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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The terminal evaluation report of the Project “Conservation of the Biodiversity of the Paramo
in the Northern and Central Andes GFL-2328-2714-4900 (ID 1918) (“Proyecto Paramo
Andino”)” (PPA) is divided in the following sections: Evaluation Background, Project
Performance and Impact, Conclusions and Recommendations. The evaluation criteria used in
this study can be grouped in four categories: 1) achievement of objectives and planned results,
(2) sustainability and catalytic role, (3) processes affecting attainment of project results, and (4)
complementarity with UNEP strategies and programs.

Prior to the Project, the handling of the Paramo issue in the Andean region was at an
embryonic stage. Although some national entities had researched biological aspects of the
Paramo, there were few studies and little information on how to manage and protect this
important ecosystem. Applying a participatory management style that fostered motivation and
creativity among stakeholders, the PPA was able to change this situation.

The PPA has significantly improved the standing of the problems of the Pdramo ecosystem in
the different countries, particularly at the sites where pilot projects were executed. Although
concrete replication of these sites has not been noted, it is believed that PPA’s advocacy will
facilitate future actions to protect and preserve the Paramo by national institutions and
organizations strengthened by the Project’s actions.

It is also evident that, through studies, research, education and training, the PPA has increased
knowledge of the Paramo’s potential as a biodiverse ecosystem and water regulator, which will
facilitate its future improved management, exploitation and protection. However, it should be
noted that with the exception of some studies, little has been done to support wildlife
indigenous to the Paramo in which there is worldwide interest.

At the pilot sites, the PPA supported the preparation of participatory management plans. Due
to the specific conditions of the participating countries, these plans did not have similar
characteristics. Some covered relatively small community-owned Paramo lands, while others
covered large expanses which include communities, municipalities and public protected areas.
All of the plans included zoning, which in turn facilitated the delimitation of Paramo reserve
areas managed by both communities and governments. Regarding best practices, there were
hits and misses in the application of these plans. The misses were mainly due to a lack of
participatory extension models that would have strengthened the PPA’s intervention in the
field with the application of more effective social, technological and economic proposals. At the
pilot sites visited, the evaluation ascertained that effective extension systems using validated
procedures had been applied in the communities of Mixteque in Venezuela, Chetilla in Peru and
Esperanza in Ecuador.

In each country, the PPA supported the development of legal instruments at the national,
regional, municipal and community level in coordination with different public institutions,
fundamentally aimed at guaranteeing conservation of the Paramo in the future. In Peru, this
process was not as productive as it had been expected due to the country’s political context, in
the National Coordinator’s opinion.

The PPA enhanced improvement of local residents and professionals’ technical capacity with
regard to protection of the Paramo through a set of exchange, research and training activities.
The executing institutions and organizations that participated in the PPA now have staff
members with greater knowledge on the Paramo ecosystem and expertise on the use of
participatory planning tools, action research and the application of best production practices.
The PPA led an environmental education process in formal and informal settings with an
innovative approach, involving the reappraisal of socio-cultural aspects of the Paramo
communities and knowledge sharing that strengthened environmental and cultural education
practices. This, in turn, contributed to strenghtening the cultural identity of the participating
population. The advocacy achieved through dissemination and communication reached
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decision makers at the level of the pilot sites and municipal, regional and national
governments.

Despite UNEP’s efforts, the PPA did not develop a replication strategy, but it did work to
promote sustainability of its proposals. For example, detailed systematization studies of
project implementation experience carried out in each country and at the regional level, could
function as an instrument that contributes to the conservation of the Paramo in the future.
However, difficulty in coordinating joint actions among countries prevented the development
of a functional and guiding methodology for these studies. The Regional Action Plan fostered
by the PPA in the last year could be another instrument to promote the sustainability of the
project results. However, the lack of participation by CAN in its development reduces the
likelihood that it will be adopted by the countries.

With regard to its relevance and complementarity, the PPA worked hard to overcome major
threats to conservation of the biodiversity of the Pdramo. It functioned as a defender,
educator, catalyst and facilitator, in line with GEF and UNEP policies, promoting adequate use
and conservation of important elements of the biodiversity of the Andean Paramo, encouraging
alliances by inspiring, reporting and facilitating improvement in the quality of life of
participating communities. Although the PPA did not specify gender and intercultural
approaches, which are UNEP strategies, or establish indicators of their scope, it is no less true
that women and indigenous groups covered diverse positions in the Project.

As noted, the PPA was very effective in accomplishing its goals. Thanks to the PPA,
governmental institutions, NGOs and rural organizations in each country know more about the
Paramo than they did before, due in large part to the research, education, training,
dissemination and technology transfer carried out by the Project. Through the set of legal
instruments, methodologies, technological proposals and alliances established, including
consolidated agreements on the protection of approximately 27,395 hectares of Paramo
related to the Project’s pilot sites, conservation of the Paramo is likely to be fostered in the
future.

The lack of concrete prefeasibility studies in the design phase of the Project caused the PPA to
lose effectiveness from a cost/benefit perspective. Such studies would have enabled the Project
to better specify the selection of partner institutions, intervention sites and good practices to
be employed. They would also have facilitated the preparation of strategies and methodologies
necessary for the implementation of its components. They could have also been used to
develop an exit strategy, which was lacking in the Project.

According to the review of outcomes to impacts (ROtl), the PPA merits a BB rating, which
implies that it is probable that the impacts sought by this project will achieved in the future,
although by other partners and stakeholders. This rating recognizes the on-target direction of
the efforts of the PPA, as well as the fact that the intermediate phases planned in the analysis
of the ROtl have forward linkages to the achievement of the anticipated long-term impacts.
Progress has been made on the conservation of the Paramo in all participating countries. Both
Ecuador and Colombia have important plans, laws and initiatives that foster conservation of
their Paramo. Although the threat of advancing mining operations in Peru is a concern, the
recent passage of a bill by the Peruvian Congress, declaring the Paramo and the cloud forests of
departments of Piura and Cajamarca of national interest, is significant. Venezuela has a small
area covered by the Pdramo, associated to its natural park system, which fosters its
permanence and good use in the future. The most effective economic incentive identified in
this evaluation was Ecuador’s Forest Partner/Paramo Partner Program, a concrete and
permanent mechanism for the execution of national policies aimed at the conservation of these
and other high-Andean ecosystems. Furthermore, CONDESAN is negotiating new projects
related to water, land and climate change with strong Paramo conservation elements. Lastly,
stimulated by lessons learned during the PPA, many regional and local governments have
already included Paramo protection objectives in their plans and projects.
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Demonstrating that it is a catalyzing force, the PPA has motivated, built and mobilized a small
army of people representing public and private institutions and rural communities for the
benefit of the Paramo, linked by numerous agreements and collaborative alliances.

Several factors have had an influence on the achievement of the Project outcomes: for
example, it is worth mentioning that not all of the key stakeholders were knowledgeable of the
Project, due to a lack of dissemination and discussion of the main documents, some of which
were not produced in Spanish. Furthermore, the lack of implementation strategies led to the
autonomy of the NEAs that allowed them to execute the Project from their point of view, but
wrested leadership from the regional office. The PPA directed its efforts toward strengthening a
participatory approach, particularly in relation with the implementation of participatory
management plans. However, it did not establish social indicators for these plans or other
important expected outputs.

The original project design prioritized the participation of NGOs; however, the PPA authorities
soon recognized the need to include more governmental entities in order to strengthen the
sustainability of its conservation proposals. The administrative and financial management of
the Project, which was complemented by on-target adaptive management by CONDESAN and
effective supervision by UNEP, was impeccable. On the other hand, key elements of the
monitoring and evaluation system were not integrated. This system did not have its own
funding either, which complicated its application, primarily in the field. It was found that there
was a lack of reflection on the results of the monitoring and evaluation system, as well as on
strategies for implementing the components of the PPA. This situation could have been dealt
with by the Steering Committee (SC) and in the mid-term review, but it was not.

Lastly, the Evaluation Team gave this project a satisfactory rating, followed by special
recognition of its staff for their enthusiasm, tenacity and effectiveness in their work.

Main lessons learned during the PPA: 1) Without direct and committed intervention of
governments, conservation projects are not feasible. Governments contribute legislative and
regulatory frameworks, social and financial stimuli and, above all, the control mechanisms
needed to consolidate the sustainability of proposals. 2) Conducting economic, social,
organizational and environmental prefeasibility studies in the design phase of a Project is
recommendable. Such studies would have helped the PPA to improve its effectiveness and
efficiency by better developing implementation strategies. 3) All projects need an exit strategy.
Projects without exit strategies create confusion and false expectations among stakeholders. 4)
Community self-management is the principal objective of participatory rural extension
programs. With years of experience, Andean countries have developed many good social and
technological extension tools that are effective in reaching this goal. In some cases, the Project
did not take advantage of these tools. 5) Integrating all important elements of a monitoring and
evaluation system is important. Continuously reflecting on the findings generated by this
system is also recommendable, in order to make necessary corrections in a timely manner. 6)
Lastly, in order to ensure greater understanding among Stakeholders, all important Project
documents should be drafted and disseminated in the language of the country.

To everyone who formulates and promotes conservation projects, including GEF and UNEP, the
Evaluation Team makes the following recommendations: i) Prepare and disseminate important
documents related to the Project in the language of the country. ii) Encourage direct
participation of supervisory entities in charge of public policy at the local, regional and national
levels in order to enhance the sustainability of the proposal; iii) Clearly define implementation
and exit strategies in the planning phase of the Project, to save time and money. iv) Take
advantage from previous experiences and apply participatory extension management models,
based on validated social, productive and conservation practices that seek the empowerment
and self-management of participating community members. v) Design and implement an
integrated monitoring and evaluation system containing social, economic and environmental
indicators.




I. EVALUATION BACKGROUND

A. CONTEXT

As indicated in the design document on the Project titled “Conservation of the Biodiversity of the
Paramo in the Northern and Central Andes GFL-2328-2714-4900 (ID 1918) (“Proyecto Paramo
Andino”)” (PPA), the Paramo is a high-elevation mountain ecosystem discontinuously distributed in
the tropical Andes with altitudes ranging from 2900 masl to the permanent snow line, covering
approximately 35,000 Km along 2,000 km extending from western Venezuela to northeastern Peru.
Although there are still difficulties and controversies regarding the delimitation of these areas, in
general this ecosystem is located at high altitudes and has a biodiversity of global interest.

It hosts approximately 5,000 species of vegetation, including 40% of the world’s wild potatoes. It is
the ideal habitat for the tree species that live in the earth’s highest regions (Polylepis), on which
many species of birds depend for food, nesting and protection. It is also a fundamental part of the
last habitats of emblematic endangered species such as the Andean condor (Vulturgryphus), the
spectacled bear (Tremarctos ornatus) and the puma (puma concolor).

The Andean Pdramo is an ecosystem that regulates water resources that are important for human
consumption in urban areas such as Mérida in Venezuela; Bogotd, Tunja, Pasto and Medellin in
Colombia; Quito and Cuenca in Ecuador; and Piura and Cajamarca in Peru. The water supply for
over 60% of the total population of the four countries is of Andean origin. The majority of Andean
countries depend on hydroelectric power sources: 73% in Colombia, 72% in Ecuador and 81% in
Peru.

As stated by the principal stakeholders in the Proyecto Paramo Andino (PPA), the current context
of every country is different than it was prior to the Project’s intervention.

AT THE REGIONAL LEVEL Prior to the Project, the handling of the Paramo issue was at an
embryonic stage. Although some national entities recognized the Paramo as a special ecological
zone, there was no information on its contribution to society. Although there were some specific
studies and projects on the Paramo in each participating country, there was no exchange of
information among countries on these practices and experiences. There was some knowledge of
the biological wealth of this ecosystem, but very little on its water regulating function.

PERU There was little knowledge of the Peruvian jalca and Paramo. There were not even any
university studies on these ecosystems. Therefore, the serious level of degradation to which they
were subjected, especially from agricultural and mining activities, was unknown. It even seemed
that governmental entities such as the Ministry of Environment had little interest in implementing
programs for protection and sustainable use of the jalca and the Paramo, since there were no
regulations or policies on their management.

VENEZUELA The Paramo occupies a very small part of the national territory and its distribution is
limited to the Mérida mountain range in the western part of the country. The Paramo was always
considered to be a tourism destination, with little awareness of its ecological fragility. As in other
countries, the Paramo faces a growing threat due to the expansion of intensive agricultural
activities, extensive ranching and deforestation of exotic species.



http://es.wikipedia.org/wiki/Msnm

ECUADOR Prior to the Project, the Paramo was an ecosystem that was widely discussed in the
world of NGOs, particularly in indigenous organizations. To many indigenous organizations, the
Paramo was and is an important part of their ancestral identity. Before the Project, there were
other initiatives on the sustainable development of high-Andean natural resources, some of which
sought protection and care of the Pdramo due to its hydrological qualities. Others promoted
reforestation with exotic as well as native species. The national Paramo Working Group (GTP) in
Ecuador was already known on the national scene (it has been active for nine years and is a highly
valued forum for people interested in the Paramo). Due to the efforts of this group, the relationship
between water and the need to preserve this ecosystem is gaining ground.

COLOMBIA According to Carlos Tapia, the Project coordinator in this country, “...at the outset of
the Project, there were policies and actions to preserve the Pdramo in Colombia, as well as interest
in consolidating strategies to protect it in a context of climate change and global environmental
change. At that time, the country had already established the state and society’s environmental
obligations in its constitution (1991), and Law 99 of 1993 established protection of the Pdramo as a
priority”. Despite the aforementioned regulatory and institutional context, the real situation in the
Paramo was that the threats to which it was exposed were still quite considerable, since the
Paramo was considered to be a distant ecosystem in inhospitable, uninhabited territory. In practice,
the effectiveness of the institutional arrangements and regulations for its protection was limited.

B. THE PROJECT

Objectives

10.

11.

The Project was executed between March 2006 and March 2012. As defined in the Project
Document, the overall objective of the PPA was to provide assistance to the participating countries
— Colombia, Ecuador, Peru and Venezuela — in order to overcome the main obstacles to the
conservation of biodiversity and to safeguard the hydrological and environmental services and
functions of the Andean Paramo in general.

“Maintaining the globally important biodiversity of the Pdramo” was established as a development
goal of the Project. Initially, “the conservation status of a group of landscapes with high levels of
biodiversity (e.g. polylepis forests, high-altitude wetlands) in a sample of representative sites” was
established as an indicator of this objective. However, this indicator was changed over the course of
the Project to “measure trends in the ecological integrity of the Pdramo landscape.”*

Components and goals

12,

In order to achieve the proposed objectives, the Project was divided in five components: (i)
Sustainable Management of the Paramo and its Areas of Influence, including participatory
management plans (PMP) for the Paramo at nine critical intervention sites, (ii) Policy Development
and Advocacy, entailing support to different governmental and non-governmental levels on the
adoption of key Paramo conservation policies, (iii) Training and Capacity Building on technical
capacity building among residents and field professionals on Paramo management, (iv) Information
and Communication comprising awareness raising and reporting on the Paramo to decision makers
and the general public, and (v) Replication, entailing the development of a replication strategy of
the lessons learned for other areas.

! Monitoring system of PPA; Proposed changes in indicators for Development Goal and First Immediate
Objective Monitoring, Francisco Cuesta, Bert De Bievre, Manuel Peral v Regional Coordination Unit,
CONDESAN.




13.

Major goals (milestones) were established in the monitoring and evaluation plan for the Project and
can be summarized as follows:*

p.

In 2008, there will be 12 participatory management plans for 12 communities.

In 2011, there will be 12 formal conservation agreements established at the Project’s
intervention sites.

In 2008, 5% of the family units at the intervention sites will be applying best practices,
increasing to 20% by 2011.

In 2008, 30% of the family units applying best practices will be receiving tangible benefits,
increasing to 85% by the end of the Project.

In 2011, there will be instruments (economic, legal and regulatory) that ensure the
implementation of the participatory management plans at each intervention site.

In 2011, two key political initiatives aimed at conservation and sustainable use of the Paramo
will have been identified in each country.

In 2011, an International Plan of Action for Pdramos will have been accepted by the Andean
Community and the environmental authorities of all four countries.

In 2011, standards of conduct for relevant sectors will have been proposed and disseminated
for at least two sectors (agriculture and one other).

In 2011, 50% of the people trained will have increased their capacity for sustainable
management of the Paramo.

In 2011, 30% of the participants in key training activities in the region will have participated in
exchanges of experiences.

In 2011, 50% of the people trained in the region will have adequate practices regarding the
Paramo.

In 2011, 27 schools near the PPA intervention will be implementing environmental education
practices or carrying out educational activities related to the Paramo.

In 2011, 50 % of the urban population of the region related to the Paramo will have increased
their knowledge and awareness of the ecosystem.

In 2011, 75% of the demand for information identified in the region will have been covered.

In 2008, the Paramo information mechanism will be operational, and for 2011, it will be
connected to the Clearing House Mechanism.

In 2011, a replication strategy will have been designed and agreed upon.

Intervention areas and pilot sites

14.

During the early years of the Project, a decision was made to work with the following localities or
communities (see map), surpassing the targets established originally.

In Venezuela: Gavidia, Tuiiame and Mixteque

In Colombia: Belmira, El Duende, Rabanal and Chiles

In Ecuador: La Esperanza, Mojanda, Zuleta and Jimbura

In Peru: Ayabaca — Pacaipampay in Piura and Chetilla and Ronquillo in Cajamarca

® Further information on the objectives and goals of the project is presented in Annex 1: Monitoring Plan.
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15.

16.

17.

Project Development Funds of approximately USS 380,000 from the Global Environment Facility
(GEF) facilitated Project planning, design and negotiation, which resulted in its formulation in 2003
by representatives of GEF, UNEP, the universities of Amsterdam and Wisconsin, the Mountain
Institute (Peru) and the Fundacion Ecuatoriana de Studies Ecoldgicos (EcoCiencia) in Ecuador.
Subsequently, they were joined by Instituto Alexander von Humboldt (IAvH) in Colombia and the
Instituto de Ciencias Ambientales y Ecoldgicas at Universidad de Los Andes (ICAE-ULA) in Venezuela
in this process. The Paramo Working Group (GTP) played an important role in the process.

The Project formulation process lasted 3 years. Reaching a consensus on the Project design was not
easy. First, the GEF opposed the idea of considering social development elements in a conservation
project. Second, it was difficult to determine the objectives of the Project due to the different
positions and interests of the lead execution partners. Third, it took a long time to define
stakeholders’ responsibilities and, lastly, there were many discussions about how to distribute the
funds from the GEF equitably. However, the Project Document was enriched by the inputs and
experiences of the participating national and international institutions. Finally, all of the
stakeholders, including the GEF, reached an agreement that the Project should encompass three
crucial elements: biodiversity, water and community development.*

In the design phase, it was determined that ICAE-ULA in Venezuela, IAvH in Colombia, EcoCiencia in
Ecuador and the Ml in Peru were to be the National Executing Agencies (NEA) that would manage
the Project in their respective countries. A Steering Committee (SC) composed of the directors of
the NEAs, designated functionaries from the GEF and the United Nations Environment Programme

® Further information on the organizational design of the project is presented in Annex 2: Governing bodies
of the PPA and local partners.

* Robert Hofstede, Biologist, Ph.D., specialist on management and conservation of the Andean Paramo, is
recognized as one of the main promoters of this project. Acclaimed at the seminar on project
systematization, he continues his work on conservation of the Paramo as a consultant and member of
Ecuador’s Paramo Working Group.

11




18.

19.

20.

21.

(UNEP), representatives of the universities of Wisconsin and Amsterdam and the Andean
Community (CAN) Environment Commissioner, was established as the Project’s highest supervisory
body.

At the regional level, the Project was managed by the Consorcio para el Desarrollo Sostenible de la
Ecoregion Andina (CONDESAN). The Project Manager and his technical advisors composed the
Regional Advisory Unit (RAU), located in Quito, whose responsibilities included building regional
ties, formulating and disseminating strategies and methodologies needed for the implementation
of the components, and designing and implementing the monitoring and evaluation system. For the
purpose of supporting coordination between countries, a Coordination Committee (CC) was also
formed with the participation of the project coordinators from each country, together with the
advisors and members of the RAU.

With the exception of ICAE-ULA, which executed the Project directly, the NEAs sought external
support for conducting activities in their countries. The IAvH decided to work with a number of
public corporations as well as with NGOs with experience in rural areas. In Ecuador, EcoCiencia
hired NGOs that had worked in the areas selected as pilot sites, and in Peru, the Ml also hired
NGOs, mainly for support on work with the communities of the pilot sites selected. These ties with
NGOs were part of the process of building local capacity on new topics and approaches related to
biodiversity management.

The following is a simplified diagram of the Project’s operating structure. Although it is not precise,
this diagram shows the complexity of its operating organization.

STEERING ’< p—
COMMITTEE REGIONAL ADVISORY UNIT |« :
yA
I Z — —
IAvH: COLOMBIA ECOCIENCIA: ECUADOR Ml: PERU ICAE-ULA: VENEZUELA

DEVELOPMENT CORPORATIONS AND LOCAL DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL NGOs

FARMERS’ ASSOCIATIONS AND RURAL COMMUNITIES

Financing

The PPA was financed by the GEF and implemented through UNEP. There were many national and
international contributors to the Project. Many of these contributions were arranged during its
execution and mostly consisted of donations and collaborative agreements. The total budget
executed by the Project was USS 22,881,282 of which USS$ 13, 639,602 correspond to co-financing
and USS 9,241,680 was financed directly by the GEF. The following chart shows financial
information on the Project using data provided by the RAU.

12




22,

23.

24,

Component (USS) Co-financing GEF TOTAL
Comp |
Sustainable Management of the Paramo and its
Areas of Influence 5,461,548 2,561,890 8,023,438
Comp Il
Policy Development and Advocacy 1,142,156 967,384 2,109,540
Comp Il
Training and Capacity Building 194,400 903,610 1,098,010
Comp IV
Information and Communication 2,659,892 1,245,494 3,905,386
Comp V
Replication 3,265,256 453,589 3,718,845
Operation costs 605,600 2,059,883 2,665,483
PDF (B) 310,750 667,830 978,580
Agency Costs 0 382,000 382,000
Total Project Financing (USS) 13,639,602 9,241,680 | 22,881,282

It should be noted that more financing was obtained than was originally included in the Project
Document, despite some donors’ failure to fulfill their original commitments. In total, 61
collaborative agreements were reached, as shown in the following chart:

Regional 4
Venezuela 3
Colombia 11
Ecuador 20
Peru 23
Total® 61

Modifications

Of the previously mentioned pilot sites, the Project discontinued working at 4 of them, due to the
following reasons:

a. Gavidia: “Due to friction with Park Institute authorities, this community decided not to continue
with the Project, alleging that it had strong ties with these authorities.”

b. Chiles: “Following a change in leadership, this indigenous organization decided not to work
with the Project unless it modified its work plan, which the Project authorities refused to do.”

c. Ronquillo: “After years of working with the Project, many community members decided to sell
their property to mining companies.”

d. El Duende: “The regional government decided to turn the site into a national park. The Project
supported the planning and consolidation efforts of this new protected area”.

Another very important modification was the incorporation of national, regional and local
governmental entities in implementation over the course of the Project. The original Project design
prioritized the participation of NGOs. However, the Project authorities realized that without the
economic support and participation of public entities, the conservation proposals fostered by the

SA complete list of the collaborative agreements reached by the Project is included in Annex 3: PPA
Agreements
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25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

Project would not be sustainable. The numerous collaborative agreements, legal instruments and
financial contributions attained by the Project bear testimony to this fact.

Lastly, although the Project Document emphasized the overall importance of wildlife in the Paramo,
little was done in the Project to create a favorable atmosphere for the care or management of this
element.

C. EVALUATION OBIJECTIVES, SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

The terminal evaluation of the PPA was conducted from December 2011 to May 2012 by a
consultant team hired by the UNEP Evaluation Office (EQO), according to the Terms of Reference
(ToRs) prepared by the EO which, among other requirements, state that the evaluation should be
participatory.6

The evaluators’ work began with the preparation of the Inception Report (IR). This report was
based on a review of the Project Document and its logframe, an analysis of technical documents
generated by the PPA during its execution, and preliminary conversations with PPA’s Regional
Advisory Unit (UAR) and participants of the Project’s Close-out seminar held in November 2011 in
Conocoto, Ecuador. Attending this event were 120 representatives of entities participating in the
Project at the regional level and at the country level from all four countries.

The IR was also based on a Theory of Change exercise designed according to instructions received
from the UNEP EO’. The Project TOC elaborated by the evaluators affirms that the anticipated
impacts of the Project will take hold only if governments continue supporting conservation of the
Paramo through the development of policies, cooperation mechanisms, community training and
extension programs and action research, as well as financial incentives®.

Guided by the ToRs, the evaluation had two primary purposes: (i) to provide evidence of the results
in order to meet accountability requirements, and (ii) to foster learning, feedback and knowledge
through sharing results and lessons learned among UNEP, participants in the Project, GEF and its
partners.

In addition, this process sought to identify relevant lessons for future project formulation, focusing
on responding to some key questions:

a. How successful was the Project in introducing and implementing adequate conservation-
friendly practices for productive activities, zoning and conservation strategies implemented at
nine Paramo sites?

b. Has the Project developed key conservation and sustainable use supporting policies that are
accepted at different government levels and by non-governmental groups?

c. How successful was the Project in increasing the technical capacity of Paramo inhabitants, field
technicians and local governmental and non-governmental organizations for Paramo
conservation?

d. In what ways has the Project increased awareness and provided information about the
importance of the Paramo ecosystem among key decision makers and the rural and urban
population related to the Paramo?

® For further information on the scope of the evaluation, see Annex 4: Terms of Reference.

"The Global Environment Facility (GEF).The ROtl Handbook, Towards Enhancing the Impacts of Environmental
Projects METHODOLOGICAL PAPER #2, August 2009.

*The entire Inception Report is presented in Annex 5: Terminal Evaluation Inception Report.
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31.

32.

33.

34,

e. Have lessons from the project on Paramo management, policy development, capacity building
or information management, been adopted at non-project sites in the context of an agreed
replication strategy?

As a result of the IR other, more specific, questions to be answered were identified, such as: Was
there governmental participation at the local and national level?; Was there a regional
development strategy?; How effective were the NEAs?; How effective was the RAU?; Will the NEAs
continue working on conservation of the Paramo?; Were the participatory development plans
successful?; Are best practices promoted in pilot communities?; How many cooperation
agreements were reached?; What rules, regulations and policies did the Project promote?; Are
these tools being applied?; Are the training activities and education and awareness raising
programs initiated by the Project sustainable?; Did community water management improve as a
result of the Project?; Were gender, participatory and intercultural approaches included in the
Project?; Is the Regional Action Plan a real opportunity to bring nations together around a
strategy?; Was working with the CAN a good idea?; etc.

The evaluation was based on the following general methodologies:

a. Analysis of secondary information generated by the PPA. The list of the main documents
reviewed by the evaluation team is presented in Annex 6 Bibliography.

b. Interviews with key technical professionals and institutional and organizational participants:
Annex 7 List of People Interviewed / Report Distribution Suggestions.

c. Visits to seven pilot sites, in order to gather information on progress on productive and
conservation initiatives, as well as social matters: Annex 8° Summary of visits to pilot areas/
communities. (Technical Report)

d. Theory of Change workshops held in all four countries and with the RAU, with the participation
of key actors at the institutional and community level: Annex 9 Workshop Evaluation Matrixes.

e. Evaluation forms produced by the Project’s technical teams according to guidelines defined by
the Evaluation Team: Annex 10 Evaluation Forms

f. Exchange of opinions on preliminary conclusions of the mission with RAU staff: Annex 11
Exchange of opinions: Evaluation Team — Advisory Unit

g. Stakeholders’ comments on the first draft of the terminal evaluation report: Annex 22
Stakeholders’ comments on first draft evaluation report.

It should be noted that the original methodological process of the evaluation was partially
modified, as presented in Annex 12 Inception Report-Evaluation Framework, with the addition of
the last 3 processes mention ( e, f and g), for the purpose of making it a more participatory and
reflective process.

The evaluation was performed without any major setbacks, thanks to the excellent support of the
Project staff at the regional level and in each country visited, who at all times made their best
efforts to help complete the scheduled activities. However, it should be noted that it was not
possible to visit the San Juan de Cachiaco, Pacaipamba pilot site in the Peruvian department of
Piura, due the distance involved and conflicting itineraries caused by vacations and contract
expirations among Project staff members.

%In fulfillment of the TOR, the evaluators visited the pilot projects in Belmira and Rabanal in Colombia,
Jimbura, Zuleta and La Esperanza in Ecuador, Chetilla in Peru and Mixteque in Venezuela.
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36.

37.

1. PROJECT PERFORMANCE AND IMPACT
A.  ATTAINMENT OF OBJECTIVES AND PLANNED RESULTS
Achievement of Outputs and Activities
35. The following is a brief summary of the most important results of the Project, by component
and output®.

Component 1 Sustainable Management of the Paramo

Output 1.1: Participatory Management Plans formulated and implemented

The Project expected target was exceeded with regard to the development of Participatory
Management Plans at Project pilot sites. It should be noted that the pilot sites did not have similar
characteristics in the different countries. Some covered small community-owned Paramo lands
such as those in Peru and Ecuador. In Colombia, pilot sites expanded over large areas which
included multiple rural communities and municipalities. Pilot sites in Venezuela were linked to a
national park. Due to this situation, the planning process demanded a large amount of human and
economic resources. In addition, the plans that covered large areas left few benefits for
communities, or instruments to facilitate the application of the social and best productive practices
promoted by the Project. Despite these difficulties, plans produced have been recognized by many
participating communities, as well as local authorities, as useful instruments to support their
development efforts and it is expected that some of the plans will help strengthen land-use
planning activities being carried out in the countries.

Output 1.2: Formal conservation agreements initiated in every country

Although they are different, the majority of the plans include zoning, which in turn set the scene for
the delimitation of Paramo reserve areas totaling 27,395.38 has, as shown in detail in the following
chart prepared by the RAU, which also identifies the different formal agreements reached in order
to guarantee the conservation of these sites.

AREAS DESIGNATED FOR CONSERVATION

Surface Area (Ha)
Area designated
. . . Area
Pilot Site for conservation designated for Conservation Mechanisms
(PS) Pilot Site (Paramo and & .
conservation
other .
(Paramo)
ecosystems)
PMP and Participatory Zoning
Gavidia- Regulations
12. 747.
Mixteque 6,812.00 00 Official approval of Zoning
Regulations
PMP and Participatory Zoning
o Regulations
T 2,533.00 1399.00
uname ! Official approval of Zoning
Regulations
PNR El Rabanal (Agreement 026 2009
Rabanal 29,350.00 11,170.00 4,000.00 CORPOBOYACA declaration of

\More detailed information on country results is presented in Annex 8: Summary of visits to pilot
areas/communities (Technical Report) and Annex 21: Progress of Participating Countries.
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38.

Pilot Site
(PS)

Surface Area (Ha)

Pilot Site

Area designated
for conservation
(Paramo and
other
ecosystems)

Area
designated for
conservation
(Paramo)

Conservation Mechanisms

Natural Regional Park/PNR)

DRMI Rabanal (Agreement 004,
2011) CORPOCHIVOR Declaration of
the Regional Integrated
Management District/ DRMI).

Belmira

34,807.00

42,587.00

2,930.00

DMI SPBANMA (Agreement 358,
2010 Redefinition of boundaries of
the Integrated Management
District/DMI; Agreement 282, 2007
Declaration of the DMI)

El Duende

14,521.00

14,521.00

606.1

PNR Paramo El Duende (Agreement
0292005 Declaration of the PNR )

Chiles

11,314.00

Community agreement approving
the Management Plan

La Esperanza

14,380.00

9,895.30

6,815.00

Forest Partners Program (Agreement
Aug. 2009, Adjustment Addendum,
Agreement Mar. 2011 Asociacion de
Trabajadores Agricolas de Tufifio)

Zuleta

10,163.00

2,959.00

2,959.00

Forest Partners Program (Agreement
Dec. 2009 Communal Pdaramo
Zuleta.)

Mojanda

27,800.00

Bicantonal ordinance for the
Protection and Conservation of the
Mojanda Zone (March 2004)

Jimbura

11,200.00

46,360.00

3,549.00

Yacuri National Park (Agreement
0138 MAE December 30, 2009;
Declaration of the national park)

Samanga

13,051.40

1,317.20

1,317.20

Participatory = Management Plan
determining Paramo area for
conservation of the pilot site

Pacaipampa

5,301.80

2,083.40

2,083.40

Participatory = Management Plan
determining Paramo area for
conservation of the pilot site

Ronquillo

Chetillano

4,311.70

989.68

Conservation agreement Chirigpunta
Community (2011)

TOTAL

184,785.86

130,892.90

27,395.38

Output 1.3: Sustainable management practices implemented by stakeholders

Regarding best practices, there were hits and misses. The misses were mainly due to a lack of
extension management models based on methodological, technological, social and economic
proposals that would reinforce the participating communities’ self-management capacity. The
following chart lists best practices found at the pilot sites visited that showed significant potential
due to the on-target application of validated extension methodologies such as participatory
planning, action research, and learning by doing and evaluation-reflection.

BEST PRACTICES WITH POTENTIAL
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39.

40.

41.

Country/area/ community Productive Practice

Ecuador Integral farms aimed at guaranteeing families’ food
Esperanza Community security and improving their income. Local
commercialization of products is included.

Ecuador Improvement of productive parcels of Queensland
Espindola Community arrowroot, installation of infrastructure for gravity
irrigation, exploitation and commercialization of
Queensland arrowroot flour in the local and
national market

Peru Gravity irrigation of pastures with cisterns

Chetilla Community

Peru Group that weaves wool for commercial purposes
Chetilla Community

Colombia Water source protection, living fences with alder
Rabanal trees, and water quality monitoring

Venezuela Forestation with native species aimed at protection
Mixteque

Venezuela Agro-ecological orchards with worm farming
Mixteque

Venezuela Animal management by means of pasture rotation
Mixteque

In every country Fires Prevention and control with regard

Component 2 Policy Development®!

Output 2.1: Local policy instruments agreed upon and being implemented

According to PPA records, local policy instruments were drafted at the community, municipal and
regional levels in all of the countries. The majority of these instruments seek to help local entities to
promote the protection of the Paramos, regulating their use at the social and environmental levels.

Output 2.2: Policy execution initiatives at the national level

The Project participated in the promotion of 18 national policy initiatives aimed at protecting the
Paramo: in Colombia 7, in Ecuador 6, in Peru 3 and in Venezuela 2. The majority of these initiatives
seek to protect the Paramo from numerous threats, particularly mining and intensive farming.
According to the National Coordinator, in Peru the political context did not allow the policies
proposed by the PPA at the national level to prosper. However, Congress’ recent approval of a bill
declaring the protection of the jalcas and cloud forests of Piura and Cajamarca to be of national
interest is highly significant.

Output 2.3: International plan formulated and accepted

An operating responsibility of the RAU was to obtain an international, long lasting response to the
problems related to conservation of the Paramo in the Andean Region, which has been partially
achieved through international meetings, courses, workshops and other collaborative programs.
International work carried out jointly with CAN, includes a map of Andean ecosystems, a
hydrological monitoring system and a regional land management program. In addition, the PPA
designed and disseminated a Regional Action Plan with important guidelines for fostering

YEor further information on the instruments produced in this project, see Annex 13: Paramo Policies
Implemented.
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conservation of the Paramo, some of which are mentioned in CAN’s recently approved
environmental agenda. However, the lack of participation by CAN in the process of developing this
regional plan reduces the likelihood that it will be adopted by the countries. Lastly, the CAN
representative indicated to the Evaluation Team that the PPA had not developed a regional
unification strategy, which weakened the sustainability of its proposal.

Output 2.4: Codes of conduct implemented in two productive sectors

Twelve codes were formulated: 2 in Venezuela, 8 in Colombia, 2 in Ecuador. Many of these codes
are related to forestry and agricultural productive sectors, while others consider the creation of
parks and reserves, as well as protection of wetlands. Codes of conduct were not developed in
Peru.

Component 3Training and Capacity Building

Output 3.1: Management capacities of three target groups improved

Through a set of training activities carried out for each component, the PPA contributed to
technical-capacity building among rural inhabitants and field professionals in relation with Paramo
management. The executing institutions now have field personnel with greater expertise in
technical and social areas, with better knowledge of the Paramo ecosystem, the use of
participatory research and action tools, and the application of best production practices. The PPA
has also been instrumental in engaging communities and national and regional authorities in
managing conservation of the Paramo.

According to the training report, 2,758 people participated in training courses. These events
covered a number of subjects including the overall management of the Pdramo and best
productive, social and environmental practices. The Project was also involved in the execution of an
environmental education program in formal and informal settings, which applied an innovative
approach involving a reappraisal of sociocultural aspects of the communities. This component
clearly shows the efficiency and effectiveness of the work of the regional team in coordination with
the national teams, which made capacity building possible in each country.

By producing a creative methodology for training adults and readopting guidelines, methodologies
and innovative sociocultural approaches aimed at cultural reappraisal and empowerment, the RAU
fostered a solid technological and sociocultural foundation for the future generations of
environmental education programs. These achievements also show the efforts and great
contribution of the professional women who mainly composed the national education and training
groups (“GEC”).

The education, training and communication activities are those that most display the steps taken by
the RAU to develop common methodologies in each country. They are also the activities in which
gender and intercultural aspects were emphasized most, enhancing the sharing of academic
knowledge with traditional knowledge of the men and women of participating communities. The
efforts made and achievements attained at the formal-education level do not necessarily guarantee
that educational institutions in all of the countries will incorporate the Project’s environmental
education proposal in their curriculum. This reveals the difficulty that a project has in influencing
the countries’ formal education systems.

Output 3.2: Exchange of experiences among local stakeholder groups

12 For detailed information on the Project’s training efforts, see Annex 14 PPA Training Report.
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The Project facilitated both national and international exchanges, frequently holding important
local exchange events, six regional workshops and the World Congress on Paramos, in which over
1,000 people participated. The Project encountered difficulties in organizing exchanges of
experiences among pilot sites. Only in Venezuela and Ecuador was it possible to obtain visible
results with this initiative.

Interns and hundreds of professionals, technicians and rural leaders trained by the RAU will
undoubtedly continue to make contributions in the coming years. Exchange and training programs
have established ties between technical staff members and entities that will most certainly
continue to be involved in other programs and projects in the future. Creating a research platform
is another RAU achievement that should serve to connect concerned professionals in the future.
Here it is important to note that the PPA website (Paramo Information Mechanism - PIM) will
continue providing important information on the Pdramo once the Project has terminated, thanks
to CONDESAN'’s sponsorship.

The Project had a great opportunity to unify Colombia-Ecuador and Ecuador-Peru border
communities on the conservation of the Paramo they share. However, despite laudable attempts

by border communities and project personnel, this output was not achieved.

Output 3.3 Stakeholders apply good practices in their productive projects

As noted in Output 1.3, there were significant flaws in the application of rural training and
extension programs. Rural people who did not have continuous assistance from trained technical
personnel failed in their attempts to improve their production through the application of the best
practices promoted by the Project. Those who had adequate assistance at the sites visited applied
these proposals better, as was the case in Mixteque in Venezuela and La Esperanza and Chetilla in
Peru.

Component 4 Communication and information

Output 4.1: Topics related to the Paramo ecosystem included in the curriculum of relevant schools

The GEC’s work in formal education was directed toward influencing education through proposals
on environmental education with the Paramo ecosystem as a central theme. However, this team
did not limit its efforts to contributing its vision to course content; its efforts were also directed
toward bringing about qualitative changes in the work of teachers at the schools with which they
worked, significantly influencing pedagogical and methodological processes and preparing
environmental education tools.

Output 4.2: Key participants’ knowledge on the ecology and management of the Paramo improved

The GEC group made considerable efforts to develop a wide range of actions directed toward
training and communication. The GEC led the training of technical teams to increase their
knowledge of the Paramo ecosystem, identifying training needs of the different teams and
designing a system to follow up on the training provided for the purpose of measuring
achievements. There were five central themes of the training process: Ecology of the Paramo,
Participatory Action Research, Management of the Paramo, Land Use Planning, and Paramo
Restoration and Environmental Education.

In the communication and dissemination work, special attention was given to working in informal
contexts, using an approach with a sociocultural theme that emphasized communities’ oral
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tradition. The achievements of the GEC in relation with the reappraisal of cultural aspects of the
Paramo communities, which has contributed to the recuperation of traditional knowledge and skills
and a greater appreciation of their identity, are worth mentioning.

Output 4.3: Decision makers informed about matters related to the Paramo®

The objective of this component was to raise awareness and provide information to decision
makers and the general public on the Pdramo ecosystem. The level of advocacy attained was at the
community, municipal government, regional and national levels. Through different events and
communication materials, promotion and awareness-raising efforts took place among the general
urban and rural population, and particularly in the intervention areas in Peru, Ecuador and
Venezuela.

The demand for information on the Paramo ecosystem was amply satisfied through research,
assessments, and local, regional and international exchange events carried out by the Project.
According to the inventory, the Project leaves 143 important publications', including a Map of the
Andean Paramo.

The RAU produced outputs with a significant impact on the region. For example, it organized the Il
World Congress on Paramos, which is recognized by many as a very positive event, not only due to
the exchanges that took place, but also for having generated paths to follow for a good Paramo
management.

Regarding the internship program, the Project Manager feels that it was an investment with a very
good cost-benefit ratio. However, he also explains that several national agencies lost interest in this
program and did not adequately follow up on the interns or take advantage of the opportunity to
integrate them into Project activities.

Output 4.4: Information mechanisms related with the Paramo are connected with Andean
information exchange mechanisms

Participatory plans, studies, research, teaching aids and other documents published by the Project,
which are easily accessible through websites established by the PPA and its affiliates, will support
the development of Paramo efforts in the future, thanks to CONDESAN’s continued sponsorship of
the aforementioned websites.

Component 5 Replication

Output 5.1: Best lessons, work sites identified and action schedule for replicas completed

Replication strategies were not developed at the national or regional level. However, the
institutional capacities generated, particularly at the level of governmental institutions, NGOs and

Bt s important to recognize the guiding assistance provided by the University of Amsterdam and the
University of Wisconsin on this matter, particularly their support of the intern program.
YA list of publications prepared and distributed by the Project is presented in Annex 15: All Printed Material.

21




60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

community organizations and communities, should lead to the replication of project-promoted
conservation proposals in the future.

The PPA promoted the systematization of its experience in each country and at the regional level.
However, the lack of a common implementation methodology has weakened the final result of
these studies.

The Regional Action Plan promoted by the RAU appears to attempt to make up for the lack of a
replication strategy. However, as it has not been sanctioned by CAN, this plan loses strength,
although elements of this plan appear in CAN’s new environmental agenda approved in April 2012.

PPA partners continue formulating and negotiating proposals for the protection of high-Andean
ecosystems enriched by the lessons learned of the Project. More specifically, national governments
and NGOs are designing and executing new projects related to the Paramo ecosystem on
hydrological monitoring, climate change and carbon sinks. In addition, thematic groups and NGOs
are executing concrete activities within the framework of new conservation projects related to
climate change. Lastly, the issue of conservation of the Paramo already appears in many national
and local governmental development and land-use plans.™®

Relevance of the Project

The Project has worked hard to overcome the following threats to the conservation of the
biodiversity of the Paramo, with actions closely related to the focal areas and main strategies of the
GEF and UNEP.

a. Inadequate land use practices, particularly in agriculture and pasture and livestock
management;
Uncontrolled burning as a pasture management and agricultural tool;

c. Lack of articulation of local, regional and national planning, as well as efforts related to its
execution;

d. Lack of policies and instruments for conservation of the Paramo at the local and national levels
and in the Andean region;

e. Llack of effective conservation strategies and international cooperation for cross-border
ecosystems and international watershed basins;

f. Limited expertise and capacity at the individual, community and institutional levels for
conservation and management of the Paramo.

This Project was executed based on the UNEP mission statement. It functioned as a defender,
educator, catalyst and facilitator, promoting the use and conservation of important elements of the
biodiversity of the Andean Paramo, fostering environmental alliances by inspiring, reporting and
facilitating improvement in the quality of life of the participating communities. In summary, the
PPA worked to build capacities and technological support at the regional and country levels,
carrying out relevant actions such as:

a. Lobbying for the design of adequate policies;

B Despite the importance stated by the UNEP representative at SC meetings, the PPA did not fully develop
this component, giving the impression that it should not have been an objective, as the consultants
concluded in the Inception Report.

'® The Project outcomes according to the RAU are presented in Annex 16 Outcome Matrix Prepared by the
RAU.
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Leveraging of technical and financial support;

Promotion of cooperative agreements and alliances;

Information gathering and dissemination;

Environmental awareness raising;

Organization and implementation of training programs on conservation;

Organization and implementation of programs on environmental education and;
Development and implementation of participatory development plans in rural communities.

>S@ o oo o

The Project was highly relevant, based on regional, national and local needs, as well as fundamental
UNEP principles. However, along the way, new challenges arose, such as the mining threat, climate
change and the difficulty of enforcing present laws. Although the Project attempted to take on
these challenges to some degree, much still needs to be done to overcome them.

Effectiveness of the Project

In each country entities with ties to the Project, governmental institutions at the national and local
levels, as well as society in general, are much more knowledgeable of the Paramo today than they
were prior to the Project, due in large part to the Project’s activities related to research, education,
training, dissemination and technology transfer.

Today, knowledge sharing among the countries occurs frequently, thanks, in part, to exchange and
training events stimulated by the Project, such as the Il World Congress on Paramos (PARAMUNDI)
held in 2009, which drew praise from participants. It was a highly relevant event due to its scope
and achievements, which attracted representatives from academia and science, as well community
leaders and governmental officials.

The degree of awareness-raising attained on the importance of this ecosystem contributed to the
organization of public demonstrations for the conservation and sustainable exploitation of the
Paramo, now frequent in Peru and Ecuador. The Project also helped the regional governments of
Piura and Cajamarca to develop policies aimed at conserving this important ecosystem. According
to the Project Coordinator in Venezuela, with the Project, inter-institutional linkages promoting
collaboration on conservation and sustainable management of the Paramo have increased among
different sectors in the country. In Ecuador, during the execution of the Project, significant changes
came about, especially in the political context of land-use planning. Lastly, in Colombia, Project
Coordinator Carlos Tapia comments that, “The context of the country has changed during the
execution of the Project and we can now highlight the growing visibility of the Pdramo as an
ecosystem that is fundamental for society.” In every country, it is evident that the importance of
the Paramo as a water regulator is a rallying point.

The Project leaves participatory management plans for all intervention sites, which in turn are
supported by agreements on the conservation of Paramo areas related to these sites, totaling
27,395.38 ha. The Project also leaves legal instruments and many professionals, technicians and
rural leaders trained, some of whom will surely provide support for the development of additional
intervention sites in the future. Although the Project has developed some potential best practices,
many of these still need to be validated in the field.

With regard to the objective of component 5 on Replication, the Evaluation Team is of the opinion
that “Replication” is an element of sustainability and should not have been considered as an
objective of the Project."” Nevertheless, the PPA has promoted the potential for replication through

Y More information on this statement can be found in ANNEX 5: TERMINAL EVALUATION INCEPTION
REPORT
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the capacities generated, particularly at the level of governmental and community institutions. This
potential should appear in the form of new proposals for projects and programs in the short term.
In addition, some instruments have been created that could foster the replication of important
actions such as the Regional Action Plan, the systematization study and a number of other studies
and methodologies, although with some limitations.

Efficiency of the Project

With multiple, diverse organizations - all of which with different approaches, priorities, interests
and problems - directly involved in project execution, the management of the Project was complex.
Participants in the project closing seminar criticized its complex organizational structure, indicating
an excessive delay in beginning field activities, mainly due to “...failure to better define strategies
for the selection of the intervention sites, to prepare and implement the participatory plans and to
develop policies and other components”. From a cost/benefit perspective, the lack of
implementation strategies led to excessive need of human and economic resources, as well as time,
in the aforementioned processes.

Communication problems were noted in institutions that centered their activities in the capital
cities of countries, due to great distances between their offices and the pilot sites. The presence of
these institutions in capital cities was determined in relation with the national policy component.
Efforts related to this component were successful in all countries, but to a lesser extent in Peru.

The strategy of combining institutions known for their research capacities with those with
experience in working with communities, based on participatory approaches and direct advocacy in
the intervention areas, was successful in Ecuador and Peru (Cajamarca). The NGOs selected in these
countries had worked at the pilot sites before, which favored their continuous presence in the
communities, counterpart contributions in the form of human resources, and better conditions for
the sustainability of actions fostered within the framework of the PPA. In general, this served as a
leverage and reinforced local efforts previously undertaken by these entities (especially Arco Iris
and Altrépico).

In the case of Venezuela, where the only PPA executing agency is primarily research oriented, the
strategy was also successful and efficient. This is evidenced by ICAE permanence at the sites over
the entire course of the Project, its capacity to commit multidisciplinary human resources and
economic contributions from different university departments, and its consolidated action-research
extension proposal. Taking the lead on the issue of conservation of the Paramo at the university
will also help ICAE improve on its Paramo conservation efforts.

On the other hand, the strategy of alliances between research entities and NGOs with experience in
rural development and conservation without extensive involvement at the pilot sites encountered
greater difficulties, higher costs and a lower level of efficiency in the activities carried out, as was
the case at the Belmira pilot site in Colombia.

As indicated in the regional systematization process, Patricio Crespo evaluated the organizational
efficiency of the Project in the following manner, “.. the architectural structure of the PPA was
complex, extensive and diversified”. It has been said that the PPA was like an “octopus”. This
structural characteristic led to an open, flexible operation that was ideal for synergies, as well as for
understanding and adapting to the complexity of the settings, which made multiple, indirect and, in

some cases, unexpected achievements possible.
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Review of Outcomes to Impacts (ROtI)
As a result of its on-target actions, the Project has achieved the following results:

a. The participants have a better understanding of the importance of the Paramo, particularly its
function as a water regulator.

b. There is more and better information on how to protect and manage the Paramo, and today
sharing this information is easier.

c. There are people and institutions trained and organized to progress in the protection and
management of the Paramo.

d. There are laws, regulations, agreements and other legal instruments in every participating
country on the protection and management of the Paramo.

e. At the intervention sites, national and local governments currently incorporate protection of
the Paramo in their development plans and land-use planning.

Such advances have enabled the Project to reach some “intermediate states” that are
indispensable for achieving the desired impacts.

a. The existence of organized groups that champion conservation of the Paramo.

b. The initial enforcement of some laws, regulations and ordinances at the national, regional and
local levels.

c. The partial reduction of some threats to the Paramo at the pilot sites, such as excessive grazing,
expansion of agricultural areas and indiscriminate burning.

d. The application of conservation agreements on over 27,000 hectares of Paramo at the pilot
sites with support from local, regional and national governments.

e. The formulation of new projects for conservation of the Paramo that emphasize inter-
institutional cooperation.

According to the ROTI'®, the PPA merits a BB rating, which indicates that it is likely that the impacts
sought by this Project will occur in the future, although they may be achieved by other partners and
“Stakeholders”. With this rating, the evaluators recognize that the direction taken by the Project’s
efforts to achieve the objectives and anticipated impacts was on-target and that the expected
results of the Project were designed to sustain a continuous process. It is also acknowledged that
the planned intermediary states have established forward linkages to the achievement of the
anticipated impacts.

B. SUSTAINABILITY AND CATALYTIC ROLE OF THE PROJECT

The level of sustainability of the processes aimed at the conservation of the Paramo is different in
each participating country.

Sociopolitical sustainability

Among participants there is a high level of awareness, interest and commitment to continue
promoting the plans and activities supported by the Project. In every country there are legal
instruments that support conservation of the Paramo at the local level, particularly regarding the
Project’s pilot sites. Protection and sustainable management of the Paramo and high-Andean
ecosystems is the subject of a specific section of the new Ecuadorian Constitution. In addition to
specifying conservation of the Paramo in its Constitution, Colombia is conducting a program to

8 A thorough analysis of the ROTI methodology is presented in Annex 17: Details of the Project’s Pathways
and ROTI analysis.
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delimit the Paramo and recently approved a law prohibiting mining operations above 3000 masl in
this ecosystem. In Peru, Congress continues to debate laws to protect the Paramo, and recently
approved a bill to protect the Paramo of the departments of Cajamarca and Piura. Lastly, the
Venezuelan authorities of INPARQUES are developing plans, agreements and regulations to protect
Paramos under their jurisdiction.

Financial sustainability

In the Project intervention areas, regional and local governments are interested in increasing
support for agricultural associations’ and communities’ conservation initiatives. The participatory
development plans formulated by the Project are being used by these entities as rationale and
support for financing for these initiatives. With the exception of Peru, national governments show
strong intentions to increase their economic support for the protection of the Paramo through the
development of collaboration agreements and the initiation of new projects on related issues such
as climate change, where the Paramo plays an important role.

CONDESAN is also negotiating new projects and financial support. In his regional systematization
study, Patricio Crespo remarks that “...CONDESAN sees itself as a consortium that can contribute, at
the regional level, to the strengthening of a platform of institutions linked to conservation of high-
Andean ecosystems. More specifically, CONDESAN and its partners are working on the development
of initiatives such as hydrological monitoring of Andean ecosystems, environmental monitoring
financed by COSUDE for approximately a million dollars, and the GLORIA ANDES initiative that
began in Europe some years ago to monitor biodiversity in the context of climate change.”

Possibly the most effective financial support identified in this evaluation is Ecuador’s Forest
Partner/Paramo Partner Program. In summary, this program offers a long-term (20-year) economic
incentive to communities that designate their Pdramo lands as natural reserves, limiting all
productive activity except for tourism. The Project Coordinator for the community of Esperanza in
northern Ecuador reflects upon this mechanism. He says, “Compensation programs for
environmental services are necessary. With them, communities plan their development in an
organized manner.”

Institutional organization

With the completion of the Project, it is very likely that the level of exchange attained among the
countries will decrease significantly. Nevertheless, CONDESAN has the ability to foster continued
exchanges through its websites and related regional projects. The main participants in this Project
are also prepared to carry on the protection of the Paramo, thanks to the institution-building
efforts of the Project. The aforementioned legal instruments will aid them in this process. Also
important is the approval of a new environmental agenda by CAN that contains conservation
concepts of the Paramo promoted by the Project.

The capacity attained in the NEAs to take on the protection of the Paramo is undoubtedly an impact
driver that serves to promote the sustainability of the conservation actions initiated. Therefore, it is
no coincidence that several of these entities are already undertaking new initiatives to lend
continuity to the work begun. For example, in Colombia, the IVAH has created an institutional
division dedicated to fostering rural development through sustainable management of high-Andean
natural resources. Additionally, the evaluation has found out that during the execution of the PPA,
new entities have emerged that lead proposals for conservation of high-Andean ecosystems. Some
of these are the municipality of Espindola in the province of Loja (Ecuador), Corantioquia in
Colombia, the regional government of the department of Piura and the municipality of Chetilla in
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the department of Cajamarca (both in Peru), and the communities of La Esperanza and Zuleta in
Ecuador through their communal organizations.

It can be stated that at the sites where the PPA worked with rural organizations, better social
conditions now exist for the sustainability of the implemented conservation actions, as a result of
these organizations having taken ownership of the PPA proposal.

Environmental sustainability

The Paramo’s regulatory capacity and water contribution have been amply disseminated by the
PPA. Many more people now understand that the Paramo is an important defense mechanism
against the droughts and floods that afflict the Andean region. Today there are frequent public
demonstrations against the destruction of the Paramo, as people insist that their governments do
more to stop harmful actions in order to protect their water sources. Today there are important
initiatives in every country to deal with climate change. For example, Ecuador and Peru are
executing the “Evaluation of Technological Needs” (Spanish acronym: ENT) project within the
Strategic Poznan Program on Technology Transfer financed by GEF, with support from UNEP, that
grants financing and technical assistance on the evaluation of technological needs related to
climate change in different sectors, among them agricultural and water resources. In addition, in
Colombia there is growing social pressure in relation with the need to guarantee access to water
and protect the country’s Paramo and wetlands. Consequently, in Colombia there are many
different land management programs that include the Paramo. These programs are formulated
with a territorial and participatory perspective.

The foregoing notwithstanding, threats to the Paramo ecosystem continue. Of this uncontrolled
mining expansion, invasive agriculture, public and private infrastructure projects, and
indiscriminate burning are the most worrisome. An additional threat, given little consideration in
the Project, is poaching for commercial purposes. During visits to the Project intervention areas,
guestions were asked about the status of wildlife in pilot sites. The answer was always the same:
animals such as masked bear, deer and partridges have disappeared due to farming, over grazing
and poaching. The evaluators ascertained the criminal burning of a thousand hectares of Paramo
that the community of Chetilla in the department of Cajamarca in Peru had declared a reserve, with
disastrous results for the biodiversity of the area. The burning of this land was violently perpetrated
by a neighboring community that had sold its lands to a mining company.

The catalytic role of the Project

The Project has assembled and mobilized a small army of representatives of public and private
institutions, as well as rural communities that champion protection of the Paramo and are linked by
numerous agreements and alliances. Roughly, 120 of them attended the project closing seminar,
not only to explain what has been done, but also to explain their plans to protect the Paramo in the
future. Unanimously, the participants concluded that the Project has brought about important
changes in the region. The Paramo has gone from being an unknown ecosystem to being
considered a strategic ecosystem, with public policies aimed at its conservation, particularly in
Ecuador.

At several pilot sites, the Project has acted as a catalyst to strengthen local conservation strategies,
as was the case in Jimbura in the province of Loja, where support was provided on the declaration
of Yuturi National Park. In Colombia, the Project supported the process of creating a national park
in the intervention area of the Paramo El Duende. In Piura, the PPA supported the declaration of a
large Paramo reserve near the Project site. In Venezuela, the Project had direct influence on having
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INPARQUES’ review and updating of the Land Use Plan and Regulations for the Sierra Nevada
National Park. These instruments will be submitted for public consultation in the coming months,
after being under development for the last 19 years.

The evaluation was unable to confirm the existence of specific replication of participatory
development plans outside of the pilot sites. However, the Project is obviously leaving a large
amount of information, strategies and methodologies that should be useful in future projects
related to protection of the Paramo. There also is a considerable amount of information available in
the form of publications and educational material that is easily accessible through websites,
administered by CONDESAN and partner institutions associated with the Project.

C. PROCESSES AFFECTING THE ATTAINMENT OF RESULTS BY THE PROJECT

In this section, the Evaluation Team presents elements that affected the execution of the Project
and the scope of the results:

Preparation and Capacity

Both the Project Document and its logframe are clear and easily understandable. However, the
evaluation confirmed that not all of the main participants were knowledgeable about the Project.
This is primarily due to a lack of dissemination and discussion of Project documents over the course
of the Project. The fact that these documents are in English did not help the dissemination or
understanding processes.

On the visits made to the different countries, the Evaluation Team found that each NEA interpreted
and executed the Project components in its own way, supposedly according to the conditions
present in each nation. The following are some examples of this situation:

a. Instead of formulating community Participatory Management Plans at the pilot sites, as
established in the Project design, the IAvH in Colombia started by updating and supporting
studies on the current status and management plan in the Paramos of Rabanal. In the case of
Belmira, the Project helped enrich the Regional Management Plan by adding to this plan
elements of Paramo management.

b. At first, the Mountain Institute in Peru worked to promote the development of national
policies, but reduced its efforts in this field upon realizing that the priority given to mining
projects in the country hindered the consolidation of national policies on conservation of the
Paramo.

c. Venezuela worked on a dual strategy. Not only did they develop participatory management
plans with zoning and regulations on land use with the communities, they also helped support
INPARQUES on the updating of the Land Use Plan and Regulations for the Sierra Nevada
National Park.

The different modalities in each country are partially due to the fact that the Project did not
develop common strategies for implementation of its components. If based on social, economic
and technical pre-feasibility studies, considering the adaptability of the NEAs to respond to the
demands of each national context, these strategies could have saved the Project time and money.
In addition, it is evident that more time for reflection and analysis of project implementation
procedures was needed in order to take advantage of the strengths of each country.

Another problem identified by the Evaluation Team was the lack of project exit strategy. The
announcement of the completion of the Project at the Chetilla and Rabanal pilot sites was
disconcerting to the communities. It was also noted that the NEAs themselves did not understand
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why the Project was ending so “suddenly”, leaving them with many half-completed initiatives,
particularly those included in the participatory management plans. This situation also revealed a
lack of reflection and analysis of the processes entailed by the Project.

Implementation approach and adaptive management

The autonomy of the NEAs can be seen from a positive or negative perspective. On the positive
side, the NEAs had freedom in establishing their priorities, formulating implementation strategies
and developing work programs corresponding to the needs, context and capacities of their
countries and the profile of each NEA. Therefore, their autonomy allowed them to cover thematic
areas and develop institutional synergies that were not necessarily included in the Project
Document but were deemed necessary. On the negative side, the lack of common implementation
strategies resulted in disparity in NEAs’ actions, a significant loss of time in the startup of activities
and, therefore, unnecessary expenses and inefficiency.

Despite 30 years of experience in rural development in the Andean region, the Project did not
always take advantage of lessons learned in the region in participatory management of natural
resources. Putting to better use validated extension methodologies such as rapid rural appraisal,
Andean Community Planning, action-research, evaluation-reflection, and gender and intercultural
equality would have saved the Project time and money. In addition, in some specific cases, the
Project failed to apply validated production technologies in forestation, agro-forestry and
recuperation of degraded areas. This general limitation means that PPA terminates its work in the
communities and partner institutions without the indicators needed to objectively measure the
actual capacities of these entities to promote conservation of the Paramo.

Stakeholder awareness and participation

Through the Project Design, the PPA was geared toward strengthening participatory approaches,
particularly in relation with the formulation of community management plans. However, it did not
establish indicators of the scope achieved regarding participation, at its different levels: presence,
decision making and representation.

There can be no doubt that the basic level of participation was amply achieved; that is, project
participation related to the presence of men, women, children, adolescents, communities, groups
and families. The project was enriched by this participation at its many levels, including the
development of management plans, the application of productive and conservation initiatives, as
well as activities related to awareness raising, training and education.

Little has been recorded on the decision-making process of families, communities, men, women,
children and adolescents over the course of the PPA. This element was not covered in the Project
design; nor was an indicator of its scope established.

Although the PPA has worked hard in Ecuador, Peru and Venezuela to build the institutional
capacities of rural communities and organized groups of rural populations, nothing was done to
measure the results of these efforts.

It can be stated that at the sites where the PPA worked with rural organizations better social
conditions exist for the sustainability of the conservation actions implemented, because these
organizations now have a sense of ownership of the PPA proposal. In places where priority was
given to work with individuals or families with little or no organizational structure, the social
condition that guarantee the replicability or sustainability of the actions carried out by the PPA do
not exist.
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The participatory approach also inspired the PPA in its work with national and/or regional
counterpart institutions. Its efforts were successful in that this approach contributed to
strengthening the technical capacity of these institutions for participatory planning.

Country Ownership and Driven-ness

Undoubtedly, the countries will continue conducting campaigns on the conservation of their
Paramo. For this, the Project has equipped these institutions with new knowledge, laws, and
lessons learned. Other evidence of local counterparts’ ownership can be found in numerous
collaboration agreements on the conservation of the Paramo, particularly at the municipal level.

The integration of national, regional and local governmental entities into Project implementation
was very important. As mentioned previously, the original Project design prioritized the
participation of NGOs. However, soon the Project authorities realized that without the economic
support and participation of public entities, the conservation proposal fostered by the Project was
not sustainable.

Financial planning and management

There were two main levels in the financial planning of the PPA: the first was CIP/CONDESAN in
relation with UNEP. In accordance with UNEP requirements, CIP presented quarterly financial
reports. These included information on expenses incurred in the last quarter and a forecast for the
following semester, with details by budget line. Based on this information, the “cash advance”
required for smooth operation of the Project was calculated. Over the course of the Project, the
flow of financial reports and the resulting disbursements made by UNEP to CIP/CONDESAN
functioned very well, according to those interviewed. On the few occasions that there was a deficit
in the “cash flow”, CIP/CONDESAN provided resources to avoid that the Project came to a standstill.

The second level was CIP/CONDESAN in relation with local partners. The rule established in the
Project Document states that when local partners have spent 60% of the available resources, they
can present an expense report and request a new disbursement. Generally, this system worked
well, according to the directors of the NEAs. On certain occasions, directors presented their reports
when they had almost no financial resources left. The result of this, combined with the fact that at
times the Project Manager had to ask for clarification of the reports presented, was that sometimes
the NEAs had no operating funds. The application of this mechanism served to foster
accountability.

At the CIP/CONDESAN level, contracting rules and CIP agreements, that grant a high level of
autonomy to the Project Manager, were followed. However, contracting was handled through CIP’s
administrative, human resources and finance areas. Similarly, with regard to the procurement of
goods and services, CIP rules were followed. These fairly standard rules include procedures such as
obtaining three quotes on purchases over US$1,000 USD, etc. At the NEA level, each institution
could follow its own rules and the regional coordinator rarely intervened in contracting or
purchasing. A large part of the co-financing forecasted in the formulation of the Project did not
materialize, in particular, the co-financing pledged from large international NGOs such as TNC, GTZ
and WWEF, according to the Project Manager. However, this co-financing was gradually replaced by
funds provided by new entities with which cooperation ties were established. As mentioned
previously, these amounts exceeded those forecasted. With the exception of counterpart resources
from Colombia’s Autonomous Corporations, INPARQUES and ICAE in Venezuela, the Project was
not executed by public institutions. Therefore, it has not been subject to public regulation or
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contracting requirements.  According to information provided by the Project Manager,
approximately USS$2,824,799 million more than the amount forecasted was obtained.

The following tables show the final budget and operating costs of the Project, according to
information provided by the Project Manager®.

ESTIMATED FINAL BUDGET EXECUTION

Component (USS) Co-financing GEF TOTAL
Comp |
Sustainable Management of the Pdramo and its
Areas of Influence 5,461,548 2,561,890 8,023,438
Comp Il
Policy Development and Advocacy 1,142,156 967,384 2,109,540
Comp Il
Training and Capacity Building 194,400 903,610 1,098,010
Comp IV
Information and Communication 2,659,892 1,245,494 3,905,386
Comp V
Replication 3,265,256 453,589 3,718,845
Operation costs 605,600 2,059,883 2,665,483
PDF (B) 310,750 667,830 978,580
Agency Costs 0 382,000 382,000
Total Project Financing (USS) 13,639,602 9,241,680 | 22,881,282

UNEP Supervision

The UNEP Task Manager provided continuous technical advice to the RAU based on his review of
the reports and budget. He also participated as an active member of the Steering Committee (SC).
UNEP supervision, performed by the Task Manager, motivated and inspired trust among the
participants. The Project Manager commented that at some point, he would have liked to have
more support from UNEP on negotiating with national governments. Such negotiations led to good
results in Venezuela, but in Peru little progress was made on the promotion of national laws to
protect the Paramo.

Monitoring and evaluation

Progress on the implementation of the Project was continuously monitored by the RAU, according
to the Monitoring Plan (Annex 1). In addition to listing indicators with their respective means of
verification, responsible parties and goals (milestones), this plan, which was adjusted periodically,
also included a quantified description of the goals. The Monitoring Plan is a clear, precise document
that enhanced the quantitative indicators in line with the logframe. However, it does not include
qualitative indicators for evaluating the implementation process.

®The financial charts required by the TOR, such as expenses by component and co-financing sources, are
presented in Annex 18: Budget summary by component and Annex 19: Project costs and co-financing
tables. Both charts were prepared by the RAU.
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Projects that include work with communities should have social indicators. Gender, participation
and intercultural indicators were not considered in the Project Document, and there are no
indicators on these approaches in the logframe or in the overall monitoring and evaluation plan.

With the exception of the data included in the Project Document, the Project started up without
much baseline information or pre-feasibility studies, despite having significant resources available
for their design. This lack of detailed information made it necessary to perform assessments prior
to the implementation of some of its components. For example, prior to the formulation of the
participatory management plans, baseline studies had to be conducted at the pilot sites, which
covered the participating communities and adjoining areas.

As conceived in the Project Document, the NEAs presented biannual evaluation reports to the
Project Manager. The NEAs’ reports were used by the Manager in the issuance of his reports to
UNEP. The conclusions presented in these reports were not discussed as often as requested with
the Project staff and some of the stakeholders.

The mid-term review did not produce the results expected by the RAU and the NEAs, according to
views expressed in interviews and discussions. The majority of the participants consulted indicated
that they sought recommendations on how to improve strategies and methodologies related to the
implementation of each component. Apparently the mid-term review lacked sufficient time and
economic resources to study these matters; it mainly focused on recommendations on best
productive practices implemented in pilot communities.

Six months before the project terminated, the RAU led a systematization exercise at the regional
level, as well as in each country. The preliminary conclusions of the results obtained were
presented at the project closing seminar. It was evident that each country had interpreted the
systematization process in its own way, making analysis and comparison of the information
presented very difficult.

When asked about the monitoring and evaluation system used by the Project, some staff members
of the NEAs stated the following:

a. Not all staff was thoroughly familiar with the Project logframe. Important documents were in
English.

b. More time was needed for reflection on the conclusions and recommendations presented in
the monitoring and evaluation system reports.

c. The monitoring and evaluation process was not integrated; that is, some staff did not
understand the connection between the bi-annual reports, the Mid-Term Review and the
systematization exercise.

d. More was expected of the SC; that is, some participants wanted to receive more direction and
guidance from this body.

e. More resources and time were needed to improve monitoring and evaluation activities,
particularly in the field.

It should be noted that the Project did not consider specific economic resources for monitoring and
evaluation. Long distances separate the offices of the NEAs (usually located in the countries’
capitals) from the pilot sites (usually located in areas bordering the Paramo). The lack of vehicles,
per diem, transportation money and human resources hindered the continuous presence of
representatives of the NEAs in the field.

D. COMPLEMENTARITY WiITH UNEP/GEF PROGRAMS AND STRATEGIES
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The Project activities were carried out according to three “Medium-Term Strategies” listed in the
Expected Accomplishments and Programme of Work (POW) 2010-2011 UNEP. The UNEP Ecological
Management Strategy was applied by the Project in participatory management plans aimed at
protecting the Pdramo, which in some countries is a territory pertaining to the communities
executing the plans. The UNEP Environmental Governance Strategy was included through the
formulation and promotion of regulations, ordinances and laws on conservation of the Paramo.
Lastly, by promoting best forestry and agricultural practices, the Project followed a third UNEP
strategy, that of Resource Efficiency or sustainable consumption and production.

A large part of the Project resources were financed by the GEF, thereby respecting a long
association between the two international organizations. The Project considered UNEP’s alignment
with the Bali Strategic Plan by building local counterparts’ institutional capacities related to the
promotion of conservation of the Paramo through the design and execution of collaborative
alliances and the development of research and training programs. At first, the UNEP policy of
working mainly through national and local governments had not been prioritized, with the
exception of Colombia. However, work with public institutions was intensified in the other
countries as the Project progressed, as it was noted that the sustainability of many of the
conservation and development processes promoted by the Project depended on the design of
public policies and capacity building in national institutions.

Although the original Project document did not focus on gender and intercultural relationships, the
Evaluation Team found that, at the execution level, the PPA did apply these approaches,
particularly with the multidisciplinary teams of partner institutions and at the pilot sites. It was
particularly gratifying to see the Project’s efforts to include women, children and adolescents at the
intervention sites. Unfortunately, the Project did not measure the results obtained; that is, the
extent to which the Project contributed to improving the living conditions of the participating rural
population.

It was also gratifying to see the widespread presence of professional women on the national teams,
in corporations such as that of Antioquia in Colombia, at IAvH, EcoCiencia and ICAE; representing
organized community and producers groups, including Asociacidn Fe y Esperanza del Mafiana in the
community of El Salado in the province of Loja, Ecuador; participating on Water Boards or Work
Committees in Venezuela and Colombia and in producers’ groups organized in Peru, such as the
weavers and the dairy producers of jalca Chetilla. Possibly the relation between water and the
Paramo and the direct benefits of its management are key factors in mobilizing women in the
region. Although the leadership role of rural women was evident, this does not necessarily mean
that their living conditions have improved as a direct result of the Project. For this to occur, specific
gender strategies would have to be implemented conceptually and methodologically, but the
Project did not deal with this aspect.

It is important to note that, due to the priority assigned to rural development and the use of water,
the Project did not prioritize wildlife conservation, as required by GEF policy. By focusing on water
conservation, however, it was possible to improve the positioning and conservation of the Paramo
in every participating country and in the region in general. Naturally, conservation of the Paramo
for its water resources also contributes to the protection of its plant and animal life.

E. LESSONS LEARNED IN THE PROJECT FOR THE PROJECT

The closing seminar of the project, held on November 8-10, 2011, was a self-evaluation exercise.
UNEP Task Manager Robert Erath describes participants’ positive impressions, saying, “..after more
than six years of efforts, we can look back and see that there was a ‘before’ and an ‘after’ the PPA.
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There is a framework of work, methodologies, actions and processes that have made a contribution
to the region. This is reflected in the management plans for the pilot sites, which have contributed
to the conservation of their Pdramo, as it has been possible to reduce the pressure on this
ecosystem. It is also evident in national policies aimed at protecting this ecosystem, as well as in the
dissemination of the knowledge produced, which is useful in the conservation of the Pdramo, among
other examples.”

The table below presents a small sample of participants’ opinions on project implementation.
Reflecting on her work as group discussion leader, Sasskia Flores concludes, “The group presented
many different and opposing opinions. A few thought that the autonomy gained by the countries
was positive, but others thought that the Project should have been more unified in its approach to
conservation. Still others thought that more pilot sites should have been developed, while some
believed it would have been better to concentrate efforts in fewer pilot areas. Lastly, some people
proposed that the Project should have taken a more top-down approach to development, while
others supported a bottom-up and participatory focus”

IMPORTANT LESSONS LEARNED BY PARTICIPANTS *°

Name and position Lessons learned

Bert De Bievre, Project | There is no magical practice for combining conservation with income

Manager generation. If conservation decisions already taken are reinforced,
sometimes incentive programs are not needed.
Sasskia Flores, Project | Participatory management plans must be formulated in a collective manner

Coordinator, Ecuador by the community and expressed in ways all community members can
understand. In order to promote the sustainability of these plans, they

should coincide with national and regional planning tools.

Oscar Falconi, Project
Coordinador, La
Esperanza, Ecuador

Economic incentive programs promoting conservation are necessary. They
allow the community to plan development in an organized manner.

Laura Gomez, Consultant | A standardized community planning methodology should have been

IAVH developed. Without a common methodology, it is impossible to compare
results and thereby improve procedures.

Olga Cecilia  Colonia | Communities are not interested in conservation unless short term economic

Garcia, Consultant on | benefits are involved. To promote new technologies in the communities,

Social Affairs, IAvH extension programs must provide training, economic subsidies and open

access to markets.

Milena Armero
Consultant, IAVH

Because of social, environmental, economic, political and cultural
differences, replication is not possible; however, sharing experiences is.

Jorge Racharte, Director
Mountain Institute, Peru

Local governments should have been incorporated early on in the Project,
including the design phase. This would have helped to formulate an inter-
municipal implementation strategy.

Education and communication are essential for the conservation of the
Paramo. Working with children produces great returns.

Vidal Rondan, Educator,
Peru

Félix Herrera, President,
Chetilla Community, Peru

All rural communities must work with local governments to better manage
water resources.

Ivdn Alexander Mejia,
Project Facilitator, Peru

The integration of local knowledge of the communities in scientific studies
conducted by professionals is essential for development.

Hermelinda Rojas, Project
Director,

Venezuela

The success of the Project is a reflection of its training programs. Positive
changes in community pilot projects are easily recognizable.

2 An extensive list of lessons learned by the participants is presented in Annex 20: Lessons Learned in the

“Proyecto Paramo Andino”.
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Name and position Lessons learned

Jhaydyn Toro, Consultant | Participating communities supported the use of native tree species to
Venezuela restore degraded areas and to protect water sources and stream banks.

Vanessa Cartoya, Head of | The problem is not the creation of new laws, but rather the implementation
Systematization, of existing laws. What is needed is the creation of citizen groups to help
Venezuela enforce laws.

lll. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
A. CONCLUSIONS

The conclusions set forth in this report are based on the analysis of the Project Design Document
and of the Project’s execution modalities, as well as problems and results generated at the regional
and country levels.

The Project Document cites the specific objective of this Project as follows: “Conservation and
protection of the ecological and hydrological functions of the Paramo in selected pilot areas,
promoting the replication of sustainable practices and lessons learned at other sites not specifically
identified by the Project.” Based on this statement, a summary of the project achievements
follows:

a. Improved knowledge and positioning of the Paramo ecosystem in all countries. Through
multiple collaborative agreements, Paramo conservations programs stimulated by the Project
are being promoted by communities and local, regional and national governments in all
countries that, over time, should extend far beyond the borders of selected pilot areas.

b. Scientific studies, training and education programs, as well as a multitude of collaborative
initiatives negotiated by the Project, stress the importance of protecting the hydrological and
biological functions of the Paramo. The Project has produced some 143 promotional and
scientific publications for future generations.

c. Although no additional and spontaneous participatory management plans were produced as
planned, the Project was successful in building the institutional capacities of its partners. Many
of these institutions are now designing additional Paramo conservation initiatives which will
undoubtedly benefit other rural communities by using the results, experiences and lessons
learned in the Project.

Regarding the biodiversity and water regulation expected impacts, the following results were

generated by the Project:

a. New knowledge of important species of Paramo vegetation attained through scientific studies
will certainly be useful in the management and conservation of these species in the future.

b. Legal instruments (laws, regulations, and rules) enacted at the regional, national and local
levels by all countries will most certainly help protect large areas of the Paramo.

c. Participatory management plans developed have helped preserve some 27,395 hectares of
Paramo in and around the pilot sites.

d. Thanks to the promotional and educational programs carried out with institutions and rural
communities, new Paramo conservation programs are now being developed which have the
support of concerned social groups. Unfortunately, the Project did not prioritize the protection
of Paramo wildlife of global importance as specified in the Project Document.

Regarding the Project design:
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Much time and money was spent on Project design. Notwithstanding, no prefeasibility studies
were made during this period. The institutional capacities of the executing agencies, the
potential of the pilot sites and the basic conditions for sustainability are a few key concepts
that could have been measured in these studies.

Taking into consideration the diversity of actors participating in Project execution (some from
academia and others with broader work experience in rural communities and with
participatory methodologies) from the very beginning of the Project, would have helped to
better plan project activities.

By not developing basic implementation strategies and other important concepts such as
participation, gender and wildlife protection, the Project lost time and money trying to define
these elements during the implementation process. Also, the Project Document did not
contain a regional unification strategy or a project exit strategy.

132. Regarding the Project organization and implementation:

Comprised of multiple and diverse institutions, the organizational structure of the Project was
complex. This situation favored the autonomy of the National Executing Agencies in managing
and coordinating, each in its own way, the implementation of the PPA.

Positively speaking, this situation helped the Project to adapt to national needs and situations.
On the other hand, this situation jeopardized the leadership role of the RAU whose job was to
stimulate dialogue between countries, in order to construct agreed upon implementation
strategies and alternative solutions to project-related problems, in particular those related to
the consolidation of a regional program.

133. Regarding Component 1 Sustainable Management of the Paramo

a.

Participatory management plans, supported by the Project, were developed taking into
account the differences found at each pilot site. Some pilot sites covered a large area involving
several communities, municipalities and national parks, while others covered small areas
owned by a specific rural community. Zoning maps were included in all plans, which helped
define the boundaries of both public and community Pdramo reserves.

The Project worked with families, farmers, community associations, municipalities, public
development corporations and regional governments to aid in the implementation of the
Project at the pilot sites. Some best practices promoted at the pilot sites were successful, while
others failed. Poorly directed extension programs were the cause of most of the unsuccessful
attempts to promote social and productive practices. These extension programs did not apply
validated participatory extension methodologies and productive technologies. Pilot sites
visited by the evaluation team that did execute effective extension programs include Mixteque
(Venezuela), Esperanza (Ecuador), Rabanal (Colombia) and Chetilla (Peru).

134. Regarding Component 2 Policy Development

There are legal instruments at the national, regional, municipal and community level that have
been formulated under direct PPA management, in coordination with diverse institutions. As
these are not only geared toward the plans for the pilot sites, they exceed the established
targets. In addition, the Regional Action Plan for the Conservation of the Pdramo has been
formulated and disseminated in all of the countries. The fact that CAN did not participate in
this process reduces the likelihood that this Plan will be implemented by the countries in the
future.

135. Regarding Component 3 Training and Capacity Building
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The PPA enhanced technical capacities of the rural communities and field professionals on
management of the Paramo through a set of trainings carried out under each component.

The executing institutions now have personnel with improved knowledge of Paramo
management, including the use of participatory research and action tools, the application of
social methodologies and productive practices, and leadership strategies for sustainable
management.

The PPA has also used its influence to ensure that the conservation of the PA&ramo movement
is led by community organizations, as well as the national, regional and local authorities.

The PPA led an environmental education process in formal and informal settings through an
innovative approach based on the reappraisal of sociocultural aspects of the communities of
the Paramo. This process reinforced the identity of the participating population, and best
shows the efficiency and effectiveness of the regional team’s work in this component.

The achievements attained at the formal education level do not guarantee that teaching
institutions will incorporate the environmental education program promoted by the Project in
their curriculum. This reveals the difficulty projects have in influencing countries’ formal
education system.

Regarding Component 4 Communication and information

The goal of this component was to raise awareness and provide information to decision
makers and the general public on the Paramo ecosystem at the community sites, and
municipal, regional and national government levels. Promotion and awareness-raising were
achieved among the urban and the general rural population with the help of different events
and communication materials. The demand for information on the Pdramo ecosystem was
amply covered through research, studies, assessments, and local, regional and international
exchange events.

The design and the presence of websites at the national and regional levels made it possible to
provide information generated by the PPA to a wide cross section of the public.

Regarding Component 5 Replication

Replication strategies at the national and regional level were not developed. However, the PPA
leaves the potential for replication through the capacities generated, particularly at the level of
local governmental and community institutions.

The Regional Action Plan promoted by the Project in the last year could somewhat make up for
the lack of a replication strategy. However, so far this instrument can only be considered as
guidelines on strengthening future actions in each country and still lacks an institutional
framework to guide its implementation.

The systematization of the project experience and implementation in each country and at the
regional level could be used as an instrument for future replication. Unfortunately, the
difficulty in developing a common methodology for this study has limited its potential
contribution.

138. Regarding the sustainability of proposals on conservation of the Paramo
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Among the participants, there is a high level of awareness, interest and commitment to
continuing with the promotion of plans and activities previously supported by the Project. In
every country, there are legal instruments that foster the conservation of the Paramo.
Governments, at the regional and local levels, have expressed a keen interest in increasing
economic support to community projects related to conservation of the Paramo, particularly in
and around Project pilot sites.

It is very likely that CONDESAN will continue to foster relations between Andean countries
through its websites and regional projects. It is also important to note that CONDESAN and
other partners are developing new initiatives to benefit high-Andean ecological systems.

The increased capacity of the NEAs to take on the protection of the Paramo is undoubtedly an
impact driver that promotes the sustainability of the actions carried out. Additionally, new
entities have emerged taking leading roles in the promotion of conservation of high-Andean
ecosystems.

Due to the effects of climate change (flooding and droughts), today there are important
initiatives in every country for better management of the Paramo.

Regarding social approaches and complementarity

The PPA was geared toward strengthening participatory approaches, particularly in relation
with the formulation of Participatory Management Plans. There is no doubt that a basic level
of participation has been amply achieved; that is, participation related to the presence of men,
women, children, adolescents, communities, groups and families. The sites where the PPA
worked with rural organizations are better equipped to sustain conservation programs. In sites
where priority was given to work with individuals or families with little or no organizational
structure, the social conditions to guarantee project results replicability or sustainability do not
exist.

Although the PPA did not specify the gender approach or establish indicators of its scope, it is
no less true that women filled a range of positions in the Project. The widespread presence of
professional women in the national teams and taking leading roles in the communities was
gratifying to see. The intercultural approach was not explicit in the Project either; nor was
indicators of its scope considered. However, this approach was always present in the work of
the RAU and the operations of the GEC, and has contributed significantly to the reappraisal of
the cultural identity of the people of the Paramo.

140. Regarding the regional and national dimension of the PPA

The evaluation acknowledges that, despite the RAU’s effort, it was difficult for the PPA to
attain a regional dimension based on strategic consensus among the different countries. It
would appear that the leading role of each NEA impeded the consolidation of a regional vision
of conservation of Andean ecosystems, as evidenced by opinions expressed by different
participants interviewed, including CAN.

The RAU held meetings, studies and international training events in order to contribute to
regional reflections on the problems facing the Paramo. It also worked with the CAN to
promote regional unity on matters related to hydrological monitoring, ecological mapping and
land management. However, the PPA did not develop a regional unification strategy, which
according to CAN, was lacking in the Project design.

141. Regarding the monitoring and evaluation process
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The process was completed as described in the Project Document. However, Project
monitoring and evaluation did not record the social advances made at the pilot sites.

It was noted that the Mid-Term Review did not fulfill the expectations of the Project’s
personnel, who sought guidance on the implementation strategies of the components.

The evaluation found that key elements of the system (reports, SC meetings, the Mid-Term
Review, and the systematization exercise) were not integrated. In addition, more time was
needed for reflecting upon the conclusions and recommendations generated in the monitoring
and evaluation process.

Lastly, some participants expected more direction and guidance from the SC.

142. Regarding other evaluation parameters

The PPA was executed based on the UNEP mission statement, and served as a defender,
educator, catalyst and facilitator, promoting sustainable use and conservation of the Paramo.
Governmental institutions at the national and local levels, as well as society in general, in each
country know much more about the Paramo today than they did prior to the Project.

Due to a lack of implementation strategies, project implementation processes required an
excessive amount of time and human and economic resources.

The Project has mobilized a small army of representatives of public and private institutions, as
well as rural communities, in favor of protection of the Paramo.

Transparent and effective administrative and financial management facilitated the execution
of the Project.

143. Regarding the rating of the PPA in relation with the overall evaluation of the Project

Using the evaluation matrix and the criteria provided in the ToRs, the evaluation team rates the

Project as follows:*

CRITERION SUMMARY ASSESSMENT RATING
A. Attainment of project S
objectives and results
1. Effectiveness Participating countries have achieved important changes. They S
now consider the Pdramo as a strategic ecosystem, and new
conservation efforts are continuously being developed.
Important successes were also achieved in some Pilot sites,
although some extension programs did not benefit from passed
experiences (66-71)
2. Relevance All participating countries worked hard to combat Paramo S

degradation, following objectives and work strategies set forth
by UNEP. The Project also followed UNEP's mission statement,
working as a catalyst, educator and facilitator to enhance Paramo
conservation. (63-65)

*’The majority of the criteria are rated on a six-point scale: Highly Satisfactory (HS); Satisfactory (S):
Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU); Unsatisfactory (U); and Highly
Unsatisfactory (HU). Sustainability is rated as Highly Likely (HL), Likely (L) or Highly Unlikely (HU).

Moderately Satisfactory (MS);
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CRITERION

3. Efficiency

SUMMARY ASSESSMENT

Excluding the education component, the Project lacked well-

planned component implementation strategies. This caused the
Project to lose time and money. However, its flexibility helped
the Project deal with many complex situations, which in turn
allowed it to generate a multitude of results, some of which were
not planned but proved to be productive. (71-76)

RATING

S

B. Sustainability
results

of project

1. Financial

Regional and local governments have increased their support for
Paramo conservation. CONDESAN and others are in the process
of developing new projects for Paramo conservation. (82-84)

2. Socio-political

Communities and local governments in all countries have
developed important legal tools for Paramo conservation. As
these institutions grow, it is likely that these new instruments
will be put to good use. (81)

3. Institutional framework

The institutions that participated in the Project have increased
their capacity and motivation to promote Paramo conservation.
All the NEAs have developed concrete proposals aimed at
protecting the Paramo. The Project developed and promoted a
Regional Conservation Plan, unfortunately CAN didn’t participate
in this process. (41,85-87)

4. Environmental

With a new understanding of the important role that the Paramo
plays in helping adapt to climate change (droughts and flooding),
governments, communities and private organizations are
developing new Pdaramo conservation initiatives. (88-89)

C. Catalytic role

Consolidating many collaborative agreements, the Project
organized a small army for Pdramo conservation. These
agreements include new projects and proposals for the
consolidation of many new Paramo reserves and conservation
areas. (90-92)

HS

D. Stakeholders involvement

The participatory approach implemented by the Project was
successful in promoting the support of many participants, in
particular local governments, as well as men and women of the
participating rural communities.(100-105)

E. Country ownership/ driven-
ness

The many collaborative agreements and legal tools developed by
the Project are proof of the country ownership generated by the
Project. Increased incorporation of public institutions as the
Project grew also shows the determination of the countries to
aid in the fight to conserve the Paramo. Unfortunately, CAN's
participation in the Project was weak .(106-107)

F. Achievement of results and
activities

The Project achieved more than was expected in all major
project components except for the component on Replication
and because of Peruvian national policy matters. (35-62)

G. Preparation and readiness

Project execution was marred by the lack of 1) dissemination and
understanding of the Project Document, 2) underdeveloped
component implementation strategies (with the exception of
education), 3) and the absence of regional unification and exit
strategies. (94-97)

MS

H. Implementation approach

The Project did not focus on social themes such as income
generation, gender and culture; nor did it measure the results of
its work in these areas. Notwithstanding, much was
accomplished, thanks to well-planned and implemented training
and education programs. The education strategy was productive,
although other implementation strategies were lacking. (98-99)

MS
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CRITERION SUMMARY ASSESSMENT RATING

. Financial planning and s

EIELAEES efficient, transparent and participatory. (108-111)

J. Monitoring and evaluation MU

1. M&E Design The logframe was clear and adjusted from time to time, but it did MU
not contain social indicators. This document was not well
understood in the countries. The M&E system was not
integrated. (113-120)

2. M&E Plan Implementation The RAU produced an M&E plan, and recorded project results MU
periodically with precision. However, the quality of the outputs
was not evaluated. The midterm evaluation did not meet the
expectations of the Project personnel, apparently for lack of time
and funds. Project personnel were expecting to receive advice
regarding implementation strategies, but this did not happen.
Project personnel also expected more orientation and guidance
from the Steering Committee (SC). (113-120)

3. Budgeting and funding for | M&E was not specifically budgeted in the Project. This made it MU
M&E activities difficult to conduct M&E activities, particularly in pilot areas, due

to a lack of mobility, per diem and technical personnel. (120)
K. UNEP and UNDP Supervision S

and backstopping

UNEP Advisory functions carried out by the UNEP Task Manager were S
appreciated by Project personnel. (112)

144. In summary, the significant results of this Project were made possible, firstly, by on-target direction
and planning. Other factors explaining its success are the commitment and motivation of its
personnel, as well as efficient and transparent administrative management. Evidence of this
assessment includes the formation of teams of capable professionals and technicians that managed
to exceed the established goals. Financial leveraging is another very positive achievement in the
management of this Project. Lastly, smooth and transparent financial management made it possible
to carry out the Project without economic problems. Limiting factors in Project execution include
the lack of a management model to guide participatory extension and a lack of implementation
strategies for some components; a lack of regional unification and Project exit strategies; and
deficiencies in the monitoring and evaluation system, as it was not integrated and lacked resources
of its own. All of these aspects reduced the degree of effectiveness attained by the Project.
However, it should be noted that the positive aspects of the Project are much more significant than
the deficiencies and limitations faced. The Evaluation Team rated this Project as satisfactory, with
special recognition for its personnel and the effective manner in which they ran it.

B. LESSONS LEARNED

145. Without the support and direct intervention of governments, regional conservation projects are
not viable. Although the Project originally prioritized work with NGOs, this situation was corrected
as the Project progressed. Multiple collaborative agreements and legal instruments promoting
Paramo conservation generated strong participation not only from national governments, but from
regional and local public entities as well. (24)

“Further information on the activities by country is presented in Annex 21: Progress of participating
countries.
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146.

147.

148.

149.

150.

151.

152.

153.

No social, institutional, economic or environmental feasibilities studies were conducted in the
design phase of the Project. These studies would have helped in the selection of the partner
institutions, the pilot sites and best practices to be promoted. They would have also helped in
formulating project methodologies and implementation strategies. To sum up, these studies would
have saved time and money for the Project. (96-97)

As important project documents were not available in Spanish, some Stakeholders had a difficult
time understanding project details. By conducting this terminal evaluation exclusively in Spanish, it
was possible to generate strong stakeholder participation. Without this participation, goals
established in the ToRs would not have been achieved. (94)

The Project did not develop an exit strategy. Anticipating the institutional capacities to be
developed in an exit strategy would have been an important factor in promoting sustainability. Not
having a clear exit strategy created false expectations among some Stakeholders. Many of these
Stakeholders expected that the Project would continue and they would continue receiving support.
The reputation of the donor agencies and other contributing entities were affected by not having
an exit strategy. (98)

Weak extension programs diminished the results of the some of the participatory management
plans. Little time spent in the field by technicians, few community members trained in participatory
extension as promoters, and the scant promotion of social and economic extension methodologies
aimed at creating self-reliance among the communities, were some of the flaws found in the
extension programs visited. On the contrary, in the pilot projects where extension programs
applied action research methodologies, management plans and best practices were successful. (38)

Focusing on equality concerns allows a project to measure results generated by partner
institutions as well as by the participating communities. Stressing equality also helps close the
social gap that exists between men, women and children. This Project did not formulate strategies
or indicators related to gender; however, it did help close the gender gap. The participation of
women, men and children enriched the Project. Unfortunately, the degree to which the Project
helped improve the living conditions of this group was not measured.(124-125)

Monitoring and evaluation systems should be integrated. Establishing a direct link between
monitoring and evaluation elements such as planning, systematization exercises, and the periodic,
midterm and final evaluations would have helped in the analysis of project data. Also, continuous
reflection by project personnel on results generated by the monitoring and evaluation system is
necessary in order to correct problems before they become too complicated to manage. (113-120)

C. RECOMMENDATIONS

i) Encouraging the participation of sub-regional (CAN), national, regional and local public entities is
the obligation of all Stakeholders, particularly international development organizations. Public
institutions are the only institutions legally responsible for the management of natural resources.
As such, they can provide the legal instruments and financial and economic incentive programs
needed to promote the conservation of these resources. Producing important Project documents in
the national language(s) of the countries facilitates counterpart participation.

ii) Clearly defining implementation strategies, key methodologies, and an integrated monitoring
and evaluation procedure in the planning stage is the responsibility of all those who intend to
formulate and implement development projects. These elements should be based on data
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154.

generated by feasibility studies and lessons learned by previous projects with similar
characteristics. A project exit strategy, developed in a participatory manner, is also necessary to
avoid confusion among Stakeholders.

iii) The implementation of extension programs based on social, economic, technical and
environmental procedures that promote self-reliance among the communities they serve is the
responsibility of all public and private institutions involved in promoting rural development.
Building the capacity of communities to formulate, implement and evaluate their own development
plans, while negotiating the resources needed, is the final goal of such extension programs.
Participatory methodologies and productive technologies now exist that can help meet this goal.
To be effective extension workers and community promoters should be highly trained in the use of
these tools. They should also live, or at least spend most of their working days, in the communities
they serve.
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del Paramo en los Andes del Norte y Centrales (“Proyecto Paramo
Andino”)”GFL-2328-2714-4900 (ID 1918)

Proyecto Paramo Andino (PPA)

44




ANEXO 1: PLAN DE MONITOREO

INDICADOR

MEDIO DE VERIFICACION

RESPONSABLE

DESCRIPCION

METAS

Objetivo: Planes de Manejo Participativos (PMP) que incluyen actividades productivas compatibles con la conservacidn de la biodiversidad del paramo.

Hipétesis: La participacion activa de los actores locales en el disefio de los Planes de Manejo del proyecto permitird obtener un impacto positivo en

conservacion y uso sostenible en el paramo.

1. A. Un PMP disefiado
localmente en cada sitio de
intervencion del proyecto

Existencia de los PMPs
incluyendo mapas de
zonificaciéon de cada sitio.

NEA junto con los socios
locales de cada sitio.

Los planes de manejo partiran de los
diagndsticos que se realizaron con la
participacioén de las personas que
habitan en los pdramos y se
complementaran con actividades y
talleres participativos.

El nimero de PMPs es mayor al
numero de sitos por razones de
organizacion territorial, siendo asi se
elaboraran PMPs para las siguientes
zonas.

- Venezuela: 1.Gavidia, 2. Tufilame;

- Colombia: 3. Rabanal, 4. Belmira, 5.

El Duende, 6. Chiles;

- Ecuador 7.Chiles (Comuna La
Esperanza), 8. Zuleta, 9. Mojanda,
10. Jimbura;

En el 2008, existencia de 12
PMPs.
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INDICADOR

MEDIO DE VERIFICACION

RESPONSABLE

DESCRIPCION

METAS

- Peru 11. Espindola, 12.
Pacaipampa, 13. Chamis, 14.
Jamcate.

= Los PMPs se circunscribira al drea de
paramo y su area de influencia directa,
la zonificacion debera ser como
minimo de la zona de paramo.

1. B. Acuerdos formales de
conservacién en los sitios
de intervencion del
proyecto.

Existencia de acuerdos de
conservacién con base a la
zonificacién planteada en
los PMPs. Ademas se tendra
qgue medir el grado de
avance para la
formalizacién de los
acuerdos, a través de
documentos y/o gestiones
gue se estén dando a favor
de tales acuerdos.

NEA con los socios
locales de cada sitio.

Los acuerdos formales de conservacion
son el resultado de procesos de
concertacién que se nutren de los
impactos positivos que la poblacion
percibe gracias a la implementacion
efectiva de los PMPs. Pueden ser areas
protegidas (cualquier categoria
reconocida por la legislaciéon nacional o
local institucional) y estar acorde a
normas locales que tienen una fuerte
legitimidad social aunque no sean legales.

En el 2008, 6 acuerdos
iniciados (gestiones,
documentos formales)

En el 2011, 6 acuerdo formales

en 6 sitios diferentes del
proyecto.
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INDICADOR

MEDIO DE VERIFICACION

RESPONSABLE

DESCRIPCION

METAS

1. C. Porcentaje de
unidades familiares de
produccién, de todos los
sitios de intervencion del
proyecto, estan aplicando
practicas sostenibles.

Conteo de campo del
ndmero de unidades
familiares de produccion
gue aplican practicas
sostenibles (para la linea de
base, a la mitad y al final del
proyecto).

Linea de base indica
cuantas unidades familiares
de produccidn ya aplican
practicas sostenibles sin el
proyecto.

NEA y socios locales.

Unidades familiares de produccién de los
sitios del proyecto se refiere a: Familias
que viven dentro del paramo o que viven
afuera pero que tengan accién directa en
el pdramo.

"Practicas de manejo sostenible" se
refieren a actividades productivas que: a)
no implican uso de tierra, fuego,
extraccién de biomasa insostenible o
avances de la frontera agricola a gran
escala; b) en areas bajo el paramo que
explicitamente reducen la presién del uso
de tierras en el paramo (ejemplo
intensificacién de la produccidn del
ganado en las zonas bajas, o actividades
de ecoturismo).El proyecto elaborara un
catdlogo de este tipo de practicas.

En el 2008 el 5% de las
unidades familiares de
produccién y en el 2001 el
20%.

1. D. Porcentaje de las
unidades familiares de
produccién que aplican
practicas sostenibles, han
recibido una contribucidn
positiva.

Visitas de campo para
verificar la existencia de
una contribucién positiva
para las unidades familiares
de produccion (definidas en
el indicador 1.C) que
generan las practicas

NEA y socios locales.

Las contribuciones de las practicas
sostenibles al bienestar de los
agricultores puede ser directa (monetaria
y especies) e indirecta (ahorro de tiempo;
y aumento de seguridad alimenticia).El
proyecto monitoreara estas
contribuciones.

En el 2008 el 30% de las
unidades de produccién que
estdn aplicando practicas
sostenibles y al final del
proyecto el 85%
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INDICADOR

MEDIO DE VERIFICACION

RESPONSABLE

DESCRIPCION

METAS

sostenibles.

Componente 2

Objetivo: Politicas claves que apoyan a la conservacidn y uso sustentable, son aceptadas en los diferentes niveles del Estado y por la sociedad civil.

Hipétesis: Si desarrollamos un conjunto de politicas integradas para la conservacién del ecosistema paramo a nivel comunal, municipal, nacional y andino,

las condiciones de sostenibilidad de las funciones y servicios del pAramo mejoraran.

2. A. En cada uno de los
sitios de intervencion,
instrumentos (econdmicos,
legales, regulatorios) que
aseguran la
implementacion de los
planes de manejo, han sido
acordados y gestionados
por actores locales y
regionales.

Documentos sobre
instrumentos de politicas
para diferentes niveles
(decisiones
gubernamentales a todas
las escalas)

NEA con socios locales.

Se le llama "instrumento politico" a
aquellas acciones, acuerdos o
regulaciones que favorecen o impulsan
ciertos aspectos del quehacer humano.
Estos pueden ser leyes, normas,
ordenanzas, referéndum, elecciones,
participacién ciudadana, micro créditos,
exoneraciones tributarias, censos,
sondeos, trabajo en genero, etc. Por otro
lado "acordado" significa un nivel de
reconocimiento formal (legal o
consuetudinario) en cada sitio del
proyecto diferentes niveles (de gobierno
local, comunal, distrital, provincial,
regional, nacional, internacional) para
desarrollar el marco de los instrumentos
de politicas a implementar. Para que
estos nuevos instrumentos politicos
aseguren la implementacidn de los PMPs,

En el 2008,5 instrumentos en
total, entre los 4 paises y en el
2011, 20 y al menos uno por
sitio.
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INDICADOR

MEDIO DE VERIFICACION

RESPONSABLE

DESCRIPCION

METAS

estos deben estar dirigidos a la regulacién
de los RRNN primordialmente, sin
embargo pueden ser de otras indoles
también.

NEA deberad estar en constante contacto
con diferentes niveles gubernamentales y
documentar instrumentos de politicas.

2. B. Numero de iniciativas
en los cuatro paises (a nivel
nacional) que han sido
acordadas y gestionadas de
manera participativa que
apunten a la conservacion
y uso sostenible de los
paramos.

Documentos de analisis de
la gestidn de dicha politica
(tanto para politicas ya
acordadas como para
aquellas que estan en
gestién)

NEA y puntos focales

Politica clave es aquella que es
reconocida como “una politica que esta
especificamente dirigida a regular el uso
de los recursos de los paramos tanto a
nivel de conservacién como a nivel
social”. Las iniciativas son proyectos,
programas o estrategias que instituciones
propias del PPA o ajenas al PPA
implementan/ejecutan en apoyo ala
conservacioén y uso sostenible del
paramo.

NEA esta en contacto continuo con
puntos focales que ejecuten esas
iniciativas.

En el 2011 se tendra dos
iniciativas de politicas clave
identificadas en cada pais, de
manera participativa, que
apunten a la conservacion y
uso sostenible de los paramos.

2. C. Un Plan de Accion
Internacional de Paramos
ha sido aceptado por la
Comunidad Andina, y por

Decisién de la CAN sobre el
Plan de Accién de Paramos.

CCuU

Este plan internacional debe abordar los
diferentes temas relacionados a la
conservacién del paramo tomando en
cuenta todas las opiniones de los

En el 2008, plan disefiado.

En el 2011, plan
aceptado/promulgado por
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INDICADOR

MEDIO DE VERIFICACION

RESPONSABLE

DESCRIPCION

METAS

las autoridades
ambientales del los cuatro
paises.

diferentes actores adquiridas a lo largo
del proyecto. Se establecerd un sistema
para recoger las opiniones de los
involucrados pasando por las autoridades
ambientales regionales hasta la autoridad
ambiental nacional para sea ella
conjuntamente con los coordinadores del
proyecto para que presenten el plan de
accion internacional a la CAN.

El Plan de accién internacional incluye
sinergias entre convenios internacionales
y acuerdos. A través de acuerdos de
colaboracién la CCU, estard en contacto
continuo con la CAN para promocionary
evaluar estrategias y planes.

autoridades.

2. D. Normas de conducta
para sectores relevantes,
propuestas y difundidas en
al menos dos sectores
(agricultura y uno mas).

Documento de referencia
con normas de conducta
para sectores relevantes.

Medicién del grado de
conocimiento de las normas
de conducta dentro del
sector correspondiente.

Asesores técnicos de la

CCuU

Las normas de conducta son una guia
técnica para sectores relevantes
(agricultura, ganaderia, forestacién,
turismo, mineria, obras publicas, etc.) que
guian sus actividades en el paramo.

Difundido significa que todos los sectores
relevantes tengan conocimiento de las
normas de conducta.

En el 2009, normas disefiadas
para 2 sectores a nivel Andino.

En el 2011, normas difundidas
con actores clave.

Componente 3
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INDICADOR

MEDIO DE VERIFICACION

RESPONSABLE

DESCRIPCION

METAS

Objetivo: Fortalecer la capacidad técnica de los habitantes del paramo, de los técnicos de campo y de las organizaciones gubernamentales y no

gubernamentales, para la conservaciéon de los paramos.

Hipétesis: Si se establece un sistema de capacitacién que considere la IAP y otras metodologias participativas, la poblacidon paramera participard masy

mejor en la conservacién de los paramos.

3 A- Porcentaje de los
participantes en eventos de
capacitacién, han
incrementado sus
capacidades en manejo
sostenible del Paramo.

Se aplicara un instrumento
de evaluacién del
incremento de capacidades,
consistente en: pre-test
/post test, y otras
evaluaciones de
aprendizaje, registradas de
las practicas realizadas en
los diferentes eventos de
capacitacidn, en campo.

Cada participante debera
ser registrado para hacer el
seguimiento a lo largo del
Proyecto.

AEN, socios locales y
Asesora técnica de la
ucc

Los participantes considerados son:
1. pobladores de los paramos.
2. técnicos, guarda parques

3. capacitadores/as, dirigentes
comunitarios.

En el 2011, el 50% de las
personas capacitadas han
incrementado sus capacidades
para manejo sostenible del
paramo.

3 B-Un porcentaje de los
participantes de los
programas basicos de
capacitacién, han realizado
visitas a otras areas de
paramo y a comunidades
campesinas, para

Reportes de las visitas de
los participantes de los
programas de capacitacion
a otras areas

AEN y Asesora Técnica
de la UCC.

El intercambio entre participantes del
Proyecto, ya sea a nivel campesino a
campesino o a nivel técnico, fortalecera
los lazos entre los y las participantes,
alentara el desarrollo de diferentes
practicas e incrementara el conocimiento
del ecosistema paramo en los diferentes

En el 2011, un 30% de los
participantes en las
actividades claves de
capacitacién en la region,
habran participado en
actividades de intercambio de
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INDICADOR

MEDIO DE VERIFICACION

RESPONSABLE

DESCRIPCION

METAS

intercambiar experiencias.

participantes.

Estos intercambios son a nivel nacional,
de un sitio a otro, como también
internacionales a paises limitrofes.

experiencias.

3C — Porcentaje de los
participantes de los
programas bdsicos de
capacitacion, aplican

las practicas identificadas
como positivas para la
conservacion de los
paramos

Cuestionario a los grupos
meta, en proceso de
capacitacion (mitad y final
del Proyecto)

Sobre la aplicacion de las
practicas adquiridas.

AEN

,socios locales y

Asesora Técnica de la

UCC

Registro de la cantidad de personas
capacitadas por el PPA, que aplican las
practicas adquiridas durante el proceso
de capacitacion. Obtener el porcentaje en
relacion a la cantidad total de personas
capacitadas.

En el 2011, el 50% de las
personas capacitadas en la
region tiene practicas
adecuadas en el paramo.

Componente 4

Objetivo: Mayor conocimiento y conciencia sobre la importancia del ecosistema paramo, en tomadores de decisiones claves, autoridades politicas,

poblacién urbana y docentes.

Hipdtesis: Si se logra construir un programa que rescate el concepto de educacidon como comunicacion social y aprendizaje colectivo, se podria alcanzar un

alto nivel de conciencia, formacion e informacidn sobre la importancia del paramo, su biodiversidad, sus servicios ambientales y su riqueza cultural, que

contribuya a disminuir los riesgos contra su conservacién.
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INDICADOR

MEDIO DE VERIFICACION

RESPONSABLE

DESCRIPCION

METAS

4 A Centros Educativos

De los sitios de
intervencion, realizan
actividades educativas
formales y/o no formales,
relacionadas con la
conservacion del
ecosistema paramo.

Informe de seguimiento de
los proyectos de Educacion
Ambiental u otras acciones
educativas relacionadas con
el paramo, que se lleven a
cabo en los Centros
Educativos de los sitios de
intervencién.

AENSs, socios locales y

Asesora Técnica de la

ucc

“Centros educativos relacionados con los
sitios de intervencion”, son las
instituciones educativas de las
comunidades que estan dentro del
paramo o en su area de influencia.

Educacidn formal: Centros Educativos de
nivel primario, secundario o superior
dependientes de la estructura educativa
de la Nacién con curriculo establecido.

Educacidn no formal: acciones educativa
gue no dependen del curriculo
establecido para la educacion formal

En el 2011, 27 Centros

Educativos de los sitios(9 sitios
en los 4 paises, 3 escuelas por
sitio) del PPA estan
implementando practicas de
educacion ambiental o
realizando acciones educativas
relacionadas con el paramo

4B — Una parte
representativa de la
poblacién urbana
relacionada con el
ecosistema, ha
incrementado su
conocimiento sobre el
paramo.

Encuesta a la poblacidn

Urbana sobre el
conocimiento del pdramoy
las actitudes respecto de
sus beneficios, usos y
conservacion.

AENSs y Asesora Técnica
de la UCC

Poblacidn urbana relacionada con el
paramo, se refiere a los usuarios de los
servicios del paramo en la ciudad, o sea,
los usuarios urbanos del agua y por lo
tanto, no se limita a los sitios de
intervencién del Proyecto.

En el 2011, el

50 % de la poblacion urbana
de la region, relacionada con
el paramo, ha incrementado
su conocimiento y su
sensibilidad respecto del
ecosistema.
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INDICADOR MEDIO DE VERIFICACION RESPONSABLE DESCRIPCION METAS

4C- Porcentaje de las Cuestionario a tomadores |CCU Los tomadores de decisidén son aquellas  |En el 2011, el 75% de las
demandas de informacién |[de decisiones, relacionados personas que ocupan cargos publicos, demandas de informacion
de los tomadores de con los paramos. comunales o privados de injerencia identificadas en la region,
decisidn, identificadas directa en politicas y regulaciones sobre |habran sido cubiertas.
durante el Proyecto han el uso de recursos.
sido cubiertas

Se requiere analizar las caracteristicas de

este nivel, para poder elaborar

estrategias y materiales destinados a

interesarlos en el tema.
4D-El mecanismo de Analisis del mecanismo ccu El CBD establecid un “Clearing-House

informacién sobre paramos
funcionando y conectado a
los mecanismos de
informacién de los paises
andinos.

(¢ Cuantas personas
acceden? ¢De dénde son?
etc.)

Evaluacion del grado de

conexioén al Clearing House
Mechanism

Mechanism”

Para asegurar que todos los gobiernos
tengan acceso a la informacién vy a las
tecnologias que ellos necesitan para su
trabajo en biodiversidad.

Este mecanismo tiene como mision
promover y facilitar la cooperacién
cientifica y técnica dentro y entre los
paises y desarrollar las redes humanas y
tecnoldgicas necesarias.

En 2008 estara funcionando el
mecanismo de informacién de
paramo

Para el 2011, se estara
conectando a los CHM que
estén operativos,
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INDICADOR

MEDIO DE VERIFICACION

RESPONSABLE

DESCRIPCION

METAS

El mecanismo de informacién de paramos
pretende hacer lo mismo, pero especifico
para el ecosistema. UCC, como
administrador del mecanismo de
informacidn del paramo, desarrollay
ejecuta encuestas sobre su uso.

Componente 5

Objetivo: Estrategia de replicacidn para el proyecto acordada, incluyendo su mecanismo de implementacién

Hipétesis: Si se cuenta con una estrategia de réplica, que recoja las lecciones del proyecto mediante un analisis multisectorial, local y regional, entonces se

tendra una propuesta con mayor base de sostenibilidad.

Una alianza institucional
que consiste de una
agencia ejecutora nacional,
los actores locales y otros
actores clave, han
adoptado una estrategia
disefiada en conjunto que
consiste en (1) lecciones
identificadas (2) una lista
de sitios potenciales y sus
actores

Minutas de las reuniones de
alianzas institucionales.

Acuerdo interinstitucional
sobre la estrategia de
replicacion (documento).

CCU, NEA, socios
locales.

La estrategia de réplica sera un
documento (propuesta) elaborada en
base a las experiencias adquiridas a lo
largo del desarrollo del proyecto. Esta
estrategia elaborada participativamente
recoge las opiniones e inquietudes de
todos los involucrados. Se nutrird de los
avances logrados en los PMPs (objetivo 1)
y de las practicas alli elaboradas. Después
de los afios de trabajo se tendra mayor
conocimiento sobre cémo realizar y
aplicar las mejores practicas tanto a nivel
técnico como a nivel social por lo que la

En el 2008, estrategia en
diseio.

En el 2011, estrategia
acordada.
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INDICADOR

MEDIO DE VERIFICACION

RESPONSABLE

DESCRIPCION

METAS

réplica sera mejor aplicada. Ademas se
tendra mayor conocimiento sobre el
mismo sitio y otros sitios de Paramo en
las regiones por lo que se puede optar
por seguir apoyando a las poblaciones
gue han venido participando del PPA o
ampliar el trabajo a otros sitios con valor
de conservacién. Esto tomando en cuenta
el grado de cumplimiento de los PMPs, el
nivel de compromiso social de las
poblaciones y la importancia ecoldgica de
los sitios. Ademads existe la posibilidad de
tomar contacto con poblaciones
asentadas cerca o en nuevos sitios de
paramo para difundir el trabajo actual y
realizar acuerdos preliminares de
conservacion. (Incluir que las réplicas se
pueden ir dando a lo largo del proyecto
gracias a nuevos proyecto generados por
los socios).

CCU (Internacional) y NEA (Nacional)
documentardn acuerdos de estrategia de
replicacion.
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ANEXO 2: LOS ORGANOS DIRECTIVOS DEL PPA Y LOS SOCIOS LOCALES

Unidad Asesor Regional

Responsable de la elaboracién y puesto en parcha de estrategias y metodologias para
la implementacién de los componentes del proyecto.

Coordinador regional del PPA:
Bert de Bievre

Equipo regional:

Tania Calle, Asistencia general

Susana Ruggiero, Asesora en educacion y capacitacién
Miguel Cordero, Asesor en politicas

Francisco Cuesta, Asesor en investigacion

Tatiana Rodriguez, Responsable de Informacién
Macarena Bustamante, Investigadora

Moisés Gaulapuro, Asistente de investigacion

Comité Directivo:

Este grupo estd conformado, en su mayoria, por los directivos de las organizaciones
lideres y ejecutoras del proyecto, asi como por los funcionarios delegados por las
organizaciones financiadoras y asesoras del mismo.

Ellos son:

Miguel Saravia, Presidente del Comité Directivo del PPA / Director Ejecutivo de
CONDESAN.

Eulogio Chacén, Director ICAE, Universidad de los Andes — Mérida, Venezuela.

Brigitte LG Baptiste, Directora General, Instituto de Investigacién de Recursos
Bioldgicos Alexander von Humboldt, Bogota, Colombia.

Janeth Ulloa Directora, Fundacion ECOCIENCIA, Quito, Ecuador.
Jorge Recharte, Director del Programa Andino, Instituto de Montana, Lima, Peru.
Joshua Posner, Professor, University of Wisconsin, USA.

Jan Sevink, Director del Institute for Biodiversity and Ecosystem Dynamics, Universidad
de Amsterdam, Holanda.
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Robert Erath, Coordinador Regional del PNUMA/GEF, Programa de las Naciones
Unidas para el Medio Ambiente, Oficina Regional para América Latina y El Caribe
Clayto, Panama.

Maria Teresa Becerra, Coordinadora Programa de Desarrollo Sostenible y Gestidn
Ambiental, Secretaria General de la Comunidad Andina, CAN, Lima, Peru.

Bert De Biévre, Coordinador Regional del Proyecto Paramo Andino, Consorcio para el
Desarrollo Sostenible de la Ecorregion Andina, Centro Internacional de la Papa, Quito,
Ecuador.

Comité Coordinador:

Hacen parte de esta instancia los coordinadores del proyecto en cada pais, junto con
los asesores y miembros de la Unidad Central de Coordinacién del PPA. Estd
conformado por:

Bert De Biévre, Coordinador Regional, Proyecto Paramo Andino.

Luis Daniel Llambi, Coordinador PPA, Venezuela.

Carlos Tapia, Coordinador PPA, Colombia.

Saskia Flores, Coordinadora PPA, Ecuador.

Gabriela Lépez, Coordinadora PPA, Peru.

Maria Susana Ruggiero, Asesora en Educacidon y Comunicacion del PPA.
Francisco Cuesta, Asesor en Investigacion del PPA.

Miguel Cordero, Asesor en Politicas del PPA.

Tania Calle, Asistente Técnica del PPA.

Para el trabajo en cada uno de los sitios, el PPA trabaja con socios locales:
VENEZUELA

Gavidia, Tuhame y Mixteque

Instituto de Ciencias Ambientales y Ecolégicas — ICAE

Bladimiro Silva (ICAE), coordinador de Sitios Piloto
bladimiro@ula.ve

COLOMBIA

Belmira

Corporacion Autonoma Regional del Centro de Antioquia - CORANTIOQUIA
Adolfo Correa

milpesos@une.net.co

Red Colombiana de Agricultura Bioldgica — RECAB

El Duende
Corporacion Autonoma Regional del Valle del Cauca — CVC
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Fundacion Ecolégica Fenicia Defensa Natural — FEDENA
Wilfredo Aranzasu
fedenaduende@yahoo.es

Fundacién para la defensa de la naturaleza y la vida del corregimiento de Andinapolis
del Municipio de Trujillo — FUNDAVI

Leonardo Valencia

fundavi898@hotmail.com

Rabanal

Corporacion Auténoma Regional de Boyaca — CORPOBOYACA

Corporacion Auténoma Regional de Chivor - CORPOCHIVOR

Corporacion Autonoma Regional de Cundinamarca — CAR

Fundacién para el Medio Ambiente y el Desarrollo Humano Sostenible del Trépico -
FUNDETROPICO

Mauricio Ramirez

fundetropico@yahoo.es

Chiles
Milena Armero
Corporacion Autonoma Regional de Narifio

ECUADOR

La Esperanza

Fundacién Altrépico
Oscar Falconi
oscarfu@altropico.org.ec

Gobierno Provincial del Carchi
Biodiversidad y Conservacion de los Recursos Naturales
ambiente@carchi.gov.ec

Mojanda

Fundacion Brethren y Unida (FBU)

José Rivadeneira

fbu@andinanet.net

Gobierno Municipal de Pedro Moncayo
Gobierno Municipal de Otavalo

Zuleta

Fundacidn Brethren y Unida (FBU)
José Rivadeneira
fbu@andinanet.net

Fundacion Galo Plaza Lasso
Fernando Polanco
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fernando@zuleta.com

Jimbura

Fundacién Ecoldgica Arcoiris

Grupo de Trabajo en Paramos de Loja (GTPL)
Maritza Azanza

mazanza@arcoiris.org.ec

Gobierno Municipal de Espindola

PERU

Ayabaca - Pacaipamba
Instituto de Montaia
Ivan Mejia
ivanmejiac@hotmail.com

Cajamarca

Consorcio Interinstitucional para el Desarrollo Regional — CIPDER

Fresia Chunga
fresiachunga@yahoo.es
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ANEXO 3: CONVENIOS DEL PPT

REGIONAL: Convenio de cooperacidn interinstitucional CONDESAN-FONAG.

Acuerdo CONDESAN-Eurochannel para la emision de 25 spots de la serie “Pequefas
historias de paramo”

Convenio entre CONDESAN-CAN-ECOBONA (Mapa de ecosistemas)

Convenio de cooperacidn interinstitucional CONDESAN-COSUDE, Proyecto SIMA
(Sistema de Informacion del Medio Ambiente).

VENEZUELA: ConveniolCAE-INPARQUES. Revisiéon de los Planes de Ordenamiento y
Reglamentos de Uso (PORUs) de los Parques Nacionales Sierra Nevada y Sierra de La
Culata.

Contrato ICAE-Siembra Viva, para productos de Educacion y Comunicacion.

Contrato ICAE- Jardin Botanico de Meérida, para productos de Educacién vy
Comunicacion.

COLOMBIA: Convenio Dado: Bogota D.C. a 15 de Mayo 2007. Duracién: 5 afios. Para
consolidar el proceso de conservacion y ejecucién de acciones de manejo del PPA en la
zona de influencia del Pdramo de Rabanal.

Convenio 09-06-263-0184CE entre el IAvH y CAR, CORPOCHIVOR, CORPOBOYACA.
Dado: Bogotd D.C. a 17 de julio 2009. Vigencia: 9 meses. Por 50.000.000 pesos para la
implementacidon de acciones enmarcadas en el Plan de Manejo Ambiental (PMA) del
paramo de Rabanal.

Convenio 08-06-263-0303CE entre el IAvH y la Universidad Javeriana. Dado: Octubre
2008. Duracién: 6 meses. Por 32.013.043,35 pesos para la evaluacién de la capacidad
de generar accidon colectiva interinstitucional en el proceso de implementacion del
PMA del paramo de Rabanal.

Convenio 09-06/263-09/184-0322CE entre el IAvH y FUNDETROPICO. Dado: Bogota
D.C. a 9 de Octubre 2009. Duracién: Por 163.438.900 pesos para la adopcién de
practicas agroecoldgicas, manejo del paisaje, implementacion PMA del paramo de
Rabanal. (Faltan pags. 6-9 del convenio)
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Convenio Marco de Cooperacién No. 07-134 del IAvH y CORANTIOQUIA. Dado: Bogota
D.C. a 13 de abril del 2007. Duracidon: 5 afios. Para consolidar el proceso de
conservacién y planes del drea del paramo de Belmira y su zona de influencia.

Convenio 2008-326 y carta de designacion CORANTIOQUIA-IAvH. Dado: Bogota D.C. a
26 de Septiembre 2008. Vigencia: 360 dias. Por 183.570.500 pesos para
implementacion de 1. Disefio e Implementacién de un sitio piloto de monitoreo y
accion colectiva para el manejo de recursos hidricos y la Formacion de promotores
para el fortalecimiento de una red de produccién agroecolégica en las comunidades
campesinas del drea de influencia del sitio piloto Belmira.

Convenio 08-06-263-0422CE entre el IAvH y RECAB Regional Antioquia. Dado: Bogota
D.C. a Diciembre 2008. Duracion: 10 meses. Por130.155.556 pesos para el desarrollo
de procesos de formacién de promotores y consolidacion de red de produccién
agroecoldgica.

Convenio 09-248CE entre el IAvH y CORANTIOQUIA.Dado: Bogota D.C. a. Duracidn:
Por...pesos, para la implementacién de acciones del PMA del Sistema de Paramos vy
Bosques Altoandinos del Noroccidente Medio Antioquefio (solicitado a IAvH)

Convenio Marco de Cooperaciéon No. 07-132 del IAvH y CVC, FUNDACION FEDENA.
Dado: Bogota D.C. a Junio 2007. Duracién: 5 afos. . Para consolidar el proceso de
conservacion y planes del area del Paramo del Duende y su zona de influencia

Convenio especifico 08-06-263-0421CE entre el IAvH y FUNDAVI. Dado: Bogota D.C. a
Diciembre 2008. Duracién: 4 meses. Por25.474.637 pesos para el fortalecimiento de
los procesos agroecolégicos en la zona de amortiguacion del paramo del Duende.

Convenio Marco de Cooperacién No. 07-129 suscrito con CORPONARINO, Cabildo de
Chiles y WWEF. Dado: Ipiales a 10 de Abril del 2007. Duracién: 5 aios. Para consolidar
los procesos de conservacidn y planes de maneo del Resguardo de Chiles, acoplado al
Plan de Vida del Resguardo.

ECUADOR: Convenio Dado: Quito a 20 de Agosto 2009. Duracién: 20 afios. Para la
conservacién de 8.621,7 Ha (reajustado) de paramos de la Comuna La Esperanza por el
pago de incentivos del Programa Socio Bosque capitulo. Se colabora desde el PPA en la
elaboracién de los Planes de Inversion por un total aproximado de US$ 143.889 (2010:
USS 36.634; 2011: USS 36.364; 2012: USS 70.621).

Acuerdo de Conservacion de la Asociacién de Trabajadores Agricolas de Tufifio -
Programa Socio Bosque. Dado: Quito a. Duracion: 20 anos. Para la conservacién de
1.273,62 Ha de pdramos de la Asociacion de Trabajadores Agricolas de Tufifio por el
pago de incentivos del Programa Socio Bosque capitulo paramo. Se colabora desde el
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PPA en la gestion, y en la elaboracién de los Planes de Inversién por un total
aproximado de US$ 20.736,20(2011: USS 10.368,10; 2012: USS 10.368,10) en el 2012
se debe confirmar el rubro

Convenio EMAPAT, EMELNORTE y Municipio de Tulcan con Comuna La Esperanza para
la implementacion del sistema de compensacion ambiental por los servicios
ambientales hidricos de los paramos de la Esperanza (En negociacion todavia)

Convenio de Trabajo conjunto entre la Comunidad La Esperanza, la Fundacién
Altrépico y el Gobierno Provincial del Carchi.

Convenio entre ECOCIENCIA y la Fundacién Altropico. Dado: Quito a 1° de Mayo del
2011. Duracién: 8 meses (Mayo-Diciembre 2011). Por USS$ 20.000,00, para la
implementacién conjunta de las acciones previstas en el POA para el sitio piloto La
Esperanza.

Adenda Convenio entre ECOCIENCIA y la Fundacidn Altréopico. Dado: Quito a 1° de
Marzo del 2011. Duracién: 4 meses (Enero-Abril 2011). Por USS 7.306,3 para financiar
exclusivamente las actividades del Proyecto Paramo Andino establecidas en el POA
enero-abril 2011.

Convenio Comuna La Esperanza y la Empresa Publica y Municipal de Alcantarillado y
Agua Potable de Tulcdn EMAPAT. Dado: Tulcdn a 8 de junio del 2010. Duracién: 10
afios. Para el aporte de USS 10.000,00 anuales a La Comuna La Esperanza mediante el
Programa de Compensacién de Servicios Ambientales.

Convenio Comuna La Esperanza y la Empresa Eléctrica Regional Norte EMELNORTE.
Dado: Tulcdn a 18 de diciembre del 2009. Duracién: 1 afio. Para el aporte de USS
3.000,00 anuales al fondo de La Comuna La Esperanza mediante el Programa de
Compensacion de Servicios Ambientales.

Adenda Convenio entre ECOCIENCIA y la Fundacidn Brethren y Unida FBU. Dado: Quito
a 1° de Marzo del 2011. Duracion: 8 meses (Enero-Agosto 2011). Por USS 16.182,99
para financiar exclusivamente las actividades del Proyecto Paramo Andino establecidas
en el POA 2010.

Acuerdo de conservacién comuna Zuleta-Programa Socio Bosque, capitulo Paramo.
Dado: Quito. Duracidn: 20 afios. Para la conservacion de los paramos de la Comuna
Zuleta por el pago de incentivos del Programa Socio Bosque capitulo paramo. Se
colabora desde el PPA en la gestién, y en la elaboracion de los Planes de Inversion por
un total aproximado de US$ (2010: USS; 2011: USS; 2012: USS).

Convenio entre Fundacién Zoolégica del Ecuador- Comuna de Zuleta-Fundacion Galo
Plaza Lasso. Dado: Quito a 15 de Octubre del 2009. Duracion: 1 aio. Para desarrollar
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un programa de educacidn y conservacién ambiental dirigido a la proteccidon del
condor andino y de bosques y paramos circundantes.

Convenio Marco de Cooperacion entre ECOCIENCIA y la Corporacién TURUJTA. Dado:
Quito a 30 de mayo del 2008. Duracidn: 6 meses. Para la cooperacion técnica y el
intercambio de informacién de la parroquia Tupi gachi, como complemento en la
elaboracion del Plan de Manejo del sitio Piloto Mojanda.

Convenio de cooperacion Interinstitucional entre ECOCIENCIA y Fundacién Arco Iris
(GTP Loja). Dado: Quito a 8 de agosto del 2008. Duracion: 1 aifo (enero-diciembre
2008). Para la el desarrollo de actividades detalladas en el Plan Operativo del sitio
piloto Jimbura.

Convenio entre ECOCIENCIA y la Fundacion Ecoldgica Arco Iris. Dado: Quito 1° de Mayo
del 2011. Duracién: 8 meses (Mayo-Diciembre 2011). Por USS 9.983,74, para la
implementacién conjunta de las acciones previstas para el sitio piloto Jimbura.

Carta Compromiso entre ECOCIENCIA y Yaku (Museo del Agua). Dado: Quito a 1 de
abril del 2010. Duracién: 3 afos. Para la facilitar el desarrollo de actividades conjuntas
y complementarias, con el aporte de recursos de todas las organizaciones.

Convenio especifico entre ECOCIENCIA y Fundacién Zooldgica del Ecuador. Dado:
Quito, 15 de agosto 2011. Duraciéon: 1 mes (Agosto 15-Septiembre 15). Por USS
1.663,65 para la produccion de un video sobre el céndor andino (Vultur gryphus)

Carta Convenio entre ECOCIENCIA y el Jardin Botdnico de Quito. Dado: Quito a 30 de
Julio 2007. Para el asesoramiento técnico en la seccién de paramo del Jardin.

Convenio entre ECOCIENCIA-CIP y el Gobierno Provincial de Chimborazo. Dado:
Riobamba 1 de agosto del 2008. Duracion: 8 meses. Por USS 58.400,00 para la
Identificacion de las areas prioritarias para la conservacién de los ecosistemas de
paramo en la Provincia de Chimborazo, Ecuador

Convenio especifico ECOCIENCIA-Corporaciéon OIKOS. Dado: Quito 1° de Julio del 2011.
Duracion: 1 mes. Por USS 4.000,00, para la generacion de diagndsticos y en el analisis
de informacién sobre conocimientos, percepciones y actitudes de la gente frente a los
recursos naturales y la biodiversidad en la ciudad de Quito.

Convenio Marco de Cooperacién entre ECOCIENCIA vy Intercooperation, CESA,
Landcare Research Ltd. Dado: afio 2009. Duracién: 3 afios. Para Facilitar el intercambio
de experiencias institucionales que permitan la implementacion de actividades de
mutuo interés en el territorio ecuatoriano (Pdramos de Cotopaxi, como réplica del
PPA).
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PERU: Convenio entre el Instituto de MontafalM- Naturaleza y Cultura Internacional
(NCI), Socio local para la implementacidon de actividades en los sitios piloto de la
Regidn Piura.

Convenio entre el IM- Instituto de Gestidn de Cuencas Hidrograficas IGCH, Socio local
para la implementacidn de actividades en los sitios piloto de la Regidn Piura.

Convenio de Cooperacioén Interinstitucional entre el Gobierno Regional de Piura-IM.
Dado: Piura a 28 de febrero del 2011. Duracién: 3 afios. Para la colaboracion
interinstitucional para impulsar acciones,... con énfasis en el apoyo a la gestién
participativa del ecosistema paramo, otros ecosistemas hidricos de montafia y su
relacion can estrategias de adaptacion a la variabilidad y cambio del clima.

Convenio de Cooperacioén Interinstitucional entre el Gobierno Regional de Piura-IM.
Dado: Piura 2008, Duracién: 3 afos. Para la colaboracién interinstitucional para
impulsar acciones relacionadas con la conservaciéon de la diversidad bioldgica, el
aprovechamiento sostenible de los recursos naturales, y la promocién del desarrollo
sostenible en el marco del Sistema Regional de Gestion Ambiental y en el dmbito
geografico de la jurisdiccion del Gobierno Regional Piura.

Acuerdo de colaboracion entre el NCI/PPA - Comunidad Campesina Samanga. Dado:
Ayabaca a 15 de Julio 2007. Duracién: 1 afio y renovable automaticamente
anualmente. Para la cooperacién en la implementacién del Proyecto Paramo Andino
en la jurisdiccién de la Comunidad Campesina Samanga, asi como promover procesos
de conservacion y uso sostenible de ecosistema paramo.

Convenio Marco de Cooperacién Interinstitucional entre el IM y la Municipalidad
Provincial de Ayabaca. Dado: Ayabaca a 15 de Julio del 2007. Duracién: 1 afio
renovable automaticamente anualmente. Para la cooperacién y apoyo mutuo en los
aspectos técnicos, profesionales, logisticos y busqueda de cooperacion de terceras
partes con la finalidad de promover el desarrollo y conservacién del Ecosistema
Paramo.

Convenio de cooperacién Sitios Piloto de Piura - Proyecto Binacional Catamayo Chira
en la elaboracion de los PMPs.

Gestion con el PBCCH y la Municipalidad de Pacaipampa para el proyecto de
investigacidon sobre Reforestacién y Conservacion de Bosques de Podocarpus en los
sitios piloto del PPA en alianza entre la UNMS y la UNP.

Acuerdo Interferencial entre las Gerencias de Recursos Naturales y Gestion del Medio
Ambiente de los Gobiernos Regionales de Cajamarca y de Piura. Dado: Cajamarca a 20 de
Mayo del 2011. Duracidn: 4 aios. Para colaborar, promover y desarrollar acciones
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conjuntas para la proteccion, conservacidn, manejo y uso racional del ecosistema de
paramo, en la Region Cajamarca y en la Regién Piura.

Convenio IM- Consorcio Interinstitucional para el Desarrollo Regional CIPDER, Socio
local para la implementacién de actividades en los sitios piloto de la Regién Cajamarca.

Convenio IM- Asociacidn para el Desarrollo Rural de Cajamarca ASPAREDUC, Socio
local para la implementacién de actividades en los sitios piloto de la Regién Cajamarca.

Convenio Marco de Cooperacidn entre el Gobierno Regional Cajamarca-CIPDER. Dado:
Cajamarca Noviembre del 2007. Duracién: 4 afos. Para conjugar esfuerzos a fin de
desarrollar un programa y actividades conjuntas, que contribuyan a la conservacion y
uso sostenible de la vida (biodiversidad) y de las fuentes de agua del ecosistema
“Paramo Jalca”.

Convenio marco de cooperacién entre la empresa PROPIAGA de Cajamarca-CIPDER .
Dado: Cajamarca 1 de Noviembre del 2007. Duracidn: 4 anos. Para conjugar esfuerzos
a fin de desarrollar un programa y actividades conjuntas, que contribuyan a la
conservacion y uso sostenible de la vida (biodiversidad) y de las fuentes de agua del
ecosistema “Paramo Jalca”

Convenio Marco de Cooperacion entre CIPDER y la Empresa Prestadora de Servicios de
Saneamiento de Cajamarca SEDACAJ . Dado: Cajamarca 1 de Diciembre del 2007.
Duracion: 4 afos. Para conjugar esfuerzos a fin de desarrollar un programa y
actividades conjuntas, que contribuyan a la conservacién y uso sostenible de la vida
(biodiversidad) y de las fuentes de agua del ecosistema “Paramo Jalca”

Convenio marco de cooperacion entre el programa nacional de manejo de cuencas
Hidrograficas y Conservacién de suelos PRONAMACHS-CIPDER

Convenio Marco de Cooperacidon entre la Municipalidad Provincial de Cajamarca-
CIPDER. Dado: Cajamarca a 30 de noviembre del 2007. Duracién: 1 afio renovable
automaticamente anualmente. Por 64. 800 soles, para la ejecucion el Proyecto de
Manejo de Silvopasturas en la Cuenca del Cajamarquino en las Microcuencas del San
Lucas, Porcon, Mashcon, Rio Grande, La Quinua, Chonta, Azufre y La Encafiada.

Convenio entre CIPDER y AGRORURAL. Dado: Cajamarca a 24 de Noviembre del 2009.
Para implementar actividades del Proyecto Paramo Andino en la C.C. Sexsemayo Il y
Cushunga en la microcuenca del Ronquillo; y, Mahuaypampa y Huayllapampa en la
microcuenca Chetillano.

Convenio entre CIPDER y CARITAS (Diocesana Cajamarca). Dado: Cajamarca a 18 de
enero del 2010. Para desarrollar actividades de comun acuerdo interinstitucional.
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Convenio entre la municipalidad distrital de Chetilla-CIPDER. Dado: Cajamarca a 5 de
Noviembre del 2007. Duracién: 4 aiios. Para conjugar esfuerzos a fin de desarrollar un
programa y actividades conjuntas, que contribuyan a la conservacién y uso sostenible
de la vida (biodiversidad) y de las fuentes de agua del ecosistema “Paramo Jalca”

Convenio de cooperacion y asistencia técnica entre el IM y el Gobierno Regional de
Cajamarca. Dado: Cajamarca a 4 de Diciembre del 2009. Duracién: 2 afios. Para
colaborar, promover y desarrollar acciones conjuntas para la proteccion, conservacion,
manejo y uso racional de los ecosistemas de montafias andinas (paramos y jalcas) en la
region Cajamarca.

Acuerdo de conservacién de la parte alta de la Comunidad Campesina Chirigpunta.
Acuerdo de Concejo Municipal de Chetilla en la implementacion del PMP.

Convenio marco de cooperacién interinstitucional entre IM- Programa Nacional de
Manejo de Cuencas Hidrograficas y Conservacién de Suelos PRONAMACHS. Dado: Lima
a 30 de octubre del 2008. Duracion: dos afos. Para la colaboracion mutua promover la
conservacion y el aprovechamiento sostenible de los recursos naturales renovables en
ecosistemas de montaia, con énfasis en manejo de pasturas y bosques nativos alto
andinos

Listado de convenios al momento:

No. | UBICACION CANTIDAD
1 Regional 4
2 Venezuela 3
3 Colombia 11
4 Ecuador 20
5 Peru 23
Total 61
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ANEXO 4: TERMS OF REFERENCE

Terminal Evaluation of the Project “Conservation of the Biodiversity of the Paramo in
the Northern and Central Andes (“Proyecto Paramo Andino”)”GFL-2328-2714-4900

(ID 1918)

PROJECT BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW

Project General Information®®

Table 1. Project summary

GEF project ID:

1918

IMIS number:

GFL-2328-2714-4900

Focal Area(s):

Biodiversity

GEF OP #:

1,4

GEF Strategic
Priority/Objective:

BD1, BD2 and BD4

GEF approval date:

22 November 2005

Approval date:

First Disbursement:

24 March 2006

Actual start date: March 1, 2006 Planned duration: 72 months
Intended completion Actual or Expected

February 2012 ) February 28, 2012
date: completion date:
Project Type: FSP GEF Allocation: $ 8,191,850
PDF GEF cost: $ 667,830 PDF co-financing: $ 310,750

Expected MSP/FSP Co-

$10,503,454

$19,363,884

Disbursement as of 30

. . Total Cost:
financing:
Mid-term review/eval. | March 2009 Terminal  Evaluation | December 2011-April
(planned date): (actual date): 2012
Mid-term review/eval. | April-June 2009 2
No. of revisions:
(actual date):
Date of last Steering | February 2011 L. 21 September 2010
i . Date of last Revision*:
Committee meeting:
$ 7,146,964

> Source: UNEP GEF Project Implementation Report (PIR) Fiscal Year 2011




June 2011 (UNEP):

Total co-financing $11,288,208 Detailed cofinancing
realized as of 30 June Leveraged financing: report to be provided
2011: by the project

Project Rationale

The Paramos are high elevation mountain ecosystems discontinuously distributed in the
tropical Andes with altitudes ranging from 2900masl to the permanent snow line, and covering
a total area of approximately 35,000 km2 along 2,000 km extending from western Venezuela
to northeastern Peru. They are the highest and most biologically diverse ecosystems of the
planet without extensive or dense forests. They host approximately 5,000 species of
vegetation, provide habitat to endangered species and are the ideal habitat for the tree
species that live in the earth’s highest regions. They also provide environmental services
including the most important water sources for human consumption for large urban centers in
Colombia, Ecuador, Peru and Venezuela as well as the storage of atmospheric carbon.

The protected areas in the Pdramo are mainly threatened by anthropic activities that are
gradually leading to its degradation: encroachment and expansion of agricultural boundaries;
extensive cattle rearing and traditional burning of land for grazing; forestation projects with
exotic species, and mining and conflict.

The main obstacles to the conservation and management of the Paramo ecosystem include:
Paramo’s inhabitants’ excessive dependency on conventional agriculture as a source of income
and food security; a lack of local, national, and regional coherence in planning its occupation
and sustainable development; inter-sectorial and institutional weakness to structure,
coordinate, and legislate ecosystem management; a lack of clear policies at the local, national,
and regional levels; and a lack of effective conservation strategies and international
cooperation for the bordering areas and water resources; limited technical capacity at an
individual, community, and institutional level to conserve and manage the Pdramo; disregard
for and loss of ancestral knowledge and practices; a lack of awareness and understanding on
the part of the inhabitants and the urban communities of the importance and values of
conserving and managing the Pdramo; insufficient information necessary for the governing
classes and decision makers to incorporate the importance of biodiversity and the
environmental services these ecosystems offer into the policies, regulations, and laws.

Given the extent of the threats and obstacles to tackle, the project aims at strengthening
sustainable resource management in these sites thereby diminishing the pressure on the
protected areas. Six of the nine sites were the project is implemented are located in protected
area buffer zones of the four countries where this ecosystem exists: Colombia, Ecuador, Peru
and Venezuela.

Project objectives and components
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The project’s overall development goal is to protect and maintain the globally significant
biodiversity of the Andean Paramo. This will be achieved by implementing a series of initiatives
necessary to create an enabling environment for the improved livelihoods of Paramo
stakeholders based on the conservation and sustainable use of the ecosystem’s natural
resources.

The project’s main objectives are to conserve environmental goods and services in a network
of critical Paramo sites and to replicate project objectives and best lessons in other (not
covered by the project) Paramo sites at Andean level. The project has five components, each
with its own component objective as presented in table 2 below.

Table 2. Project components and component objectives

Components Component objectives

Component | To implement adequate conservation friendly practices for
productive activities, zoning and conservation strategies at nine

Sustainable

Paramo sites
the

Paramo and its Areas of

Management of

Influence

Component Il To ensure that key conservation and sustainable use supporting
policies are accepted at different governmental levels and by non-

Policy Development

governmental groups
and Advocacy

increase technical

Training and Capacity
Building

Component I To

capacity of Paramo inhabitants, field

technicians and local governmental and non-governmental

organizations for Paramo conservation

Component IV

Information and

Communication

To increase awareness and information about the importance of
the Paramo ecosystem among key decision makers and the rural
and urban population related to Pdramo

Component V

To agree upon a replication strategy of the project, including its

mechanism for implementation
Replication

The planned outputs under each component, as per the Logical Framework Matrix are
presented in Annex 1 of the TORs. Component | of the project seeks to implement examples of
good practices in Paramo management at nine critical Paramo sites through the definition and
implementation of participative management plans, the initiation of formal conservation
agreements and the use of sustainable management practices by local stakeholders.

Component Il supports different governmental and non-governmental levels in adopting key
policies for Paramo conservation through the implementation of local policy instruments,

70




policy implementation initiatives, and international plan of actions and introduction of codes
of conducts.

Component Il seeks to improve technical capacities in conservation and sustainable use of the
Paramo among its inhabitants, field practitioners and local decision makers through
improvement of their management capacities, exchanges of experiences between local
stakeholder groups and adoption of management practices in productive activities.

Component IV seeks to inform key decision makers and the general public about the
biodiversity and economic value of the Paramo in order to overcome the barrier of lack of
knowledge and public awareness about this ecosystem through environmental education and
communication programs.

Component V seeks to promote the replication, through different mechanisms, of the lessons
of the project to other areas and other levels. A replication strategy will be created through
the involvement of the local stakeholders and of members of Paramo Working Groups at
regional and national level. The Working Groups are platforms of environmental NGOs working
in Paramo that meet regularly to interchange experiences and information.

A Mid-term Review of the project was managed by the DGEF Task Manager and undertaken by
an independent consultant in April-June 2009. The evaluation outcome was overall
satisfactory.

The main issues identified at that time were mainly at the national level, given the conflict of
interests between the different users and the attributions of various national and provincial
institutions of the zone. Despite the valuable progress of Component IV, regionally and
internationally, there was still no political initiative working to protect and manage the
Paramos; with the exception of the conservation units. Therefore, the project’s weakness and
biggest risks were found at the level of national and international policies that had not
produced outstanding positive impact effects.

Executing Arrangements

The project is being executed at the regional level by the Consortium for the Sustainable
Development of the Andean Ecoregion (CONDESAN), in collaboration with the United Nations
Environmental Program (UNEP) as the implementing agency of the Global Environment Facility
(GEF).UNEP is the agency responsible for the general supervision of the project to guarantee
that its implementation meets GEF’s fiduciary standards and political guidelines. CONDESAN is
a consortium that includes organizations as well as several NGO, international and local
universities with valuable experience in Pdramo and international and national research
institutes with high technical knowledge (CIAT, CIP). CONDESAN established a Central
Coordination Unit (CCU) consisting of the project coordination and administration. CONDESAN
is responsible for the overall project execution and will directly execute the international
activities (international plan of action, Paramo information mechanism), actively promote the
Andean collaboration among the countries, assure the communication within the project and
maintain contacts with international stakeholders.
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Through subcontracts, CONDESAN has delegated the execution of the components at national
level to the national executing agencies (NEA): Instituto de Ciencias Ambientales y Ecoldgicas,
University of Los Andes (ICAE-ULA)-Venezuela; Instituto Alexander von Humboldt-Colombia;
EcoCiencia-Ecuador and The Mountain Institute-Peru (TMI-Peru). The NEAs are responsible for
the institutional coordination and the execution of the project activities at national level, for
which they receive assistance of CONDESAN and the technical advisers.

Each NEA performs country coordination in their respective countries and contracts local
organizations/institutions for the execution of component one (site management). The Central
Coordination Unit and one representative of each NEA constitute the Coordination Committee
that is in continuous contact about project execution. At the international level the University
of Amsterdam and the University of Wisconsin provide technical assistance to the transversal
investigation activities.

The entire project is supervised by a steering committee (SC), consisting of the task manager of
UNEP, the coordinator of CONDESAN, the project director, the directors (or their
representatives) of the NEA, representatives of the Universities of Wisconsin and Amsterdam,
and the Environment Commissioner of CAN.

Project Cost and Financing

Table 3 presents a summary of expected financing sources for the project as presented in the
Project Document. The GEF provides USS 8,191,850 of external financing to the project. The
project was expected to mobilize another USS 10,503,454 million in co-financing from non-
profit organizations (i.e. TNC, WWF, and FAN), research organizations (i.e. University of
Amsterdam, Ecociencia, CIP/CONDESAN). This puts the project in the Full-size Project category.
Table 3 also summarizes expected costs per component and financing sources.

The most recent Project Implementation Review (PIR) for fiscal year 2011 reports that by 30
June 2011 the project had effectively disbursed USS 7,146,964 of the GEF grant to UNEP —
close to 87 percent. By 30 June 2011, the project had mobilized over USS$ 11,288,208 in co-
financing.

Table 3. Estimated project costs per component and financing source

Component Co-financing | GEF TOTAL %

Comp I: Sustainable | 4,594,594 3,334,233
Management of the Paramo and
its Areas of Influence 7,928,827 42%

Comp lI: Policy Development and | 634,930 1,542,950
Advocacy 2,177,880 12%

Comp IlI: Training and Capacity | 854,496 1,159,751
Building 2,014,247 11%
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Component Co-financing | GEF TOTAL %
Comp 1IV: Information and | 2,170,193 1,545,048

Communication 3,715,241 20%
Comp V:Replication 2,249,241 609,868 2,859,109 15%
PDF (B) 667,830

Agency Fee 450,000

Total Project Financing 10,503,454 8,191,850 19,813,134 | 100

Source: Final Project Agreement — 8 March 2006
Project Implementation Issues

The major threat to implementation is represented by the lack of approval of the new Andean
Environmental Agenda 2011-2015 of the Andean community by member countries which
affects the formalization of project’s proposals, especially the Andean Plan of Action for
Paramos, its negotiation with the Andean community and the definitive establishment of a
Paramo international working group which had been reactivated by the Paramo Congress.

Since formal approval of the new Andean Environmental Agenda 2011-2015 is deemed as not
likely to happen in the short run, the project has been looking for the broadest consensus
possible, for the document to have authority on its own.

Some issues with partners at local level led to changes in local arrangements over project
implementation.

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE EVALUATION

Objective and Scope of the Evaluation

I*> and the Guidelines for

In line with the UNEP Evaluation Policy®*, the UNEP Evaluation Manua
GEF Agencies in Conducting Terminal Evaluations®, the terminal evaluation of the Project
“Conservation of the Biodiversity of the Paramo in the Northern and Central Andes (“Proyecto
Paramo Andino”)” is undertaken at the end of the project to assess project performance (in
terms of relevance, effectiveness and efficiency), and determine outcomes and impacts (actual
and potential) stemming from the project, including their sustainability. The evaluation has
two primary purposes: (i) to provide evidence of results to meet accountability requirements,
and (ii) to promote learning, feedback, and knowledge sharing through results and lessons

learned among UNEP, project stakeholders, the GEF and their partners. Therefore, the

24http://www.unep.org/eou/StandardsPoIicyandPractices/UNEPEvaIuationPolicy/tabid/3050/|anguage/
en-US/Default.aspx
25http://www.unep.org/eou/StandardsPoIicyandPractices/UNEPEvaIuationManuaI/tabid/2314/Ianguage
/en-US/Default.aspx
*®http://www.thegef.org/gef/sites/thegef.org/files/documents/TE_guidelines7-31.pdf
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evaluation will identify lessons of operational relevance for future project formulation and
implementation. It will focus on the following sets of key questions, based on the project’s
intended outcomes, which may be expanded by the consultants as deemed appropriate:

How successful was the project in introducing and implementing adequate conservation
friendly practices for productive activities, zoning and conservation strategies implemented at
nine Paramo sites?

Has the project developed key conservation and sustainable use supporting policies that are
accepted at different government levels and by non-governmental groups?

How successful was the project in increasing the technical capacity of Pdramo inhabitants, filed
technicians and local governmental and non-governmental organizations for Paramo
conservation?

In what ways has the project increased awareness and information about the importance of
the Pdramo ecosystem among key decision makers and the rural and urban population related
to the Paramo?

Have lessons from the project on PA&ramo management, policy development, capacity building
or information management, been adopted in non-project sites in the context of an agreed
replication strategy?

Overall Approach and Methods

The terminal evaluation of the Project “Conservation of the Biodiversity of the Pdramo in the
Northern and Central Andes (“Proyecto Paramo Andino”)” will be conducted by consultant
team under the overall responsibility and management of the UNEP Evaluation Office
(Nairobi), in consultation with the UNEP GEF Coordination Office (Nairobi).

It will be an in-depth evaluation using a participatory approach whereby key stakeholders are
kept informed and consulted throughout the evaluation process. Both quantitative and
qualitative evaluation methods will be used to determine project achievements against the
expected outputs, outcomes and impacts.

The findings of the evaluation will be based on the following:
A desk review of project documents®’ including, but not limited to:

Relevant background documentation, inter alia UNEP and GEF policies, strategies and
programmes pertaining to ecosystem conservation and management;

Project design documents; Annual Work Plans and Budgets or equivalent, revisions to the
logical framework  and project  financing. Details  can be found at
http://www.gefonline.org/projectDetailsSQL.cfm?projlD=1918

*’Documents to be provided by the UNEP and UNDP are listed in Annex 7.
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Project reports such as progress and financial reports from countries to the EA and from the EA
to UNEP; Steering Committee meeting minutes; annual Project Implementation Reviews and
relevant correspondence; detailed cofinancing report; Monitoring plan from the project.

The Mid-term Review report;

Documentation related to project outputs including that available at the project website:
www.condesan.org/ppa (“resultados”). These documents include Participative Management
Plans for pilot sites, links to legislation promoted by the project, training materials, research
papers, and press articles.

Regional and Country Systematization Reports; Final Report of Systematization Seminar;
Regional Action Plan.

Interviews® with:

Project management and execution support (CONDESAN);

UNEP Task Manager and Fund Management Officer (Panama);

Country lead execution partners and other relevant partners (NEAs, CIAT, etc);
Relevant staff of GEF Secretariat;

Representatives of other agencies and other relevant organizations;
Representatives of local communities and stakeholders.

Interviews will be held during the project’s learning workshop, in small workshops held during
country visits and on the project sites.

Country visits. The consultants will visit the following project sites in four countries: pilot
project Chetilla/Cajamarca, Peru’;, Quito, Loja and pilot project Mojanda/Zuleta,
Esperanza/Chiles and El Salado/Jimbura in Ecuador; Govidia/Mixteque and Tuname in
Venezuela; Bogota’, Rabanal and Belmira in Colombia. The consultants will spend 28 days in
the field.

Key Evaluation principles

Evaluation findings and judgements should be based on sound evidence and analysis, clearly
documented in the evaluation report. Information will be triangulated (i.e. verified from
different sources) to the extent possible, and when verification was not possible, the single

*®Face-to-face or through any other appropriate means of communication
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source will be mentioned®. Analysis leading to evaluative judgments should always be clearly
spelled out.

The evaluation will assess the project with respect to a minimum set of evaluation criteria
grouped in four categories: (1) Attainment of objectives and planned results, which comprises

the assessment of outputs achieved, relevance, effectiveness and efficiency and the review of
outcomes towards impacts; (2) Sustainability and catalytic role, which focuses on financial,

socio-political, institutional and ecological factors conditioning sustainability of project
outcomes, and also assesses efforts and achievements in terms of replication and up-scaling of
project lessons and good practices; (3) Processes affecting attainment of project results, which

covers project preparation and readiness, implementation approach and management,
stakeholder participation and public awareness, country ownership/driven-ness, project
finance, UNEP supervision and backstopping, and project monitoring and evaluation systems;
and (4) Complementarity with the UNEP strategies and programmes. The lead consultant can

propose other evaluation criteria as deemed appropriate.

Ratings. All evaluation criteria will be rated on a six-point scale. However, complementarity of
the project with the UNEP strategies and programmes is not rated. Annex 3 provides detailed
guidance on how the different criteria should be rated and how ratings should be aggregated
for the different evaluation criterion categories.

In attempting to attribute any outcomes and impacts to the project, the evaluators should
consider the difference between what has happened with and what would have happened
without the project. This implies that there should be consideration of the baseline conditions
and trends in relation to the intended project outcomes and impacts. This also means that
there should be plausible evidence to attribute such outcomes and impacts to the actions of
the project. Sometimes, adequate information on baseline conditions and trends is lacking. In
such cases this should be clearly highlighted by the evaluators, along with any simplifying
assumptions that were taken to enable the evaluator to make informed judgments about
project performance.

As this is a terminal evaluation, particular attention should be given to learning from the
experience. Therefore, the “why?” question should be at front of the consultants’ minds all
through the evaluation exercise. This means that the consultants needs to go beyond the
assessment of “what” the project performance was, and make a serious effort to provide a
deeper understanding of “why” the performance was as it was, i.e. of processes affecting
attainment of project results (criteria under category 3). This should provide the basis for the
lessons that can be drawn from the project. In fact, the usefulness of the evaluation will be
determined to a large extent by the capacity of the consultants to explain “why things
happened” as they happened and are likely to evolve in this or that direction, which goes well
beyond the mere assessment of “where things stand” today.

Evaluation criteria

Attainment of Objectives and Planned Results

*|ndividuals should not be mentioned by name if anonymity needs to be preserved.
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The evaluation should assess the relevance of the project’s objectives and the extent to which
these were effectively and efficiently achieved or are expected to be achieved.

Achievement of Outputs and Activities: Assess, for each component, the project’s success in
producing the programmed outputs as presented in Table A1.1 (Annex 1), both in quantity and
quality, as well as their usefulness and timeliness. Briefly explain the degree of success of the
project in achieving its different outputs, cross-referencing as needed to more detailed
explanations provided under Section 3 (which covers the processes affecting attainment of
project objectives). The achievements under the regional and national demonstration projects
will receive particular attention.

Relevance: in retrospect, whether the project’s objectives and implementation strategies were
consistent with: i) Sub-regional environmental issues and needs; ii) the UNEP mandate and
policies at the time of design and implementation; and iii) the relevant GEF focal areas,
strategic priorities and operational programme(s).

Effectiveness: Assess to what extent the project has achieved its main objectives to conserve
the environmental goods and services in a network of critical Paramo sites and to replicate
project objectives and best lessons in other Paramo sites at Andean level, and its component
objectives as presented in Table 2 above. To measure achievement, use as much as
appropriate the indicators for achievement proposed in the Logical Framework Matrix
(Logframe) of the project, adding other relevant indicators as appropriate. Briefly explain what
factors affected the project’s success in achieving its objectives, cross-referencing as needed to
more detailed explanations provided under Section 3.

Efficiency: Assess the cost-effectiveness and timeliness of project execution. Describe any cost-
or time-saving measures put in place in attempting to bring the project to a successful
conclusion within its programmed budget and (extended) time. Analyze how delays, if any,
have affected project execution, costs and effectiveness. Wherever possible, compare the cost
and time over results ratios of the project with that of other similar projects. Give special
attention to efforts by the project teams to make use of / build upon pre-existing institutions,
agreements and partnerships, data sources, synergies and complementarities with other
initiatives, programmes and projects etc. to increase project efficiency.

Review of Outcomes to Impacts (ROtl): Reconstruct the logical pathways from project outputs
over achieved objectives towards impacts, taking into account performance and impact
drivers, assumptions and the roles and capacities of key actors and stakeholders, using the
methodology presented in the GEF Evaluation Office’s ROtl Practitioner’s Handbook®
(summarized in Annex 7 of the TORs). Assess to what extent the project has to date
contributed, and is likely in the future to further contribute to changes in stakeholder

behaviour as regards to: i) the adoption by local stakeholders of conservation friendly and
sustainable management practices for productive activities, zoning and conservation
strategies; ii) the reception by different governmental levels and non-governmental groups of
key conservation and sustainable use supporting policies; iii) the technical capacity of Paramo

O ttp://www.thegef.org/gef/sites/thegef.org/files/documents/Impact_Eval-Review_of_Outcomes_to_Impacts-
Rotl_handbook.pdf
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inhabitants, field technicians and local governmental and non-governmental organizations to
sustainably manage Paramo conservation; iv) the adoption by executing agencies and local and
external stakeholders of a project replication strategy and the likelihood of those leading to
changes in the natural resource base and benefits derived from the environment so that: a)

the environmental goods and services in a network of critical Paramo sites are conserved and
activities of low negative or positive impact on biodiversity are executed, b) overall the
biodiversity of the Andean Paramo is maintained and the conservation status of a selected
group of biodiverse landscapes in Paramo improved.

Sustainability and catalytic role

Sustainability is understood as the probability of continued long-term project-derived results
and impacts after the external project funding and assistance ends. The evaluation will identify
and assess the key conditions or factors that are likely to undermine or contribute to the
persistence of benefits. Some of these factors might be direct results of the project while
others will include contextual circumstances or developments that are not under control of the
project but that may condition sustainability of benefits. The evaluation should ascertain to
what extent follow-up work has been initiated and how project results will be sustained and
enhanced over time. Application of the ROtl method will assist in the evaluation of
sustainability.

Four aspects of sustainability will be addressed:

Socio-political sustainability. Are there any social or political factors that may influence
positively or negatively the sustenance of project results and progress towards impacts? Is the
level of ownership by the main national and regional stakeholders sufficient to allow for the
project results to be sustained? Are there sufficient government and stakeholder awareness,
interests, commitment and incentives to execute, enforce and pursue the programmes, plans,
agreements, monitoring systems etc. prepared and agreed upon under the project? In
particular, in what ways the lack of approval of the new Andean Environmental Agenda 2011-
2015 has affected the prospects of the socio-political sustainability of the project?

Financial resources. To what extent are the continuation of project results and the eventual
impact of the project dependent on continued financial support? What is the likelihood that
adequate financial resources® will be or will become available to implement the programmes,
plans, agreements, monitoring systems etc. prepared and agreed upon under the project? Are
there any financial risks that may jeopardize sustenance of project results and onward
progress towards impact?

Institutional framework. To what extent is the sustenance of the results and onward progress
towards impact dependent on issues relating to institutional frameworks and governance?
How robust are the institutional achievements such as governance structures and processes,
policies, sub-regional agreements, legal and accountability frameworks etc. required to
sustaining project results and to lead those to impact on human behaviour and environmental
resources?

31 . . . .
Those resources can be from multiple sources, such as the public and private sectors, income
generating activities, other development projects etc.
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Environmental sustainability. Are there any environmental factors, positive or negative, that
can influence the future flow of project benefits? Are there any project outputs or higher level
results that are likely to affect the environment, which, in turn, might affect sustainability of
project benefits?

Catalytic Role and Replication. The catalytic role of GEF-funded interventions is embodied in
their approach of supporting the creation of an enabling environment and of investing in pilot
activities which are innovative and showing how new approaches can work. UNEP and the GEF
also aim to support activities that upscale new approaches to a national, regional or global
level, with a view to achieve sustainable global environmental benefits. The evaluation will
assess the catalytic role played by this project, namely to what extent the project has:

catalyzed behavioural changes in terms of use and application by the relevant stakeholders of:
i) technologies and approaches show-cased by the demonstration projects; ii) strategic
programmes and plans developed; and iii) assessment, monitoring and management systems
established at a national and sub-regional level;

providedincentives (social, economic, market based, competencies etc.) to contribute to
catalyzing changes in stakeholder behaviour;

contributed to institutional changes. An important aspect of the catalytic role of the project is
its contribution to institutional uptake or mainstreaming of project-piloted approaches in the
regional and national demonstration projects;

contributed to policy changes (on paper and in implementation of policy);

contributed to sustained follow-on financing (catalytic financing) from Governments, the GEF
or other donors;

created opportunities for particular individuals or institutions (“champions”) to catalyze
change (without which the project would not have achieved all of its results).

Replication, in the context of GEF projects, is defined as lessons and experiences coming out of
the project that are replicated (experiences are repeated and lessons applied in different
geographic areas) or scaled up (experiences are repeated and lessons applied in the same
geographic area but on a much larger scale and funded by other sources). The evaluation will
assess the approach adopted by the project to promote replication effects and evaluate to
what extent actual replication has already occurred or is likely to occur in the near future.
What are the factors that may influence replication and scaling up of project experiences and
lessons?

Processes affecting attainment of project results

Preparation and Readiness. Were the project’s objectives and components clear, practicable
and feasible within its timeframe? Were the capacities of executing agencies properly
considered when the project was designed? Was the project document clear and realistic to
enable effective and efficient implementation? Were the partnership arrangements properly
identified and the roles and responsibilities negotiated prior to project implementation? Were
counterpart resources (funding, staff, and facilities) and enabling legislation assured? Were
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adequate project management arrangements in place? Were lessons from other relevant
projects properly incorporated in the project design? Were lessons learned and
recommendations from Steering Committee meetings adequately integrated in the project
approach? What factors influenced the quality-at-entry of the project design, choice of
partners, allocation of financial resources etc.?

Implementation Approach and Adaptive Management. This includes an analysis of
approaches used by the project, its management framework, the project’s adaptation to
changing conditions (adaptive management), the performance of the implementation
arrangements and partnerships, relevance of changes in project design, and overall
performance of project management. The evaluation will:

Ascertain to what extent the project implementation mechanisms outlined in the project
document have been followed and were effective in delivering project outputs and outcomes.
Were pertinent adaptations made to the approaches originally proposed?

Assess the role and performance of the units and committees established and the project
execution arrangements at all levels;

Evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of project management by the EA and how well the
management was able to adapt to changes during the life of the project;

Assess the extent to which project management responded to direction and guidance provided
by the Steering Committee and IA supervision recommendations;

Identify administrative, operational and/or technical problems and constraints that influenced
the effective implementation of the project, and how the project partners tried to overcome
these problems;

Assess the extent to which Mid-Term Review recommendations were followed in a timely
manner.

Stakeholder®* Participation and Public Awareness. The term stakeholder should be
considered in the broadest sense, encompassing project partners, government institutions,
private interest groups, local communities etc. The assessment will look at three related and
often overlapping processes: (1) information dissemination between stakeholders, (2)
consultation between stakeholders, and (3) active engagement of stakeholders in project
decision making and activities. The evaluation will specifically assess:

the approach(es) used to identify and engage stakeholders in project design and
implementation. What were the strengths and weaknesses of these approaches with respect
to the project’s objectives and the stakeholders’ motivations and capacities? What was the
achieved degree and effectiveness of collaboration and interactions between the various
project partners and stakeholders during the course of implementation of the project?

32Stakeholders are the individuals, groups, institutions, or other bodies that have an interest or stake in
the outcome of the project. The term also applies to those potentially adversely affected by the
project.
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the degree and effectiveness of any public awareness activities that were undertaken during
the course of implementation of the project; or that are built into the assessment methods so
that public awareness can be raised at the time the assessments will be conducted;

how the results of the project (strategic programmes and plans, monitoring and management
systems, sub-regional agreements etc.) engaged key stakeholders in the conservation and
management of Pdramo biodiversity and ecosystem and the replication of objectives and best
lessons in other Paramo sites at Andean level.

The ROtl analysis should assist the consultants in identifying the key stakeholders and their
respective roles, capabilities and motivations in each step of the causal pathway from activities
to achievement of outputs and objectives to impact.

Country Ownership and Driven-ness. The evaluation will assess the performance of the
Governments of the countries involved in the project, namely:

in how the Governments have assumed responsibility for the project and provided adequate
support to project execution, including the degree of cooperation received from the various
contact institutions in the countries involved in the project and the timeliness of provision of
counter-part funding to project activities;

to what extent the political and institutional framework of the participating countries has been
conducive to project performance. Look, in particular, at the extent of the political
commitment to enforce (sub-) regional agreements promoted under the project;

to what extent the Governments have promoted the participation of communities and their
non-governmental organisations in the project;

how responsive the Governments were to CONDESAN coordination and guidance, to UNEP
supervision and Mid-Term review recommendations;

To what extent the lack of approval of the new Andean Environmental Agenda 2011-2015 by
governments of member countries has affected project implementation and achievement of
objectives.

Financial Planning and Management. Evaluation of financial planning requires assessment of
the quality and effectiveness of financial planning and control of financial resources
throughout the project’s lifetime. The assessment will look at actual project costs by activities
compared to budget (variances), financial management (including disbursement issues), and
co-financing. The evaluation will:

Verify the application of proper standards (clarity, transparency, audit etc.) and timeliness of
financial planning, management and reporting to ensure that sufficient and timely financial
resources were available to the project and its partners;

Assess other administrative processes such as recruitment of staff, procurement of goods and
services (including consultants), preparation and negotiation of cooperation agreements etc.
to the extent that these might have influenced project performance;
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Present to what extent co-financing has materialized as expected at project approval (see
Table 1). Report country co-financing to the project overall, and to support project activities at
the national level in particular. The evaluation will provide a breakdown of final actual costs
and co-financing for the different project components (see tables in Annex 4).

Describe the resources the project has leveraged since inception and indicate how these
resources are contributing to the project’s ultimate objective. Leveraged resources are
additional resources—beyond those committed to the project itself at the time of approval—
that are mobilized later as a direct result of the project. Leveraged resources can be financial
or in-kind and they may be from other donors, NGO’s, foundations, governments,
communities or the private sector.

Analyse the effects on project performance of any irregularities in procurement, use of
financial resources and human resource management, and the measures taken by the EA or IA
to prevent such irregularities in the future. Evaluate whether the measures taken were
adequate.

UNEP Supervision and Backstopping. The purpose of supervision is to verify the quality and
timeliness of project execution in terms of finances, administration and achievement of
outputs and outcomes, in order to identify and recommend ways to deal with problems which
arise during project execution. Such problems may be related to project management but may
also involve technical/institutional substantive issues in which UNEP has a major contribution
to make. The evaluators should assess the effectiveness of supervision and administrative and
financial support provided by UNEP including:

The adequacy of project supervision plans, inputs and processes;
The emphasis given to outcome monitoring (results-based project management);

The realism and candour of project reporting and ratings (i.e. are PIR ratings an accurate
reflection of the project realities and risks);

The quality of documentation of project supervision activities; and
Financial, administrative and other fiduciary aspects of project implementation supervision.

Monitoring and Evaluation. The evaluation will include an assessment of the quality,
application and effectiveness of project monitoring and evaluation plans and tools, including
an assessment of risk management based on the assumptions and risks identified in the
project document. The evaluation will assess how information generated by the M&E system
during project implementation was used to adapt and improve project execution, achievement
of outcomes and ensuring sustainability. M&E is assessed on three levels:

M&E Design. Projects should have sound M&E plans to monitor results and track progress
towards achieving project objectives. An M&E plan should include a baseline (including data,
methodology, etc.), SMART indicators and data analysis systems, and evaluation studies at
specific times to assess results. The time frame for various M&E activities and standards for
outputs should have been specified. The evaluators should use the following questions to help
assess the M&E design aspects:
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Quality of the project logframe as a planning and monitoring instrument; analyse/compare
logframe in Project Document, revised logframe (2008) and logframe used in Project
Implementation Review reports to report progress towards achieving project objectives;

SMART-ness of indicators: Are there specific indicators in the logframe for each of the project
objectives? Are the indicators measurable, attainable (realistic) and relevant to the objectives?
Are the indicators time-bound?

Adequacy of baseline information: To what extent has baseline information on performance
indicators been collected and presented in a clear manner? Was the methodology for the
baseline data collection explicit and reliable?

Arrangements for monitoring: Have the responsibilities for M&E activities been clearly
defined? Were the data sources and data collection instruments appropriate? Was the
frequency of various monitoring activities specified and adequate? In how far were project
users involved in monitoring?

Arrangements for evaluation: Have specific targets been specified for project outputs? Has the
desired level of achievement been specified for all indicators of objectives and outcomes?
Were there adequate provisions in the legal instruments binding project partners to fully
collaborate in evaluations?

Budgeting and funding for M&E activities: Determine whether support for M&E was budgeted
adequately and was funded in a timely fashion during implementation.

M&E Plan Implementation. The evaluation will verify that:

the M&E system was operational and facilitated timely tracking of results and progress
towards projects objectives throughout the project implementation period;

annual project reports and Progress Implementation Review (PIR) reports were complete,
accurate and with well justified ratings;

the information provided by the M&E system was used during the project to improve project
performance and to adapt to changing needs;

projects had an M&E system in place with proper training, instruments and resources for
parties responsible for M&E.

Complementarities with UNEP strategies and programmes

UNEP aims to undertake GEF funded projects that are aligned with its own strategies. The
evaluation should present a brief narrative on the following issues:

Linkage to UNEP’s Expected Accomplishments and POW 2010-2011. The UNEP Medium Term
Strategy (MTS) specifies desired results in six thematic focal areas. The desired results are
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termed Expected Accomplishments. Using the completed ROtl analysis, the evaluation should
comment on whether the project makes a tangible contribution to any of the Expected
Accomplishments specified in the UNEP MTS. The magnitude and extent of any contributions
and the causal linkages should be fully described. Whilst it is recognised that UNEP GEF
projects designed prior to the production of the UNEP Medium Term Strategy (MTS)33/
Programme of Work (POW) 2010/11 would not necessarily be aligned with the Expected
Accomplishments integrated in those documents, complementarities may still exist.

Alignment with the Bali Strategic Plan (BSP)34. The outcomes and achievements of the project
should be briefly discussed in relation to the objectives of the UNEP BSP.

Gender. Ascertain to what extent project design, implementation and monitoring have taken
into consideration: (i) possible gender inequalities in access to and the control over natural
resources; (ii) specific vulnerabilities of women and children to environmental degradation or
disasters; and (iii) the role of women in mitigating or adapting to environmental changes and
engaging in environmental protection and rehabilitation. Assess whether the intervention is
likely to have any lasting differential impacts on gender equality and the relationship between
women and the environment. To what extent do unresolved gender inequalities affect
sustainability of project benefits?

South-South Cooperation.This is regarded as theexchange of resources, technology, and
knowledge between developing countries. Briefly describe any aspects of the project that
could be considered as examples of South-South Cooperation.

The Consultants’ Team

For this evaluation, a team of two independent consultants will be hired, of mixed gender, of
which at least one is from the project sub-region. The evaluation team will combine the
following 20-years-long expertise and experience:

Evaluation of environmental projects;

Sustainable management of natural resources; policy processes and policy development
related to conservation and sustainable management of natural resources; systematization of
lessons learned and best practices; communication and environmental education.

Knowledge of the region biodiversity, ecosystems and conservation projects; work carried out
by GEF; participatory methods; local communities’ capacity building.

Fluency in both spoken and written English and Spanish.

The Team Leader will be responsible for coordinating all phases of the evaluation, i.e., data
collection and analysis, preparation of the inception report, power point presentations and
draft and final evaluation reports. He will ensure that all evaluation criteria are adequately
covered by the team. The Team Leader will be give special attention to components I-I1.

http://www.unep.org/PDF/Final MTSGCSS-X-8.pdf
*http://www.unep.org/GC/GC23/documents/GC23-6-add-1.pdf
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The Supporting Consultant is also expected to contribute to all sections of the inception and
main report, as defined by the Team Leader. In particular she will give special attention to
components lll, IV and V. The Supporting Consultant will prepare two technical working papers
that will be appended to the main report. These papers will deal with the following subjects:
project advances in pilot communities and conclusions of Theory of Change Workshops. The
exact content of each of these papers will be agreed upon with the Team Leader.

By undersigning the service contract with UNEP/UNON, the consultants certify that they have
not been associated with the design and implementation of the project in any way which may
jeopardize their independence and impartiality towards project achievements and project
partner performance. In addition, they will not have any future interests (within six months
after completion of their contract) with the project’s executing or implementing units.

Evaluation Deliverables and Review Procedures

The Consultant will prepare an inception report containing a thorough review of the project
design quality and the evaluation framework. The review of design quality will cover the
following aspects:

Project relevance (see paragraph 32 (b));
A desk-based Theory of Change of the project (see Annex 7 - ROtl analysis);

Sustainability consideration (see paragraphs 33-34) and measures planned to promote
replication and upscaling (see paragraph 23);

Preparation and readiness (see paragraph 37);

Financial planning (see paragraph 42);

M&E design (see paragraph 45);

Complementarities with UNEP strategies and programmes (see paragraph 46);

Using the above, complete and assessment of the overall quality of the project design (see
Annex 8)

The evaluation framework will present in further detail the evaluation questions under each
criterion with their respective indicators and data sources. The inception report will contain a
detailed work and travel plan, elaborated in consultation with the Project Director and UNEP
Evaluation Office. The inception report will be submitted for review by the Evaluation Office
according to the evaluation schedule in annex 9 and before the evaluation team conducts any
field visits.

The main evaluation report should be brief (no longer than 35 pages — excluding the executive
summary and annexes), to the point and written in plain English. The report will follow the
annotated Table of Contents outlined in Annex 2. It must explain the purpose of the
evaluation, exactly what was evaluated and the methods used (with their limitations). The
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report will present evidence-based and balanced findings, consequent conclusions, lessons and
recommendations, which will be cross-referenced to each other. The report should be
presented in a way that makes the information accessible and comprehensible. Any dissident
views in response to evaluation findings will be appended in footnote or annex as appropriate.

Technical working paper. The format and contents of the working paper prepared by the
Supporting Consultants should be agreed upon with the Team Leader and approved by the
UNEP Evaluation Office before any data collection and analysis work is undertaken. It is
recommended that the working papers follow the same structure as the main evaluation
report, for easy reference by the Team Leader (Annex 2). The Team Leader will carry out a first
review of the working papers and provide comments to the Supporting Consultants for
improvement. Only a version acceptable to the Team Leader will be submitted to the EO as an
appendix to the draft main report.

Report summary. The Consultant will prepare al5-slide presentation summarizing the key
findings, lessons learned and recommendations of the evaluation. In case an additional
Steering Committee meeting of the project is organized, the consultant will give the
presentation during this event. The purpose of this presentation would be to engage the main
project partners in a discussion on the evaluation results.

Review of the draft evaluation report. The Team Leader will submit the zero draft report in
Spanish according to the evaluation schedule in annex 9 to the UNEP EO and revise the draft
following the comments and suggestions made by the EOQ. The EO will then share the first draft
report with the UNEP GEF Coordination Office (Nairobi) and the UNEP Division for Biodiversity
& Land Degradation, Regional Focal Point Latin America (Panama). The UNEP Task Manager
will forward the first draft report to the other project stakeholders, in particular to the
executing agencies for review and comments. Stakeholders may provide feedback on any
errors of fact and may highlight the significance of such errors in any conclusions. Comments
would be expected within three weeks after the draft report has been shared. Any comments
or responses to the draft report will be sent to the UNEP EO for collation and the consultants
will be advised of any necessary revisions within five weeks of reception of the first draft
report.

The Team Leader will submit the final draft report in Spanish no later than ten days after
reception of stakeholder comments. The Team Leader will prepare a response to comments
that contradict the findings of the evaluation team and could therefore not be accommodated
in the final report. This response will be shared by the EO with the interested stakeholders to
ensure full transparency. The Team Leader will submit the final report translated in English
(not the annexes) 2 weeks after submission of the final draft report in Spanish.

Consultations will be held between the consultants, EO staff, the UNEP/GEF, UNEP/ROLAC and
key members of the project execution team. These consultations will seek feedback on the
proposed recommendations and lessons.

Submission of the final Terminal Evaluation report.The final report shall be submitted by
Email to:

86




Segbedzi Norgbey, Head
UNEP Evaluation Office
P.O. Box 30552-00100
Nairobi, Kenya

Tel.: (+254-20) 762 3387

Email: segbedzi.norgbey@unep.org

The Head of Evaluation will share the report with the following persons:
Maryam Niamir-Fuller, Director

UNEP/GEF Coordination Office

P.O. Box 30552-00100

Nairobi, Kenya

Tel: (+254-20) 762 4686

Email: maryam.niamir-fuller@unep.org

Margarita Astralaga, Director

UNEP/Regional Office for Latin America and the Caribbean (ROLAC)
P.O. Box 0843-03590

Panama City, Panama

Tel: (+507) 305 3130/3135

Email: margarita.astralaga@unep.org

Ibrahim Thiaw, Director

UNEP/Division of Environmental Policy Implementation
P.0. Box 30552-00100

Nairobi, Kenya

Tel: (+254-20) 762 24782

Email: Ibrahim.thiaw@unep.org

87



mailto:segbedzi.norgbey@unep.org
mailto:maryam.niamir-fuller@unep.org

The final evaluation report will be published on the UNEP Evaluation Office web-site
www.unep.org/eou and may be printed in hard copy. Subsequently, the report will be sent
to the GEF Office of Evaluation for their review, appraisal and inclusion on the GEF website.

As per usual practice, the UNEP EO will prepare a quality assessment of the zero draft and
final draft report, which is a tool for providing structured feedback to the evaluation
consultants. The quality of the report will be assessed and rated against both GEF and UNEP
criteria as presented in Annex 5.

The UNEP Evaluation Office will also prepare a commentary on the final evaluation report,
which presents the EO ratings of the project based on a careful review of the evidence collated
by the evaluation team and the internal consistency of the report. These ratings are the final
ratings that the UNEP Evaluation Office will submit to the GEF Office of Evaluation.

Resources and Schedule of the Evaluation

This Terminal Evaluation will be undertaken by two independent evaluation consultants
contracted by the UNEP Evaluation Office. The consultants will work under the overall
responsibility of the UNEP Evaluation Office and they will consult with the EO on any
procedural and methodological matters related to the evaluation. It is, however, the
consultants’ individual responsibility to arrange for their travel, obtain documentary evidence,
meetings with stakeholders, field visits, and any other logistical matters related to their
assignment. The UNEP Task Manager, regional executing agency CONDESAN, national
executing agencies and regional and national project staff will provide logistical support
(introductions, meetings, workshops, transport, lodging etc.) for the country visits where
necessary, allowing the consultants to conduct the evaluation as efficiently and independently
as possible.

The Team Leader will be hired for three months of work during December 2011 and May 2012.
The field missions will be held according to the evaluation schedule in annex 9 and would
entail visits to projects sites in Colombia, Ecuador, Peru’ and Venezuela from home base in
Ecuador.

The Supporting Consultant will be hired for 40 days of work during December 2011 and May
2012. The field missions will be held according to the evaluation schedule in annex 9 and
would entail visits to projects sites in Colombia, Ecuador, Peru’ and Venezuela from home base
in Ecuador.

Schedule Of Payment

The consultants will be hired under an individual Special Service Agreement (SSA). The fee will
be estimated as a lumpsum, inclusive of all expenses such as travel, accommodation and
incidental expenses.

The consultants will receive an initial payment covering the travel costs upon signature of the
contract.
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The Team Leader will receive 40% of the honorarium portion of his/her fee upon acceptance of
a draft report deemed complete and of acceptable quality by the EOQ. The remainder will be
paid upon satisfactory completion of the work.

The Supporting Consultant will be paid the honoraria in one single payment upon satisfactory
completion of his/her work. The Team Leader will advise the EO whether the Supporting
Consultant has provided satisfactory inputs in the evaluation.

In case the consultants are not able to provide the deliverables in accordance with these TORs,
in line with the expected quality standards by the UNEP Evaluation Office, payment may be
withheld at the discretion of the Head of the Evaluation Office until the consultants have
improved the deliverables to meet UNEP’s quality standards.

If the consultants fail to submit a satisfactory final product to UNEP in a timely manner, i.e.
within one month after the end date of their contract, the Evaluation Office reserves the right
to employ additional human resources to finalize the report, and to reduce the consultants’
fees by an amount equal to the additional costs borne by the Evaluation Office to bring the
report up to standard.
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Annex 1.

Project outputs and demonstration projects

Table Al.1. Project components and outputs

Management of the
Paramo and its Areas
of Influence

Components Outputs
Component | Output 1.1: Participative Management plans defined and under implementation
Sustainable Output 1.2: Formal conservation agreements initiated in all countries

Output 1.3: Sustainable management practices in use by local stakeholders

Component I

Policy Development
and Advocacy

Output 2.1: Local policy instruments agreed and implemented

Output 2.2: Policy implementation initiatives conducted at national level

Output 2.3: International plan of action accepted

Output 2.4:Codes of conduct functioning in two productive sectors

Component

Training and

Capacity Building

Output 3.1: Management capacities for three target groups of key Paramo
stakeholders improved

Output 3.2: Exchange of experiences between local stakeholder groups implemented

Output 3.3:Stakeholders apply taught management practices in productive activities

Component IV

Information and

Communication

Output 4.1: Paramo ecosystem related subjects included in curricula of relevant
education centers

Output 4.2: Improved knowledge of Paramo ecology and management in key
stakeholders

Output 4.3: Key decision makers adequately informed on Paramo issues

Output 4.4: Paramo Information Mechanism is fully connected to Clearing House
Mechanisms in the Andean countries

Component V

Replication

Output 5.1: Best lessons, sites and stakeholders identified and implementation
timetable for replication finalized

Table Al.2. Demonstration projects under the project
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Demonstration Project

Scope

Component
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Annex 2.

Annotated Table of Contents of the Main Report

Project Identification Table

An updated version of the table in Section I.A. of these TORs

Executive Summary

Overview of the main findings, conclusions and recommendations of the evaluation. It should encapsulate the
essence of the information contained in the report to facilitate dissemination and distillation of lessons. The
main points for each evaluation parameter should be presented here (with a summary ratings table), as well as
the most important lessons and recommendations. Maximum 4 pages.

I. Evaluation Background

A. Context

A. Overview of the broader institutional and country context, in relation to the project’s objectives.

B. The Project

B. Presentation of the project: rationale, objectives, components, intervention areas and target groups,
milestones in design, implementation and completion, implementation arrangements and main partners,
financing (amounts and sources), modifications to design before or during implementation.

C. Evaluation objectives, scope and
methodology

C. Presentation of the evaluation’s purpose, evaluation criteria and key questions, evaluation timeframe, data
collection and analysis instruments used, places visited, types of stakeholders interviewed, and limitations of the
evaluation.

Il. Project Performance and Impact

A. Attainment of and

planned results

objectives

B. Sustainability and catalytic role

This section is organized according to the 4 categories of evaluation criteria (see section D of these TORs) and
provides factual evidence relevant to the questions asked and sound analysis and interpretations of such
evidence. This is the main substantive section of the report. Ratings are provided at the end of the assessment of
each evaluation criterion.
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C. Processes affecting attainment of
project results

D. Complementarities with UNEP,
UNDP and UNIDO programmes and
strategies

Ill. Conclusions and Recommendations

A. Conclusions

This section should summarize the main findings of the evaluation, told in a logical sequence from cause to
effect. It is suggested to start with the positive achievements and a short explanation why these could be
achieved, and, then, to present the less successful aspects of the project with a short explanation why. The
conclusions section should end with the overall assessment of the project. Findings should be cross-referenced
to the main text of the report (using the paragraph numbering). The overall ratings table should be inserted here
(see Annex 2).

B. Lessons Learned

Lessons learned should be anchored in the main findings of the evaluation. In fact, no lessons should appear
which are not based upon a conclusion of the evaluation. The number of lessons learned should be limited.
Lessons learned are rooted in real project experiences, i.e. based on good practices and successes which could be
replicated or derived from problems encountered and mistakes made which should be avoided in the future.
Lessons learned must have the potential for wider application and use. Lessons should briefly describe the
context from which they are derived and specify the contexts in which they may be useful.

C. Recommendations

As for the lessons learned, all recommendations should be anchored in the conclusions of the report, with proper
cross-referencing, and their number should be limited to 3 or 4. Recommendations are actionable proposals on
how to resolve concrete problems affecting the project or the sustainability of its results. They should be feasible
to implement within the timeframe and resources available (including local capacities), specific in terms of who
would do what and when, and set a measurable performance target. In some cases, it might be useful to propose
options, and briefly analyze the pros and cons of each option.
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Annexes

These may include additional material deemed relevant by the evaluator but must include:

1. Evaluation TORs

2. The evaluation framework (second part of the inception report)

3. Evaluation program, containing the names of locations visited and the names (or functions) of people met

4. Bibliography

5. Summary co-finance information and a statement of project expenditure by activity (See annex of these TORs)
6. The review of project design (first part of the inception report)

7. Technical working paper

8. Brief CVs of the consultants

TE reports will also include any formal response/ comments from the project management team and/ or the
country focal point regarding the evaluation findings or conclusions as an annex to the report, however, such will
be appended to the report by UNEP Evaluation Office.

Examples of UNEP GEF Terminal Evaluation Reports are available at www.unep.org/eou.
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ANNEX 3.

EVALUATION RATINGS

The evaluation will provide individual ratings for the evaluation criteria described in section
II.D. of these TORs. Some criteria contain sub-criteria which require separate ratings (i.e.
sustainability and M&E). Furthermore, an aggregated rating will be provided for Relevance,
effectiveness and efficiency under the category “Attainment of project objectives and results”.

Most criteria will be rated on a six-point scale as follows: Highly Satisfactory (HS); Satisfactory
(S); Moderately Satisfactory (MS); Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU); Unsatisfactory (U); Highly
Unsatisfactory (HU). Sustainability is rated from Highly Likely (HL) down to Highly Unlikely
(HU).

In the conclusions section of the report, ratings will be presented together in a table, with a
brief justification cross-referenced to the findings in the main body of the report. Please note
that the order of the evaluation criteria in the table will be slightly different from the order
these are treated in the main report; this is to facilitate comparison and aggregation of ratings
across GEF project evaluation reports.

Criterion Summary Assessment Rating

A. Attainment of project objectives HS - HU
and results

1. Effectiveness HS = HU
2. Relevance HS = HU
3. Efficiency HS 2 HU
B. Sustainability of project outcomes HL > HU
1. Financial HL > HU
2. Socio-political HL > HU
3. Institutional framework HL > HU
4. Environmental HL > HU
C. Catalytic role HS = HU
D. Stakeholders involvement HS = HU
E. Country ownership / driven-ness HS = HU
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Criterion Summary Assessment Rating

F. Achievement of outputs and HS 2 HU
activities

G. Preparation and readiness HS 2 HU
H. Implementation approach HS 2 HU
. Financial planning and HS 2 HU
management

J. Monitoring and Evaluation HS 2 HU
1. M&E Design HS - HU
2. M&E Plan Implementation HS 2 HU
3. Budgeting and funding for M&E HS 2 HU
activities

K. UNEP and UNDP Supervision and HS - HU
backstopping

1. UNEP HS = HU
2. UNDP HS 2 HU

Rating of Attainment of project objectives and results.A compound rating is given to the
category based on the assessment of relevance, effectiveness and efficiency. This aggregated
rating is not a simple average of the separate ratings given to the evaluation criteria, but an
overall judgment by the consultants. Relevance and effectiveness, however, will be considered
as critical criteria. This means that the aggregated rating for Attainment of objectives and
results may not be higher than the lowest rating on either of these two criteria.

Ratings on sustainability. According to the GEF Office of Evaluation, all the dimensions of
sustainability are deemed critical. Therefore, the overall rating for sustainability will not be
higher than the lowest rating on the separate dimensions.

Ratings of monitoring and evaluation. The M&E system will be rated on M&E design, M&E
plan implementation, and budgeting and funding for M&E activities (the latter sub-criterion is
covered in the main report under M&E design) as follows:

Highly Satisfactory (HS): There were no shortcomings in the project M&E system.
Satisfactory(S): There were minor shortcomings in the project M&E system.

Moderately Satisfactory (MS): There were moderate shortcomings in the project M&E system.
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Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU): There were significant shortcomings in the project M&E
system.

Unsatisfactory (U): There were major shortcomings in the project M&E system.

Highly Unsatisfactory (HU): The Project had no M&E system.

M&E plan implementation will be considered critical for the overall assessment of the M&E
system. Thus, the overall rating for M&E will not be higher than the rating on M&E plan
implementation.
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Annex 4.

Project costs and co-financing tables

Project Costs

Component/sub-component | Estimated cost at design Actual Cost Expenditure ratio (actual/planned)

Co-financing

IA own Financing Government Other* Total(mill USS) Total
Co

financing(Type/Sourc | (mill USS) (mill USS) (mill USS) Disbursed(mill USS)
e)

Planned Actual Planned Actual Planned Actual Planned Actual

Grants

Loans

Credits

Equity investments
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In-kind support

Other (*)

Totals

*This refers to contributions mobilized for the project from other multilateral agencies, bilateral development cooperation agencies, NGOs, the private
sector and beneficiaries.
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Annex 5.

Quality Assessment of the Evaluation Report

All UNEP evaluation reports are subject to a quality assessment by the Evaluation Office. The

quality assessment is used as a tool for providing structured feedback to the evaluation

consultants. The quality of the draft evaluation report is assessed and rated against the

following criteria:

GEF Report Quality Criteria

UNEP
Assessment

EO

Rating

Did the report present an assessment of relevant
outcomes and achievement of project objectives in the
context of the focal area program indicators if
applicable?

Was the report consistent and the evidence complete
and convincing and were the ratings substantiated
when used?

Did the report present a sound assessment of
sustainability of outcomes?

Were the lessons and recommendations supported by
the evidence presented?

Did the report include the actual project costs (total and
per activity) and actual co-financing used?

Did the report include an assessment of the quality of
the project M&E system and its use for project
management?

UNEP additional Report Quality Criteria

Quality of the lessons: Were lessons readily applicable
in other contexts? Did they suggest prescriptive action?

Quality of the recommendations: Did recommendations
specify the actions necessary to correct existing
conditions or improve operations (‘who?’ ‘what?’
‘where?’ ‘when?)’. Can they be implemented? Did the
recommendations specify a goal and an associated
performance indicator?
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Was the report well written?

(clear English language and grammar)

Did the report structure follow EOU guidelines, were all
requested Annexes included?

Were all evaluation aspects specified in the TORs
adequately addressed?

Was the report delivered in a timely manner

Quality = (2*(0.3*(A + B) + 0.1*(C+D+E+F))+ 0.3*(G + H) + 0.1*(1+J+K+L))/3

The Totals are rounded and converted to the scale of HS to HU

Rating system for quality of Terminal Evaluation reports: A number rating between 1 and 6 is
used for each criterion: Highly Satisfactory = 6, Satisfactory = 5, Moderately Satisfactory = 4,
Moderately Unsatisfactory = 3, Unsatisfactory = 2, Highly Unsatisfactory = 1.
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Annex 6.

Documentation list for the evaluation to be provided by the UNEP Task Manager

Project design documents

Project supervision plan, with associated budget
Correspondence related to project

Supervision mission reports

Steering Committee meeting documents, including agendas, meeting minutes, and any
summary reports

Project progress reports, including financial reports submitted
Cash advance requests documenting disbursements

Annual Project Implementation Reports (PIRs)

Management memos related to project

Other documentation of supervision feedback on project outputs and processes (e.g.
comments on draft progress reports, etc.).

Extension documentation. Has a project extension occurred?
Project revision documentation.

Budget revision documentation.

Detailed cofinancing report

Regional and Country Systematization Reports.

Final Report of Systematization Seminar.

Regional Action Plan.

Monitoring plan from the project.

Project Terminal Report (draft if final version not available)
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Annex 7.

Score sheet Introduction to Theory of Change / Impact pathways, the ROtl Method
and the ROt Results

Terminal evaluations of projects are conducted at, or shortly after, project completion. At this
stage it is normally possible to assess the achievement of the project’s outputs. However, the
possibilities for evaluation of the project’s outcomes are often more limited and the feasibility
of assessing project impacts at this time is usually severely constrained. Full impacts often
accrue only after considerable time-lags, and it is common for there to be a lack of long-term
baseline and monitoring information to aid their evaluation. Consequently, substantial
resources are often needed to support the extensive primary field data collection required for
assessing impact and there are concomitant practical difficulties because project resources are
seldom available to support the assessment of such impacts when they have accrued — often
several years after completion of activities and closure of the project.

Despite these difficulties, it is possible to enhance the scope and depth of information
available from Terminal Evaluations on the achievement of results through rigorous review of
project progress along the pathways from outcome to impact. Such reviews identify the
sequence of conditions and factors deemed necessary for project outcomes to yield impact
and assess the current status of and future prospects for results. In evaluation literature these

relationships can be variously described as ‘Theories of Change’, Impact ‘Pathways’, ‘Results
Chains’, ‘Intervention logic’, and ‘Causal Pathways’ (to name only some!).

Theory of Change (ToC) / impact pathways

Figure 1 shows a generic impact pathway which links the standard elements of project logical
frameworks in a graphical representation of causal linkages. When specified with more detail,
for example including the key users of outputs, the processes (the arrows) that lead to
outcomes and with details of performance indicators, analysis of impact pathways can be
invaluable as a tool for both project planning and evaluation.

Figure 1.A generic results chain, which can also be termed an ‘Impact Pathway’ or Theory of
Change.

b

Inputs — Qutputs Outcome— Impact

The pathways summarise casual relationships and help identify or clarify the assumptions in
the intervention logic of the project. For example, in the Figure 2 below the eventual impact
depends upon the behaviour of the farmers in using the new agricultural techniques they have
learnt from the training. The project design for the intervention might be based on the upper
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pathway assuming that the farmers can now meet their needs from more efficient
management of a given area therefore reducing the need for an expansion of cultivated area
and ultimately reducing pressure on nearby forest habitat, whereas the evidence gathered in
the evaluation may in some locations follow the lower of the two pathways; the improved
faming methods offer the possibility for increased profits and create an incentive for farmers
to cultivate more land resulting in clearance or degradation of the nearby forest habitat.

Figure 2. An impact pathway / TOC for a training intervention intended to aid forest
conservation.

Assumptions

Sustainable 4 of farmers # of farmers Increase Reduced Reduced Healthy

agriculture - Wiho adopt Yield funit = Areg = Deforestation = farest
2 trained : )

technigues technigues labour planted habitat

Increased Increased
Area = Deforestation
planted

The GEF Evaluation Office has recently developed an approach that builds on the concepts of
theory of change / causal chains / impact pathways. The method is known as Review of
Outcomes to Impacts (ROtI)*® and has three distinct stages:

Identifying the project’s intended impacts
Review of the project’s logical framework
Analysis and modelling of the project’s outcomes-impact pathways

The identification of the projects intended impacts should be possible from the ‘objectives’
statements specified in the official project document. The next stage is to review the project’s
logical framework to assess whether the design of the project is consistent with, and
appropriate for, the delivery of the intended impact. The method requires verification of the
causal logic between the different hierarchical levels of the logical framework moving
‘backwards’ from impacts through outcomes to the outputs; the activities level is not formally
considered in the ROtl method™. The aim of this stage is to develop an understanding of the
causal logic of the project intervention and to identify the key ‘impact pathways’. In reality
such process are often complex; they often involve multiple actors and decision-processes and

*>GEF Evaluation Office (2009). ROtl: Review of Outcomes to Impacts Practitioners Handbook.
http://www.gefweb.org/uploadedFiles/Evaluation_Office/OPS4/Roti%20Practitioners%20Handbook%2
015%20June%202009.pdf

*®Evaluation of the efficiency and effectiveness in the use of resources to generate outputs is already a
major focus within UNEP Terminal Evaluations.
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are subject to time-lags, meaning that project impact often accrue long after the completion of
project activities.

The third stage involves analysis of the ‘impact pathways’ that link project outcomes to
impacts. The pathways are analysed in terms of the ‘assumptions’ and ‘impact drivers’ that
underpin the processes involved in the transformation of outcomes to impacts via
intermediate states (see Figure 3). Project outcomes are the direct intended results stemming
from the outputs, and they are likely to occur either towards the end of the project or in the
short term following project completion. Intermediate states are the transitional conditions
between the project’s immediate outcomes and the intended impact. They are necessary
conditions for the achievement of the intended impacts and there may be more than one
intermediate state between the immediate project outcome and the eventual impact.

Impact drivers are defined as the significant factors that if present are expected to contribute
to the realization of the intended impacts and can be influenced by the project / project
partners & stakeholders. Assumptions are the significant factors that if present are expected
to contribute to the realization of the intended impacts but are largely beyond the control of
the project / project partners & stakeholders. The impact drivers and assumptions are
ordinarily considered in Terminal Evaluations when assessing the sustainability of the project.

Since project logical frameworks do not often provide comprehensive information on the
processes by which project outputs yield outcomes and eventually lead, via ‘intermediate
states’ to impacts, the impact pathways need to be carefully examined and the following
questions addressed:

Are there other causal pathways that would stem from the use of project outputs by other
potential user groups?

Is (each) impact pathway complete? Are there any missing intermediate states between
project outcomes and impacts?

Have the key impact drivers and assumptions been identified for each ‘step’ in the impact
pathway.

Figure 3.A schematic ‘impact pathway’ showing intermediate states, assumptions and impact
drivers (adapted from GEF EO 2009).
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The process of identifying the impact pathways and specifying the impact drivers and
assumptions can be done as a desk exercise by the evaluator or, preferably, as a group
exercise, led by the evaluator with a cross-section of project stakeholders as part of an
evaluation field mission or both. Ideally, the evaluator would have done a desk-based
assessment of the project’s theory of change and then use this understanding to facilitate a
group exercise. The group exercise is best done through collective discussions to develop a
visual model of the impact pathways using a card exercise. The component elements (outputs,
outcomes, impact drivers, assumptions intended impacts etc.) of the impact pathways are
written on individual cards and arranged and discussed as a group activity. Figure 4 below
shows the suggested sequence of the group discussions needed to develop the ToC for the
project.

Figure 4. Suggested sequencing of group discussions (from GEF EO 2009)

STEP1
Brainstorm the project’s outcomes
and intended impacts, and the
status of achieving each

STEP 3

Brainstorm the factors . STEP. 2 .
responsible for success or failure Brainstorm the intermediate
in achieving intermediate states states, and their status

Once the theory of change model for the project is complete the evaluator can assess the
design of the project intervention and collate evidence that will inform judgments on the
extent and effectiveness of implementation, through the evaluation process. Performance
judgments are made always noting that project contexts can change and that adaptive
management is required during project implementation.

The ROtl method requires ratings for outcomes achieved by the project and the progress made
towards the ‘intermediate states’ at the time of the evaluation. According the GEF guidance on
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the method;
conceptualization that considers its own assumptions, and that seeks to remove barriers to
future scaling up and out. Projects that are a part of a long-term process need not at all be
“penalized” for not achieving impacts in the lifetime of the project: the system recognizes

“The rating system s intended to recognize project preparation and

projects’ forward thinking to eventual impacts, even if those impacts are eventually achieved
by other partners and stakeholders, albeit with achievements based on present day, present
project building blocks.” For example, a project receiving an “AA” rating appears likely to
deliver impacts, while for a project receiving a “DD” this would seem unlikely, due to low
achievement in outcomes and the limited likelihood of achieving the intermediate states
needed for eventual impact (see Table 1).

Table 1. Rating scale for outcomes and progress towards ‘intermediate states’

Outcome Rating

Rating on progress toward Intermediate States

D: The project’s intended outcomes were not
delivered

D: No measures taken to move towards intermediate
states.

C: The project’s intended outcomes were
delivered, but were not designed to feed into a

continuing process after project funding

C: The measures designed to move towards intermediate
states have started, but have not produced results.

B: The project’s intended outcomes were
delivered, and were designed to feed into a
continuing process, but with no prior allocation

of responsibilities after project funding

B: The measures designed to move towards intermediate
states have started and have produced results, which
give no indication that they can progress towards the
intended long term impact.

A: The project’s intended outcomes were
delivered, and were designed to feed into a
continuing process, with specific allocation of

responsibilities after project funding.

A: The measures designed to move towards intermediate
states have started and have produced results, which
clearly indicate that they can progress towards the
intended long term impact.

Thus a project will end up with a two letter rating e.g. AB, CD, BB etc. In addition the rating is
given a ‘+’ notation if there is evidence of impacts accruing within the life of the project. The
possible rating permutations are then translated onto the usual six point rating scale used in all
UNEP project evaluations in the following way.

Table 2.Shows how the ratings for ‘achievement of outcomes’ and ‘progress towards
intermediate states translate to ratings for the ‘Overall likelihood of impact achievement’ on
a six point scale.

Highly Likely Likely Moderately Moderately Unlikely Highly
Likely Unlikely Unlikely

AA ABBACA | BBCBDADB|AC BC CC+|CC DC AD+|AD BD CD+ | CDDD

BB+ CB+ DA+ | AC+ BC+ DC+ BD+ DD+

DB+
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In addition, projects that achieve documented changes in environmental status during the
project’s lifetime receive a positive impact rating, indicated by a “+”. The overall likelihood of
achieving impacts is shown in Table 11 below (a + score above moves the double letter rating

up one space in the 6-point scale).

The ROtl method provides a basis for comparisons across projects through application of a
rating system that can indicate the expected impact. However it should be noted that whilst
this will provide a relative scoring for all projects assessed, it does not imply that the results
from projects can necessarily be aggregated. Nevertheless, since the approach yields greater
clarity in the ‘results metrics’ for a project, opportunities where aggregation of project results

might be possible can more readily be identified.

Results rating
of project
entitled:

< <
I I
Outputs Outcomes % Intermediary % Impact ;:; =
©
= = (GEBs) £ 5
ol (T (T >
-4 -3 -3 (@]
1 1 1 1
2 2 2. 2
3. 3. 3. 3.
Rating Rating Rating
justification: justification: justification:

Scoring Guidelines

The achievement of Outputs is largely assumed. Outputs are such concrete things as training
courses held, numbers of persons trained, studies conducted, networks established, websites
developed, and many others. Outputs reflect where and for what project funds were used.
These were not rated: projects generally succeed in spending their funding.
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Outcomes, on the other hand, are the first level of intended results stemming from the
outputs. Not so much the number of persons trained; but how many persons who then
demonstrated that they have gained the intended knowledge or skills. Not a study conducted;
but one that could change the evolution or development of the project. Not so much a
network of NGOs established; but that the network showed potential for functioning as
intended. A sound outcome might be genuinely improved strategic planning in SLM stemming
from workshops, training courses, and networking.

Examples

Funds were spent, outputs were produced, but nothing in terms of outcomes was achieved.
People attended training courses but there is no evidence of increased capacity. A website was
developed, but no one used it. (Score — D)

Outcomes achieved but are dead ends; no forward linkages to intermediary stages in the
future. People attended training courses, increased their capacities, but all left for other jobs
shortly after; or were not given opportunities to apply their new skills. A website was
developed and was used, but achieved little or nothing of what was intended because users
had no resources or incentives to apply the tools and methods proposed on the website in
their job. (Score — C)

Outcomes plus implicit linkages forward.Outcomes achieved and have implicit forward
linkages to intermediary stages and impacts. Collaboration as evidenced by meetings and
decisions made among a loose network is documented that should lead to better planning.
Improved capacity is in place and should lead to desired intermediate outcomes. Providing
implicit linkages to intermediary stages is probably the most common case when outcomes
have been achieved. (Score - B)

Outcomes plus explicit linkages forward. Outcomes have definite and explicit forward linkages
to intermediary stages and impacts. An alternative energy project may result in solar panels
installed that reduced reliance on local wood fuels, with the outcome quantified in terms of
reduced C emissions. Explicit forward linkages are easy to recognize in being concrete, but are
relatively uncommon. (Score A)

Intermediary stages:

The intermediate stage indicates achievements that lead to Global Environmental Benefits,
especially if the potential for scaling up is established.
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“Outcomes” scored C or D. If the outcomes above scored C or D, there is no need to continue
forward to score intermediate stages given that achievement of such is then not possible.

In spite of outcomes and implicit linkages, and follow-up actions, the project dead-
ends.Although outcomes achieved have implicit forward linkages to intermediary stages and
impacts, the project dead-ends. Outcomes turn out to be insufficient to move the project
towards intermediate stages and to the eventual achievement of GEBs. Collaboration as
evidenced by meetings and among participants in a network never progresses further. The
implicit linkage based on follow-up never materializes. Although outcomes involve, for
example, further participation and discussion, such actions do not take the project forward
towards intended intermediate impacts. People have fun getting together and talking more,
but nothing, based on the implicit forwards linkages, actually eventuates. (Score = D)

The measures designed to move towards intermediate states have started, but have not
produced result, barriers and/or unmet assumptions may still exist.In spite of sound outputs
and in spite of explicit forward linkages, there is limited possibility of intermediary stage
achievement due to barriers not removed or unmet assumptions. This may be the fate of
several policy related, capacity building, and networking projects: people work together, but
fail to develop a way forward towards concrete results, or fail to successfully address inherent
barriers. The project may increase ground cover and or carbon stocks, may reduce grazing or
GHG emissions; and may have project level recommendations regarding scaling up; but barrier
removal or the addressing of fatal assumptions means that scaling up remains limited and
unlikely to be achieved at larger scales. Barriers can be policy and institutional limitations;
(mis-) assumptions may have to do with markets or public — private sector relationships. (Score
=()

Barriers and assumptions are successfully addressed. Intermediary stage(s) planned or
conceived have feasible direct and explicit forward linkages to impact achievement; barriers
and assumptions are successfully addressed. The project achieves measurable intermediate
impacts, and works to scale up and out, but falls well short of scaling up to global levels such
that achievement of GEBs still lies in doubt. (Score = B)

Scaling up and out over time is possible. Measurable intermediary stage impacts achieved,
scaling up to global levels and the achievement of GEBs appears to be well in reach over time.
(Score = A)

Impact: Actual changes in environmental status
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“Intermediary stages” scored B to A.

Measurable impacts achieved at a globally significant level within the project life-span. .
(Score = ‘+)
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Annex 8.

Template for the assessment of the Quality of Project Design — UNEP Evaluation

Office September 2011

Relevance

Evaluation Comments

Prodoc
reference

Are the intended results likely to contribute to UNEPs
Expected Accomplishments and programmatic objectives?

Does the project form a coherent part of a UNEP-approved
programme framework?

Is there complementarity with other UNEP projects,
planned and ongoing, including those implemented under
the GEF?

Are the project’s objectives | Sub-regional
and implementation | environmental issues and
strategies consistent with: needs?

the UNEP mandate and
policies at the time of
design and
implementation?

the relevant GEF focal
areas, strategic priorities
and operational
programme(s)? (if
appropriate)

Stakeholder priorities and
needs?

Overall rating for Relevance

Intended Results and Causality

Are the objectives realistic?

Are the causal pathways from project outputs [goods and
services] through outcomes [changes in stakeholder
behaviour] towards impacts clearly and convincingly
described? Is there a clearly presented Theory of Change or
intervention logic for the project?

Is the timeframe realistic? What is the likelihood that the
anticipated project outcomes can be achieved within the
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Relevance

Evaluation Comments

Prodoc
reference

stated duration of the project?

Are the activities designed within the project likely to
produce their intended results

Are activities appropriate to produce outputs?

Are activities appropriate to drive change along the
intended causal pathway(s)

Are impact drivers, assumptions and the roles and
capacities of key actors and stakeholders clearly described
for each key causal pathway?

Overall rating for Intended Results and causality

Efficiency

Are any cost- or time-saving measures proposed to bring
the project to a successful conclusion within its
programmed budget and timeframe?

Does the project intend to make use of / build upon pre-
existing institutions, agreements and partnerships, data
sources, synergies and complementarities with other
initiatives, programmes and projects etc. to increase
project efficiency?

Overall rating for Efficiency

Sustainability / Replication and Catalytic effects

Does the project design present a strategy / approach to
sustaining outcomes / benefits?

Does the design identify the social or political factors that
may influence positively or negatively the sustenance of
project results and progress towards impacts? Does the
design foresee sufficient activities to promote government
and stakeholder awareness, interests, commitment and
incentives to execute, enforce and pursue the programmes,
plans, agreements, monitoring systems etc. prepared and
agreed upon under the project?

If funding is required to sustain project outcomes and
benefits, does the design propose adequate measures /
mechanisms to secure this funding?
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Relevance

Evaluation Comments

Prodoc
reference

Are there any financial risks that may jeopardize

sustenance of project results and onward progress towards

impact?
Does the project design adequately describe the
institutional frameworks, governance structures and

processes, policies, sub-regional agreements, legal and
accountability frameworks etc. required to sustain project
results?

Does the project design identify environmental factors,
positive or negative, that can influence the future flow of
project benefits? Are there any project outputs or higher
level results that are likely to affect the environment,
which, in turn, might affect sustainability of project
benefits?

Does the project design
foresee adequate measures
to catalyze behavioural
changes in terms of use and
application by the relevant

stakeholders of (e.g.):

technologies and
approaches show-cased by
the demonstration projects;

strategic programmes and
plans developed

assessment, monitoring and
management systems
established at a national

and sub-regional level

Does the project design foresee adequate measures to
contribute to institutional changes? [An important aspect
of the catalytic role of the project is its contribution to
institutional uptake or mainstreaming of project-piloted
approaches in any regional or national demonstration
projects]

Does the project design foresee adequate measures to

policy
implementation of policy)?

contribute to changes (on paper and in

Does the project design foresee adequate measures to

contribute to sustain follow-on financing (catalytic

financing) from Governments, the GEF or other donors?

Does the project design foresee adequate measures to
create opportunities for particular individuals or institutions
(“champions”) to catalyze change (without which the
project would not achieve all of its results)?
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Relevance

Evaluation Comments

Prodoc
reference

Are the planned activities likely to generate the level of
ownership by the main national and regional stakeholders
necessary to allow for the project results to be sustained?

Overall rating for Sustainability / Replication and
Catalytic effects

Risk identification and Social Safeguards

Are critical risks appropriately addressed?

Are assumptions properly specified as factors affecting
achievement of project results that are beyond the control
of the project?

Are potentially negative environmental, economic and
social impacts of projects identified

Overall rating forRisk identification and Social
Safeguards

Governance and Supervision Arrangements

Is the project governance model comprehensive, clear and
appropriate?

Are roles and responsibilities clearly defined?

Are supervision / oversight arrangements clear and
appropriate?

Overall rating for Governance and Supervision
Arrangements

Management, Execution and  Partnership
Arrangements

Have the capacities of partner been adequately assessed?

Are the execution arrangements clear?

Are the roles and responsibilities of internal and external
partners properly specified?

Overall rating for Management, Execution and
Partnership Arrangements

Financial Planning /

115




Relevance

Evaluation Comments

Prodoc
reference

budgeting

Are there any obvious deficiencies in the budgets / financial
planning

Cost effectiveness of proposed resource utilization as
described in project budgets and viability in respect of
resource mobilization potential

Financial and administrative arrangements including flows
of funds are clearly described

Overall rating for Financial Planning / budgeting

Monitoring

Does the logical framework:

capture the key elements in the Theory of Change for the
project?

have ‘SMART’ indicators for outcomes and objectives?
have appropriate 'means of verification'

adequately identify assumptions

Are the milestones and performance indicators appropriate
and sufficient to foster management towards outcomes
and higher level objectives?

Is there baseline information in relation to key performance
indicators?

Has the method for the baseline data collection been
explained?

Has the desired level of achievement (targets) been
specified for indicators of Outcomes and are targets based
on a reasoned estimate of baseline??

Has the time frame for monitoring activities been
specified?

Are the organisational arrangements for project level
progress monitoring clearly specified

Has a budget been allocated for monitoring project
progress in implementation against outputs and outcomes?
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Relevance

Evaluation Comments

Prodoc
reference

Overall, is the approach to monitoring progress and
performance within the project adequate?

Overall rating for Monitoring

Evaluation

Is there an adequate plan for evaluation?

Has the time frame for Evaluation activities been specified?

Is there an explicit budget provision for mid term review
and terminal evaluation?

Is the budget sufficient?

Overall rating for Evaluation
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Annex 9.

Evaluation Schedule

Activity

Date

Start of contract

15 December 2011

Inception report to UNEP EO

15 January 2012

Field work

23 January-3 March 2012

Draft report in Spanish to UNEP EO

16 March 2012

Draft report in Spanish revised to UNEP EO

30 March 2012

Collated comments by UNEP EO sent to | 24 April 2012
consultant

Final report and response to comments in | 7 May 2012
Spanish to UNEP EO

Final report in English to UNEP EO 25 May 2012
End of contract 31 May 2012
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ANEXO 5: TERMINAL EVALUATION INCEPTION REPORT

(Second draft)

Conservation of the Biodiversity of the Paramo in the Northern and
Central Andes - GFL-2328-2714-4900 (ID 1918)

(Proyecto Paramo Andino) (PPA)

Second Draft Inception Report: Conservation of the Biodiversity of the
Paramo in the Northern and Central Andes GFL-2328-2714-4900 (ID
1918)

Charles B. Kenny Jordan

January 21, 2012
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LIST OF ACRONYMS

CT: Consultancy Team

TE: Terminal Evaluation

RAU: Regional Advisory Unit

Prodoc: Project Document

IR: Inception Report

NEA: National Executing Agencies

ECOCIENCIA: EcoCiencia-Ecuador

CAN: Comunidad Andina - Andean Community

CAR: Corporacién Autonoma Regional - Regional Environment Authority
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CIP: Centro Internacional de la Papa - International Potato Center
CONDESAN: Consorcio para el Desarrollo Sostenible de la Ecorregion Andina
GEF: Global Environmental Facility

IAVH: Instituto Alexander von Humboldt (Colombia)

ICAE: Instituto de Ciencias Ambientales y Ecolégicas (ULA-Venezuela)
NEA: National Executing Agencies

NGO: Non-Governmental Organization

PMP: Participatory Management Plan

SC: Steering Committee

TMI: The Mountain Institute

ULA: University of the Andes (Venezuela)

UNEP: United Nations Environment Program

IR: Inception Report
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INTRODUCTION

The Proyecto Paramo Andino (PPA) commenced in March 2006 and will terminate in
March 2012. As per existing evaluation guidelines, UNEP has contracted the services of
the Consultancy Tea