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he biodiversity focal area of the Global Envi-

ronment Facility (GEF) was established in 1992
to provide financial and technical resources for
developing countries and countries with econo-
mies in transition to implement the Convention
on Biological Diversity. Through its biodiversity
focal area, the GEF supports interventions to
improve the sustainability of protected areas and
protected area systems, reduce threats to biodi-
versity, mainstream biodiversity into production
landscapes/seascapes and sectors; and supports
initiatives on biosafety and access to genetic
resources and benefit sharing.

As part of the Sixth Comprehensive Evaluation of
the GEF (OPS6), the GEF's Independent Evaluation
Office undertook two evaluations of the biodiver-
sity focal area—(1) an evaluation of GEF-funded
projects on access and benefit sharing and the
Nagoya Protocol, and (2] a formative evaluation to

assess the GEF's efforts to address illegal wildlife
trade through the Global Wildlife Program. These

evaluations are the first conducted by the Indepen-
dent Evaluation Office on these themes.

The evaluation was presented to the GEF’'s 53rd
Council meeting in November 2017. Since then, the
report findings have also been shared at multiple
forums, including the GEF-7 replenishment meet-
ings in Brasilia and Stockholm.

Juha l. Uitto
Director, GEF Independent Evaluation Office
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CITES
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Vi

access and benefit sharing
associated traditional knowledge
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The GEF replenishment periods are as follows: pilot phase: 1991-94;
GEF-1:1995-98; GEF-2: 1999-2002; GEF-3: 2003-06; GEF-4: 2006-10;
GEF-5:2010-14; GEF-6: 2014-18; GEF-7: 2018-22.

All dollar amounts are U.S. dollars unless otherwise indicated.



s part of the Sixth Comprehensive Evaluation

of the Global Environment Facility (GEF), the
Independent Evaluation Office has undertaken
two studies in the biodiversity focal area: 1) an
evaluation of GEF-funded projects on access and
benefit sharing (ABS) and the Nagoya Protocol,
and (2) a study to assess GEF support to address
illegal wildlife trade (IWT) through the GEF Global
Wildlife Program (GWP). These two studies are
the first conducted by the Independent Evaluation
Office on these themes. The Impact Evaluation of
the GEF Support to Protected Areas and Protected
Area Systems was completed in October 2015. The
Evaluation of GEF Support to Biodiversity Main-
streaming was presented to the GEF Councilin
June 2018.

Access and benefit sharing and the
Nagoya Protocol

This study is part of the biodiversity focal area
study undertaken by the Independent Evaluation
Office to assess the relevance, ex ante quality of
monitoring and evaluation, and the design aspects
of GEF projects on ABS.

The GEF provided assistance to promote the
Nagoya Protocol’s early entry into force and
supported the development and coordination of
international infrastructure and mechanisms for
its implementation. Although the target date for
entryinto force was not met, the Nagoya Protocol
entered into force quite rapidly compared with

otherinternationalinstruments. One of the most
important, innovative, and effective aspects of
GEF support to ABS projects is its work toward
enabling and supporting the development of the
ability and willingness of provider-side coun-
tries to identify and develop promising genetic
resources or elements of associated traditional
knowledge. Many of these projects are active at
the local level, helping to establish domestic-level
partnerships or farmers’ alliances and to build
capacity that will enable them to representindig-
enous and local communities in negotiations

with users. Gender considerations were directly
addressed in all project preparatory documents
and approvals, however, in several projects, these
issues have not been tracked.

The main conclusions are as follows:

Project designs may be “overpacked.” Vir-
tually every projectincludes activities and/or
outcomes for each of the three elements of the
GEF’'s ABS strategy. An effective ABS strategy
includes steps for legislative development,
domestic research and development and com-
pound identification, development of national
ABS contracts, and protection of and benefit
sharing for indigenous and local communities,
which need to be implemented progressively.
While activities such as awareness raising may
be done in parallel, a clear legislative frame-
work is a precondition for other interventions to
yield effective ABS.

vii
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m Issues with capacity building. The most effec-

tive institutional/professional capacity building
happens where properly chosen national
counterparts are active in the framework devel-
opment and agreement notification processes,
and this does not happen in practice owing to
the lack of availability of expertise.

Complexity and individual uniqueness of each
ABS situation. The complexity and individual
uniqueness of each ABS situation is sometimes
not sufficiently recognized. When countries
with less advanced national ABS frameworks
attempt to use examples from countries with
highly developed national ABS frameworks

as models, they have found that the draft
instruments and procedures prepared are not
consistent with their legislative and administra-
tive requirements for adoption.

The main recommendations are as follows:

B Address practical sustainability questions

more directly. The goal of project sustainabil-
ity—nationally sustainable governmental ABS
frameworks and the capacity to implement
them domestically—relies on attention to the
key factors directing national support. It will be
essential for national government legislators
to recognize the need for a budget allocation to
run the processes associated with the imple-
mentation of the Nagoya Protocol. Monetary
and nonmonetary benefits accrued by private
or public entities could be supporting activities
not associated with the administrative pro-
cess, including technology transfer and public
awareness. Notable progress toward proving
sustainability in this way has been achieved in
some projects that are focusing on direct devel-
opment of national capacities to utilize and add
value to domestic genetic resources and asso-
ciated traditional knowledge. This approach can
be effectively scaled to each country’s needs

and capabilities, and to building on that coun-
try’s capacities. Project designs should include
plans for future sustainability.

Focus on technical and professional capac-
ity building in addition to increasing general
and generic awareness. The building of “true”
capacity, within the relevant governments

and participating users at technical and pro-
fessional levels, needs to be sufficient that
those parties will rarely need to seek further
external assistance. In this connection, itis
necessary to ensure that activities reach the
intended audience in a form and at a level

that they can absorb and use; that designated
capacity-building activities do not ultimately
become generic awareness raising; and that,
where awareness raising is conducted, it is
carefully targeted to address present needs
regarding project sustainability (parliamen-
tary and minister-levels) and project activities
(specific communities involved in the project).
The above-mentioned trend in building national
capacity to directly utilize domestic genetic
resources and associated traditional knowledge
clearly points the way in this recommendation
as well.

Adopt a tailored country-specificapproachin
projects. Interventions and the timing for their
implementation should be tailored to be con-
sistent with the national importance, relevance,
and capacities for ABS. The inclusion of too
many interventions into a single project could
undermine or minimize the long-term value of
premature work done on interventions that are
required at a later stage.

Maximize the earliest possible availability of
project lessons, experiences, and outputs.
Evaluation planning and implementation should
place greater emphasis on earlier evaluation
components, such as, for example, reviewing



and challenging project inception reports

and otherinternally developed reports more
closely, providing clearer reporting/data stan-
dards, and calling for and executing externally
conducted midterm reviews more often. Such
timely collected information made more readily
available, as soon as possible, act as a guide for
other projects and future project design. Where
possible, project outputs should be made
accessible to maximize the body of ABS related
technicalinformation available.

Addressing illegal wildlife trade
through the GEF GWP

This study formatively assesses GEF’s effort
to combat IWT through the GWP, and the 20
country-specific child projects associated with
that program.

The GWP, launched in 2015, is the GEF's first con-
certed efforttoaddress IWT in a coordinated and
comprehensive manner. The GWP is multifocal
and involves four GEF Agencies—the Asian Devel-
opment Bank, the United Nations Development
Programme, the United Nation Environment,

and the World Bank (as lead) across 19 coun-
triesin Asia and Africa. Funding sources include
participating countries’ System for Transparent
Allocation of Resources (STAR] allocations and

a sustainable forest management set-aside.
Designed to be implemented over a period of
seven years, the $131 million GWP aims to address
supply, trafficking, and demand of illegal wildlife
products through 20 child projects in Asia and
Africa, including one global coordination and
knowledge management grant.

Following are the main conclusions of this review:

m The GWPis relevant to GEF-6 Biodiversity
Strategy priorities. The program aims at pre-
venting the extinction of known threatened

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

species by focusing on reducing the rates of
poaching of rhinoceroses, elephants, and other
threatened species, and increasing arrest and
conviction rates within participating countries.
It also caters to other biodiversity programs
and objectives, such as those related to pro-
tected areas, sustainable use, and biodiversity
mainstreaming efforts. Through country-led
child projects, the program responds to the
objectives of other focal areas such as land
degradation, climate change, and sustainable
forest management. The program is relevant to
advancing core goals of the Convention on Bio-
logical Diversity—including the Aichi Targets,
and the goals of Convention on International
Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and
Flora.

Gapsingeographicand species coverage
remain; focus is mainly on single country
projects. No countries from the Latin America
and the Caribbean region have beenincluded
so far, even though substantial illegal wildlife
trade occurs within the region. The gaps in cov-
erage reflect the fact that the GWP emerged
from concerns focused on the plight of charis-
matic megafauna—specifically the trafficking
of elephant ivory, rhinoceros horn, and large
cats. With the exception of the global grant,

all the child projects under the GWP are fora
single country. Cross-boundary issues must be
addressed, as illegal wildlife trade is by nature
international, and the techniques that are effec-
tive in combating the trafficking of other illicit
goods must be employed.

The GWP has an appropriately comprehensive
theory of change to address illegal wild-

life trade; most GWP funding is focused on
addressing IWT at the source. The theory of
change, set out in the GWP’s program frame-
work document, emphasizes addressing each
stage in the illegal wildlife trade supply chain,
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namely the source of wildlife traded illegally,
the shipment and transportation of wildlife and
wildlife products, and the market demand for
those products. Despite the comprehensive
theory of change, most GWP funding is focused
on activities to fightillegal wildlife trade at

the source, with 68.3 percent of the GEF's
funding allocated to this component. Demand
constitutes the smallest portion of the fund-
ing allocated: $2.4 million, or approximately
1.8 percent of total GWP funding. The skewed
allocation of GEF funds in supply, transit, and
demand countries is the reflection of a program
composed of country-lead projects following
the participating countries’ priorities.

There are structural limitations on the extent
to which GWP child projects can be expected
to fully realize the program framework
document because of the current funding
mechanism. Most of the funding available for
child projects under the programis from STAR
allocations. While the STAR is beneficial in that
it ensures that country recipients have adequate
buy-in with respect to their country priorities
onillegal wildlife issues, itis also a constraint
because there is minimal leverage the GEF can
exert over countries in directing their funding to
the program. Moreover, issues of illegal wildlife
trade need cross-boundary coordination, which
will require incentivizing countries to partic-
ipate in combating these issues at a regional
scale.

Political will and corruption are not explicitly
and directly addressed in projects. Eleven of
the 20 country-specific projects describe cor-
ruption as anissue but only six projects mention
anticorruption measures as part of their objec-
tives. Furthermore, the GWP does not mandate
reporting of indicator data on arrests, prosecu-
tions, and convictions for all projects, instead

requiring this information only insofar as itis
relevant to an individual project.

The monitoring and evaluation framework for
child projects is simplified and more relevant
tothe program. The three chief GWP indicators
track the broad theory of change of the pro-
gram, capturing the number of law enforcement
and judicial activities, the number of people
supported by GWP activities, and the number of
target species poached. This framework is sim-
pler than those applied to other GEF programs,
butitis not clear whether this simplified moni-
toring and evaluation framework will be able to
capture the uniqueness of the child projects as
well as overall program accomplishment.

The GWP global coordination grantis accom-
plishing more than expected with the available
funding. The global grantis aninnovative
design element of the program, and its con-
tributions to date have been recognized by
program participants. It coordinates actions
and builds capacity, learning, and knowledge
management to address the issue of illegal
wildlife trade across the entire supply chain
with implementing partners, donors, and inter-
national organizations—some of which are not
GEF Agencies. To accomplish these manifold
objectives, the global grant receives only 5 per-
cent of total GWP funding.

The main recommendations are as follows:

m The GEF hasanimportantrole to playin com-

bating illegal wildlife trade, and the ongoing
illegal wildlife trade crisis warrants scaling
up of GEF’s work. Given the scale of the prob-
lem, additional efforts are required to combat
illegal wildlife trade. As an intergovernmental
organization with an established track record
in addressing a range of biodiversity-related
issues, the GEF has distinct advantages. With
its mandate and expertise, it brings together



multilateral agencies and national governments
to develop and implement effective programs
on the ground. Scaling up the GEF’'s work
requires increased funding under the GEF-7
replenishment cycle and a sharper focus on
illegal wildlife trade.

Further integration of bottom-up,
country-driven approaches with top-down,
strategic approaches is necessary. Such inte-
gration is essential to both developing effective
IWT programming and maintaining ownership
and buy-in of individual countries in their proj-
ects. Adjustments to the funding mechanism for
GEF IWT activities could facilitate integration
of these approaches. Rather than relying solely
on STAR allocation funding as under GEF-6,
with the exception of funding under the global
coordination grant it would be desirable to
support the program with non-STAR funds to
carry out activities in transitand demand coun-
tries where investing GEF resources may not
accrue global environmental benefits for the
participating countries. Additional non-STAR
resources would benefit activities across inter-
national borders in supply countries where
STAR funding may not be sufficient to cover both
the domestic as well as transboundary activi-
ties. Private sector funding could be leveraged
to address wildlife trafficking and demand
issues.

With respect to the scope of the GEF's illegal
wildlife trade funding, there should be a stra-
tegic expansion to other species, countries,
and regions. Specifically, the program should
expand to cover Latin America and the Carib-
bean, which pose particularissues with respect
to the pet trade. To protect biodiversity more
broadly, it would also be beneficial to expand
strategically to cover other wildlife, moving
beyond elephants, rhinoceroses, and big cats.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

® Inaddition to country-led national projects,

stronger regional and global programming
isimportant. Projects at both scales—
country-specific projects and those at a broader
scale—are important to the success of the
program. Because illegal wildlife trade is ulti-
mately an international issue, the program can
be more cohesive if cross-border connections
are designed as a core part of the program.

This could be achieved by supporting activities
across international borders with non-STAR
resources. In addition, the GEF ought to con-
sider how to engage other countries that are not
yet participants in the GWP but are part of the
larger system of illegal wildlife trade—whether
they are eligible GEF recipients, like China, or
nonrecipients, like the United States, Europe, or
Japan. The communication initiated with major
international donors and their agencies should
continue.

Political will and corruption should be explic-
itly and directly addressed in all IWT projects.
Arobustand coordinated focus on political will
and corruption will ultimately help achieve the
increases in arrests, prosecutions, and con-
victions that the GEF-6 Biodiversity Strategy
prescribes. Participating countries in future
GEF-funded projects on poaching and illegal
wildlife trade should be encouraged to invest
some financial resources in addressing corrup-
tion issues. An alternative would be for the GEF
to support third parties like the International
Consortium on Combating Wildlife Crime to
engage with countries to pursue this part of the
agenda asis being done in some countries.

Continue to use the simplified but relevant
measures for tracking overall program per-
formance while reflecting the uniqueness of
child projects. As the GWP tracking tools are
used, the GEF should continue to assess that
experience to ensure that it matches the current

xi
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expectations regarding its benefits. The lessons
that emerge should then be integrated into the
tracking tool and evaluation frameworks going
forward. Monitoring and evaluation of all IWT
projects should include the tracking of arrests,
prosecutions, convictions, and penalties as
appropriate. Collecting data for these subindi-
cators for all projects would enable a more
thorough assessment of the effectiveness of the
projects, as well as the impact of corruption and
political will on efforts to combat IWT. Doing

so would contribute to realizing the priority

set under Program 3 of the GEF-6 Biodiversity
Strategy of increasing arrest and conviction
rates for poaching of threatened species.

Create links between other interna-

tional activities regarding demand and
GEF-supported efforts. As with trafficking, it
isimportant to acknowledge that a critical por-
tion of the supply chain with respect to demand
occurs in the United States and in Europe, which
are not eligible GEF recipients. While this prob-
lemis, in part, outside of the scope of the GEF's
activities, it must be acknowledged in working
to solve this global problem on a global scale.
In addition, the GEF can foster links between

demand countries and GEF-eligible countries,
such as the partnership created between
Mozambique and Vietnam regarding illegal
wildlife trade.

Sustainability of knowledge-sharing com-
ponents needs to be established. The
knowledge-sharing components of the GWP
will facilitate the program’s further evolution.
Fostering connections between experts and
in-country staff, in addition to the relationships
with the implementing agency technical staff,
will enable the continual improvement of the
programs at the ground level. The connections
between countries fostered by these coordi-
nating and knowledge-sharing activities run by
the World Bank with the coordination grant, can
also facilitate the development of projects to
combatillegal wildlife trade that reach across
borders.



1: Introduction

he Global Environment Facility (GEF) serves as
Tthe financial mechanism to the Convention on
Biological Diversity (CBD) and provides financial
and technical resources for developing countries
and countries with economies in transition to
implement the CBD. Through its biodiversity focal
area, the GEF supports interventions to improve
sustainability of protected areas and protected
area systems, reduces threats to biodiversity,
mainstreams biodiversity into production land-
scapes/seascapes and sectors, and supports
initiatives on biosafety and access to genetic
resources and benefit sharing.

As part of Sixth Comprehensive Evaluation of the
GEF (OPS4), the Independent Evaluation Office
has undertaken two studies of the biodiversity
focal area: (1) an evaluation of the GEF-funded
projects on access and benefit sharing (ABS) and
the Nagoya Protocol, and (2] a study to assess
GEF support to address illegal wildlife trade (IWT)
through the GEF Global Wildlife Program (GWP).
These two studies are the first conducted by the
Independent Evaluation Office on these themes.
The Impact Evaluation of the GEF Support to
Protected Areas and Protected Area Systems
completed in October 2015. The Evaluation of GEF
Support to Biodiversity Mainstreaming will be
presented to the Councilin June 2018.



2: Access and benefit sharing
and the Nagoya Protocol

This study assesses the relevance, ex ante qual-
ity of monitoring and evaluation (M&E], and the
design aspects of GEF projects on ABS.

Since the term “access to genetic resources and
equitable sharing of the benefits arising from

their utilization” was initially coined (in Articles
3and 15 of the 1992 CBD]J, it has been legally and
practically challenging. Although national efforts
to implement ABS commenced even before the
CBD’s rapid entry into force, few countries were
able to determine how to implement the concept at
all. Two countries (Costa Rica and the Philippines)
and one region (the Andean Pact) made well pub-
licized efforts to adopt ABS legislative measures.
Early on, these were publicized as major exam-
ples of ABS success. Within a few years, however,
national ABS focal points from those countries and
regions stated in meetings and wrote in articles
that their initial efforts had not succeeded in pro-
ducing a functional ABS system.

On October 29, 2010, seeking to ensure that
achievement of the ABS objective would not fall
behind the achievement of the other two primary
CBD objectives (conservation of biological diver-
sity and the sustainable use of its components),
the CBD parties adopted the Nagoya Protocol

on Access to Genetic Resources and the Fair

and Equitable Sharing of Benefits Arising From
Their Utilization to the Convention on Biological

Diversity.! The Nagoya Protocol entered into force
on October 12, 2014, and numerous nonsignatory
countries are implementing it, suggesting that

it may eventually achieve a much higher level of
global coverage.

Beginning with the third CBD Conference of Par-
ties (COP) in 1996, the CBD parties have provided
guidance to the GEF on ABS implementation. When
the Nagoya Protocol entered into force in 2012, this
process evolved, and the parties began to provide
more detailed guidance directed specifically at
ABS issues and implementation. Given the level of
controversy surrounding ABS, as well as the dif-
ferences ininterpretation and other factors, these
guidance to the GEF decisions have been the sub-
ject of detailed negotiation.

In addition, the Secretariat, COP committees,
working groups and expert groups, as well as
parties and experts have submitted a range of
studies that have considered and addressed the
opportunities as well as the challenges and obsta-
cles embodied in the objective of developing and
implementing an ABS regime that is functional and
effective at all levels from global to community.

As evidenced by this large body of ABS literature,
national and sectoral perceptions of ABS were

'COP 10 Decision X/1, Access to genetic resources and
the fair and equitable sharing of benefits arising from
their utilization.
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greatly varied and no unified view of the concept
appeared to be coalescing.

With only 39 approved or submitted projects at this
date, this study has been able to examine available
documents on nearly all projects (excluding only
the two most recently submitted projects).? The
projects reviewed date back to GEF-4. Only eight of
them have been externally evaluated to date. The
study alsoincludes the results of reviews of ABS
documents (annex EJ; interviews with a range of
GEF Secretariat and Implementing Agency focal
points, project managers, and government coun-
terparts, eventually receiving specific information
on seven GEF and/or Nagoya Protocol Implemen-
tation Fund (NPIF)-funded projects that are now
either complete or near completion; as well as
responses to a brief survey, which was prepared
and circulated to a global list of eminent ABS spe-
cialists ([annex B).

This report focused on identifying the manner

in which ABS projects are functioning, some
emerging lessons from a review of the activities
and interventions to date, and some concerns and
indications of potential areas for improvement or
further developmentin future.

As noted above, the GEF’s ABS portfoliois rela-
tively new, and most of the projectsinitarein early
or pre-implementation stages. Of the executory
projects, relatively few have as yet been inde-
pendently reviewed. Accordingly, this evaluation
focuses almost exclusively on planned interven-
tionsin a subject area (ABS), which is generally
unlike other project areas in many essential ways
and that relies on the expectations of new inno-
vations for progress. A further limitation arises

ZIncluded are a total of 68 documents, including
requests for CEQ approval/endorsement where avail-
able, and in some cases other project documents and
evaluation reports.

from the fact that this is a desk study, with no site
visits and only telephonic interviews. As noted
later in this chapter, it is not advisable to assume
representativeness in any aspect of a topic that
is as highly complex as ABS, and on which there
are such a large number or potentially differ-

ent perspectives. Although efforts have been
made to broaden the base of information, it may
not be sufficiently representative of all relevant
perspectives.

2.1 ABS and the GEF ABS Strategy

Over the first six replenishment periods, the GEF’s
strategy on ABS has evolved significantly. The
GEF’'swork on ABS is undertaken within a sphere
thatis at times highly charged and controversial.
The inherent complexity and ambiguity of the ABS
concept asinternationally developed, combined
with the complexities encountered in national,
regional, and global efforts to implement it, has
created this level of controversy, which is directly
played out in ABS assistance projects. Accord-
ingly, the GEF strategy’s evolution in this area has
been closely linked to the evolution in the “guid-
ance to the financial mechanism” on this point, as
provided by the parties to the CBD. (Annex D pro-
vides a more detailed summary of the dovetailing
evolution of the ABS aspects of the GEF's strat-
egy and the CBD COP’s guidance to the financial
mechanism.}

THE ABS CONCEPT

The concept of ABS was initiated as a mechanism
for linking issues of conservation with those of
social welfare and domestic development. It was
described as the “great bargain” by which coun-
tries and companies with the present capacity

to utilize genetic resources for commercial and
noncommercial benefits would agree to share
those benefits in return for access to the genetic
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resources and the right to so utilize them. As
such, it would contribute to the conservation and
sustainable-use objectives by providing a direct
financial benefit linked to conserved species and
ecosystems, and through it, a long-term incentive
for continued conservation and sustainable use of
biodiversity as an investment in the future. In light
of the immense potential for commercial and other
value of genetic resources, the ABS concept was
built upon the idea that it would operate primarily
through direct use of private sector mechanisms,
such as contracts, permits, and licenses.

The Nagoya Protocol responds to the integrated
nature of biological diversity, and the potential
within genetic resources and associated tradi-
tional knowledge (ATK] to provide an equitable
approach to the interlinked concepts of ownership,
utilization, access to technology, and rights to
know of and participate in key decisions regarding
access, equitable benefit sharing, prior informed
consent (PIC), mutually agreed terms, and the
range of protocols procedures and instruments
by which ABS is implemented. All this is inte-
grated with an understanding that national and
community situations and contexts differ broadly
and each should be properly reflected in ABS
implementation.

ABS AND INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES

Since the adoption of the Nagoya Protocol, ABS
has been of particular relevance to indigenous
and local communities (ILCs). Not all the ABS
principles and objectives as described above are
applicable to the genetic resources over which
ILCs have established rights, but since the adop-
tion of the Nagoya Protocol, the same principles
and processes are to apply to that portion of their
“traditional knowledge” that is “associated with
genetic resources” (their ATK]. The Nagoya Pro-
tocol has specifically noted the CBD’s recognition
of the rights and roles of ILCs concerning genetic

resources and ATK, and to ensure that their cus-
tomary use of these resources is not impaired. In
conjunction with the adoption of the United Nations
Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples
(2007), the CBD and the Nagoya Protocol embody
amajor step in the broader adoption and recog-
nition of indigenous rights and in strengthening
the ability of ILCs to benefit from the use of their
knowledge, innovations, and practices.

STRATEGY-RELATED INSTRUMENTS

As shown in annex D, thereis a high degree of
coherence among the various strategic and
guidance documents relevant to the GEF’'s ABS
interventions. Over the course of this study, it has
become clear that the GEF-supported ABS proj-
ects have worked well within the mandate of these
various guiding instruments, producing a balance
among key objectives.

Building capacity and national measures on ABS
have been specifically stated as part of the GEF’s
biodiversity focal area strategy since at least
GEF-4(2006-2010).° Like all parts of the GEF- bio-
diversity strategy, the components addressing
ABS issues are closely coordinated with ABS
elements of the CBD COP’s decisions providing

SAsreported on the GEF website, the GEF developed
its first targeted biodiversity strategy in GEF-3. That
strategy incorporated principles directed at achiev-
ing lasting biodiversity conservation and sustainable
use, emphasizing (1) sustainability of results and

the potential for replication; (2) the strengthening of
national “enabling environments (policy and regulatory
frameworks, institutional capacity building, science
andinformation, awareness)”; (3) the mainstreaming
of biodiversity conservation and sustainable use in the
wider economic development context; and (4) increas-
ing support for sustainable use and benefit sharing
(based on GEF 2009, para. 4).
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guidance to the GEF. The current strategy also
coordinates with the Aichi Targets.

Regarding ABS, the GEF-6 program statement
noted that the “incipient nature of the [ABS] the-
matic area, and the importance that the COP has
placed on ABS both in the way guidance is pre-
sented to the GEF and the strong emphasis that
has been given on capacity building at this stage,”
leading to the present ABS initiatives supported by
the GEF “as a discrete and important element of
the GEF biodiversity strategy [that merits its own
program of support.” It goes on to present a broad
focus within the ABS arena, stating that projects
could be supported for

[Stocktaking/assessment addressing] gap
analysis of ABS provisions in existing policies,
laws and regulations, stakeholder identification,
user rights and intellectual property rights, and
assess institutional capacity including research
organizations

[Dlevelopment of a strategy and action plan for
implementation of ABS measures (e.g. policy,
legal, and regulatory frameworks governing
ABS, National Focal Point, Competent National
Authority, Institutional agreements, administra-
tive procedures for Prior Informed Consent (PIC)
and Mutually Agreed Terms (MAT], monitoring
of use of genetic resources, compliance with
legislation and cooperation on trans-boundary
issues)

Building capacity among stakeholders...to nego-
tiate between providers and users of genetic
resources

It added, with regard to technical capacity,

that “countries may consider institutional
capacity-building to carry out research and devel-
opment to add value to their own genetic resources
and traditional knowledge associated with genetic
resources.” [t also committed to support partici-
pationin the ABS Clearing-House mechanism and
to enhance national implementation of the Nagoya
Protocol through regional collaboration.

The NPIF (initially funded in 2011 by Japan,
Norway, Switzerland, the UK, and France] is
defined as “additional to the System for Transpar-
ent Allocation of Resources (STAR).” Its strategy
declares two levels of priorities—one for national
projects and a second for international. With
regard to country-based work, it states three pri-
orities: to “pursue opportunities leading to actual
ABS agreements between users and providers”;
“promote technology transfer and private sector
engagement”; and “[a]llow countries to gain infor-
mation to review capacities and needs on ABS with
focus on existing policies, laws and regulations.”
Globally, its priority is to “support the ratification
and implementation of the NP [Nagoya Protocol],”
and its primary objective was “to facilitate early
entryinto force of the Protocol and create enabling
conditions at national and regional levels forits
implementation.™

Inits May 2014 Council Meeting, the GEF Council,
as Trustee of the NPIF, came to some critical deci-
sions with regard to the NPIF. It decided to extend
the operation of the NPIF to December 31, 2020 for
operational reasons to allow continuation of proj-
ect preparation for and implementation of already
approved projects. Consistent with the May 2011
GEF Council decision on the NPIF, however, the
Council decided that it would not approve any new
project identification form (PIFs) under the NPIF
after June 30, 2014.5 Thus, new ABS projects pro-
posed after June 2014 are funded from the GEF
Trust Fund, either based on STAR allocations or
applying focal area set-asides.

4As described in GEF (2014), 22.
SGEF (2014), 21, note 21.
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Since COP 3in 1995, every CBD COP has adopted at
least one decision providing guidance to the GEF,
as the financial mechanism of the Convention.
Since COP 11, these decisions were supplemented,
often in detail, by comparable decisions of the

CBD COP serving as a meeting of the parties to

the Nagoya Protocol. COP 13's guidance decision
annexes two key documents: the COP’s recom-
mendations for the "Four-Year Framework of
Program Priorities for the Seventh Replenishment
Period (2018-2022) of the Global Environment
Facility Trust Fund” and a new “Consolidated
Guidance to the Financial Mechanism.” The evo-
lution of these decisions over this 22 year period
indicates that the perceived needs identified by
COP 3 continue to be priority concerns of the COP.
In particular, the current guidance reiterates the
COP 3 statement of the need for an increase in the
“number of countries that have adopted legislative,
administrative or policy measures on access and
benefit-sharing.”

ABS issues individually are most directly dis-
cussed in Article 15, paragraph 23, which lists nine
major areas of intervention and seven subareas.
In addition, the consolidated guidance addresses
ATK issues separately, as part of “Article 8(j) and
related provisions” in paragraph 17, emphasizing
the “[ilnclusion of perspectives of [ILCs]...in the
financing of biodiversity and ecosystem services,”
and generally strengthening their involvement

in conservation and the promotion of customary
sustainable use of biodiversity. Other parts of the
consolidated guidance that are apparently rele-
vant to ABS include Articles 11 (“Development and
implementation of innovative measures, including
in the field of economicincentives and those which
assist developing countries to address situations
where opportunity costs are incurred by local
communities and to identify ways and means by
which these can be compensated”); 16 (“Access

to and transfer of technology”), 18 (“technical

and scientific cooperation”), 20 (“Development

and implementation of country-specific resource
mobilization strategies.”), 12 ("Research and train-
ing,”), and 13 (“Public education and awareness”).

In light of the complexity and controversy
surrounding ABS and the basic correlation
between it and the GEF strategy documents, the
GEF-supported ABS projects have appropriately
viewed the CBD and Nagoya Protocol guidance to
the financial mechanism as a primary source of
guidance to its work.

The CBD’s parties have also adopted another
source of guidance that touches on the ABS family
of issues. The Aichi Targets were adopted in CBD
COP 10. They are grouped around five “strategic
goals.” Genetic diversity, traditional knowledge,
and the Nagoya Protocol are directly mentioned in
three targets, each linked to a different strategic
goal:

Target 16—that the Nagoya Protocol be in force
and operational “consistent with national legis-
lation” by 2015.

Target 18—that “the traditional knowledge,
innovations and practices of indigenous and
local communities relevant for the conservation
and sustainable use of biodiversity, and their
customary use of biological resources, are
respected...and fully integrated and reflected

in the implementation of the Convention with
the full and effective participation of indigenous
and local communities, at all relevant levels” by
2020

Target 13—that “the genetic diversity of cul-
tivated plants and farmed and domesticated
animals and of wild relatives...is maintained,
and strategies have been developed and
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implemented for minimizing genetic erosion
and safeguarding their genetic diversity” by
2020.

Although Target 16 was not achieved by 2015,

the “in force” requirement has been met. The
requirement that it be “operational consistent with
national legislation,” however, has proven a much
higher bar, and does not appear to have yet been
achieved.

Regarding Target 18, some interpretation of the
word “respected” may be necessary. However,
the primary measure of achievement will again be
the adoption of national implementing legislation
and its integration with/reflection in “the imple-
mentation of the Convention.” The fact that this
target does not mention or name ABS and/or the
Nagoya Protocol is emblematic of a very import-
ant message—that the rights of indigenous and
local communities, and the issue of “traditional
knowledge” are much broader than the Nagoya
Protocol, so that appropriate measures to address
“traditional knowledge associated with genetic
resources” (herein ATK] alone do not necessarily
address the full range of traditional knowledge
concerns. The Nagoya Protocolincludes separate
provisions that discuss the “genetic resources that
are held by indigenous and local communities”;
however, these provisions address only a portion
of the resources to which ILCs may have legal
rights.

Target 13 is linked to ABS in light of the original
intention of the ABS concept—that it provides

a motivation and incentive for conservation. As
numerous commentators and legal analysts

have noted, the ABS concept’s complexities and
ambiguities have made this linkage very difficult,
troublesome, and time-consuming to implement.®

¢If the goal of the system were solely one of financial
development, an entirely different type of framework

In synthesizing the available strategies and guid-
ance, itis useful to look at how they have evolved
(annex CJ. Annex D provides a comparative listing

of the current range of elements that are included
in the CBD Consolidated Guidance and Aichi Tar-
gets, and how they integrate with the GEF-6 ABS
strategy and the NPIF strategy. Twenty-two years
of priority-based support efforts (both non-GEF
and GEF-funded) have produced a great volume

of usefulinformation, but have not produced
significant progress on the initial priority areas
relating to ABS. Instead, review of the COP guid-
ance documents indicates only an expanded range
of perceived needs. It seems clear that some
aspect(s] of the support strategy and parties’ pri-
orities may have been overlooked, and that the
enhanced achievement of the GEF’s and the par-
ties’ objectives may depend on examination of that
underlying issue.

The strategic guidance available to the GEF Sec-
retariat with regard to support for ABS and for
Nagoya Protocol implementation is abundant,
covering a broad swath of potential areas of action.
Asthe key informants pointed out, however, it
sends a clear message that the parties view the
area as both important and controversial. Thus,
the volume of guidance fulfills two objectives: It
provides fixed priorities, on which to justify project
activities; and it enables country-driven projects
to identify their particular highly individualized
needs and concerns from within the broad range of
specified priorities.

would have been mandated. Accordingly, itis gener-
ally believed that ABS development should resultina
system that provides a motivation for conservation and
that such a motivation will be generated when commu-
nities begin to see benefits from the utilization of their
genetic resources or ATK.
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APPLICATION OF GEF-6 AND COP 13 STRATEGIC
PRIORITIES IN THE GEF-SUPPORTED ABS
PROJECTS

In reviewing key project documents of 37 existing
and proposed ABS projects, an effort was made to
break down the projects according to particular
categories of activities. For various reasons, the
following nine categories were used:

Legislation

Building governmental capacity for legislative
development and implementation

Support to the discovery of “promising com-
pounds” and/or the negotiation/implementation
of “pilot” ABS contracts

Building “stakeholder capacity” and technical
capacity in the provider country

Increasing awareness of stakeholders (i.e., per-
sons not directly involved in the implementation
of ABS frameworks)

Support for ILCs and the protection of ATK
Regional cooperation

Developing a database of genetic resources
and/or ATK

Other

The results of these analyses demonstrate that
the GEF’'s ABS portfolio is carefully adhering to
the priorities set outin the applicable strategy
and guidance documents. The projects show a
balanced and broad coverage of all objectives
stated in the GEF and NPIF strategies, and there
is more than one project activity on every issue
identified in the list of ABS priorities found in CBD
COP 13’s “Consolidated Guidance.” All but one
of the projectsin the portfolio includes either

or both of categories 1 and 2, which address the

priority focus on the development of ABS mea-
sures. The exception is a proposed fund to finance
entrepreneurial activities of stakeholders to add
value to genetic resources (e.g., identification

and development of promising compounds). All
37 projects include at least one of the capacity/
awareness development categories (items 3, 4, 5,
and 6, above). Predictably, the categories found

in the fewest projects are database and regional
development, which are often thought to be the
activities that most countries are not yet ready (or
in some cases willing) to undertake.

Within the GEF ABS portfolio, the NPIF funded 13
projects—1 global, 2 regional, and 10 national.

Two of these—one global and one national—stated
the NPIF's first priority issue [ratification of the
Nagoya Protocol] as their objective.” Regarding
the NPIF’s other priorities, all 13 included some
element of national legislative development and/or
implementation; 62 percent (8 projects] included
elements of the development of stakeholder
capacity, including research and technical capac-
ity, and 69 percent (9 projects] specifically included
one or more elements relating to the negotiation
of ABS agreements or the identification of promis-
ing compounds for purposes of promoting future
agreements.

2.2 The GEF ABS portfolio
RESOURCING

GEF financial resources in support of the Ratifica-
tion and Implementation of the Nagoya Protocol
have come from two sources: the NPIF and the
GEF Trust. Prior to GEF-5, the GEF Trust Fund had
supported five United Nations Environment Pro-
gramme (UNEP]-implemented projects on ABS.

7GEF (2011): “The NPIF will give priority to projects
directly related to the countries’ ability to ratify the
Protocol.”
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Half of the 26 projects funded under GEF-5 were
funded by the NPIF, and the other half by the GEF
Trust Fund. The fund terminated according to its
terms with the end of GEF-5. As noted above, in
May 2014, the GEF Council stated that no new PIFs
would be approved under the NPIF after June 30,
2014.8

The Nagoya Protocol Implementation Fund

Thirteen GEF biodiversity projects have been
funded by the NPIF and all of them are GEF-5
projects. Atotal of $15.7 million was approved for
NPIF projects, with $36.95 million of cofinancing.
Overall, for every dollar the NPIF projects spend,
another $2.57 in cofinancing is acquired.

Project status and project size. According to GEF
records, of the 13 projects, one has been com-
pleted, one is currently under implementation, and
the other 11 (85 percent) have completed their GEF
approval process and are ready to startimple-
mentation.” All 13 are medium-size projects.

Implementing Agencies and executing agen-
cies. As shown in figure 2.1, alL NPIF projects

are implemented by the United Nations Develop-
ment Programme (UNDP; 62 percent] and UNEP
(38 percent]. Sixty-two percent of the projects

(8 projects) are executed by the governments as
executing agencies/partners. Another 15 percent
(two projects) are by multilateral organizations,
one projectis by aninstitute, and the remaining

8GEF (2014), 21, notes that “atits May 2014 Council
Meeting, the GEF Council decided to extend the oper-
ation of the NPIF to December 31, 2020 for operational
reasons to allow continuation of project preparation for
and implementation of already approved projects. Con-
sistent with the May 2011 GEF Council decision on the
NPIF, the Council will not approve new PIFs under the
NPIF after 30 June 2014.”

?Projects which are CEQ approved or CEO endorsed are
considered to have completed their GEF approval pro-
cess and to be ready to start implementation.

FIGURE 2.1 Number of NPIF-funded projects, by
implementing and executing agency type

other, 15%

SOURCE: GEF Project Management Information System.

15 percent [two projects) are being implemented
by others (figure 2.2).

GEF Trust Fund

There are three avenues for use of the GEF Trust
Fund:

m Allocation of funds to individual countries
through the STAR

m Biodiversity set-aside funds
m Fundingvia a nongrantinstrument

The GEF ABS staff reports that STAR funds were
used with all country-based projects supported by
GEF-5.

Under the focal area set-aside in the GEF-5 bio-
diversity strategy, set-aside funds currently not
earmarked were to be used to address supra-
national strategic priorities or to incentivize
countries to make substantive changes in the
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FIGURE 2.2 GEF NPIF funding and cofinancing, by
type of executing agency
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SOURCE: GEF Project Management Information System.

state of biodiversity at the national level through
participation in global, regional, or multicountry
projects. GEF records show that three of the ABS
global projects have been funded under the focal
area set-aside (GEF IDs 4415 and 5731). One of
these provided global workshops for countries
about the ratification of the protocol, and also
enabled the CBD Secretariat (its implementing
agency) to prepare the global level implementation
processes. Under another global project, 24 coun-
tries received individual assistance with national
ABS framework development and implementa-
tion. Biodiversity focal area set-aside funds were
also used in support of six regional projects (GEF
ID 5774). One regional project was funded under
GEF-6 viaanongrantinstrument (GEF ID 9058).

As the time statistics are being developed for this
component of the analysis (June 2017), the portfo-
lio identifies 26 trust-fund biodiversity projectsin
support of ABS since GEF 4 (figure 2.3). A total of
$82.8 million has been approved for ABS-related

projects, with $227.7 million of cofinancing. The
amount of the GEF grantinvested in ABS projects
increased from GEF-4 ($9.4 million) to GEF-5
($42.7 million). To date, $30.79 million has been
allocated to the 8 ABS projectsin GEF-6. Overall,
for every dollar the GEF spends on ABS proj-
ects, another $2.8 in cofinancing is acquired. The
cofinancing leverage ratio for ABS projects has
improved from GEF-4 to GEF-6.

OBJECTIVES, ACTIVITIES, AND INTERVENTIONS

The following briefly summarizes an overview

of the activities and interventions undertaken or
proposed under the 39 ABS projects (through the
NPIF or the GEF Trust Fund).

Project scope and participation

The 39 projects include 29 individual country proj-
ects, 7 regional projects, and 3 global projects.
Figure 2.4 presents regional representation.
Since many countries participated in 2 or 3 of

the projects, it appears that approximately 75
countries were represented in 36 projects that
listed participants. Forty-six of those countries
participated only through regional (and possibly
global) projects. As discussed below, most of the
projects are in early or pre-implementation stages
(figure 2.5).1°

Project activities and interventions

Within the 37 projects and proposals reviewed,
activities cover avery broad range of strategic
options, including more than one project working
on everyissue identified in the list of ABS priorities
found in CBD COP 13's “Consolidated Guidance.”

"WGEF Project Management Information System records
available did not appear complete on this topic. This
study does not systematically update them, only noting
that according to other information, more projects
appear complete and/or in implementation.
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FIGURE 2.3 Number of projects, by implementing Agency and by executing agency types [GEF Trust

Fund)

SOURCE: GEF Project Management Information System.

Priority outcome areas. In considering the scope
of activities represented by the 37 projects, each
project was initially examined to determine what
types of ABS activity were covered within the proj-
ect. As recognition of the fact that the GEF and
NPIF strategic statements on ABS identify only a
few general areas, while the CBD/Nagoya Proto-
col’s “consolidated guidance” identifies a larger
and more specific list, this analysis divided project
activities into the following categories. Figure 2.6
notes the number of projects thatincluded at least
one activity in a particular category.

These results demonstrate that each of the proj-
ects was clearly focused on at least one of the

priority strategic areas governing the GEF’s sup-
portto ABS. Only one of the 37 projects did not
include a specific element addressing the assess-
ment, development, adoption, orimplementation
of the national legislative framework (the first
two categories), and that exception was a project
directed at the establishment of a small-to-me-
dium enterprise development fund in connection
with ABS businesses. In addition, 90 percent of
the national projects (26 of 29) include elements in
support of an objective related to direct commer-
cialinvolvement (category 3).

Half of the 10 regional and global projects do not
include any element of commercial enhancement,

11
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FIGURE 2.4 Distribution of GEF ABS projects by
region
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SOURCE: GEF Project Management Information System.
NOTE: Amounts in parentheses are number of projects.

perhaps reflecting the fact that national commer-
cial developments are felt to be both individual and
confidential.

Predictably, the categories found in the fewest
projects are database and regional development
(categories 7 and 8}, which are often thought to be
the activities that most countries are not yet ready
(orin some cases willing) to undertake. Most of
the regional/global efforts relating to commercial

FIGURE 2.5 Distribution of GEF ABS project
status
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SOURCE: GEF Project Management Information System.
NOTE: Amounts in parentheses are number of projects.

aspects of ABS appearto be focused on ABS con-
tractissues."

Engagement of indigenous peoples. Engagement
of ILCsisanimportant element of the GEF and
CBD strategy instruments discussed above. GEF
projects have recorded particular achievement

in this area, as discussed above. Statistically, a
GEF review of all ABS projects funded pursuant to
GEF-4 and GEF-5 indicated moderate success with
regard to the engagement of indigenous peoples.
All projects recorded some level of engagement,
with 71 percent of projects rated at moderate or
significant levels of achievement.

Gender and equality. Gender issues are also of
particular strategic priority in the GEF. GEF ABS
projects have made strong efforts to support this

""In some countries, all ABS contracts are to be nego-
tiated by designated government agencies, with local
residents participating particularly in the granting of
PIC but alsoin the establishment of mutually agreed
terms. Both groups are included in regional/global
project elements addressing ABS negotiations.
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FIGURE 2.6 Activity distribution of GEF ABS projects
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SOURCE: Project documents.

issue, and as a result, gender considerations were
directly addressed in all project preparatory doc-
uments and approvals. It appears, however, that
in several projects these issues have not been
tracked. This was apparently expected, as those
projects had not set gender disaggregated targets
and indicators. Genetic resources and traditional
knowledge are often considered as areas in which
the women hold a dominant role, soitis possible
that the lack of specific indicators reflects the
expectation that gender-representation will not
presenta problem.

2.3 Project results to date

This section begins with an identification of sev-
eral areas of particular effectiveness and positive
contribution, followed by a summary of the M&E
processes and their results, and then turning

to effectiveness questions regarding the links
between interventions and strategic results.
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SIGNIFICANT PROGRESS

Provider-side motivation and the development of
genetic resources/ATK industries

One of the most important, innovative, and effec-
tive aspects of GEF support to ABS projects is

its work toward enabling and supporting the
development of the ability and willingness of
provider-side countries to identify and develop
promising genetic resources or elements of ATK.
Demonstration of clear, sufficient, and achievable
(monetary or nonmonetary) benefit arising out of
the ABS framework is critical to the sustainability
of the results of each ABS project, and of the global
ABS regime. Arange of projects have evolved that
appear very effective in this direction. Several of
the GEF ABS projects have interpreted the focus
on developing ABS contracts to focus on the goal of
making those relationships sustainable and build-
ing the commercial and technical aspects through

13
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the traditional mechanisms by which all commer-
cial-technical development happens—thatis,

by helping appropriate persons (entrepreneurs,
sectoral groups such as farmers’ alliances, and
ILC development committees, etc.) to see the
opportunity and move forward through the steps
for grasping and developing it. Given that ABS is
stillinits inception, and that it is quite different
from other sources of commercial opportunity,
these projects have found a wide range of areas,
including both ABS elements and commercial
elements, in which GEF assistance can provide the
kinds of support and capacity that might otherwise
be unavailable for those seeking to enter the ABS
world as a sector of activity. These projects are
perceived as a major innovation in approach to
ABS implementation. At present the most effective
ones are undertaken in countries that have already
developed and adopted detailed ABS legislation.™

In some of these projects, the promising resources
have been identified before the project begins, and
the project focuses on additional research and
development (R&D], development of programs for
agricultural multiplication of the resource (to help
eliminate the environmental damage attendant
onwidespread collection in the wild), value addi-
tion, and providing assistance, partnership and
guidance in developing markets for the substance,
arranging long-term supply chains, etc. Serious
thought has been placed on the question of how
these projects are distinguished from “biotrade,”
producing the view that, where a projectincludes a
bioprospecting and/or R&D component regarding
the potential useful properties of the resource,
itis ABS; whereas, whereitis focused on a new
orimproved supply chain for a known biological
material with a known use, it will be considered

2Including Brazil, Colombia, Costa Rica, and Panama.

biotrade.” In another approach, some of these
projects begin with support to processes such

as bioprospecting and R&D, to identify promising
resources. The project then includes processes
for identification and negotiation with users and
other resource-related activities, based on the
assumption that the initial processes are bound to
identify promising compounds.

These specific projects enable concrete results

in addition to contractually committed benefit
sharing. In some, the work focuses on the devel-
opment of local industries, including both direct
users of the resource and industrial processes to
add value toit, and to increase the up-frontincome
produced. As aresult, local employment, training,
and other benefits from the resources are gener-
ated and realized immediately. For these projects,
a key resultis the development of the project
participants’ contractual relationships with mar-
keting and other experts able to help develop

the resource’s market, to help identify potential
users, and to help guide the country in investing
inits market and the industries that will grow
from it. Projects have also provided assistance
with establishing local companies that can enter
into contracts and partnerships with commercial
institutions, distributing the funds received to local
growers (as the price of their crop), to local com-
munities as “benefit sharing,” and in other ways.

Although clearly providing useful experience for
the officials involved in the project, as well as for
those in the community in which the resources
are being harvested and developed, many of these
projects are not viewed as “pilots,” being seen
primarily as “learn-by-doing” assistance to com-
panies and others in organically developing the

BThere are specific funding sources for biotrade in
other GEF programs, so the distinction only provides a
basis for limiting the ABS portfolio, but not to filter other
worthy projects away from funding opportunities.
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necessary operational experience and appropriate
relationships, which will in turn make it potentially
less of a challenge to pursue the next such option
when it arises. Others are emphatically described
as “pilot projects,” indicating that the goal of the
projectis to shortcut the organic process and
create guidance to the next projectin as much
detail as possible, based on the pilot activity. While
the organic approach’s results may sometimes be
taught, its advantage is in its success. A second
wave of companies will normally use their own tal-
ents to find ways to pattern their own development
on the basis of the example they see before them.

This approach has been scaled to meet existing
and developing capabilities, spanning the range
from various forms of value addition (biocollection
and -processing) to and including direct R&D and
implementation by the provider country or compa-
nies and institutions within it. Projects also look at
other methods for making the genetic resources’
role in local livelihoods valuable and sustain-
able, including the development of supply chain
contracts and relationships, and technology and
training for value addition.

This trend is very important and should be encour-
aged and emulated. As such, experiences and
lessons of such projects should be shared to the
extent possible with other project designers. Care
should be taken to identify key issues, elements,
and needs that are found in the advance countries
that are currently achieving so much through
these projects, which appear to be critical to this
success, so that less advanced countries can be
properly “prepared” in advance of such projects.

GEF support to ABS initiatives has made major
contributions to the linkage between ABS and
conservation, and that linkage has contributed
to the equitable rights, welfare, resources, and
needs of ILCs. These linkages are a critical part

of the overall ABS picture. Numerous commenta-
tors have noted that, while it is clear that the ABS
system must function legally and commercially

in order to be meaningful, the conservation and
social welfare/equity linkages are essential. In the
words of one speaker at CBD COP 13, “If the goal
of ABS had been simply to create a new market

in biodiversity-related resources, there are
hundreds of options which would not have been
anywhere near this difficult.” Indisputably, the
objective of ABS is inextricably linked to the CBD'’s
objectivesinthese areas.

Conservation. Anumber of projects included
direct linkage between ABS and conservation
activities, including, for example,

Aproject thatincluded significant activities
designed to conduct and promote conservation
of medicinal plants.

Aproject focused on the application of ABS
principles and national frameworks to support
conservation of threatened or endangered
amphibians and their ecosystems (other proj-
ects propose similar efforts targeting other
species or genera).

A project that includes a specific element
addressing the nature of efforts to ensure that
ABS supports conservation objectives.

Projects expressing the intention to work
directly with national park authorities, as the
nationally designated beneficiaries of ABS
agreements relating to genetic resources col-
lected from the national park.

Specific work focusing on ensuring that bio-
collection does not lead to environmental/
ecosystem damage or unduly deplete the wild
populations of the target species.

In this connection, many of the private sector/
provider-side projects mentioned above, in their
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quest to promote value-addition programs have
developed for agricultural cultivation of the target
in environmental conditions that help ensure that
its valuable genetic properties are replicated.
Such programs are critical for preventing the use
or sampling of these species, damaging ecosys-
tems or threatening/endangering species survival.

Indigenous people involvement. The study has
found that the GEF ABS projects evidence strong
support forindigenous peoples. Statistical anal-
ysis indicates a moderate level of success in
engaging with ILCs. GEF records analyzed the 31
projects approved under GEF-4 and GEF-5, with
regard to their level of involvement of indigenous
peoples, producing the following result as illus-
tratedin figure 2.7.

This statistic represents a high level of involve-
ment, when one remembers that national strategic
priorities regarding ABS continue to identify the
development and implementation of functional,
adoptable national ABS legislative frameworks
as the first mentioned necessity. Given that, in
general, countries have not yet surmounted this
hurdle for basic ABS, it may be unsurprising

that national implementing projects have not yet
considered it timely to turn to the next question—
developing frameworks on ATK and the genetic
resources held by ILCs. That said, however, evi-
dence of success in ILC engagement is apparent
in that nearly half of all projects include specific
provisions addressing the development of ABS for
ILCs, including the following:

m The development of national/subnational
legislative procedures by which ABS imple-
mentation will be addressed differently where
itinvolves genetic resources held by ILCs and/
or traditional knowledge of those peoples or
communities.

m Assistance toone or more ILCs in the devel-
opment of community procedures and plans

relevant to genetic resources and ATK (includ-
ing biodiversity protocol development or other
ABS activities and training).

m Specific assistance with identification, develop-
ment, and/or negotiations regarding promising
genetic resources or ATK.

In this vein, many of the projects mentioned above
are active at the local level, helping to establish
domestic-level partnerships or farmers’ alliances
and to build capacity that will enable them to rep-
resent ILCs in negotiations with users. Some of the
projects have also integrated ILC elements with
critical aspects focused on conservation.

FIGURE 2.7 GEF ABS project engagement with
indigenous peoples

Limited
(7)
23%

Moderate
(19)
61%

SOURCE: GEF Project Management Information System.

NOTE: Significant = projects are designed exclusively to
benefitindigenous peoples, orin which the executing and/
orimplementing agency is an indigenous organization;
moderate = distinct project components and/or subprojects
are focused on benefiting indigenous peoples; limited =
indigenous peoples participated in a few project activities;
other = projects identified ethnic/religious minorities,
marginalized populations or faith-based organizations as
local stakeholders, but did not use term “indigenous peoples.”
Amounts in parentheses are number of projects.
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The GEF support to ABS initiatives also logged
significant assistance to global-level activities,
including in particular efforts to promote the
Nagoya Protocol’s early entry into force, and
supportto the development and coordination of
international infrastructure and mechanisms for
its implementation. Although the target date for
entryinto force was not met, the Nagoya Protocol
entered into force quite rapidly compared with
otherinternational instruments. The project noted
that of 84 percent of the first 50 countries to ratify
the Nagoya Protocol, at least one representative
from each attended the workshops directed at this
objective. While not absolute proof of impact, this
statistic may be significant.

These interventions were also able to support the
development of key international infrastructure
for the implementation of the Nagoya Protocol.
Among these, for example, was the development
of an online portal on the Nagoya Protocol on ABS
for dissemination of relevant information related
to the protocol and its implementation. This portal
isin place.

GENERAL EVALUATIVE RESULTS AND
CHALLENGES

Evaluations conducted, although relatively few in
number, indicate a high level of project success. Of
the projects that have been approved or submitted
from GEF-4 to the present, currently 21 percent
have progressed to a point at which their M&E plan
has necessitated an external evaluation. More
than half of the projects studied would be consid-
ered “program inception” projects. Three of these
projects are focused on “inception” of the ABS
process at various levels. Two of these focused on
Nagoya Protocol ratification. It therefore seems
premature to come to particular conclusions about

project results in general. Hence, this section
provides only a brief overview of early evaluation
results and of the link between project results and
interventions. Figure 2.8 provides information on
the available evaluation materials.

In considering results to date, this study focuses
primarily on the eight external project evaluations
(five terminal evaluations and three midterm
evaluations) within the GEF ABS portfolio. In
addition, project teams have submitted 13 project
implementation reports (PIRs) regarding seven
other projects. Although also reviewed, the study
noted that project implementation reports and
otherinternalreporting was generally spotty and
inconsistent, both in contentand in compliance,
by comparison to the external evaluations, which
were very well done.

The external evaluations reviewed were all con-
ducted by Implementing Agencies (5 by UNEP

and 3 by UNDP). Their findings and conclusions
appeared to be based on sound evidence and anal-
ysis, verified from different sources, and clearly
documented. Quite properly, in terms of their
mandate, all external evaluations addressed their
evaluative criteria'in terms of whether and to
what extent the project completed documents and
other outputs, measuring its interventions against

“E.g., “Strategic relevance... Effectiveness... Likelihood
of impact (based on the project’s “theory of Change)...
[and] Efficiency”; “Achievement of direct outcomes...
[and] Achievement of direct outcomes”; “Sustainability
and replication” (through five subcriteria: financial,
sociopolitical, institutional framework, environmental,
and catalytic role and replication); preparation and
readiness; project implementation and management;
stakeholder participation and public awareness;
country ownership and drivenness; gender and equity;
financial planning and management; implementing
agency supervision and backstopping; and monitoring
and evaluation.
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FIGURE 2.8 Number and type of available evaluation documents for GEF ABS projects, by GEF period of

project approval
Number
16
B GEF-4 (5 projects) B GEF-5 (26 projects)
12
8
4
Terminal Midterm
evaluation/report evaluation/report
(externall (external)

SOURCE: GEF Project Management Information System.

indicators and targets, and casting an evaluative
eye over the question of whether those targets and
indicators were SMART.™®

M&E planning and sharing

Many evaluations noted challenges relating to the
projects’ M&E plans and theirimplementation.

In light of the well recognized incipient nature of
ABS (i.e., thatitis a new concept at the intersec-
tion of conservation and legal measures), there

is a lack of a generally accepted solution to the
numerous problems to be addressed through
project assistance. Although project documents
and their approval processes clearly evidence
careful thought about approaches and implemen-
tation, the current interventions place insufficient
emphasis on the need to double-check progress
and to consider other projects’ experiences from
an early pointand on a regular basis thereafter.
To date, the lessons learned in evaluated projects
have notyet been widely shared, although the
external evaluations contain findings and recom-
mendations that could be of particular value to

SSpecific, measurable, achievable, relevant, and
time-bound.

project midterm report (internal)

B GEF-6 (6 proposals)

No evaluation
documents available
on the PMIS

Project
implementation report/

projects that are currently being implemented,
and those that have not yet begun implementation.

Strengthening project M&E and placing greater
insistence on early competent data collection/
review, the timely and complete compliance with
M&E requirements could return rewards not only
for projects that are able to reorient their own
work on the basis of a midterm evaluation or PIR,
but for other projects as well, including those not
funded by the GEF that could learn from shared

experiences.
Statistical information on evaluation results

With regard to performance and outputs, reviewed
projects were generally found to have achieved a
satisfactory or highly satisfactory level of perfor-
mance (table 2.1).

Ratings of “unsatisfactory” and “moderately
unsatisfactory” appeared rarely. Where used,
they may have drawn down the overall averages
somewhat inappropriately, given that these were
primarily “do-better” ratings, found in midterm
evaluations. There were two exceptions. Terminal
evaluation ratings below satisfactory occurred
only twice: once where unaddressed political
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TABLE 2.1 Project performance ratingsin the first eight external evaluations

Issue

Strategic relevance

Achievement of outputs

Timeliness

Quality and usefulness of the project’s outputs to date
Progress

Effectiveness (likelihood of achieving outcomes)
Sustainability

Catalytic role and replication

Efficiency

Preparation and readiness

Project implementation and management
Stakeholder participation and public awareness
Country ownership and drivenness

Gender and equality

Financial planning and management

Implementing Agency supervision, guidance, and technical backstopping

M&E
SOURCE: GEF Project Management Information System.

No. of evaluations  Average rating
7 4.9
4.6
2.0
5.0
4.0
3.5
4.3
4.2
4.4
3.6
4.5
4.5
4.5
3.6
4.3
4.7
3.8

o N N0 NN NN N o oo 00 s = o

NOTE: Ratings used a six-point standard: 6 = highly satisfactory; 5 = satisfactory; 4 = moderately satisfactory; 3 =moderately

unsatisfactory; 2 = unsatisfactory; 1 = highly unsatisfactory.

processes in participating countries prevented
most project activities planned for that country,
and the other where country-drivenness was
doubted because “the project had no institutional
ownership” beyond certain officials.

As noted above, although targets and indicators
were SMART, they leave room for doubt regarding
what exactly they indicate and how they relate to
the project outcomes, particularly where regional
and global projects operated through workshops.
Other challenges, especially relating to how
evaluations addressed sustainability, are further
discussed below.

PROJECT RELEVANCE

The projects in the GEF's ABS portfolio are very
relevant to the GEF and NPIF strategic priorities,

as well as the priorities identified in the CBD's
consolidated guidance on ABS. In addition, project
documents and evaluation materials demonstrate
that the projects are also relevant to national
priorities with regard to ABS. Relevance is more
difficult to assess with regard to regional and
global projects, where the alignment and similar-
ity among participating countries is unclear. Given
that many such projects involved a relatively small
amount of work at national level, the evaluation of
relevance was often expressed in terms of a par-
ticular national participant’s commitment to ABS.
Evenin this context, however, global and regional
projects appear very relevant to both GEF/NPIF
strategic priorities and CBD/Nagoya Protocol
priorities.

This alignment of national and international ABS
priorities is particularly noteworthy given the
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earlier finding that at least 75 countries had been
direct participantsin one or more of the GEF ABS
projects.

FRAMEWORK DEVELOPMENT

Nearly every project or proposal includes specific
elements directed at the assessment, revision,
drafting, and or institutional implementation of
ABS measures, in keeping with the fact that this
has been a top priority of both the CBD guidance
and the GEF strategy since 1995. The targets and
indicators used with regard to this element are
increasingly SMART. For example, recognizing
that actual government enactment or adoption

of framework elements may take years and be
manifestly unpredictable, relatively few projects
incorporated “enactment,” “adoption,” or “imple-
mentation” of ABS measures as an expected
output, instead focusing on what the project can
provably complete—specifically, the completion of
adraftinstrument, or, in one regional project, of a
“national roadmap” to framework development for
each country.

Challenges relating to framework development
activities arose in three primary areas.

Funding and budgeting challenges. The scal-
ing back of project targets appears to have led
to some confusion. Questioning the funding
amounts for a national project that proposed to
develop specific framework elements identi-
fied by the country as major needs, the project
approval process cited a regional project that
also declared a framework objective—noting
thatitachieved its objective on a much smaller
allocation per country. That regional project’s
framework target, however, had been the
development of a national roadmap with the
agreement of project counterparts—a much
lesser achievement. In this connection, itis
notable that nearly 70 percent of interviewees

noted that the amount of project funding they
received for framework development was rel-
atively smallin comparison to the task (to put

it mildly). One project manager stated that the
amount allocated for this outcome area was at
most enough to hold one meeting of relevant
government officials already in town for ini-
tial discussions. Some project staff described
such funding as “seed money,” expressing the
hope that other donors would more adequately
support legislative work. Others were less
sanguine, believing that sufficient funding for
national ABS legislative development will never
be provided. Still others simply acknowledge
that they will have to (1) hold meetings with
lower level staff, (2) hire fewer consultants who
are both and less expensive and less experi-
enced, and (3] accept the fact that ABS projects
will not produce useful progress toward legis-
lative framework development.

Unadopted drafts. In alarge number of projects,
the country already had draft measures, often
prepared by a former project, that have never
been adopted. This fact may give rise to sus-
tainability concerns as discussed below. Such
situations may arise from a number of causes;
however, the large number of them is sugges-
tive of the possibility that ABS frameworks
pose particular challenges not addressed by
previous projects. None of the GEF project doc-
uments reviewed addressed the reasons the
previous project’s output had not succeeded, or
what processes the current project proposed to
avoid these pitfalls.’

Templates and national participation. The offer-
ing of templates, based on one or a few existing
national frameworks was also mentioned as

“ A review of available documents showed that they
assumed the same risks and needs as the relevant GEF
project had.
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problematic. Although the idea (a model doc-
ument that can be adopted with at most a bit

of “tweaking” by national experts) appeals ini-
tially, the attempts to use such templates have
produced the majority of the unadopted legisla-
tion in national desk drawers." In GEF projects,
templates and generic advice were rarely pro-
vided, except by project non-GEF partners or
consultants.

Tied to the templates challenge, however, is a
problem identified by a number of question-
naire respondents—the need to clarify the
roles of international and national consultants
and advisers. Although project designs appear
to call for the hiring of global and/or regional
legislative advisers as well as local experts,
projectimplementation often neither requires
nor enables direct collaborative work between
the two, in part as a result of the diminishing
amount of actual funding available. Increas-
ingly, national counterparts are appointed as
“in-kind” contributions, and are often relatively
low-level employees of the government or part-
ner institution with full portfolios who are given
the counterpart responsibility as an additional
uncompensated task. This may convertinterna-
tional consultants/advisers into draftsmen who
never have the in-country opportunity to talk to
legislative and parliamentary personnel who
can provide the guidance needed to maximize
the draft framework’s acceptability. As a result,
many such consultants, lacking the necessary
tools, turn to available “templates” and produce

'7In addition to project documents, the study noted that
the GEF’'s 2005 Biosafety Capacity-Building Program
applied this “template assumption,” having convened
ateam of academics to prepare the templates (model
laws and administrative documents). Few of the 148
countries within the program have yet adopted legisla-
tion although nearly all projects submitted drafts based
on these templates.

documents that may not ever be acceptable to
the relevant officials. The current approach to
national counterpart selection also decreases
the counterpart’s ability to serve as a postproj-
ect expert on and legislative/administrative
champion for project outputs.

These three factors are acknowledged to have
been found in previous and non-GEF projects.
Given the nature of this desk study, it is not pos-
sible to determine whether these factors are
generally presentinthe reviewed projects. In
interviews and questionnaire responses, all three
have been suggested with regard to particular
individual projects, as noted above.

PROMISING RESOURCE IDENTIFICATION,
UTILIZATION, AND DEVELOPMENT

As noted above, one of the early crowning achieve-
ments has been its work in the area of building
capacity for, and direct assistance with, the iden-
tification of promising genetic resources and ATK,
adding value to it prior to transaction, as well as
negotiating for (oritself undertaking) the utiliza-
tion and development of such resources. This work
is strongly relevant to the various strategic man-
dates of the GEF ABS initiatives, as described in
Part |, above, including the GEF/NPIF strategy and
the CBD guidance. All project proposals included
some direct aspect of work on this aspect of ABS
arrangements, ranging from preparation of the
government and other stakeholders to participate
in the negotiation of contract, permits, PIC and
mutually agreed terms, through to direct assis-
tance with actual ongoing negotiations and/or
R&D.

CAPACITY, AWARENESS, AND THE USE OF
WORKSHOPS

Capacity building is the third major element of all
of the strategic priority sources mandating the
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program’s work. As such it is intensely import-
ant. Indeed, the development of “actual durable
domestic ABS framework implementation capac-
ity” in provider countries is recognized as the
most important key need, in order for the ABS
regime to exist and function without ongoing
external support. For purposes of project (and
international regime] sustainability, itis essential
that, once each projectis finished, the country
will have sufficient domestic ABS capacity so that
itwill no longer need to rely on externally sup-
ported (foreign/international) expertise or other
support forits system. Evaluations and other
input also bear out the conclusion that in many
projects stated capacity-building objectives were
not met by the project, although often, “capac-

ity self-assessment” in connection with those
projects apparently indicated that capacity and
awareness have increased over project baselines.

As discussed above, this study has identified
projects that have taken a positive step toward
the development of long-term capacity, through
the development of local value addition or direct
domestic utilization of genetic resources and/
or ATK through a local or parastatal company. In
such projects, “organic” capacity is built through
mechanisms familiar in other enterprise devel-
opment contexts. Project participants will either
branch out providing market examples to be
emulated or directly share expertise with other
ventures. These projects have also emphasized
the establishment of durable contacts between
the enterprise and foreign ventures and experts,
who in the future could provide similar services by
contract.

The GEF ABS portfolio has effectively included
capacity-building elements in all projects; how-
ever, interviews and other input received suggest
that the (often unstated) objective of actual, dura-
ble professional capacity-building may not be

adequately achieved through the implementation
of these project elements.

The study came to several specific findings in this
area, indicating six particular areas of potential
challenge.

Several project participants indicated their expec-
tation that they will seek and obtain external help
in the event that future ABS projects are proposed
and negotiated in the future, despite the project
goal that the country would be able to handle such
situations by itself following project completion.
Similarly, even where the national counterparts
believed that the project had produced “adoptable”
national ABS legislation, most of them stated that
future international assistance would be needed
to prepare regulations, forms, guidelines, and
procedures forits implementation, and to address
challenges and questions, in addition to the expec-
tation of foreign assistance with the negotiation

of ABS agreements and mutually agreed terms.

In several countries where a project provided
support for a country’s negotiation of “pilot” ABS
contracts and mutually agreed terms, national
counterparts again indicated that they do not feel
prepared to undertake these tasks in future. One
possible factor to be considered was mentioned in
two interviews: that national actors, who in their
professional capacity were to take responsibility
for ABS activities in the future, were not always
included in project activities. As one interviewee
noted, “Most of the work was done when my col-

leagues and | were not even present.”

ABSis clearly a complexissue thatis not well
understood. National project participants some-
times complain that project proponents appear to
expect the country to eliminate its complexities by
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fiat—placing heavy emphasis on the requirement
that consultants and counterparts produce leg-
islation, contracts, forms, guidelines, and other
materials that are expressed in “simplified terms”
and translated into local languages. Regrettably,
however, one cannot convert a difficult concept
into a simple one simply by declaring that it must
be “simplified.” No matter what is done to “sim-
plify” national ABS frameworks of the provider
country, the simplified documents and descrip-
tions will at best hide, but not eliminate, the
complex challenges of ABS implementation. Thus,
the order to simplify the framework will usually
exacerbate, rather than eliminate, the capacity
challenge.

External evaluations, interviews, and question-
naire responses have all suggested the need to
reconsider the manner in which workshops have
been used in ABS project work. Thisissue is
closely linked to the need for projects to disambig-
uate “capacity building” and “awareness raising.”

Blurred distinction between capacity building
and awareness raising. Input from a range of
sources indicates that there is a significant need to
disambiguate the concepts of “capacity-building”
and “awareness-raising” for purposes of proj-
ectimplementation,'® particularly with regard

to workshops. In general, when addressing the
subject of capacity, many interviewees and other
respondents characterized project-provided
“capacity-building” (especially where provided
through partner non-GEF project workshops) as
“really not useful —just more awareness raising.”

'®*Most of the interviewees and others who raised this
issue were quick to note that the problem was not cre-
ated by the GEF, but first arose in other international
ABS projects and has become more general.

Some project documents support the allegation
that “awareness” has come to be misunderstood
as a kind of capacity, and awareness-raising activ-
ities have come to be viewed as ways to satisfy
capacity-building objectives. In most, however,

a priority for building “true” domestic capacity

is clearly evident, suggesting that the reported
blurring of the distinction is tactical (a product

of implementation factors), rather than strate-
gic. Evaluations indicate that there may be other
forces at work converting capacity building into
“mere” awareness raising. For example, proj-
ects that are designed around a series of staged
capacity-building workshops are thwarted when
the national representatives are selected by offi-
cial processes that send a different person to each
of the subsequent workshops in the series, while
sending the same person who participated in the
first workshop to the more specialized second
workshop would better prepare the participant for
it.

This challenge is closely tied to the importance
of determining whether one’s goal is awareness
raising or capacity building. At the highest level,
participationin a workshop or other side-events
might enable the enhancement of awareness

of the ABS concept for targeted groups such as
ministers and parliamentarians. Given the need
to build national support for ABS, this work is
important but difficult. High-level officials rarely
have time for even a half-day workshop on ABS.
Unless the issue can be brought before them at
another international event attracting the partic-
ipation of high-level officials from a great many
countries, such officials are normally available
only for in-office meetings.

Projects within the GEF ABS portfolio include
capacity developmentin four categories— building
durable ABS implementation capacity, targeted
awareness raising, building the necessary
capacity for specific project implementation, and

23



24

BIODIVERSITY FOCAL AREA STUDY

general awareness raising.” Given limited funds
and manpower, coupled with the fact that GEF
ABS projects are conducted over Syears or less,
projects are designed to give the greatest attention
to the first of these, leaving generic awareness
raising as a postproject responsibility of national
officials whose capacity has been built.

Questions about cost-effectiveness and econ-
omies of scale. Evaluations, interviews, and
otherinputsindicated some questions about the
effectiveness of workshops in ABS projects, par-
ticularly where conducted at the global or regional
level, or when aworkshop is intended to bring
together selected individuals from locations and
institutions throughout the country. Similarly, the
use of workshops as “economies of scale” has
been unsuccessful, particularly where the various
participating countries and entities are at vary-
ing levels of ABS advancement. Evaluations have
noted (and interview results support] that even
workshops that are too basic to provide useful
guidance and ideas for their more advanced par-
ticipating countries have been pitched at a level
that is beyond what less advanced participants can
absorbor use.

One question that frequently arose relates to the
“representativeness” of project activities, par-
ticipants, outcomes, and outputs. It arose most
prominently in discussions of workshops and

the “economies-of-scale” approach. The goal of
broadening the coverage of ABS activities often
conflicts with more practical concerns, as proj-
ects are squeezed by budgets that limit the size of
workshops, expert groups, and other activities.

The CBD Secretariat has produced a detailed taxon-
omy of ABS capacity-building needs, which specifically
includes awareness raising as one category of capacity
building, but emphasized the importance of the other
three types of capacity building mentioned.

With the goals of “reaching out to a significant
range of people...broadening everyone’s under-
standing of ABS, and doing it in a relatively short
period of time,” projects sought cost-effective
options—especially tracking the number of each
“type” of stakeholder participating in project
activities. Inevitably, this focus appears to have
led to aninvitation process designed to ensure
that every type of stakeholder was represented

in each particular event or meeting. Unfortu-
nately, despite the organizers perception of them
as representing this group, such “representa-
tives” usually do not (and may not be able to for
numerous practical reasons) make any attempt
to investigate the views of other members of the
group or make any serious attempt to pass along
knowledge and perspectives from the meeting to
the groups they purportedly represent. Such rep-
resentative approaches resultin only one or a few
persons representing all indigenous peoples or all
ABS-related officials and agencies in their country
or subnational jurisdiction.?

The impacts of presumed representativeness are
extensive and to some degree invisible. For exam-
ple, many project consultants are contracted to
prepare documents and reports solely on the basis
of desk study. As such, the workshop recordings
or notes take on a major importance as a substi-
tute for the necessary consultation of experts in
the country to identify critical challenges as well
as the posture of the country with regard to ABS.
This suggests that the entire tenor of the project’s

20Every person who mentioned this concern noted that
the problem is not limited to GEF projects and was in
fact more acute in ABS projects sponsored by non-GEF
donors, which are sometimes thought to be promoting
a particular agenda that may be at odds with the views
of some stakeholders. The interviewees appealed to the
GEF's intention of impartiality in these matters.
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outcomes may be affected by a nonrepresentative
selection of stakeholders.?'

Another aspect of the “representativeness” chal-
lenge relates to project activities that may be
considered “representative.” For example, many
ABS projects propose “pilot” activities on the basis
of their representativeness, presumably assuming
that the documents and experience of one of these
will create a more effective model for similar
activities. For example, one project proposed to
support the negotiation of four representative ABS
arrangements: one involving “noncommercial:
conservation,” one involving a “commercial use
(biotrade),” one involving a “commercial use (value
chain) and one involving the “merger of scientific
and traditional knowledge.” These activities were
expected to produce, in addition to the four final
agreements “informative material and cross shar-
ing events to disseminate lessons learned in the
demo pilots.” Here also, the assumption that one
non-commercial use negotiation will produce an
appropriate template for others, etc., essentially
ignores the representativeness challenges posed
by other facts (for example, the possibility that the
user in the next noncommercial transaction, even
a similar type of user,?? may have other intentions,
such as precommercial screening).

“'Project documents and evaluations also note that
workshops serve a reverse purpose, as enabling mech-
anisms for improved project targeting: “Meeting large
groups of country representatives during workshops
allowed project management to identify and understand
trends in countries’ thinking, to identify interventions
that could help to unlock processes inindividual coun-
tries, and to develop a framework and the networks
necessary for effective follow-up.” Representativeness
problems affect this aspect of workshops too.

2]t is generally believed that research by university
students is noncommercial; however, some universities
have begun to supplement their research budgets by
offering access to student collected material, at a price.

Regarding the need for durable institutional
capacity toimplement national ABS frame-
works, some information (evaluation, interviews,
and document review) indicate a problem with
prematurely undertaking particular kinds of
capacity-building efforts. These concerns were
most emphatic, for instance, for projects that
propose or have undertaken capacity building on
the implementation of project-drafted framework
documents that have not been formally adopted
by the legislative or administrative body with

that responsibility. Given the time and process
involved, it is quite likely that any such documents
will be drastically altered before adoption, so that
premature training may instruct participants to
take actions that are not required, or even that are
specifically excluded. In addition, as noted above,
the experience of previous projects suggests that
thereis at best no guarantee that project-drafted
documents will ever leave the desk of the national
project counterpart.

In addition, interviewees have noted that the

most effective institutional/professional capac-
ity building happens where properly chosen
national counterparts are active in the framework
development and agreement notification pro-
cesses—something that often does not happenin
practice because of a variety of factors.

A potentially serious ABS capacity challenge
raised by a few commenters arises out of the need
forarange of separate and relatively distinct
types of expertise, including, for example, experts
in market analysis and development; strategic
contract negotiation, economics, resource valua-
tion, and value addition; scientific issues and R&D
systems; industrial engineering and technology
transfer; development of policy and legisla-

tion; and community development. Although
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the capacity building elements of projects are
designed around the provision of these types of
expertise, in practice the selection of expertsis
more influenced by limited budgets and the proj-
ect’s ability to find a single expert who will agree
to advise on all of these aspects. Such choices may
be defeating the efficacy of those project designs.

OTHER GENERAL PERFORMANCE CHALLENGES

At the performance level, other challenges have
been identified particularly by evaluations. In
these areas, this report notes or reiterates three
basic challenges that could, if addressed directly,
provide a basis for significant assistance to the
designers and implementing staff of future proj-
ects: timeliness, national ownership/commitment,
and participation.

Evaluations noted both project and political factors
that impact project time schedules. One recur-
rent comment indicates that some timeliness
challenges arise due to changes in attitudes, pri-
orities, and personnel between the initial project
design meetings and the actual commencement

of the project. Evaluators suggest that project
schedules should include a formal “project design
and inception” phase, described as a thorough
postapproval reassessment of the participating
countries’ and agencies’ capacity and readiness

to implement the project, based on in-depth con-
sultations with potential participating countries
and other partnersin order for the project team to
gain a clear understanding of the capacities and
needs involved. Beyond this, virtually every project
report or evaluation and most interviewees have
noted that projects have generally gotten off to
slow starts.

Some of these challenges arose out of faulty
chronological predictions used in the design of

most ABS projects. Nearly all evaluative docu-
ments, including PIRs, have indicated that the
project design assumed that a legislative drafting
and/or adoption component could be completed
within the projects term. Project designers (pre-
sumably not legislative experts) assume that the
drafting of ABS measures is a relatively simple
matter of following the examples of other coun-
tries, and that once a draft policy, law, regulation,
or other document is submitted, national adop-
tion will occur posthaste, so long as the country’s
legislators have proper awareness of ABS. These
assumptions are often not justified.??

Another challenge relates to political shifts that
lead to impacts on the level of national commit-
ment to the project. Even where an implementing
agency expressed fervent supportin the prepa-
ration stage, that same agency later began to
back-pedal, especially on timing, stating that the
legislative/regulatory process “has taken longer
than expected because this would be the agency’s
first access to genetic resources contract for com-
mercial purposes.” Political assurances may shift
and are apparently always more time consuming
to obtain than was originally promised. These
factors have frequently arisen in the projects eval-
uated to date.

BFirst, the particular needs and methods involved in
the drafting of ABS legislative instruments are not
generally agreed. Few, if any, developing countries are
willing to declare that their national ABS frameworks
have solved the ABS legislative conundrums that have
prevented many countries from adopting any ABS legis-
lation at all. Second, by nature, legislative development
consultancies are nearly always the beginning of a
multiyear legislative process, involving detailed consid-
eration of the “enactability” of the draft, as well as the
politicalimpact of the options chosen in it.
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The range of stakeholders potentially impacted
by ABS/Nagoya Protocol implementation is
extremely broad—spanning the gambit from mul-
tinational corporations, foreign governments,
and institutions through numerous government
officials and agencies to local communities and
indigenous peoples with little contact beyond their
neighbors. ABSis a classic example of a purport-
edly unifying issue that gives rise to a broad range
of differing perspectives, as every stakeholder
group, and every person or community within that
group, may have a completely different view of the
key ABS concepts, objectives, and issues.

2.4 Project design challenges

All of the projects reviewed appear to have been
very carefully crafted. Anumber of them have
demonstrated positive approaches and appear
to be ontrack to deliver important and valuable
contributions to the overall goal of establishing

a functional ABS framework internationally and
within each country. Anumber of factors appear
to be pressuring project designers, leading to
three potential areas of challenge: sustainability;
the interlinkage among project activities; and the
reliance on catalytic effects and expectations of
“economies of scale.”

PROJECT SUSTAINABILITY

Project design and evaluation may not be inter-
preting the issue of project sustainability in an
appropriate way. Built on the basis of identified
“risk factors,” these documents properly indi-
cate that sustainability is linked to governmental
acceptance and support for the ABS concept.
(E.g., “The long term solution is the establishment
of a comprehensive national legal, political, reg-
ulatory and institutional framework coupled with
targeted capacity building and awareness raising

interventions to foster an environment in which
access and benefit sharing can be given effect.”)
They then suggest that sustainability will turn on
framework adoption, implying that this neces-
sitates a lobbying/follow-up process “to make
sure that the framework is adopted.” Nearly every
projectincludes a statement that if a framework
is created, capacity is built, and benefit sharing
occurs, then the country will functionally imple-
ment ABS.?

A key element mentioned by many is the fact that

a project produces benefit sharing. These docu-
ments do not generally identify a basic component
of the GEF's approach to project sustainabil-
ity—the expectation that each country will have
financial responsibility for whatever postproject
implementation occurs. The GEF is not expected to
provide operating funds for long-term framework
implementation.

After a framework development project, then, the
national parliamentary body has two options, (1)
to adopt and provide budgetary allocation for the
implementation of a framework or (2] to leave the
framework unadopted. The factors in this decision
are overwhelmingly financial. If the frame-

work has been developed in a way that makes it
cost-free or self-supporting to implement, it will
stand a good chance of adoption. This happens if
the fees connected with the relevant processes
appear sufficient to cover the administrative

%This seems unrealistic, in light of the relatively
uniform commitment to the Nagoya Protocol and its
implementation expressed by developing countries.
When coupled with the fact noted above that most proj-
ect countries appear to have at least one unadopted ABS
framework, there are still only 34 countries that have
submitted ABS frameworks to the ABS Clearing-House
and only 16 that have established checkpoints (another
requirement of the Nagoya Protocol).
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costs.® Where the law’s implementation will
require additional funding, then a key factorina
parliament’s decision is not simply whether the
framework will produce benefits, but whether
those benefits will be clearly sufficient in amount
or nature, to justify the necessary budgetary allo-
cation. Such statements must do more than echo
rhetoric that has been reiterated continually since
around 1992 and is losing credibility.?¢ National
projects need to not only show a benefit, but to
show that the benefit is significant. Until recently,
this has been problematic—ABS contracts have
generally produced minimal benefits, sometimes
described as “pocket change.”

In this connection, the projects described

above show great promise. Credible examples
are provided of ABS implementation that jus-

tify national budgetary commitment. Some of
these projects are developing nationally based
operations for bioprospecting, biocollection,
agricultural multiplication, value addition, and/
ordirect utilization of genetic resources, with the
goal of finding a way to ensure that ABS gener-
ates sufficient concrete benefits (including jobs,
training, and monetary benefits) to justify national
commitment of funds and personnel to its imple-
mentation. Although they have not stated itas a
goal, these projects may help address the sustain-
ability challenge.

%This factor depends on a realistic indication that some
applications will actually be submitted, since every
framework implementation processincurs administra-
tive costs before any application has been received.

%|n the words of one interviewee, governments and
communities are expected to believe “pie-in-the-sky”
promises that future benefit-sharing will materialize
and that the amounts received will be substantial. Faced
with 25 years of “someday soon,” governments have
proven a bit skeptical and need more convincing before
adopting and deciding to implement an ABS framework.

PROJECT ACTIVITIES PRECONDITIONED ON
ONE ANOTHER

One of the problems arising in the vast majority of
projectsis the countries’ desire to pack projects,
so that they include many if not all possible steps
identified in the GEF and NPIF strategies as well
asinthe CBD Consolidated Guidance. The design
challenge here is a balance between opposing
forces. Onthe one hand, ABS advocates are uncer-
tain that the country will everinclude another
ABS projectinits STAR allocation decision. On the
other hand, as noted in the preceding section, ABS
advocates generally feel that the ABS concept will
gain national support only if and when it is shown
to produce benefits. Taken together, these fac-
tors create pressure to design a project by which
the country will get everything it will ever need in
order to implement ABSzincluding the receipt of
benefits—within a single project. Figure 2.9 shows
the level of packing encountered in some projects.

For example, one project included the following
category outputs:

Work toward for the development of national
ABS laws

Implementing regulations for those laws

Sui generis legislation to address and imple-
ment the protection of ATK and the rights of
indigenous and local communities

Funding mechanisms

The coordination of the adoption of biocultural
protocols by ILCs

Ethical codes relating to bioprospecting and
ABS

R&D/utilization of genetic resources/ATK

Monitoring procedures
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FIGURE 2.9 Number of ABS outcome categories addressed by GEF projects (percentage distribution)
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NOTE: The ABS outcome categories referenced here are the nine categories listed in figure 2.6. Details do not sum to 100 percent,

as projects can be in multiple categories.

m Checkpoints

® Forms and model instruments to better enable
implementation of the foregoing list

Any of these nine items might alone be a challeng-
ing task for a single project. In the above project,
they are joined by several other activities in other
categories.

The consequences of heavily packed projects are
more serious than the relatively benign ones of
increased possibility of not completing all tasks or
running over time:

m Projects may identify broad objectives, but
include relatively minimal performances in
each area. When subsequent projects are
proposed, their funding is requested based on
the previous project’s expansive objectives,
addressed in more countries for little cost.

m Challenges relating to the sufficiency of fund-
ing for key activities may be enhanced, where

the project has committed to achieving a large
number of tasks.

® Inorder to complete a large number of activities
in a relatively short time, projects may com-
mence “later steps” before the previous steps
have been completed, or even well started (e.g.,
commencing the development of regulatory
procedures, and even capacity building for their
implementation—activities that are premature
until the primary framework legislation has
been formally enacted or adopted—before that
legislation has been drafted, or even outlined).
These activities waste project resources in
order to meet project deadlines.

m Producinginconsistent outputs that cannot all
be adopted, sometimes leading national offi-
cials to decide not to adopt any of them.

ECONOMIES OF SCALE AND RETURN PROJECTS

One challenge noted in the review of projects
and confirmed in interviews relates to the use
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of regional and global projects under which the
project will work to create national frameworks

in many countries. In addition to their regional or
global elements, such projects generally include a
primary focus on national Nagoya Protocolimple-
mentation in participating countries. Upon closer
examination, however, the decision to undertake
nationally oriented activities through a multicoun-
try projectis not clearly understood. In all cases,
the project countries span a wide range froma
high level of ABS implementation and experience
tovirtually none. Participants in these projects
note that the higher-level countries are expected
to influence the others by sharing experience. It

is not clear which, if any, of the project countries
benefits from this interaction.?’

2.5 Sharing lessons

The GEF ABS initiatives, possibly in coordination
with the CBD Secretariat, may be well placed to
advocate and support the broad sharing of lessons
and outputs that can be of significant assistance

to all efforts to implement the Nagoya Protocol.
Examination of the sharing of experiences among
countries and projects indicates that this is an
areain which there may be room for improvement.
While external evaluations have identified some
important lessons, those evaluations have been
delayed and thus far have not been shared. In
some cases, they have not even been available to
the GEF-Independent Evaluation Office. Although
afew project participants and staff interviewed for

?"Evaluations indicated that regional project design did
not recognize “the significant disparity in the capacities
of the participating countries to absorb project inputs
and actually deliver outputs.” As one evaluation noted,
“itwas difficult for a regional project to even develop
awork plan that was appropriate for all participating
countries because the differences among them with
respect to understanding of ABS and capacity for imple-
menting it were so great.”

this study noted having received shared outputs
from other projects, including both GEF projects
and non-GEF projects (GEF partner projects),?®
others indicated that they received no such offers
of shared information and lessons.

PURSUING REPLICABILITY: TEMPLATES,
MODELS, AND PILOTS

The concept of developing project outcomes into
templates and models for future projects may

be premature at this point. Within the GEF ABS
projects, this issue arises under the heading of
“replicability.” Many ABS projects and propos-

als forintercountry sharing of lessons are built
around the idea that a project’s outcomes will

be recast as “templates” or “models” for future
development of similar outcomes, and “pilots” to
guide future similar projects. ABS officials and
commentators, however, are quick to note the
number of national programs that were developed
modeled closely on the legislation of early lionized
“model” countries (such as Costa Rica and the
Philippines). Most such model-based legislation is
either unadopted or nonfunctional today. Similarly,
in the past a few companies have publicly touted
their ABS agreements with developing countries
orindigenous communities; however, these con-
tracts are now generally recognized as having
failed rather dramatically.?’ Several projects

2Primarily, the GIZ's (German Agency for Interna-
tional Cooperation’s) ABS Initiative, established in

2006 and originally focused on Africa, has been a direct
participantin several GEF ABS projects. It has also
undertaken projects under other support from a variety
of countries and agencies. That project has operated
numerous multicountry projects, developed question-
naires and summaries, and designed to serve as ABS
models and working tools in all countries. Many of those
documents have been provided to some of the GEF
projects.

?See, e.g., the Teff Agreement with Ethiopia, and the
Hoodia contracts with the San people in southern
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clearly state their intention that some project ele-
ments will be developed into replicable models for
use throughout the country, and in some cases for
sharing with other countries. A frequent example
of this thinking arises in the context of biocultural
protocols addressing ABS elements. Investigating
these, the study was not able to unearth any spe-
cific examples of proven success in the application
of biocultural protocols in ABS negotiations, but is
aware of failures.

REGIONAL AND OTHER INTERGOVERNMENTAL
COOPERATION

Sixteen percent of projects (6 of 37) include an
element of regional and intergovernmental
collaboration. Several others specifically men-
tioned the desire to open discussions and share
information at the regional level. Few of these
regional activities were directed at formally
negotiating regional measures and agreements.
Rather, nearly all focused on mutually supportive
information-sharing and other cooperation. Most
project documents recognize the need to avoid
the “race to the bottom” that will result if states
do not emphasize cooperation. As noted, the GEF
ABS initiatives have also had a major influence
on international cooperation, through NPIF (and
other] projects that focused on, among other
things, supporting the development of an ABS
capacity-building portal and other international
cooperation mechanisms.

2.6 Conclusions and
recommendations
CONCLUSIONS

Project designs may be “overpacked.” Virtually
every project includes activities and/or outcomes

Africa.

for each of the three elements of the GEF’'s ABS
strategy. An effective ABS strategy includes steps
for legislative development, domestic R&D and
compound identification, development of national
ABS contracts, and protection of and benefit shar-
ing for indigenous and local communities, which
need to be implemented progressively. While
activities such as awareness raising may be done
in parallel, a clear legislative framework is a pre-
condition for other interventions to yield effective
ABS.

Issues with capacity building. The most effective
institutional/professional capacity building hap-
pens where properly chosen national counterparts
are active inthe framework development and
agreement notification processes, but this does
not happenin practice because of the lack of avail-
ability of expertise.

Complexity and individual uniqueness of each
ABS situation. The complexity and individual
uniqueness of each ABS situation is sometimes not
sufficiently recognized. When countries with less
advanced national ABS frameworks attempt to use
examples from countries with highly developed
national ABS frameworks as models, they have
found that the draft instruments and procedures
prepared are not consistent with their legislative
and administrative requirements for adoption.

Justification and scope for collective work
through global, regional, and multicountry proj-
ectsand workshops. Multicountry projects that
link countries with little regulatory or objective
similarity should reconsider the scope and justi-
fication for collective work. Where some element
of the project is focusing on assistance for each
participant country’s national implementation,
the plan of this element should consider the dif-
ferences in regulatory system, national needs,
and level of advancement in ABS implementation,
etc., with the goal of increasing both the ability
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of less advanced countries to absorb the con-
cepts and information provided, and the ability
of more advanced countries to get some input of
value for their, still not inconsiderable, needs. In
all projects (global, regional, multicountry, and
single-country) the use of models based ona
single country’s experience, a single pilot, etc.,
should be reconsidered. Similarly, projects’ reli-
ance on “representatives” (one or a few persons
torepresentall of a country’s, or subnational
jurisdiction’s, national framework agencies,
stakeholder classes, or other groups) should be
reconsidered, and mechanisms should be applied
to convertitinto true “representation.”

RECOMMENDATIONS

Address practical sustainability questions more
directly. The goal of project sustainability— nation-
ally sustainable governmental ABS frameworks
and the capacity to implement them domestically—
relies on attention to the key factors directing
national support. It will be essential for national
government legislators to recognize the need of a
budget allocation to run the processes associated
with the implementation of the Nagoya Protocol.
Monetary and nonmonetary benefits accrued

by private or public entities could be supporting
activities not associated with the administrative
process, including technology transfer and public
awareness. Notable progress toward proving sus-
tainability in this way has been achieved in some
projects that are focusing on direct development

of national capacities to utilize and add value to
domestic genetic resources and ATK. This approach
can be effectively scaled to each country’s needs
and capabilities, and to building on that country’s
capacities. Project designs should include plans for
future sustainability.

Focus on technical and professional capac-
ity building in addition to increasing general
and generic awareness. The building of “true”

capacity needs to be sufficient within the relevant
governments and with participating users at tech-
nical and professional levels, so that those parties
will rarely need to seek further external assis-
tance. In this connection, itis necessary to ensure
that activities reach the intended audiencein a
form and at a level that they can absorb and use;
that designated “capacity-building” activities do
not ultimately become generic awareness raising;
and that, where awareness raising is conducted,
itis carefully targeted to address present needs
with regard to project sustainability (parliamen-
tary and minister-levels) and project activities
(specific communities involved in the project). The
above-mentioned trend in building national capac-
ity to directly utilize domestic genetic resources
and ATK clearly points in the way of this recom-
mendation as well.

Adopt a tailored country-specific approachin
projects. Interventions and the timing for their
implementation should be tailored to be con-
sistent with the national importance, relevance,
and capacities for ABS. The inclusion of too many
interventions into a single project could undermine
or minimize the long-term value of premature
work done on interventions that are required ata
later stage.

Maximize the earliest possible availability of
project lessons, experiences, and outputs.
Evaluation planning and implementation should
place greater emphasis on earlier evaluation
components, such as, for example, reviewing and
challenging PIRs and otherinternally developed
reports more closely, providing clearer report-
ing/data standards, and calling for and executing
externally conducted midterm reviews more often.
Such timely collected information made more
readily available work as a guide for other projects
and future project design. Where possible, project
outputs should be accessible to maximize the body
of ABS-related technical information available.



3: Addressing illegal wildlife

trade through the

EF Global

Wildlife Program

his study assesses GEF’s effort to combat IWT
Tthrough the Global Wildlife Program, formally
known as the Global Partnership on Wildlife Con-
servation and Crime Prevention for Sustainable
Development, and the 20 country-specific child
projects associated with that program.' The GWP,
launched in 2015, is the GEF's first concerted
effort to address illegal wildlife trade in a coordi-
nated and comprehensive manner. The data used
for this study is based on the information available
till July 2017. The program is still under implemen-
tation; figure 3.1 shows the key species it currently
addresses.

The GWP is multifocal and involves four GEF Agen-
cies—the Asian Development Bank, UNDP, UNEP,
and the World Bank (as lead) across 19 countries
in Asia and Africa. Funding comes from participat-
ing countries’ STAR allocations and a sustainable
forest management set-aside. Designed to be
implemented over a period of seven years, the
$131 million GWP aims to address supply, traf-
ficking, and demand of illegal wildlife products
through 20 child projects in Asia and Africa,
including one global coordination and knowledge

management grant.

This study includes both desk reviews and inter-
views with key informants. Key background

'A 21st child project has a global scope and is titled
Coordinate Action and Learning to Combat Wildlife
Crime;itis herereferredto asthe global grant.

materials onillegal wildlife trade and international
efforts to combat it, GWP’s program framework
document (PFD), approved child project docu-
ments, and midterm and terminal evaluations

of prior GEF biodiversity conservation projects
were reviewed. Interviews were conducted with
key sources, including experts associated with
the GWP and with other officials at governmental
institutions and nongovernmental organizations
engaged in fighting illegal wildlife trade. A full
list of the sources interviewed and the projects
reviewed can be found in annex Aand annexF,

respectively.

This study has four sections. The background section
describes the nature and scope of the global illegal
wildlife problem. It presents former and current
efforts by the GEF to address illegal wildlife trade
and places these efforts in the context of interna-
tional efforts to combat illegal wildlife trade. The
report then shifts to assessing the relevance and
design of GEF’s efforts to address illegal wildlife. The
last section highlights the recommendations for the
GEF to guide future activities.

3.1 Background
THE ILLEGAL WILDLIFE TRADE PROBLEM

[llegal wildlife trade is one of the leading threats
to biodiversity globally, pushing certain species
toward extinction. Approximately 350 million
plants and animals are sold on the black market
annually, with an estimated value of $7 billion to
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FIGURE 3.1 Key species addressed by the GWP
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$23 billion (Goyenechea and Indenbaum 2015).
The trade in certain charismatic species has sky-
rocketed in the 21st century. The Great Elephant
Census concluded that, between 2007 and 2014,
the African savanna elephant population declined
by an estimated 144,000 to a current estimated
population of 352,271, representing a decline of
approximately 30 percent (Chase et al. 2016). Rhi-
noceroses are also under serious threat. In South
Africa, the number of rhinoceroses killed for their
horns rose from about 10 per year a decade ago to
more than 1,000 per year today (Scanlon 2015).

IWT is driven, in part, by growing demand forille-
galwildlife products, particularly from expanding
economies in Asia. For example, the Great Ele-
phant Census concluded that the major driver of
population declines among savanna elephants
wasillegalivory trade (Chase et al. 2016). Itis also

4 Big Cats “§mRhinos MR Elephants 3 Other Species

rily reflect the position of the GEF IEO on international issues of

driven, onthe supply side, by increased poaching
in source countries attributable to poverty and
the absence of options for sustainable livelihoods.
International IWT is facilitated by transnational
criminal networks, which also illegally trade in
timber, weapons, drugs, and humans.

Given the complex nature of this global problem,
competing visions exist about how to address the
problem. Some interviewed experts emphasize
the importance of sustainable livelihoods in source
countries to reduce incentives for poaching; this

is often accompanied by a decreased emphasis

on deterring criminal activity per se. While others
emphasize law enforcement efforts to fight poach-
ing and trafficking in source countries, to deter
poaching activities directly. Still, others emphasize
the importance of fighting the transportation of
wildlife through global commercial networks and
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the importance of targeting international criminal
networks that facilitate the wildlife trade. Moreover,
others focus on the demand for wildlife products
throughout the world.

This evaluation is based on the theory of change
presented in the program framework document
of the GWP. Accordingly, the evaluation is framed
around illegal wildlife trade rather than around
broader conservation goals.

GEF EFFORTS TO COMBAT IWT

Because of the ongoing wildlife crisis in the 21st
century—particularly poaching of elephants and
rhinoceroses—the GEF began a concerted effort
to fund activities addressing illegal wildlife trade.
At the same time, the CBD developed its Strategic
Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 and the Aichi Tar-
gets. Critically, Aichi Target 12, provides that “[b]

y 2020 the extinction of known threatened species
has been prevented and their conservation status,
particularly of those mostin decline, has been
improved and sustained” (CBD 2010b, para. 12).

In light of these developments, the GEF adopted
the GEF-6 Biodiversity Strategy to serve as a
framework for GEF biodiversity funding under the
sixth replenishment cycle (GEF 2014). This unified
strategy seeks to increase the coordination and
coherence among the many biodiversity projects
funded by the GEF. Under this strategy, the GEF
introduced Program 3: Preventing the Extinction
of Known Threatened Species, which responds
directly to the Target 12 (GEF 2014). In this pro-
gram, the GEF set out a framework to guide the
funding of activities pertaining to avoiding biodi-
versity loss generally and to combat illegal wildlife
trade specifically. The GEF then began implement-
ing this strategy and shifting to a more coordinated
approach to combat illegal wildlife trade through
two medium-size projects (GEF ID 5439 and 5821).

To further facilitate coordination of activities
pertaining to combating illegal wildlife trade, the
Global Partnership on Wildlife Conservation and
Crime Prevention for Sustainable Development
was developed during GEF-6. As described fur-
ther below, that program features an overarching
vision and theory of change approved by the GEF
Council, and it now includes 21 child projects.
Those child projects include 20 country-specific
projects and a global grant. At the time of the
study, the Global Coordination grantis the only
child project to have begun to be implemented;
the first of the country-specific child projects have
only recently received approval and are now begin-
ning implementation as this evaluation is being
completed. Accordingly, this study focuses on the
design elements of the projects.

In GEF-5and GEF-6, the vast majority of funding
for the biodiversity, climate change, and land deg-
radation focal areas—which encompass the GEF
combating IWT activities—was distributed through
the STAR allocation framework.? These funds

are then allocated to three focal areas: climate
change, biodiversity, and land degradation, and
some are also entitled to Sustainable Forest Man-
agement (SFM] funding.® Each country has a high
degree of controlin choosing how to use funding
allocated to it under this framework.

Under the STAR framework thus far, more coun-
tries have addressed illegal wildlife trade in the

2Under this framework, each countryis allocated a level
of funding based on a formula established in advance by
the GEF Council, which is based on the Biodiversity GEF
Benefits Index, the GEF Performance Index, and the
GDP-based Index (GEF 2013).

®The system provides for flexibility in reallocating fund-
ing from one focal area to another. The extent of the
flexibility varies by individual country in light of factors
including the total GEF STAR funding allocation.
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GWP when they are the source of the illegally
traded wildlife than when they are the countries on
the transit routes or destinations for the use of the
wildlife or wildlife products. Accordingly, the bulk
of IWT funding allocated under the GWP so far has
been allocated to issues most prominent in source
countries. Under the revised PFD, approved in 2016,
$89.4 million was allocated to reducing poaching
and improving community benefits and manage-
ment, as shown in figure 3.2. By contrast, $29.2
million was allocated to reducing wildlife traffick-
ing, and $2.4 million to reducing demand.* In other
words, 68.3 percent is dedicated to source issues,
22.3 percentis dedicated to trafficking issues, and
1.8 percentis dedicated to reducing demand.

Predecessor projects to address IWT

Prior to the adoption of GEF6-Program 3, numer-
ous GEF-funded projects included components
related to combating illegal wildlife trade. As

part of the analysis conducted for the World
Bank-authored “Analysis of International Fund-
ing to Tackle Illegal Wildlife Trade” (Wright et al.
2016), the GEF identified 79 projects that involved,
at leastin part, efforts to tackle illegal wildlife
trade in Africa and Asia between 2010 and 2016.° It
should be noted that while these projects included
some elements addressing illegal wildlife trade,
they were not designed primarily to address
wildlife trade issues. Of these, 58 projects were
developed and approved prior to the development
of the GWP, and 21 of them are “child projects”
that are associated with the GWP. The 58 projects
that preceded the GWP cover a range of activities,

“An additional $3.96 million is allocated for knowledge
building, policy dialogue, and coordination through the
global grant. In addition, there is $5.94 million in project
management costs for all of the child projects, fora
total funding amount of $130.9 million under the GWP.

Since the conclusion of the World Bank report, the GEF
has identified one more project, bringing the total to 80.

FIGURE 3.2 GEF program financing by GWP
component

Knowledge, policy
/dialogue, and coordination
Reducing demand ~ $3.9 million

$2.4 million

Reducing
trafficking
$29.2 million

Addressing source
$89.4 million

SOURCE: GEF 2016.

including policy and legislation, law enforce-
ment, protected areas management, community
and awareness, promoting sustainable land use
and alternative livelihoods, and research and
assessment. These activities also featurein the
child projects within the GWP. Of these projects,
only one has a terminal evaluation—a project
funded by the GEF Small Grants Programme in
Pakistan—and only four other projects have a mid-
term evaluation—two projectsin China, a project
in Uganda, and a projectin Mongolia. The brief
descriptions of the results of those midterm and
terminal evaluations, highlighting lessons applica-
ble to the GWP, are included in box 3.1.

These projects illustrate the nature of the earlier
GEF-funded projects: they are primarily biodi-
versity projects. For most of these projects, the
connections to illegal wildlife trade are indirect,
such as support for protected areas management
and for improving livelihoods that may, ultimately,
discourage aspects of illegal wildlife trade. Most
were not conceived as tools to combatillegal
wildlife trade and were not structured with it as
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BOX 3.1 Results from evaluations with lessons for the GWP

Pakistan: Fifth Operational Phase of the GEF Small
Grants Programme in Pakistan (GEF ID 4380,
UNDP). This project aims to improve livelihoods
through community-based actions to address
biodiversity conservation, including building
capacity and supporting knowledge management.
The evaluation recommended stronger linkages
and coordination between government and other
stakeholders at the national and subnational levels.
Some of the efforts in support of conservation
include ecotourism, training, raising awareness,
development local conservation plans, and
developing support for conservation among youth.
The project did not directly focus on illegal wildlife
trade, but rather focused on mainstreaming
biodiversity management and mitigating climate
change. The terminal evaluation found that the focus
on biodiversity and species conservation needed to
be “retained and sharpened.”

Uganda: Conservation and Sustainable Use of

the Threatened Savanna Woodland in the Kidepo
Critical Landscapein North Eastern Uganda (GEF ID
4456, UNDP). According to the midterm evaluation,
this was a well-designed project, but poorly managed
and implemented, resulting in many setbacks

and delays. The project has two components: (1)
strengthening management of eight protected areas,
and (2) integrating protected area management into
landscape-wide planning. The evaluation concluded
that it was important to learn the lessons from past
projects and to utilize outside expertise to maximize
project effectiveness. This project was explicitly
designed to combatillegal wildlife trade, seeking to
reduce poaching levels and to ensure that required
security equipment has been obtained. However,

the evaluation observed that “there is almost no
understanding of wildlife issues and how to tackle
them in a meaningful and sustainable way.” It also
noted that human-wildlife conflictis a complexissue
toaddress and requires an expenditure of time and
resources over the long term to address it effectively.

Mongolia: Network of Managed Resource Protected
Areas [GEFID 4562, UNDP). The project aims to

catalyze the strategic expansion of Mongolia’'s
protected areas through institutional capacity
development. The midterm evaluation concluded
that the project should have pursued support from
banks and other private entities. The evaluation
praised the engagement of stakeholders in the
project, ultimately enhancing popular awareness
of conservation priorities and ensuring that hunting
revenue would be dedicated to local communities.
However, the evaluation urged furtherinclusion of
science-oriented conservation nongovernmental
organizations in project activities to ensure the
soundness of measures adopted, including the use
of robust monitoring techniques.

China: Strengthening the Management
Effectiveness of the Sub-system of Wetland
Protected Areas for Conservation of Globally
Significant Biodiversity (GEF ID 4655, UNDP).
Focusing on design questions, the midterm review
concluded that the projectis aligned with national
priorities and that it supported increasing public
awareness of the importance of wetlands. This
project focuses directly on wetland conservation and
management and is only indirectly related to illegal
wildlife trade.

China: Strengthening the Management
Effectiveness of the Wetland Protected Area
System in Hainan for Conservation of Globally
Significant Biodiversity (GEF ID 4811, UNDP). This
project supports diversity by strengthening the
system of wetland protected areas. The midterm
review concluded that increased involvement of
stakeholders, including local communities, is
important. It also noted that a focus on “improved
livelihoods” would be more realistic and sustainable
than one on “alternative livelihoods,” in part because
some of the purported alternative livelihood
activities would be hard to scale up. In addition,
community comanagement would increase support
and viability for ecotourism projects. This projectis
directly related to wetland protected area strategies,
and only indirectly connected to combating illegal
wildlife trade.
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a primary goal. Some projects did include com-
ponents more directly aimed at combating illegal
wildlife trade, such the Uganda project addressing
human-wildlife conflict.

Two medium-size projects funded by the GEF were
precursors to the coordinated program known as
the GWP. These two projects provided an oppor-
tunity for the GEF, its implementing agencies, and
partners to test more coordinated approaches

to combating illegal wildlife trade (Source:
Interviews).t

The first project, “Fighting against Wildlife Poach-
ing and Illegal Trade in Africa—The Case of African
Elephants” (GEF ID 5439, World Bank], included
three components: (1) support for studies and
development of regional strategies; (2) building
alliances and political will, particularly by build-
ing alliances among parliamentarians within and
among countries; and (3) supporting program
development activities that supported the cre-
ation of the GWP. As part of the development of
the GWP under this medium-size project, lessons
were drawn from the institutional experience on
implementing similar programs (Source: Stake-
holder Interviews). One such lesson was that
having a small but effective team can enable the
program to work and evolve more quickly than a
large, slow-moving program management group;
thus far, that lesson has been borne out in the
case of the GWP. Another important lesson from
this medium-size project was the importance of
building political support to facilitate country-level

¢Engaging Policy Makers and the Judiciary to Address
Poaching and Illegal Wildlife Trade in Africa (GEF ID
5821, UNEP) had not been identified as part of the
2016 global analysis of donor funding conducted by the
World Bank Group; they were subsequently identified
by the GEF Independent Evaluation Office and the GEF
Secretariat.

project efforts, which can be achieved by con-
vening conferences and engaging with political
leaders (Source: Interviews). This was sub-
sequently applied to the GWP—the benefit of
front-loading knowledge management activities,
such as the monthly virtual knowledge exchange
series in order to maximize theirimpact on project
design and implementation.

The second project, Engaging Policy Makers

and the Judiciary to Address Poaching and Ille-
gal Wildlife Trade in Africa (GEF ID 5821, UNEP),
uses conservation caucuses to create support for
efforts to combatillegal wildlife trade. This project
was primarily executed by the International Con-
servation Caucus Foundation (ICCF).” This project
helped build political will and action for combating
IWT and to foster connections among neighboring
countries in the pursuit of conservation goals.
These two projects were critical steps in the
engagement of the GEF with illegal wildlife trade
issues. As the first deliberate steps in enhancing
coordination among GEF IWT activities, they are
critical precursors to the GWP.

According to the PFD (July 2015), the program
included 12 child projects (11 country-specific
projects and the global grant). In 2016, the pro-
gram was expanded to include nine additional
country-specific child projects and a revised PFD
encompassing those projects was approved by
the GEF Councilin July 2016. The theory of change
presented in the PFD is framed as follows:

In orderto have a significantimpactin prevent-
ing the extinction of known threatened species
by curtailing poaching and the illegal wildlife

"Aninternational organization devoted to developing
and supporting international conservation caucuses
(i.e., groups parliamentarians committed to learning
about and supporting wildlife conservation) around the
globe.
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trade, and promoting the sustainable use of
wildlife resources, the Program was designed
following a theory of change that would address
key distortions and weaknesses across the ille-
galwildlife value chain. (GEF 2016, para. 30}

The theory of change involved short-term and
long-terminterventions, as well as “a series of
interventions along the value chain from source to
transit to demand” (GEF 2016, para. 31). The PFD
then articulated approaches for achieving change
along the wildlife supply chain. Among the child
projectsis a single global grant that includes four
components implemented by the World Bank and
one component implemented by UNDP:

Component 1: Program Coordination and
Communication (World Bank]. This component
entails facilitating coordination among program
stakeholders, including a Program Steering
Committee among donors, and communicating
the Program’s activities to others.

Component 2: Monitoring and Evaluation (World
Bank]. This component entails developing and
implementing a monitoring and evaluation
framework for the country-specific projects, as
well as a technological system to facilitate the
use of this framework.

Component 3: Knowledge Management (World
Bank]. This component involves organizing
knowledge exchange events in which program
participants can learn from experts and from
peers. It also entails establishing a system for
the sharing of documents showing good prac-
tices and lessons learned from other projects.

Component 4: Reducing Maritime Trafficking
between Africa and Asia (UNDP]. This compo-
nentinvolves various regional efforts to reduce
trafficking, including developing an antitraffick-
ing system for ports, training for cooperation
within and among countries, awareness cam-
paigns about the harms caused by wildlife

trafficking, anticorruption measures, and other
activities to strengthen the capacity of port offi-
cials to combat maritime trafficking.

Component 5: Strengthen Institutions (World
Bank]. This component primarily entails
support for the International Consortium on
Combating Wildlife Crime (ICCWC]), including
the deployment of the ICCWC Toolkit in addi-
tional countries in order to assess threats from
illegal wildlife trade.

The 20 country-specific child projects under the
GWP are being implemented in 19 countries in
Africa and Asia: Afghanistan, Botswana, Cam-
eroon, Republic of Congo (2 projects), Ethiopia,
Gabon, India, Indonesia, Kenya, Malawi, Mali,
Mozambique, the Philippines, South Africa, Tanza-
nia, Thailand, Vietnam, Zambia, and Zimbabwe. Of
these country-specific projects, nine received CEO
endorsement from the GEF but only three projects
have received both CEO endorsement and final
implementing agency approval: Gabon, Zambia, and
one of the two projects in the Republic of Congo.®

As perthe interviews, these projects were
informed by the expertise of on-the-ground
personneland GEF Implementing Agency staff.
Accordingly, lessons were drawn from previous
projects, but they are often based on staff experi-
ence and not necessarily explicitly reflected in the
PFD orinformal project documentation.

8Two projects in the Republic of Congo are included in
the GWP, one to be implemented by the World Bank and
one to be implemented by UNDP. The World Bank proj-
ectwas endorsed and approved so far.
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COMBATING IWT IN THE INTERNATIONAL
CONTEXT

The global legal and policy frameworks for
addressingillegal wildlife trade and other inter-
national efforts to combat illegal wildlife trade
provide the broader context for the GEF's efforts
toward combating IWT. The international legal
framework for addressing illegal wildlife trade
rests primarily on the broad mandates within the
CBD—and the accompanying Aichi Targets—and
the specific mandates of the Convention on Inter-
national Trade in Endangered Species of Wild
Faunaand Flora (CITES).

The CBD has as one of its primary objectives “the
conservation of biological diversity” (CBD 2010, arti-
cle 1).In October 2010, the Conference of the Parties
tothe CBD adopted the Strategic Plan for Biodiver-
sity 2011-2020 and the Aichi Biodiversity Targets.
The mission of the strategic planis, in essence, “to
take effective and urgent action to halt the loss of
biodiversity in order to ensure that by 2020 ecosys-
tems are resilient and continue to provide essential
services” (CBD 2010b, para. 12). Target 12 provides
that “[bly 2020 the extinction of known threatened
species has been prevented and their conservation
status, particularly of those most in decline, has
beenimproved and sustained” (CBD 2010b, 9).

CITES is the primary international accord govern-
ing international trade in wildlife, currently with
183 state parties. CITES governs the international
trade in approximately 35,000 listed species of
animals and plants (CITES 2017b). For certain
species, international trade is barred except for
exceptional circumstances; for others, trade con-
trols are implemented to avoid threats to their
viability; and for yet others, a system of export and
import permits prevents trade in species obtained
in violation of national laws requesting such

controls.” While CITES is not one of the several
international conventions that the GEF directly
supports, because of the shared interestin com-
bating illegal wildlife trade, the GEF has worked
closely with CITES.

Finally, Goal 15 of the Sustainable Development
Goals adopted at the United Nations Sustain-
able Development Summitin 2015 is relevant to
the fight againstillegal wildlife trade. It seeks to
“protect, restore and promote sustainable use of
terrestrial ecosystems, sustainably manage for-
ests, combat desertification, and halt and reverse
land degradation and halt biodiversity loss.” Two
of the targets under Goal 15 have particular rele-
vance (UN Sustainable Development 2017; see also
CITES 2015):

15.7: Take urgent action to end poaching and
trafficking of protected species of flora and
fauna and address both demand and supply of
illegal wildlife products

15.c: Enhance global support for efforts to
combat poaching and trafficking of protected
species, including by increasing the capacity of
local communities to pursue sustainable liveli-
hood opportunities

This section reviews in greater depth five pro-
grams on combating illegal wildlife trade by
governmental and nongovernmental organizations
and presents lessons for the GWP: The United
States, the European Commission, Germany, the

Art. Il (Fundamental Principles), paras. 1-3;id., Art. llI
(Regulation of Trade in Specimens of Species Included
in Appendix I); id., Art. IV (Regulation of Trade in Speci-
mens of Species Included in appendix 1] (CITES 1973).
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Wildlife Conservation Society, and World Wildlife
Fund/TRAFFIC International.”

United States. Beginning in 2013, the efforts of
the U.S. government regarding combating illegal
wildlife trade have been coordinated through the
Presidential Task Force on Wildlife Trafficking,
aninteragency group thatinvolves representa-
tives of 17 departments and agencies. As part of
this effort, the United States unveiled its National
Strategy for Combating Illegal Wildlife Trade,
which organizes U.S. efforts around three major
goals: strengthening enforcement, reducing
demand, and increasing international coopera-
tion (White House 2014). Among other agencies,
the Fish and Wildlife Service, the Department of
Justice, the United States Agency for International
Development (USAID], and the Department of
State play critical roles in pursuing these goals.
The experience in the United States confirms
that coordination among agencies and projects is
important to a successful program. It also con-
firms that different agencies have institutional
advantages in pursuing different types of projects
and that it is useful to leverage these varying
capacities in a coordinated scheme addressing
IWT.

European Union (EU). The EU has a broad
approach to addressing IWT, supporting a

large number of governance, conservation, and
biodiversity-related projects, with a particu-

lar focus on Central Africa (EC 2015). The EU
Enforcement Group is the primary EU body to
coordinate efforts to combatillegal wildlife trade,
bringing together law enforcement officers from
EU member states, Europol, Eurojust, Interpol,
the World Customs Organization, and the CITES
Secretariat (EC 2016b). Periodic in-person meet-

ings are important to meaningful coordination

'®More complete profiles of these organizations are
presented in annex|.

among these organizations. The 2016 EU Action
Plan against Wildlife Trafficking targets the entire
IWT supply chain: from the source, to transit, to
end consumer." The breadth of the Action plan
confirms the GWP’s theory of change, which also
addresses the entire supply chain.

Germany. Germany’s efforts to combat illegal
wildlife trade are characterized by cooperation
between several ministries of the German govern-
ment, which coordinate through the “Polifund.”
Although each ministry had previously pursued its
own agenda largely independently, the Polifund
consolidated IWT efforts and generated a more
effective working atmosphere. Despite initial
concerns about each agency receiving credit, the
cooperation ultimately increased visibility for all
agencies involved. This experience can serve asa
model for other efforts to address IWT: coopera-
tion and coordination is essential for addressing
IWT, and it can improve an agency’s publicimage
along the way. The German approach also fostered
cooperation among countries. Germany works
directly with the Southern African Development
Community, using CITES as a model for enhancing
regional cooperation and building institutions.
More recently, Germany has promoted partner-
ships between individual source and demand
countries, fostering, for example, an agreement
between Mozambique and Vietnam on reducing
rhinoceros horn trade.

Wildlife Conservation Society. The Wildlife Con-
servation Society (WCS) aims to conserve wildlife
and their habitat “through science, global con-
servation, education and the management of the
world’s largest system of urban wildlife parks”
(WCS 2013). The organization prioritizes the

""The first steps leading to establishing the plan date

to 2014 when the EC adopted a communication on
approachestoillegal wildlife trade within the European
Union. See Council of the European Union (2016).
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conservation of elephants, apes, big cats, sharks
and rays, whales and dolphins, and tortoises

and fresh-water turtles, and it focuses on major
wildlife trade routes in Asia and Africa (WCS
2017b). With respect to elephants, WCS launched
athree-year programin 2014 in nine Central and
East African countries—which together are home
to 45,000 elephants—to “scale up the law enforce-
mentin key protected areas” (Clinton Foundation
2017). This antipoaching effort supports park
guards through equipment improvement, monitor-
ing, training, and intelligence gathering.

World Wildlife Fund and TRAFFIC International.
The centralinitiative of the World Wildlife Fund
(WWF) and TRAFFIC International to address
illegal wildlife trade is their joint Wildlife Crime
Initiative.”? It has four key thematic pillars: (1)
poaching, publishing ranger surveys, and using
them to advocate for better working conditions;
(2) trafficking, with a focus on the transport sector;
(3) buying, including support for behavior change
in demand markets; and (4) policy, with a focus
on corruption (Wildlife Crime Initiative 2016). This
initiative has focused almost entirely on Asia and
Africa.

The review of the existing programs to address
IWT around the globe yields several lessons for
GEF IWT programming:

No one organization can solve this global prob-
lem. Different entities have varying institutional
capacities, and contributions by numerous
countries, multilateral organizations, nongov-
ernmental organizations, and other donors are
all essential to addressing this complex global
problem.

2TRAFFIC was established in 1976 as a partnership
between WWF and the International Union for the Con-
servation of Nature (IUCN]J, with the mission of ensuring
that trade in wild plants and animals is not a threat to
the conservation of nature.

Given the number of entities involved in com-
bating illegal wildlife trade, even within a single
country, coordination among those entities is
critical.

Some flexibility to allow the use of funds to
address changes and urgent situations is
important.

Itis important for the GEF to address the entire
illegal wildlife trade supply trade—source, traf-
ficking, and demand.

3.2 Findings
RELEVANCE

The GWP is relevant to GEF-6 Biodiversity Strate-
gic priorities. The program aims at preventing the
extinction of known threatened species by focusing
onreducing the rates of poaching of rhinocer-
oses, elephants, and other threatened species,
andincreasing arrestand conviction rates within
participating countries. The design of the GWP
exhibits a high degree of alignment with this goal,
and even with the strategy’s emphasis on certain
charismatic species, 18 of the 20 country-specific
child projects include elephants and rhinoceroses.
In addition to being aligned with Program 3 of the
GEF-6 Biodiversity Strategy, it also caters to other
biodiversity programs and objectives, such as
those related to protected areas, sustainable use,
and biodiversity mainstreaming efforts. Through
country-led child projects, the program responds
to the objectives of other focal areas such as land
degradation, climate change, and sustainable
forest management.

The GWP is arelevantand important response to
address the issue of illegal wildlife trade. Illegal
wildlife trade is a threat to global biodiversity. The
GWP addresses these threats and, therefore, is
relevant to advancing core goals of the CBD. Itis
alsorelevant to the goals of CITES, although that
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treaty is not formally one of the treaties animating
the GEF’'s work.

The GWP is evolving from a set of projects focused
largely on biodiversity and conservation with
elements related (directly or indirectly) to illegal
wildlife trade, to projects that more directly and by
design addressillegal wildlife trade issues. Nev-
ertheless, there remain competing visions for the
scope and focus of the program. Key informants
advocated for a broader focus on threats to wildlife.
Others focused on the importance of addressing
illegal wildlife trade itself and indicated that the
GEF’s focus on source-related issuesis appro-
priate, given the activities of other organizations,
and given the GEF's structure and its institutional
capacities and advantages. Specifically, those
respondents suggested it was proper for the GEF
to focus on communities and sustainable liveli-
hoods because other organizations focus on “hard
core” law enforcement activities.” By contrast,
others argued that the GEF should address law
enforcement activities rather than the fostering of
alternative sustainable livelihoods, because those
activities have the potential for a more direct impact
onreducing illegal wildlife trade.

The GWP has an appropriately comprehensive
theory of change to address illegal wildlife trade.
The theory of change, set out in the GWP’s PFD,
emphasizes addressing each stage in the illegal
wildlife trade supply chain, namely the source of
wildlife traded illegally, the shipment and trans-
portation of wildlife and wildlife products, and the

¥0ne such organizationis the International Consortium
on Combating Wildlife Crime (ICCWC]), which seeks “to
strengthen criminal justice systems and provide coor-
dinated support at national, regional and international
level to combat wildlife and forest crime” (CITES 2017a).
ICCWC is a collaboration between five organizations:
CITES, INTERPOL, the United Nations Offices on Drugs
and Crime, the World Bank, and the World Customs
Organization.

market demand for those products. Furthermore,
the theory of change encompasses both short- and
long-term interventions to address illegal wild-
life trade and to ensure that wildlife resources

are sustainably used. Short-term interventions,

as laid out in the PFD, include activities to tackle
wildlife crimes through antipoaching and intelli-
gence operations. Long-term measures include
sustainable livelihoods and integrated landscape
management to address underlying issues related
to poverty and a lack of benefits to local commu-
nities from conservation of wildlife resources.
Despite the comprehensive theory of change, most
GWP funding is focused on activities to fight ille-
galwildlife trade at the source, with 68.3 percent
of the GEF’s funding allocated to this component.
Trafficking and demand—the two other illegal
wildlife trade dimensions embodied in the theory
of change—receive 22.3 percent and 1.8 percent

of the funding, respectively. Demand constitutes
the smallest portion of the funding allocated: $2.4
million, or approximately 1.8 percent of total GWP
funding, with activities proposed in the Philippines,
Thailand, and Vietnam.

Efforts in addressing illegal wildlife trade through
the GWP are a relevant and necessary response,
but gaps in geographic and species coverage
remain. For example, no countries from the Latin
America and the Caribbean region have been
included so far, even though substantialillegal
wildlife trade occurs within the region. The gaps
in coverage reflect the fact that the GWP emerged
from concerns focused on the plight of charis-
matic megafauna—specifically the trafficking of
elephantivory, rhinoceros horn, and large cats
(annex G)." These concerns were heightened as a
result of a pronounced spike in the poaching of ele-
phants and rhinoceroses beginning around 2007.

“See GEF (2017), para. 23.

43



44

BIODIVERSITY FOCAL AREA STUDY

There is potential for improved program-child
project coherence in recent child projects. At

the time of the evaluation (July 2017), 11 of the

20 child projects had been CEO endorsed and/

or GEF Agency approved. The child projects are
being approved in two groups. The first group

of projects, which were included in the PFD
firstapproved in July 2015—were already under
development as the PFD was being written. The
program was thus framed around projects whose
objectives and methodologies were already set,
rather than on developing projects around the
theory of change to address illegal wildlife trade.
The aim was to combine the projects developed in
individual countries into a more coherent global
program. This approach sought to leverage con-
nections among countries, enabling projects to
benefit from lessons learned from projects in
other countries. For the projects in the second
group, which have been added to the revised PFD,
thereis an opportunity to closely align them with
the broader program.

There are structural limitations on the extent to
which GWP child projects can be expected to fully
realize the PFD because of the current funding
mechanism. Most of the funding available for
child projects under the programis from STAR
allocations. While the STAR is beneficial in that

it ensures that country recipients have adequate
buy-in with respect to their country priorities
onillegal wildlife issues, itis also a constraint
because there is minimal leverage the GEF can
exert over countries in directing their funding to
the program. Moreover, issues of illegal wildlife
trade need cross-boundary coordination, which
will require incentivizing countries to participate in
combating these issues ataregional scale.

DESIGN

Most of the GWP funding is focused on fighting
IWT at the source. As noted above, 68.3 percent of
the GEF’s funding under the GWP is allocated to
issues pertaining to the source of illegal wildlife
trade. The activities within the GWP addressing
source issues include strengthening support for
protected areas, supporting law enforcement
efforts, creating opportunities for local commu-
nities to benefit from conserved wildlife (rather
than wildlife that has been poached or traded], and
developing alternatives for sustainable livelihoods
for local communities generally.

The child projects under the GWP that have
received GEF CEO endorsement so far have
included several of these components. For exam-
ple, in Gabon, the Wildlife and Human-Elephant
Conflicts Management Project, approved on Sep-
tember 2, 2016, is focused on threats to elephants
and the ivory trade (World Bank 2017). Its activi-
ties address incentives for local communities to
impede illegal wildlife trafficking. It also includes
tools for understanding and combating illegal
wildlife trafficking at the source. Some argue that
instilling a sense of ownership over the wildlife by
local communities will serve as the best form of
protection for it. Respondents also emphasized
that ultimately the problem of illegal wildlife
trafficking—and the associated broader threats
to biodiversity—must be tackled at the source.
Activities that enable local communities to directly
benefit from wildlife, through ecotourism, for
example, contribute to this goal, as do activities to
minimize human-wildlife conflict, such as creating
barriers to provide crop destruction by elephants.

There are substantial needs to provide better ben-
efits to rangers and others engaged in high-risk,
on-the-ground efforts to protect wildlife from
poaching. Experts with significant experience in
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antitrafficking work emphasized these needs.
They emphasized that basic benefits such as dis-
ability and life insurance and adequate housing
will increase the ability of rangers to fulfill their
dangerous duties without fear of depriving their
families of a livelihood. This type of support was
perceived as more important than sophisticated
technologies such as night-vision goggles. Pro-
viding these benefits has the added advantage of
reducing rangers’ susceptibility to the corrupting
influence of illegal operatives. World Wildlife Fund
surveys have confirmed these needs, and also have
revealed that many rangers—some 45 percent of
those it surveyed in African and Asian countries—
lack adequate training, with large proportions also
reporting a lack of necessities as basic as boots
(McLellan and Allan 2016). Many efforts to combat
illegal wildlife trade in source countries are sit-
uated, for strategic or thematic reasons, within
broader biodiversity conservation goals. However,
the links to combating illegal wildlife trade are not
as clearly articulated in those projects.

Wildlife trafficking is defined as “taking, trading,
exploiting or possessing” wild fauna and flora in
ways that violate the national and international
laws (Kaaria and Muchiri 2011). The second stage
of the supply chain for illegal wildlife trade is traf-
ficking—theillegal transportation of products
from a source location to a consumption location.
Trafficking will necessarily include transportation
through countries in which the product is sourced
(source countries) and through countries where
the productis used (demand countries), as well as
often through other countries that serve as con-
duits forillegal trade (transit countries).” While

A country can be both a source countryand a tran-
sit country with respect toillegal wildlife products.
For example, under the country-specific concept
notes attached to the program framework document,

products are also transported directly from Africa
to Asia—although often through multiple coun-

tries--the European Union is an important transit
region between Africa and Asia (Banos Ruiz 2017).

As one of the most valuable categories of items
traded illegally, wildlife products are often traf-
ficked with otherillicit commodities, such as
drugs and guns. They are often trafficked by the
same international criminal organizations via
similar routes. Key informants noted that these
organizations rely on interconnected logistics and
transport networks, including land, air, and sea
carriers for smuggling. They are also enabled by
similar factors: the failure of customs officials to
ensure that items traveling in international trade
are legal and the prevalence of bribery to grease
the wheels of trafficking schemes. Wildlife traf-
fickers also apply a number of strategies to bring
illegally traded wildlife into the legitimate supply
chaininorder to sell the products under the guise
of apparent legality (UNODC 2016).

With the exception of the global coordination
grant, all the child projects under the GWP are
for a single country. More than 90 percent of GWP
funding for antitrafficking activities consists of
country-specific child projects that include traf-
ficking components. Country-specific projects
addressing trafficking are located in both African
and Asian countries, including Botswana, Cam-
eroon, Ethiopia, Indonesia, Kenya, Mozambique,
the Philippines, South Africa, Thailand, and Viet-
nam. Notably, however, only few of these have

Botswana is considered a transit country while it has
the world’s largest elephant population. Indonesia

is a key source countryin region for trade of wildlife
products—legally and illegally. It is also becoming a
significant transit point for transnational wildlife traf-
ficking, such as African ivory from Africa to East Asia.
The Philippinesis atranshipment point, as wellas a
destination for some of the wildlife products (poached
elephant tusks and rhino horns, as well as pangolins).
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received GEF CEO endorsement (June 2017), and
the materials available on those projects are
therefore still tentative.' Because illegal wildlife
trade is by nature international, itis important to
address cross-boundary issues. Notwithstand-
ing, cross-boundary issues must be addressed,
asillegal wildlife trade is by nature international,
and the techniques that are effective in combat-
ing the trafficking of other illicit goods must be
employed. These techniques include training
customs officials to better identify illegally traded
wildlife, cross-border cooperation between coun-
tries and with international organizations such
as INTERPOL and the International Consortium
on Combating Wildlife Crime, and mutual legal
assistance treaties to facilitate international
cooperation in addressing cross-border crimi-
nal activity. Transportation and logistics sectors
such as shipping lines, airlines, freight forward-
ers, and express couriers all play a critical role
in combating wildlife trafficking. In addition, the
Global Coordinating Grant includes a component
managed by UNDP that aims to reduce maritime
trafficking between Africa and Asia. This $2 mil-
lion projectis less than 10 percent of the GEF
funding addressing trafficking. This component
includes the following subcomponents:

Building capacity and encouraging high per-
formance at ports, including supporting
technological development and development
best practice scheme.

Changing behavior among industry stakehold-
ers, particularly by raising awareness and
implementing anticorruption activities.

'“Eleven projects have been CEO endorsed, 9 are stillin
the approval process (pending, PM recommended, PPG
approved [4 projects]); 2 more have just come in (June
2017) and are also stillin the approval process—India,
Indonesia, Botswana, Cameroon, Ethiopia, Mozam-
bique, Congo, Zambia, Congo, 9148, 9150, 9154, 9155,
9157, 9158, 9159, 9213, 9700.

Strengthening South-South and interagency
cooperation, including enabling cooperation
throughout the IWT supply chain and provid-
ing funding for emergency law enforcement
operations.

Knowledge management, including the devel-
opment of a best practices toolkit and training
materials and continued engagement with local
officials.

These components address key issues pertaining
to trafficking. However, this $2 million projectis a
relatively small source of funding given the scale
of the problem.

Currently, GWP funding is generally limited to
source countries. The program funding compo-
nentisinsufficient to addressing an important
piece of the illegal wildlife trade supply chain
highlighted in the PFD’s theory of change: transit
countries. By focusing on source countries, there
isariskinignoring trafficking in species that orig-
inate outside a country. Many other organizations
address trafficking in addition to the GEF, such

as the WWF/Traffic joint Wildlife Crime Initiative.
Given the limited funding available, the GWP coor-
dinating grant is focusing on enabling the adoption
of e-permitting, supporting ICCWC, and facilitating
regional cooperation.

Demand constitutes the smallest portion of the
funding allocated through the GWP thus far with
only $2.4 million, representing approximately

1.8 percent of the total. This includes proposed
demand-reduction activities in the Philippines,
Thailand, and Vietnam. As these projects were not
finalized at the time of the evaluation, it is difficult
to assess their design, let alone implementation.
This analysis is based on the preliminary descrip-
tions of the projects.
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Respondents have provided a range of perspec-
tives on demand. Some emphasized that demand
reduction efforts are essential, because, without
reduction in demand, trade in wildlife will continue
unabated regardless of other activities. Others
suggested that demand activities are ancillary

to the variety of interventions necessary at the
wildlife source to ensure that the wildlife per-
sists sustainably in those habitats. And yet others
emphasized the importance of evidence-based
approaches to ensuring that demand reduction
efforts truly are effective—and raised questions
about whether prevailing approaches to address-
ing demand are based on evidence. Ultimately,
these comments supportthe GWP’s stated theory
of change—that it is necessary to address the
entirety of the illegal wildlife trade supply chain.
Moreover, while others are engaging in demand
reduction activities now, these efforts are insuf-
ficient as evidenced by the continuing high level of
demand forillegal wildlife products.

Wildlife trafficking is substantially driven by
market demand in Asia, especially for elephant
ivory and rhinoceros horn (Pires and Moreto 2016).
Much of this wildlife originates in Africa. Likewise,
EU countries are a source and final destination for
some endangered species. Therefore, the EU plays
animportant role in combating wildlife trafficking
as aglobalissue. Moreover, the United States is
also one of the world’'s major hubs for illegal wild-
life trade (Indenbaum 2015). One notable absence
from the GWP is China, particularly because China
has been one of the primary destinations for wild-
life products worldwide, including rhinoceros
horn, elephantivory, and pangolin products (Pires
and Moreto 2016). Few key informants argued that
China’s absence is problematic because of the size
of the market, the role of Chinese consumption of
illegally traded wildlife, and its global influence.
Furthermore, asthe GWP evolves to include fur-
ther capacity to share knowledge and support the

adoption of international good practice, Chinese
participation in the program could yield benefits
for China’s own efforts to combat illegal wildlife
trade and other conservation goals, as well as for
the international fight against IWT. The respon-
dents presenting this perspective argued that,
for a subsequentiteration of the GWP, it would be
important to encourage China to participate. How-
ever, others argued that China’s absence, while
notable, was not problematic because of sepa-
rately financed activities China has been taking to
reduce illegal wildlife trade. Of note, these efforts
include China’s decision in December, 2016, to shut
down its domestic ivory markets by the close of
2017 (Actman 2016; Bale 2017). During the devel-
opment of the GWP, efforts were made to engage
China. China expressed it preference to use its
STAR allocation to address other needs. These
respondents emphasized that GEF funding need
not encompass all aspects of illegal wildlife trade
and should complement efforts by national gov-
ernments and other entities addressing wildlife
issues outside of the GEF framework.

CROSS-CUTTING ISSUES

Several cross-cutting issues apply across all
stages of the illegal wildlife trade supply chain:
coordination, monitoring and evaluation, political
will and corruption, and adaptability. They are
considered here.

One of the World Bank’s tasks under the global
grantis to coordinate among the various
country-specific programs. Notably, the fund-

ing level for the global grant was set based on

the 11 country-specific child projects included

in the program framework document that was
initially approved in July 2015. When nine addi-
tional projects were added to the revised program
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framework document, approved in July 2016, no
additional funds were available to support any
additional effort that would be necessitated by the
expansion of the program.

The GWP global coordination grant is accom-
plishing more than expected with the available
funding. The global coordination grantis an inno-
vative design element of the program. It seeks to
coordinate actions and build capacity, learning,
and knowledge management to address the issue
of illegal wildlife trade across the entire supply
chain with implementing partners, donors, and
international organizations—some of which are
not GEF Agencies. To accomplish these manifold
objectives, the global coordination grant receives
only 5 percent of total GWP funding. Nonetheless,
the activities undertaken by the global grant to
facilitate cooperation and knowledge exchange,
foster interagency cooperation, and disseminate
good practices and lessons have been uniformly
praised by informants familiar with the work,
based on its efficiency, relevance, accessibility,
and helpfulness.

As part of these activities, the World Bank has
designed different learning and knowledge
management initiatives and activities across
multiple country-specific child projects. The
activities include in-person and web-based
knowledge-sharing experiences where
country-based participants can learn about a
particular topic through the contributions of peers
and experts. An implementing agency repre-
sentative from a country office indicated that the
discussion topics have been useful, including the
discussion of how to engage local communities

in projects. In addition, through these in-person
sessions national officials form relationships with
counterparts and experts who can help to inform
project development and implementation out-
side of formal conduits. The in-person sessions
are supplemented by online sessions to share

lessons among peers and other experts. Other
project-implementing representatives deemed
these programs to be useful to the project teams
for the country-specific projects. While it is always
a challenge to integrate the knowledge gained

in such sessions into the design of projects, the
program managers seem to be aware of this chal-
lenge, and are actively exploring strategies to
facilitate the application of the knowledge gained
onthe ground.

For a topic that generates so many competing
perspectives, priorities, and visions, the uni-
versal agreement on the value added by the
knowledge-sharing and coordination component
of the GWP is particularly striking. It is widely
perceived to add value to the country-specific
programs. Respondents also noted that the World
Bank team managing the knowledge-sharing
activities has been helpful and accessible. It

was furthermore noted that the learning and
knowledge-sharing components are integrated
into the GWP in a way that enables child projects to
learn about international good practices, inform-
ing the final designs of the projects in discrete
ways."” Ultimately, the value added by these pro-
grams was perceived by some respondents as one
of the incentives for countries to participate in the
GWP and to direct their STAR-allocated funding to
thatend.

Another striking aspect of the coordination
activities is the collaborative relationship that
has developed between UNDP and the World
Bank. Together, the two organizations serve as
the implementing agencies for the vast majority
of the child projects, with UNDP serving as the

"The success of the learning component of the GWP
builds on previous successful approaches designed to
share learning across projects. One such example is
the GEF-World Bank South-South Knowledge Exchange
Project (GEF IEO 2013).
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implementing agency for the majority of proj-
ects. In addition, the World Bank serves various
program-wide functions through its roles under
the coordinating grant. Both the World Bank and
UNDP have been commended on the collaborative
relationship that has developed, which is particu-
larly notable given that there historically has been
a competitive relationship between the agencies in
seeking GEF funding.

Under the current procedures for the GWP and
the GEF, there are certain opportunities for review
and comment on projects, but these are gener-
ally by the implementing agency, not necessarily
by the team performing the global coordination
functions. Anumber of interviewees advocated
for more and earlier opportunities for both formal
and informal review and comment on projects.
For example, the World Bank GWP personnel had
opportunities to commentinformally on certain
UNDP-implemented projects, when invited. An
implementing agency representative indicated
that the GWP Team provided helpful feedback
during the preapproval stage of the project.

The M&E framework for child projects is sim-
plified and more relevant to the program. The
program M&E framework is limited to three key
measures, with several subindicators under each.
The three main GWP indicators track the broad
theory of change of the program, capturing data
on the number of law enforcement and judicial
activities, number of people supported by GWP
activities, and number of target species poached.
This framework is simpler than those applied to
other GEF programs and includes a streamlined
set of core indicators for other focal areas, as well
as a Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool
applicable for all GEF projects with a protected
area component. In addition, rather than requiring
project teams to use multiple tracking tools, as

necessary, respondents noted that the monitoring
and evaluation system under the GWP is easier

to use because there are “fewer hoops to jump
through” and that, as aresult, itis more attractive
to users. Similarly, an in-country implementing
agency representative appreciated the evaluation
framework because of its simplicity and flexibility,
only requiring reporting on relevant issues. How-
ever, itis not clear whether this simplified M&E
framework will be able to capture the uniqueness
of the child projects as well as overall accomplish-
ment of the GWP.

Respondents also emphasized that is useful to
follow up immediately after an activity such as a
training eventand then 6 or 12 months afterwards
inorder to assess whether the training has had
lasting effects. They also suggested that long-term
monitoring is necessary in order to assess the
effectiveness of efforts to combat illegal wildlife
trade, which is a complex problem where incre-
mental changes are part of the solution.

One of the key indicators in the GWP M&E and
evaluation framework is the number of law
enforcement and judicial activities. Subindicators
under this heading include the number of patrols,
arrests, and prosecutions. However, the individ-
ual subindicators are required only insofar as
they are relevant to the individual project. One of
the frequent concerns expressed about national
IWT efforts is a lack of political will to actually
prosecute violations. A simple measure of this
would be to keep track of some basic elements:
arrests, prosecutions, convictions, and sentences,
in addition to seizures of contraband goods as
appropriate. These metrics yield a better picture
of whether traffickers are being held to account.
Similarly, without these measures, it is difficult
to know whether the justice system is adequate
to the task of deterring and punishing wildlife
crime. These metrics also shed light on whether
corruptionis a problem—as it often is linked to
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illegal wildlife trade. Moreover, with sufficient
man-power and resources, these basic statistics
are should be relatively easy to collect and report
on an annual basis.

Itis widely recognized that political will and cor-
ruption are integrally linked to illegal wildlife
trade. Without political will, a country will not take
the actions required to deal with illegal wildlife
trade. Corruption constitutes a breakdown in the
rule of law, such that officials do not enforce the
laws consistently but instead act for their pecu-
niary benefit, allowing illegal wildlife trade to
flourish. While these challenges go far beyond ille-
gal wildlife trade, itis also widely recognized that it
is necessary to address them in order for anti-IWT
efforts to be effective.

The link between corruption and illegal wildlife
trade was highlighted by the PFD establishing the
GWP. The PFD addresses corruption in the con-
text of illegal wildlife trade in discussing wildlife
crime in general, discussing weak governance and
institutions, and the need to strengthen efforts to
stop trafficking at all levels, including the military,
the police, other wildlife enforcement entities,
and local communities. It then argues that “build-
ing credible institutions with transparent and
inclusive governance to implement wildlife laws”
mitigates the risk of corruption and “elite capture”
(GEF 2016, para. 69).

Eleven of the 20 country-specific projects describe
corruption as a problem in their project documen-
tation, but only 6 projects mention anticorruption
measures as part of their objectives. Gabon is

the only country that explicitly addresses corrup-
tion issues as part of its project (June 2017). That
projectincludes an investigation of the role of
corruption inivory smuggling. Moreover, Gabon

is now developing an evidence-based program
forimproving the activities of law enforcement,

the judiciary, and the prosecutorial agencies, and
using the ICCWC Analytic Toolkit. A robust and
coordinated focus on political willand corrup-
tion will ultimately help achieve the increases in
arrests, prosecutions, and convictions the GEF-6
Biodiversity Strategy prescribes.

With respect to political will, the GEF has a par-
ticular niche as a global intergovernmental
organization that can bring together leaders of
countries across the IWT supply chain. Bringing
together such leaders is not limited to GEF funding
recipients, butincludes nonrecipients and donors
like the United States and Europe. It can also sup-
port global gatherings, such as the 2014 London
Conference on Illegal Wildlife Trade, that often
lead to prominent declarations by world leaders.
While some might be tempted to dismiss such
gatherings as mere words, several respondents
emphasized that these gatherings help to build
and sustain political will. By supporting such gath-
erings, the GEF can help sustain the long-term,
high-level political support for taking action to
combat illegal wildlife trade.

In addition to supporting global gatherings, the
GEF has funded at least one project specifically
designed to build political will around illegal wild-
life trade through the medium-size project that
funded activities by the ICCF. The ICCF seeks to
build political support for conservation matters
by supporting the creation of parliamentary cau-
cuses in countries across the world to address
conservation; these include many GEF and GWP
countries. It then supports the activities of those
caucuses, including the passage and imple-
mentation of legislation on conservation issues,
and facilitates learning and knowledge-sharing
opportunities among caucuses around the world,
including the United States. With GEF funding,
the ICCF expanded its caucus work in Africa,
working to create new caucuses and to support
the expanded activities of existing caucuses,
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primarily in Southern and Eastern Africa as well
asin Gabon. Under the same GEF-funded project,
the ICCF created regional workshops for judges
and prosecutors, not only confined to wildlife or
environment, to develop their capacity to pros-
ecute and sentence wildlife crimes and other
environmental crimes. These workshops had the
additional benefit of creating relationships among
prosecutors and judges in different countries
within the same region. In addition, these work-
shops were structured to facilitate connections
between members of parliaments and the judicial
system to build greater knowledge and foster
more informed decision making. As implemented
by the ICCF, the caucus model provides one valu-
able model for building political will around issues
pertaining to illegal wildlife trade. Continued
support for this model, as well increasing atten-
tion to issues of political willand corruption, will
help facilitate the success of future GEF efforts to
combatillegal wildlife trade.

3.3 Conclusions and
recommendations

CONCLUSIONS

The GWP isrelevant to GEF-6 Biodiversity Strat-
egy priorities. The program aims at preventing the
extinction of known threatened species by focusing
on reducing the rates of poaching of rhinocer-
oses, elephants, and other threatened species,
and increasing arrest and conviction rates within
participating countries. It also caters to other
biodiversity programs and objectives, such as
those related to protected areas, sustainable use,
and biodiversity mainstreaming efforts. Through
country-led child projects, the program responds
to the objectives of other focal areas such as land
degradation, climate change, and sustainable
forest management. The program is relevant to
advancing core goals of the CBD—including the
AichiTargets and the goals of CITES.

Gapsingeographicand species coverage remain;
focus is mainly on single country projects. No
countries from the Latin America and the Carib-
bean region have been included so far, even though
substantialillegal wildlife trade occurs within the
region. The gaps in coverage reflect the fact that
the GWP emerged from concerns focused on the
plight of charismatic megafauna—specifically the
trafficking of elephantivory, rhinoceros horn, and
large cats. With the exception of the global coordi-
nation grant, all the child projects under the GWP
are for a single country. Cross-boundary issues
must be addressed, as illegal wildlife trade is by
nature international, and the techniques that are
effective in combating the trafficking of other illicit
goods must be employed.

The GWP has an appropriately comprehensive
theory of change to address illegal wildlife trade;
most GWP funding is focused on addressing IWT
atsource. The theory of change, set outin the
GWP’s PFD, emphasizes addressing each stage in
the illegal wildlife trade supply chain, namely the
source of wildlife traded illegally, the shipment
and transportation of wildlife and wildlife prod-
ucts, and the market demand for those products.
Despite the comprehensive theory of change, most
GWP funding is focused on activities to fight ille-
gal wildlife trade at the source, with 68.3 percent
of the GEF’s funding allocated to this component.
Demand constitutes the smallest portion of the
funding allocated: $2.4 million, or approximately
1.8 percent of total GWP funding. The skewed allo-
cation of GEF funds in supply, transit, and demand
countries is the reflection of a program composed
of country-lead projects following the participat-
ing countries’ priorities.

There are structural limitations on the extent

to which GWP child projects can be expected

to fully realize the PFD because of the current
funding mechanism. Most of the funding available
for child projects under the program is from STAR
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allocations. While the STAR is beneficial in that

it ensures that country recipients have adequate
buy-in with respect to their country priorities
onillegal wildlife issues, itis also a constraint
because there is minimal leverage the GEF can
exert over countries in directing their funding to
the program. Moreover, issues of illegal wildlife
trade need cross-boundary coordination, which
will require incentivizing countries to participate in
combating these issues ataregional scale.

Political will and corruption are not explicitly and
directly addressed in projects. Eleven of the 20
country-specific projects describe corruption as
anissue but only 6 projects mention anticorruption
measures as part of their objectives (annex H).
Furthermore, the GWP does not mandate report-
ing of indicator data on arrests, prosecutions, and
convictions for all projects, instead requiring this
information only insofar asitis relevant to an indi-
vidual project.

The M&E framework for child projects is sim-
plified and more relevant to the program. The
three chief GWP indicators track the broad theory
of change of the program, capturing number of
law enforcement and judicial activities, number of
people supported by GWP activities, and number
of target species poached. This framework is sim-
pler than those applied to other GEF programs,
butitis not clear whether this simplified M&E
framework will be able to capture the uniqueness
of the child projects as well as overall program
accomplishment.

The GWP global coordination grantis accom-
plishing more than expected with the available
funding. The global grantis an innovative design
element of the program and its contributions to
date have been recognized by program partici-
pants. It coordinates actions and builds capacity,
learning, and knowledge management to address
the issue of illegal wildlife trade across the entire

supply chain with implementing partners, donors,
and international organizations—some of which
are not GEF Agencies. To accomplish these man-
ifold objectives, the global grant receives only 5
percent of total GWP funding.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The GEF has an important role to play in combat-
ing illegal wildlife trade, and the ongoing illegal
wildlife trade crisis warrants scaling up of GEF’s
work. Given the scale of the problem, additional
efforts are required to combat illegal wildlife
trade. As an intergovernmental organization with
an established track record in addressing a range
of biodiversity-related issues, the GEF has distinct
advantages. With its mandate and expertise, it
brings together multilateral agencies and national
governments to develop and implement effective
programs on the ground. Scaling up the GEF’s
work requires increased funding under the GEF-7
replenishment cycle and a sharper focus onillegal
wildlife trade.

Further integration of bottom-up, country-driven
approaches with top-down, strategic approaches
isnecessary. Such integration is essential to

both developing effective IWT programming and
maintaining ownership and buy-in of individual
countries in their projects. Adjustments to the
funding mechanism for GEF IWT activities could
facilitate integration of these approaches. Rather
than relying solely on STAR allocation funding

as under GEF-6—with the exception of funding
under the global coordination grant—it would be
desirable to support the program with non-STAR
funds to carry out activities in transit and demand
countries where investing GEF resources may

not accrue global environmental benefits for the
participating countries. Additional non-STAR
resources would benefit activities across inter-
national borders in supply countries where STAR
funding may not be sufficient to cover both the
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domestic as well as transboundary activities. Pri-
vate sector funding could be leveraged to address
wildlife trafficking and demand issues.

With respect to the scope of the GEF's illegal
wildlife trade funding, there should be a stra-
tegic expansion to other species, countries,

and regions. Specifically, the program should
expand to cover Latin America and the Caribbean,
which pose particular issues with respect to the
pet trade. To protect biodiversity more broadly, it
would also be beneficial to expand strategically
to cover other wildlife, moving beyond elephants,
rhinoceroses, and big cats.

In addition to country-led national

projects, stronger regional and global pro-
gramming is important. Projects at both
scales—country-specific projects and those at

a broader scale—are important to the success

of the program. Because illegal wildlife trade is
ultimately an international issue, the program can
be more cohesive if cross-border connections

are designed as a core part of the program. This
could be achieved by supporting activities across
international borders with non-STAR resources. In
addition, the GEF ought to consider how to engage
other countries that are not yet participantsin

the GWP but are part of the larger system of ille-
gal wildlife trade—whether they are eligible GEF
recipients, like China, or nonrecipients, like the
United States, Europe, or Japan. The communica-
tion initiated with major international donors and
their agencies should continue.

Political will and corruption should be explic-
itly and directly addressed in all IWT projects.
Arobustand coordinated focus on political will
and corruption will ultimately help achieve the
increases in arrests, prosecutions, and con-
victions that the GEF-6 Biodiversity Strategy
prescribes. Participating countries in future
GEF-funded projects on poaching and illegal

wildlife trade should be encouraged to invest
some financial resources in addressing corruption
issues. An alternative would be for the GEF to sup-
port third parties like the ICCWC to engage with
countries to pursue this part of the agenda as is
being done in some countries.

Continue to use the simplified but relevant
measures for tracking overall Program perfor-
mance while reflecting the uniqueness of child
projects. Asthe GWP tracking tools are used, the
GEF should continue to assess that experience to
ensure that it matches the current expectations
regarding its benefits. The lessons that emerge
should then be integrated into the tracking tool and
evaluation frameworks going forward. Monitoring
and evaluation of all IWT projects should include
the tracking of arrests, prosecutions, convictions,
and penalties as appropriate. Collecting data for
these subindicators for all projects would enable
a more thorough assessment of the effectiveness
of the projects, as well as the impact of corruption
and political will on efforts to combat IWT. Doing
sowould contribute to realizing the priority set
under Program 3 of the GEF-6 Biodiversity Strat-
egy of increasing arrest and conviction rates for
poaching of threatened species.

Create links between other international activ-
itiesregarding demand and GEF-supported
efforts. As with trafficking, itimportant to
acknowledge a critical portion of the supply chain
with respect to demand occurs in the United States
and in Europe, which are not eligible GEF recipi-
ents. While this problem is, in part, outside of the
scope of the GEF’s activities, it must be acknowl-
edged in working to solve this global problemon a
global scale. In addition, the GEF can foster links
between demand countries and GEF-eligible coun-
tries, such as the partnership created between
Mozambique and Vietnam regarding illegal wildlife
trade.
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Sustainability of knowledge-sharing components
needs to be established. The knowledge-sharing
components of the GWP will facilitate the Pro-
gram’s further evolution. Fostering connections
between experts and in-country staff, in addi-

tion to the relationships with the implementing
agency technical staff, will enable the continual

improvement of the programs at the ground level.
The connections between countries fostered by
these coordinating and knowledge-sharing activ-
ities run by the World Bank with the coordination
grant can also facilitate the development of proj-
ects to combatillegal wildlife trade that reach
across borders.



Annex A: Stakeholders

interviewed

A.1 ABS and the Nagoya Protocol
study

Priscillar Mutungi, Research Scientist, Kenya
Wildlife Service

Levis Kavagi, Regional Coordinator, Ecosystems
and Biodiversity, UN Environment

Kelly West, GEF Coordinator, UNEP

Kipchumba Keitany, County Executive Committee
Member, Tourism, Baringo County

Moses Atuko, County Executive Committee
Member, Environment, Baringo County

Anita Fiori, Team Leader, PIMS 9058,
Inter-American Development Bank

Balakrishna Pisupati, Vice Chancellor, TransDisci-
plinary University, Bengaluru, India

Chencho Dorji, Research Officer, Ministry of Agri-
culture and Forests, Government of Bhutan

Flavio Teodoro Chaves, Environment Rural
Development and Disaster Risk Management
Division, Inter-American Development Bank

Jaime Cavelier, Senior Biodiversity Specialist

Jigme Dorji, Portfolio Analyst, Economic Integra-
tion and Innovation, UNDP-Bhutan

Johan Robinson, Chief, Biodiversity Unit
UNEP Division of Environmental Policy
Implementation

Marianela Araya-Quesada, UNEP Programme
Officer, Regional Office for Latin America and
the Caribbean

Mark Zimsky, GEF Biodiversity Focal Area Coor-
dinator and Regional Coordinator for Latin
America

Matthew Talvacchia, Co-Team Leader, PIMS 9058,
Inter-American Development Bank

Mohamed Sessay, Former Chief, Biodiversity
Unit, UNEP Division of Environmental Policy
Implementation

Mukonyi Kavaka Watai, Head, Bioprospecting,
Kenya Wildlife Service
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Annex B: Global ABS expert
group survey

Surveys were sent to a group of eminent expertsin

ABS policy, law, science, and implementation. Fif-

teen persons responded; following are those who

indicated they could be acknowledged by name in

this report:

Lisa Benjamin, University of the Bahamas

Christopher Cosslett, Environment Strategies
International

Andreas Gettkant, GIZ (German Corporation for
International Cooperation) Program Director

Monica Ribadeneira Sarmiento

Manuel Ruiz Muller, Peruvian Society for Envi-
ronmental Law

Tran Trang, Legal Associates

Following are the survey questions:

1.

Which of the following best describes your
position?

. Whatisyour area of expertise?

Regional affiliation: In answering this question,
which regional perspective are you applying?

ABS outlook: Which of the following defines
your outlook on ABS issues?

Mention the country/organization name
(Optional)?

Participation in ABS project(s)?

7.

10.

11.

12.

= Have you participated in any GEF ABS
project[s]?

= Haveyou participated in some other
[non-GEF] donor funded project[s] to imple-
ment, apply or build capacity in ABS?

If YES to either of the options in Question 6, in
what capacity did you participate?

What was the main focus of the GEF ABS
project?

Do you think that the GEF ABS project focused
on the priority issues for the country or region
in which it worked?

Have the GEF ABS projects you have known
been successfulin:

= Promoting functional and effective imple-
mentation of the Nagoya Protocol?

= Promoting functional commercial ABS con-
tracts or other user/provider relationships?

= Creating intragovernmental coordination/
cooperation on ABS issues?

Have you participated in a regional or global
GEF ABS project?

If YES to Question 11, please answer the
following:
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= All countries and/or organizations were able 15.What are the most important outcomes that
to benefit from shared experiences of other you have known from the GEF ABS projects?

countries in the project
16.What do you think are the greatest challenges

= The project promoted the development of that needs to be addressed in future GEF ABS
regional agreements or global mechanisms projects?

= The project addressed the concerns of all 17. Please provide any suggestions for improving
stakeholder groups GEF ABS projects.

13.Based on your knowledge of the GEF project, do 18.Please provide your email, if you are willing to

you think the project benefited from knowledge be contacted for a follow-up discussion regard-
sharing or information exchange from other ing this survey. (Optional)
GEF ABS projects?
19. Please provide your full name and institutional
14.Based on your knowledge of the GEF project affiliation if you would like to be acknowledged
outcomes, do you think the project will achieve in the report. (Optional

functional and effective ABS:

= |nyour country
= [nyourregion
= Globally



Annex C: Evolution of the GEF
ABS strategy and CBD COP

guidance

Over the first six replenishment periods, the GEF's
strategy on ABS has evolved significantly. This
evolutionary process has been expressly impacted
by the expansion of issues identified in direct
guidance to the GEF from the CBD COP, and more
recently from the Nagoya Protocol COP/MOP.

The inherent complexity and ambiguity of the ABS
concept as internationally developed, coupled
with the resultant complexities encountered in
national, regional, and global efforts to implement
it have combined to place the GEF's work on ABS
within a sphere that is at times highly charged and
controversial. As such, the GEF’'s implementation
activities are sometimes narrowly scrutinized with
an eye to their potential impact on the basic con-
cept, which is still evolving internationally through
the development of national ABS implementa-
tion, international mechanisms, and evolving
standards.

Accordingly, the GEF strategy’s evolution in this
area has been closely linked to the evolution in
the “guidance to the financial mechanism” on this
point, as provided by the parties to the CBD and
later by the parties to the Nagoya Protocol. These
guidance documents are often the subject of
detailed and intensive negotiations.

C.1 GEF strategic documents
regarding ABS interventions

Building capacity on ABS has been specifically
stated as part of the GEF's biodiversity focal area
strategy since at least GEF-4(2006-2010).

GEF-4

Atthat time, the strategy specifically identified
the ABS objective as a measure supported by
the GEF in order to address “overexploitation” of
biodiversity—one of the three primary drivers of
biodiversity loss.? The strategy stated its objec-
tives with regard to ABS very succinctly. It
began by noting key factors contributing to the

"As reported on the GEF website, the GEF developed

its first targeted biodiversity strategy in GEF-3. That
strategy incorporated principles directed at achiev-

ing lasting biodiversity conservation and sustainable
use, emphasizing (1) sustainability of results and the
potential for replication; and (2] the strengthening of
national “enabling environments (policy and regulatory
frameworks, institutional capacity building, science and
information, awareness)”; (3] the mainstreaming of bio-
diversity conservation and sustainable use in the wider
economic development context; and (4) increasing sup-
port for sustainable use and benefit sharing (based on
GEF 2009, para. 4).

2The strategy declared that the “long-term impact

of the GEF biodiversity program will be measured by
GEF’s contribution to a significant reduction of the
current rate of globally-significant biodiversity loss in
GEF-supported countries as per country reporting to
the CBD on the 2010 target” (GEF 2007, para. 42).
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sluggishness of progress with regard to ABS: “[t]
he complexities associated with the implementa-
tion of the third objective of the CBD and the lack
of capacity of most key stakeholder groups to deal
with these complexities, including lack of capacity
in most countries to deal with legitimate, but often
conflicting, interests of providers and users of
geneticresources and the associated traditional
knowledge of indigenous and local communities.”
[t went on to state goals of

[supporting] capacity building of governments
for meeting their obligations under Article 15 of
the CBD;

building capacity within key stakeholder groups,
including indigenous and local communities,
and the scientific community;

support[ing] the establishment of measures that
promote concrete access and benefit-sharing
agreements that recognize the core ABS prin-
ciples of PIC and MAT [mutually agreed terms],
including the fair and equitable sharing of
benefits.

In addition, it specifically stated that “[plrojects
in this strategic program should be consistent
with the Bonn Guidelines on Access to Genetic
Resources and the Fair and Equitable Sharing of
Benefits Arising out of their Utilization and the
related action plan on capacity building for ABS,
adopted under the Convention” (GEF 2007). The
Bonn Guidelines had been adopted by CBD COP
6in 2002, and are generally considered one of
the primary forerunners of the Nagoya Protocol
negotiations.®

3The Bonn Guidelines were adopted by and annexed to
CBD COP Decision VI/24: Access and benefit-sharing as
related to genetic resources.

GEF-5

Published after the adoption of the Nagoya Proto-
col, but before its entry into force, the Biodiversity
Strategy for GEF-5(2011-2015) had the advan-
tage of knowing that countries would place a new
emphasis on ABS, but only aninitial indication as
to the nature of that emphasis. Accordingly, its
Objective Four followed along the lines of GEF-4's
strategy, emphasizing the need to build capacity
on ABS, reiterating the rationale used previously,
and emphasizing the difficulties encountered in
attempting to establish common understandings
between providers and users of genetic resources
and of the associated traditional knowledge held
by indigenous and local communities (GEF 2011b,
7).

Objective Four listed similar outcomes to the
GEF-3 strategy’s ABS clause (national legal/regu-
latory frameworks and administrative procedures,
measures that promote concrete access and
benefit-sharing agreements) and again identified
PIC, mutually agreed terms, and fair and equi-
table benefit sharing as the core ABS principles.
This strategy provided foreknowledge of the NPIF,
noting that Japan had committed to supporting
this objective.

GEF-6

By the time the GEF-6 Biodiversity Strategy was
adopted, the GEF had before it the general CBD
COP Guidance to the Financial Mechanism, the
Aichi Targets, and the Nagoya Protocol Inter-
national Negotiating Committee’s first set of
ABS-specific Guidance to the Financial Mecha-
nism. Evolving to fit the current situation, Program
8 (“Implementing the Nagoya Protocol on Access
and Benefit Sharing”) under GEF-6's third objec-
tive (BD-3-"Sustainably Use Biodiversity”), is
described in terms of the new protocol and other
new developments, including the NPIF and the
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AichiTargets. The program statement notes the
“incipient nature of the thematic area, and the
importance that the COP has placed on ABS both in
the way guidance is presented to the GEF and the
strong emphasis that has been given on capacity
building at this stage,” which has led to its pre-
sentation of the ABS program “as a discrete and
important element of the GEF biodiversity strategy
[that merits its own program of support.”

It went on to state a broad focus within the ABS

arena:

[ABS] Projects funded under the GEF Trust
Fund will support national and regional imple-
mentation of the Nagoya Protocol and, if still
required, targeted capacity building to facilitate
ratification and entry into force of the Protocol.
As such, the GEF will support the following
core activities to comply with the provisions of
the Nagoya Protocol: Stocktaking and assess-
ment...; Development and implementation of a
strategy and action plan for the implementa-
tion of ABS measures...; and Building capacity
among stakeholders (including indigenous and
local communities, especially women] to nego-
tiate between providers and users of genetic
resources...

With regard to technical capacity, it noted

that “[clountries may consider institutional
capacity-building to carry out research and devel-
opment to add value to their own genetic resources
and traditional knowledge associated with genetic
resources.” It also committed to support partici-
pation in the ABS Clearing-House mechanism and
to enhance national implementation of the Nagoya
Protocol through regional collaboration.

Allthree of these key focus areas [stocktaking/
strategy for implementation of ABS measures,
capacity building for stakeholders) broadly
encompass many particularitems that have been
enumerated in the guidance to the GEF as provided
by the CBD and Nagoya Protocol parties, as dis-
cussed below.

Connected to this strategy, in 2014 the NPIF con-
verted its focus from approving new projects to
completing those already approved.

NPIF STRATEGY

The NPIF, initially funded in 2011 by Japan,
Norway, Switzerland, the UK, and France, is
defined as “additional too the STAR.” Its strategy
declares two levels of priorities—one for national
projects and a second for international. With
regard to country-based work, the priorities are to

Pursue opportunities leading to actual ABS
agreements between users and providers of
genetic resources...

Promote technology transfer and private sector
engagement...

Allow countries to gain information to review
capacities and needs on ABS with focus on exist-
ing policies, laws and regulations.

Globally, its priority is to “support the ratification
and implementation” of the Nagoya Protocol.

As noted in the GEF-6 Biodiversity Strategy, The
primary objective of the NPIF was “to facilitate
early entryinto force of the Protocol and create
enabling conditions at national and regional levels
forits implementation. The NPIF will support
opportunities leading to the development and
implementation of ABS agreements between
providers and users of genetic resources that
actively inform national implementation of the
Nagoya Protocol. Providers would include parties
to the CBD as well as those stakeholders provid-
ing access toresources on the ground, including
indigenous peoples, and local communities. Users
caninclude parties of the CBD as well as those
interested in the resources including, for exam-
ple, sectors like the pharmaceutical industry,
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biotechnology, ornamental horticulture, natural
personal care and cosmetics, and museums.*

In 2012, CBD COP 11's guidance to the financial
mechanism specifically discussed the NPIF, sup-
porting these priorities, and also recommending
that the GEF “expedite and facilitate procedures
foraccess to funds from the NPIF.”

The GEF-6 strategy also noted in its May 2014
Council Meeting that the GEF Council decided to
extend the operation of the NPIF to December 31,
2020 for operational reasons, to allow continuation
of project preparation for and implementation of
already approved projects. Consistent with the
May 2011 GEF Council decision on the NPIF, the
Council will not approve new PIFs under the NPIF
after June 30, 2014 (GEF 2014, 21).

Thus, new ABS projects proposed after June
2014 are funded from the GEF Trust Fund, either
based on STAR allocations or applying focal area
set-asides.

The NPIF funded 13 projects—1 global, 2 regional,
and 10 national. In terms of application of this
strategy, two of these—one global and one
national—directly addressed the NPIF’s first
priority issue of ratification of the Nagoya Pro-
tocol.® With regard to the fund's other priorities,
itis notable that all 13 projects included some
element of national legislative development
and/or implementation; 8 included elements of
stakeholder capacity, including research and
technical capacity; and 9 specifically included one
or more elements relating to the negotiation of
ABS agreements or the identification of promising

“GEF (2014), Third Objective, Program 8, “Implementing
the Nagoya Protocol on Access and Benefit Sharing.”
See also GEF (2011b).

SAs described in GEF (2014], 22, “the NPIF will give pri-
ority to projects directly related to the countries’ ability
to ratify the Protocol.” See also GEF (2011b).

compounds for purposes of promoting future
agreements.

C.2 COP guidance to the GEF’s work
on ABS

Most of the CBD COP decisions providing guidance
to the GEF, as well as the comparable decisions of
the Nagoya Protocol COP/MOPs, have addressed
ABS, often in detail. Those decisions have evolved
over theyears. In light of the high level of con-
troversy that remains at the international level
regarding the nature of ABS and its various con-
cepts, the ABS programme has wisely viewed the
“guidance to the Financial Mechanism” resolutions
negotiated and adopted by the Nagoya Protocol
COP/MOPs as a primary source of guidance to its
work.

GUIDANCE FROM CBD COP 3

The firsttime ABS was directly mentioned in the
GEF was the guidance provided by CBD COP 3 in
1996.¢ At that point, the practical and legal com-
plexities of ABS had already been recognized

as challenges, so paragraph 7 of the guidance
requested collaboration between the CBD Secre-
tariat and the GEF “in preparing, for consideration
by the COP at its fourth meeting, a proposal on the
means to address the fair and equitable sharing
of the benefits arising out of genetic resources
including assistance to developing country
parties.”

In addition, at paragraph 4, the COP asked that the
GEF join with governments and various national
and international organizations “to support human

¢This decision was the first time the COP’s GEF guid-
ance decision went beyond providing guidance on
eligibility and otherissues to ensure that the parties in
need of assistance would have appropriate access to
GEF funding.
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and institutional capacity-building programmes
for governments, nongovernmental organizations
and local and indigenous communities, as appro-
priate, to promote the successful development
and implementation of legislative, administrative
and policy measures and guidances on access to
genetic resources, including scientific, technical,
business, legal and management skills and capac-
ities.” Paragraph 5 makes a similar request with
regard to the broad category traditional knowl-
edge—including no limitation to, nor mention of,
ABS issues.

GUIDANCE FROM CBD COP 4

In 1998, CBD COP 4 further elucidated on the
parties’ ABS needs, calling on the GEF to provide
support for a broad range of activities, specifically
stock-taking, including assessment of legis-
lative, administrative, and policy measures on
ABS; development of national, subregional, and
regional ABS mechanisms, including for moni-
toring, assessment, and incentives; and building
national capacity to develop ABS measures and to
come to appropriate economic valuation of genetic
resources.

In a provision calling for “support for other initia-
tives,” this decision included the first indication
that GEF support might be used to facilitate
entrepreneurial activities, in this case limited to
such activities of ILCs, as well as “financial sus-
tainability...and appropriate targeted research
components.”

GUIDANCE FROM CBD COP 5

By COP 5(2000), CBD parties began the process
that produced the Bonn Guideline, as the overall
range of issues for which GEF assistance was
sought appeared to be expanding. Although the
COP’s guidance was less specific with regard to
ABS, three of the overall areas listed appeared

directly relevant. One of these specifically men-
tioned the need for support “[flor projects that will
address the issue of access and benefit-sharing.”
The next referred to “projects that incorporate
incentive measures that promote the develop-
ment and implementation of social, economic and
legalincentive measures for the conservation
and sustainable use of biological diversity,” which
had initially been stated as the role of ABS in the
GEF strategy. The third called for the “implemen-
tation of the priority activities identified in the
programme of work on Article 8(j) (protection of
traditional knowledge) and related provisions.”

GUIDANCE FROM CBD COP 6

By COP 6 (2002] the issue of ABS had reached
arelatively high level of controversy, but much
optimism was expressed, based on the COP’s
adoption of the Bonn Guidelines on ABS, and, some
relatively detailed “Draft Elements for an Action
Plan for Capacity-Building for Access to Genetic
Resources and Benefit-Sharing.”” Although the
COP’s guidance to the GEF is stated at a generic
level, similar to the COP 5 guidance, it became
more specific by linking to the “"Action Plan,” which
was to be adopted by a CBD Secretariat-organized
workshop.

To this day, the “"Draft Elements” remain an
important milestone in the identification of ABS
needs. They have called for the facilitation of and
support to “the development and strengthening
of capacities for the effective implementation

of the provisions of the Convention relating to
[ABS] at local, national, subregional, regional and

7COP 6 Decision VI/24: Access and benefit-sharing

as related to genetic resources. The Bonn Guide-

lines are contained in the first annex to that decision,
and the “Draft Elements for an Action Plan for
Capacity-Building for Access to Genetic Resources and
Benefit-Sharing” are annexed to the second.
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international levels,” and to this end, prioritized
capacity-building initiatives in virtually every
aspect of ABS implementation:

a. Strengthening of relevant institutions; b.
Assessment, inventory and monitoring of bio-
logical resources and traditional knowledge,
including taxonomic capacity...y; c. Valuation
of genetic resources and market information,
including production and marketing strate-
gies; d. Inventory and case-studies of existing
legislative measures and development of
appropriate legislation; e. ... [IInformation
management and exchange...; f. Development
and strengthening capacities of indigenous
and local communities for participationin
decision making and implementation; g. Public
education and awareness focusing on relevant
stakeholders; h. Human resources develop-
ment and training at all levels, including legal
drafting skills...; i. Funding and resource man-
agement; j. Contract negotiation skills for all
relevant stakeholders, in particular indigenous
and local communities; k. Means for the pro-
tection of traditional knowledge associated
with genetic resources; L. Scientific and tech-
nical areas, including technology transfer...;
m. Development of instruments, tools, and
indicators to monitor and assess the implemen-
tation of capacity-building for access to genetic
resources and benefit-sharing at all stages.

In addition to these direct priorities, it identified
the needs for awareness raising, capacity needs
assessment at the local, national, subregional,
and regional levels; coordination with ABS
capacity-building initiatives, both public and pri-
vate; and establishing indicators for monitoring
of the action plan’s implementation. The draft
elements also noted some intranational chal-
lenges, including the need for integration of ABS
capacity building in national biodiversity strate-
gies and prioritization of these issues at the local,
national, and regional levels. It also discussed
the role of intellectual property rightsin ABS
implementation, especially tracking, calling for
further discussion and information, particularly
with regard to “the disclosure of the country of

origin of genetic resources [later also referring
to ATK] in applications for intellectual property
rights, where the subject matter of the application
concerns or makes use of genetic resources in its
development.” At the time numerous international
negotiations were ongoing in relation to this issue.

The decision adopting the draft elements noted
the variety of approaches that may be needed,
recognizing that “a package of measures may
be necessary to address the different needs of
Parties and stakeholders in the implementation
of access and benefit-sharing arrangements.” It
also specifically acknowledged a key challenge,
which still exists, but has not been mentioned in
later guidance: “the need for the sequencing of
actions, including timelines for the operation of
capacity-building for access to genetic resources
and benefit-sharing.”

GUIDANCE FROM CBD COPS 7 THROUGH ¢

COPs 7 through 9 were held during the ongoing
negotiations that eventually led to the adop-

tion of the Nagoya Protocol. The guidance
clauses on ABS were relatively succinct, or,

in the case of COP 8, omitted entirely. In gen-
eral they focused on country-drivenness, and
reasserted the importance of the action plan
adopted after COP 6. The COP 7 guidance, in
keeping with the fact that “technology transfer”
was one of its focal issues, specifically called
for support for “capacity-building regarding the
transfer of technologies which enables provid-
ersto fully appreciate and actively participate

in benefit-sharing arrangements at the stage of
granting access permits.” The COP 9 guidance
specifically identified ABS as its bth priority area,
and prefaced the text relating to this area with a
footnote stating that they were adopted “[wlithout
prejudging the relevant decision of the Confer-
ence of the Parties on the international regime
on access and benefit sharing.” It also reiterated
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COP 3's call to promote national ABS legislative
development, including “measures to encour-

age the fair and equitable sharing of benefits, on
mutually agreed terms.” As this document demon-
strates, even on the verge of adopting the Nagoya
Protocol, the lack of “national systems on ABS”
was a major concern of the parties.

GUIDANCE FROM CBD COP 10

In 2010, with the adoption of the Nagoya Proto-
coland the Aichi Targets (described below), the
COP’s concerns about ABS reached another crest.
COP 10°’s guidance decision included a detailed
“consolidated guidance” document, which enunci-
ated a lengthy list of recommendations on ABS that
echoes the COP 6 Action Plan almost word-for-
word, also incorporating earlier references to
monitoring, assessment, incentive measures,
economic valuation of genetic resources, and
entrepreneurial development by ILCs. An import-
ant pointin this document was its brief reassertion
of concerns regarding “facilitation of financial sus-
tainability of projects promoting the sustainable
use of genetic resources, and appropriate targeted
research components.”

GUIDANCE FROM CBD COP 11 AND ICNP-2

At COP 11, the CBD parties had access to input
from the second meeting of the Intergovernmental
Committee for the Nagoya Protocol, but that input
was directed to the first Nagoya Protocol COP/
MOP, rather than COP 11. Given that the Nagoya
Protocol was notyetin force, the information was
generally inserted in an appendix (entitled “Guid-
ance to the Financial Mechanism on Programme
Priorities to Support the Implementation of the
Nagoya Protocol on Access and Benefit-Sharing”)
to an annex to the decision. That annex tracks (with
carefully negotiated adjustments) the Action plan
adopted in COP 10. That decision also discusses

the NPIF, recommending “that funds from the
NPIF be used to support projects which will assist
the early entry into force of the Nagoya Protocol
and create enabling conditions at the national and
regional levels forits effective implementation.” It
emphasized that ratification and other assistance
would be needed “prior to the entry into force of
the Nagoya Protocol.”

In light of the STAR allocation system, the COP
also used this decision as a forum in which to call
on GEF operational focal points to “carefully con-
sider the urgent need to finance activities related
to access and benefit-sharing and the Nagoya
Protocol when consulting national stakehold-
erson the distribution of the...allocation.” It also
instructed that GEF funds “be used for access to
and utilization of GR [genetic resources] only when
such activities have been approved by appropriate
government authorities and endorsed through the
GEF operational focal point.”

GUIDANCE FROM CBD COP 12 AND NAGOYA
PROTOCOL COP-MOP 1

CBD COP 12 left the primary work of providing
ABS guidance to the Nagoya Protocol COP/MOP. It
specifically cited the COP 10 “consolidated guid-
ance” on ABS as well as the appendix to the annex
to the COP 11 guidance, as bases for the recom-
mendations and various priority adjustments put
forward. In addition to priorities indicated in the
previous CBD COP guidance decisions, the Nagoya
Protocol COP-MOP 1 decision also includes a call
for assistance to “eligible Parties in preparing
their national reports.”

GUIDANCE FROM CBD COP 13 AND NAGOYA
PROTOCOL COP-MOP 2

Demonstrating the continued existence of the
framework development problem first mentioned
inthe CBD COP 3 guidance, the Nagoya Protocol
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COP-MQOP 2 decision includes as its expected
outcome the recurring call for anincreasein

the “"number of countries that have adopted leg-
islative, administrative or policy measures on
access and benefit-sharing.” It also includes a
call for “inter alia and as appropriate, measures
for mutualimplementation with other relevant
international agreements, coordination in trans-
boundary genetic resources and associated
traditional knowledge, and/or procedures to issue
internationally recognized certificates of compli-
ance.” Importantly, it also annexes both the COP’s
recommendations for the “Four-Year Frame-
work of Programme Priorities for the Seventh
Replenishment Period (2018-2022) of the Global
Environment Facility Trust Fund” and a new “Con-
solidated Guidance to the Financial Mechanism.”
ABS issues are addressed in the former, primarily?®
as part of Priority Cluster Ill (“Further develop
biodiversity policy and institutional framework”),
which focuses on increasing the number of ratifi-
cations/accessions to the Protocol, and increasing
the number of countries that have adopted ABS
legislative frameworks.’

The consolidated guidance addresses ATK issues
as part of “Article 8(j) and related provisions”

in paragraph 17, emphasizing the “Inclusion of
perspectives of [ILCs]...in the financing of biodi-
versity and ecosystem services,” and generally
strengthening their involvement in conservation
and the promotion of customary sustainable use

8Given that the Aichi Targets specifically address ABS,
Priority Cluster | also includes ABS less directly. Sim-
ilarly, the initial insertion of ABS in the COP’s guidance
in COP 3recognized that ABSisintended as a tool for
species/ecosystem conservation, suggesting that ABS
is alsoindirectly included in Priority Cluster Il.

?“Legislative framework” here includes the full range
of legislatively relevant measures, including poli-
cies, laws, regulations, rules, procedures, and other
measures.

of biodiversity. ABS issues individually are most
directly discussed in article 15, paragraph 23,
which lists nine major areas of intervention and
seven subareas.

Other parts of the consolidated guidance that

are apparently relevant to ABS include article 11,
paragraph 20, “Development and implementa-
tion of innovative measures, including in the field
of economic incentives and those which assist
developing countries to address situations where
opportunity costs are incurred by local communi-
ties and to identify ways and means by which these
can be compensated”; and articles 16 ("Access

to and transfer of technology”), 18 (“Technical

and scientific cooperation”), 20 (“Development
and implementation of country-specific resource
mobilization strategies.”), 12 ("Research and train-
ing”), and 13 (“Public education and awareness”).

OTHER CBD SOURCES OF STRATEGIC
GUIDANCE—THE AICHI BIODIVERSITY TARGETS

The CBD’s parties have also adopted another
source of guidance that touches on the ABS family
of issues. The Aichi Targets were adopted in CBD
COP 10. They are grouped around five “strategic
goals.” Genetic diversity, traditional knowledge,
and the Nagoya Protocol are directly mentioned in
three targets, each linked to a different strategic
goal:

Target 16 (under Strategic Goal D: “Enhance the
benefits to all from biodiversity and ecosystem
services”), is that the Nagoya Protocol be in
force and operational “consistent with national
legislation” by 2015.

Target 18 (under Strategic Goal E: “Enhance
implementation through participatory plan-
ning, knowledge management and capacity
building”) was that “the traditional knowledge,
innovations and practices of indigenous and
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local communities relevant for the conservation
and sustainable use of biodiversity, and their
customary use of biological resources, are
respected..., and fully integrated and reflected
in the implementation of the Convention with
the full and effective participation of indigenous
and local communities, at all relevant levels” by
2020.

Target 13 (under Strategic Goal C: “To improve
the status of biodiversity by safeguarding eco-
systems, species and genetic diversity”] was
that “the genetic diversity of cultivated plants
and farmed and domesticated animals and of
wild relatives...is maintained, and strategies
have been developed and implemented for min-
imizing genetic erosion and safeguarding their
genetic diversity” by 2020.

Although Target 16 was not achieved by 2015, the
“in force” requirement has been met. As noted
below, however, the requirement that it be “oper-
ational consistent with national legislation” has
proven a much higher bar, and does not appear to
have yet been achieved.

In considering the achievement of Target 18, some
interpretation may be necessary regarding the
word “respected”; however, the primary mea-
sure of achievement will again be the adoption of
national implementing legislation and its integra-
tion with and reflection in “the implementation of
the Convention.” The fact that this target does not
mention or name ABS and/or the Nagoya Protocol
is emblematic of a very important message - that
the rights of indigenous and local communities
and the issue of “traditional knowledge” are
much broader than the Nagoya Protocol, so that
appropriate measures to address “traditional
knowledge associated with genetic resources”
(referred to herein as ATK] alone do not necessar-
ily address the full range of traditional knowledge
concerns. Similarly, although the Nagoya Protocol

includes separate provisions that discuss the
“genetic resources that are held by indigenous and
local communities,” itaddresses only a portion of
the resources to which ILCs may have legal rights.

Target 13 is linked to ABS in light of the original
intention of the ABS concept—that it provides

a motivation and incentive for conservation. As
numerous commentators and legal analysts have
noted, the complexities and ambiguities of the ABS
concept have made it very difficult, troublesome,
and time-consuming to implement. If the goal

of the system were solely one of financial devel-
opment, another framework would have been
mandated before now. Accordingly, it is generally
believed that ABS development should resultin

a system that provides a motivation for conser-
vation—generally believed to be generated when
communities begin to see benefits from the utiliza-
tion of their genetic resources or ATK.

C.3 Synthesis

The abundance of strategic guidance available to
the GEF Secretariat regarding support for ABS
and for Nagoya Protocol implementation may con-
stitute an embarrassment of riches, in the sense
that there is presently so much guidance, covering
such a broad swath of potential areas of action,
that the net effect may be the same as not having
any guidance at all. As the GEF Secretariat’s ABS
team pointed out, however, one clear message
from this volume of guidance is that the areais
perceived as both important and controversial.
Thus, the volume of guidance fulfills two objec-
tives: It provides fixed priorities, on which to justify
project activities; and it enables country-driven
projects to identify their particular highly individ-
ualized needs and concerns from within the broad
range of specified priorities.

In synthesizing the available strategies and guid-
ance, itis useful to look at how they have evolved.
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For this, itis helpful to first note the static ele-
ments, which have been a primary priority since
the earliest guidance and strategies on ABS, and
then consider the range of additional elements
that have been added over the years.

STATIC ELEMENTS

Several elements of the current consolidated guid-
ance from the CBD and the current GEF strategy
on ABS have been consistently indicated as critical
needs since the first CBD guidance at COP 3:

Legislative frameworks and institutional capacity.
Itis perhaps disheartening, particularly for those
who have long been involved in the implementation
of policies and law on genetic-resource-related
issues, to note that the first two listed priorities
since the earliest strategic and guidance docu-
ments on ABS remain the same—the needs for
effective legislative frameworks for the imple-
mentation of the ABS concepts, and to build
national capacity for their implementation. While
a growing number of projects have sought to
address these needs over the years, formal ABS
legislative measures have been adopted and con-
sidered functionalin only a few more countries in
addition to those who already had adopted ABS
frameworks in the 1990s.

Reasons for the continuing prominence of the
need for legislative and institutional development
and governmental capacity building have been
variously indicated, based on survey results and
subsequent contacts with survey respondents, as
follows:

The Nagoya Protocol, CBD Article 15, and the
International Treaty on Plant Genetic Resources
for Food and Agriculture are all relatively
vague, often excluding any clarifying definition
where the parties were unable to agree on one.
As aresult, alarge number of policy-oriented

choices remain to be made by each country,
prior to adopting its national legislation.

Evenifall countries came to the same policy
choices, developing countries that have adopted
national ABS frameworks rarely offer them

as examples of ABS framework success. Vir-
tually all are engaged in processes to remedy
perceived deficiencies that have prevented
effective ABS implementation.

Similarly, even if policy choices of two coun-
tries are identical, national legislation is highly
individualized from country to country, so

that implementation is not simply a matter of
applying a model. Each country must adopt leg-
islation in the way and with the provisions that
enable it to satisfy national constitutional and
interpretation requirements, and to integrate
with a broad range of other national legislative
frameworks.'

Most project-created draft ABS frameworks
have been developed by academics with lim-
ited understanding of the special concerns of
legislative drafting, and have not been subject
to detailed input from more legislatively experi-
enced in-country experts. As a result, the draft
legislation often requires relatively high levels
of person-time, training, and other institutional
costs, creating a potential budgetary challenge,
as countries seek funding for such operations.

Asinall areas of international support, gov-
ernmental employees with ABS training and

WABS implementation impacts (and must coordinate
with) environmental/conservation law, environmental
impact report requirements, contract/commercial

law, trade/customs law, and all elements of the law of
property, given that genetic resources have elements of
both physical and intangible property, may be part of the
national patrimony or other “crown lands,” and is often
supposed to have the potential to be protected under
intellectual property law.



ANNEX C: EVOLUTION OF THE GEF ABS STRATEGY AND CBD COP GUIDANCE

understanding are often rotated out of their
jobs, leaving their former agency as bereft of
expertise as it had been before the employee
was trained. This problem is exacerbated by the
fact that few ABS transactions have occurred,
so that there has been little opportunity for the
trained official to share his knowledge more
widely before being transferred.

As aresult, numerous projects that have sought
to build national frameworks collectively in

many countries through a single project, or have
attempted to develop a country’s framework by
using another framework as a model, have often
resulted in a project output that sits “on the shelf,”
as neither the national experts nor international
donors are willing to expend the time and expense
of resolving its insufficiencies. As noted, many
countries thought to be in the forefront of ABS
implementation are participating in projects that
include a component of revising existing legisla-
tion to address challenges that have arisen.

Economic valuation. Anotherissue that continues
to appear near the top of current priorities, as it did
in the earliest guidance, is the economic valuation
of genetic resources. This is another area in which
significant work has not led to notable progress.
Itis possible that this lack of progress is attrib-
utable to the contractual provisions calling for
secrecy regarding the terms of the ABS contracts.
Normally, the commercial value of an assetina
contractis relatively easily determined by consid-
ering other transactions involving similar assets.
Currently, ABS valuation efforts are stymied by
rumors regarding the terms of other ABS con-
tracts and various parties’ level of willingness or
unwillingness to believe those rumors.

Transfer of technology. The complexity of ABS
necessitates that relatively specialized expertise
must be developed to enable its implementation
in developing countries. Needed expertise areas

range from biocollection and genetic resource/
ATK research through market assessment/
development and contractual negotiation to entre-
preneurial skills, value addition, and product
development. These are not necessarily skills that
can be taughtin a series of project workshops, and
no single individual should be expected to master
them.

Indigenous and local communities. Another

issue that has appeared in all relevant guidance
and strategies to date is the need to address

the concerns of ILCs. Since the adoption of the
Nagoya Protocol, it has been clarified that these
needs include participation in two categories of
ABS transactions—in those relating to genetic
resources over which they have established rights,
and inthose relating to ATK.

EVOLVING PRIORITIES

Over the years, as the parties have increased their
understanding of the challenges of implemen-
tation of the ABS concept, the range of priorities
for ABS support has expanded. Enhancements to
the guidance have generally been based on one or
more of the parties’ particular experiences with
ABS or ABS implementation, which they identified
inthe CBD or Nagoya Protocol decision as an area
in which supportis needed. Thus, over time, a
number of additional areas of support have been
added; however, apart from the call to promote
the Nagoya Protocol’s rapid entry into force, none
of the stated priorities of earlier years appear to
have been deleted from the parties’ list of areas in
which supportis needed.

The following are the additional priority issues and
elements that have been added, generally shown
in time order with regard to their appearance in
the list:

Entrepreneurial development
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Financial sustainability of ABS frameworks
Institutional strengthening

Inventories of genetic resources and ATK
Raising public awareness

Human resource development, including build-

ing capacity to develop market tools, legislation,

implementation agencies and protocols, etc.

Funding/resource management and mecha-
nism development

Contract negotiation skills (“capacity to negoti-
ate mutually agreed terms” and to grant PIC, in
an equitable manner)

Monitoring and tracking
Regional and subregional coordination
Intellectual property rights

Individualization of national implementing

efforts
Support to the preparation of national reports

Facilitating access to relevant proprietary
technologies

Providing financial and nonfinancial incentives
for the diffusion of relevant technologies

Improving the capacity of national research

institutions

Facilitating “South-South cooperation and
South-South joint development of new
technologies”

Building the capacity of parties to implement
and enforce domestic ABS frameworks

Establishment of ways to address transbound-
aryissues

Support for the establishment of check points

Improving the capacity of parties to add value to
their own genetic resources and ATK

Enabling parties’ active participationin the
Access and Benefit-Sharing Clearinghouse and
other “communication tools and Internet-based
systems”

Increasing the number of Nagoya Protocol rati-
fications (accessions])

Developing legislative measures for “mutual
implementation with other relevant interna-
tional agreements”

Developing measures for “coordination in
transboundary genetic resources and associ-
ated traditional knowledge”

Developing procedures for the issuance of
internationally recognized certificates of

compliance

All of these elements are presentin the consoli-
dated guidance document adopted by CBD COP 13.

As applied in GEF ABS projects, all of these
elements appear to fit within the shorter list of
strategic elements of the GEF strategy and the
NPIF strategy. The general mannerin which they
do thisis shown in annex D of this report.



Annex D: NPIF and GEF
strategies compared with CBD
Secretariat guidance

NPIF strategic element

PROGRAM STATEMENTS ON ABS

The primary objective of the
NPIF is to facilitate early
entryinto force and create
enabling conditions at
nationaland regional levels
for implementation of the
Protocol.

GLOBAL ELEMENTS

The primary objective of the
NPIF is to facilitate early entry
into force

The primary objective of the
NPIF is to...create enabling
conditions at...regional levels
for implementation of the
Protocol

GEF-6 ABS strategic element

...incipient nature of the
[ABS] thematic area, and the
importance that the COP has
placed on ABS both in the way
guidance is presented to the
GEF and the strong emphasis

that has been given on capacity

building at this stage

Program Establishment:

“..asadiscrete and important

element of the GEF biodiversity

strategy [that merits its own
program of support].

if still required, targeted
capacity building to facilitate
ratification and entry into force
of the Protocol

The GEF will also support
the participationin the ABS
Clearing-House mechanism
as soon as the Clearinghouse
is operational, including in its
piloting

The GEF will also enhance
national implementation of
the Nagoya Protocol through
regional collaboration.

Includedin at
leastone GEF
ABS project

CBD COP ABS guidance and
relevant Aichi Targets

X

Para. 23(a): Projects that X
support the ratification and
implementation of the Nagoya

Protocol on access to genetic

resources and benefit sharing;

Para. 23(f):Enabling Parties X
to actively participate in the

Access and Benefit-sharing
Clearing-House and use the

best available communication

tools and Internet-based

systems for access and

benefit-sharing;

Para. 23(b)(iv):Establishment X
of ways to address
transboundary issues;
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NPIF strategic element

GEF-6 ABS strategic element

CBD COP ABS guidance and
relevant Aichi Targets

Includedin at
leastone GEF
ABS project

NATIONAL ELEMENTS

Allow countries to gain
information to review
capacities and needs on ABS
with focus on existing policies,
laws and regulations.

Stocktaking and assessment.
The GEF will support gap
analysis of ABS provisions

in existing policies, laws and
regulations, stakeholder
identification, userrights and
intellectual property rights,
and assess institutional
capacity including research
organizations.

Para. 23(b):Building the
capacity to develop, implement
and enforce domestic
legislative, administrative

or policy measures on
access and benefit-sharing,
thereby contributing to the
conservation of biological
diversity and sustainable use
of its components, including
through:

Para. 23(b)(i):Identification

of relevant actors

and existing legal and
institutional expertise for the
implementation of the Nagoya
Protocol on Access to Genetic
Resources and the Fairand
Equitable of Benefits Arising
from their Utilization;

Para. 23(b](ii):Taking stock of
domestic measures relevant
to access and benefit-sharing
in light of the obligations of the
Nagoya Protocol;

Para. 23(i):Supporting
the implementation of
the strategic framework
for capacity-building and
developmentin support of
the implementation of the
Protocol.

X
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NPIF strategic element

Promote technology
transfer and private sector
engagement...;

GEF-6 ABS strategic element

Development and
implementation of a strategy
and action plan for the
implementation of ABS
measures. (e.g. policy, legal,
and regulatory frameworks
governing ABS, National Focal
Point, Competent National
Authority, Institutional
agreements, administrative
procedures for Prior Informed
Consent (PIC) and Mutually
Agreed Terms (MAT],
monitoring of use of genetic
resources, compliance with
legislation and cooperation on
transboundary issues)

Countries may consider
institutional capacity-building
to carryoutresearch and
development to add value to
their own genetic resources
and traditional knowledge
associated

Includedin at

CBD COP ABS guidance and least one GEF
relevant Aichi Targets ABS project
Para. 23(b]liii):Development X

and/or amendment of

access and benefit-sharing
legislative, administrative or
policy measures with aview to
implementing their obligations
under the Nagoya Protocol;

Para. 23(b)(v]):Establishment X
of institutional arrangements
and administrative systems
to provide access to genetic
resources, ensure benefit-
sharing, support compliance
with priorinformed consent
and mutually agreed terms
and monitor the utilization

of genetic resources and
traditional knowledge
associated with genetic
resources, including support
for the establishment of check
points;

Para. 23(d):Building the X
capacity of Parties to develop
their endogenous research
capabilities to add value to
their own genetic resources
and traditional knowledge
associated with genetic
resources through, inter

alia, technology transfer;
bioprospecting and associated
research and taxonomic
studies; and the development
and use of valuation methods;
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NPIF strategic element

The NPIF will support
opportunities leading

to the development and
implementation of ABS
agreements between
providers and users of genetic
resources that actively inform
national implementation of the
Nagoya Protocol.

Providers would include
Parties to the CBD as well

as those stakeholders
providing access to resources
on the ground, including
indigenous peoples and local
communities. Users can
include Parties of the CBD
aswellasthose interested

in the resources including,
for example, sectors like the
pharmaceutical industry,
biotechnology, ornamental
horticulture, natural personal
care and cosmetics, and
museums.

GEF-6 ABS strategic element

Building capacity among
stakeholders (including
indigenous and local
communities, especially
women) to negotiate between
providers and users of genetic
resources.

CBD COP ABS guidance and
relevant Aichi Targets

Para. 23(c):Building the
capacity to negotiate
mutually agreed terms

to promote equity and
fairnessin negotiations

in the development and
implementation of access and
benefit-sharing agreements,
including through enhanced
understanding of business
models and intellectual
propertyrights;

Para. 23(e):Addressing the
capacity needs and priorities of
indigenous peoples and local
communities and relevant
stakeholders; in particular
projects that would:

Para. 23(e](i):Encourage
their participationin legal,
policy and decision-making
processes;

Para. 23(e](ii):Assist in
building their capacity
related to genetic resources
and traditional knowledge
associated with genetic
resources, such as through
the development of community
protocols, model contractual
clauses and minimum
requirements for mutually
agreed terms to secure the
fairand equitable sharing of
benefits;

Para. 23(g):Raising-awareness
of the importance of genetic
resources and traditional
knowledge associated with
geneticresources, and

related access and benefit
sharingissues, notably
through the development and
implementation of national and
regional awareness-raising
strategies;

Para. 23(j):Making financial
resources available to assist
Parties in preparing their
national report.

Includedin at
leastone GEF
ABS project

X

SOURCES: NPIF and GEF-6 strategic elements are from GEF 2014; CBD COP ABS guidance is from “Consolidated guidance to the
financial mechanism” and COP guidance documents.
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Annex E: Documents consulted
in the ABS and Nagoya Protocol

study

E.1 GEF-4, GEF-5, and GEF-6
strategic documents relating to ABS
GEF (Global Environment Facility). 2007.

“Biodiversity Focal Area Strategy and
Strategic Programming for GEF-4."

——.20Ma. “GEF-5 Focal Area Strategies.”

——.2011b. “Outstanding Issues Related to
the Nagoya Protocol Implementation Fund.”
GEF/C.40/11/Rev.1.

——.2014. "Biodiversity Focal Area Strategy and
Strategic Programming for GEF-6."

E.2 CBD COP and Nagoya Protocol
COP/MOP decisions on guidance to
the GEF

These documents are all available on the CBD
website, https://www.cbd.int/decisions/. The Aichi
Biodiversity Targets are available online at https://
www.cbd.int/sp/targets/.

CBD COP 1 Decision |/2: Financial resources and
mechanism

CBD COP 2 Decision IlI/6: Financial resources and
mechanism

CBD COP 3 Decision Ill/5: Additional guidance to
the financial mechanism

CBD COP 4 Decision IV/13: Additional guidance to
the financial mechanism

CBD COP 5 Decision V/13: Further guidance to the
financial mechanism

CBD COP 6 Decision VI/17: Financial mechanism
under the Convention

CBD COP 7 Decision VII/20: Further guidance to
the financial mechanism

CBD COP 8 Decision VIII/18: Guidance to the finan-
cial mechanism

CBD COP 9 Decision IX/31: Financial mechanism

CBD COP Decision X-1: Access to genetic
resources and the fair and equitable sharing of
benefits arising from their utilization

CBD COP 10 Decision X/2: The Strategic Plan for
Biodiversity 2011-2020 and the Aichi Biodiver-
sity Targets

CBD COP 10 Decision X/24: Review of guidance to
the financial mechanism

CBD COP 11 Decision XI/5: The financial
mechanism

ICNP 2 Recommendation 2/1: Elaboration of guid-
ance for the financial mechanism

CBD COP 12 Decision X11/30: Financial mechanism

Nagoya Protocol COP/MOP 1 Decision NP-1/6:
Matters related to the financial mechanism

CBD COP 13 Decision XIl1/20: Resource
mobilization

CBD COP 13 Decision XII1/21: The financial
mechanism

CBD COP 13 Decision XI11/28: Indicators for the
Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 and
the Aichi Biodiversity Targets
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Nagoya Protocol COP/MOP 2 Decision 2/6: Finan-
cial mechanism and resources (Article 25)

E.3 GEF project documents and
evaluative materials

PROJECTS FUNDED BY THE NPIF

Project No: 4780; Country: Panama; Project Title:
“Promoting the Application of the Nagoya Protocol
on Access to Genetic Resources and Benefit Shar-
ingin Panama”

Request for CEO Approval; December 9, 2011

Fonseca, M. “Final Report Evaluation: ‘Promot-
ing the application in Panama of the Nagoya
Protocol on Access to Genetic Resources and
the fair and equitable sharing of the benefits
arising from their use.”” December 2015.

Project No: 5160; Country: Colombia; Project Title:
“Development and Production of Natural Dyes in
the Chocd Region of Colombia for the Food, Cos-
metics and Personal Care Industries Under the
Provisions of the Nagoya Protocol”

Request for CEO Approval; September 27, 2013

2016 Project Implementation Review, July 15,
2017

Maria del Pilar Pardo Fajardo, “Midterm
Review: Development and Production in the
Choco, Colombia Region of Natural Dyes for the
Food, Cosmetic, and Personal Care Industries
under the Nagoya Protocol”; February, 2016

Project No: 5170; Country: Fiji; Project Title:
“Discovering Nature-based Products and Build
National Capacities for the Application of the
Nagoya Protocol on Access to Genetic Resources
and Benefit Sharing”

Project Document

2016 Project Implementation Review, July 16,
2017

Project No: 5172; Countries: Global, Project Title:
“Global Support for the Entry into Force of the
Nagoya Protocol on Access and Benefit Sharing”

Request for CEO Approval; September 29, 2012

UNEP GEF PIR Fiscal Year 16 (July 1, 2015 to
June 30, 2016);

Project No: 5420; Country: Costa Rica; Proj-
ect Title: “Promoting the Application of the
Nagoya Protocol through the Development of
Nature-Based Products, Benefit-Sharing and
Biodiversity Conservation”

Request for CEO Approval, April 16, 2014

2016 Project Implementation Review (PIR], July
16,2017

Project No: 5448; Country: Bhutan; Project Title:
“Implementing the Nagoya Protocol on Access to
Genetic Resources and Benefit Sharing”

Request for CEO Approval; August 8, 2014

2016 Project Implementation Review (PIR) Of
PIMS 5239 NPIF—Promoting the Application
of the Nagoya Protocol on Access to Genetic

Resources and Benefit Sharing in Bhutan

Mani Ram Moktan; “Mid-Term Review Report:
Implementation of the Nagoya Protocol on
Access to Genetic Resources and Benefit Shar-
ing in Bhutan”; January 31, 2017

Project No: 5454; Countries: Regional - COMIFAC
(Participating countries: Burundi, Cameroon,
Chad, Central African Republic, Democratic
Republic of Congo, Equatorial Guinea, Gabon,
Republic of Congo, Rwanda, and San Tome and
Principe) Project Title: “Ratification and Imple-
mentation of the Nagoya Protocol on Access and
Benefit Sharing (ABS) for the Member Coun-
tries of the Central African Forests Commission
COMIFAC”

Request for CEO Endorsement, October 13, 2014

UNEP GEF PIR Fiscal Year 2016 (July 1, 2015 to
June 30, 2016)

Project No: 5613; Country: Cook Islands; Project
Title: “Strengthening the Implementation of the
Nagoya Protocol on Access to Genetic Resources
and Benefit Sharing in the Cook Islands”

PIF, December 6, 2013

Project No: 5626; Country: Kenya; Project Title:
“Developing the Microbial Biotechnology Industry
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from Kenya's Soda Lakes in Line with the Nagoya
Protocol”

Request for CEO Approval, October 28, 2013

UNEP GEF PIR Fiscal Year 16 (July 1, 2015 to
June 30, 2016)

Report of the “High Level Segment/policy
makers meeting Resolutions and Recommen-
dations on 21st January 2015”

Kenya Soda Lakes Presentation at CBD COP 13:
“Contribution of the Nagoya Protocol to the Sus-
tainable Development Goals: Case of Kenya's
Soda Lakes Microbial Bioprospecting Project”

Project No: 5634; Countries: Regional (SPREP)
(Participating Countries: Cook Islands, Feder-
ated States of Micronesia, Fiji, Kiribati, Marshall
Islands, Nauru, Niue, Palau, Papua New Guinea,
Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu, and
Vanuatu) Project Title: “Ratification and Imple-
mentation of the Nagoya Protocol in the Countries
of the Pacific”

Request for CEO Endorsement, April 19, 2016

Project No: 5796; Country: Cameroon; Project
Title: "A Bottom Up Approach to ABS: Commu-
nity Level Capacity Development for Successful
Engagementin ABS Value Chains in Cameroon
(Echinops giganteus)”

Request for CEO Endorsement, May 24, 2016

Project No: 5820; Country: Argentina; Project
Title: “Promoting the Application of the Nagoya
Protocol on ABS”

Project Document Promoting the application of
the Nagoya Protocol on ABS in Argentina”

Project No: 5882; Country: Gabon; Project Title:
“Gabon—Implementation of National Strategy and
Action Plan on Access to Genetic Resources and
The Fair and Equitable Sharing of Benefits Accru-
ing From Their Utilization”

Request for CEO Approval, undated

GEF TRUST FUND PROJECTS

Project No: 2820; Countries: Regional Africa;
Project Title: “Supporting the Development and

Implementation of Access and Benefit Sharing
Policies in Africa” (FSP)

Request for CEO Endorsement/Approval; March
31,2009

UNEP GEF PIR Fiscal Year 15 (July 1, 2014 to
June 30, 2015)

Attere, F., “Project Terminal Evaluation of

the UN Environment Project ‘Supporting the
Development and Implementation of Access
Supporting the Development and Implementa-
tion of Access Supporting the Development and
Implementation of Access and Benefit Sharing
Policies in Africa’”; June 2017

Project No: 3801; Country: India; Project Title:
“Strengthening the Implementation of the Bio-
logical Diversity Act and Rules with focus on Its
Access and Benefit Sharing Provisions” (FSP)

Request for CEO Endorsement/Approval; Feb-
ruary 1, 2011

Moore, P., “Mid-Term Evaluation Report of the
project: ‘Strengthening the Implementation

of the Biological Diversity Act and Rules with
Focus onits Access and Benefit Sharing Provi-
sions (India ABS Project)’”; November 2015

Project No: 3853; Countries: Regional ASEAN
(Cambodia, Indonesia, Lao PDR, Malaysia, Myan-
mar, Philippines, Thailand, Viet Nam and Timor
Leste (plus Brunei Darussalam and Singapore,
self-funded); Project Title: “Building Capacity
for Regionally Harmonized National Processes
for Implementing CBD Provisions on Access to
Genetic Resources and Sharing of Benefits”

Request for CEO Endorsement/Approval; Feb-
ruary 23, 2011

Moore, P. “Terminal Evaluation Report of the
project ‘Building capacity for regionally har-
monized national processes for implementing
CBD provisions on access to genetic resources
and sharing benefits (ASEAN ABS Project]’”;
December 2015.

Project No: 3855; Countries: Regional LAC
(Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Dominican Republic,
Ecuador, Guyana, Panama, Peru); Project Title:
“Strengthening the Implementation of Access to
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Genetic Resources and Benefit-Sharing Regimes
in Latin America and the Caribbean”

Request for CEO Endorsement/Approval;
November 15, 2010

Escobedo, M. “Terminal Evaluation Report

of the project Strengthening the implemen-
tation of access to genetic resources and
benefit-sharing regimes in Latin America and
the Caribbean (ABS LAC)"; September 2016

Project No: 4091; Country: Ethiopia; Project Title:
“Capacity Building for Access and Benefit Sharing
and Conservation and Sustainable Use of Medici-
nal Plants” (Ethiopia ABS CSUMP)

Request for CEO Endorsement/Approval; March
1,2012

UNEP GEF PIR Fiscal Year 16 [July 1,2015to
June 30, 2016)

Project No: 4415; Countries: Global (50 eligible
CBD parties); Project Title: “Capacity Building

for the Early Entry into Force of the Protocol on
Access and Benefit Sharing” (MSP)

Request for CEO Endorsement/Approval; Janu-
ary 31,2011

UNEP GEF PIR Fiscal Year 11 (June 30, 2012 to
June 30, 2013)

Moore, P. “Terminal Evaluation of UN Environ-
ment Project: ‘Capacity Building for the Early

Entry Into Force of the Protocol on Access and
Benefit Sharing™”; February 2017

Project No: 4618; Country: Guatemala; Project
Title: "Access to and Benefit Sharing and Pro-
tection of Traditional Knowledge to Promote
Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable Use”

Request for CEO Endorsement/Approval; April
22,2013

Araya-Quesada, M. “"Mid-term Review of the
Project: ‘Access to and Benefit Sharing and
Protection of Traditional Knowledge to Promote
Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable Use
in Guatemala'”; November 2015

Project No: 5533; Country: China; Project Title:
“Developing and Implementing the National
Framework on Access to and Benefit Sharing of

Genetic Resources and Associated Traditional
Knowledge”

Project Document (undated)

Project No: 5534; Country: Ecuador; Project Title:
“Conservation of Ecuadorian Amphibian Diversity
and Sustainable Use of Its Genetic Resources”

Request for CEO Endorsement, May 19, 2015

Project No: 5593; Country: Malaysia; Project Title:
“Developing and Implementing a National Access
and Benefit Sharing Framework”

Request for MSP Approval (1-Step Procedure),
August 30, 2013

2016 Project Implementation Review (PIR) of
PIMS 5191 Malaysia Access and Benefit Shar-
ing; July 16,2017

Project No: 5653; Country: Vietnam; Project Title:
“Capacity Building for the Implementation of the
Nagoya Protocol on Access and Benefit Sharing”

Request for CEO Endorsement, August 11, 2015

Project No: 5605; Country: Morocco; Project Title:
“Developing a National Framework on Access to
and Benefit-Sharing of Genetic Resources and
Traditional Knowledge as a Strategy to Contribute
to the Conservation and Sustainable Use of Biodi-
versity in Morocco”

Request for CEO Approval; April 20, 2015

Project No: 5731; Countries: Global. [Participating
countries: Albania, Belarus, Botswana, Colombia,
Comoros, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt,
Ethiopia, Honduras, India, Jordan, Kazakhstan,
Kenya, Mongolia, Myanmar, Panama, Rwanda,
Samoa, Seychelles, South Africa, Sudan, Tajiki-
stan, and Uruguay) Project Title: “Strengthening
Human Resources, Legal Frameworks and Insti-
tutional Capacities to Implement the Nagoya
Protocol” (FSP)

Request for CEO Endorsement/Approval; March
16,2016

Project No: 5738; Country: Mexico; Project Title:
“Strengthening of National Capacities for the
Implementation of the Nagoya Protocol on Access
to Genetic Resources and the Fair and Equitable
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Sharing of Benefits Arising from Their Utilization
to the Convention on Biological Diversity”

Request for CEO Endorsement, December 1,
2015

Project No: 5744; Country: Bahamas; Project Title:
“Strengthening Access and Benefit Sharing (ABS)”

Request for CEO Endorsement, February 2,
2016

Project No: 5760; Country: Brazil; Project Title:
“Capacity Building and Institutional Strengthening
on the National Framework for Access and Benefit
Sharing under the Nagoya Protocol”

Request for CEO Endorsement, October 18, 2016

Project No: 5774; Country: Regional (participat-
ing countries: Antigua and Barbuda, Barbados,
Dominica, Grenada, Guyana, Jamaica, St. Lucia,
St. Vincent and the Grenadines, St. Kitts and Nevis,
and Trinidad and Tobago) Project Title: "Advancing
the Nagoya Protocol in Countries of the Caribbean
Region”

PIF, February 2, 2016
Request for CEO Endorsement, October 18, 2016
Project Document

Project No: 5796; Country: Cameroon; Project
Title: "A Bottom Up Approach to ABS: Commu-
nity Level Capacity Development for Successful
Engagement in ABS Value Chains in Cameroon
(Echinops giganteus)”

Request for CEO Endorsement, May 24, 2016

Project No: 5808; Country: Algeria; Project Title:
“Developing a National Strategy and Legal and
Institutional Framework on Access to Genetic
Resources and Related Benefit Sharing and Tra-
ditional Knowledge in Line with the CBD and Its
Nagoya Protocolin Algeria”

Request for CEO Approval, June 5, 2015

Project No: 8025; Country: Peru; Project Title:
“Effective Implementation of the Access and Ben-
efit Sharing and Traditional Knowledge Regime in
Peruin Accordance with the Nagoya Protocol”

Request for CEO Approval, May 4, 2017

Updated Project Document: Effective Imple-
mentation of the Access and Benefit Sharing
and Traditional Knowledge Regime in Peruin
accordance with the Nagoya Protocol; appar-
ently submitted April 26, 2017

GEF Secretariat Review for Full/Medium-Size
Projects, undated

Project No: 9058; Countries: Regional (LAC), Proj-
ect Title: “Impact Investment in Support of the
Implementation of the Nagoya Protocol on Access
and Benefit Sharing (non-grant)”

Document of the Inter-American Development
Bank Multilateral Investment Fund “Ecoenter-
prises Bio Diversity Fund to Support the Nagoya
Protocol Through Impact Investing -- Donors
Commitment Memorandum”; December 2, 2016

PIF, March 12, 2015

GEF-6 GEF Secretariat Review for Full-Size/
Medium-Size Projects

STAP screening of the PIF; May 4, 2015

Project No: 9255; Countries: South Africa; Project
Title: “Development of Value Chains for Products
Derived from Genetic Resources in Compliance
with the Nagoya Protocol on Access and Benefit
Sharing and the National Biodiversity Economy
Strategy”

PIF, August 26, 2015

GEF-6 GEF Secretariat Review for Full-Size/
Medium-Size Projects: the GEF/LDCF/SCCF
Trust Fund

Project No: 9352 (misfiled as “9052"); Countries:
Nepal; Project Title: “Strengthening Capacities for
Implementation of the Nagoya Protocolin Nepal”

GEF-6 Request for One-step Medium-size Proj-
ect Approval, February 17,2016

Untitled International Union for the Conser-
vation of Nature (IUCN) Project Document,
Undated

Project No: 9481; Countries: Uganda; Project Title:
“Institutional Capacity Strengthening for Imple-
mentation of the Nagoya Protocol on Access to
Genetic Resources and Benefit Sharing in Uganda”

79



BIODIVERSITY FOCAL AREA STUDY

PIF, April 26,2016

GEF-6 GEF Secretariat Review for Full-Size/
Medium-Size Projects

Project No: 9741; Countries: Cambodia; Project
Title: "Developing a Comprehensive Frame-
work for Practical Implementation of the Nagoya
Protocol”

PIF, March 10, 2016

GEF-6 GEF Secretariat Review for Full-Size/
Medium-Size Projects

[No documents were yet available on proposals
submitted with regard to Timor Leste (GEF ID
9703) and Lesotho (GEF ID 9799]]

OTHER RELEVANT DOCUMENTS
Convention on Biological Diversity
Nagoya Protocol on Access and Benefit-Sharing

Moore, P.; UNEP Evaluation Office, “Evaluation of
the Portfolio of five GEF funded UN Environ-
ment projects on Access and Benefit Sharing:
Synthesis Report”; June 2017.

GEF IEO, 2004-2006, Final Evaluation of the
UNEP-GEF, UNDP and World Bank Biosafety
Capacity-building Projects (6 programs,
encompassing projects in 148 countries.)

GEF, September 2014, Building Capacity to Imple-
ment the Nagoya Protocol: a review of GEF
Support



Annex F: Programs/projects
examined addressing IWT

F.1 Programs

m European Commission

m Germany

m International Conservation Caucus Foundation
m United States

m Wildlife Conservation Society

m WWF/TRAFFIC

F.2 Projects

m China: Strengthening the Management
Effectiveness of the Sub-system of Wetland
Protected Areas for Conservation of Globally
Significant Biodiversity (GEF ID 4655)

m China: Strengthening the Management Effec-
tiveness of the Wetland Protected Area System
in Hainan for Conservation of Globally Signifi-
cant Biodiversity (GEF ID 4811)

m Engaging Policy Makers and the Judiciary to
Address Poaching and Illegal Wildlife Trade in
Africa (GEF ID 5821)

m Fifth Operational Phase of the GEF Small Grants
Programme in Pakistan (GEF ID 4380)

m Fighting Against Wildlife Poaching and Illegal
Trade in Africa—The Case of African Elephants
(GEF ID 5439)

m GWP’s 21 Child Projects

m Mongolia: Network of Managed Resource Pro-
tected Areas (GEF ID 4562)

m Uganda: Conservation and Sustainable Use
of the Threatened Savanna Woodland in the
Kidepo Critical Landscape in North Eastern
Uganda (GEF ID 4456)
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Annex G: Priority species
addressed by GWP country-
specific projects

Country and child project title Elephant Rhinoceros Big cat Pangolin Other

82

Afghanistan: Establishing Integrated
Models for Protected areas and Their

Marco Polo sheep,
wolves, lynx,

Co-management in Afghanistan X brown bears, stone
martens, Pallas’s
cat, ibex, red foxes

Botswana: Managing the Human-Wildlife African wildlife dogs,

Interface to Sustain the Flow of Agro- X hyenas, buffalo,

Ecosystem Services and Present Illegal (lions giraffes

Wildlife Trafficking in the Kgalagadiand cheetahs)

GantsiDrylands

Cameroon: Integrated and Transboundary Gorillas,

Conservation of Biodiversity in the Basins chimpanzees,

in the Republic of Cameroon fisheries

Congo (wb): Strengthening the Gorillas,

Management of Wildlife Populations X chimpanzees, bongo,

and Improving Livelihoods in Northern (leopards) buffalo, antelope

Republic of Congo Projects

Congo (undp): Integrated and Buffalo, gorillas,

Transboundary Conservation of chimpanzees

Biodiversity in the Basins in the Republic

of Congo

Ethiopia: Enhanced Management and Zebras, African wild

Enforcement of Ethiopia’'s Pas Estate dogs, important wild
plants

Gabon: Wildlife and Human-Elephant « Gorillas,

Conflicts Management in the South of (leopards) hippopotamus,

Gabon P chimpanzees

India: Securing Livelihoods Conservation, X

Sustainable Use and Restoration of

high Range Himalayan Ecosystem (snow

(Secure-Himalayas) leopards)

Indonesia: Combating Illegal and

Unsustainable Trade in Endangered X

Speciesin Indonesia

Kenya: Combating Poaching and IWT in
Kenya through an Integrated Approach
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Country and child project title Elephant Rhinoceros Big cat Pangolin Other

Malawi: Strengthening Landscape Wild dogs, fisheries
Connectivity and Management to Improve
Livelihoods Conservancy Key Biodiversity
Areas in Malawi

x

Mali: Community-Based Natural Resource
Management throughout the Elephant X
Range

Mozambique: Strengthening the
Conservation of Globally Threatened

S . . X
Species in Mozambique through Improving X X (leopards) X
Biodiversity Enforcement and Expanding P
Community Conservancy around PAs
Philippines: Combating Environmental « « Birds, turtles,
Organized Crime in the Philippines reptiles
South Africa: Strengthening Institutions, X
Information Management and Monitoring X X ] X
to Reduce the Rate of IWT in SA (tions)
Tanzania: Combating Poachingand IWT in X
Tanzania through an Integrated Approach ) § (lions,
cheetahs,
leopards)

Thailand: Combating IWT Focusing on X
Ivory, Rhino Horns, Tiger and Pangolinsin X X )
Thailand (tigers)
Vietnam: Strengthening Partnerships to X
Protect Globally Significant Endangered X X )
Speciesin Vietnam (tigers)
Zambia: Zambia Integrated Forest X African wild dogs
Landscape Project X X .

(lions)
Zimbabwe: Strengthening Biodiversity Hippos
and Ecosystem Management and Climate « X
qurt Landscapesinthe Mid to Lower (lions)
Region

SOURCE: GEF 2016, table 1. The information is taken from the PFD without any additional assessment of whether specific projects
address the species listed.
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Annex H: GEF IWT projects
addressing corruption

Project
Afghanistan
Botswana
Cameroon
Congo, Rep. of (UNDP)
Congo, Rep. of (World Bank])
Ethiopia
Gabon

India
Indonesia
Kenya
Malawi

Mali
Mozambique
Philippines
South Africa
Tanzania
Thailand
Vietnam
Zambia
Zimbabwe

PFD/PAD mentions corruptionasa
problem

NOTE: PAD = project appraisal document.

PFD/PAD explicitly addresses
corruption



Annex I: Profiles of select
international IWT programs

I.1 United States

Several agencies within the U.S. federal govern-
ment are involved with efforts to combat illegal
wildlife trade, including the Fish and Wildlife Ser-
vice, the Department of State, and the Department
of Justice. Beginning in 2013, the efforts of the
U.S. government regarding illegal wildlife trade
have been coordinated through the Presidential
Task Force on Wildlife Trafficking, an interagency
group. The Task Force consists of representa-
tives of 17 departments and agencies, with the
Department of State, Department of the Interior,
and the Department of Justice acting as cochairs.
In February 2014, the United States unveiled a
coordinated National Strategy for Combating
Illegal Wildlife Trade (White House 2014). The
goal of the National Strategy is to organize U.S.
efforts, through the Task Force, around three
major goals: strengthening enforcement, reducing
demand, and increasing international cooperation
(White House 2014). The Task Force is charged
with implementing the END Wildlife Trafficking
Act of 2016, which further institutionalizes U.S.
government support for efforts to combat wildlife
trafficking.! In the context of this framework, this
review briefly discusses the activities of several

"U.S. Library of Congress (2016). See also H.R. 2494:
Eliminate, Neutralize, and Disrupt Wildlife Traffick-
ing Act of 2016, available at https://foreignaffairs.
house.gov/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/END-Wildlif
e-Trafficking-Act-Section-by-Section-1.pdf.

U.S. government agencies addressing illegal wild-
life trade.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) Inter-
national Affairs Office prioritizes strengthening
enforcement mechanisms and enhancing cooper-
ationinits efforts to stop IWT. The FWS awarded
over $50 million to 141 IWT-related projectsin
2015 (Hickey et al. 2016). In addition, The FWS
targets trafficking directly by deploying special
agents that use investigative techniques compa-
rable to those employed in narcotics enforcement
(U.S. DOJENRD 2017). The Service works with the
U.S. Department of Justice Environment and Nat-
ural Resources Division to prosecute traffickers,
with a priority on pursing transporters and con-
sumers in order to ultimately prosecute suppliers
(U.S. DOJ ENRD 2017). FWS IWT programs cover
timber trafficking, as well as efforts to traffic ani-
mals and animal products (U.S. FWS 2017).

In fiscal year 2015, USAID spent over $67 mil-
lion—a significant increase over the previous three
years—fighting poaching, improving enforce-
ment, disrupting transit pathways, and reducing
demand (Hickey et al. 2016). USAID concentrates
on Africa and Asia and administers multiple pro-
grams on this topic addressing specific, different
issues, such as technology (USAID 2017). Because
USAID’s work is generally linked with ending
poverty and strengthening democratic societies,
its work on illegal wildlife trade tends to address
sustainable livelihoods rather than conservation.
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By contrast, the U.S. Department of State Bureau
of International Narcotics and Law Enforce-

ment Affairs focuses on improving legislative
frameworks, improving antipoaching activities,
strengthening investigations, building prosecuto-
rial/judicial capacity, and improving prosecution
and punishment for traffickers (Hickey et al. 2016).

I.2 European Union

The EU has supported a large number of gover-
nance, conservation, and biodiversity-related
projects all over the continent with a particular
focus on Central Africa (EC 2015). The EU Enforce-
ment Group is the primary EU body to coordinate
efforts to combatillegal wildlife trade across the
EU; twice ayear, it brings together law enforce-
ment officers from all EU member states, as

well as Europol, Eurojust, Interpol, the World
Customs Organization, and the CITES Secretar-
iat (EC 2016b). Since 2001, the EU has been the
main financial supporter of the MIKE (Monitoring
the Illegal Killing of Elephants) program, with an
overall contribution to the CITES Secretariat of
€12 million covering 71 sites in Africa and Asia (EC
2016b). The EU is a significant donor to the ICCWC,
a partnership among CITES, Interpol, United
Nations Office of Drugs and Crime, World Bank,
and the World Customs Organization, allocating
€1.73 million for ICCWC beginning in 2012 (EC
2016a).

To tackle illegal cross-border wildlife trade, the
EU Action Plan against Wildlife Trafficking was
adopted in 2016.2 The action plan will be imple-
mented jointly by the EU and its member states
through 32 measures to be accomplished by 2020.
Those measures fall into three main priority

2The first steps leading to establishing the plan date
back to 2014 when the EC adopted a communication on
approaches toillegal wildlife trade within the European
Union (Council of the European Union 2016).

areas: prevention, enforcement, and global part-
nership (EC 2016b). The Action plan targets the
entire IWT supply chain, from source to transit to
end consumer. Under this rubric, approximately
€700 million has already been committed for the
period 2014-2020 for activities related to African
wildlife conservation. This funding combines a
broad range of instruments, aimed at assist-

ing developing countries in preserving natural
resources and wildlife while creating direct ben-
efits for people living in biodiversity hotspots (EC
201é6a).

1.3 Germany

Germany’s efforts to combat illegal wildlife trade
are characterized by cooperation between sev-
eral ministries of the German government, which
coordinate through the “Polifund”: the fund for
cross-cutting political cooperation onissues
related toillegal wildlife trade. The key financing
partneris the Federal Ministry for Economic Coop-
eration and Development, which has an extensive
(approximately €290 million] portfolio of projects
with IWT as a key component. Although most of
this funding is oriented toward protected area
management, promoting sustainable tourism,
and other efforts that do not focus specifically on
combating IWT, a growing share of funding goes
specifically to antipoaching efforts. In contrast,
the Federal Ministry for the Environment, Nature
Conservation, Building and Nuclear Safety has
only a small pool of money for project funding, but
allocates approximately €3 million annually to
efforts specifically designed to target IWT. It has
worked with the Federal Ministry for Economic
Cooperation and Development to develop efforts
to address all stages of the IWT supply chain. The
German Corporation for International Cooperation
is contracted to implement these Federal Min-
istry for the Environment, Nature Conservation,
Building and Nuclear Safety-designed projects,
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focusing on equipping rangers in Africa and reduc-
ingdemand in Asia.

Although in the past each ministry largely had
pursued its own agenda independently, the Poli-
fund consolidated efforts on IWT and created a
more effective working atmosphere—one that

its constituents hope will be a useful model for
other partners and donors. Although some had
expressed concerns about each participating
ministry receiving due credit in the public eye, the
cooperation had a synergistic effect on visibility,
such that all parties involved experienced greater
visibility for the effort than they would have experi-
enced alone. The realization that cooperation can
actually enhance the credit each agency receives
forits efforts can be a meaningful incentive for
multisectoral political and private leadership to
work together to combat illegal wildlife trade.

The German approach does not involve issu-

ing calls for project proposals; instead, itis a
top-down approach that steers funds to places
where good bases for success already exist. It

is also atypical forits emphasis on both intra-
and inter-regional cooperation. Germany works
directly with the Southern African Development
Community, using CITES as a model for enhancing
regional cooperation and building institutions.
More recently, Germany has sought to promote
partnerships between individual source and
demand countries. For example, it has helped
promote consensus between Mozambique and
Vietnam on targets for reducing rhinoceros horn
trade. Whereas the nature of the two countries’
relationship on the issue was once characterized
more by finger pointing, the dialogue that has
emerged as a result of German facilitation has
refocused the countries’ sights on collaborative
action.

Demand reduction is a cornerstone of the German
anti-IWT strategy. Yet interviewees noted that it is

difficult to understand and predict the economics
and social dynamics of demand reduction. This
reality complicates demand reduction strategy,
as well as program assessment. Still, observers
have confidence in a few particularly appealing
strategies. One Polifund project involves educat-
ing leaders in Chinese industry, politics, trade,
and high society about IWT. In turn, they are able
to take actions and produce messages that are
more effective with their respective groups than
a monolithic German-designed communications
strategy would be. Although this approachisa
long-term one, German officials hope that the out-
comes will be more durable than a comparatively
simple public awareness campaign.

I.4 Wildlife Conservation Society

The WCS aims to conserve wildlife and their
habitat “through science, global conservation,
education and the management of the world’s
largest system of urban wildlife parks” (WCS
2013). Among other activities, WCS maintains
approximately 500 field conservation projects in
65 countries (WCS 2017¢). WCS has established
long-term conservation effortsin the 15 prior-
ity regions across the world (WCS 2017d). The
organization prioritizes the conservation ele-
phants, apes, big cats, sharks and rays, whales
and dolphins, and tortoises and fresh-water
turtles, and it focuses on major wildlife trade
routes in Asia and Africa.® From the total $271.6
million WCS expenses in 2016, $106.1 million was
allocated toits Global Conservation Program.
The Africa program received the largest fund-
ing allocation, among the world’s regions, with
$35.9 million, with continued significant support
from U.S. government funding sources. Over $20

®These prioritizations are part of the organization’s
2020 Strategy (WCS 2017b.]
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million was allocated to Asia, followed by $19 mil-
lion to North America and Latin America (WCS
2017a).

Specifically with respect to elephants, WCS
launched a three-year, $23 million program in
2014 (in partnership with the Frankfurt Zoolog-
ical Society) in nine Central and East African
countries—Cameroon, Congo, Gabon, Mozam-
bique, Nigeria, South Sudan, Tanzania, Uganda,
and Zimbabwe—home to 45,000 elephants, to
“scale up the law enforcement in key protected
areas” on elephant poaching and illegal traffick-
ing (Clinton Foundation 2017). This antipoaching
effort supports park guards through equipment
improvement, monitoring, training, and intelli-
gence gathering.

I.5 World Wildlife Fund and
TRAFFIC International

The centralinitiative of the WWF and TRAFFIC
International to address illegal wildlife trade is
their Wildlife Crime Initiative, started in 2014 as

a partnership between the two organizations. It

is intended to halve the impact of wildlife crime

on conservation targets by 2024 (WWF 2017). The
initiative has four key thematic pillars: (1) poach-
ing, in which the Wildlife Crime Initiative published
ranger surveys and used them to advocate for
better working conditions; (2] trafficking, with a
focus on the transport sector; (3) buying, including
support for behavior change in demand markets;
and (4) policy, with a focus on corruption (McLel-
lan and Allan 2016). The Wildlife Crime Initiative
has a $9.4 million grant from USAID to disrupt
wildlife traffickers’ ability to use legal supply

chains, by improving data capabilities, engaging
corporate leaders, working with transportation
personnel, incorporating anti-IWT measures into
industry protocols, and raising passenger and
client awareness of IWT. For demand reduction,
the Wildlife Crime Initiative worked with Tencent,
a major Chinese Internet and technology company,
to address IWT on its platforms, which include a
popular chat service. This initiative has focused
almost entirely on Asia and Africa.

TRAFFIC was established in 1976 as a partnership
between WWF and the International Union for the
Conservation of Nature, with the mission of ensur-
ing that trade in wild plants and animals is not a
threat to the conservation of nature. It specializes
inresearch on IWT trends, impacts, and drivers;
informing and encouraging private sector and
governmental implementation and enforcement
efforts; and evidence-based demand reduction
campaigns (TRAFFIC 2017). TRAFFIC prioritizes
both combating illegal wildlife trade and promot-
ing benefits from sustainable and legal wildlife
trade in order to incentivize responsible practices.
TRAFFIC works in collaboration with the CITES
Secretariat. While its work has a global scope, it
focuses on Asia and Africa (TRAFFIC 2016).
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