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mravalJamier – a narrative

During the Mid Term Evaluation the evaluation team where privileged to speak to many farmers participating in the project. The UNDP-GEF evaluation process strives for objectivity in the assessment of a project’s progress and performance. However, this objective approach does not always capture the sentiments of the people involved. The evaluation team were struck by the importance of the cultural values placed upon agricultural biodiversity and the link with a shared past, and a common future.

One such conversation with an 80-year old farmer is recorded here:

Evaluator: “Is this the first time you have grown these crops (dika)?
Farmer: “Yes, but I remember the flax as a boy, the blue flowers.”
Evaluator: “Do you remember any other crops? Vegetables for instance?”
Farmer, after some thought: “Yes, I remember an onion, as big as my fist.”
Evaluator: “Do you still grow these onions?”
Farmer: “No – I haven’t seen them since my Father died and he died in the Great War.” 

Evaluator: “Would you like to grow them again?”
Farmer: “Yes, but I don’t know where they are now, I don’t know where they have gone” and, with a sad smile he added, “perhaps they are with my Parents.”
mravalJamier – yesterday, today and tomorrow
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1.0
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Project Background

The Recovery, Conservation, and Sustainable Use of Georgia’s Agrobiodiversity Project is being implemented by the UNDP Georgia through NGO execution modality, ELKANA Biofarmers Association is the executing agency for the project.

All parties signed the Project Document by June 2004. The first Annual Work Plan was submitted in April 2004 ahead of signing of the Project Document. The Project is currently implementing AWP 4. At July 2007, the second half of AWP 4, the budget execution is US$ 2,526,182 (94.2%) disaggregated as US$ 496,182 (52%) GEF inputs and US$ 2,030,000 (in excess of 100%) Co-Financing funds. The Mid Term Evaluation took place in July 2007. The purpose of the evaluation is to strengthen the adaptive management and monitoring functions of the project, ensure accountability for the achievement of the GEF objective, enhance organizational and development learning and enable informed decision-making.

Description of the Project

The Project Document identified the follow threats to agricultural biodiversity as:

· Seeds and planting materials of "modern" varieties dominate the seed market;

· Productive use of traditional varieties requires detailed knowledge of adaptation and cultivation, lost during the decades of the former Soviet Union planned economy, and;

· Barriers to markets.

The root causes of agrobiodiversity loss were given as:

· The legacy of a system that favoured extensive production of introduced varieties, and;

· Difficulties in the transition to a market economy.

The Project Document lists the project’s Objective as being twofold:

“The in situ and ex situ conservation of selected local agricultural biodiversity in Samtskhe-Javakheti on a pilot demonstration basis”, and;

“A strategy agreed and under implementation for replication in other Georgian regions of best practice and lessons learned in conservation and utilization of local agricultural biodiversity”.

The project strategy as described in the Project Document and to a large extent in the LFM was summarised thus:

· To recover seed and planting material from various ex situ and remaining in situ sources;

· Develop a system of seed distribution and the return of planting material from participating farmers to establish a source for new farmers entering the project;

· Strengthen farmers associations and raise awareness, and;
· Remove barriers to local and regional markets and develop and implement a replication strategy.

Conclusion of the MTE

This project has achieved some considerable successes and still has the potential to achieve its objective and goal, move the process of sustainable management of agrobiodiversity forwards and contribute to our greater understanding of these systems as they relate to on-farm management, farm systems and in situ conservation of crop wild relatives (CWR).

The project has demonstrated that it can produce results when there is a clear pathway with which the Executing Agency is familiar. However, in areas outside the Executing Agency’s core capabilities progress has been less remarkable. But with a reasonable amount of adjustment and re-orientation these issues can be addressed within the project. When coupled with the loss of the first planting season due to the start date and the 2006 drought, the project now requires more time than is currently available. 

The land races that the project has introduced are, by their very nature, highly adapted to local physical conditions and exhibit a high level of resistance to crop pests and disease. Furthermore, although yields are lower for the land races, they require fewer inputs, attract a higher price and provide the potential of access to international markets that would not ordinarily exist for less remarkable modern agricultural varieties.

Based upon the findings of the MTE the project has, overall, been satisfactorily implemented with some of the components being highly satisfactory.
Analysis of the Project

The MTE has developed reasonable arguments, supported by an informed understanding of agricultural biodiversity that demonstrates that land races are a vital component of agricultural biodiversity but they are not the only component. Therefore, agricultural biodiversity needs to be managed as both “genetic reserve conservation” and “on farm conservation”. That is, CWR and land races and the farming systems that perpetuates them. Furthermore, this needs to be set in the context of the wider ecosystem because these resources are vulnerable on a number of levels.

Therefore, the conservation of agricultural biodiversity requires two distinct approaches. These can be characterised as “genetic reserve conservation” and “on farm conservation”. The two activities can be described thus:

“Genetic Reserve Conservation: the location, management and monitoring of genetic diversity in natural wild populations of crop wild relatives within defined areas designated for active, long term conservation.”

“On-farm Conservation: the sustainable management of genetic diversity of locally developed crop varieties (land races), with associated wild and weedy species or forms, by farmers within traditional agricultural, horticultural or agro-silvicultural systems.”

The project’s LFM developed a number of indicators for measuring change as it relates to the impact upon farmers, land races and locally adapted varieties. But critically, it does not list a baseline for comparison, although the narrative of the project document does provide an accurate description of the baseline. However, as described in the genetic reserve conservation and on-farm conservation paradigm, there are weaknesses in the way the project addresses the conservation of CWR and agricultural biodiversity conservation in its entirety. It is relatively straightforward to assess the project’s impact upon the conservation of land races and locally adapted varieties as satisfactory, but it is more problematic to measure the impact on the overall conservation of agricultural biodiversity, that is the inter and intra specific diversity within land races and locally adapted varieties, CWR and biodiversity within the production landscape.

Recommendations

A decision, by UNDP Georgia and UNDP-GEF, on whether or not to extend the project should be made prior to developing AWP 5 and be subject to the project meeting the agreed recommendations and conditions set out in this MTE.

These recommendations are made on the understanding that there are sufficient funds remaining in the budget following a review of the Annual Work Plan and ensuring that it is coherent with the revised LFM/results and resources framework. In the event that there insufficient funds remaining the project can reasonably decide whether it should be less pro-active in areas such as developing a regional approach and the enabling environment. The MTE recommends that the project:

· Revisits the LFM according to the draft LFM prepared during this MTE and prepares/updates Outcomes, Indicators and Targets focused upon the achieving the GEF Objective according to the draft logical hierarchy below.
Objective: Conservation & sustainable utilisation of threatened local plant genetic resources important to food & agriculture in Georgia within a production landscape.

Outcome 1: Intra & inter specific diversity of crops & wild relatives conserved in Samtskhe-Javakheti region or at local level.

Outcome 2: Land races & wild relatives products contribute to local food security & market value chain strengthened & sustained.

Outcome 3: Learning, evaluation & adaptive management increased.
· Strengthens the conservation management aspects of the project as it relates to conservation of CWR and land races that currently have no subsistence or commercial value. 

· Facilitates the development of the enabling environment through a programme of workshops and raising awareness of policy-makers about the importance of laws on ABS and IPR.

· Makes necessary changes to the project and applies for a budget-neutral two-year extension in order to meet the GEF Objective. 

· GoG drives the development of supporting policy and legislation by developing the necessary legal instruments to create a favourable enabling environment that protects the economic, social and cultural values of present and future use of agricultural biodiversity and promoting farming systems that conserve biodiversity. UNDP should explore partnership arrangements with other organisations to provide technical expertise. The project’s role should be to facilitate this process.

· Develops links with other organisations involved in agrobiodiversity conservation.

· Includes land races of vegetables within the overall programme.

· The project works closely with the local government of Samtskhe-Javakheti to develop a regional identity and marketing strategy linked to local development objectives.

· Form the linkages between local government and private sector companies such as ”Begeli” to develop this regional “brand” for the land races. 

· Encourages the Ministry of Agriculture and Economic Development to endorse the regional branding and “natural produce” approach.

· Facilitates development of enabling environment to protect databases.

· Reconsider the commitment to replicate project successes in other regions within the lifetime of this project.
Conditions For an Extension

The MTE sets out the following condition in order to ensure an extension:

· The project engages substantive technical assistance to build the capacity of the project and project partners in developing the in situ and technical aspects of agricultural biodiversity conservation.

· The Project engages with substantive partners to explore ways in which the in situ conservation of wild relatives and the development of a systemic approach to biodiversity conservation in the region can be addressed with consideration to the resources available to the project.

· The Project, under the guidance of the UNDP CO and in collaboration with the project partners, produces a full project log frame matrix according to the revised Outcomes.
2.0
INTRODUCTION
The Mid-Term Evaluation (MTE) is an integral component of the UNDP GEF project cycle management. It serves as an agent of change and plays a critical role in supporting accountability.  Its main objectives are:

1. To strengthen the adaptive management and monitoring functions of the project

2. To ensure accountability for the achievement of the GEF objective

3. To enhance organizational and development learning

4. To enable informed decision-making

The first phase of the Mid Term Evaluation (MTE) of the Recovery, Conservation, and Sustainable Use of Georgia’s Agrobiodiversity Project
 that is being implemented by the UNDP Georgia through NGO execution modality, ELKANA Biofarmers Association
 being the executing agency for the project, took place from the 3rd July 2007 to the 12th July 2007. The first phase of the MTE involved examining the project documentation, field visits and consulting stakeholders. The Aide Memoire provides the preliminary findings of the evaluation that were presented at the Feedback Workshop on the 12th of July 2007. The second phase, consisting of further analysis and the MTE Report production follows on from this.

The MTE is guided by the MTE Terms of Reference (ToR)
 and UNDP-GEF Project Monitoring and Evaluation Policies and Procedures
. The evaluation process is independent of both UNDP and GEF and the opinions and recommendations in this report are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the position of the GEF, UNDP, the Ministry of Environment or the ELKANA, however, once accepted the MTE becomes a recognised component of the project’s documentation.

2.1
PROJECT STATUS 

The Agrobiodiversity Project started in June 2004 for a period of 5 years with a planned closure date of March 2009.

2.1.1
Project Summary

Georgia lies on the southeastern boundary of Europe between the Greater and Lesser Caucasus and the Black Sea, an area defined by Conservation International as one of 25 biological “hotspots” on earth
. Georgia, with 23 soil-climatic zones in only 69,700 km2 possesses unique plant diversity and species compositions. 

Georgian agriculture has a long history and can be traced back to the 5/6th millennium BC, when Kartvelian (Georgian) tribes began to domesticate basic crops such as wheat, barley, oat, rye, of grain legumes (pea, chickpea, lentil, faba bean), fruit species (plum, cherry, quince, common grape) and other varieties. 

Georgia has a rich flora, both in terms of wild species (more than 4,200) and crop species (about 100 families and 350 local species of grain-crops). There are numerous endemic cultivated taxa, such as Triticum karamyschevii, Staphylea colchica, Triticum carthlicum, Triticum timopheevii, Staphylea pinata, Vitex agnus-castus, Triticum macha, and Triticum zhukovskyi. The list of valuable crop genetic resources in Georgia also includes Secale ketzchovelii, S. Moharium and S. segetale. 

The variability within crop species is significant and well documented for some indigenous varieties (Triticum aestivum, Vitis vinifera, etc.) as well as for introduced species (Phaseolus vulgaris, Glycine hispida Max, Zea mays, etc.). As far as the latter is concerned, Georgia is a secondary centre of diversity
. 

Georgia presents a rich diversity of fruit trees. This group of plants is composed of more than 100 species of seed and stone fruit trees, nuts and wild berries. Among others of particular importance, the group includes Amygdalus communis, Cerasus mahaleb, Malus pumila, Pyrus communis, and Cydonia oblonga. With regard to grapes, there are about 500 local varieties recorded, but only 300 still exist in live collections in scientific-research institutes and peasant farms. 

Finally, there also exist numerous species of local flora that are applied in traditional medicine. There are about thirty medicinal plants at risk of extinction or seriously threatened, such as Galanthus caucasica, Crocus speciosus, Scorzonera dzhawakhetika, Astragalus meskhetikus, Colkhicum speciosum, etc. All of them are listed on the IUCN Red List of threatened plants and/or the Red Data Book of Georgia.

The Project Document identified the follow threats to agricultural biodiversity as:

· Seeds and planting materials of "modern" varieties dominate the seed market;

· Productive use of traditional varieties requires detailed knowledge of adaptation and cultivation, lost during the decades of the former Soviet Union (FSU) planned economy, and;

· Barriers to markets.

The root causes of agrobiodiversity loss were given as:

· The legacy of a system that favoured extensive production of introduced varieties, and;

· Difficulties in the transition to a market economy.

The Project Document builds a convincing argument for the need to intervene to prevent the further loss and reverse the historical losses of agricultural biodiversity and wild relatives.
2.1.2
Project Context
In order to fully understand the project is important for the MTE to consider and understand the context in which the project is taking place.  This is clearly articulated in the Project Document and is summarised here as background.

The Samtskhe-Javakheti Region of southern Georgia is in many ways unique in its historical socio-political setting. During the FSU period the region was isolated for security reasons because of its proximity to Turkey and access to the region was strictly controlled.

During the 1940’s a large proportion of the population
 was forcibly removed from the region. The region also was subject to the programme of collectivisation and people were moved from other parts of Georgia and settled in the area as part of this policy. The speed with which this took place and the effects upon the traditional farming system, land races and traditional knowledge were profound. The FSU imposed a command economy approach to agriculture replacing traditional systems with new high yielding monocultures of crops and the regional land races (living plants, seeds, etc.
) were lost overnight, as well as much of the collective memory of these crops and the techniques for growing them.

After the collapse of the FSU the region was once again fully integrated at the political, social and administrative level. But the distinct identity of the agriculture was apparently lost. The collapse of the FSU also resulted in the gradual disintegration of the irrigation systems, farm machinery, markets for crops and supply of chemical inputs. In the intervening years the farmers of the region, both immigrant and the few remaining indigents, practised low input agriculture utilising crop rotations and organic methods to grow the modern agricultural varieties they had now become familiar with. Unfortunately, very few were able to access the traditional land races or varieties that were more suitably adapted to this low input form of agriculture with its dependence upon local resources, specific climatic conditions and ability to withstand stochastic events such as droughts.

2.1.3
Project Development

The initial concept for a project targeting agrobiodiversity conservation in Georgia probably came from UNDP Country Office in Georgia with assistance of UNDP-GEF unit in Bratislava in response to addressing the GEF strategic priorities
. Even though the initial impetus for the project may have come from the GEF, it is clear that ELKANA, through its association with the Agricultural Biodiversity Protection Society (DIKA),
 was also showing considerable interest in agrobiodiversity and the MTE considers that the arrangement was both timely and justified. Therefore, the formulation of the agrobiodiversity project was initiated by UNDP CO in response to GEF strategic priorities and by ELKANA in response to the perceived loss of agricultural crop land races
 and wild relatives. Furthermore, there were synergies with UNDP’s Global Programme on Agriculture and Food Security.

UNDP CO preferred national NGO execution modality for the project because of the lack of capacity within the government institutions to implement projects at the grass-roots level and the high turnover of key positions at that time. Furthermore, at the time the project was being developed financial resources and technical capacity were a major constraint to national governmental project execution and one of the many advantages of NGO execution through ELKANA was the availability programme and other funds for co-financing.

ELKANA provided the baseline data and necessary information collated into the PDF-A
 in 2001 that produced a study on the land races of the region, identified remaining genetic material and developed the justification for designing the larger Project Document. During the PDF-A phase three regions were examined but a decision was taken to focus on a single region Samtskhe-Javakheti
. The resulting PDF-A Document was to secure funding for the production of the Project Document that elaborated the project strategy, intervention, implementation and execution modalities and developed a log frame matrix to guide the projects implementation.

The Project Document was developed by ELKANA
 with assistance of UNDP-GEF regional consultant. The justification for the project was to conserve agricultural biodiversity by safeguarding land races and crop wild relatives and making the material available to farmers. The project intended to do this through a mix of in situ and ex situ mechanisms including reserved areas for crop wild relatives, ex situ seed banks and developing traditional farm systems. The principle motivating factor for farmers participation, was to be improved subsistence and economic livelihoods. Therefore, the main driver for on-farm conservation of biodiversity was to be the utilitarian values of the crops themselves.

A key component of the project’s strategy was to build upon ELKANA’s existing strengths in developing organic farming methods and farmer’s associations, and link the cultivation of genetically distinct land races of crops to farmer’s livelihoods within a production landscape to ensure sustainability.

Importantly, the Project Document linked the project to the WB-GEF funded Protected Areas Project and the WB funded Agricultural Research and Extension and Training Project ensuring that there would be no duplication and that the projects would compliment each other.

Finally, the Project Document identifies a number of medicinal plants in Georgia worthy of conservation. The linkage between these and agricultural biodiversity is not elaborated on in the project’s LFM and the inclusion of MAPs
 in the project was a result of trying to combine two distinctly separate projects within one
. The final outcome of this was a report on MAPs in the Samtskhe-Javakheti Region.

Therefore the resulting Project Document developed the rationale for the Agrobiodiversity Project, set the conservation of agrobiodiversity within the context of a production landscape, developed five Outputs to guide project implementation towards achieving the project’s Objectives and set out the modalities for project’s implementation
. 

The Delegation of Authority was given in early June 2004. All parties signed the Project Document by 9th June 2004. The project started on 14th June 2004 for a period of 4.5 years giving an end date of March 2009. There was no inception phase associated with this report and therefore no Inception Report was produced
.

GEF Project implementation is through the UNDP Country Office (UNDP CO) and execution is through National Non-Governmental Organisation and the designated National Coordinating Agency is the Ministry of Environment.

The Agrobiodiversity Project is operating in a policy framework that includes, inter alia:
· Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD)

· Biodiversity Country Study

· National Environmental Action Plan (NEAP)

· Georgian Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (GBSAP)

· UNDP Global Programme on Agriculture and Food Security

· Law on Breeders Rights (adopted by the parliament but yet is not in force. It is foreseen that the law will enter into force in coming autumn)
· Law on Certification of Organic Products

Importantly, there is little regional policy or legislation that might protect farmers intellectual property rights, traditional knowledge and future use values and therefore support the project’s utilitarian intervention approach.
2.1.4 Project Description

Despite the emphasis upon wild relatives and biodiversity per se, the project that emerged from the Project Document was one that took a very utilitarian approach towards conservation of biological diversity. Setting the conservation of field and fruit crop land races within a production landscape. The conservation of genetic material was to be driven by farmers through their farming practices. Ex situ back up collections of crop material and land races were to support this in the form of seed bank collections.
The Project Document lists the project’s Goal as being:

“The conservation and sustainable utilization of threatened local plant genetic resources important to food and agriculture in Georgia. The project has two immediate objectives”

The Project Document lists the project’s Objective as being twofold:

“The in situ and ex situ conservation of selected local agricultural biodiversity in Samtskhe-Javakheti on a pilot demonstration basis”, and;

“A strategy agreed and under implementation for replication in other Georgian regions of best practice and lessons learned in conservation and utilization of local agricultural biodiversity”.

The project’s Outputs are listed as:

Output 1:
Seed and planting material of local varieties available to farmers

Output 2:
Local Farmers Association established as the leading organization vehicle for production and distribution of seed and planting material

Output 3:
Markets for local varieties accessed by farmers

Output 4:
Information on local agricultural biodiversity available for farmers, authorities, donors and the public

Output 5:
A plan for replication of best practice and lessons learned agreed with local stakeholders and under implementation

The project strategy as described in the Project Document and to a large extent in the LFM was summarised thus:

· To recover seed and planting material from various ex situ and remaining in situ sources;

· Develop a system of seed distribution and the return of planting material from participating farmers to establish a source for new farmers entering the project;

· Strengthen farmers associations and raise awareness, and;
· Remove barriers to local and regional markets and develop andimplement a replication strategy.

While the Project Document did not explicitly state this, from a biodiversity conservation perspective, the utilitarian approach can also legitimately include the benefits from the project within its conservation strategy, which is, the benefit provides the motivation or incentive to conserve agrobiodiversity. Thus, the strategy could very reasonably include the following as a mechanism to drive agrobiodiversity conservation: 

· Increased food security at the farmer’s household level;

· Increased income opportunities for farmers, and;

· Mainstreaming farmer’s and project objectives within the work of ELKANA and the MoA
..

However, the conservation of agricultural biodiversity requires two distinct approaches. These can be characterised as “genetic reserve conservation” and “on farm conservation”. The two activities can be described thus:

“Genetic Reserve Conservation: the location, management and monitoring of genetic diversity in natural wild populations within defined areas designated for active, long term conservation.”

“On-farm Conservation: the sustainable management of genetic diversity of locally developed crop varieties (land races), with associated wild and weedy species or forms, by farmers within traditional agricultural, horticultural or agro-silvicultural systems.
”

The MTE considers that the Project Document, while it discusses the issue of conserving wild relatives does not sufficiently address it within the project’s stated strategy or the Outcomes articulated in the LFM. Therefore, the failure to adequately incorporate biodiversity per se in the project’s strategy (when elaborated as “genetic reserve conservation” and “on farm conservation”) creates a weakness in an otherwise well thought through approach. Furthermore, the reflection of this in the project’s LFM may have led to a number of important risks and assumptions not being clearly identified. Although this has not adversely impacted upon the project’s performance to date, the MTE considers that they may do so in the future.

The total budget is:

	GEF and UNDP Inputs

	GEF
	US$
	962,408

	Subtotal
	US$
	962,408

	Co financing

	ELKANA
	US$
	1,716,800

	Subtotal
	US$
	1,716,800


	Project Total
	US$
	2,679,208


All parties signed the Project Document by June 2004. The first Annual Work Plan was submitted in April 2004 ahead of signing of the Project Document. The Project is currently implementing AWP 4. At July 2007, the second half of AWP 4, the budget execution is US$ 2,526,182 (94.2%) disaggregated as US$ 496,182 (52%) GEF inputs and US$ 2,030,000 (in excess of 100%) Co-Financing funds
.

2.2
METHODOLOGY OF THE EVALUATION 

The MTE provides evidence-based information that is credible, reliable and useful. It must be clearly understood by project partners and applicable to the remaining period. The MTE was carried out in line with GEF principles on:

· Independence

· Impartiality

· Transparency

· Disclosure

· Ethical

· Partnership

· Competencies and Capacities

· Credibility

· Utility

The MTE has provided disaggregated data where possible, particularly with regard to gender.

The MTE was carried out by a Team of two external evaluators, independent from both the policy-making process and the delivery and management of assistance. The ToR for the evaluators is provided in Annex 1 and a brief resume of the MTE Team’s is given in Annex 5.
The MTE consisted of 3 days desktop study of available project documentation, 10 days in country consisting of field trips, interviews, meetings etc. 5 days for analysis and report writing and 2 days to incorporate corrections, comments and suggestions giving a total 40 person days.

The following analysis constitutes the MTE’s understanding of the project. It is based upon the history of the project cycle as it is represented in the project documentation, field visits and interviews with the various stakeholders.

Therefore, the MTE has reviewed the project’s performance over its lifetime. It has considered what has been the impact of the project and how has it contributed to the GEF Objectives. Therefore the MTE has:

· Assessed the effectiveness of the individual activities (monitoring performance);

· Assessed the effectiveness of the various activities in achieving the Outcome (monitoring the impact), and;

· Assessed the effectiveness of the various Outcomes on achieving the Objective (monitoring the change).

The analysis of this has allowed the MTE to comment on the:

· Implementation – did the project do what it planned to do (i.e. is the plan still untested because the implementation was poor);

· Effectiveness – did the plan meet the predicted objectives (i.e. has the plan been tested and found to have flaws), and;

· Validation of the model’s parameters and relationships (i.e. which assumptions, variables and interactions were correct).

Based upon this the MTE can make justified
 statements about the projects progress towards anticipated results and the GEF Objective.
2.3
FINDINGS AND EVALUATION OUTCOMES

The MTE recognises the dedicated commitment and efforts of the Implementing Agency in their achievements so far and the support given by UNDP Georgia. The MTE also notes that the unfortunate timing of the project’s start and a drought in 2006 caused setbacks. This project has achieved some considerable successes and still has the potential to achieve its objective and goal, move the process of sustainable management of agrobiodiversity forwards and contribute to our greater understanding of these systems as they relate to on-farm management, farm systems and in situ conservation of wild relatives. The project has demonstrated that it can produce results when there is a clear pathway with which the Executing Agency is familiar. However, in areas outside the Executing Agency’s core capabilities progress has been less remarkable. But with a reasonable amount of adjustment and re-orientation these issues can be addressed within the project, coupled with the loss of the first planting season due to the start date and the 2006 drought, the project therefore requires more time than is currently available. 

A decision, by UNDP Georgia and UNDP-GEF, on whether or not to extend the project should be made prior to developing AWP 5 and be subject to the project meeting the agreed recommendations and conditions set out in this MTE.

2.4 PROGRESS TOWARDS EXPECTED RESULTS

As stated earlier, the project has made considerable progress towards meeting the expected results.

An overview of the project as required by the ToR is given in sections 3.1.1 to 3.1.5. The specific outputs are dealt with in detail in sections 3.1.6 to 3.1.8. 

Based upon the findings of the MTE the project has, overall, been satisfactorily implemented with some of the components being highly satisfactory and the project is given the following specific ratings
:

· Sustainability – Satisfactory
· Outcome/Achievement of objectives – Satisfactory
· Implementation Approach – Satisfactory
· Implementation Approach to utilizing land races  – Highly Satisfactory
· Implementation Approach to conservation of CWR – Moderately Satisfactory
· Stakeholder Participation – Satisfactory
· Monitoring and Evaluation – Satisfactory
The MTE also notes a number of external events
 have effected project performance. However, the MTE considers that the project has responded well to these and the responses are an indication of the projects management abilities. These were:

· The start date of the project in June 2004 did not give an opportunity to put in place the necessary structures to take advantage of the first summer sowing season
, and;

· The drought in 2006 meant yields (including conventional agricultural crops) were low and the project was unable to operate the seed-sharing scheme that year.

2.4.1
Changes in Development Conditions

As discussed in section 2.1.2, the situation in the Samtskhe-Javakheti Region was one where low input agriculture was being practiced with a tendency towards organic farming practices by necessity. Furthermore, most of the crop varieties grown did not necessarily lend themselves to low input agriculture, being modern varieties requiring higher inputs with lower tolerance for environmental extremes and lower resistance to disease and crop pests. Much of the agriculture practiced is for subsistence needs due to poor access to markets and restrictions in individual farm size.

However, the land races that the project has introduced are, by their very nature, highly adapted to local physical conditions and exhibit a high level of resistance to crop pests and disease. Furthermore, although yields are lower for the land races, they attract a higher price and provide the potential of access to international markets that would not ordinarily exist for less remarkable agricultural varieties.

The reintroduction of the land races has also improved the nutritional intake of farmers with the addition of greater range of pulses
. 130 farmers families are currently participating in the project and during the MTE, the evaluators met more farmers who expressed genuine interest, when shown the quality of the land race crops, in growing land races.

The use of land races with their ability to produce good harvests without the need for expensive chemical inputs, tolerance to drought, local crop pests and diseases is also likely to have significantly reduced the farmers exposure to risk. Investment is low and the crops are ideally suited to the growing conditions.
2.4.2
Measurements of Change

The project’s LFM developed a number of indicators for measuring change as it relates to the impact upon farmers, land races and locally adapted varieties. But critically, it does not list a baseline for comparison, although the narrative of the project document does provide an accurate description of the baseline. However, as discussed earlier, there are weaknesses in the way the project addresses the conservation of CWRs and agricultural biodiversity conservation in its entirety. It is relatively straightforward to assess the project’s impact upon the conservation of land races and locally adapted varieties as satisfactory, but it is more problematic to measure the impact on the overall conservation of agricultural biodiversity, that is the inter and intra specific diversity within land races and locally adapted varieties, CWR and biodiversity within the production landscape.

A detailed account of the various Outputs is given in sections 2.4.8 to 2.4.12 and it is noted here that the project has provided farmers with land races, which are now incorporated into their livelihood strategies, and this in its self is a considerable and cost-effective mechanism to conserve agrobiodiversity.

2.4.3
Project Strategy

The MTE’s understanding of the projects approach is that the strategy is essentially sound, although requiring some modifications to ensure the project takes a more systemic approach to biodiversity conservation including conservation of wild relatives, protection of Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) and Traditional Knowledge (TK).

Overall the design of the project as set out in the Project Document followed a reasonable approach:

· The identification, inventory and collection of agricultural biodiversity and wild relatives;

· Dissemination of seed and planting material to participating farmers;

· Establishment of crops on a demonstration farm and on participating farmers plots;

· Establishment of an association of participating farmers;

· Markets development and promotion of for land race crops;

· Extension and awareness of land races and agricultural biodiversity;

· Study on wild relatives, and;

· The replication of successful interventions in other areas.

Project staff was to be supplied by ELKANA and technical advice was, on the whole, to be provided by ELKANA, a partnership organisation
 (the Georgian Society of Nature Explorers, “Orchis”) and a number of national technical consultants. This has had a number of benefits such as the rapid establishment of the demonstration farm, the establishment of good local linkages, the prospect of continuity after the GEF investments ceases and “buy in” to the ELKANA ethic of developing a project to meet the specific farmer requirements rather than imposing a “blue print” approach.

Where the technical capacity did not exist, the project has tried to build this capacity through training, for instance, in the documentation of genetic resources and on-farm conservation of genetic resources.

The project has had a number of successes. These are detailed in sections 2.4.8 to 2.4.12 against specific outputs from the project log frame and are summarised here as:

· The establishment of the demonstration farm.

· The identification and propagation of important local land races.

· The successful participation of a significant number of farmers.

· A significant contribution to participating farmers subsistence livelihoods.

· Strong local support.

· The confidence to make things work rather than revert to “project expedience”. 

However, the MTE has concerns about the overall projects achievements within the current time frame for the project, and about the impact of the project on agricultural biodiversity per se. This concern is not so much a reflection on the project, it is related to the often-confusing field of agrobiodiversity and recognises that this is a fast-developing discipline; therefore the concerns are related to specific components of the projects design.

These concerns should be considered alongside the MTEs findings that the project overall is being well implemented and that the project executing agency has considerable internal capacities, organisational abilities and confidence as an institution. The MTE’s concerns are summarised here as:

· No clear project definition of a land race;

· Specific weaknesses in the in situ conservation of CWR strategy and approach;

· No clear strategy to address the enabling environment to support agrobiodiversity conservation
;

· Weaknesses in the adaptive management approach to the conservation of in situ CWR and on-farm resources, and;

· The failure to include land races of indigenous vegetables.

Taking the outlined in section 2.1.4, it becomes necessary to take a systemic approach towards the conservation of agricultural biodiversity that includes CWR and land races.

Such an approach would include, inter alia, micro-reserves, field margins, fallow (resting) plots, grazing systems, intellectual property rights, the protection of traditional knowledge, the fate of land races that currently have little or no subsistence or commercial value, safeguarding future use and capturing the benefits that might result from it at the local level, and incorporating the many values of traditional farm systems at the ecosystem level through, for instance, agricultural tourism, regional identity and ecosystem functions.

Recommendations to address these issues are made in section 3.0 of this report.

2.4.4
Sustainability

The internal strengths of the Implementing Agency, the secured continuity of support
 to the participating farmers after the end of the project’s funding cycle and the incorporation of land races and local varieties into farmer’s livelihood strategies also gives the MTE a degree of confidence in the sustainability of the project’s impacts. However, continuity is not the same as sustainability as it relates to the GEF Objective.

In order to demonstrate biodiversity conservation the project impacts must be sustainable at a number of levels

· At the level of the ecosystem;
· Within society;
· At the institutional level, and;
· They must be economically sustainable.
The MTE considers that the impacts of the project are meeting these criteria in as much as they are working within existing social structures and strengthening civil society organisations, there is strong and active support at the level of regional government and close linkages with the MoE and MoA and the project’s strategy is based upon tangible economic benefits and market linkages to add value to biodiversity as the principle driver for conservation management of land races and local varieties (through the maintenance of traditional farming systems).

Sustainability at the ecosystem (biological sustainability) is more difficult to measure and therefore, to predict. However, the project has put in place a number of components that indicate that the project is achieving some success in this area. For instance, land races are now being grown as part of the farming system as opposed to just being maintained in ex situ seed banks, populations of many of the land races are now viable,
 studies have been carried out on land races and wild relatives, etc.; but, the MTE considers that this is an area of the project that could be strengthened and until this happens the projects successes remain vulnerable.

Furthermore, current sectoral arrangements and the national enabling environment are inefficient as they relate to the sustainable management (conservation) of biodiversity, particularly with regards to agriculture. The compartmentalisation of the environment into discrete policy sectors makes it difficult for the necessary mainstreaming of biodiversity across all sectors of society and the economy. Conflicting policy arrangements and a weak enabling environment can create perverse incentives for the conservation of biodiversity. The project can only facilitate the process of creating a supportive enabling environment, at the end of the day it is the responsibility of governments to create legislation that supports biodiversity and protects the possible social and economic values of future use
.
Sustainability is also a measure of the extent to which benefits continue, within or outside the project domain after the GEF assistance has come to an end. 
The commitment, enthusiasm, drive and capabilities of ELKANA and the Project Management gives the MTE a degree of confidence in the sustainability of the projects successes, but it is important also to capture and transfer these successes to the CWR and drive the in situ conservation of these species and any management practices that maintain them. The sustainability of the project can be measured against the following criteria:

· Development and implementation of a sustainability strategy. 

· The pragmatic and utilitarian approach of the project and incorporation of land races into farmers’ livelihoods strategy coupled with the commercial and subsistence incentives to maintain these crops is a strong indication that this particular outcome is sustainable.

· The fate of CWR and areas where these species may be found is less certain. The issue of CWR is less clear and there is a need for the project to expand beyond the narrow constraints of field and tree crops to look carefully at the farming systems in their entirety and examine how these (grazing, maintenance of hay meadows, etc.) can contribute to the maintenance of inter and intra specific genetic diversity of CWR species.

· Establishment of the financial and economic instruments and mechanisms to ensure the ongoing flow of benefits once the GEF assistance ends (from the public and private sectors, income generating activities, and market transformations to promote the project’s objectives).

· As discussed earlier the utilitarian approach addresses this with farmers absorbing the costs of management because of the benefits that are and are likely to continue to be derived from using these land races and local varieties.

· ELAKNA through UNDP-GEF and other donors’ funds is developing agricultural tourism and this may be one way that apparently “inefficient” farming systems, such as hay meadows and fallows (resting fields) can be maintained through capturing their landscape values and using tourism as a financial mechanism.

· The enabling environment and the suite of policies and legislation necessary to protect IPR, TK and future use values is beyond the domain of the project per se. This will require considerable effort from the GoG to drive this process and it is important for policy makers to understand that this is a commercial necessity to protect the rights of farmers and society at large rather than a conservation tool necessary to protect abstract or conceptual values. However, once in place it provides security for the farmers that will provide the motivation for conservation.

· Development of suitable organizational arrangements by public and/or private sector. 
· The development of the Farmers Association to promote and extend the scope of the on-farm benefits is an important development to ensure sustainability.
· There are strong linkages with the public sector in as much as the project’s objectives are widely supported at the local and national level.
· Linkages with the commercial companies that retail organic products have been made. However, the capacity of this sector is still weak and high interest rates make investment difficult. For instance a warehousing facility for storage, processing and distribution is necessary in order to market these products, take advantage of seasonal price fluctuations and ensure the quality and a steady supply of products. The project is not able to assist in this area, however, UNDP CO may be able to utilise other programmes to assist the private sector to develop this capacity.
· Development of policy and regulatory frameworks that further the project objectives.
· The policy and regulatory framework needs to be strengthened to enable the further development of the land races and local varieties, protect future use values, IP and TK. Although there is already legislation to support organic production being developed. It would also be important to examine how the Law on Plant Breeders might affect “ownership” of land races and local varieties, and TK.

· Incorporation of environmental and ecological factors affecting future flow of benefits.

· As stated earlier land races are ideally adapted to local physical, climatic and biological conditions. Therefore these crops have an advantage over conventional hybrids during extreme conditions and because of inter and intra specific variation more adaptable to changes in climate and seasonal extremes.

· The maintenance of a diverse, organic and extensive farming system should have considerable ecosystem function benefits in protecting water catchments and soil conservation.

· As noted earlier the farm systems can add to the overall tangible values of the region by contributing to the landscape values, which can be captured through agricultural tourism.

· Development of appropriate institutional capacity (systems, structures, staff, expertise, etc.).
· ELKANA has a proven track record of assisting farmers in organic agriculture at all levels from production through to processing and marketing. The Farmers Association appears to be working effectively and there is strong support at the local government level. However, the regional support could be further encouraged to develop a strong regional identity that will add value to the land race and local variety crops as well as developing the “regional brand” for tourism and local produce. The Farmers Association has received training in fund management and record keeping.

· Identification and involvement of champions (i.e. individuals in government and civil society who can promote sustainability of project outcomes).
· ELKANA is very proficient at promoting the project and had gathered considerable support with policy-makers. There appears to be considerable support for the ideals and concept within the MoE and MoA and it would be important to extend this support by promoting the project with appropriate industries involved in commerce, trade and tourism.

· UNDP Georgia can and does promote the project, with good reason and it would be important to develop closer linkages with other UNDP programmes, particularly in relation to developing the commercial processing and marketing components and assistance to private sector companies that are an important component in the chain.

· Achieving social sustainability, for example, by mainstreaming project activities into the economy or community production activities.
· There is convincing evidence that this is occurring both at the subsistence and commercial level. However, the project needs to look closer at the traditional farm systems and their impact upon CWR with particular regards to the future risks these systems might face from, for instance, other donor development projects.

· Achieving stakeholders’ consensus regarding courses of action on project activities.

· There appears to be a broad consensus on future project activities as these relate to the land races and local varieties of crops. What is not clear is the future actions regarding the CWR. However, the project is aware and accepts this and has indicated a willingness to address these issues within the project. 

2.4.5
Gender Perspective

The MTE considers that the Executing Agency, ELKANA, has a robust and effective, if unwritten, gender policy.

The project might have considerable gender issues, however, the MTE is confident that Executing Agency and the project are addressing these in an appropriate way
. But the MTE did not verify whether or not ELKANA considers gender criteria during trainings, selecting the staff or public outreach campaigns. However, during discussions with women farmers they appeared to be equally aware of the crops, their requirements and the benefits of growing them.
2.4.5
Output 1.1: Seed and planting material of local varieties available to farmers.

The project has identified seed material stored in the Institute of Botany and has established a demonstration and seed multiplication plot in the region. A fruit nursery has been established at the demonstration plot and planting material of local varieties is being distributed. Office and farm infrastructure has been developed at the site and necessary machinery and equipment has been purchased. Seed has been stored in the seed depository at ELKANA’s head office in Tbilisi and 6 people have received training in in situ and ex situ conservation. An inventory of land races and wild relatives has been carried out. A study on the local MAPs has been produced.

2.4.6
Output 1.2: Local Farmers Association established as the leading organization vehicle for production and distribution of seed and planting material.

The farmer’s association has been established and interest from local farmers appears to be high with 130 members. Members of the association have been trained in fund management and record keeping. All farmers have agreed to enter into the seed multiplication system by returning 1.5 times the original amount of seed distributed to them. However, there have been two set backs to this the late season start missed the first planting period and the drought in 2006 resulted in the project waiving the requirement to return seed. The MTE found evidence that many farmers were now using seed retained by them for future planting. More than seventy farmers are receiving extension services on a regular basis.

2.4.7
Output 1.3: Markets for local varieties accessed by farmers.

The project has developed an arrangement with a company “Begeli” to market the crops produced by participating farmers and there is no evidence to suggest that the project is supporting the transaction costs of farmers in any way that might distort these markets. The project has carried out a market study to define the markets and four products of local land races have been prepared were placed in a super market where sales were reportedly very good
. The response has been favourable with almost all of the small quantities provided selling well. Technological standards for four land races developed. Two producer groups have been established and three sites (the seed multiplication plot itself and 2 farms) are included as visiting sites for tourists by a tourist company. The project has participated twice in Expo Georgia and in seven local fairs.

Local farmers also appear to prefer the land races for their substance needs; some farmers even sampled the initial seed material before deciding to plant.

However, in discussions with ”Begeli” the MTE established that the single most important barrier to growing the business was the availability of a warehouse/distribution facility for crop storage, chilling, processing, etc. The company is currently investigating the possibilities of establishing such a facility at a cost or approximately Euro 40,000 but high interest rates remain a barrier to the company achieving this.

2.4.8
Output 1.4: Information on local agricultural biodiversity available for farmers, authorities, donors and the public.

ELKANA has made considerable information available at all levels and through different media. High quality promotional material, including recipe books, calendars and publications
 have been produced and distributed. A database and other information have been established and are regularly updated.

However, despite wide moral support, the impact at the government institutional level remains unclear. The reasons for this could be the frequent restructuring of relevant Ministries and high turnover of key positions and the need for a clear vision of how to harmonise biodiversity conservation objectives with government policy at a political level.
2.4.9
Output 2.1: A plan for replication of best practice and lessons learned agreed with stakeholders and under implementation.

The project has developed a draft document of best practices and ELKANA is already applying some of the lessons in the organisations programmes in other regions (Kakheti and Kvemo Kartli). But, it is too early to judge this aspect of the project. Subjective evidence suggests that the projects approach would be replicable under similar circumstances and GoG support to this would be forthcoming. However, the issue of CWR has been discussed at length in this report and it is not clear how this component of agricultural biodiversity conservation can be replicated. 

2.5
PROJECTS ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK

When managing for conservation it is important to remember “the expectations of different players highlight a fundamental difficulty in the degree to which the outcome of any multivariate problem can be predicted. In the hard sciences like physics and chemistry the majority of variables are known and can often be controlled precisely in an experimental sense. So predictions about outcomes can be reasonably precise. In fields such as ecology, economics, wildlife management, politics, business and the social sciences generally, there is a large number of known and potential variables, all subject to continual change, all interacting with each other in ways that may be predictable or non-predictable. Precise prediction about outcomes is much more difficult. Applying science per se to the problem makes absolutely no difference to the inability to predict precisely or
accurately when you have complex multivariate problems - it is a reality.

By way of example, in conservation and sustainable use we do our best to identify and account for the most important variables based on current knowledge. But we have to deal repeatedly with situations in which a variable considered unimportant or trivial one day, assumes monumental proportions the next. On occasion it is discovered that the most important variable was not identified and not measured
”.

2.5.1
Monitoring Systems

The Project Document developed a number of risks to the project and assumptions upon which the effectiveness of the intervention is based. However, the MTE considers that there is a weakness in this risk assessment and the assumptions that were developed. Critically, these were developed in relation to the production of crops and are a reflection of the project’s utilitarian approach towards the conservation of agricultural biodiversity, that is, risks to the projects implementation and not necessarily the Outcomes and Objective. In other words, they focus on the Outputs and not the Outcomes in the logical hierarchy of the project’s overall intervention
. Therefore, there are a number of risks that relate to biodiversity conservation per se, the GEF Objective of global biodiversity conservation gains, which need to be examined and addressed within the project.

If this is put in the context of the “genetic reserve conservation” and “on farm conservation” paradigm then it becomes necessary to take a systemic approach towards the conservation of agricultural biodiversity and not just focus on the production values of land races as the mechanism for their conservation.

As discussed in earlier sections 2.1.4 and 2.4.6, such an approach would include, inter alia, micro-reserves, field margins, fallow (resting) plots, grazing systems, intellectual property rights, the protection of traditional knowledge, the fate of land races that currently have little or no subsistence or commercial value, safeguarding future use and capturing the benefits that might result from it at the local level, and incorporating the many values of traditional farm systems at the ecosystem level through, for instance, agricultural tourism, regional identity and ecosystem functions.

To develop an approach that is comprehensive it may be necessary to undertake a scenario planning exercise that considers the effect of possible future market distortions of various policies or the vagaries of development agency agendas on the sustainability of the overall Goal. It would then be possible to identify a number of different plausible scenarios, the associated assumptions and risks and put in place a strategy to track, manage and respond to these, should they materialise.

The project’s utilitarian approach is also reflected in the selection of indicators in the LFM. Essentially these are related to the production of land races as agricultural crops and are unlikely to track or measure the conservation of intra and inter specific genetic diversity per se. The LFM needs to be “refitted” to demonstrate the conservation of biodiversity as it relates to agriculture as well as the outputs and outcomes related to production of land races and local varieties and their impacts upon local livelihoods
.

Overall the project takes a robust approach towards monitoring and the internal strengths of the Implementing Agency, ELKANA, appears to give the organisation the self confidence to challenges its own assumptions and adapt its interventions and strategy according to experience. However, ELKANA does not have the capacity or experience to apply this approach to the larger conservation management issues of CWRs.

2.5.2
Risk Management

The Project Document identified two risks to the implementation of the project, those of political instability and weather extremes. It correctly stated that even in the event of political instability affecting the projects efforts to build national and international markets for the land race and local variety crops, the subsistence use of these crops within the local community would maintain project momentum. Weather extremes was not thought to be a critical risk because the very nature of these crops is their evolution under existing physical and climatic conditions, that is their resilience.

However, although this was a reasonable assumption, the occurrence of a drought in 2006 before the project had time to build the participating farmers understanding of how these crops perform, has had a detrimental impact upon the take up of the crops. But, the MTE stresses that this is a temporary setback and a result of the farmers being risk averse – they preferred to stay with what they already knew – and many farmers reacted by growing less of the land races, but not abandoning them all together, leading to MTE to conclude that had the drought occurred after several growing seasons of the land races, it would likely have resulted in more farmers switching to land races that require less water in cultivation.

The MTE’s analysis of the Project Document shows that there are no risks attached to the project’s intervention to conserve CWR. However, the MTE considers that there are a number of risks associated to this aspect of the project (see section 2.5.3) and therefore concludes that this area of the project needs to be strengthened. Recommendations to this effect are made in section 3.0 of this report.
2.5.3
Work Planning

The project has essentially done what was set out in the Project Document and LFM and it has been well implemented and, in terms of conserving land races and local varieties this represents, by far, the most cost-effective mechanism.

The MTE agrees with the 2006 Project Implementation Report (PIR) that the project is in line with the work plan both in terms of substance. Furthermore, the project has demonstrated reasonably flexibility
 in its work planning in response to external events such as the drought.

2.5.4
Reporting

The project is meeting its reporting requirements and the quarterly and annual reports are concise and indicative of the projects performance and outputs.

The project was audited for its 2005 and 2006 activities and was rated positively in both instances. A minor issue was raised regarding the Executing Agency’s performance rating of project staff because this was not carried out using the UNDP format, however, this was considered to be of no consequence as ELKANA carries out its own rigorous annual staff performance evaluation.
2.6
UNDERLYING FACTORS

The MTE considers that the projects approach to cultivating
 land races and local varieties is the most cost effective and sustainable approach. The project’s assumption can be summarised as:

Providing farmers with seed material for land races and local varieties and supporting the production of these crops while developing a number of support measures such as self-help associations and better access to markets etc. will result in result in the conservation of these crops.
The logic of this cannot be faulted and the MTE is confident that if this is all that the project achieves then a reasonable amount of important agrobiodiversity will have been restored and conserved.

However, the MTE has developed reasonable arguments, supported by an informed understanding of agricultural biodiversity that demonstrates that land races are a vital component of agricultural biodiversity but they are not the only component. Therefore, agricultural biodiversity needs to be managed as both “genetic reserve conservation” and “on farm conservation”. That is, CWR and land races and the farming systems that perpetuates them. Furthermore, this needs to be set in the context of the wider ecosystem because these resources are vulnerable on a number of levels.

The Study of Field Crop Relatives in Samtskhe-Javakheti Region
 produced by the project argues that ex situ conservation and the establishment of nature reserves may be the best way to conserve and protect CWR. However, the MTE challenges these assumptions and suggests that there may be more practicable mechanisms for conserving these species in situ through a mixture of reserved areas and management practices particularly as these relate to traditional farming systems. The project has already demonstrated that land races can produce a better return than conventional hybrid crops through a mixture of production, processing and marketing (Annex 12). In this instance marketing plays a substantial role in providing the motivation or incentive to “manage” the land races. Such an approach when applied to the farming systems may also prove effective in capturing a range of values associated with “naturalness” that could add value to the products of what might be considered an inefficient traditional farming system.

It is important to first fully understand the nature of the threats to CWR before embarking on a course of action. Furthermore, it is important to challenge our understanding of a genetic reserve. The current system of hay meadows and the necessary one-in-four year fallow (resting) period may be sufficient to conserve considerable WCR species diversity. In other words, reserves must not be considered within the narrow confines of a protected areas system but rather in the larger context of maintaining good management practices that are linked to viable, well-regulated markets.
2.7
UNDP CONTRIBUTION

There are no UNDP TRAC funds associated with the Agrobiodiversity Project.

The MTE considers that the UNDP project assurance role has been correctly applied to this project and is broadly in agreement with the issues conclusions of the projects history as it appears in the various reports. There have been a sufficient number of monitoring and review exercises conducted by the UNDP Georgia including field monitoring visits (and reports), preparation of the Annual Project Review / Project Implementation Review reports, and production of the Combined Delivery Report. The UNDP has also been active in reviewing and following up on the project’s quarterly progress reports, financial reports and project work plans. The UNDP Georgia’s provision of financial resources has also been in accordance with project norms and in a timeframe that is supportive of covering the costs of project activities.

Early in the projects life the risk of delayed allocation of funds from UNDP during the project inception phase, as a result of UNDP Georgia adapting to the new ATLAS system and processing NGO financial transactions
 through direct payment request was avoided and later resolved through issuing advances to the NGO. This was only possible due to the good relationship and the spirit of trust between the Executing and Implementing Agencies.
2.8
PARTNERSHIP STRATEGY

The MTE is convinced that, based upon the “genetic reserve conservation” and “on farm conservation” approach, the conservation of agricultural biodiversity requires a multidisciplinary approach and that it is not feasible to expect a single organisation to provide all the technical and intellectual aspects necessary to achieve this objective. Furthermore, some components (i.e. the enabling environment) may be outside the domain of a project and require other, statutory agencies to act.

It is clear that ELKANA has significant capabilities to implement the components of the project associated with conserving land races and local varieties within a production landscape. Furthermore, ELKANA has reasonably sought the assistance of other partners in areas that it has recognised are beyond the organisations core capabilities (i.e. to carry out the study on CWRs).

However, the MTE considers that the multi-faceted area of agricultural biodiversity requires an even greater partnership strategy than that which the project currently operates. The MTE has attempted to disaggregate the areas in which substantial partnership arrangements will be needed in order to achieve the GEF Objective. These are:

· The enabling environment;

· The identification and systematic conservation of CWR and their habitats, and;

· An ecosystem approach to conservation of all aspects of agricultural biodiversity (CWR, their associations with other species and associated traditional farming systems) overlaid upon a production landscape (Land races, local varieties, traditional and modern farming systems, development planning, etc.).

The enabling environment is an area that is effectively beyond the direct influence of the ELKANA and therefore the project. However, this is a critical area to the sustainability of the projects successes. The various policies and laws that are necessary require careful consideration at the national level by the appropriate statutory agencies and a clear understanding of the linkages between laws that are designed primarily for conservation and those that are necessary in order to protect the present and future values of biological diversity.

UNDP is in a strong position to play a leading role through “soft” assistance
 to the project and through assisting the GoG to develop laws on IPR and ABS
 and ensuring that other UNDP and other donor-assisted programmes take into consideration the efforts of the project when deciding on spending priorities. The project’s successes both in sustainable agriculture and the conservation of agricultural biodiversity remain, in the immediate future, vulnerable to short-term, but less sustainable, development gains.

The identification and systematic conservation of CWR and their habitats requires significant expertise in plant genetics, taxonomy, survey, ecology and plant identification that would not normally be expected from an organization concerned with organic agriculture. However, the project has already formed a partnership with the NGO Orchis, which has the appropriate capacity. However, the MTE has concluded that this component requires significant strengthening to address the issues of CWR and their conservation. In order to strengthen these aspects of the project’s activities the project should develop a strong relationship with organizations such as Orchis to ensure that these critical components of the project are carried out. It is important to stress that ELKANA itself should not be expected to develop this capacity.

An ecosystem approach to conservation of all aspects of agricultural biodiversity overlaid upon a production landscape reflects the nature of the traditional farming systems that are still being practiced in Samtskhe-Javakheti Region and the close relationship between farming systems, land races and CWR. In order to conserve agricultural biodiversity in its entirety (Land races and CWR) it will be necessary to develop a system of land management that incorporates economic development, traditional farming systems, protection of CWR and other economic development activities. The MTE notes that this is not as frightening as it first seems, merely it implies an integrated approach to development in the region. While some micro reserves may be necessary wherever possible management practices need to be examined to assess their effect upon both land races and CWR and simple agreed practices formalized. Critical to this process is the balancing of any opportunity costs and direct management costs with the benefits, current and future, of agricultural biodiversity
.

Two points should be made in relation to this; it would be unwise to recommend a particular “blueprint” approach and ELKANA does not have the experience or capacity to develop this on its own.

The MTE understands that NACRES
 has been implementing a programme that develops local biodiversity action plans in three regions of Georgia. Furthermore, the organization gained considerable experience in implementing a UNDP-GEF project concerned with semi-arid areas in which issues of resource tenure and authority and responsibility were key components of managing biodiversity within a production landscape. NACRES experience in developing these systems makes the organization a suitable partner for the project in developing this overarching management approach in order to ensure that all components of agrobiodiversity are effectively and efficiently conserved.

The MTE notes that ELKANA’s strength is because it remains focused on its core activities and the organization readily accepts that this poses limitations on the scope of its activities within the project. The MTE considers that this is an extremely mature approach and a reflection of the organizations justified self-confidence by admitting that some areas are beyond its capabilities and its preparedness to develop strong and effective linkages with other organizations.

3.0
RECOMMENDATIONS

The MTE recognises the considerable achievements of ELKANA and accepts that this Aide Memoire and the MTE has focused to a large extent on the areas of the project that have not performed as well as was anticipated in the project’s design. This is a function of the UNDP-GEF evaluation process in order to apply an adaptive management approach to address weaknesses in the project and ensure that the successes of the project are sustainable beyond the life of the UNDP-GEF investment.

Furthermore, the MTE recognises that ELKANA, as the Executing Agency, has at its basis the development of farm systems, markets and agriculture in general. However, there are specific components of the GEF Objective that are beyond the capabilities and the core business activities of ELKANA. It may not be desirable for ELKANA to develop these capacities in order to achieve the projects Goal, rather it can be achieved by partnership arrangements with other organisations and agencies that have a clear “conservation” agenda.

The project has made considerable and admirable progress and the MTE recognises that there is finite budget and regardless of whether an extension is granted, a finite lifetime to the project. Therefore, these recommendations are made on the understanding that there are sufficient funds remaining in the budget following a review of the Annual Work Plan and ensuring that it is coherent with the revised LFM/results and resources framework. In the event that there insufficient funds remaining the project can reasonably decide whether it should be less pro-active in areas such as developing a regional approach and the enabling environment.
3.1
Overall Recommendations
· The Project revisits the LFM according to the draft LFM prepared during this MTE (Annex 8) and prepares/updates Outcomes, Indicators and Targets focused upon the achieving the GEF Objective according to the draft logical hierarchy below
.
Objective: Conservation & sustainable utilisation of threatened local plant genetic resources important to food & agriculture in Georgia within a production landscape.

Outcome 1: Intra & inter specific diversity of crops & wild relatives conserved in Samtskhe-Javakheti region or at local level.

Outcome 2: Land races & wild relatives products contribute to local food security & market value chain strengthened & sustained.

Outcome 3: Learning, evaluation & adaptive management increased.

The Implementing and Executing Agencies should revisit the Annual Work Plan and ensure that it is coherent with the revised LFM/results and resources framework. This exercise should examine remaining budgets to determine if funds can be utilised against the revised LFM/results and resources framework.
(Project Executing Agency to implement, GEF Implementing Agency and UNDP-GEF to verify)

· The project strengthens the conservation management aspects of the project as it relates to conservation of CWR and land races that currently have no subsistence or commercial value. This should be achieved by engaging a substantive Technical Assistance (TA) to build the capacity within the Executing Agency and its partners.
 The project should also engage with substantive partner organisations rather than attempt to build this capacity within ELKANA itself
. 

The TA will, inter alia, provide:

· A specific methodology on how to proceed with the conservation of CWR

· Provide training to develop a conservation strategy for Georgian CWR

· Provide training to develop the capacity for eco-geographic surveys and identify critical sites for genetic reserves

· Assess the effectiveness of current activities in conserving LR on the demonstration farm highlighting best practices and risks

· Develop a generalised methodology for both land races and CWR through a series of workshops and field visits

(Executing Agency to implement, Implementing Agency and UNDP-GEF to verify)
· The project facilitates the development of the enabling environment through a programme of workshops and raising awareness of policy-makers about the importance of laws on ABS and IPR.

(Executing Agency to implement with assistance from MoE, Implementing Agency to verify)
· The Executing Agency makes necessary changes to the project and applies for a budget-neutral extension
 in order to meet the GEF Objective. The MTE recommends that this extension should be for two years after the present planned project closure date of March 2009. The GEF investment should therefore continue until March 2010.

(Executing Agency to implement, Implementing Agency and UNDP-GEF to verify, EA, UNDP-GEF and MoE to agree an extension) 
· GoG drives the development of supporting policy and legislation by developing the necessary legal instruments to create a favourable enabling environment that protects the economic, social and cultural values of present and future use of agricultural biodiversity and promoting farming systems that conserve biodiversity. UNDP should explore partnership arrangements with other organisations to provide technical expertise. The project’s role should be to facilitate this process
.

(MoE to lead, other appropriate Ministries (MoA, Commerce and Industry, etc.) to support, Executing Agency to facilitate, Implementing Agency to verify)

· The project through the UNDP-GEF develops links with other organisations involved in agrobiodiversity conservation (e.g. ICARDA
 in Syria and Rome) and other GEF projects (e.g. Conservation and Sustainable use of Dryland Agrobiodiversity of the Fertile Crescent). Specific ToR should be given to the Technical Assistance for Conservation of CWR to identify and develop these links.
(GEF-UNDP to facilitate, other appropriate Ministries (MoE, MoA, etc.) to support, Executing Agency to organise, TA to advise)
3.2
Recommendations Output 1.1: Seed and planting material of local varieties available to farmers.

· Project undertakes an investigation into land races of vegetables as identified by the Study of field crop wild relatives in Samtskhe-Javakheti and includes the conservation of wild relatives of vegetables in the overall programme.

· Project includes land races of vegetables within the overall programme.

3.3
Recommendations Output 1.2: Local Farmers Association established as the leading organization vehicle for production and distribution of seed and planting material.

· The project continues to work with and strengthen the Farmers Association Farezi while ensuring that there is sufficient flexibility to allow for a diversity of community interest groups (e.g. women’s groups, family arrangements, etc.) to develop under, and within the one Association.

3.4
Recommendations Outcome 1.3: Markets for local varieties accessed by farmers.

· The project works closely with the local government of Samtskhe-Javakheti to develop a regional identity and marketing strategy linked to local development objectives.

· The project should seek to form the linkages between local government and private sector companies such as ”Begeli” to develop this regional “brand” for the land races. For instance packaging could include statements such as “Natural Produce of Samtskhe-Javakheti Region” so that the products can be clearly identified.

· The Project through its close links with the Ministry of Agriculture and Economic Development should encourage the Ministry to endorse the regional branding and “natural produce” approach.

3.5
Recommendations Outcome 1.4: Information on local agricultural biodiversity available for farmers, authorities, donors and the public.
· Project facilitates development of enabling environment and protects databases (with law on IPR).

3.6
Recommendations Outcome 2.1: A plan for replication of best practice and lessons learned agreed with stakeholders and under implementation.

· The project should reconsider the commitment to replicate project successes in other regions within the lifetime of this project
. The task of “rolling-out” the programme to other regions is a long-term undertaking and will place considerable pressures on the project’s already limited resources. Consolidate the successes of the project so far and strengthen the areas that are currently under performing. The concept and approach is basically sound and as it becomes demonstrably beneficial to promote land races within the farming systems, adoption of the techniques and approach will be “organic
”.
· The project should place greater emphasis on ensuring that there is a coherent approach at the regional level. This could be achieved by embedding the philosophy at the regional government level through planning procedures, for instance developing a regional strategy on organic agriculture and promoting the use of distinct regional land races while incorporating this into a marketing strategy (guidelines for future regional development, regional products and identity, agricultural tourism, mechanisms to capture the values of IP and future use at the regional level, etc.).
4.0
CONDITIONS TO BE MET FOR AN EXTENSION

The following conditions are necessary if the Project is to be granted an extension. These represent the minimum requirements of the Project. These should be regarded as triggers that will automatically ensure that the Project is reoriented in order to meet the GEF Objective and a budget-neutral extension is granted to the project. Therefore, disbursement of funds should be linked to the verification of these triggers.

# 1
The project engages substantive technical assistance to build the capacity of the project and project partners in developing the in situ and technical aspects of agricultural biodiversity conservation.

Means of verification – MTE to develop Terms of Reference, engagement of TA, GEF Regional Coordinator to verify. 

# 2
The Project engages with substantive partners to explore ways in which the areas of biodiversity conservation that do not fall within the core remit of ELKANA, namely, the in situ conservation of wild relatives and the development of a systemic approach to biodiversity conservation in the region can be addressed with consideration to the resources available to the project.

Means of verification – Memorandum of Understanding on future collaboration in agrobiodiversity conservation signed with project partners, UNDP CO to verify.

# 3
The Project, under the guidance of the UNDP CO and in collaboration with the project partners, produces a full project log frame matrix according to the revised Outcomes.

Means of verification – MTE develops draft LFM, Project log frame matrix, GEF Regional Coordinator to verify.

5.0
LESSONS LEARNED

The MTE cautions against attempting to draw to many lessons from the project mid way through its implementation because the project’s strategy as elaborated in the project document and refined during this MTE, remains untested. Therefore, to draw lessons from this is risky and any such lessons will remain as conjecture until they have been rigorously tested by time. However, the MTE is also an important point in the project cycle when experience can be captured and analysed even if it is not possible to reach concrete conclusions.

Therefore, based upon the MTE’s understanding of the issues the following lesson is highlighted in relation to agricultural biodiversity conservation
.

It should come as no surprise that a well-designed and focused project implemented by a highly capable organisation is doing exactly what it set out to do and the MTE hopes that this comes through clearly in its analysis and conclusions. However, the conservation of land races and local varieties alone is an important component of agrobiodiversity but it is not the conservation of agricultural biodiversity in its entirety.

In order to achieve the latter it is important to take a much greater multi-disciplinary approach and combine components of research into CWR (survey, identification, ecology, etc.), in situ management of CWR and farming systems (regional ecosystem planning), farm systems and marketing of the products (what the project is currently doing) and create well-regulated markets (the enabling environment); in other words conservation.

It would be unreasonable to expect any one organisation to be able to address all of these issues and placing all of these responsibilities upon a project would make it extremely unwieldy. However, through appropriate partnerships with other organisations that have these capabilities and assigning various responsibilities to the different players (local government, NGOs, GoG, etc.) it may be possible to take a multi-faceted approach towards the conservation of agricultural biodiversity.

It remains to be seen if the project can address the issues of CWR where the incentives to manage these resources are less tangible or less easily realised when compared with the land races and local varieties that have very immediate benefits. 
Market led approaches to conservation are on the whole robust and effective and this project is demonstrating this clearly through a mixture of commercial and subsistence incentives for farmers, however, a utilitarian approach to agricultural biodiversity conservation is not sufficient in itself. It is a very cost-effective way of conserving a number of important land races and local varieties, but it may not be enough to conserve CWR and possible future use values that are also part of the agricultural biodiversity.
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� Project Number UNDP/GEF Project: # 00037324, PIMS Number: 1636 Herein after referred to as the Agrobiodiversity Project or the project


� The Biological Farming Association ELKANA, a non-governmental Georgian organization, was founded in 1993. Since 1996 ELKANA has been a member of the International Federation of Organic Agriculture Movement (IFOAM).


� The ToR for the MTE are a matter for public record and can be obtained by contacting UNDP Georgia


� � HYPERLINK "http://thegef.org/MonitoringandEvaluation/MEPoliciesProcedures/mepoliciesprocedures.html" ��http://thegef.org/MonitoringandEvaluation/MEPoliciesProcedures/mepoliciesprocedures.html� 


� Russel A. Mittermeier, Norma Myers, Cristina Goettsch Mittermeier. 1999. Hotspots – Earth’s Biologically Richest and Most Endangered Terrestrial Ecoregions; CEMEX, S.A.


� Hanelt, Peter, and Beridze R. 1991. The Flora of Cultivated Plants of the Georgian SSR and its Genetic Resources. Flora et Vegetatio Mundi, No. 9: 113:120.


� Ethnic Georgian Muslims were resettled in Central Asia during the Second World War as they were perceived to be a threat to security because of their supposed links with Ethnic Georgians in Turkey and that countries membership of the Axis alliance.


� Fortunately, due to the farsightedness of a number of plant specialists some material was retained ex situ in the Institute of Botany in Tbilisi.


� GEF-OP13


� The Agricultural Biodiversity Protection Society DIKA was a joint collaborative effort among the Biological Farming Association ELKANA, Dioceses of Khoni and Bodbe, Experimental Farm “Biome” and several scientists. It was establish on 24th of April 1998. The main objectives of DIKA were to (a) preserve, recover and re-introduce endemic crops and local varieties in farms,  (b) disseminate information on agricultural biodiversity protection, conservation and utilization of plant genetic resources, and (c) provide training in conservation and utilization of plant genetic resources. DIKA maintained about 50 local varieties and landraces of wheat, barley, millet, chickpea and lentil through its farmer network in different regions of Georgia. Since 2003, Dika’s activities have been included into Elkana’s programmes and in 2004 a Department of Agricultural Diversity was formed in Elkana, which now maintains the collections.


� “A land race is a dynamic population(s) of a cultivated plant that has historical origin, distinct identity and lacks formal crop improvement, as well as often being genetically diverse, locally adapted and associated with traditional farming systems”. Camacho Villa, T.C., Maxted, N., Scholten, M.A. & Ford-Lloyd, B.V., (2005). Defining & identifying crop landraces.  Plant Genetic Resource: Characterization and Utilization, 3(3): 373-384.


� Project GEO/01/G41/A/1G/72 Recovery, Conservation and Sustainable Use of Georgia’s Agrobiodiversity. UNDP 1G-Global Environment Trust Fund $25,000, In Kind (ELKANA) $ 8,080.


� The MTE considers that this is quite normal during the project development phase and is noted here as a matter of record only.


� The Project Document was financed using unspent funds from the PDF-A phase.


� Medicinal and Aromatic Plants


� Mariam Shotadze pers. Comm.


� The MTE notes that the LFM contained 2 Objectives and 5 Outputs. Outputs are lower in the logical hierarchy than Outcomes and GEF now requires a single Objective and Outcomes that describe a situational change or result of specific interventions or Outputs to be elaborated in project LFMs.


� The MTE draws no conclusion from this and it is reported here as a matter of record.


� Project Document P. 8


� Maxted, N., Guarino, L., Myer, L. & Chiwona, E.A., (2002). Towards a methodology for on- farm conservation of plant genetic resources. Genetic Resources and Crop Evolution 49: 31- 46.


� Co-financing letter from Elkana, 2th January 2004


� The Implementing Agency has demonstrably spent in excess of the original co-financing commitment and will continue to co-finance components of the project that are related to their core activities.


� Justified by evidence or reasonable argument.


� The MTE is not required to rate these sub-categories however; in the interest or fairness and to stress that this is a good project the MTE has decided to disaggregate the ratings into various components.


� Events beyond the control of the project partners.


� The project was able to utilise the autumn planting period.


� Remarkably the MTE met a farmer who said she and her husband had cooked some of the seed given to them by the project prior to deciding to plant it. There reason for planting land races was that they had preferred the taste of the unfamiliar crops.


� Orchis was to provide technical assistance on the surveys of CWR and their conservation as well as carrying out a study on MAPs.


� This includes a raft of policies and legislation that will create the legal framework for well-regulated markets, necessary protection and the safeguard future use values at the appropriate level.


� These are identified in the Study of Field Crop Wild Relatives in Samtskhe-Javakheti report prepared by the project in 2006.


� Elkana will continue to provide support to participating farmers after the projects’ closure as part of their core activities


� As a “rule of thumb” populations need to be in excess of 5,000 to be viable (and located at more than one site).


� Arguably as a signatory of the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) there is an international obligation to develop laws, inter alia, on access and benefit sharing, the protection of intellectual property rights and traditional knowledge (as they relate to genetic material).


� For instance, the MTE met five women who worked on the demonstration farm and had also rented 0.5 Ha. of land to grow faba beans provided by the project. In other interviews, the MTE was able to speak to women who were well acquainted with the crops that they were growing on the family plot.


� The MTE were shown samples of the products and were struck by the high quality of the product’s packaging and presentation.


� As noted with the packaging of the products, the MTE was impressed with the high quality of these products and the appropriately commercial approach that project and its partners are taking at this level of the “chain”.


� Dr. Grahame Webb, Director, Wildlife Management International


� The MTE notes that there is a difference between the UNDP and GEF LFM hierarchy at the project level that sometimes creates confusion.


� “The project has a good progress toward achieving the targets for the indicators at the objective level. However, it is and will continues to be difficult to assess the project’s impact on agrobiodiversity conservation because the approved indicators are mainly capturing the sustainable use part of the objective and even so are focusing on the processes and not impact. It is recommended to the project team to hold a stakeholder workshop to revisit the logframe in the next six months, so as to allow for identification of SMART indicators that will show the progress of the project in ensuring the in-situ and ex-situ conservation of agricultural biodiversity.” UNDP-GEF Regional Technical Adviser: PIR 2006.


� Cost-effective and biologically sound because the land races are subject to physical, biological and farmer selection pressures and therefore remain viable in terms of the populations genetic fitness.


� The MTE differentiates between flexibility in project implementation and adaptive management that requires a hypothesis, intervention, monitoring and means to adjust the intervention or change the hypothesis in response to experience.


� It is important to stress that in the context of agricultural biodiversity cultivation – management – conservation are interchangeable as they are all means of maintaining the genetic diversity of land races and local varieties, not as a historical record but as a means of protecting present and future benefits and values. 


� Georgian Society of Nature Explorers “Orchis”, 2006. 


� The MTE notes that this is a common issue with UNDP-GEF projects that were starting up around this time and knows of two other projects that encountered similar difficulties. In this case the issue appears to have been handled with the minimum of disruption.


� “Soft” assistance is defined as policy advice and dialogue, advocacy and coordination.


� The UN FAO International Treaty on Plant Genetics Resources for Food and Agriculture is another important international treaty that would support the aims and objectives of this project.


� Three principles of sustainable utilisation should be applied here i) sustainable management is best achieved by giving the resource a focused value, ii) differential costs should receive differential benefits (i.e. those that bear the costs should be the principle beneficiaries) and iii) the unit of management should be as small as is practicably possible.


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.nacres.org/index.html" ��http://www.nacres.org/index.html� 


� The project Goal, “The conservation and sustainable utilization of threatened local plant genetic resources important to food and agriculture in Georgia” remains unchanged.


� The MTE will prepare draft ToR for this technical assistance and submit them as an annex to the Final Report.


� Although ELKANA staff working with the seed bank etc. should be involved in some aspects of the training.


� The MTE reiterates that genetic reserves are essential for some, but not all, CWR taxa in order to locates and establish genetic reserves. Furthermore, it is important to understand that such reserves may not be “conventional” protected areas but may be more “soft” designs with agreed management regimes.


� Training workshop should include ELKANA staff (gene bank), national plant genetic resources (gene bank) staff, and project partners (e.g. Orchis and NACRES)


� At the MTE the project budget execution is approximately 52%. Most of the capital expenditure (tractors, equipment, etc.) has been made during the early part of the project and there are no further large purchases envisaged.


� It is important to note that the enabling environment in this instance is, apparently, primarily aimed at protecting future use values and therefore commercial interests rather than protecting biodiversity itself. However, secure tenure of these resources will provide a significant incentive for their conservation, not just as a result of possible future uses but also in developing the markets and additional values.


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.icarda.org/" ��http://www.icarda.org/� 


� This should not necessarily require additional funding by the project. For instance, short 2 – 3 page briefing documents produced in house and circulated to key decision-makers on an ad hoc basis.  


� ELKANA through its core activities in other regions is effectively incorporating the lessons learned from this approach.


� In this context organic is taken to mean that there will be an adoption of the approach without the need of a project to support it.


� Arguably the lesson is relevant to all biodiversity if sustainable use is the principle means of conservation.
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