74.  Although there were some gender consideration$GEF projects, they were not very
elaborate and strong, with the exception of projects funded through the UNDP. The UNDP
requires all projects to have a gender expert at the implementation level so that they are
formulated and implemented with a gendéms. The UNDP has a gender marker, and each
project has gender mainstreaming.

75.  The UNDP requires the inclusion of at least 50 percent of women in all activities
because they are the ones that continually use the land. Women are encouraged to
optimally utiize their access rights to land. A gender balance is emphasized by the UNDP in
project staff recruitment, activity participation, as well as in the project board composition.
Women were involved in leadership, skills building, and access to technologesslahce

lists capture gender disaggregated data.

76. The MWE has a gender strategy, and the Environment and Natural Resources
subsector has a gender strategy. In the strategy and projects, disaggregated data is used for
decision making to cater for gendesiges. The Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Industry and
Fisheries has gender mainstreaming guidelines and gender guidelines for land degradation
and climate change as gender guidelines. All ministries have a gender focal point person.
The ministries were m@orted to have generalized gender strategies, whereas projects have
more specific ones.

77.  Under the Mount Elgon Integrated Landsca@f ID 5718a number of
community-based organizations were formed to access small grants, which are mostly led
by women.

78.  Women interact a lot with the environment and are recognized as its main
influencers. They interact with water and land, and are seed and medicine collectors. The
country is increasingly realizing that women are prime in protecting the environment.

79.  Some ofthe gender issues noted include women in areas such as the Mount Elgon
region GEF ID 5718yvhere women are only allowed to own trees that are up to their

height, after that, the tree belongs to the landowner, who are men. This discourages heavy
investment by women in tree planting.

80. Initially, gender was not well mainstreamed, particularly in the PAMSU project. The
projects were not very gender sensitive, for instance when the UWA staff housing units
were constructed, where there was no gender consideratn terms of separate units for

men and women. However, this was corrected in later designs. Out of nine UWA board
members, only one was a woman, which later improved to two women. UWA had uniforms
for staff but this did not include uniforms for pregnambmen, and no nursing rooms for
breastfeeding mothers.

81. UNDPfunded projects were also looking for ways of making technology more
gender friendly. For instance, under conservation agriculture, the technology of permanent
planting basins is being promotedhere a hand hoe is used to make small holes,
approximately 7600 basins in an acre. Women are the main users of hand hoes, so oxen
were introduced to help women. Using oxen also gets men more involved.
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Resilience

82. Uganda has a Climate Change DepartmemntenrMWE that prepares communities
to be climate change resilient and has nationally determined contributions and
pronouncements to the international arena, to contribute toward reduction of carbon
emissions. The MWE has an Environment and Social Safdgnaanéwork for all projects.

83. Uganda has a National Climate Change Policy and its implementation plan; a climate
change bill that is being discussed in the parliament. Uganda developed multisectoral
national climate change indicators in 2018 that are benagked by different sectors and

were incorporated into the Programme Based Budgeting and Local Government Assessment
tool to strengthen climate change implementation.

84. Uganda has developed resilience projects such as the Support Program for Climate
Resilieme project that is being implemented. Uganda has conducted assessments on the
national adaptation plan of action and interventions. Other resilience interventions being
implemented include: irrigation schemes, powering water sources with solar panels to
ensure fulltime availability of water, digging up water storage systems for productions such
as dams and valley tanks, awdter transfers on gravity flow schemes.

85. Resilience was more outstandingder project projects GEF ID 5718 and 3393,
where in order tareinforce resilience of landscape, planting of trees was integrated into the
landscape to reduce wind speed and for increased water retention. The promoted
technologies further help to keep more water and nutrients in the soil. Conservation
agriculture icreases maximum use of resources and productivity. The project further
enhanced resilience of communities through a creation of systems of resilience where
communities were organized to undertake joint landscape management activities. The
savings groups s helped in reducing land mortgaging for small loans, which led to more
social resilience. In addition, better prices for crops were obtained after cooperatives.

86. TheUganda Case StudyA EvaluationGEF IEO 201dgport pointed out the ability

to be reslient against catastrophes and shocks, such as market forces and climate change,
as one of the key components of a functional PA management system. However, it was
pointed out that climate change is a relatively new concept in Uganda, and during the GEF
design phase for earlier projects, particularly for GEF ID 1830 and 2140, climate change was
not well accounted for. This was strengthened in latter projects (GEF IDs 5718, 3393, and
4644).

3. Summary of Emerging Findings and Conclusions

87. The APR ratings fohe three biodiversity projects completed between 2007 and
2014, selected for the Uganda Case Study, were:

(a) Albertine Rift (GEF ID 1175putcome: negative, and sustainability: negative
(b) PAMSU (GEF ID 188@utcome: positive, and sustainability: positive

(c) Invasive Plant Management (GEF ID 2I40utcome: positive, and sustainability:
negative
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88. Based on the missidimdings and postcompletion verifications conducted in this
case study, the only change in the above sustainability ratings concerns PAMSU, which
became negative postcompletion from contenelated factors, as explained further below.
In summary, GESupported infrastructure and equipment was found to be still functional
and providing transport services and housing to protected areas staff after the project
ended. The same applies to some other forms of soft support, such as PA management
plans, guidelingsdata, and information. On the other hand, support provided for
alternative incomegenerating activities to compensate for shoerm losses by
communities engaged in conservation tended not to be sustained.

89.  Most of the factors contributing to sustainaityl were project related. They

stemmed from alignment of GEF projects to sector priorities and national plans,
implementing through mandated government agenciedevance of the projects to current
weather changes, ancapacity strengthening of communieand implementing partners.
Sustainability was more evident where lolagting infrastructure was built, and durable
equipment was provided. Other factors included institutional strengthening, development
of plans and guidelines on and inclusion of invasipecies in environmental laws as well as
in the curricula of agriculture colleges, and wide consultation with stakeholders and
community engagement in implementation and monitoring interventions.

90. Most factors hindering sustainability were external amahtext related. Project

related hindering factors include@EF Agencies working more with national agencies than
with line ministries (beyond pulling them together in a multiministry workgroup), which was
viewed as a threat to sustainability. GEF projeatse perceived as not being

institutionalized into line ministries. Contereglated hindering factors included government
priorities on infrastructure and economic development over conservation, political
interference, and the limited allocation of funds the environment sector at both national

and district levels. Institutional changes, such as the management transition at UWA and the
Tourism Sector, also affected sustainability.

91. Overall, although improved conservation lead to increased income for thetigo

and districts, the communities had to forego immediate sources of income such as income
from growing crops in protected areas and income from tree selling and charcoal burning.
Some efforts were made to help communities start alternative incagyaeeiting activities,

but this was on a very small scale, and not all people around the parks received support. The
need for immediate income was also cited as a common cause of encroachment on the
environment.

92.  All key stakeholders interviewed at the natioald site level reported that GEF
support was very relevant for addressing environmental challenges in Uganda. The GEF
supported programs on biodiversity, land degradation, climate change, persistent organic
pollutants, international waters, management olvasive weeds, and chemical support.

93. The preferred kind of GEF support was national;sizé projects, and multifocal

area projects. This is because national projects are tailored to national needs and are
managed in country; fulize projects have lgaterm impact, while multifocal area projects
addresamultifaced challenges through a multisectoral approach. Programmatic approaches
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were also preferred rather than standalone projects because of their complementarity
nature, wider scope, and high&kelihood for sustainability.

94.  With the exception of projects funded through the UNDP, there were limited

deliberate efforts to ensure gender inclusiveness and mainstreaming in the projects. Gender
mainstreaming and resilience were the weakest links, palarly in earlier projects (GEF IDs
1830 and 2140)Women are, however, increasingly recognized as the main influencers of
environment. They interact a lot with the environment during cultivation, and collection of
water, seed, and medicine. It was poidteut that climate change is a relatively new

concept in Uganda, so during the design phase of GEF projects, climate change was not well
accounted for in earlier projects, but this was strengthened in latter project designs.

95. Regarding the requiredppropriate type of support to tackle the main
environmental challenges, there is need for laggale support for environmental
conservation and strategic interventions to address emerging issues threatening the
environment, such as oil and gas relating to hugdtitateral companies. Lonlgsting
infrastructure investments requiring limited associated operating costs tend to be more
sustainable than investments in capaeiyilding activities where the trainees cannot apply
what they have learned because of laafifunds postcompletion.
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Annex A: List of Interviewees

Project Institution Name of Interviewees Designation
National Level Interviews
All Ministry of 1. Ms. Maris Wanyera | Ag. Director, Data and Cash
Finance, Policy
Planning and
Economic
Development | 5 Mr Denis Mugagga | Economist
3. MrIsaac Katabalwa | Economist
GEF 10175 GEF ID 3393 UNDP 4. Mr Onesimus Team Leader, Environment
GEF ID 5718 Muhwezi
5. Mr Daniel Omodo Supervisor Albertine project
6. Ms Sarah Mujabi Supervisor SLM Mount Elgon
project
7. Mr Nicholas Burunde| Supervisor Charcoal project
World Wildlife | 8. Mr David Duli Country Director
Fund
9. Mr George Kaija Project Officer
GEF ID 1830 Ugandawildlife | 10. Mr Samuel Besigye | Partnerships Manager
Authority for Mr Sam Mwandha
GEF ID 1830; GEF ID 21| National 11. Mr Francis Ogwal National Convention on
Environment Biological Diversity (CBD) Fog
Management Person/ Natura Resources
Authority Manager
GEF ID 3393; GEF ID 57| Ministry of 12. Mr Stephen Muwaya | Commissioner Crops
Agriculture,
Animal Industry
and Fisheries
(MAAIF)
GEF ID 1175 13. Mr Paul Mafabi Commissioner Environment

133



Project Institution Name of Interviewees Designation
National Level Interviews
Ministry of 14. Mr Stephen Mugabi | FormerCommissioner
Water and Environment
Environment
GEF ID 2140 United Nations | 15. Ms Jane Gubare Global Environment Facility
Environment Nimpamya (GEF) Task
Programme Manager/Programme
Management Officer
National 16. Dr. Peter Beine Former NARO Project Managg
Agriculture and
Research
Organisation
(NARO)
GEF ID 3393 MAAIF 17. Mr Paul Mwambu Former Project Manager (GER
ID 3393)Commissioner Crop
Inspection and Certification
MAAIF
GEF ID 5718 UNDP 18. Ms Barbara] Former Project Manager (GEHR
Namugambe ID 5718)

Site Levelnterviews

GEF ID 1175; GEF ID 18

Kyenjojo District
Local
Government

19. Mr Julius Bigabwa

Senior Environment Officer

20. Mr Charles Mugisha

Senior District Natural
Resources Officer

GEF ID 1830

Kibale National
Park

21. Mr Nelson Guma

Area Manager

Toro Semiliki
Wild Reserve

22. Mr Benson Mugyerwg

Warden Incharge
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Project

Institution

Name of Interviewees

Designation

National Level Interviews

GEF ID 2140; GEF ID 18| Mbarara 23. Mr Jeconius Former Senior District
Musinguzi Environment Officer
GEF ID 1830 Lake Mburo 24. Mr Asa Kule Conservation Areanager

National Park

Musinguzi,

25. Mr Noel Abaho

Assistant Warden, Community
conservation,

26. Ms Doris Kurumira

Ass. Warden, Ecological
Monitoring and Research
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Annex B: List of Sites Visited

1. Kyenjojo District Headquarters

2. Bugaki Subcounty Tree Lot, Kyenjojo District

3. Kibale National Park, along Kamwenge Road, Kabalore District

4. Toro Semliki Wild Reserve, along Karugitaroko Road, Kabalore District
5. Sebitori Bee Keeping Project, Kibale National Park, Kabalore District

6. Mbarara District Headquartersformer district in charge of Lake Mburo National
Park, at the time of implementation

7. Lake Mburo National Park; Kiruhura District
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Abbreviations

CEMP Critical Ecosystem Management Project

FUG Fadama Users Group

GEF Global Environment Facility

IEO Independent Evaluation Office

LEEMP Local Empowerment and Environmental Management Project

NEWMAP Nigeria Erosion and Watershed Management Project

NFDP National Fadama Development Program Il

NPS National Park Service

SLBCOF Sustainable Livelihood, Biodiversity Conservation and Outreac
Fund

SLM sustainable land management

138



1. Introduction, Context,and Methodology
Background

1. Case studies arthe main component of the SuBaharan Africa Strategic Country
Cluster Evaluation: Sahel and Sudamnea Savanna Biomes. They focus on the two
overarching evaluation objectives:

1 To understand the determinants of sustainability

f To assess the Global EnvivoBy i ClF OAf AleéQa oD9CU0 NBf SO
tackling the main environmental challenges in the two biomes

2. In its latest annual performance report (GEF IEO 2018), the GEF Independent
Evaluation Office (IEO) has conducted a desk review of postcbamplerification reports
(n=53), finding that the following contributing factors were at play in those cases in which
past outcomes were not sustained:

1 Lack of financial support for the maintenance of infrastructure or follow up
91 Lack of sustained efforfsom the executing agency

1 Inadequate political support, including limited progress on the adoption of legal and
regulatory measures

1 Low institutional capacities of key agencies
1 Low levels of stakeholder btig
1 Flaws in the theory of change of projects

3. Buiding on the annual performance report desk review findings, this evaluation aims
at exploring in depth, through country case study analysis, the factors contributing to or
hindering the sustainability of project outcomes. The aim is to cross check thalannu
performance report findings as well as to identify any other nuances to the six factors
above, or new factors that either hinder or contribute to the sustainability of project
completion outcomes. In addition, country studies also caoedvance issuesuch as GEF
support modalities, expansion of GEF Agencies, and cross cutting issues such as gender,
resilience, and fragility.

Coverage
4, Projects selected for the Nigeria case study include:

(a) GEF ID 94gnational). Title: Local Empowerment and Environmental Management
Project (LEEMPMicro Watershed and Environmental Management Proj&&EF
Agency: World Bank; GEF focal area: biodiversity; GEF phasg; GHF modality:
full-size project; status: compied/closed (implementationApril 30, 2004 to
December 31, 2009).
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(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

5.

GEF ID 150¢ational). TitleNational Fadama Development Program Il (NFDP II):
Critical Ecosystem Management Project (CERBEF Agency: World Bank; GEF
focal area: land degradation; GBfape: GEB; GEF modality: fullize project;
status: completed/closedrfiplementation:July 26, 2006 to December 31, 2011).

GEF ID 109@egional): Title: Reversing Land and Water Degradation Trends in the
Niger River Basin. GEF Agency: World Bank/UNEPfdgal area: international
waters; GEF phase: GEFGEF modality: fuflize project; project status:
completed/closed (implementation: May 10, 2004 to February 2, 2011).

GEF ID 1258egional). Title: Enhancing Conservation of the Critical Network of
Stes of Wetlands Required by Migratory Waterbirds on the African/Eurasian
Flyways. GEF Agency: UNEP; GEF focal area: biodiversity; GEF phais6EEEF
modality: fullsize project; project status: completed/closed (implementation: June
1, 2006 to Decembet, 2010).

GEF ID 409(ational). TitleSPWABD: Niger Delta Biodiversity Project. GEF
Agency: UNDP. GEF focal area biodiversity. GEF phasé; GEF modality: full
size project; project status: under implementation (start date: September 26,
2012).

GEHD 4907(national). Title: GGW: Nigeria Erosion and Watershed Management
Project (NEWMAP). GEF Agency: World Bank; GEF focal area: land degradation;
GEF phase: GBEFGEF modality: fullize project; project status: under
implementation (start date: Septeber 16, 2013).

Methodology

Individual interviews were conducted with project staff at Abuja (federal

headquarters), Kainji (Kwara State), llorin (Kwara State), and Abeokuta (Ogun State).
Interviews were held with stakeholders (listed in annex A) orkéieevaluation questions
relevant for Nigeria:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

6.

What are the key factors influencing sustainability of outcomes?

In what way, if any, does the environment and socioeconomic
development/livelihoods nexus (or lack thereof) help explain the
sustainability of atcomes?

To what extent has GEF support been relevant to the main
environmental challenges in Nigeria, and are there any gaps?

To what extent have gender and resilience been taken into
consideration in GEF programming?

As recommended in the case study galides, key questions 1, 2, and 3 were the

main focus of the case study dagathering effort1® Key questions 4 and 5 were also

16 See the sectioii St r at e gic Country CIl ust er -GHivea $avaana Bionres Guiiahee Bpte
for Country Case Studigs
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addressed through central level interviews with key stakeholders in the capital and through
project document reviews, inthé { / / 9Y t NB2SOU wS@OASH t NRG202f
{dAaldGFAYFoAfAG@E Ay LI NIAOdzZ I N

7. The data gathering concentrated on completed projects because they were the most
relevant for sustainability issues. World Bank security guidelines for Nigeria allowed site
visits only to Kwara and Ogun States. It was therefore not possible to visit sites of the
completed regional project GEF ID 1258, whereas there was no information available on the
Nigeria component of the regional project GEF ID 1093.

2. Factors Drivinghe Obgrved Sustainabilityof Outcomes
LEEMP Project (GEF ID 942)

8. The LEEMP project was managed by the National Park Service (NPS), a federal
agency under the Federal Ministry of Environment responsible for management of the
national parks and protected areasyder the federal government of Nigeria.

9. The Global Environment Objective (from the project appraisal document) of the GEF
project was that beneficiaries within the support zones around targeted protected areas in
two of the participating states will havdgnned, cofinanced, and implemented, and are
continuing to operate and maintain, environmentally sustainable and socially inclusive
alternative livelihood microprojects. The GEO indicator was that by year 5, a 5 percent
increase in population in specieeified as being threatened would be observed.

10.  According to a reponprepared for the GEF IEO Evaluation Mission by NPS (Babiem
2019), which is confirmed by the objectives statement contained in the original project
appraisal documenthe specific goalsf the GEHinanced component of LEEMP were:

1 Improve protected area infrastructures and facilities
1 Promote sound partnerships for effective protected area management

1 Identify and promote incentives for wildlife and biodiversity conservation in the
protected areas and in the support zones, by creating alternative meamcaie
generatingactivities to reduce pressure on the selected protected areas

1 Provide technical ssistance and capacity building for biodiversity and protected area
management in key public agencies and in nongovernmental organizations

1 Promote awareness of the benefits of conserving biodiversity and habitats

11. The project was implemented in four protect areas in Bauchi State (Yankari Game
Reserve, Lame Burra Game Reserve, and the Mdaltaba Lake and Forest Reserve) and
Niger/Kwara States (Kainji Lake National Park). As stated earlier, because of security
considerations only the Kainji Lake NationalkParea was available for a site visit.
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SeltReported Project Achievements
12. By project completion the following had been achieved (Babiem 2019):

1 Participatory management plantor the four protected areas (20£04) were
produced and were in use.

1 Comprehensive ecological surveg§the four protected areas and their support
zones were completed. These documents were used to establish the baseline
information before the start othe Project.

1 Baseline studie®f 50 GEfsupported communities were also produced. The
document is to provide bases to compare the of GEF activities at the end of the
project.

1 Institutional strengthening.This subcomponent was to provide technical assistanc
training, and study tours to protected area management, and to identify options for
a strategic maintenance of improvements, particularly focusing on collaboration with
the private sector and local communities living in adjacent support zones. Equipment
and vehicles were provided to strengthen monitoring and tracking of species, their
movement, and the health as well as viability of ecosystems; protected area
infrastructure (roads, culverts, bridges, and watering points for wildlife, etc.) within
the sekcted protected areas were also put in place.

1 Improving the livelihoods of communities within relevant support zonéghe major
thrust of the incremental activities was to address a number of targeted initiatives to
improve the decentralized managementtbe protected areas and contribute to
support zone activities to further reduce negative impacts on the biodiversity
hotspots in protected areas. Sustainable livelihood plans were formulated for each
GEF community in the respective protected areas. Livetitactivities included
planting of economic trees, livestock fattening activities, and apiaries, among others.

f Waste to wealth trainingp | O2yadzZ GFyOe 2y a¢dNYyAy3I 2| ¢
awarded, and 80 participants from the four protected areas were traimethe art
of converting maize husk to craft materials like handbags, bead necklaces, shopping
baskets, etc. The trainees registered themselves into five different cooperative
associations through which materials/ equipment and cash were given forugtart

1 Socioeconomic infrastructureThe International Development Associatthimanced
LEEMP component included microprojects such as schools, maternities, and health
centers, complementing the already existing GEF microprojects. These infrastructure
investments made considerable impacts on communities. Infrastructure investments
were a priority in the community development plans, which were replaced by the
GEFsupported sustainable livelihood plans. The International Development
Associatiogsupported microprgects were more conspicuous than the GlRded
ones; which was of direct bearing on the livelihood of the individuals in the
communities.
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1 Conservation outreach centergive outreach or ecocenters (Wawa in Niger State,
Ibbi in Niger State, Yuga in BauSkate, Sholom in Bauchi State, and Malaji in
Bauchi State), were constructed and equipped with facilities for training, recreation,
information dissemination, and a market outlet for arts/crafts, etc.

1 Special protected area microprojects executedna Kainji Lake National Park:

o Construction of the Nanu River bridgehe bridge is now providing improved
access to markets for communities displaced by the establishment of the park.

o Installation ofhigh frequencycommunication equipment. This haaproved
communication capacity for rangers within the 2 sectors (Zugurma and Borgu) of
the park.

0 Rehabilitation of 640 kilometers ofwheel driving tracks

o Opening and clearing of 100 kilometers eivheel driving tracks
0 Repairs of road grader fordtheel trackrehabilitation

0 Supply/installation of meteorological equipment

o Rehabilitation of the GEF focal office, Kainji Lake National Park Headquarters,
located near the Kainji Dam

Site Visit Observations on the Sustainability of Main Interventions

13.  Participatorymanagement plans for the four protected areas were produced
between 2010 and 2014 and are still in use. However, they are obsolete now and need to be
reviewed in line with current international standards.

14.  Effect on deforestationRemote sensing maps of tipeoject sites visited (figure 1)

show that forest loss has been reduced or prevented around project sites in the surrounding
communities of the Kainji Nature Reserve (Tunga Bali and Ibbi). This observation was
confirmed during site visits.

15.  Effects on langroductivity. Remote sensing data (figure 2), also show that land
productivity has been stabilized around project sites in surround communities. This was also
confirmed during site visits.
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Figure 1: Forest loss around project sites in gu@rounding communities of the Kainji Nature
Reserve (Tunga Bali and Ibbi), March 2019
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Figure 2: Land productivity around project sites in the surrounding communities of the Kainji Lake
Nature Reserve (Tunga Bali and Ibb¥)arch 2019
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16.  The ecocenters continue to be maintained and to serve their intended purpose 10
years after project completion. The Ibbi Ecocenter located at the boundary of the park

(figure 3) is still functioning and in gosthte of repairs. The center is receiving continued
financing and maintenance support by the NPS, which uses it as office and as training center
and community center by the surrounding community activities as designed.
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Figure 3:1BBI GEfEcocenter, Marls 2019

SourcePhoto taken by the consultant during field visits

17.  Communities surrounding Tunga Bahlternative livelihood activities that were
introduced to improve community livelihoods and discourage them from unsustainable
exploitation of theprotected areas were observed 10 years after project closure, as follows:

1 The fruit orchard (mango, citrus, cashew) planted by the project is still being
maintained and is now bearing fruit (figure 4).

1 Fruits are harvested regularly by the community, scane shared for home
consumption, with most sold.

1 Proceeds of sales are used to maintain the orchard (purchase of fertilizers and
chemicals, labor for unddsrushings, etc.) and for community group activities.

1 The animafattening group has alsprospered and expanded,; it started with six
cattle, now it has at least 26.

1 The community wasot trained in nursery operation so it could not produce its own
seedlings.

These positive results from the alternative livelihoods activities introduced byrtijeqt
contribute to explain the geospatially observed reduction in forest loss.
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Figure 4: Tunga Bali community orchard, March 2019

SourcePhoto taken by the consultant during field visits

18.  Outreach Ibbi community orchardrive hectares plantation (mango, cashew, shea
trees) was funded and planted by NPS in 2018

19.  This is an upscaling activity by NPS using the GEF project model, 10 years after
project end, which demonstrates a broader adoption (replication) of the sysiem
investment in economic tregsan example of positive change in terms of lonrtgm
sustainability of outcomes and broader adoption in place.

20. Community microprojectsThe desk officer in the Kainji Lake NPS Center reported
that:

1 The project successtylincreased the awareness of the community surrounding the
protected area not to enter and exploit its natural resources.

! OKIFfftSy3aS KlFIa y2¢ SYSNHSR -affectadistatysA A NI y (1 &
who have no local base and who enter the reservpdach and exploit resources.

1 All livestock fattening microprojects have survived and expanded.
91 All orchards have survived and some have also expanded autonomously.

9 Business centers were not successful; they are too complex and could not be properly
managel by the communities

147



1 Motorcycle youth loan groups have survived and some have expanded, with three to
five cycles of rotations.

1 Beekeeping has failed; communities are afraid of bees and have not maintained

them.

1 Three cropprocessing centers did not suwe;, community management did not work
and trained operators left and could not be replaced.

Key Factors Driving Sustainability of Outcomes

(a) Individual/household/family control of intervention activities and benefits versus
community control/benefits. Examples include:

T

The successful cattiattening activity in Tunga Bali where the stock,
although owned by the community, is managed by a Rulanrdsman, who
shares proceeds with the community. The herd has grown from two to
over 20 cattle.

Motorbike loans have been successful; loans have been repaid and new
loans given to other burrowers. The scheme is in its fifth cycle in some
communities.

Canmunity-managed processing centers have all failed as communities
could not manage the businesses to repair the machines or retain the
operators.

(b) Microproject activities that are familiar to the communities and within their
technical capacity to manage amaore likely to succeed. Examples include:

l

T

All grasscutter rearing, although individually owned and managed, have
failed. Housing and management systems were new to technicians and the
community and were not successfully mastered during the project.

Apiaies also failed, as community members are afraid of bees.

(c) Postproject financing availability demonstrated by:

l

The NPS has continued funding for community ecocenter operations,
including repairs to the buildings.

The NPS has provided financing for upsggéictivities, for instance, the
establishment of new orchards using the model adopted by the project.

Evidence of Broader Adoption (Sustaining)

21. The establishment of the Sustainable Livelihood, Biodiversity Conservation and
Outreach Fund (SLBCOF) for ttverfprotected areas was continued after project end. The
SLBCOF was proposed in the project appraisal document to be established as a means of
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exploring financing opportunities to support sustainable livelihood activities beyond the life
span of the GEF gject. To this end, the sum of $550,000 was earmarked as takeoff grant or
seed grant for the fund during the project period. However, the NPS was unable to access
the takeoff grant as at project end in June 2010, because the three beneficiary stateg did no
allocate the counterpart funds that they were expected to provide on time.

22. In 2012, the NPS as the lead implementing agency was able to secure a counterpart
fund of NGN 210.0 M from the Federal Government as takeoff grant for the SLBCOF (to
replace the akeoff grant that was not accessed during the project), as well as counterpart
contribution of NGN 20.0 M from each of the three participating states. The registration of
the SLBCOF entity as an nongovernmental organization was completed with the Corporate
Affairs Commission, and the administrative structure of the fund was put in place. An
account was opened with the First Bank PLC, for its operations. The SLBCOF was
commissioned in the first quarter of 2013 and was made operational until December 2016.
From January 2017 to date, activities have slowed down because of nonpayment of further
counterpart contributions from the three participating states. The NPS was able to establish
and furnish a SLBCOF Fund Management Office at the NPS headquarters in Abuja.

NFPD II/CEMP Project (GEF ID 1503)

23.  The NFDP ll/Critical Ecosystem Management Project (CEMP) (e.g., FADAMA I
project) was managed by the Federal Government National Fadama Development Office in
the Ministry of Environment. The projedevelopment objective was to enhance the
sustained productivity of the Fadama areas and the livelihoods they support through a
sustainable land use and water management concept (figure 5).
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Figure 5. Fadama Ecosystem Development Concept, Critttasystem Management
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24.  The FADAMA Il project had four components, namely:

(a) Capacity buildingAimed at building sustainable land management (SLM) capacity
of all stakeholders

(b) Integrated ecosysten management at watershed levelAddressed technical,
social, and locatiospecific activities to improve management of critical
ecosystems.

(c) Community sustainable land managemen§upported SLMelated activities to
address land degradation

(d) Project managerant and monitoring and evaluation
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25.  The project covered one intervention site in each of the six implementing states of
Bauchi (Andiwa Lake Watershed), Imo (Oguta Lake Watershed), KebHD(labagu
Watershed), Kogi (Koton Karfe Watershed), KwAraise Ipo Watershed), and Ogun (Eriti
Watershed). Site visits were made to Ajasse Ipo (figure 6) and Eriti (figure 9).

SeltReported Project Achievements (Kwara State)

26.  According to a report provided to the GEF Evaluation Missidhdwara State
FadamaCoordination Office in April 2019y Iproject completion the following had been
achieved in Kwara State (KSFCO 2019):

I The establishment of 151.4 hectares of trees in the form of orchards, woodlots, river
bank tree plantings, scattered trees, and bordezlinee planting

1 A central Fadama Community Association nursery established with asg@@ling
capacity

9 Grasscutter rearing, snail production, beekeeping, and ratgating activities
established

1 Ten secondary schools and 16 primary schools wegaged in treglanting activities,
while six additional secondary schools established 3 hectares of orchards (0.5 hectares
each).
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Figure 6 : Kwara StatgAjasse Ipo Fadama intervention site (93 square kilometers)
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Site Visit Observations on the Sustainability of Main Interventions (Kwara State)

27.  Effect on deforestationRemote sensing maps of the area around project sites
visited (Figure 7) show that forest loss has been reduced or prevented around project sites
in the Ajasse Ipo communities.

28.  Effects on land productivityRemote sensing data (figure 8) also show thatlla
productivity is stable or is increasing around project sites in surround communities.

152



Figure: 7: Ajasse Ipo Fadama intervention sitéorest loss, March 2019
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Figure 8: Ajasse lpoland productivity aroundproject intervention sites, March 2019
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29. The Agbelore Fadama Users Group (FUG) was set up during project implementation
and is still active eight years after project completion:

1 The group originally consisted of 19 male and seven female members. It now has three
male and seven female members.dpouts were the result of death of members and
some lack of interest.

1 The project planted a-hectare gmelina woodlot for the group. This is not yet ready
for harvest, but Fulani herdsmen encroach and have harvested in fringes for housing
timber and firewood.

1 The group has autoexpanded by planting an additional 0.5 hectare on purchased land.
1 All livestock microprojects except beekeeping by the chairwoman have failed.
30. The Agbelogba FUG, also set up during the project, is still active as well:

1 This FUG indlly had 14 male and six female members. Current composition is six male
and six female members.

1 Project planted a -hectare orchard (cashew), currently being harvested and the
product sold.
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Group has autoexpanded by planting an additional 1 hectaredib2n purchased
land.

There has been further replication because of perceived success: two neighloaang
government areagoined the project (Irepodun FUG) and established cashew orchards
currently in existence.

All livestock projects have failed (gsutter, snails, rabbitry).

31.The Sanmora Community Forest was upgraded by the project, and is still in existence:

T

29 hectares degraded forests were upgraded by the project planting teak and gmelina
in 2010.

The forest is managed by a local community foreanagement committee.

Teak is now being harvested by licensed buyers who harvest mature trees for timber
for buildings, furniture, and firewood (trimmings after timber).

Teakharvesting licenses are paid for to the community who strictly monitor logging
activities.

Gmelina not yet ready for harvest.

The forest is regenerated by wind dispersion, so the community area is now more
forested than in the past.

A challenge exists from unlicensed Fulani herdsmen who invade the forests for
livestock feeding, cutirfewood, set fire to harvest honey, etc.

SelfReported Project Achievements (Ogun State)

32.

According to a report provided to the GEF Evaluation Mission b@thun State

Fadama Coordinating Offiae April 2019 QSFCO 20)9%y project completion irR011, the
following had been achieved in Ogun State:

1

The state watershed subcommittee was inaugurated on January 26, 2007, and have
met 20 times since then, representing 100 percent achievement.

The chairman and members have attended all the training aegahfor them by the
National Fadama Coordinating Office.

Membership in the state watershed subcommittee continued after the project
completion.
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Figure 9: Ogun State Eriti Fadama intervention site (153 square kilometers)

7°37

7727

71

7°00" 7|

6°58' 7

6°57'7]

656"

6°55' 7

6°54' 7]

653"

3”}6' 3"}7' 3“}8‘ 3”}9' 3"%0' 3"%1' 3"?2‘ 3"%3' 3"%4'

3?5'

LEGEND

.....Degesin
~Mufoko i

.....

Roads j gpaee it
——— Double carriage Oy
Tarred

--------- Untarred

Fringe communities
Drainage network.shp
[] Project boundary
LAND COVER TYPES

I Built up area

[ 7°3

72

o1

[ 7°00"

Fee58"

6°57"

656"

B3 Highly disturbed forest

I Undisturbed forest
Il \Water body

Bush fallow
Grassland
Irrigation project %
Palm bush
Rainfed Agricultural farmlands
Riparian forest

Secondarry forest regrowth

76°54"

Fee53"

I Wetlands

T
3°16

T T T T T T T T
317 318 3°19" 3°20" 3721 322 323 3724 325

Source: Ogun Stateadama Coordinating Office (OSFCO 2019)

T

1

A study on the Eriti Community Forest was carried out in March 2009. A
management plan was also produced. A committee was inaugurated in May 2011
and has met 10 times since then. Part of the boundary of the forestplanted with
teak seedlings

Three groundwater monitoring wells were drilled in Oba, Eriti, and Itori. The
contractor trained the farmers on the use of the wells. The project did train some of
the farmer associations on the importance of well monitoring

178 microprojects have been implemented with communities (woodlots, orchards,
apiculture, wrapping leaves, grasscutter rearing, snail rearing, community nurseries).

Area under SLM: approximately 51 hectares are under direct planting (at present,

the palm trees, woodlots, plantains, cashews, oranges, etc., have matured and are
generating incomes to the beneficiaries). Approximately 35 percent of the area is not
under bush burning because of apiculture and other SLM practices. The area under
SLM in theproject site has increased to 1117 hectares. This represents an increase of
approximately 41 percent when compared with the baseline.

156



Figure 10: Eriti forest loss around project site, March 2019
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Figure 11: Eriti land productivity, March 2019
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Source: Produced by the GEF IEO
Site Visit Observations on the Sustainability of Main Interventions (Ogun State)

33. Effect on deforestationRemote sensing maps of project sites visited (figure 10)
show that forest loss has been prevented around project sites in the Eriti communities. This
was confirmed by stakeholders interviewed during the site visit.

34.  Effects on land productivityRemote sesing data (figure 11), also show that land
productivity is stable or is increasing around project sites in surrounding communities,
which was also confirmed by stakeholders during the site visit.

35. The observed sustainability in Eriti faces severe challendd site contains the
largest flood plain in Ogun State, which is much sought after by cattle rearers and supplies
the majority of leafy vegetables in the state. Logging activities are ongoing in the riparian
forest outside the wetlands. Erosion causedhigh farming density and bush burning for
wildlife hunting is also occurring. The exploitation of forest products, particularly the
wrapping leavesThaumatococcus Daniellieeduces the forest biodiversity.

Key Factors Driving Sustainability of Outcomes
(a) Financing has been available for scalipgactivities:

1 The state government has established an organic fertilizer production plant at
Kotopo. The plant has a capacity to produce 12.5 metric tons per month. This
is to reduce the use of chemidalrtilizers that have adverse environmental
implications. The plant is reportedly still functioning, although it is operating at
low capacity because of low demand for its product.

1 A communitybased waste management program has been initiated in the
state. This is experiencing some implementation challenges, however.

1 In addition to the NFDP IlI/CEMP, a SLM project was executed in 2013. The
Scalingup SLM Practice, Knowledge and CoordinaRoojectwas a threeand
a-half-year incremental GEF grant to tRederal Republic of Nigeria focused
2y YFAYAGNBEFYAY3 {[a AY bAISNAI Q& | INK
was fully integrated into and coordinated with the Fadama 11l operafiomo
Fadama Community Associations (FCASs) of the NFDP [I/CEMP wetedsele
and participated in that SLM project, namely the Abaniseloluwa FCA in the
Irogun village in Yew&outh local government area, and the Tapa FCA in Ipokia
town in Ipokia local government area.

1 The state watershed subcommittees established under the NRQEMP
continued into Fadama Il and are still functioning.

1 Some autoexpansion of economic tree plantations was observed. An additional

ndp KSOOGFNBa 2Af LIfTY KIFI@S o0SSy LI Iyl
However, autoexpansion is limited by ladicapital to purchase land.
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(b) Individual versus group management of assets:

1 Sustainability of group management of microprojects at farm level is a lot
harder than group sustainability of civil infrastructure. For instance, plantation
must have timely weedingn which group ownership may be the cause of
delay. Even husbandry of animals must be timely and regular to which groups
may not respond when due, because the degree of commitment is at different
levels. Oil palm plantations established by the proje¢halgh community
owned, are managed virtually on an individual basis.

i Small livestockearing activities (snails, grasscutters, apiaries) have largely
FIAfSR® { SNIDAOS LINPOARSNB KIFIR fAYAGSR
learning was limited.

1 Communty groundwater monitoring wells are not being used by the
communities, as the community management systencaifecting and
distributing the data to individual farmers was not designed to be self
sustainable

(c) Postproject financing continues through the DA 11l operation:

1 Most of the activities under NFDP 1I/CEMP were taken over under FADAMA I,
For instance, project vehicles were maintained (and some are still operational)
or replaced, etc.

3. Observed Sustainabilitgnd The Environmental/Socioeconomic Xes

36. In all project sites visited where there was a positive environmental/socioeconomic
nexus in terms of promotion of synergies and mitigation of tradeoffs, the chances of
sustainability of environmental benefits of the project interventions was much greaher.
best examples of the environmental/socioeconomic nexus were the impact of tree
plantations managed by communities with clear economic returns to individual community
members. All the tree crop plantations established by the projects were in existanite
flourishing. The environmental benefits of the plantations were:

reduction in forest loss

1
1 reduction in decline, or stabilization of land productivity
1 increase in biodiversity

1

provision of alternative income to beneficiaries (alternatives to income from
exploitation of protected area resources)

37. The orchards planted (oil palm, rubber, cocoa) that are harvested over time are best
for maintaining ground cover, increasing biodiversity, and controlling erosion. Trees that are
felled for harvest, for instancdéeak and gmelina, pose challenges as harvesters might clear
fell and not replant; only coppicing trees such as gmelina work.
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38. There is evidence that some degree of private sector (household) autoexpansion of
tree crop plantations are taking place in reodgn of the socioeconomic benefits of such
investments, although autoexpansion is limited by lack of private capital to purchase land.
Examples include:

T 'y FTRRAGAZ2YIE nop KSOUGINBE 2Af LIETY KI G
postproject in the Erittcommunity in Ogun State.

1 Doubling the area of projeqtlanted cashew in the Agblogba FUG in Kwara State,
by purchasing and planting an additionahéctare orchard

1 Planting of gmelina on purchased land by the Agbelore FUG in Kwara State

39. There is also cleavidence that alternative livelihood activities have a positive
environmental/socioeconomic nexus in terms of promotion of synergies and mitigation of
tradeoffs in the short term. Interventions such as grasscutter rearing, rabbitry, household
market gardas, apiaries, and cattle fattening are designed to provide alternative incomes
to households and communities so that they do not have to invade protected areas to
exploit the resources (harvesting wild life, etc.). There is clear evidence that the strategy
worked during project implementation. However, in virtually all cases, the interventions
were not sustainable, not long surviving the end of the proejegblementation phase.
Failures appear to result mainly from a number of factors, including:

1 Lack of &miliarity of the interventions to the communities, for instance, fear bees
among the locals

1 Limitations of the technology introduced, for instanaggppropriate housing design
for grasscutter rearing, and limited understanding of improved rearing and
cultivation techniques introduced.

1 Need for capital investment to replace weout processing machines, replace
breeding stocks, repair irrigation systems, etc., which the beneficiaries could or
would not provide, especially at the community level.

4. Relevanceof GEFSupportto the environmental challengesfacedby the Country
Relevance to National Priorities and Strategies

40. The Nigerian society and the national economy depend on services provided by
natural resources. Unsustainable lande practices, overexploitation of natural resources,
and ineffectively managed protected areas and their support zones all pose serioatsthre

to the maintenance of ecosystem and habitats. To address some of these challenges, a
National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan was adopted in November 1997 and ratified
by the federal government in December 1997 (Federal Republic of Nigeria 92909,

the Federal Environmental Protection Agency (now the Federal Ministry of Environment, or
ENV) produced a National Policy on the Environment (Federal Environmental Protection
Agency 1989) and Nigeria's National Agenda 21 (Federal Republic 0 N@9). These
policies recognized that sustainable livelihoods require the pursuit of policies and strategies
that simultaneously address issues of development, sustainable resource management, and
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poverty alleviation. These policies provide a broad feamrk for support to environmental
issues and strategies that promote sustainable natural resource management.

41. Furthermore, as a signatory to the Convention on Biological Diversity and the United
Nations Convention to Combat Desertification, the governnters committed to

sustainable natural resource management and use (land, water, air, minerals, forests,
fisheries, and wild flora and fauna) to produce ecosystem services that underpin the
existence and welfare of human life. The National Action Progra@otobat Desertification
was produced by the government in 2001 (Federal Republic of Nigeria 2005).

42, GERA dzLILR2 NI SR LINRP2SOGa Ay DbAISNREF |NB Ay A
environmental priorities and policies described here. GEF projects were desigihad thve

framework of the national priorities. Their relevance is discussed in the following

paragraphs.

43. GEF ID 942:0cal Empowerment and Environmental Management Program
(LEEMPR)The GEF component of the LEEMP addressed the direct and indirect causes of
degradation of protected areas, by undertaking activities that included (1) clarifying the
policy and legislative environment governing management of protected areas and
biodiversity conservation; (2) establishing effective mechanisms of institutionadlic@tion
among public agencies from the national to the state and local levels of government; (3)
building capacity to monitor and enforce regulations; (4) stakeholders' participating in
determining the management plans of protected area; and (5) promaoaogically
sustainable livelihoods in the support zone to reduce poverty and the dependence on
resources in the protected areas. As observed during the field visit, beneficiaries within the
support zones around targeted protected areas in two of thetipgrating states have
planned, cofinanced, and implemented, and are continuing to operate and maintain,
environmentally sustainable and socially inclusive alternative livelihood microprojects.

44.  GEF ID 1503: National Fadama Development Program Il (NFLRitigal

Ecosystem Management projecthis project focused on another area of priority in the
National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (Federal Government of Nigeria 1997).
Priorities for action identified in the plan include: (1) protecting ecteays, especially
watersheds, fresh water systems, and tropical high forests; (2) improving yields of both
indigenous and exotic species facing high economic demand to sustain their supply, as well
as protect their substitutes; (3) managing fragile soilprimvide conditions conducive to the
perpetuation of species of economic, medicinal, and genetic conservation value; (4)
regulating and purifying water flow and protecting valley forests and wetlands; (5)
maintaining conditions vital to the sustenance obfected areas and critical habitats that

are threatened by species used for breeding and feeding; and (6) enhancing the efficient use
of biodiversity resources to reduce their exploitation rate.

45.  Furthermore, the National Action Program to Combat Desedtifon that was

produced by the government in 2001 reported that between 50 and 75 percent of Bauchi,
Borno, Gombe, Jigawa, Kano, Katsina, Kebbi, Sokoto, Yobe, and Zamfara States in Nigeria
are being affected by desertification, whereas 10 to 15 percetit@lands in the Federal
Capital Territory, Plateau, Adamawa, Taraba, Niger, Kwara and Kaduna States are
threatened by desertification. In these areas, population pressure resulting in overgrazing
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and overexploitation of marginal lands have aggravatecedédgation and drought. Entire
villages and major access roads have been buried under sand dunes in the extreme northern
parts of Katsina, Sokoto, Jigawa, Borno, and Yobe States.

46.  To partially address these land degradation threats,gbeernment of Nigeria
requested support from the GEF. The GEF support strengthened the World Bank financed,
Second National Fadama Development Project (NBDEonsistent with its objective of
enhancing the productivity of the Fadama areas and the ligelil systems they support
through sustainable land use and water management, the-iGadgled CEMP has helped to
provide an ecological framework for addressing root causes of declining productivity in
Fadama and the negative impacts of unsustainable langtesaices.

47.  GEF ID 125&nhancing Conservation of the Critical Network of Sites of Wetlands
Required by Migratory Waterbirds Species of the African/Eurasian Flywayhough this
project mainly focused at generating global environmental benefits, itfalsased on local
environmental benefits in Nigeria. The country had one of the 11 demonstration projects
(HadeijaNguru Wetlandsimplemented in 12 countries (one project being transboundary)
across the migratory waterbirds species of the African/Euraiéyavay, with the intention of
showcasing best practice in managing or in achieving certain conservation aims. Its objective
was to demonstrate wetland restoration through community participation. Activities in the
Nigeria site addressed the desires of fiederal government and local community to
develop economically viable and communitgsed management systems for wetlands
under threat.

48. GEF ID 409G6PWABD: Niger Delta Biodiversity Projecthe primary threats to

biodiversity in the Niger Delta are pation, habitat degradation, and landse change,

overharvesting of natural resources, and invasive alien species. Threats related to oil spill
pollution, affecting both land and water, as well as gas flaring and land clearings for

establishing wells, pijeA ySas |yR LXIFyda FINBE fAYy1SR (2 (K
such as land clearings for agriculture and unsustainable harvest of trees, fish, and other

biological resources cannot be attributed to industry and are also significant. The geoject

relevant in tackling these major environmental threats faced in the Niger Deltsbjestive

A &o maitstream biodiversity management priorities into the Niger Delta oil and gas sector
RSOSt2LIYSYyld LIR2fAOASAE | yR 2 Llhhesidedgfigié ¢ KS LIN
achieve this objective are: (1) stakeholders strengthen the governance framework of law,

policy, and institutional capacity to enable the mainstreaming of biodiversity management

into the oil and gas sector in the Niger Delta; (2) goweent, the oil and gas industry, and

local communities adopt and pilot new biodiversity actiglanning tools for proactive

biodiversity mainstreaming in the Niger Delta; (3) stakeholders supporttiemg

biodiversity management and the use of these newisan the Niger Delta by capitalizing

the Niger Delta Biodiversity Trust with a collaborative engagement mechanism for local
communities, oil and gas companies, and the government at its core.

49.  Each of the three outcomes of this project reflects the ptdje Q& F2 Odza 2V
strengthening the governance of biodiversity in the Niger Delta. By mainstreaming
biodiversity into the oil and gas sector of the Niger Delta, the project is strengthening the
governance of those resources. The geographic focus of the pisjentthe four core

Nigerian States within the Niger Delta (Akwa Ibom, Bayelsa, Delta, and Rivers States), which
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O2YO0AYSR SyO2YLJl aa Iy INBF 2F ncXnun 4&ljdz NB
YEAYEAOAGNBIFYAYy3 (FNBSGE O P ¢dgaScormpiny asie® within thig 2 G LINA
area is admitted by the industry to be 600 square kilometers, which is considered the
LINEP2SOGQa AYAOGAILIET GRANBOG fFyRaoOlFLIS YIAyaidNS

50. GEF ID 4907: GGW: Nigeria Erosion and Watershed Management Project

(NEWMAP)Th&a LINP 2SO0 Aa KAIKE& NBES@GIyd G2 bA3ISNJ
priorities and challenges. Up to 6,000 square kilomatdrst Y2 a G ¢ LISNOSyid 27F
masg are severely degraded at a time when population is increasing at over 2 percent per
yearand numerous sectors depend on the integrity of land resources to deliver on key

sector objectives (Human Development Report 2009; UNDP 2009). Gully erosion is

accelerating in the southeast. Southern Nigeria is affected by massive and expanding gully
eroson, an advanced form of land degradation. There are an estimated 3000 gullies, which

can be up to 10 kilometers long with multiple fingers spreading through the rural or urban
landscape. In southeastern states, gullies and areas exposed to erosion tiygedtal

area affected by rill, sheet, or gully erosion increased from approximately 1.33 percent

(1021 square kilometers) in 1976 to approximately 3.7 percent (2820 square kilometers) in
Hnnc O022NIR .Fyl HAMMO® al yeposHreaisi®BemoBaIA 2y Q4
densely populated areas, such as Anambra State, thepsmitaimed gully capital of the

world and the most densely populated region in Africa. The ongoing multisectoral project is
responding to national needs by financing st interventions to prevent and reverse

land degradation on a demardtiven basis, initially focusing on gully erosion sites that

threaten infrastructure and livelihoods in the southeastern states.

Relevance to GEF Focal Areas
Biodiversity

51. All the GEF proj¢s have significant components that contribute to generating global
environmental benefits in the focal area of biodiversity.

52. GEF ID 942ZThe project produced global environmental benefits by focusing
primarily on biodiversity conservation and managemenand around the critical protected
areas in Nigeria. The GE&pported activities successfully promoted community
involvement in the management of biodiversity and wildlife. Protected areas and their
support zones in two states were supported under tlasmmponent.

53. GEF ID 1258 he project addressed migratory waterbird species that are an
important component of global biodiversity that is under serious threat. They migrate
annually along predictable flyway routes in the African/Eurasian landmass, using different
sites to feed, est, winter, and breed along the way. Many of these sites are of critical
importance to the continued survival of these species and are being exposed to a range of
threats caused by increasing human population and unsustainable development. At
particular isk are the lower latitude wetland sites that are used predominantly for resting,
feeding, and wintering; breeding grounds in the circumpolar regions are considered to be
under relatively less threat.

163



54. GEF ID 4090 heNiger Delta ivome to the Global 20&coregion no. 155 and is part

of the Guinean Forest Hotspots (Myers et24l00). The Niger Delta harbors many locally

and globally endangered species, and approximately 60 to 80 percent of all plant and animal
ALISOASA F2dzyR Ay b hicgédtdphicdl atributes areSdsponsild fordzy A 1lj dzS
the complex and rich milieu of habitats that enabled the evolution of this biological

diversity.

55, ¢KA& 2y32Ay3 LINR2SO0 Aa FftAIYSR gA0GK GKS
biodiversity (Mainstreaming Biodeysity in Production Landscapes/Seascapes and Sectors)
and, within it, the strategic program no. 4 (Strengthening the Policy and Regulatory

CNI YS62N] F2N) alAyadNBFIYAy3a . A2RAGSNEAGERLOLD® L
and gas sector, whicha GKS o6F O01062yS 2F bAISNAI Qa SO2y2Y
AYUGSNFIOS 6A0GK O0A2RAGSNEAGED ¢KA&A Aa SaLISOALl

resources are found in the biodiversitich Niger Delta Region.

56. Through the chosen mains@ening approach, the project is dealing with the key

threats to biodiversity in the Niger Delta, which include pollution, habitat change, and

degradation that are linked to the overall footprint of the oil and gas sector in the Niger

58St OABSESYOSYDHMRI GGWATE R2 a2 08 ONAYIAY:
drivers, which are the governance framework of the oil and gas sector and the ability of the

oil and gas industry to engage in productive collaboration with the local communities and

the government.

57. GEF ID 4907mhe GEF and SCCF are intervening in the ongoing project to support the
development of replicable local and community innovations on climate adaptation and saill,

water, and biodiversity conservation that can be scaled up withirbtleader project. The

project aims at delivering global environmental public goods by enhancing below and above
ground biodiversity, as well as reducing land degradation and terrestrial carbon emissions.

These global benefits are paired with local climadetation benefits. The operation
O2yGNAOdziSa (G2 GKS LINA2NARAGASA Ay DbAISNRIQa C
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, which prioritizes southern gullies, as

gStt Ia GKS 02 dzy i NEe@NatidngObrdvenijon adBiolgyial Fivemsidy i K S |
and the United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification. One of the components

(Climate Change Response) of the ongoing project haspeificobjective of
AGNBYIAOGKSYAY 3 bA3ISNAtabdeén, ciitatedsidehtidéelapdentLTNE Y2 (1 S
secure global environmental benefits, GEF resources specifically finance the establishment

of community soil and water conservation zones in areas prone to erdsialso enhances

0§KS O2dzy i NB Qa itsSighbiddN@rsityiaBset® 2 y a SNII S

58.  GEF resources play a catalytic role in internalizing global environmental
considerations in design and implementation of these activities that further enhance the
global environment benefits, in particular biodiversity aodest carbon, both of which are
under threat in some candidate sites for investment intervention under the project. Without
GEF support, concerted and wplanned community conservation efforts to protect
biodiversity assets and local forestlands would achieve traction. This would result in
continued loss of species as the southern Nigeria landscape continues to buckle from
erosion and a heavy human footprint.
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5. CrossCutting Issues

59.  The selected projects, except the most recent ongoing project (GERW), 4&re

not designed explicitly with gender mainstreaming considerations in mind. However, all the
projects were implemented inagend&rSy A A 0 A @S YIYYSNE gAGK Of St 1
AyOfdzaAzy YR 62YSyQa SYLR¢SNNBsywith | &G GKS LINE
stakeholders, it was evident that there wepesitivesocial impacts of the project with

women feeling empowered as their income has increased through proceeds from the

livelihood activities introduced by the projects.

60. There is there evidence oésilience thinking or resilience considerations in the

earlier completed GEF projects. However, in the two recent and ongoing projects resilience
considerations are evident and are integrated as an incremental change in the multiple
benefits framework.

Gaender

61. Project GEF ID 94kd not have a gender analysis completed at CEO Endorsement;
however, the project appraisal document (PAD) referred to gender, stating liegbitoject

will put special emphasis on women and vulnerable groups within the watersivbish

will empower them and improve their economic and social conditibhs.

62. There was no gendenainstreaming strategy or plan at CEO Endorsement, nor was a
genderresponsive results framework, including gendisaggregated Indicators, included.
Howe\er, a gender mainstreaming strategy or plan was developed after the start of
implementation and a the terminal evaluation study revealed, 43 percent of capacity
building beneficiaries were women, and there was fair representation (22.73 percent) of
womenin the composition of operational officers (OOs) who assisted in facilitation and
supervision (UNEP 2010, 48).

63. There was evidence of women's inclusion and empowerment in the project. For
example, it was reported (UNEP 2010, 48) that many women gainexirekiited to mill
grinding, but less than 20 percent of women were trained in the other skill areas. Also, as
reported in the terminal evaluation review, and confirmed by reports obtained during the
site visits, there was no discrimination in the considieraof women, youth, or the

disabled in appointments for posts in the executive or other areas of responsibility in the
project. Women were involved in the project selection and implementation of all projects
for which women were the direct beneficiaries.

64. The regional project GEF IF 1258 did not have a gender analysis completed at CEO
Endorsement, aither did itinclude a gender mainstreaming strategy or plan. However, the

project incorporates a gendaesponsive results framework, including gender

disaggregated indicators, at CEO Endorsement. Activity 3.2 of outcome 3 was to develop
procedures for improved manageent/use of resources, especially for fisheeding sites

and oyster and shellfiskcollection sites. This was planned to involve a program of

LI NOAOALI GADS NHzNI £ O2YYdzyAideé YSSGAy3aaszs SalLlS

17 GEF ID 49RrojectAppraisaDocument page 53.
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groups, who are involveih oyster collection’8{ G { SK2f RSN&A Ay O¥ dzZRS 42 Y.
CNFAYAY3I YR gl NBySadaa LINPINI Ya Ay F2dzNJ &dzo N

65. The nationaproject GEF IF 150f%&d no gender analysis completed at CEO
Endorsement, nor did include a gender mainstreaming strategy or plan. However, as for
the other projects, there is evidence of women's inclusion and empowerment during project
implementation. Women benefited from project interventions. For example, in Ogun State,
251 (46 percat) of 548 beneficiaries were women. Overall, 2276 out of the 7688 (30
percent) beneficiaries were women. This group of beneficiaries took the lead in alternative
livelihood support, including marketing of the various agricultural products. Furthermore,
out of the 38 Fadama Community Associations that participated in the project, 46 percent
were led by womer?!

66. The ongoingproject GEF ID 4090 does not have gender analysis completed at CEO
Endorsement, nor does it include a gender mainstreaming strategjao, or gender
disaggregated indicators.

67. For the ongoing project GEF ID 49i& most recent of the projects selected for site
visit, there is no gender analysis completed at CEO Endorsement, but the project appraisal
document includes a gender mainsiming strategy or plan. Gender mainstreaming is key
to the attainment of the project objectives, given the community engagement required in
the project. To address gender issues, community consultations and empowerment target
women, building on communitgractice for gender roles and preferences.

68. Gender dimensions are integrated into the implementation of the activities in

component 1, especially the livelihoods subcomponent. For example, by relying on gender

roles for certain project activities such asagrage maintenance, small livestock, mushroom,

snail, and honey production, and land management and farming or tree planting. For other
activities, such as land use and watershed planning and beneficiary verification, gender

equity will be emphasized. Duag the overall process of community mobilization, outreach

gAft AaLISOATAOIfTtE SyadiNBE GKRGO s2YSyQa @2rA0Sa

69. The project also incorporates a gendegsponsive results framework, including
genderdisaggregated indicators:

1 Expected otputs: 9200 households benefiting from direct liveliheedhancement
activities under the project; 45,000 people receiving projgagpported advisory
support services in integrated land/water management practices, planning, and/or
monitoring under the pragct indicators

1 Number of direct project beneficiaries with indication of the percentage of females
(core indicator)

18 GEF ID 125Broject AppraisaDocument page 257.

191hid., page 136.

20|bid., page 146.

21 GEF IE@erminal EvaluationReview, page 27; and presentation to mission.
22 Request for CE@Bndorsementpage 17.
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1 People receiving projectupported advisory support services in integrated land/water
management practices, planning, and/or monitoring enthe project

1 Households benefiting from livelihoeehhancement activities under the project
Resilience

70. Inproject GEF ID 409fksilience thinking is integrated into the multipbeenefits
FNFYSG2N] +Fa AYyONBYSyilGl t OKIcflE®rincréakig theJNR 2 S Ol
ecological representation and ecosystem resilience of a system of staecommunity

based protected or specially managed areas. The strategy is to mainstream biodiversity
management objectives into oil and gas laws, policied,@hcompany operations to ensure
YIAYAGNSBEFYAYy3 OlA2ya O2yaARSNI GKS bAISNI 5S¢
However, there are no clear linkages in project documents toward country priorities on

resilience, because country priorities havet been established or documented.

71. Inproject GEF ID 490%here is also evidence of resilience thinking in project

documents as it is integrated into the multipbenefits framework also as an incremental

change. The project development objective is@duce vulnerability to soil erosion in

G NBSGSR adzogl 6 SNEKSRa® ¢KS LINRP2SOG 6b9zal!to
transformation agenda to achieve greater environmental and economic security.

72.  Project GEF ID 49@fms to primarily support statéed investments to enhance
resilience to soil erosion, and associated climate variability and change in specific
subwatersheds. In the first years with replicable models for priority in southern gully sites
and getting northern states and their interventionseao be introduced, while capacities to
promote longterm climate resilient, loncarbon development are raised.

73. As s the case for the earlier project, there are no clear linkages in project documents
toward country priorities on resilience.

6. Summaryof Emerging Findingand Conclusions

74.  TheAnnual Performance Report 20(GEF IEO 2018) ratings for the four projects
completed between 2007 and 2014, selected for the Nigeria Case Study, were:

A GEF ID 942outcome: negative, and sustainability: negative
A GEF ID 1093outcome: positive, and sustainability: positive
A GEF ID 12580utcome: positive, and sustainability: positive
A GEF ID 15G30outcome: negative, and sustainability: positive

75.  As indicated earlier, visits could only be made to project sites of Préfexand

1503. Based on results obtained during this case study field verifications, the assessment is
that Sustainability is assessed as positive for both projects. Two key factors appear to have
fostered sustainability of outcomes:
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Postproject Financiaugport

76.  One of the factors that has ensured that project outcomes have been sustained
years after project completion for both projects, is the continued availability of financial
support.

77. Inthe case oproject GEF ID 94fhis was assured by the fact thtlte project had
been fully integrated into the normal activities of the NPS, which has been continually
funded by the federal government.

78. As an example, in 2012, three years after the project closed, the NPS as the lead
implementing agency was able to see a counterpart fund of NGN 210.0 M from the

federal government as a takeoff grant for the Sustainable Livelihood, Biodiversity
Conservation and Outreach Fund (SLBCOF), to replace the seed grant that was not accessed
during the project, as well as coumpart contribution of NGN 20.0 M each from the three
participating states. The SLBCOF was thus commissioned in the first quarter of 2013, and
operational up to December 2016. However, from January 2017 to date, activities have
slowed down because of nonpanent of further counterpart contributions from the three
participating states after their initial contributions.

79.  Another example is the recent establishment of-aégtare tree crop orchard in Ibbi,
a surrounding community of the Kainji Lake Nature Resday¢he NPS, 10 years after
project completion using the same model as the project, thus continuing to expand the
impact of the project. Also, the NPS has continued to maintain the ecocenters built by the
project, providing the designed services to thersunding communities.

80. Inthe case oproject GEF ID 1508ontinued financial support has been assured by
the fact that a World Bardfunded project, FADAMA 11, and the GRiRded SLM project
that commenced in 2013, continued to support and expanded theviies of the CEMP
under Fadama Il. Project vehicles were maintained and replaced when necessary, and
communities continued to receive support for tree crop plantations and other alternative
livelihood activities.

Relevant Alternative Livelihood SuppAdtivities

81.  Support to alternative livelihood (incorrgenerating) activities have made an
important contribution to encouraging surrounding communities not to invade protected
areas to exploit the natural resources and to reducing pressure on fragile Badam
ecosystems, thus reducing the rate of forest loss and land degradation. However, not all
alternative livelihood activities have proved to be sustainable or to have a positive effect on
environmental sustainability.

82.  First, activities that require minimumostproject maintenance, but yield benefits

over time, are most likely to be sustainable. Plantation crops fall into this category: cashew
in Kwara State, oil palm in Ogun State. Timber trees such as teak and gmelina have also
proved to have a positive ef€t on the environment and are maintained by the beneficiary
communities; however, because of their longer gestation periods and susceptibility to
invasion by itinerant cattle herders, they appear to be less attractive to local communities.
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83.  Second, alterative livelihood activities that have a positive
environmental/socioeconomic nexus in terms of promotion of synergies and mitigation of
tradeoffs are also the most sustainable as they provide increased incomes to local
communities at the same time as enmiimental benefits. Again, the tree crop plantations
have proved to be the most successful. Their environmental benefits include increased
ground cover, thus reducing erosion and increasing biodiversity. Annual crop and livestock
rearing activities, excegor the cattlerearing in Kwara State, appear to have less of a
positive environmemnsocioeconomic nexus.

84.  Third, activities that are under individual or seimdlividual control as opposed to
community or group control are likely to be more sustainablet&@uability of group
management of subprojects at farm level is a lot harder to achieve than sustainability of
group management of civil infrastructure. For instance, plantations must have timely
weeding, for which group ownership may be the cause of détagn husbandry of animals
must be timely and regular to which groups may not respond to when due because of the
different degrees of commitment by group members.

Crosscutting Issues

85.  The selected projects, except the most recent ongoing project (GEIOW), 4vere

not designed explicitly with gender mainstreaming. However, all the projects were
implementedinagended SY aAGA DS YIYyYySNE 6AGK Of SIFNJ SOAR
G2YSYyQa SYLRGSNYSYy(OH G GKS LINRB2SOliwdsSOSt © CN
evident that there were scially positive impacts of the project with women feeling

empowered as their personal income has increased through proceeds from the livelihood

activities implanted by the projects.

86. There is evidence of resilience thingior resilience considerations in the earlier
completed GEF projects. However, in the two recent and ongoing projects resilience
considerations are evident and are integrated as an incremental change in the multiple
benefits framework.
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Annex A: List of interviewees

Date GEF | Title Name Organization Position
ID
April 1, 2019 Mr Ahmed Planning Statistics | Director/GEFE
Maidabino and Research, Operational Focal
Federal Ministry of | Point
Environment
Mt Kusimo Ministry of GEF Desk Officer
David Environment
Mr Kayode Ministry of Assistant GEF Desk
Bello Environment Officer
April 1, 2019 | 4907 | GGW: Nigeria Erosion | Ms Okon Esthel Nigeria Erosion and Principal Scientific
and Watershed Uduak Watershed Officer
Management Project Management
(NEWMAP) Project (NEWMAP)
Mr Mukhla Y. | NEWMAP Monitoring and
Tanko Evaluation (M&E)
Specialist
Ms Rizziya NEWMAP M&E Officer
Ahmad
1503 | National Fadama Mr Alabi National Fadama | M&E Officer
Development Program || Samuel Coordination Office
(NFDP II): Critical
Ecosystem Managemer
April 1, 2019 | 942 LocalEmpowerment Mr Danjuma National Parks
and Environmental Magari Service
Management Project
(LEEMm'CrOd Mr Joshua W. | Forestry Dept,
Watgrs edan Ibrahim Federal Ministry of
Environmental Environment
Management Project
April 2, 2019 | 942 Local Empowerment Mr Emmanuel | National Parks Management
and Environmental Babiem Service Information
Management Project Specialist
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Date GEF | Title Name Organization Position
ID
(LEEMRMicro
Watershed and Mr Andrew Director of
Environmental David Adejo Forestry, Federal
Management Project Ministry of
Environment
April 4, 2019 | 1503 | National Fadama Alh Yusuf I. Kwara State Projec
Development Program | Agbabiaka Coordinator,
(NFDP 11): Critical FADAMA I
Ecosystem Managemer
April 5, 2019 | 942 Local Empowerment Usman Paeko | Kainji Lake Nature | Sector Head,
and Environmental Reserve, IBBI National Parks
Management Project Community Centre | Service
(LEEMRMicro
Wat_ershed anld Usman Bello Tunga Bala Chair, Tung®ala
Environmenta . Community Community
Management Project Orchard Association
Mr Saidu National Park GEF Desk Officer,
Mohamed Service Kainji Lake
Nasiru
April 6, 2019 | 1503 | National Fadama Ms Funke Idriss| Agasse Ipo Chair, Agbeloba

Development Program |
(NFDP 1I): Critical

intervention site,
Kwara State

ClRFYLI I a
Group,

Ecosystem Managemer

Ms Ariganye Agasse Ipo Member, Agbelore
Thabat intervention site, |CIl RI YI ! &
Kwara State Group,
Mr Bukoye J. | Irepodun Fadama | Chair, Fadama
Sunday Users Group, Oyun| Community
localgovernment | Association
area, Kwara State
Mr Afolabi Agasse Ipo Chair, Forest
Sikiru intervention site, Management
Kwara State, Committee

Sanmora
Community Forest
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Date GEF | Title Name Organization Position
ID
April 8, 2019 | 1503 | National Fadama Engineer Ogun State Project| Environmental
Development Program I Mathew G. Coordinator Officer
(NFDP 11): Critical Adebayo Fadama Ill
Ecosystem Managemer| Abeokuta
Mr Samuel Eriti intervention Secretary, Oba
Olatoye, site Fadama Users

Association
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Annex B: List os$ites visited

Date GEF | Title Name of Site Coordinates
ID
April 5, 2019 | 942 Local Empowerment Ibbi Community Ecocenter, KainjiLak{ N 9o pQ ny @
and Environmental National ParkKwara State
Management Project EnNnQ HpO
(LEEMRMicro
Watershed and Tunga Bali, Surrounding Community,  N®pHQ pp ®
Environmental Kainji Lake National Park, Kwara Stat¢
Management Project EAinQ HOOD
Ibbi Surrounding Community Orchard,| N 9o dpP ™M o n
Kainji Lake National Park, Kwara Stat¢
E4pnQ pyo
April 6, 2019 | 1503 | National Fadama Ajasse Ipo intervention site, Kwara NmpQ T dn
Development Program | State, community woodlot and orcharg
(NFDP 1I): Critical E4anTQ poo
Ecosystem Manageme
Ajasse Ipo intervention site, Kwara NmMpQ mMdpd
State, Sammora Community Forest
EayQ mMmMOD
April 8, 2019 | 1503 | National Fadama Eriti intervention site, Ogun State, Oba NPH Q H M P M

Development Program |
(NFDP II): Critical

Ecosystem Managemer

site

E3HMQ pno
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Annex C: Photos

NEWMAR EVIDENGBASED PICTURES (NEWMAP 2919)

Atakpa site in Cross River State (Before) Atakpa site in CrosRiver State (After)

23 All photos inthe appendix argaken by the consultant during field visits

175



Ajali Water Works site in Enugu (Before) Ajali Water Works site in Enugu
(After)

e ARG =

Forest regeneration in Tunga Bali, surrounding communit§p MOQ My dnc o @p T PO pHp n X ! LJ
2019
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New Outreach Ibbi community orchard, Kainji Lake Reserve surrounding community, Kwara State,
planted 2019, Rb b Qp O mepmMMpTy MMH p pmZ ! LINARE npZX HAMOD
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Ajasse Ipo intervention sitEwara State, woodlot and orchard, W8p QT ® n YroT1pppTd d®n dic ny
April, 2019
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COMRUNITY BASED FOREST RIESERVE MM;\M AENT

SANMORA COMMUNITY FOREST RESERVE.

Boundary Survey, Inventory & Management Plan
Done 2010. Total Area: 29Ha. % s
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DNEF
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FAO

FFS

FONDESA

GEF
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IFAD

IPPM

NGO
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POP

PCVBGE
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adaptation to climate change
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annual performance report
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National Directorate for Water and Forests
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Food and Agriculture Organization
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Development Fund for the Sahelian Zone

Global Environment Facility

Independent Evaluation Office

International Fund for Agricultural Development

integrated production and pest management
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protectedarea

persistent organic pollutant

Valorisation Biodiversite du Gourneades Elephants

SubSaharan Africa

Strategic Country Cluster Evaluation
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1. Introduction, Context And Methodology
Background

1. Case studies are the main component of the Saharan Africa (SSA) Strategic
Country Cluster Evaluation (SCCEhel and SudaBGuinea Savanna Biomes. They
focus on the two overarching evaluation objectives:

1 To understand the determinants of sustainability

1 To assess the relevance to and performance of the Global Environment Facility
(GEF) in tackling the magmvironmental challenges in the two biomes

2. In its latestannual performance reportAPR)YGEF IEO 2018he GEF Independent
Evaluation Office (IEO) has conducted a desk review finding that the following contributing
factors were at play in those caseswvhich past outcomes were not sustained:

1 Lack of financial support for the maintenance of infrastructure or foligov
1 Lack of sustained efforts from the executing agency

1 Inadequate political support, including limited progress on the adoption of
legal and egulatory measures

1 Low institutional capacities of key agencies
1 Low levels of stakeholder btig
1 Flaws in the theory of change of projects

3. Building on the APR desk review findings, this evaluation aims at exploring in depth,
through country case study aryais, the factors contributing to or hindering the sustainability

of project outcomes. The aim is to credseck the APR findings as well as to identify any other
nuances to the six factors above, or new factors that either hinder or contribute to the
sustinability of project completion outcomes. In addition, country studies also cover
relevance issues such as GEF support modalities, expansion of GEF Agencies,-auntlicgoss
issues such as gender, resilience, and fragility.

Coverage
4, Projects selected fostudy in the Mali case study are:

1 GEF ID 109@egional). Title: Reversing Land and Water Degradation Trends in the
Niger River Basin. GEF Agency: World Bank/United Nations Development Programme
(UNDP); GEF focal area: international waters; GEF phab&; GEF modality: full
size project; project status: closed (implementation: May 10, 2004 to February 2,
2011).

1 GEF ID 115gational). Title: Biodiversity Conservation and Participatory Sustainable
Management of Natural Resources in the Inner Niger Deeith Its Transition Areas,
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5.

Mopti Region. GEF Agency: International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD);
GEF focal area: biodiversity; GEF phase:35EBEF modality: fuflize project; project
status: completed/closed (implementation April 28, 2008ty 21, 2013).

GEF ID 125@ational). Title: Gourma Biodiversity Conservation Project. GEF Agency:
World Bank; GEF focal area: biodiversity; GEF phase2;GHEF modality: fuflize
project; project status: Completed: closed (implementation Septemhe2(®5 to
December 31, 2012).

GEF ID 142(@regional). Title: Reducing Dependence on POPs and Other-Agro
Chemicals in the Senegal and Niger River Basins through Integrated Production, Pest
and Pollution Management. GEF Agency: United Nations EnvironmegtaRrme
(UNEP); GEF focal area: multifocal; GEF phase3;&HH modality fulize project;
project status: closed (implementation April 23, 2009 to December 31, 2014).

GEF ID 337tnational). Title: SIP: Fostering Agricultural Productivity in Mali. GEF
Agency:World Bank/UNDP; GEF focal area: land degradation; GEF phade GHF
modality: fullsize project; project status: under implementation (start date
December, 17, 2010).

GEF ID 376&ational). Title: SPWRBD: Expansion and Strengthening of MdbA
System. GEF Agency: UNDP; GEF focal area: biodiversity; GEF phdseGEEF
modality: fullsize project; project status: closed (implementation December, 23, 2013
to December, 31, 2016).

GEF ID 3979national). Title: Integrating Climate ResiliencetanAgricultural
Production for Food Security in Rural Areas. GEF Agency: Food and Agriculture
Organization (FAO); GEF focal area: adaptation to climate change; GEF phake: GEF
GEF modality fullize project; project status: closed (implementation MayZ111 to
December 1, 2016).

GEF ID 527(national). Title: GGW Natural Resources Management in a Changing
Climate in Mali; GEF Agency: World Bank; GEF focal area: multifocal; GEF phase: GEF
5; GEF modality: fullize project; project status: under implentation (start date
December 6, 2013).

Methodology

Individual interviews were conducted with project staff in the capital city Bamako.

During these central level interviews, discussions were held with stakeholders (listed in annex
A) on the key evaluationugstions relevant for Mali.

(@) What are the key factors influencing sustainability of outcomes in the two biomes?

In what way, if any, does the environmental and socioeconomic development/
livelihoods nexus (or lack thereof) help explain sstainability of outcomes in the
two biomes?
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(c) To what extent has GEF support been relevant to the main environmental
challenges the countries face in the two biomes, and are there any gaps?

(d) To what extent have gender and resilience been taken into coreiderin GEF
programming in the two biomes?

6. As recommended in the case study guideline$'@Ey questions 1, 2, and 3 were the
main focus of the case study dag@athering effort. However, key questions 4 and 5 were also
addressed through central level interviews with key stakeholders in the capital and through
LINE2SOG R20dzYSy i : RB&R Begidws ProtodolS ondRelevarfce and
{dzAGFAYlFOoATAG@E AYy LI NIAOdzZ | N

7. One limitation of the study was that no-gountry interviews could be conducted for
GEF ID 1093 as-@ountry project staff could not be identified, and for GEF ID 3377 because
of unavailability of project staff.

8. Because of the security guidelines for the country, no site visits were allowed by the
international consultant. However, site verification visits were made by the national
consultant to:

(@) Nioro du Sahel of the ongoing profeGEF ID 5270 (GGW Natural Resources
Management in a Changing Climate in Mali: P@&RI), where the sites selected for
this evaluation were.

1 Gadjaba Gadjebuétema: Protected forest perimeter with a water tower
and intermunicipal pastoral development area

1 Yeéréré: Incom@enerating activities including market gardening

(b) Kenieban the Kayes area @roject GEF IB763 (SPW/BD: Expansion and
Strengthening of Mali's PA System). The sites selected for the evaluation of this
project were:

1 Wildlife reserves of Né@a woula and Mandé woula and the village of
Limakoulé (Kita)

1 Market gardening, processing mill, and other small agricultural equipment
in the village of Niarikira (Kenieba)

(c) DioilaandBla,of project GEF ID 14ZReducing Dependence on POPs and Other
AgroChemicals in the Senegal and Niger River Basins through Integrated
Production, Pest and Pollution Management). The development of networks at the
village, national, and subregional levels was one of the components. The sites visited
were:

91 Dioilafarmer field school (FFS) area

1 Zoumanabougou (15 kilometers from Bla) FFS area

24 GEHEO, Strategic Country Cluster Evaluation (SCCE): Sahel and@uidaa Savanna biomes Guidance
Note for Country Case Studies, February 2019
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https://www.cbd.int/protected/implementation/actionplans/country/?country=ml
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/165011468281401293/Mali-Interim-strategy-note-for-the-period-FY14-15
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/165011468281401293/Mali-Interim-strategy-note-for-the-period-FY14-15

































































































































http://www.ons.mr/index.php/publications/operations-statistiques/16-rgph-2013
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	Question Title
	* 77. For which capacity, institutional and governance aspects are the above positive changes / trends reported in the TE/ICR (or TER/ICRR)?

	Question Title
	* 78. For which capacity, institutional and governance aspects are the above negative changes / trends reported in the TE/ICR (or TER/ICRR)?
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	22 SUSTAINABILITY COHORT - FACTORS AFFECTING SUSTAINABILITY OF OUTCOMES (1/3)
	Question Title
	* 79. Does the TE/ICR (or TER/ICRR) make mention of contributing or hindering factors affecting sustainability of outcomes?

	Question Title
	80. If YES, provide an overview below of contributing factors mentioned:  (add page reference)

	Question Title
	81. If YES, provide an overview below of hindering factors mentioned: (add page reference)
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	Question Title
	* 82. Which PROJECT-RELATED FACTORS contributed to project sustainability of outcomes?  (Select all that apply)

	Question Title
	* 83. Please explain your answer on project-related contributing factors:

	Question Title
	* 84. Which CONTEXTUAL FACTORS contributed to project sustainability of outcomes. (Select all that apply)

	Question Title
	* 85. Please explain your answer on contextual contributing factors:

	Question Title
	* 86. Which factors were MOST CRITICAL to achieving sustainability of outcomes.
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	Question Title
	* 87. Which PROJECT-RELATED FACTORS hindered project sustainability of outcomes?  (Select all that apply)

	Question Title
	* 88. Please explain your answer on project-related hindering factors:

	Question Title
	* 89. Which CONTEXTUAL FACTORS hindered the realization of project sustainability of outcomes. (Select all that apply)

	Question Title
	* 90. Please explain your answer on contextual hindering factors:

	Question Title
	* 91. Which factors were MOST CRITICAL to hindering the achievement of sustainability of outcomes.
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	Question Title
	92. Any other comments on this project? This is also your LAST CHANCE to go back and review/ change your answers.





