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ABOUT THE EVALUATION  

Joint Evaluation:  No 

Report Language(s): English 

Evaluation  Type: Terminal Evaluation  

Brief Descripti on: This report is a terminal evaluation of a UN Environment -GEF project 
implemented between 2013 and 2018.The project's overall development goal ;To assist 
Bangladesh to implement the National Biosafety Framework in compliance with the 
Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety through enhancing the existing capacity on Biosafety at 
the Institutional, Individual and Systemic levels in Bangladesh, as well as to address 
national needs and priorities .́ The evaluation sought to assess project performance (in 
terms of relevance, effectiveness and efficiency), and determine outcomes and imp acts 
(actual and potential) stemming from the project, including their sustainability. The 
evaluation has two primar y purposes: (i) to provide evidence of results to meet 
accountability requirements, and (ii) to promote learning, feedback, and knowledge sh aring 
through results and lessons learned among UN Environment, the GEF and their executing 
partner Department Of Environment (DOE) of Bangladesh and other relevant agencies of 
the project.  

Key words: Biosafety, Genetically Modified Organisms (GMOs), Department of Environment  
(DOE), Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety (CPB), Competent National Authority (CNA), 
National Committe e on Biosafety, Regulatory regime, Administrative System, Risk 
Assessment and Management, Awareness and Participation, Socio -political and 
Institutional Sustainability, Project Evaluation, GEF  1  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Project background  

1. This is the final report of the Terminal Evaluation of the Project ;Implementation  of 
the National Biosafety Framewor k of Bangladesh΄ (GFL/5060-2716-4C59) that was 
approved in November 2012 and officially started in January 2013 for a duration of 
4 years. The total budget of the Project was USD 1,417,390, 62% of which 
represents the GEF allocation (USD 884,090) and the remaining 38% (USD 533,300) 
was provided in kind by the Government of Bangladesh. The Project was granted a 
no-cost extension of 19 months, shifting its Official End date to 28/06/2018.  

2. The project is a Medium Size Project (MSP), financed through the GEF-4 
mechanism and belongs to GEF Biodiversity Focal Area. It is relevant to GEF 
Strategic Programme 6, Biodiversity (BD-SP6) and Strategic Objective 3 (SO3): 
Building Capacity for the Implementation of the Cartagena Prot ocol on Biosafety. 
The Project was part of UNEP Biennial Programmes of Work (2012-2013, 2014-
2015 and 2016-2017). The National Executing Agency of the Project was the 
Department Of Environment (DOE) of the Ministry of Environment, Forests and 
Climate Change (MEFCC), which is also the Competent National Authority for the 
Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety and hosts the Biosafety Clearing House.  

3. Bangladesh ratified the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety (CPB) in 2004 and 
developed its National Biosafet y Framework (NBF) in 2006 with the support of the 
UNEP-GEF Project on Development of National Biosafety Frameworks. In 2012, 
under the Bangladesh Environment Conservation Act of 1995, the Government 
promulgated the Bangladesh Biosafety Rules, providing reg ulat ions on the 
approval process for genetically en gineered products developed domestically or by 
another country.  

4. Actually, Genetically Modified Organisms ( GMOs) cultivation is regarded in 
Bangladesh as a strategic instrument to boost food production and  the agricultural 
sector, reducing food insecurity while increasing agriculture productivity and 
farmers income. GMO Bt Brinjal (Egg Plant) is currently culti vated (since 2014) by 
around 27.000 growers, and four other GMO crops are in an advanced state of field 
trials (late blight resistant potato, Bt cott on, vitam in-A enriched Golden Rice and 
High Iron and Zn Rice).  

5. As rightly said in the Project Document (P roDoc) ;the issue is to maintain a balance 
between biotechnology development and a regulatory respo nse to meet both 
national and international obligat ions΄, and ;a coordinated approach will have to be 
developed to ensure that development of biotechnology i s balanced by a sound 
and science based regulatory approach to the use of GMOs in Bangladesh΄. These 
are, essentially, the challenges that the Project  was called to address and against 
which its effectiveness and impact have to be assessed. In practical te rms, the 
Project Objective as formulated in the ProDoc is ;To assist Bangladesh to 
implement the Na tional Biosafety Framework (NBF) in compliance with  the 
Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety through enhancing the existing capacity on 
Biosafety at the Instituti onal, Individual and Systemic levels in Bangladesh, as well 
as to address national needs and priori ties .́  
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This evaluation  

6. The Evaluation has fostered a partic ipatory approach with key stakeholders at 
national level. Due to the on-going Covid-19 pandemic, the consultant could not 
visit the country. Nevertheless, written exchanges through emails and onli ne 
interviews were extremely useful to in depth dis cuss achievements, problems and 
perspectives with the Project Director, Director (Planning) of the Department of 
Environment, as well as with other relevant institutional stakeholders involved in 
the implem entation of the National  Biosafety Framework. Chapter II describes 
main methods and tools of the Evaluation exercise, as well as main limitations.  

Key findings  

7. The Project has delivered a significant number of Outputs (see chapter V, Section 
D): various regulatory and procedural instruments have been pro duced, crop 
scientists, regulators and practiti oners have been exposed to training and 
awareness raising activities, national and international workshops and seminars 
on biosafety have been organised and im plemented, different committees have 
been established and are operational to manage biosafety at institutional, research 
and field level. Expected Outputs regarding Biosafety Policy and the Regulatory 
Regime are progressing through their long and elaborate  process of approval, 
waiting for completion of fo rmalities , approval and publication.  

8. The assessment of the institutional changes and systemic or behavioural effects 
(Outcomes) produced by the Project provides a mixed picture, as discussed in 
chapter V, Section D. The approval and implementation of a na tional Biosafety 
Policy with an Action Plan (Outcome 1 ) has proved to be difficult to achieve. 
Similarly, the process of revision and updating of the existing Biosafety Rules and 
Guidelines (Outcome 2) has been very complex and highly energy demanding, yet  
not form ally concluded and fully achieved. Overall, t he elaborate process of 
approval of regulatory instruments in the country has surely played a major role in 
hampering the process, coupled with insuffic ient preparedness of policy and 
decision-makers in attribut ing adequate importance and priority to biosa fety, which 
calls for increased actions of information, lobby and advocacy so as to increase 
their interest and commitment.  

9. The ;Coordinated administrative set-up and mechanisms for handling of 
requests/a pplica tions and decision -making΄ (Outcome 3) is actually in place and 
functional, as demonstrated by the relevant applications and decisions made so 
far, from 2013 onward, regarding GMOs crops (brinjal, rice, potato, cotton) for field 
trial and for limi ted culti vation. However, it is consensual among natio nal 
stakeholders that there are relevant issues to be decidedly tackled and improved, 
such as (a) the composition, efficiency and effectiveness of the d ecision-making 
body, the National Committee on Bio safety (NCB); (b) the quality (efficiency, 
openness and transparency) of the communication between the 
Applicant/Developer and the NCB during the application and decision -making 
process; (c) the quality of the decision-making process (technically -sound Risk 
Assessment, clearly understandable and unambiguous d ecisions, socio -economic 
considerations, transparent and publicly available decisions).  

10. A comprehensive Monitoring and Enforcement (M&E) system is indee d in place 
and operational (Outcome 4), through a series of approved procedures and 
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operational tools (e .g. Institutional Biosafety Committees -IBC-, Field Level 
Biosafety Committees  ͮ FBC, a national laboratory for GMOs detection). The 
experience developed so far on GMOs Brinjal with farmers shows that m odalities  
and responsibilities regarding the prescript ion, monitoring and enforceability of 
regulatory measures should be better defined in the field, so as to improve 
biosafety management at farmersͻ level. Since wide scale cultivation is 
progressing, it is import ant to clarify the responsibilities of the ma in actors 
involved: DOE/Competent Nat. Authority, BARI (Bangladesh Agricultural Research 
Institute, developer of GMO Brinjal), DAE (Department of Agriculture Extension in 
charge of GMOs seeds distributi on and technical assistance to farmers), and, of 
course, the Farmers themselves.  

11. The potential of the GMO detection laboratory established at the DOE has not been 
yet fully developed, mainly due to its qui te recent establishment (2018), and there 
is the need to st rengthen the detection system in support of t he regulatory 
requirements of testing the materials entering into the country legally or illegally, 
particularly GMOs for Food, Feed and Processing (FFP). It is, therefore, crucial to 
establish an effic ient and effective referral system from the port of en tries to the 
DOE laboratory and to further train the personnel at the port -of-entries and border 
control to handle those situations in a smarter way. Th ere is also the need to 
improve the detection capa cit y of the laboratory through the upgrading of its 
technical staff.   

12. Enhanced public awareness and public participation in decision making on GMO 
(Outcome 5) has been only partially achieved. It is largel y recognised by all 
stakeholders that there has be en a notable increase of awareness and information 
regarding GMOs and Biosafety among different institutions and societal groups. 
However, public participation is not yet at a suitable level and there is ro om for 
improving mechanisms and procedures of cons ultation, discussion and 
participatory decision -making regarding GMOs use, particularly the cultivation or 
import of GMOs for food, which can be a sensitive issue. Appropriate institutional 
mechanisms of in formation-sharing, like the BCH, are also in need of a more 
dynamic and transparent approach regarding t he communication process of risk 
assessment and decision -making.  

13. The evaluation has ascertained the overall complexity of the coordinating role 
undertaken by the Department of Environment as the Compet ent National 
Authority for the Cartagena Protocol, as well as the need for enhancing and 
consolidating its institutional capacities, particularly the increasing need of 
specialised Human Resources. The coordinating role of the DOE implies, as 
specified in the ProDoc, ;constant exchange, networking and follow up from the 
part of the Department of Environment΄, which is a relevant assumption to hold, as 
visualised in Diagram 1 of the ToC (chapter IV). This key-assumption was 
addressed by the large consultativ e inter-sectoral processes put in motion through 
the Project, particularly with the Research and Development sector in the country. 
Nevertheless, the process has to be pursued at different levels, as discus sed under 
Socio-political Sustainability and Insti tut ional Sustainability ( Chapter V, Section H).  

Conclusions  
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14. The evaluation has concluded that the sustainability of the results obtained so far 
has to be further addressed. The political commitment of the country towards 
Biosafety has to be unequivocally expressed through the adoption and 
implementation of  Policy and Regulatory frameworks, hence allowing 
biotechnology developers and biosafety regulators to be effectively and smoothly 
operational under clear  and consensual strategies and regulations. Capaci ty 
building on different subjects related to Biosafe ty remains a key issue to increase 
the institutional solidity and sustainability of main stakeholders, particularly the 
Competent National Authority, Acad emic and Research institutes, Biotechnology 
developers. There is also the need to improve socio -politic al sustainability through 
a focussed and transparent communication strategy enabling Public Information, 
Awareness and Participation.   

15. Based on the findings from this evaluation , the project demonstrate s performance 
at the ;Satisfactory  ́level. A table of ratings against all evaluation criteria is found 
in the Conclusions section of the Report . 

 

16. The ToR of the Evaluation had identified two key strategic questions t o be 
answered by the Evaluation. Answers  to these questions are fully reported in 
chapter VI (Conclusions) and summarised here below:  

Question (a): To what extent did the project help to enhance natio nal institu tional and 
technical capacity and awareness amongst the key actors for effective enf orcement 
of the Biosafety Law, decrees and sub-decrees on biosafety?  

The process of revision and updating of the ex ist ing Regulatory instruments 
(Biosafety Rules and Guidelines) has involved different institutions a nd has 
contributed to enhance the overal l institu tional and technical capacity among key 
actors. Biosafety Sys tems, though in need of improvement, are in pl ace and 
operational to make decisions and to implement, monitor and enforce them. The 
Project has supported the Competent National Authority  and other National 
Stakeholders through capacity building, technical assistance to the Competent 
National Authority  (national consultants, equipment), production of traini ng and 
awareness material (manuals, guidelin es, outreach material) and the establish ment 
of the GMO laboratory. 

Question (b): To what extent are the outco me indicators verifiable, and record 
progresses towards the achievement of the development objectives,  as well as the 
obligations under the Cartag ena Protocol? 

The evaluation has actuall y pointed out (in its chapter V, section B - Quality of Project 
Design) some relevant weak points regarding the defi nit ion of the Results Framework 
and the way to objective ly measure and assess Project performance. I n some cases, 
Outcomes indicators are ju st a repetition or a reformulation of the Outcome itself, 
while in other cases Indicators of Outputs are used instea d (e.g. number of 
participants, trainings, meetings, etc .). Nevertheless, the objectives to be achieved 
were clear to the Project Team and their partial achievement cannot be ascribed to 
the weakness of the Results Indic ators. As discussed in Chapter V (Section D - 
Effectiveness), delays in the approval of Bios afety Policy, Rules and Guidelines, as 
well as existing shortcomings of the Biosafet y Adminis trative, Decision-making, 
Monitoring and Enforcement Systems can be ascribed to o ther relevant factors, suc h 
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as insufficient political commitment, not fully clear and effective operational 
procedures and int er-institutional mechanisms, and needs o f more specialised 
human resources. 

Lessons Learned 

17. Lesson 1: Project expected results of institutional nature that need endorsement 
and approval at Governmental and Parliamentary level (e.g. Policy, Law, Guidelines, 
etc.) may prove difficult to be achieve d within Project timeframe.  

Recommendations  

18. Recommendation 1:   

The Evaluation recommends  that UNEP Project staff strongly communicate the 
following recommendation to the Department of Environment  - to give priority t o and 
improve: 

ü the efficiency, effective ness and transparency of the operating procedures of 
the National Committee on Biosafety (NCB) in handling GMOs applications, 
risk assessment and decision -making. This will entail a more time -efficient 
functioning of  the NCB (regular quarterly meetings, implementat ion of time-
limit for de cision -making), open communicat ion and exchange of information 
between NCB and the Applicants during the assessment process, adoption of 
knowledge-based and technically sound Risk Assessm ent practices, as well 
as clear and transparent decisions made public  through appropriate channels 
of inf ormation;  

ü  the field coordination of Biosafety management in GMOs cultivation (Brinjal) 
with the relevant stakeholders (Bangladesh Agricultural Resear ch 
Institute/BARI, Department of Agr iculture Extension/DAE, the Farmers). 

 

Recommendation 2:  

The Evaluat ion recommends that UNEP Project staff communicate the following 
recommendation to the Department of Environment  - to reinforce Biosafety Capacity 
Building activities through three main p rograms targeting priority groups as follows:  

ü Mainstreaming of biosafety and biodiversity among various  associated  ministries 
and to high-level policy and decision-makers; 

ü Effective use / application of Biosafety rules, regulations, guidelines and procedu ral 
mechanisms among scientists, researchers and tec hnical officers associated to 
Biotechnology and Bios afety programs and activities, with particular r eference to 
newly appointed staff;  

ü Strengthening the capacity of DOE Staff at central and decentralised levels with 
particular reference to Biosafety Monito ring and Enforcement at Field Level 
(Districts), to the GMO Laboratory staff, and to Projects Manage ment at central 
level (with a special focus on administrative and financial skills).  

For the purpose, it is equally recommended that training/capacity build ing activities 
and programs outlined above should be  part of the post -2020 global biodiversity 
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framework and clearly spelled out in the upcoming National Biodiversity Strategy and 
Action Plan with a prior ity basis. 

 

Recommendation 3:   

The Evaluation recommends that UNEP Project staff  communicate the following 
recommendation to the Department of Environment : to enhance the Public Awareness 
and Participation Component of the N BF through the implemen tatio n of a Strategy and 
Action Plan in coordination with UN EP and the support of bilateral/multilateral partners 
at regional and international le vel. 

 

Recommendation 4: 

The Evaluation recommends that UNEP Project staff com municate the following 
recommendation to t he Department of Environment: to prepare and make operational a 
Strategy of Resource Mobilisation for the implementation of the NBF by taking into 
account possible resource partners at national, regional and international level.  
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I. INTRODUCTION 

19. In its capacit y as an Implementing Agency of the Glo bal Environmental Facility 
(GEF), UNEP has been providing admin istrative and technical assistance to 
countries participating in the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety (CPB) for the 
development and implementation of Nation al Biosafety Frameworks (NBF). The 
frameworks are a combination of  policy, legal, administrative and technical 
instruments enabling the countries to manage the safe transfer, handling and use 
of Living Modified Organisms ( LMO) from modern biotechnology  2. 

20. This is the final report of the Termin al Evaluation of the Project  ;Implementation of 
the National Biosafety Framework of Bangladesh΄ (GFL/5060-2716-4C59) that was 
approved in November 2012 and officially started in Januar y 2013 for a duration of 
4 years. The total  budget of the Project was US D 1,417,390, 62% of which 
represents the GEF allocation (USD 884,090) and the remaining 38% (USD 533,300) 
was provided in kind by the Government of Bangladesh. The Project was granted a 
no-cost extension of 19 months, shifting its Official End date to 28/0 6/2018.  

21. The project is a Medium Size Project (MSP), financed through the GEF-4 
mechanism and belongs to GEF Biodiversity Focal Area. It is relevant to GEF 
Strategic Programme 6, Biodiversity (BD-SP6) and Strategic Objective 3 (SO3): 
Building Capacity for the Implementation of the Ca rtagena Protocol on Biosafety. 
The Project makes part of UN EP Biennial Programmes of Work (2012-2013, 2014-
2015 and 2016-2017), as discussed in Chapter V - Section A.   

22. The National Executing Agency of the Project was the Depart ment Of Environment 
(DOE) of the Ministry of Environment, Fore sts and Climate Change (MEFCC), which 
is also the Competent National Authority for the Cartagena Protocol on Bio safety 
and hosts the Biosafety Clearing Hous e.  

23. The Evaluation took place in the p eriod between April to November 2020 and could 
not include a m ission to Bangladesh due to the on -going pandemic. The Evaluation 
Team consisted of one consultant specialist of  projects evaluation in the 
environmental se ctor (See Annex 8) working under the methodological guid ance of 
the Evaluation Office of UN Environment. 

 

2 In this Report, the terms Living Modified Organism (LMO) and Genetically Modified Organism (GMO) are considered synonymous and 
indifferently used. 
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II. EVALUATION METHODS 

Overall approach of the Evaluation 

24. In line with the UNEP Evaluation Policy and Evaluation Manual, and following the 
Guidelines for GEF Agencies on Conducting Terminal Evaluations , the Terminal 
Evaluation has been undertaken upon completion of the Project to assess project 
performance (in terms of relevance, effectiveness and efficie ncy), and determine 
outcomes and impacts (actual and p otential)  stemming from the project, i ncluding  
their sustainability. The evaluation had two primary purposes:  

(i) to provide evidence of results to meet accountability requirements, and  

(ii) to promot e learning, feedback, and knowledge sharing through re sults and 
lessons learned among UN Environment , the GEF, the National Executing Agency and 
the national partners.  

25. The report follows the format for Terminal Evaluations provided by the UN EP 
Evaluation Office. According to the UN EP evaluation methodology, m ost  crite ria 
have been 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 Unl ikely (HU). Ratings are provided at the end of the 
assessment of each evaluation criterion (Chapter V: Findings) and the complete 
ratings table is included under the Conclusions (chapter  VI ͮ  section B). 

26. As requested by the UNEP methodology for Terminal Evaluations, an Inception 
Report was produced at the beginning of the mission, containing a review of the 
project context, of the quality of project  design, a draft reconstructed Theory of 
Change (ToC) of the project (ToC at Inception), the evaluation framework and a 
tentative evaluation schedule. The Inception Report underwent a Peer Review at 
the UNEP Evaluation Office and has been shared with the Biosafety Task Manager 
at UN Environment. The reconstructed Theory of Change at Inception has been 
revised and slightly mod ified during the evaluation, taking into account 
supplementary information from the Projects stakeholders and evaluation 
findings. The ToC at Evaluation is presented and discussed in chapter IV. 

27. The Evaluation has fost ered a participatory approach with key  stakeholders at 
national level. The consultant, through the support of Biosafety Task Manager at 
UN Environment, has come to contact with the nati onal Executing Agency and the 
Project Team and has shared with them som e preliminary tools and questions to 
systematise and discuss main achievements, as described below  (Methods and 
tools).    

28. The Consultant could not visit the count ry due the on-going COVID-19 pandemic. 
Written exchanges through emails and online interview s were extremely useful to 
in depth disc uss achievements, problems and perspectives with the Project 
Director, Director (Planning) of the Department of Environment, as well as with 
other relevant institutional stakeholders involved in the implementation of t he 
National Biosafety Framework. Howev er, direct contacts with other relevant 
societal or professional groups were not possible (e.g. farmers cultivating GMOs 
crops, rural extensioni sts, women groups, consumers groups). Data was collected 
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with respect to e thics and human rights issues. All inf ormation was gathered after 
prior informed consent from people, all discussions remained anonymous and all 
information was co llected according t o the UN Standards of Conduct. 

 

 

Methods and tools for data collection and  analysis 

29. Overall, the Terms of Reference (ToR) of the Evaluation and the methodological 
tools and formats provided by the UN EP Evaluation Office have proved to be a 
robust methodologic al framework for the Evaluation exercise, facilitating the 
systematis ation and presentation of the evaluation  findings.   

30. The Inception phase of the Evaluation has permitted a preliminary approach to the 
Project and the deliv ery of the Inception Report,  which laid the foundation for the 
main report in some essential aspects,  by including: 

- The thorough Review of the Project Design Quality (PDQ) that has 
highlighted strong and weak points of Project Design (see Chapter V  ͮSection B), 
particularly of the Logical F ramework (Logframe);  

- The reconstruction of the Theory of Chan ge of the project (see chapter IV). 

31. The main methods and tools used in the Evaluation can be summarised as follows:  

a) A Desk Review of all project documents and reports the consultant had  
access to (see Annex 4), particularly through the e -platform ANUBIS (A New UNEP 
Biosafety Information Syste m), which has been most helpful to gather relevant 
information regarding the technical and financial performance of  the Project; 

b) Exchanges with t he Project Management Team at UNEP, namely the Task 
Manager;  

c) Revision of the Final Project Outputs (post ed in ANUBIS) and elaboration of 
a matrix of Project Outputs integrated by consultantͻs questions and comments. The 
matrix has been shared and discussed with the Project Director in Bangladesh 
through emails;  

d) Subsequent exchanges through emails and skyp e meetings with the Project 
Director in Bangladesh during the evaluation to clarify specific points;  

e) Interviews through emails with national stak eholders that played a relevant 
role in the implementation of Projec t act ivitie s, mainly from the Research and 
Development sector (see Annex 3). The questions addressed to the stakeholders 
were essentially three: the first one regarding the involvement/par ticipation of the 
institution in the implementation of the Biosafety  Framework, the second asking a 
grounded opinion on the achievements attained by the Project (strengths) and the 
third one, to highlight main challenges (c urrent weak points and threats ah ead).  

f)  Presentation and discussion with the Project Director of Preliminary 
Findings, including possible  Recommendations, by email and skype meeting;  

g) Constant exchanges with the Evaluation Manager of UN EP Evaluation Office 
and with the UNEP Task Manager / Biosafety. They provided constructive he lp in 
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clarifying issue s of methodological and technical natu re regarding the evaluation 
development and the project implementation.  

h) As the evaluation was undertaken remotely, informatio n from project reports 
was verified through interviews and intervie ws were compared and contrasted to 
assess accuracy of inform ation. The data analysis was an iterative process 
throughout the Evaluation, where initial find ings and recommendations were 
discussed and tested with stakeholders as the Evaluation progressed to ensure their 
validity and appropriateness, and stakeholder participation and ownership.  

 

Limitations  

32. The impossibility to visit the country has been a limi ting factor that has deprive d 
the evaluation of a direct and intensive exchange with the Project Team  and 
National Stakehol ders. Nonetheless, written feedback ha s been received from six, 
out of eight main National Stakeholders contacted by the evaluator (s ee Annex 3). 
Written responses (usually 2-3 pages) have, in some cases, generated further 
questions t hat have received written responses as well. As already mentioned, the 
lack of direct interaction with stakeholders at field level (Farmers and 
Extensionists) and with Civil Society groups, has represented an objective 
limitation of the Evaluation.  



Terminal/Mid-term Evaluation of the UNEP Project  ƩHlokdlentation of the National Biosafetx Eq`ldvnqj ne A`mfk`cdrgƪ 

Page 19 

III. THE PROJECT 

A. Context 

33. Bangladesh ratifi ed the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety (CPB) in 2004 and 
developed its National Biosafety Framework (NBF) in 2006 with the su pport of the 
UNEP-GEF Project on Development of National Biosafety Frameworks.  

34. Based on the overall framework of the nation al Environmental Policy of 1992, the 
country produced its National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (NBSAP) in 
2004, which included ;measures and standards to deal with invasive alien species 
and genetically modified organisms΄. In 2006 the Ministry o f Environment and 
Forests updated exis ting Biosafety Guidelines, which were approved and published 
by the Government in 2008. Meanwhi le the country also produced a National 
Biotechnology Policy in 2006 followed by National Guidelines for Fish and Animal 
Biotechnology and by National Guidelines on Medical Biotechnology.   

35. In 2012, under the Bangladesh Environment Conservation Act of 1995 , the 
Government promulgated the Bangladesh Biosafety Rules, providing regulations 
on the approval process for genetically engineered products developed 
domestic ally or by another country.  

36. All the above shows the high interest and commitment of the countr y in developing 
a vibrant Biotechnology sector, while providing appropriate measures in terms of 
environmental safeguards a nd mechanisms of Biosafety regulation and control.  

37. As a matter of fact, Genetically Modified Organisms (GMO) crop cultivation, namel y 
GMO Bt Brinjal (Egg Plant) is currently cultivated (since 2014) by a considerable 
number of Bangladeshͻs estimated 150,000 brinjal growers (around 20% of them  ͮ
27.000 farmers - in 2018), and four other GMO crops are in an advanced state of 
field trials (late blight resistant potato, Bt cotton, vitamin -A enriched Golden Rice 
and High Iron and Zn Rice)3. Current development and perspectives of GMOs open-
field cul tivation highlights the role and the need of a fully operational National 
Biosafety Framework.  

38. As rightly said in the Project Document (ProDoc) ;the issue is to maintain a 
balance between biotech nology development and a regulatory response to meet 
both national and international obligations΄, and ;a coordinated approach will have 
to be developed to ensure that development of biotechnology is balanced by a 
sound and science based regulatory approac h to the use of LMOs in Bangladesh΄. 
These are, essentially, the challenges that the Project should have taken into 
consideration and attempted to address and against which its effectiveness and 
impact have to be assessed.  

39. In practical terms, as explained in the Project Strategy of the ProDoc, the Project 
was called to address some main constraints in areas such as: regulations and 
soft laws; capacity buildi ng in GMOs Risk Assessment and Risk Management; 

 

3 International Service for the Acquisition of Agri-biotech Applications (ISAAA), нлмрΣ άDƭƻōŀƭ {tatus of Commercialised Biotech/GM 
/ǊƻǇǎΥнлмрέΣ ŎƻƴŦƛǊƳŜŘ through interviews. 
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improved infrastructure for monitoring and detection of LMOs; and enhancing 
public awareness and capacity to acti vely and meaningfully participate in decision -
making on LMOs notifications.  

B. Results framework  

40. The Project Objective as formulated in the ProDoc is ;To assist Bangladesh to 
implement the National Biosafety Framework (NBF) in compliance with the 
Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety through enhancing the existing capacity on 
Biosafety at the Institutional,  Individual and Systemic levels in Bangladesh, as well 
as to address national needs and priorities΄.  

41. In that perspective, the Project was designed to address th e five main components 
of National Biosafety Frameworks 4. The Components and Outcomes identifie d in 
the ProDoc and in its Results Framework (Logical Framework) ar e as follows:  

Table 1: Components and Outcomes of the P roject (source: Results Framework, ProDoc) 

COMPONENT EXPECTED OUTCOMES 

1. Stand-alone Biosafety National Policy and 
Updating Guidelines 

- Biosafety policy with an Action is approved by the 
government and published in the national Gaze tte  
- Updated National Biosafety Guidelines 

2. Biosafety Rules/Regulations  
- Biosafety legal regime established in the country 
and NBF is fully operatio nal and gazetted 

3. GMOs Handling Application / Notification  
- Coordinated administrative set -up in place for 
handling of  requests /applications  

4. Monitoring and Enforcement system  
- A comprehensive Monitoring and Enforcement 
system in place for operati on 

5. Public awareness and participation in decision 
making. Regional harmonisation and knowledge 
sharing 

- Public awareness and education on LMOs are raised 
significantly by successful completion of national 
programs  
- Competent National Authority (CNA)  decision 
making bodies allowing specific provisions for public 
participation in decision making process 

 

42. The expected Outcomes jointly contribute, according to  the Reconstructed Theory 
of Change (ToC, see chapter IV below), ;to implement the National Biosafety 
Framework in compliance with the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety΄, as defined in 
the Project Objecti ve mentioned above.   

43. It is evident from the table abo ve, the amplitude of the Components and the 
complexity of the Outcomes to be achieved by the Pr oject. Moreover, as discussed 
under chapter IV (ToC), many of the Outputs to be delivered are, according to the 
Project Design, of an institutional nature increa sing the complexity of delivering 
Project Outputs (e.g. Biosafety Policy, a Biosafety Legal Regime, set of 
administrative procedures and mechanisms)  and as such depending on the 

 

4 As originally designed in UNEP-GEF, 2005, Toolkits for the Development of National Biosafety Frameworks 
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existence of enabli ng external condition s /  assumptions (e.g. political will, inter-
institutional coordination, etc.).  

C. Stakeholders  

44. The Department of Environment (DOE) of the Ministry of Environment, Forests and 
Climate Change is the key-stakeholder for Biosafety Framework imple mentation in 
Bangladesh. The DOE is the Competent National Authority (CNA) for the 
Convention on Bio-Diversity (CBD), for the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety (CPB) 
and is also the focal point for the Biosafety Clearing House (BCH). The DOE is also 
the National Executing Agency of the Project. Its role is summarised in following 
Table 2.  

Table 2: Role and responsibility of the Department of Environment  (DOE) of the Ministry of 
Environment, Forests and Climate Change 

Role, interest and power 
over project 

results/implementat ion 

Overall institutional role and 
responsibilities  

Expected changes through project 
implementation  

Έ DOE is the National 
Executing Agency 
(NEA) of the Project 
on behalf of MEFCC; 

Έ Manage the project 
and ensure that its 
objectives are met 
through the Pro ject 
Director in DOE;  

Έ Responsible for 
reporting to UNEP 
and the CNA 
(Competent Nat. 
Authority)  

Έ Developed the 
National Biosafety  
Framework (NBF) of 
Bangladesh (previous 
Project) 

Έ CNA for CPB (on behalf of the 
Ministry)  

Έ The Department is the one-stop 
institu tion for all Biosafety 
coordination.  

 
Overall Mission: 
Έ Fair and consistent application of 

environmental rules and regulati ons;  
Έ Guiding, training, and promoting 

awareness of environmental issues;  
Έ Sustainable action on crit ical 

environment p roblems. 

Έ To be further empowered 
(institutionally and technically) and 
fully operational for playing its key -
role of overall coordi nation and 
management of Biosafety in the 
country  

Έ Full institutional up take of the 
results of the Proje ct 

 

45. Due to the multi -sectorial nature of biosafety, dif ferent Ministries and Institutes are 
involved to a variable extent in the implementation o f the NBF. Some of them are 
part of the National Committee on Biosafety (NCB), which is according to the 
Bangladesh Biosafety Rules (2012) the policy and decision -making body for 
biosafety and is chaired by the Secretary of the Ministry of Environment and 
Forests. The Ministries that are statutory parts of the NCB are: the Ministry of 
Science and Technology; Minis try of Agriculture ; Ministr y of Fisheries and 
Livestock;  and Ministry of Health.  

46. Representatives of these Ministries have been actively involved in several Project 
activities, such as the review and updating of Biosafety Rules and Guidelines  and 
have benefited from the Cap acity Building activities organised by  the Project.  
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47. Considering the context described in the previous chapter, the role of the  Minis try 
of Agriculture is key for the crops that are intended to be tested in Confined Field 
Trials or released into the environment for  cultivation in Bangladesh. I n fact, all 
national applications for these purposes enter the system through the Nationa l 
Technical Committee on Crop Biotechnology (NTCCB), within the Ministry of 
Agriculture, which reviews the appl ication and submit s it to t he NCB. In the case of 
Bangladesh importing a biotech crop for cultivation, an application is submitted to 
the NCB who then forwards it to the Ministry of Agriculture for review by the 
NTCCB. 

48. In Bangladesh there are several insti tutions involved i n Biotechnology activities, as 
shown in the Table 3 below. All institutions working with genetically modified 
organisms must esta blish an Institutional Biosafety Committee (IBC), as described 
in chapter V, Section D  ͮEffectiveness (Outputs for Outcome 3) . The Project has 
supported some of the se institutes through specific training activities.  
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Table 3: Main National Institutions invo lved in Biotechnology activities  

1.Bangladesh Agricultur al Research Institute (BARI); 2) Bangladesh Sugarcane Research 
Inst itu te (BSRI); 3) Bangladesh  Institute  of Nuclear Agriculture (BINA); 4) Bangladesh 
Rice Research Institute (BRRI): 5) National Insti tut e of Biotechnology (NIB); 6) 
Bangladesh Atomic Energy Commission (BAEC); 7) Bangladesh Livestock Research 
Institute (BLRI), 8) Department of Biotech , Bangladesh University  ͮBAU; 9) Department of 
Biochemistry and Molecular  Biology - BAU; 10) BRAC Universit y; 11) Microbiology 
laboratory, Department of Botany; 12) Bangladesh Academy of Sciences.  

Overall institutional role an d responsibilities  Expected changes through project implementation  

Έ Biotechnology and Biosafety research a nd 
training including lab oratory analytical functions to 
support regulatory agencies;  
Έ Technical support on LMO Detection;  
Έ To provide expert scientists to  assist in risk 
assessment an d risk management activities  

Å Enhanced role (institution and capacity  building) 
in setting and m anaging Regulatory, 
Administrative and Monitoring activities in their 
specific area  

Έ Capacity Building o f Institutional Bi osafety 
Committees (IBC) in these Inst itutes  

 

D. Project implementation struc ture and partners  

49. The Department of Environment (DOE), in its role as the national Executing Agency 
(NEA) of the Project, appointed a Project Director, recruited a  Project Coordinator 
and established a Project Steering  Committee.  

50. The Project Director has been responsible for the overall coordinati on and finance 
management of the Project, and for Project reporting to the Project Steering 
Committee (PSC), to the Competent National Au thority (CNA), i.e. the Ministry of 
Environment, Forests and Climate Change, and to GEF/UNEP. The Project 
Coordinator was recruited by the Project and was responsible for the operations of 
the Project and its technical and administrative p rogress with the support of a 
Finance Assistant. He reported to the National Project Director and to the PSC.  

51. A Project Steering Commit tee (PSC), headed by the Secretary, Ministry of 
Environment and Forests, was established to oversee the progress of the project 
and expected to meet quarterly. The Steering Committee (chaired by the Secretary, 
MEFCC) included representatives of the MEFCC and of other Min ist ries, such as 
Science and Technology, Agriculture, Planning, Finance, as well as representatives 
of Academic and Research Instit utes. The implementation stru cture is visualised 
here below: 
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Figure 1: Project implementation structure (Source: ToR of the Evaluation)  

 

E. Changes in design during implementation   

52. The original Project Document contemplated  the promulgation of the Biosafety 
Rules as a Project Output (see Table 6 in following chapter IV, Output 2.1). 
However, Biosafety Rules were promulgated by the Ministry of Environment, 
Forests and Climate Change under the Environment Conservation Act (199 5) in 
2012, i.e. before the commencement of the Project. As discussed more in depth in 
Chapter V, Section D  ͮ Effectiveness (Availability of Outputs), Output 2.1 was 
reformulated at the beginning of the Project t aking into consideration the need for 
improved synergies between existing biosafety Guidelines (2008) and Biosafety 
Rules (2012), and for their overall updating.   

53. During its lifetime, the Project has been granted 7 budget revisions  (listed in 
ANUBIS), which have been mainly used for re-allocating u nspent money. The 
Project was also granted in 2016 a no -cost extension of 19 months due to delays in 
its start -up for the inte rnalization of the Project into the national planning system. 
For instance, the National Director and the  National Coordinators be came offi cially 
operational only in 2014, i.e. one year after the official start of the Project. Overall, 
no significant chang es in design occurred during project implementation.  

F. Project financing  

54. The following Table compares the estimated cost at design (GEF Budget) and the 
actual cost as pre sented in the Final Financial Statement of the Project. 
Expenditure ratio, particularly  divergencies between estimated and actual costs, 
are discussed in chapter V, Section E - Financial management.  

Table 4: GEF Budget at design and expenditures by Budget Line / Object of Expenditure (10/2019) 

UNEP BUDGET LINE / OBJECT OF 
EXPENDITURE 

Estimated cost at 
design (USD) 

Actual Cost (USD) Expenditure ratio 
(actual/planned)  

10 PROJECT PERSONNEL  126,090 183,917 146% 

20 SUB-CONTRACT 259,000 145,361 56% 

30 TRAINING 258,600 218,184 84% 

40 EQUIPMENT & PREMISES  150,500 282,594 188% 
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UNEP BUDGET LINE / OBJECT OF 
EXPENDITURE 

Estimated cost at 
design (USD) 

Actual Cost (USD) Expenditure ratio 
(actual/planned)  

50 MISCELLANEOUS  89,900 54,034 60% 

Total 884,090 884,090 100% 

Table 5: Co-financing Table (Source: Project Final Report, in ANUBIS)  

Co-financi ng 
(Type/Source) 

UNEP  
own 

 Financing 

Government 
USD 

Other * 
USD 

Total 
USD 

Total 
Disbursed 

USD 

Planne
d 

Actu
al  

Planned Actual Plann
ed 

Actual  Planned Actual  

Grants          

Loans          

Credits          

Equity invest .           

In-kind support    533,000 533,000   533,000 533,000 533,000 

Other *          

Total   533,000 533,000   533,000 533,000 533,000 

* This refers to contributions mobilized fo r the project from other multilateral agencies, bilateral development coopera tion 
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IV. THEORY OF CHANGE AT EVALUATION  

 The reconstructed Theory of Change (ToC) of the project: overview   

55. The reconstructed ToC, based on the projectͻs design and logical framework, aims 
at mapping the possible pathways of change between the project  output s and the 
expected outcom es, up to the intended impact, as well as identifying the main 
drivers and assumptions which have effe cts on the envisaged cha nge process. 

56. At the time of Project formulation a T oC was not required in the project design 
documentatio n. Moreover, the format in use for the Logical Framework (Project 
Results Framework, App. 4 of the ProDoc) only contemplated re sults at Outcome 
level. Outputs were defined in the App. 6 of the ProDoc (Key deliverables and 
benchmarks).  

57. Based on an analysis of the Project Design (s ee chapter V, Section B), the ProDoc 
did not fully succeed in providing a clear and exhaustive description of i ts expected 
results at different levels, and the logical sequence between Activities, Outputs and 
Outcomes was not discu ssed. Project Outcomes were not always clearly 
formulated in either the ProDoc or the Project Results Framework, and there were 
also inconsistencies be tween the two. In light of that, and taking into account 
UNEPͻs definitions (2019) of different results levels, Project results have been 
partially reformulated or rephrased in a reconstructed ToC, which is discussed in 
the followin g sections and visualised in Diagrams 1 and 2.  

58. Table 6 below compares a summary of the projectͻs results hierarchy for: a) the 
results as stated in the P roDoc and b) as formulated in the TOC at Evaluation and 
provides justifications for the re formulation.  

 

Table 6: Justificatio n for Reformulation of Results Statements  

Formulation in original project 
document(s)    

Formulation for Reconstruct ed ToC 
at Evaluation 

Justi fication for Reformulation  

   

LONG TERM IMPACT 

Not discussed  Enhanced conservation and 
sustaina ble use of biolog ical 
diversity in  Bangladesh. 

The Project Impact is the Global 
Environmental Benefit  the Project 
is cont ributing to.  

   

INTERMEDIATE STATES (IS) 
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Formulation in original project 
document(s)    

Formulation for Reconstruct ed ToC 
at Evaluation 

Justi fication for Reformulation  

 
 
Project Objective as in ProDoc: 
;To assist Bangladesh to 
implement the National Biosafety 
Framework in compliance with the 
Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety 
through enhancing the existing 
capacity on Biosafety a t the 
Institutional, Indiv idual and 
Systemic levels in Bangladesh, as 
well as to address national needs 
and priorities΄. 

 
Intermediate State 4 (IS 4):  
Art. 1 of Cartagena Protocol 
fulfilled:  
;Safe transfer, handling and use of 
living modified organisms resulting 
from modern biotechnology that may 
have adverse effects on the 
conservation and sustainable use of 
biological diversity, taking also into 
account risks to human health, and 
specifically focusing on 
transboundary movementsƪ  
 
Intermediate State 3 (I S 3): 
Improved governance of national / 
regional biosafety systems based 
upon: Rule of law and compliance, 
Accountability and Liability, Equity, 
Transparency, Citizensͻ 
Participation  
 
Intermediate State 2 (IS 2):  
Improved Decision-making, 
Effective mechani sms, Enhanced 
quality info rmation and 
transparency  
 
Intermediate State 1 ( IS 1): 
A National Biosafety Framework 
fully operational in Bangladesh  

 
 
Reformulated to disentangle the 
original description of the Project 
Objective (which encompasses 
different lev els of expected results) 
and to specify main stages of 
progress of the NBF towards 
Impact.  
 

   

PROJECT OUTCOMES 

As formulated in App. 4 (Project 
Results  Framework) of the ProDoc 

as Outcome Indicators ;End of 
Project Targets΄. 

Formulation for Reconstruct ed ToC 
at Evaluation 

Justi fic ation for Reformulation  

- Biosafety policy with an Action  
Plan is approved by the 
government and published in the 
national  Gazette  
- Updated National Biosafety 
Guidelines 

1. Biosafety Policy with an Action 
Plan approved, published and 
implemented  

- Emphasis is  on the 
implementation, as specified in 
Output 1.1 (see below).  
- Guidelines usually make part of 
the operationalisa tion of a 
regulatory regime (Outcome 2)   

- Biosafety legal regime 
established in the country and NBF 
is fully operational and ga zetted 

2-Biosafety legal regime 
established, enacted and fully 
operational in the country  

Clearer reformulation (word 
;enacted΄ is also used in the 
ProDoc Results Framework) 

- Coordinated administrative set -up 
in place for handli ng of 
requests/application s 

3- Coordinated administrative set -
up and mechanisms in place for 
handling of requests/applications  

No substantive change (em phasis 
on operational mechanisms)  

- A comprehensive Monitoring and 
Enforcement system in place for 
operation 

4- A comprehensive Monitoring  
and Enforcement system  in place 
and operational  

No substantive change  
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Formulation in original project 
document(s)    

Formulation for Reconstruct ed ToC 
at Evaluation 

Justi fication for Reformulation  

- Public awareness and education 
on LMOs are raised significantly by 
successful completion of national 
programs  
- CNA decision making bodies 
allowin g specific provisions for 
public participation in decision 
making process  

5- Enhanced public awareness and 
public participation in decision 
making on LMOs 

More synthetic. It encompasses 
both Public awareness and Public 
participation. Also more coherent 
wit h expected Outputs. 

   

PROJECT OUTPUTS 

As formulated in App. 6 of the 
ProDoc 

(Key deliverables and Benchmarks) 

Formulation for Reconstructed ToC 
at Evaluation  Justification for Reformulation  

1.1 Biosafety policy approved & 
implemented by Government  

1.2 NBF and Biosafety Guidelines 
updated by DOE 

 

1.1 Draft Biosafety Policy updated, 
discussed with stakeholders and 
prepared for Government approval 

- Policy approval and 
implementation are expected at 
Outcome level (see above) 
- Guidelines are contemplated in 
Output 2.1 (see below) 

2.1 Biosafety Rules promulgated 
by the Ministry of Environment and 
Forests under Environment 
Conservation Act 1995 

2.1 Biosafety Rules (2012) and 
Guidelines (2008) updated 

Biosafety Rules were promulgated 
in 2012 before the Project started  

3.1 A fully fu nct ional administrative 
system for handling requests 
for LMOs 

3.2 A fully functional system for 
risk assessment and decision -
making 

3.3 An efficient system for 
handling, storing and 
exchanging information on 
biosafety in place und er the 
nBCH 

3.1. A fully functional  
administrative system for:  

- handling requests for LMOs  
- risk assessment and  decision -
making 

3.2. An efficient sys tem for 
handling, storing and exchanging 
information on biosafety in place 
under the nBCH 

No substantive  changes 

4.1 Fully functi onal and effective 
inspection, monitoring and 
enforcement system in place in 
Bangladesh 

4.2 Strengthened laboratories a ble 
to detect LMOs 

4.3 Emergency response 
procedures (ERP) established. 

4.1 Fully functional and effective 
inspection, monitoring and 
enforcement system in place  

4.2 Laboratories able to detect 
LMOs 

4.3 Emergency response 
procedures (ERP) established. 

No substan tive changes 
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Formulation in original project 
document(s)    

Formulation for Reconstruct ed ToC 
at Evaluation 

Justi fication for Reformulation  

5.1 Fully functional system for 
access to, and sharing of 
information in place in 
Bangladesh, inter alia through 
dynamic operations of national 
BCH 

5.2 Strengthened system for public 
awareness on the safe use of 
LMOs in place. 

5.3 Strengthened system for public 
participation in decision -
making on LMOs in place. 

5.4 Establish networks establishe d 
with other Implementatio n 
project  teams for sharing 
experiences, lessons & best 
practices  

5.1 Fully functional system for 
access to, and sharing of 
information (national BCH); 

5.2 Strengthened system for public 
awareness and participation in 
place; 

5.3 Networks established at 
regional level for sharing 
experiences, lessons & best 
practices  

No substantive changes  

 

The pathway towards the implementation of the National Biosafety Framewor k  

59. Diagram 1 maps out the lower part of the reconstructed T oC, from Activities up to 
the implementation of the National Biosafet y Framework. There are five logical 
pathways of Activities/Outputs towards Project Outcomes co rresponding to each 
of the five components of the National Biosafety Framework (NBF).  

60. The ToC also shows that there is an ;ifΊthenΊ΄ chain (cause-effect) between  
Outcomes 2, 3 and 4: if a regulatory regime is in place, then and administrative 
system can be set up and work, and if the administrative system works and 
decisions are made, then a monitoring and enforcement system makes s ense and 
has to be made function al. 

61. Key-drivers in the pathway to the implementation of the NBF are all the previous 
achievements of the country in the area of Biosafety, notably:  

§ the Nat Biosafety Framework prepared with the sup port of the GEF/UNEP 
Project of NBF Development (2004-06); 

§ the Biosafety Guidelines of Bangladesh gazetted in 2008 (in absence of a 
regulatory regime and a policy, at that time);  

§ the Biosafety Rules of Bangladesh, promulgated under the Environment 
Conservation Act (1995) and publis hed in the National Gazette in 2012. 
These rules codify the regulatory structures and processes contained in the 
Biosafety Guidelines of Bangladesh (2008). 

62. The Nat. Exec. Agency (DOE) plays a key role in the implementation of the NBF, 
particularly its capa cit y of coordination and partnership with other national and 
international stakeholders.  

63. Most of the Outcomes are of an insti tut ional nature, involving political, regulatory, 
procedural mechanisms to be agreed upon and implemente d, which are not fully 
under contro l of the Project and of the NEA. Moreover, they refer to different 
sectors, such as Agriculture, Research and Technology, Health, Trade, among 
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others. The ProDoc identified some risks and mitigation measures, notably the key-
assumption that ;constant exchange, networking and follow up from the part of 
the National Executing Agency, the Department of Environment΄ are in place and 
maintained.  

64. The process of moving from a draft NBF to its full implementation requires a 
number of assumptions  to hold in  different areas of action, as outlined here below:  

§ Human Resources have to be available and made operational at a suitable 
level, not only within the  Competent National Authority (DOE), but also in 
other sectors involved in Biosa fety, such as Agriculture,  Science & 
Technology, Academic Institutions;  

§ The Competent National Authority is able to assume the leadership and to 
play its coordinating role in Biosafety policy and decision -making through 
mechanisms of coordination and inte r-sectorial work;  

§ Enabling socio-political environment at a higher and wider level, i.e. policy 
and decision-makers willing to make Biosafety progressin g in the national 
agenda, as well as public opinion and civil society able to meaningfully 
participate i n the process.  

65. The Project may have progressed more in some components and less in others. 
Depending, on the one hand, on the level of achievement of any of the five 
Outcomes and, on the other hand, on the capacity to coordinate them in a 
harmonised way, a more advanced state of c hange could be achieved, 
corresponding to the original Project Objective and identified in the ToC as the first 
Intermediate State (IS 1) towards Impact, i.e. ;A National Biosafety Framework 
fully operational in Bangladesh΄.  

 

The pathway to Impact  

66. The intended Impact of the Project is the Global Environmental Benefit to which 
the Project is contributing: the ;Enhanced conservation and sustainable use of 
biological diversity in Bangladesh΄. Overall, the pathway towards higher levels of 
results entail s the continuous and progressive improvement of decision -making 
processes and of governance mechanisms. Schematically, the pathway fr om the 
Intermediate State 1 to the intended Impact can be simplified by identifying further 
transitional  conditions (Interm ediate States) to be fulfilled, as shown in Diagram 2. 
Assuming that the Intermediate State 1 (I S 1) is achieved and maintained, three 
other Intermediate States can be achieved :   

ü ;Improved decision -making processes  for LMOs approval, effective 
implementation mec hanisms and enhanced quality information and 
transparency΄ (Intermediate State 2  / IS 2) can be achieved under the 
conditions that, firstly, the NBF has the financial resources to effectively 
monitor all the relevant aspects of th e GMOs management and, secondly, a 
resource mobilisation strategy is conceived and developed. Key impact drivers 
at that stage are the coordinating role  of the Competent National Authority/CNA 
(DOE), effective GMOs management systems (e.g. for detection and referral, for 
handling applicatio ns, for risk assessment and monitoring), stakeholders and 
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public participation, quality information available and tim ely flowing into the 
BCH.  

ü ;Improved Governance of National/Regional Biosafety systems based upon: 
Rule of Law and Compliance, Accountabili ty and Liability, Equity, Transparency 
and Citizensͻ Participation΄ (Intermediate State 3 / I S 3) can be achieved under 
the assumption that the required political will of the Government  is not missing. 
That should be refl ected in the implementatio n of a National Policy on 
Biosafety and of an Action Plan (actually foreseen in the first Project Outcome). 
Improved Governance also implies that the national policy on Biosafety is 
streamlined into government plans and an effecti ve strategy of resource 
mobilisatio n is operational. The main impact drivers at that stage will be 
effective forms of stakeholder participation (in plan ning, decision making and 
funding), conducive to open and transparent information flows and negotiation 
processes at different lev els.  

ü The Intermediate State 4 (IS 4 ) is the ;Safe transfer, handling and use of living 
modified organisms  resulting from mode rn biotechnology that may have 
adverse effects on the conservation and sustainable use of biological div ersity, 
taking also into a ccount risks to human health, and specifically focusing on 
transboundary movements΄, as requested under art. 1 of Cartagena Protocol 
(CPB). Political will and negotiations will act as impact drivers at that level, 
under the main assumption  that decision -making of the National Committee on 
Biosafety (NCB) persists based on rigorous Risk Assessment and Risk 
Management best practice s, and that financial resources flow into Biosafety 
programs mechanisms. Under the same assumption that internati onally 
followed p rinciples of Risk Assessment and Risk Management are lastingly 
used by the Competent National Authority, the Project Impact (E nhanced 
Conservation and Sustainable Use of Biological Diversity in Bangladesh)  can be 
achieved. 

67. As visualised in Diagram 2, Intermediate States 2, 3 and 4 are not necessarily 
sequential and could be emerging simultaneously, though it is expected that IS 4  
would come after the other two. IS 2 can also be a driving force to IS 3.  
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Diagram 1: Pathway towards the National Biosafety Framework  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Briefing / advocacy to Cabinet / Awareness 
seminar for Parliamentarians, Policy makers, 
Officials / Analysis of sectoral plans and 
relationship to Biosafety /  Publication and 
dissemination of biosafety policy / Consultants 
reports on updated framework and guidelines 

Preparation and dissemination of training and 
information materials for general public and 
specific target groups / Identification of entry-
points and training for decision-making /  
Participation and organisation of regional 
meetings, visits, conferences.  

Consultation workshops and meetings 
with representative of various research 
institutes, universities, ministries and 
private organizations. 

Preparation of: Guidelines, manuals and 
procedures / Criteria for Risk assessment, Risk 
assessment and decision-making guidelines / 
standard formats, operating procedures / Data 
bank for biosafety information system / Diffusion 
of Information on LMO application  

Publication of Guidelines and Standard 
Procedures / Definition of Roles and 
responsibilities / Establishment of detection 
LMO laboratory and training of lab staff / 
Preparation of Standard Procedures for 
emergency responses and training of staff  

1.1 Draft Biosafety 
Policy updated, 
discussed with 
stakeholders and 
prepared for 
Government approval 

2.1 Biosafety 
Rules (2012) and 
Guidelines (2008) 
updated 

3.1. A fully functional administrative system 
for:  
- handling requests for LMOs 
- risk assessment and decision-making 
3.2. An efficient system for handling, storing 
and exchanging information on biosafety in 
place under the nBCH  

4) A comprehensive 
Monitoring and 
Enforcement system in 
place and operational 

5.1 Fully functional system for access to, and 
sharing of information (national BCH); 
5.2 Strengthened system for public awareness 
and participation in place; 
5.3 Networks established at regional level  

1) Biosafety Policy 
with an Action 
Plan approved, 
published and 
implemented  

2) Biosafety legal 
regime established, 
enacted and fully 
operational in the 
country 

3) Coordinated 
administrative set-up 
and mechanisms in 
place for handling of 
requests/applications 
and decision-making 

4.1 Fully functional and effective inspection, 
monitoring and enforcement system in place  
4.2 Laboratories able to detect LMOs 
4.3 Emergency response procedures (ERP) 
established. 

5) Enhanced public 
awareness and 
public participation 
in decision making 
on LMO  

A National 
Biosafety 

Framework fully 
operational in 
Bangladesh 

Activities  Outputs  
Outcomes Intermediate 

State 1 

Assumptions:  
- Outcomes achieved at a 

suitable level 
- Human Resources 

available and operational 
in DOE and other 
institutions 

- DOE plays a coordination 
role;  

- Enabling socio-political 
environment 
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Diagram 2: Pathway from NBF to Impact 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Enhanced conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity in Bangladesh 

A National Biosafety Framework fully operational in Bangladesh 
 

Improved Decision-making, 
Effective mechanisms, Enhanced 
quality information and 
transparency 

Improved governance of national / 
regional biosafety systems based upon: 
Rule of law and compliance, Accountability 
and Liability, Equity, Transparency, 
/ƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ 

Safe transfer, handling and use of living modified 
organisms resulting from modern biotechnology that may 

have adverse effects on the conservation and sustainable 
use of biological diversity, taking also into account risks to 
human health, and specifically focusing on transboundary 
movements (art. 1 of Cartagena Protocol ) 

 I.S. 1  

I.S.  3 
I.S.  2 

I.S. 4 

IMPACT 

IMPACT DRIVERS: DoE 
playing a coordinating 
role. Effective GMOs 
management systems. 
Quality information 
available and flowing 
into BCH. Stakeholders 
and public participation 

ASSUMPTION: NBF still has the 
financial resources.  A resource 
mobilization strategy conceived and 
developed 
 

ASSUMPTIONS: Political will of the Government. A 
National Action Plan is developed to streamline 
national policy on Biosafety into government 
plans. An effective resource mobilisation strategy 
in place.  

IMPACT DRIVERS: Public 
continues to be 
informed. Effective 
forms of stakeholders 
participation (planning, 
decision making, 
funding). Regional 
Cooperation. Open and 
transparent negotiations 
processes.  

IMPACT DRIVERS: Political 
will, enforcement of 
legislation and regulations, 
regional cooperation, 
international commitment   

ASSUMPTIONS: Best practices of Risk 
assessment and Management are sustained, 
replicated and upgraded. Financial Resources 
flow is consolidated  

ASSUMPTIONS: The NBF is in place and fully functional.  Approvals for large 
scale deployment of GMOs are based on internationally followed Risk 
Assessment (RA) and Risk Management (RM) principles and methods 
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V. EVALUATION FINDINGS 

A. Strategi c Relevance 

Alignment to MTS and POW 

68. The Project spans over two UNEP Medium Term Strategies (2010 -2013 and 2014-
2017) and three Biennial PoWs (Programme of Work), i.e. 2012-2013, 2014-2015 
and 2016-2017, Environmental Governance Sub-Programme. Table 7 below 
provides a summarised outline of the contribution of the Project to the Expected 
Accomplishment (EA) of the Environmental Governance Sub-Programme in the two 
Medium Term Strategies.  

Table 7: Contribution of the Project to the Medium -Term Strategy (MTS)      

Expected Accomplish ment (EA) Contri bution of the P roject  

MTS 2010-2013, Sub-programme Environmental 
Governance, EA(b): States increasingly 
implement their environmental obligations and 
achieve their environmental priority goals, 
targets and obj ectives through strengthened 
laws and institutions  

¶ Overall support to the implementation of the 
NBF 

¶ Biosafety Policy  
¶ Updated Biosafety Rules and Guidelines   
¶ Support to the National Committee on 

Biosafety (NCB) 

MTS 2014-2017, Sub-programme Environmental 
Governance, EA2: The capacity of countries to 
develop and enforce laws and strengthen 
institutions to ach ieve internationally agreed 
environmental objectives and goals and comply 
with related obligations is enh anced; 

¶ Overall support to the implementation of  the 
NBF 

¶ Biosafety Policy  
¶ Updated Biosafety Rules and Guidelines   
¶ Support to the National Committee on 

Biosafety (NCB) 
¶ Capacity Building in  several areas of 

Biosafety Management  

 

Alignment to UNEP/Donor Strategic Priorities  

69. The project is a Medium Size Project (MSP) financed through GEF-4 mechanism 
and belongs to GEF Biodiversity Focal Area. It is relevant to GEF Strategic 
Programme 6 (BD-SP6): Building Capacity for the Implementation of the Cartagena 
Protocol on Biosafety.  

70. Bali Strategic Plan (BSP) was not mentioned in the ProDoc and not explicitly 
focussed by the Project. Nevertheless, given its focus on Capacity Building, on 
Technology Support (e.g. establishment of a GMO laboratory in Bangladesh) and 
on South-South Cooperation, the Project was de facto  aligned with BSP. Actually, 
the project has been active in addressing many of the cross -cutting issues listed in 
section D of the BSP, such as the strengthening of national institutions, the 
development of nati onal law and regulations and the compliance w ith  obligations 
under multilateral environmental agreements. Gender issues were not specifically 
addressed by the Project.  

71. The Project has also promoted South-South Cooperation on Biosafety at regional 
level (mainly in the framework of SAARC / South Asian  Association for Regional 
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Cooperation), through study -tours and exchanges with neighbouring countries, a nd 
through the annual meetings of th e GEF/UNEP Biosafety Projectsͻ Coordinators.  

Relevance to Regional, Sub-regional and National Priori ties 

72. Biosafety is surely gaining relevance in Bangladesh like in the whole Southern Asia 
and South-East Asia Regions, due to the interest of the countries to expand 
Biotechnologies, including GMOs, for agricultural purposes. Genera lly, the Asian 
countries that were in th e lead of the ;green revolution΄ of past century, regard 
GMOs cropping as a strategic instrument to boos t food production and the 
agricultur al sector , reducing food insecurity while increasing agriculture 
productivit y and farmers income. Although the use o f GMOs is far from being a 
consensual issue throughout the region, at a variable extent from country to 
country, there is a generalised recognition t hat Biosafety should be a priority to 
address, taking into account environmental and human health concerns.   

73. The above is particularly true for Bangladesh, which has been the first country of 
the Region to produce GMO Brinjal (egg-plant) at a cons iderably large scale, and is 
at an advanced trial stage for further introduc ing other GMO crops, among them 
the main staple food, rice. It is, therefore, a priority for the country to set Biosafety 
principles and procedu res at the level they deserve. In fact, Bangladesh 
Environment Policy 2018 covers Biosafety under Biodiversity, Ecosystem 
Conservation and Biosafety, as one sector.  

Complementarity  with Existing Intervent ions 

74. The Project was conceived to implement the Nat ional Biosafety Framework (NBF) 
formulated through the support of the previous GEF/UNEP Project ;Development 
of the National Biosafety Framework΄ (2004-2006) and actually built upon the 
achievements and the institutional network created in the contex t of the previous 
project (see Context, chapter III, Section A). The Project has also been 
complementary to the GEF/UNEP Projects supporting t he setting and 
consolidation of the BCH (Biosafety Clearing House) in Bangladesh and is part of a 
larger portfolio of GEF projects supporting Biodiversity C onservation in the 
country.  

75. As mentioned in Chapter III - Context, the need to keep a balanced approach 
between Biotechnology development and meeting Biosafety national and 
international standards, was a t the core of the Project rationale. Therefore, 
GEF/UNEP Project can also be considered complementary to USAID overall 
support to the development of Bio technology and GMOs cultivation in Bangladesh 
and in the Region through the South Asia Biosafety Program  (SABP), as described 
in chapter VI, Section D (regarding the delivery of Output 5 on regional network and 
harmonization).  

Rating  for Strategic Relevance: Highly Satisfactory (HS)  

B. Quality of Project  Design 

76. The Project Design Quality (PDQ) has been assessed in the Inception Report of the 
Evaluation, through the detailed ;Template for the assessment of the Project 
Design Quality (PDQ)΄ prepared by UNEP Evaluation Office, which contemplates a 
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rating system, based on a six -point scale: Highly Satisfa ctory (6), Satisfactory (5), 
Moderately Satisfactory (4), Mode rately Unsatisfactory (3), Unsatisfactory (2), 
Highly Unsatisfactory (1), also in use for the main evaluation.  

77. The Review of the Project Design quality has been done on the basis of the ProDoc 
and its Appendices, particularly Appendix 1 (Budget), Appendix  4 (Results 
Framework), Appendix 5 (Workplan and timetable), Appendix 6 (Key deliverables 
and benchmarks) and Appendix 7 (Costed M&E plan). Overall, the Project Design 
scores satisfactorily in m ost of its sections. The Design provides a well -structured 
analysis of Project relevance, and a synthetic and clear description of its 
governance and implementing structure. Its budget is balanced and reasonably 
commensurate to the Project expected results . Government co-financing has been 
incremented after PRC (Project Review Committee) remarks.  

78. Despite an interesting stock -taking of the in -place capaci ties of national Biotech 
institutions (around 12 different institutions listed in a long table under the  chapter 
of Sustainability), the stakeholders analysis present ed in the design is weak and 
does not provide a clear idea of the opportunities and challe nges of national 
coordination and possible partnerships around Biosafety.  

79. Project Design is particular ly weak in its crucial sections regarding ;Intended 
Results and Causality ́and ;Logical Framework and Monitoring΄. Project Outcomes 
description in the Pr oDoc is not fully matching with the Results Framework, and 
the ProDoc does not minimally explain and di scuss the logical cause -effect 
sequence of activities and deliv erables that should lead to the achievement of 
Project Results. The underlying logic of th e Project Design and the way to 
objectively measure and assess Project performance  is therefore not fu lly evident.  

Rating for Project Design: Moderately Satisfactory  (MS) 

C. Nature of the External Context  

80. Because of its geographical situation, Bangladesh is prone to natural disasters 
(floods), particularly in the last years also due to the climate -change trends. 
However, they do not seem to have substantively hampered Pr oject 
implementation, thanks to country preparedness. The socio -political environment 
is also challenging, particularly due to the overall sub -regional situation, including 
the high number of re fugees. All these factors are influencing the overall national  
scale of priorities and socio -political focus, hence possibly diverting decision -
makersͻ interest towards more pressing issues.  

Rating for Nature of the external context : Moderately Favourable (MF) 

D. Effectiveness  

81. The information provided by the ;Final Project Output Summary΄ and the ;Terminal 
Report΄ prepared by the Project Team, and filed in ANUBIS, was corroborated 
through direct exchanges with the Project Team all along the evaluation exercis e. 
The information has been analysed and systematised accordin g to the pathway 
designed in the ToC (Chapter IV). Availability o f Outputs below is descri bed in 
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relation to outcomes following the sequence described in Table 6 and in Diagram 1 
of Chapter IV.  

 

Availability  of Outputs  

Outputs related to Outcom e 1 (Biosafety Policy with an Action Plan)  

Rfr: Table 6 / Diagram 1  
1.1 Draft Biosafety Policy upda ted, discussed with stakeholders 
and prepared for Government approval 

 

82. The Project started in 2014 to r evise the existing documents regarding Biosafety 
Policy prepared during the previous GEF-UNEP Project (Development of the NBF). 
The idea was to formulat e a ;stand-alone Biosafety Policy΄ and several activities 
were consequently developed. In 2015, a first draft of the ;Biosafety Policy of 
Bangladesh΄ was prepared. Workshops and consultations were organised to 
review the draft and get the opinion of releva nt stakeholders.  

83. More specifically, a Consultation -workshop took place in 2015 to finalize the draft. 
Policy draft revision and stakeholders consultation continued i n 2016 and a final 
draft of Biosafety Policy of Bangladesh was prepared in 2017 (in both E nglish and 
Bangla), including the general outline of an Action Plan, and was submitted in 2018 
to the Mi nistry of Environment, Forests and Climate Change (MEFCC) for 
Government approval and Gazette notification.  

84. According to information received during th e evaluation, the Policy has to follo w its 
bureaucratic course for final endorsement and is currently aw aiting further 
processing for approval by the Cabinet. Neverth eless, the developed policy in the 
draft form has been made public in the national Biosafe ty Clearing House/BCH 
(http://www.bc hbd.org/), in the page ;Supplementary Documents and 
Publications΄ with the title ;Biosafety Policy of Bangladesh, 2020 - Drafted 
Version΄, and any user can take note of the document before it is published into the 
gazette.     

85. As for the integration of Bio safety in National Policies, the revised National 
Biodiversity Strat egy and Action Plan (NBSAP) 2016-2021, which is based on CBD 
Strategic Planning (Aichi Biodiversity Targets), actually includes the 
implementation of th e National Biosafety Framework in th e list of Projects related 
to Biodiversity, which is positive. Howev er, Biosafety is not discussed in any part of 
the Plan.  

 

Outputs related to Outcome 2 (Biosafety legal regime)  

Rfr: Table 6 / Diagram 1  
2.1 Biosafety  Rules (2012) and Guidelines (2008) updated 
 

86. The original project document cont emplated the promulgatio n of the Biosafety 
Rules as a Project Output (see Table 6, Output 2.1). However, Biosafety Rules were 
promulgated by the Ministry of Environment and For ests under Environment 
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Conservation Act (1995) in 2012, i.e. before the commence ment of the Project. As 
for the Biosafety Guidelines of Bangladesh, they were first ga zetted in June 2002 
by the Ministry of Science and Technology to expedite the biotech acti vit ies in the 
country. After the countryͻs ratification of the Cartagena Protocol (2004) and the 
formula tion of the National Biosafety Framework (2006) 5, the Guidelines document 
was again gazetted, with very few changes, by the Ministry of Environment and 
Forests in January 2008.  

87. According to the Department of Environment (DOE), existing Rules (2012) and 
Guidelines (2008) met country regulatory needs to a great extent . During project 
implementation an activity was planned to look back and investigate to se e if there 
was room for improvement, particularly as the two documents (Rules an d 
Guidelines) were developed at different times and questions of examining lacuna 
and possible incoherence were pertinent. The Guidelines document, originally 
prepared in 2002 (see above), was particularly in need of review.  

88. As a consequence, the Project supported in 2016 a Consultation Workshop on 
;Updating Biosafety Rules of Bangladesh / 2012 and Biosafety Guidelines of 
Bangladesh / 2008΄ with the participation of 76 representat ives of various research 
institutes, universities, ministries and private org anizations. Four workshop s were 
also organised in 2017 and 2018 on ;Biosafety Regulatory System and Network 
Development΄ at a decentralised level, in four different administrative areas 
(Divisions) of the country, with a large number of participants coming  from 
different instituti ons of the Divisions (Ministries, Research Institutes, Univer sit y, 
etc.). 

89. The consultation process described above led to the elaboration in 2017 of th e 
;Revised Biosafety Guidelines of Bangladesh  ͮDraft΄. The Ministry of Environment 
called for opinions/c omments from other ministries/institutes and organized a 
meeting which  came up with the decision that both legal documents (the Rules 
and the Guidelines) should be merged into a single document and the whole 
document should be tran slated in Bangla as per national process and policy. DOE 
made the cumbersome task of t ranslatin g the documents in Bangla and prepared a 
combined document for further processing  by the Ministry.   

90. Following the consultation and revision process described ab ove, the ;Revised 
Biosafety Guidelines of Bangladesh΄ of 2017 have been further improved through 
minor changes and have been only recently (2020) uploaded to the National BCH i n 
the ;Supplementary Documents and Publications΄ section, as ;Biosafety 
Guidelines of Bangladesh, 2020 - Drafts for Amendment΄ which, as indicated in the 
title, cannot yet be considered as a finalised document.  

91. According to information from the Department  of Environment (DOE), the amended 
draft is regularly followed up by the DOE to complete the queries and comments 
given by various ministries. Bangladesh ministries f ollow a system to finalize legal 
documents that takes a lengthy course of time (usually 5 -6 years according to the 
Competent National Authority) and the draft is currentl y under process to be 

 

5 ThrougƘ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ D9Cκ¦b9t tǊƻƧŜŎǘ άDevelopment of the Nationaƭ .ƛƻǎŀŦŜǘȅ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪέ όнллп-2006), see Section on 
Complementarity with Existing Interventions (§ 74). 
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forwarded to the Ministry of Law and Parliamentary Affairs for v ett ing and further 
completion of formalities for approval and publication.  

92. Overall, the process of updating the Biosafety Rules and Guidelines has been 
exceedingly time and energy consuming, and , as mentioned above, not yet fully 
achieved. Although the pr ocess of approval and promulgation of a Law is usually 
convoluted and length y in Bangladesh (see above), the Competent National 
Authority also believes that Biodiversity (including Biosafety) is not yet at the top 
of the priorities even within the MEFCC, particular ly when compared with Climate 
Change that have direct, huge and tangible socio -economic repercussions upon 
the country and its population.  

 

Outputs related to Outcome 3 (Handling Applications)  

Rfr: Table 6 / Diagram 1  
3.1. A fully functional ad ministrat ive system for:  
- handling requests for LMOs  
- risk assessment and decision -making 
3.2. An efficient system for handling, storin g and exchanging 
information on biosafety in place under the BCH 

 

93. The Project has contributed to enhance the national  capaciti es to develop and 
implement the national Administrative System of Biosafety, thro ugh information, 
awareness raising and training ac tivities, as well as through other opportunities of 
dialogue and interaction (e.g. preparation of manuals, setting o f standard 
procedures, etc.). It has to be highlighted the organization and coordination o f a 
national workshop in 2016 for the members of d ifferent committees and enforcing 
agenciesͻ officials, to describe and discuss the functional administrative system 
for handling and notifications of GMOs, with more than 150 participants.  

94. While awaiting t he formal approval of the revised Updated Guidelin es (see above), 
the administrative System for handling requests, risk assessment and decision -
making is anyway in pl ace and functional through the existing Guidelines (2008). 
On this basis, approvals of Confined Trials of Transgenic Potato, Golden Rice, High 
Iron and Zn Rice, and Bt Cotton, as well as limited cultivation of Bt Brinjal have 
been processed from 2013 onwar d.  

95. The Updated Guidelines follow the same format of the previous Guidelines (2008) 
and include four main Chapters, namely:   

- Chapter 1 defining Scope and Objectives of the Biosafety Guidelines;  

- Chapter 2 (Institutional Arrangements) describing the compos iti on, role, 
responsibility and functions of the different Biosafety Committees (see 
descript ion below) called to manage different aspects of GMOs use and 
management (from Handling Applications a nd Decision-making, Risk 
Assessment and Risk Management, Moni tor ing and Enforcement);  

- Chapter 3 (General Provisions) defining Objectives, Principles and 
Methodolog ies of Risk Assessment and Risk Management related to different 
scope and use of GMOs; 
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- Chapter 4 concerning Physico -chemical and Biological Containments: 
procedures and facilities.  

96. Under the chapter of ;Institutional Arrangements΄, the updated Guidelines define 
the delegation of responsibility and functions from t he Competent National 
Authority (CNA), i.e. the MEFCC, to the National Committee on Biosafety (NCB), ;to 
ensure environmentally safe management of modern biotechnological 
development including research and development, introduction, use and trans -
boundary movement of GMOs/LMOs΄. The powers vested to in the NCB by the 
Guidelines are outlined here below:  

ü Draft and adopt policies and measures to ensure safety of humans and 
environment;  

ü Stop or prevent any activity with a GMO after establishing that the activ ity is 
unsafe to the personnel, community and/or the environment;  

ü Approve applications for GMO research, introduction, commercial use, 
transboundary movement and release to the environ ment;   

ü Approve biosafety related guidelines, manuals, SOPs (Standard Operating 
Procedures), and formats/ forms;   

ü Certify/Authorize laboratories to conduct GMO resear ch; 

ü Approve Institutional Biosafety Committee (IBC) upon recommendation of 
respective heads of institutions/ universities/ private organizations.  

97. The NCB is supported by a technical committee, th e Biosafety Core Committee 
(BCC), to assist and accelerate th e functio ns of NCB, specifically providing 
technical reviews of any applicat ion for lab research, contained trial, confined trial, 
field trial, open field trial, field release, introduction, use,  and importation of GMOs 
as well as forwarding recommendation s to the NCB for its consideration.  

98. Each research institution working on Bi otechnologies has to establish an 
Institutional Biosafety Committee (IBC), a Field Level Biosafety Committee (FBC) 
and designated Biological Safety Officers (BSO) . The IBC is empowered to enforce 
all biosafety regulations within the institute/organisation,  to report inf ractions to 
the NCB and to stop a project if its continuation is considered a threat to 
laboratory person nel, public or environment. Actually, all the Institutes curr ently 
working with GMOs in Bangladesh have an operational IBC.  

99. The Updated Guidelines are addressing some recognised weak points of the 
current Administrative System for Handling Applications an d Decision-making, by 
improving the efficiency, transparency and foreseeability of the System. Main 
innovations concern: (a) the definiti on of the time -frame (90 days) to approve or 
disapprove the applications (which should address the recurrent complaints  of the 
applicants on the lengthy and unforeseeable timing of  the process), (b) the 
reduction of the number of the members of the Nationa l Committee on Biosafety 
(NCB) from 21 to 12 (and a quorum of 7), which should make easier to hold 
quarterly meetings a s foreseen in the Guidelines, (c) a more detailed description  of 
the power, function and responsibilities of the Biosafety Core Committee  (BCC), so 
as to avoid inconsistencies and  overlapping functions with NCB.  
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100. Although, as described above, the Updated Guidelines represent an attempt 
to improve System effectivene ss and efficiency, they still show room for 
improvement and can possibly rai se further con cerns among national 
stakeholders. Actually, weak or debatable points are still present, such as the 
preponderance of Public Sector representatives (11 out of 12 memb ers of the 
NCB), the low representation of Civil Society (just one member), the absence of 
representatives from the Private Sector and of independent scientists and experts, 
and the remarkable reduction of representatives of GMOs developers.  

101. Another major  concern raised by virtually all stakeholders interviewed, 
regards the weak national capac iti es of conducting technically -sound, knowledge-
based Risk Assessments. This has been pointed out by sta keholders as a crucial 
challenge to be addressed not only thr ough short trainings and workshops, but 
with a medium -long term view encompa ssing the development of academic 
curricula and inter -disciplinary approach.  

 

Outputs related to Outcome 4 (Monitoring  and Enforcement) 

Rfr: Table 6 / Diagram 1  

4.1 Fully functi onal and effective inspection, 
monitoring and enforcement system in place  

4.2 Laboratories able to detect LMOs 
4.3 Emergency response procedures (ERP) 

established.  
 

102. In the framework of the Updated Biosafety Guidelines 2020, the Project has 
supported the development of a Biosafety inspection, monitoring and enforcement 
system, specifically the  production of:  

§ A Monitoring and Enforcement Manual (2019 ), which provides 
comprehensive guid elines on monitoring, compliance and enforcement of 
the laws and regulat ions related to biosafety in Bangladesh for use by 
monitoring officers, inspectors, invest igators, decision makers and their 
partners. It covers different areas of work, such as GMOs r eleased into the 
environment, importation, development, packaging, conta ined use, transfer 
and field testing;  

§ Specific Guidelines for Monitoring Confined Field Tr ial of Genetically 
Engineered Plants; 

§ Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) on different issues, namely: Transport, 
Storage, Harvest Disposal of Genetically Engineered Plant (GEP) material; 
Field Trial Compliance Monitoring of Bt Egg Plant and Post -Harvest 
Management of Bt Egg Plant (in need of updating);  

§ Emergency Response Procedures (ERP) for GMOs in Bangladesh guiding 
GMOs operators working with contained laboratory r esearch, confined field 
trial, transpo rt, import, export and transit of GMOs in the countr y, 
particularly regarding the establishment and implementation of Emergency 
Response Plans related to unintentional or accidental release of GMO 
outside the permitted  areas; 
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§ A Manual on GMO Detection and Good Laboratory Practices  (2019).  

103. The Institutional  Biosafety Committees (IBC), as defined in the Biosafety 
Guidelines, play a key-role in monitoring and en suring that Biosafety procedures 
are fully in place and respected by the Institutes that are in the fr ont-line of GMOs 
Research & Development. IBCsͻ funct ions and responsibilities are clearly spelled 
out in the Guidelines and all Institutes currently worki ng with GMOs have an 
operational IBC.  

104. To address Output 4.2, a GMO Laboratory has been established in  
Bangladesh with the support of the Project. It is part of the Central Laboratory of 
the Competent National Authority, the Department of Environment (D OE) of the 
MEFCC. The support of the Project started in 2015 wit h the renovation of the lab 
space at the Department of Environmentͻs premises and with the commencement 
of processes for the procurement of lab equipment for GMO detection.  

105. The Lab was offici ally inaugurated by the Minister in 2017 and is currently 
equipped for GMO detection . A group of four DOE Laboratory Officials received 
three short initial trainings on GMO Detection and Good Laboratory Practic es (2017 
and 2018) as well as on safety analysis, detection and q uantification of GMOs 
(2017). Training was undertaken both in the country and abroad i n India. Despite 
this, their capacities have to be further improved to be up to future challenges. The 
lab is reported to still be working below its optimal service -delivery capacity, as 
discussed later under Achievement of Outcome 4.  

 

Outputs related to Outcome 5 (Public Awareness and Participation)  

Rfr: Table 6 / Diagram 1  
5.1 Fully functional  system fo r access to, and sharing 

of information (national BCH);  
5.2 Strengthened system for public awareness and 

participation in place; 
5.3 Networks establish ed at regional level for sharing 

experiences, lessons & best practices  
 

106. The Bangladesh Biosafety Clearing House (BBCH) has been established and 
is publicly accessible at  https://www.bchbd.org/. On this website, the  page 
;Regulatory Documents΄, contains the Biosafety Guidelines 2008 (in English) and 
the Biosafety Rules 2012 (in Bangla). The page ;Supplementary Documents and 
Publications΄ contains the draft of the Biosafety Policy, the Updated Draft of the 
Biosafety Guidelines 2020, all supplementary Guidelines, Manuals, Standard 
Operating Procedures and the Emergency Response Procedures listed in the 
previous paragraphs. On the page ;Outreach Materials΄ there are two interesting 
video documentaries (one on Biotechnolo gy and Biosafety, and one on the GMO 
Lab), one TV Spot and some leaflets.  

107. The website is in the process of being updated, with the support of the  DOE 
Information & Technology wing. Bangladesh is trying to estab lish an 
interconnectivity between the Banglad esh Biosafety Clearing House and the Global 
Biosafety Clearing House through the support of the GEF/UNEP Project for ;BCH 
III΄. All relevant information as per the provisions of the Protocol are expected to be 
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updated once the BCH III phase is completed. So far, none of the decisions made 
on applications (from  2013 onward) has been recorded in the BBCH. 

108. It is relevant to underline the production of the ;Training manual on 
Biosafety of Genetically Modified Organis m (GMOs)΄ published in 2017 with the 
support of the Project to serve as a conceptual g uide for trainers on different 
issues related to Biosafety (also available in the BBCH).  

109. The Project has supported several activities of awareness raising and 
capacity b uilding, as described under previous outputs,  and also worked at a 
decentralised level  to disseminat e and discuss biosafety regulatory documents, 
policies, etc. They have targeted a large number of people representing (mostly) 
research, academic, development and regulatory institutions and agencies w orking 
on Biosafety -related issues and, to a lesser extent, farmers representatives, media 
representatives, NGOs and consumers.  

110. Widespread initia tives specifically addressing different societal groups (e.g. 
Young People, Consumers, Farmers, Teachers, Students, etc.), Civil Society 
associations, Religious Groups and the Public in general, are not very visible so far. 
This is an area in need of a more focussed intervention (see Output 5.2 ;A 
strengthened system fo r public awareness and participation΄) and of a clear 
communication strategy, given th e extent of th e Biotechnology sector in the 
country, the on-going and planned use of GMOs cultivation for  food, and the 
fulfilment of requirements under art. 23 of the Ca rtagena Protocol.  

111. There is no evidence of the Project  having explicitly addressed dur ing its 
implementation the awareness raising and participation of specific groups related 
to gender, age, minorities, socio -economic vulnerability or marginalisation. Gen der-
specific data regarding the participants to project activities (e.g. training, 
consultation work shops) are usually not compiled and available.  

112. With regard to the regional dimension and n etworking on Biosafety, the 
Project has supported the organisatio n and implementation of the Biosafety 
Regional Harmonization Workshop in Dhaka, Bangladesh (2019) with participants 
and presentations from Bangladesh, Bhutan, Cambodia, India, Indonesia, Malaysia, 
Maldives, Philippines and Vietnam. Recommendations, particu larly on enhancing 
harmonization of risk asse ssment and management, were issued by the 
participants in the workshop.  

113. The Project has also supported the participation of the Project Coordinat or 
in the annual meetings of Biosafety Projects Coordinators at r egional (or sub-
regional level) held in Amman, Thimphu, Hyderabad, Dhaka, Shiraz and Dushanbe. 
Study visits by national officers from Bangladesh institutions were also organised 
and implement ed in Australia, Malaysia, Philippines and Singapore. The reports  of 
the participants give details on the cont ent and usefulness of the study visits 
(posted in ANUBIS).  

114. Representatives from the Competent National Authority confirm that they 
consider all t he activities described above under the Output on Public Awarenes s 
and Participation as being of great interes t to enhance inter-country and inter -
personal network on pushing forward the agenda of harmonization.  
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115. The consultant received reports on activitie s undertaken by the South Asia 
Biosafety Program (SABP), funded by USAID. These activities complement the 
work of this project (see § 75), although the re is no clear evidence of collaboration 
or conversations between the two projects. The Eva luation has also noted that 
another website is operational in Ban gladesh called ;Bangladesh Biosafety Portal΄ 
created in 2017 (© 2017 Bangladesh Biosaf ety | South Asia Biosafety Program). 
The Portal contains a ;Userͻs Guide to Biosafety Regulatory Process for Genetically 
Engineered Plants in Bangladesh΄ (2017), published with the Copyright of 
Department of Environment (DOE) in collaboration with the Sout h Asia Biosafety 
Program (SABP) and USAID. Although not created by this project, the Portal looks 
very user-friendly and quite instructional for GMOs applications in Bang ladesh, 
though  it is not validated by the government as an informati on hub to be used by 
potential u sers.   

116. Bangladesh and India actively participate in the South Asia Biosafety 
Program (SABP) supported by the United States Agency for International 
Development (USAID) and dedicated to assisting India and Banglades h in furt her 
strengthening institutional go vernance of biotechnology. The South Asia Biosafety 
Conference (SABC) is active in organising initiatives for regional harmonisation, to 
which Bangladesh representatives are participating. In 2018, the Conference was 
held in Dhaka.  

 

Final remarks on Outputs availability  

117. The concept of Biosafety was a revived topic 6 in Bangladesh when the 
activ ity of the project started. Stakeholders interviewed consider th at making 
people aware at various levels of capacity and un derstanding about a new top ic 
was surely challenging. The Project has substantively backed many activities of 
the Competent National Authority and produced relevant Outputs in all the five 
components of the Nati onal Biosafety Framework (NBF), as described in this 
chapter.  

118. Overall, the activ ities of the Project and the delivery of the expected Outputs 
have been significant both in quant ity and quality. Various regulatory and 
procedural instruments h ave been produced, crop scientists, regulators and 
practiti oners have been exposed to training and awareness raising activities on a 
large array of subjects, different committees have been est ablished and are 
operational, policymakers and media personnel h ave also benefited from 
awareness raising and information a cti vities . National and int ernationa l workshops 
and seminars on biosafety have been organised and implemented.  

119. Some expected Outputs regarding Biosafety Policy and the Regulatory 
Regime are also progressing thr ough their long and elaborate process of appr oval, 
waiting for completio n of formalities, approval and publication. Although there are, 

 

6 ! ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ¦b9tκD9C ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΣ ά5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ .ƛƻǎŀŦŜǘȅ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊkέ όнллп-2006) ended in 2006 and included activities on 
compiling a biosafety inventory, drafting a National Biosafety Framework and Policy. The project involved a more limited range and 
number of relevant position holders. 
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of course, challenges ahead, as discussed in the next chapter regarding Outcomes, 
the delivery and availability of Outpu ts, everything considered, can be considered 
Highly Satisfactory . 

Achievement of Project  Outcomes 

120. The Evaluation has assessed the extent to which the delivery of the Outputs 
has produced the institutional changes and systemic or behavioural e ffects 
(Outcomes) resulting in a fully operational National  Biosafety Framework. On this 
basis, this chapter presents a qualitative analysis and interpretation of the 
Outcomes achieved in the light of the reconstructed ToC discussed in chapter IV 
and visualised in Diagram 1. 

121. Outcome 1 - ;Biosafety Policy with an Action Plan approved, published and 
implemented΄ has proved to be an Outcome difficult to achieve in Bangladesh 
within a time -bound Project (see also Lessons Learned, chapter VI  ͮSection C). 
The draft Policy was  prepared by the Project and submitted in 201 8 to the Ministry 
of Environment, Forest and Climate Change (MEFCC) that approved it. The Policy is 
undergoing further processing for approval by the c abinet, a process that, 
according to the Compe tent National Authority, usually takes (from submission to 
approval) a period of 3-4 years to complete its bureaucratic course for final 
endorsement.  

122. Biosafety is also mentioned in the revised National Biodive rsity Strategy and 
Action Plan (NBSAP) 2016-2021 and, although it does not yet represent a 
substantive pa rt of it, its presence in the Plan has to be considered, in itself, a 
promising factor.  

123. Outcome 2  ͮAlthough the project began in 2013, since 2012 Bangladesh 
has had a ;Biosafety legal regime established, enacted and fully operational in the 
country΄ (Outcome 2). The updated revision of the two pivotal instruments of the 
regime (the Guidelines of 2008 and the Rule of 2012) is currently at the Ministry of 
Law and Parliamentary Affairs for final vett ing and submis sion to t he Parliament. 
As discussed in previous Section (namely, under Outputs for Outcome 2), the 
process has been complex and highly energy demanding. It has involved a large 
representation of national institutions at central and decentral ised level, being, 
therefore, a relevant opportunity of cap acity / i nstitution buildin g for the creation / 
enhancement of a national ;critical mass΄ of people and institutions around 
Biosafety issues.  

124. However, and despite the undeniable efforts of the Com petent Nationa l 
Authori ty and of national Stakeholders, it has to be acknowledged that  the Updated 
Rules and Guidelines are not yet formally approved, which is, of course, a reason of 
deep concern for all the national players actively involved in the proce ss, taking 
into account  the growing challenges of the boost ing sector of Biotechnology  in the 
country. More so, when considering (as visualised in Diagram 1 of the Theory of 
Change, chapter IV), that an effective and functional regulatory regime (Outcome 2 ) 
is a pre-condition f or a functional administrative system  and clear and transparent 
decision-making (Outcome 3), and for more effective monitoring and enforcement 
procedures and mechanisms (Outcome 4).   
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125. The elaborate process of approval of regulatory in struments in t he country 
has surely played a major role in hampering the process, coupled with insufficient 
preparedness of policy and decision -makers in attributing adequate importance 
and priority to biosafety, which calls for increased actions of inform ation, lobby 
and advocacy so as to increase their interest and commi tment.  

126. Outcome 3. The ;Coordinated administrative set-up and mechanisms in 
place for handling of requests/applications and decision -making΄ is actually in 
place and functional, as demonst rated by the relevant applications and decisions 
made so far (from 2013 onward) regarding GMOs crops (brinjal, rice, potato, 
cotton) for field trial and for limited cultivation, as discussed in previous section  
(namely Outputs for Outcome 3) . Stakeholders have learned a lot from the 
experience and there is a consensus that  procedures and mechanisms of the 
administrative system and of the decision -making process need a general 
improvement. It is consensual among national stakeholders that the main issues 
to be decidedly tackled are:  

a) the composition, efficie ncy and effectiveness of the Nation al Committee on 
Biosafety (NCB); 

b) the quality (efficiency, openness and transparency) of the communication 
between the Applicant/Developer and the NCB during the applicati on and 
decision-making process;  

c) the quality of the decision-making process (technicall y-sound Risk Assessment, 
clearly understandable and unambiguous decisions, socio -economic 
considerations, transparent and publicly available decisions).  

127. Regarding the above, the evaluation notes that, although the updated 
version of the Guidelines is proposing a more efficient membership of the National 
Committee on Biosafety (NCB), Independent Experts, Private sector and Civil 
Society representatives stil l appear under-represented. There is also the need to 
make procedures and protocols smoother, well understandable and manageable 
for each step, hence making the whole application process more predictable in 
terms of calendar (for instance, the NCB is not r egularly meeting as foreseen in the 
Guidelines), duration and requirements, and more verifiable and tra nsparent by the 
Applicant and by all the members of the NCB.  

128. Decisions have not always been unambiguous, too. Terms like ;limited 
cultivation΄ may give room to subjectiv e interpretati ons, in absence of quantified 
;limits΄. As a result, the approval for ;limited cultivation΄ of GMO Brinjal has de 
facto led to 27.000 small farmers cultivating GMO crops (2018), with the possibility 
that each farmer could fur ther share GMO seeds with frien ds and neighbours. It is 
difficult in such a case to trace the border between limited cultivation and 
environmental release, with evident implications also for Outcome 4 (Monitoring and 
enforcement, see below).  

129. Outcome 4, ;A comprehensive Monitoring and Enforcement (M&E) system in 
place and operational  ́is also functional thr ough a series of approved procedures 
and operational tools, including GMO detecti on facilities. Institutional Biosafety 
Committees (IBC) are operational for monitoring th e Confined Field Trials (CFT), 
and Field Level Biosafety Committees (FBC) are also functioning for limited field 
cultivation. FBC are usually formed in combination wit h representatives of DOE, a 
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Scientist/Researcher of the respective institute conducting t he CFT or Field 
Release, and of the Direction of Agricultur al Extension (DAE). The Commit tee 
inspect s the fields and record s the findings in standard format s, and the 
Monitoring Reports are submitted to the National Committee on Biosafety.  

130. The experience developed so far on GMOs Brinjal shows that there is still 
room for improvement in the  system of monitoring and enforcement . Specifically, 
modalities and re sponsibilities regarding the prescription, monitoring and 
enforceability of regulatory measures shou ld be better defined at field level. 
Actually, a recent stu dy conducted by two researchers of the Department of 
Biotechnology, Bangladesh Agricultural Unive rsity of Mymensingh 7, has observed 
that ;although the government endorsed various uses of GMOs, there is no 
comprehensive information how the biosafety rules a nd guidelines are applied or 
followed by the farmers΄. The study has found that ;more than 50% of farmers 
manage border crop, yet nearly equal percentage of farmers either do not manage 
or unaware of the matter΄. Lack of supervision is pointed out as a pos sible cause 
behind the inadequacy of biosafety management by the farmers. The study also 
indicate s that the majority (62%) of the farmers mix GMO brinjal with traditional 
brinjals during harvesting , and labelling cannot obviously be done properly. In fact,  
brinjal is usually sold by  the farmers at open, local markets.  

131. Since wide scale cultivation is progressing, it is important to clarify the 
responsibilities of the main actors involved: DOE/Compet ent National Authority, 
BARI (Bangladesh Agricultural Research Insti tute, developer of GMO Brinjal), DAE 
(Department of Agriculture Extension in charge of GMOs seeds distribution - for 
free - and technical assistance to farmers), and, of course, the Farmer s themselves. 
The Competent National Authority (DOE) reported that t he National Committee on 
Biosafety is addressing the issue, by reviewing the reporting syste m of field 
monitoring, while, on the other hand, DOE is in the process of expanding its 
activiti es to every district (or even sub -district) level, which sh ould improve 
enforcement and mo nitoring at field level, as further discussed in section H 
(Instit utional Sustainability). Further verification that this clarification is taking 
place was not possib le during this  evaluation process.  

132. The potential of the GMO detectio n laboratory  establish ed at the DOE has 
not yet been fully developed, mainly due to its quite recent establishment (2018). 
On the one hand, the lab is already providing services to the public and privat e 
universities and research institutes to ass ist  their  GMO research work, and there 
could be room for an increased partnership in that field. On the other hand, there is 
obviously the need to strengthen the detection system in support of the regulatory 
requirements of testing the materials entering i nto the country legally or ille gally, 
particularly GMOs for Food, Feed and Processing (FFP). It remains crucial  to 
establish, as part of Outcome 4 , an efficient and effective referral system from t he 
port of ent ries to the DOE laboratory and to further tra in the personnel at the port -
of-entries and border control to handle those sit uations in a smarter way. The DOE 
had already planned trainings for the Border Control & Custom Department 

 

7 Muhammad Shahidul Haque and NihŀǊ wŀƴƧŀƴ {ŀƘŀ ά.ƛƻǎŀŦŜǘȅ aŜŀǎǳǊŜǎΣ {ƻŎƛƻ-Economic Impacts and Challenges of Bt-brinjal 
Cultivation in BangƭŀŘŜǎƘέΣ 5ŜǇŀǊtment of Biotechnology, Bangladesh Agricultural University, Mymensingh, Bangladesh, 2020. 
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/ fbioe.2020.00337/full 
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officials, b ut the trainin gs have been postponed due to COVID-19 incidence. There 
is also the evident need to improve the detection capacity of the l aboratory, also 
through the upgrading of its technical staff, as already mentioned in the previous 
section (§ 105).   

133. Outcome 5  - ;Enhanced public awareness and public participat ion in 
decision making on LMO΄ has been only partially achieved. There is a common 
perception among stakeholders that there is indeed a notable increased awareness 
and information rega rding GMOs and Biosafety among different institutions and 
societal group s, when compared with some years ago. However, overall public 
participation is not yet at a suitable level and there is room for improving 
mechanisms and procedures of consultation, di scussion and participatory 
decision-making regarding GMOs use, particularly the cultivation or import o f 
GMOs for food, which can be a sensitive issue. The study mentioned above (see 
footnote 7), also revealed a limited weakness in awareness, understanding  and 
training  among the far mers on GMO brinjal cultivation and biosafety  management. 

134. Appropriate instit utional mechanisms of information -sharing, like the BCH, 
are admittedly in need of a more dynamic and transparent approach regarding the 
communication  process of risk  assessment and decision-making. On this regard, 
the Department of Environment (DOE) is continuously putting effort to make BCH 
more informative and transparent on decisions to be posted as per requirement of 
the Protocol, and the BCH is in the process of improvement wi th the technical 
assistance of GEF/UNEP ;BCH III Project΄. 

 

Final remarks on Outcomes achievement  

135. Having a fully operational National Biosafety Framework (NBF) is extremely 
relevant for Bangladesh, given the on-going and rapid development of 
biotechnologie s in the country to cope with the challenges of demographic 
pressure, food security and agricultural development. The full achievement of the 
five expected Outcomes is crucial and the qual ity of the results have to be 
commensurate to the chal lenge.  

136. Primarily, political commitment of the country towa rds Biosafety, which 
started wi th the ratification of the Cartagena Protocol in 2004, has to be 
unequivocally expressed through the adoption an d implementation of clear and 
effective Policy and Regulatory framew orks, so as to allow biotechnology 
developers and biosafety regulators to be  effectively and smoothly operational 
under clear and consensual strategies and regulations. Unfortunately, the great 
efforts deployed by the Competent National Autho rity and its n ational and 
international stakeholders to sup port the country in having an operational 
Biosafety Policy with a clear Action Plan, as well as updated Biosafety Rules and 
Guidelines, has not, so far, achieved all expected results, as discussed above. It 
has also to be underlined that Biodiversity (incl uding Biosafety) is attracting less 
resources from the Government when compared with other environmental issues, 
like Climate Change. The Competent National Authority is even struggling to 
regularly participate to COP-MOP activities related to CBD and CPB, due to the lack 
of human and f inancial resources.   
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137. Within the existing limitations, operational Biosafety systems have been put 
in place, though they are admittedly in need of improvement. Given the inter -
sectorial nature of Biosafety, regulatory and pro cedural mechanisms must be 
agreed upon, approved, improved and implemented through the coordination of 
different stakeholders. Inter -sectorial coordination and partnership has been a 
highly demandi ng task for th e Project, involving different sectors beside  
Environment, such as Agricultu re, Fishery and Livestock, Research and Technology 
(with several Research Institutes), Health, Trade, among others.  

138. The overall complexity of the coordinating role u ndertaken by the 
Department of Environment as the Competent  National  Authority for the Car tagena 
Protocol has to be emphasised, as well as the need for enhancing and 
consolidating its institutional capa cities, particularly the increasing need of 
specialised Human Resources. The coordinating role of the DOE implies, as 
specified in the ProDoc, ;constant exchange, networking and follow up from the 
part of the Department of Environment΄, which is a relevant assumption to hold, as 
visualised in Diagram 1 of the  ToC. This key-assumption was addressed by the 
large consul tat ive inter-sectoral processes  put in motion through the Project, 
particularly with the Research and Development sector in the country. 
Nevertheless, the process has to be pursued at different lev els, as discussed under 
Socio-political Sustainability and Instituti onal Sustainability ( Section H).  

139. The Biosafety Administrative System for Applications and Decision -making, 
and for Monitoring and  Enforcement have been put in place and are operational. 
However, as discussed above, there is room for making the op erating procedures 
of applicati on and decision-making more efficient, effective and transparent, while 
monitoring mechanisms at field level  also need to be improved through more 
effective coordinat ion and clear definition of roles and responsibilities. The re is 
also the need to implemen t a system of inspection, referral and GMO detection so 
as to increase the effectiveness of the GMO laborato ry.    

140. Though Information and Awareness on Biosafety is re ported to have 
increased in the country in the last few yea rs, there is the need to conceive and 
implement a more comprehensive awareness and participation strategy 
particularly targeting policy and  decision-makers, civil society groups and the 
private sector, obviously  including the main group of GMOs users so fa r, the 
Farmers. 

141. The following Table provides a synthetic view of the overall results attained 
by the Project. Overall, the achievement of Outcomes is rated Moderately 
Satisfactory (MS).  
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Table 8:  Main Project achievements      

Project Component  Baseline situation  
(2013) 

Expected target End 
of Project  

Results achieved 
(at evaluation)  

Note / Comment  

Biosafety Policy  

 

No specific 
Biosafety Policy in 
place 

Outcome 1. 
Biosafety Policy 
with an Action Pl an 
approved, published 
and implemented   

Final draft of 
Biosafety Policy of 
Bangladesh 
prepared in 2017 (in 
English and Bangla) 

Submitted in 2018 
to the MEFCC for 
Government 
approval and 
Gazette 
notification. Not yet 
approved. 
 

Biosafety 
Regulatory Regime  

Å Biosafety 
Guidelines 
approved in 
2008 

Å Biosafety Rules 
promulgated in 
2012 

 

Outcome 2:  
Biosafety legal 
regime established, 
enacted and fully 
operational in the 
country   
 
Output:  Biosafety 
Rules and 
Guidelines updated  
 

Å Existing 
Biosafety Rules 
and Guidelines 
revised and 
updated 

Å Final draft 
submitted in 
2017 to MEFCC 
for further steps 
at Governmental 
and Parliament 
level 

Draft currently at 
the Ministry of Law 
and Parliamentary 
Affairs for final 
vetting and 
submission to the 
Parliament. 
 
Note: Biosafety is 
currently regulated 
through Guidelines 
of 2008 and Rules of 
2012 
 

GMOs Handling 
Applicati on and 
Decision-making 
System  

 

Competent Nat. 
Authority (DOE) and 
National Committee 
on Biosafety (NCB) 
in place (based on 
Guidelines 2008) 

Outcome 3: 
Coordinated 
administrative s et-
up and 
mechanisms in 
place for handling 
of applicat ions 
 
Main Outputs:  
Έ fully functional 

administrative 
system for:  
- handling 
requests for LMOs 
- risk assessment 
and decision-
making 

Έ The System is 
operational based 
on the Guidelines 
2008. Amendment 
proposed in 
updated 
Guidelines not yet 
in force (see 
Outcome 2) 
Έ Capacity Building 

for different 
committees and 
enforcing 
agenciesͻ officials  

 
There is no clear 
evidence that the 
functioning of the 
System has 
substantively 
improved during 
Project timefr ame. 

Updated guidelines 
when approved 
could increase 
eff iciency of the 
System  
 
NCB efficiency and 
transparency, and 
improved 
communication 
between NCB and 
Applicants are key 
to fully achieve 
Outcome 3 
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Project Component  Baseline situation  
(2013) 

Expected target End 
of Project  

Results achieved 
(at evaluation)  

Note / Comment  

Monitoring and 
Enforcement 
System  
 

Monitoring and  
Enforcement  
system not in  place. 

Outcome 4: 
A comprehensive 
Monitoring and 
Enforcement 
system in place and 
operational  
 
Main Outputs:  
- Laboratories able 
to detect LMOs 
- Emergency 
response 
procedures (ERP) 
established  

Έ Trainings, relevant 
Manuals and 
Guidelines for Mon. 
and Enforcement 
produced  
Έ Insti tution al Bios. 
Committees and 
Field Biosafety 
Committees in 
place and 
operational  
Έ Standard 
Operating 
Procedures (SOP) 
and Emergency 
Response 
Procedures (ERP) 
establis hed 
Έ GMO Laboratory  
established and 
operational, training 
and manuals for 
Lab Staff  

System needs 
improvement in 
defin ing roles, 
responsibilities and 
coordination at field 
level  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Laboratory is 
working below its 
optimal service -
delivery capacity  

Public awareness 
and participation  

Limited public 
awareness and 
education on 
Biosafety 

Outcome 5:  
Enhanced public 
awareness and 
public participation 
in decision making 
on GMOs 
 
Main Outputs:  
- Fully functional 
system for access 
to, and sharing of 
information 
(national BCH); 
- Strengthened 
system for public 
awareness and 
participation in 
place; 
- Networks 
established a t 
regional level for 
sharing 
experiences, 
lessons & best 
practices  

Έ Bangladesh 
Biosafety Clearing 
House (BDBCH) is 
in place. No register 
of ;visitors΄. 
Έ Information  and 
awareness raising 
mainly addressed 
research, academic, 
development and 
regulatory agencies 
working on 
Biosafety.  
Έ Limited outreach 
activities for Civil 
Society and public 
in general  
Έ Relevant activities 
of network and 
exchange at sub-
regional and 
regional level 

This is an area in 
need of a more 
focussed 
intervention 
(Strategy and 
Action  Plan) 

 

Achievement of Li kelihood of Impact  

142. The possible pathway from a functional National Biosafety Framework 
(NBF) to the intended Impact has been discussed in th e ToC (Chapter IV) and 
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visualised in its Diagram 2. Improved decision-making and governance are key 
stages towards Impact, and several key -factors (drivers and assumptions) should 
play a crucial role in progressing the Biosafety agenda in the country.  

143. The Project has supported the country in improving the Policy and 
Regulatory Regime of Biosafety, as well as the Administrative and the Biosafety 
Monitoring and Enforcement Systems. Decision -making processes and several 
Governance mechanisms are in place and operational, admittedly with room for 
improvement, as discu ssed in the previous Section. In fact, some of the Key-drivers 
identified in diagram 2 are still not sufficiently solid to play their key -role, such as 
;DOE playing a coordinating role, effective GMOs management systems, 
Stakeholders and public participati on΄. At the same time, strong Assumptions did 
not fully materialise, like ;Political will of the Government, a National Action Plan 
developed to streamline national policy on Biosafety into governm ent plans, best 
practices of Risk Assessment and Management  are sustained, replicated and 
upgraded, financial resources flow is consolidated΄.  

144. Overall, there is room for enhancing the effectiveness of some key -players, 
particularly the consolidation of th e DOEͻs coordinating role and a better Biosafety 
Management  at field  level, with the implementation of a clear and smooth 
monitoring and enforcement system. Openness and transparency are key -aspects 
of Good Governance to be further improved in the decision -making process, as well 
as the integration of socio -economic considerations (art. 26 of CPB) in Risk 
Assessment, concerning the impact of GMOs cultivation on small farmers and 
local communities. Regular flow and improved quality information available in t he 
BCH, and larger public participation also need to be gra dually improved. These are 
relevant aspects to be considered for socio -political and institutional sustainability 
of Biosafety, as discussed later in  Section H.  

145. The Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety  (CPB) is part of the Convention on 
Biological Diversity (CBD) and deserves to be adequately reflected in the National 
Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (NBSAP). It is actually expected, as 
mentioned in the previous chapter, that the post -2020 global biodiversity 
framework and the upcoming NBSAP should clearly  spell out Biosafety priorities  
and activities, hence ensuring that Biosafety is fully recognised in the pathway to 
the expected Global Environmental Benefit (Enhanced conservation and 
sustainable use of biologi cal diversity in Bangladesh). Moreover, accor ding to the 
Competent National Authority, Biodiversity as a whole should receive more 
consideration and resources from the Government to really have a substantive role 
in the Sustainable Development of the count ry.  

146. Based on all the above, the Likelihood of the project results to contri bute to 
the achievement of the expected Global Environmental Benefit (Impact), i.e. 
;Enhanced conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity in Bangladesh΄, 
is considered Moderately Likely (ML).   

 

Rating fo r Effecti veness: Moderately Satisfactory  (MS) 
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E. Financial Management  

147. The Project has satisfactorily managed main financial and administrative 
aspects. Table 9 below is assessing the main components of the Fin ancial 
Management:  

(a) Adherence to UNEPͻs Financial Policies and Procedures; 
(b) Completeness of Financial Information;  
(c) Communication between Finance and Project Management Staff.  
 

148. As shown in Table 9, financial reports have been prepared regularly,  
appropriate administrative procedures for procurement have  been adopted and the 
purchase of the main equipment (laboratory) has been carried out without major 
problems, except tender delays. Seven Budget Revisions have been prepared and 
approved mainly fo r the re-allocation of unspent money, except Revision n. 4 
(2015) that enabled a significa nt reallocation of funds (see Financial Table 10) 
from Sub-Contracts (covered through increased co -financing) and Trainings (over -
estimated in the original budget) to  Equipment (Laboratory equipment highly 
under-estimated in the original budget) and to Personnel (to account for increased 
need to hire national consultants to develop specific project activities).  

Table 9: Financial Management Table 

Financial management 
components  

Rating Evidence/ Comments 

1) Adherence to 
UNEPͻs/GEFͻs policies 
and procedures 

S 
(Satisfactory)  

- Periodic financial reports timely provided, accepted and 
uploaded into ANUBIS 

- Document of substantive Budget Revision (2015) without 
explanation on  reasons for revision 

- Project complied with UN procuremen t procedures (e.g. lab 
equipment) 

- Inventory sign ed and posted in ANUBIS for 2017 and 2018. 
Final Inventory prepared and presented.   

- Only one consolidated Audit Report submitted (2013 -2017) by 
the Audit Directorate for Foreign Aided Projects.  

- Auditi ng presented in Local currency not USD. 

2)  Completeness of 
project financial 
information:  

S 
(Satisfactory)  

- Overall, all key financial documents posted in ANUBIS and / or 
available for the evaluator , more specific ally:  

- Co-financing and Project Costͻs tables at design (by budget 
lines) available but not described and discussed  in the Project 
Terminal Report 

- Revisions to the budget available and posted in ANUBIS 
- Reasons for major revision n.4 not explained in ANUBIS but 

clarified during the Evaluation (see § 1 48 above) 
- All relevant project legal agreements in ANUBIS; 
- Fund transfers registered in ANUBIS; 
- Summary reports on projectͻs expenditures by budget lines 

regularly provided through Quarterly and An nual financial  
reports ; 

- Only one consolidated audit  (2013-17) produced in local 
currency.  
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Financial management 
components  

Rating Evidence/ Comments 

3) Communication 
between finance and 
project management 
staff  S 

(Satisfactory)  

- Project Manager and Task Manager aware and efficient in 
tackling financial issues  

- Financial issues (remittances, approvals, etc.) timely 
addressed 

- Regular communication between Fund Management Officer, 
Project Manager  and Task Manager during the preparation of 
financial and progress reports.  

 

Table 10: GEF Budget at design and expenditures by Budget Line / Object of Expenditure (10/2019) 

UNEP BUDGET LINE / OBJECT OF 
EXPENDITURE 

Estimated cost at 
design (USD) 

Actual Cost (USD) Expenditure ratio 
(actual/planned)  

10 PROJECT PERSONNEL  126,090 183,917 146% 

20 SUB-CONTRACT 259,000 145,361 56% 

30 TRAINING 258,600 218,184 84% 

40 EQUIPMENT & PREMISES  150,500 282,594 188% 

50 MISCELLANEOUS  89,900 54,034 60% 

Total 884,090 884,090 100% 

Table 11: Co-financing Table (Source: Project Final Report, in ANUBIS)  

Co-financing  
(Type/Source)  

UNEP  
own 

 Financing 

Government 
USD 

Other * 
USD 

Total 
USD 

Total 
Disbursed 

USD 

Planne
d 

Actu
al  

Planned Actual  Plann
ed 

Actual  Planned Actual  

Grants          

Loans          

Credits          

Equity invest .           

In-kind support    533,000 533,000   533,000 533,000 533,000 

Other *          

Total   533,000 533,000   533,000 533,000 533,000 

* This refers to contributions mobilized fo r the project from other multilateral agencies, bilateral development coopera tion 

 

Rating for Financial Management : Satisfactory (S)  

F. Efficiency  

149. The project was delayed in starting up bec ause of the lengthy process of 
internalization into the national planning system. The Project Director was only 
officially appointed in January 2014 (one year after the official project starting 
date) and the Project  Coordinator in April 2014. Except for t he initi al delay, the 
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Project has been time-efficient, despite the extremely elaborate institutional 
process for achieving policy and regulatory outputs (not yet formally enacted).  

150. The rate of expenditures has been regular. Main expenditures were for 
Laboratory equipment (around 30% of the budget), which needs to improve its 
Cost-Effectiveness (as discussed in Section D ͮ  Effectiveness, Outcome 4), and for 
Meetings and Trainings (around 25% of the Budget). There is no unspent budget at 
the end of the Project. As described above in § 148, budget reallocation has 
permitted a more efficient use of the available resources.   

Rating for Efficiency : Satisfactory (S)  

G. Monitoring and Reporting  

Monitoring Desi gn and Budgeting 

151. The costed Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) Pla n (Appendix 7 to the 
ProDoc) had a budget estimated at USD 30,000, which included Annual Audits 
(USD 12,000), Mid-Term Review/Evaluation (USD 4,000), Terminal Evaluation (USD 
8,000) and Lessons Learnt/publicatio ns (USD 6,000). These amounts were 
allocated in the original Budget. Monitor ing was supposed to be implemented 
through ;no-cost΄ activities, such as continuous monitoring by the UNEP Task 
Manager (TM), direct exchanges between the Project Team and the TM, and the 
annual Project Implementation Report (PIR). Other planned Monitoring  instruments 
were the Mid-Term Review (see below), as well as the participation of the Project 
Coordinator in the Annual Regional/Sub -regional Meetings of Biosafety P roject 
Coordinators, organised by the TM. 

152. The M&E Plan presented some useful elements (baseline situation, mid -term 
and final targets) that could have helped to design and implement a Project 
Monitoring System to track progress on a more regular basis, for  instance every six 
months in accordance with the Progress Reports, or annually with the PIR. It 
should be pointed out that the GEF/UNEP Reporting system does not make 
systematic use of the Monitoring tools (Targets) identified in the Monitoring and 
Evaluation Plan. Overall, the Monitoring design and budgeting is considered 
Satisfact ory (S).  

Monitoring of Project Implementation  and Reporting 

153. The Project Team has regularly and assiduously monitored activities and 
Project implementation. The main instruments  for monitorin g implementation have 
been the workplans and the tools  of the Project Implem entation Report (PIR), 
which schematica lly address (through percentage of implementation) the level of 
progress made towards the objectives and the rate of activity i mplementation.  The 
TM has provided continuous support and f ollow-up.   

154. As an overall remark for all GEF/UNEP projects, emphasis is given, at all 
levels, to Activities rather than Outputs delivery and, even less, on Outcomes 
achievement. The only instrument  with a valuab le approach that is focussed on 
Outcomes (and specific ally addressing Biosaf ety Projects) is the so -called ;GEF 
Tracking Tool΄ that is prepared at the beginning, at mid-term and at the end of the 
Project. The Project has actually filled -in the Tracking Tools format at the 
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beginning and at Mid -term, with a score (self-assessed) of 10/ 32 and 17/32, 
respectively. No Tracking Tool was prepared at the end of the Project to compare 
progress and assess achievements.  

155. The UNEP TM has regularly monitored the progress of the Project and given 
technical and meth odologica l assistance mainly th rough emails and comments to 
the PIR. A thorough Mid -term Review has been conducted by the TM in March 
2017 (hence very closed to the technical completion of the Proj ect, December 
2017), and a comprehensive report with Conclu sions and Recommendations was 
drafted and discussed with the Team. How ever, since the Mid-term Review was 
done very closed to the end of the Project, its effectiveness on steering and re -
orienting Project implem entation was minimal.  

156. Reporting has been regularly done through the annual PIRs and duly revised 
by the TM with re levant comments and recommendations, where applicable.  

Rating for Monitoring  and Reporting : Satisfactory (S)   

H. Sustainabilit y 

157. The evaluation has analysed to what extent follow -up work has been 
init iated and how projec t results can be sustained a nd enhanced over time. Three 
aspects of sustainability have been addressed: a) Socio -political Sustainability, b) 
Financial Sustainability  and c) Instit utional Sustainability.  

Socio-political Susta inability  

158. As already mentioned in this report, Biotechnology is, in Bangladesh, a fas t-
developing sector that the Government is willing to expand in order to tackle food 
and nutritional insecurity and to increase productivity of agriculture, particularly 
smallholders farming. The implem entation of the National Biosafety Framework is, 
therefore, a need and a priority. The process of implementation needs continuous 
engagement and flexibility on the si de of the diff erent actors, so as to move 
steadily and cons ensually towards higher levels of performance of the systems of 
Biosafety Management put in place.  

159. As described in section D  ͮ Effectiveness (Outcomes), concerns exist 
regarding the political comm itment of the country to consider Biosafety (and 
Biodiversity) as a priority to be address ed through the adoption of political and 
legal measures. These concerns obviously reflect on the socio -political 
sustainability of Biosafety in Bangladesh.  

160. Cultivati ng GMO crops for food can also be a controversial issue, as  it  
appears to be in many count ries, starting from the neighbouring India, where GMO 
Brinjal cult ivation is under a moratorium by the Government, following large 
opposition from different societal groups. Formal  procedural shortcomings have 
also led to a moratorium  on GMOs Brinjal in the Philippines.  

161. There is a consensus among all main stakeholders t hat Decision-making 
Processes and Risk Assessment are key-aspects of socio -political sustainability 
and have to be based on two-way open communication between decision-makers 
(the National Committee on Biosafety, NCB) and applicants. Other stakeholders 
and societal actors, however, may also play a key role in enabling or hindering 
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socio-political sustain ability. That is why there is an accrued awareness among 
Biotechnology and Biosafety stake holders, globally and in Bangladesh, of the 
relevance of consideri ng Socio-economic factors (as per art. 26 of the Protocol) in 
support of Risk Assessment and Decisio n-making. Diff erent societal groups may 
have diverse Risk Perception and divergent opinion s on the suitability of GMOs use 
for cultivation and on GMOs accep tability as food, and these perceptions and 
opinions may play a key-role in determining the socio -political sustai nability of 
Biosafety and Biotechnology also in Bangladesh.  

162. As discussed in  section D  ͮ Effectiveness - regarding Outcome 5, the 
country has taken substant ive steps in enhancing information, awareness and 
procedures of consultation, discussi on and partici pation around Biosafety and 
Biotechnology. Public awareness is a continuous process relying on regular 
activity from the Department of Environment (DOE). In  addition the DOE is shortly 
planning a public launch of all the outreach materials de veloped under the project, 
including the updated BCH. Once the COVID 19 situation improves , the process of 
continuously updating the outreach materials will be taken up b y the Department 
of Environment as a regular activity with the support of the Governme nt.   

163. As also recommended by the mid -term review of the Pro ject, there is 
currently the need ;to roll out a Public Awareness Component guided by the Public 
Awareness Strategy with a clear -cut implementation plan, timelines, 
targets/deliverables and activit ies΄. This recommendation is key for socio -political 
sustai nability and is fully aligned w ith the ;Leave No-one behind΄ principle of 
Agenda 2030 of Sustainable Development. The Competent National Authority is 
aware of this need and is prepared to take cons istent steps i n that direction. 
Recommendation 3 addresses this issue.  

Financial Sustaina bil ity  

164. The Project Document argues that financial sustainability could be 
enhanced by putting in place ;fees-based΄ or ;user-pays΄ financial mechanisms to 
complement investment by government and budgetary allocations for recu rrent 
costs of implem enting the  NBF. As the applications on GMOs research and 
development are still limited to the government research institutions, no fees have 
yet been imposed for handling appli cations, which  is, of course, a legitimate 
decision, yet a questiona ble one. For testing o f GMO at the laboratory, a system of 
fees is already in place, but, again, this will only be imposed for private or non -
government applicants.  

165. The Competent National  Authority bel ieves that fund mobilization on 
Biodiversity conservation, including Biosafety, could gradually become available 
from different national, regional and international players, and that, consequently, 
funding sources would be adequate. In that p erspective, it  is important to reinforce 
Biosafety allocati on within  the Biodiversity Port fol io of the Department (DOE) and 
to conceive a Fund Mobilisation Strategy for Biosafety (as discussed in the ToC, 
see Assumptions for I S 2 and 3, in Diagram 2) for accessing funds  from different 
sources, as recommended in Rec. 4. This also impl ies the need to upgrade DOE 
staff capacity to efficiently manage a wide and diversified portfolio of projects 
along with the accountability requirements of different resource pa rtners, as 
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discussed in following Section (Institutional Su stainabil ity) and reflected in 
Recommendation 2 on Capacity Building . 

Institutiona l Sustainability  

166. The institutional framework of Biosafety in the country is quite clear and 
steadily progressing, as discussed in  Section D (Effectiveness). Roles and 
functio ns of the different Committees in place are defined and the mechanisms for 
decision-making, risk assessment and risk management, inspection, monitoring 
and enforcement are in place, although they a re decidedly in need of improvement 
as previously discussed . A clear definition of institu tional responsibilities and 
coordination mechanisms needs to be more adequately defined, particularly in the 
case of field management of GMOs cultivation. The role of  the Department of 
Agricultural Extension and of Farmers As sociation s may be relevant in addressing 
this aspect of institutional stability.  

167. The Competent National Authority (DOE) and national Stakeholders rightly 
believe that there is a two -fold challenge . On the one hand, mainstreaming 
Biosafety and Biodiversity  has to go furt her, particularly among various associated 
ministries and at the highest level of policy and decision -makers. On the other 
hand, scientists and researchers need to all be ;informed users΄ of biosafety 
guidelines, rules and regulations, which  entails further efforts on tra ining and 
capacity building, on a continuous basis, especially for newly appointed staff. Both 
challenges are on the forefront of the priorities for the DOE. This nee d for capacity  
building is reflected in Recommendation 2.  

168. As for th e inst itutional streng th of the Competent National Authority, (the 
Department of Environment), concerns exist regarding the availability of 
specialised Human Resources, when compared with the relevant coordination and 
supervision tasks required by  the DOE for managing an increasingly complex issue 
like Biosafety in Bangladesh. Administrative and Management efficiency is another 
real concern within the DOE, particularly if a Fund Mobilisatio n Strategy is put in 
place and issues of financial manageme nt effici ency and of accountabi lit y to 
different resource partners would become a priority to maintain a steadily 
functional National Biosafety Framework (see Assumptions in Diagram 2 , Chapter 
IV).  

169. When talking about Institutional Sustainability it is imp ortant to  highlight the 
effort of the Department of Environment (DOE) to expand its activities to every 
district level of the country, and even up to sub -district level. There are already 64 
distri ct level offic es set up and these offices are in the proces s to be equipped with 
necessary manpower and logistics. The field -level offices will be taking care of 
enforcement and monitoring of Biosafety Rules and Guidelines, as previously 
discussed in Section D (Outcome 4), as well as the Bangladesh Biological Diversity 
Act. Presently, the available field offices at various divisions and districts are 
associated with the Field Level Biosafety Committees (FBC ) and DOE personnel at 
the District level have to b e matched with  an adequate training/capacity building 
programme (see Recommendation 2).  

Rating for Sustainability : Moderately Like ly (ML)  
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VI. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. Conclusions 

170. Bangladesh has interest and commitment in developing the Biotechnology 
sector while pr oviding appropriate measures of environmental  safeguard and 
mechanisms of Bi osafety regulation and control. As emphasised in the Project 
Document ;the issue is to maintain a balance between biotechnology development 
and a regulatory response to meet both national and international obligations΄. In 
fact, the country had prepared in 2006 a National Biosafety Framework (NBF) with 
the support of previous GEF-UNEP Project on Development of NBF, as well as 
Biosafety Guidelines (approved by the Government in 2008)  and the Bangladesh 
Biosafety Rules that were  promulgated in 2012.  

171. Conditions were, therefore, met to move towards the implementation of the 
NBF, which was at the core of the rationale of the current Project. More 
specifically, the Project D ocument highlighted the need for ;a coordinated 
approach to  be developed to ensure that development of biotechnology is 
balanced by a sound and science based regulatory approach for th e use of LMOs 
in Bangladesh΄. In practical terms, the Project was called ;to address the main 
constraints in areas like regulations  and soft  laws, capacity buildi ng in GMOs Risk 
Assessment and Risk Management, improved infrastructure for monitoring and 
detection of LMOs, and enhancing public awareness and capacity to actively and 
meaningful ly participate in decision -making on LMOs notifi cations.́  

172. The Competent National Authority (the Department of Environment/DOE of 
the Min. of Environment, Forests and Climate Change/ MEFCC) has been 
supported by the Project in delivering diff erent outputs for making fully operational 
the National Bio safety Framework (NBF) and in promoting a coordinated, 
interinstitutional approach to foster involvement and participation of  different 
Biosafety national stakeholders.  

173. The definition, approval and implementati on of a Biosafety Policy and of the 
updated Regulatory  Regime (Rules and Guidelines), corresponding to expected 
Project Outcomes 1 and 2, have actually been at the focus of many Project 
activities : in depth analysis and assessment of existing  legal instruments (the ;old΄ 
Guidelines approved in 2008 and the Rules enacted in 2012), large stakeholders 
consultation, subsequent revisions, full translation in to Bangla language, further 
revision, and final submission in 2018 to the MEFCC to undertake  the final ste ps 
for approval at Governmental and Parliamen t level. The updated drafts (bo th in 
English and in Bangla language) are currently at the Ministry of Law  and 
Parliamentary Affairs for final vetting and submission to the Parliament.  

174. The whole process has been highly energy and time -demanding, admittedly  
more extended than expected, and not yet concluded. Whereas some argue that 
lack of commitment of policy  and decision-makers could be blamed for that, it is 
also true that the process of elaborati on, approvals and final promulgation of legal 
instruments i n Bangladesh is normally very elaborate and time -consuming. Overall, 
it can be said that supplementary ef forts and commitment on the side of Policy 
and Decision-makers (Ministries, Government and Parliament), and of the 
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Competent National Authority itself are needed to fully deliver the  foreseen Policy 
and Regulatory instruments.  

175. The Administrative System fo r Handling applications and Decision -making is 
in place, as well as the Monitoring and Enfor cement System for the follow -up of the 
decisions made and f or the management of GMOs for diff erent purposes. They 
correspond to expected Project Outcomes 3 and 4. S ince the country has started in 
2013 to undertake field trials and cultivation of some GMOs crops (GMO Brinjal is 
currently cultivated by a large numbe r of smal l farmers), the effect ive functioning 
of the two Systems is key for the full operationalization of the NBF. The Project has 
actually supported the Competent National Authority to establish  and improve 
both systems, with mixed results.  

176. Stakeholders capacit y building has actuall y been relevant for the setting of 
the Systems and is highly appreciated b y the stakeholders. It unfolded through 
information, awareness raising and training activiti es, as well as through other 
opportunities of dialogue, int eraction and coordination (e.g.  joint preparation of 
manuals, establishment of the Institutional Committe es, setting of consensual 
Standard Procedures, etc.). Regional opportunities of training and  exchange have 
also been implemented. All stakeholders agre e that information, awareness, 
knowledge and technical capacities have significantly increased in the las t few 
years, and that the efforts of the Project have strongly contributed to this result.   

177. It is also co nsensual, however, that national capacities o n Biosafety 
Management have to be further improved, taking into consideration the fast 
development of the  Biotechnology sector in Bangladesh and the involvement of 
new human resources in the sector . All stakeholders agree that Risk Assessment 
is an area that needs to be substantively im proved to sustain knowledge -based 
and technically sound decision -making on GMOs use. Capacity Building on this 
subject has been generally pointed out as a priority ne ed.  

178. The revision and updating of the Biosafety Guidelines (Outcome 2) has 
direct and evident implications on the Administrative and Decision -making System, 
as well as on the Monitoring and Enforcement System (Outcomes 3 and 4). 
Responsibilities, functions  and membership of the National Committee on 
Biosafety (NCB) are particularly relevant, because the NCB is the key national 
authority in charge of the assessment an d approval (or rejection) of GMOs 
Application, and of the supervision and coordination of al l the operating 
procedures and institutional mechanisms for  the management of GMOs at 
diff erent levels (laboratory, field trial, cultivation, transboundary movement , release 
in the market, etc.).  

179. As described in Chapter V, section D  ͮ Effectiveness (Outcome 3) the 
func tioning of the NCB has been the object of cri tic ism in the past few years, 
particularly from the Applicants (national GMOs developers). Weak points 
identified and in need of  improvement have been: (a) the composition, efficiency 
and effective ness of the Committee (NCB); (b) the quality (efficiency, t imeliness, 
openness and transparency) of the communication between the 
Applicant/Developer and the NCB during the application an d decision-making 
process; (c) the quality of the decision -making process (technica lly-sound Risk 
Assessment, clearly understand able and unambiguous decisions,  socio-economic 
considerations, transparent and publicly available decisions).  



Terminal/Mid-term Evaluation of the UNEP Project  ƩHlokdlentation of the National Biosafetx Eq`ldvnqj ne A`mfk`cdrgƪ 

Page 63 

180. While some of the revisions proposed in the updated Guidelines do address 
some of the i ssues above (e.g. fixing a time -limit of 90 days for commun icating 
NCB decision to the App licant), other may rise further concerns and criticism, such 
as the highly unbalanced composition  of the NCB (11 out of 12 members represent 
Ministries or are linked to Public Inst itutions), as described in Chapter V, Section D 
1 (Outputs for Outcome 3).  

181. The implementation of an effective Monitoring and Enforcement Biosafety 
System is challenged by the high and increasing number of small farmers (around 
27.000) currently cultivatin g GMO Brinjal in the country. Decision-making 
procedures, namely unambiguous decisions, as well as coordinated and effective 
mechanisms of regulation, monitoring and enforcement at farmer/field level are 
strongly needed, and the active partic ipation of the  Department of Agricultural 
Extension (DAE) and of the Farmers themselves is  also necessary.  

182. The Project has also supported the establishment of the GMO Detection 
laboratory , which is currently in place and operational since 2018 at the 
Department of Envi ronment. The Staff of the laboratory has rece ived some initial 
trainings that have to be complemented by more hands -on training and follow -up. 
As discussed in Chapter V, section  D ͮ  Effectiveness (Outcome 4), the potential of 
the laboratory h as to be fully  unfolded to support the testing and detectio n system 
of the materials entering into the country legally or illegally, particularly GMOs for 
Food, Feed and Processing (FFP). A referral system linking border entry -points 
(Custom, Health and Agriculture bord er control systems) and the laboratory has to  
be implemented. The Competent National Authority (DOE) has already started 
organising capacity building activities in  that perspective.  

183. The component of public awareness and public participation related to 
Outcome 5 has not been developed as expected. Activ ities of public i nformation 
and awareness have been quite limited and a consistent strategic programme to 
enhance public consultation, discussion and participation is not yet in place. This 
is an area of concern, particularly considering the increasing field trials and 
cultivation of GMO food crops, which could be a sensitive and controversial issue 
in future. The need for an appropriate Communication Strategy to identify different 
target groups to be matched with appropriate messages and forms of 
commun ication has not yet been adequately addressed. Appropriate institutional 
mechanisms of information -sharing like the BCH are also in need of a more 
dynamic and transparent approach regarding the com munication pro cess of risk 
assessment and decision -making. There is no informat ion, both in the National and 
in the Global BCH, of any decision made by the country on GMOs field trials and 
cultivation.  

184. The sustainability of the results obtained so far has  to be further  addressed 
as discussed in Chapter V, Section H. The political co mmitment of the country 
towards Biosafety has to be unequivocally expressed through the adoption and 
implementation of Policy and Regulatory frameworks, hence allowing 
biotechno logy developers and biosafety regulators to be effectively and smoot hly 
operational under clear and consensual strategies and regulations. Capacity 
building on different subjects related  to Biosafety remains a key issue to increase 
the institutional solidi ty and sustain ability of main stakeholders, particularly th e 
Competent National  Authority, Academic and Research institutes, Biotechnology 
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developers. There is also the need to improve socio-political sustainability through 
a focussed and transparent commu nication strat egy enabling Public Information, 
Awareness and Partici pation.   

185. The ToR of the Evaluation had identified two key strategic questions  to be 
answered by the Evaluation.   

a) To what extent did the project help to enhance national institutional and  
technical cap acity and awareness amongst the key a ctors fo r effecti ve 
enforcement of the Biosafety Law, decrees and sub-decrees on biosafety?  

b) To what extent are the outcome indicators verifiable, and record progresses 
towards the achievement of the devel opment objecti ves, as well as the obligations 
under the Cartagena Protocol? 

Answer to Question (a):   

186. Whereas, at the beginning of the Project, the concept of Biosafety was well 
known in the Competent National Authority (DOE) and in some academic and 
research centres, it was relatively new in the overall instituti onal environment of 
the country. Making people aware at various levels of capacity and understanding 
about a new topic was challenging and the results obtained are quite remarkable, 
when considerin g the baseline situation. The process of revision and updat ing of 
the existing Regulatory instruments (Biosafety Rules and Guidelines) has involved 
different institutions and has contributed to enhance the overall institutional and 
technical capacity among  key actors. As discussed in this report, Biosafety 
Systems, though in need of improvement, are in place and operational to make 
decisions and to implement, monitor and enforce them. The Project has supported 
the Competent National Authority and other Nati onal Stakeholders throughout this 
process, through capacity  building , technical  assistance to the Competent 
National Authority (national consultants, equipment), production of training and 
awareness material (manuals, guidelines, outreach material), establ ishment of the  
GMO laboratory, and the technical and method ological support of UNEP.  

Answer to Question (b):  

187. The evaluation has actually pointed out (in its chapter  V, Section B - Quality 
of Project Design) some relevant weak points regarding the definit ion of the 
Results Framework and the way to objectively mea sure and assess Project  
performance. In some cases, Outcomes indicators are just a repetition or a 
reformulation of the Outcome itself, while in other cases Indicators of Outputs are 
used instead (e.g. number of participants, trainings, meetings, etc.). Th e specifi c 
Monitoring instrument focussing on the progress of the country towards CPB 
requirements are the Tracking Tools that, as discussed in section G of Chapter V, 
were only partially used and were not relevant for practical M&E purposes, since 
they were not analysed and substantively discussed by the Project Team. 
Nevertheless, the objectives to be achieved were clear to the Project Team and 
their partial achievement cannot be ascribed to the w eakness of the Results 
Indicators. As discussed in Chapter V, Section D (Effective ness), delays in the 
approval of Biosafety Policy, Rules and Guidelines, as well as existing 
shortcomings of the Biosafety Administrative, Decision -making, Monitoring and 
Enforcement Systems can be ascribed to other relevant factors,  such as 
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insuff icient political com mitment, not fully clear and effective operational 
procedures and inter -institutional mechanisms, and needs of more specialised 
human resources. 

B. Summary of project findings and ratings 

188. The following Table provides the sum marised rating of the different criteria 
established by UNEP Evaluation Office (EO) that have been assessed all along this 
report. Overall, Project performance scores ̺Satisfactory̻ (S). 

Table 12: Summary of project f indings and ratings  

Criterion Summary assessment Rating 

Strategic Relevance Very satisfactory in all aspects (see below)  HS 

1. Alignment to MTS and POW Aligned with MTS 2010-2013 and 2014-17 Sub-Programme 
Environmental Governance HS 

2. Alignment to UNEP/Donor  strategi c 
priorities 

Project belongs to GEF Biodiversity Focal Area, Strategic 
Programme 6 (BD-SP6): ;Building Capacity for the 
Implementation of the Cartag ena Protocol on Biosafety  

HS 

3. Relevance to regional, sub-regional 
and national environmental priorities  

Highly relevant to national and regional context and 
priorities regarding management and safe use of GMOs for 
agricultural purposes.  

HS 

4. Complementarity with existing 
interventions  

Builds upon GEF/UNEP Project ;Development of the 
National Biosafety Framework΄ (2004-2006) and 
complements GEF/UNEP Project supporting BCH in 
Bangladesh. 

S 

Quality of Projec t Design  Project Outcomes in the ProDoc not fully matching with the 
Results Framework. Not fully evident the underlying logic of 
the Project Design, as well as the way to objectively 
measure and assess Project performance  

MS 

Nature of External Context Socio-political environment in the sub -region incl uding high 
number of refugees may influence national scale of 
priorities and socio -political focus . 

Moderately  
Favourable   

Effectiveness 8 Very satisfa ctory in Outputs avail ability, rooms for 
Improvement in Outcomes achievement and Likelihood  of 
Impact  

MS 

1. Availability  of outputs  
Outputs delivered very satisfactorily both in quantity and  
quality (regu latory instruments,  capacit y building, GMO lab, 
etc.) 

HS 

2. Achievement of project  outcomes  Overall achieved, though at variable extent. Improvement 
needed in political commitment, stakeholders coordination 
and in the implementation of adminis trative, monit oring and 
enforcement syste ms.   

MS 

3. Likelihood of imp act  Decision-making processes and governance instruments in 
place, though with room for impr ovement in decision -
making procedures and overall governance  

ML 

 

8 Where a project is rated, through the assessment of Project Design Quality template during the evaluation inception stage, as facing 
either an Unfavourable or Highly Unfavourable external operating context, the overall rating for Effectiveness may be increased at the 
discretion of the Evaluation Consultant and Evaluation Manager together 
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Criterion Summary assessment Rating 

Financial Management  S 

1. Adherence to UNEPͻs financial 
policies  and procedures 

Overall compliant  (e.g. procedures for purchase of 
equipment)  S 

2. Completeness of project fin ancial 
information  

Financial reporting regularly completed and filed  S 

3. Communication between f inance and 
project management st aff 

Smoothly in place  through out project life  
S 

Efficie ncy Project time -efficient despite initial de lay, budget revisions 
improved efficiency.  S 

Monitoring and Reporting  Overall satisfactory  S 

1. Monitoring design and budge ting  Monitoring and mid-term review budgeted.  S 

2. Monitoring of project impleme ntation  Constant and effective monitoring of activities by the 
Project Team and TM. Mid-term review implemented and 
reported 

S 

3. Project reporting  Regular Progress Reports and PIR produced and filed in 
ANUBIS, as well as NBC and stakeholders meetings. Mid 
Term Review carried out and reported. 

S 

Sustainabili ty  ML  

1. Socio-politica l sustainability  In need of improvement in terms of stakeholders 
communication, participation and transparency, socio -
economic consider ations.  

ML 

2. Financial sustainability  To be tackled with a resource mobilisation plan.  ML 

3. Institution al susta inability  Main institutional players are in place, though in need of 
further  capacity and institution building (DOE and main 
national stakeholders) 

ML 

Factors Affe cting Performance   S 

1. Preparation and readiness Project builds upon previous project ;Development of NBF΄, 
Nat. Executing Agency with experience and motivation  S 

2. Quality of project manag ement and 
supervision  

Project approp riately managed and regularly backstopped 
by UNEP TM HS 

3. Stakeholdersͻ participation and 
cooperation  

Assiduous participation of main stakeholders  
HS 

4. Responsiveness to  human rights and 
gender equity 

Not explicitly implemented, not referred to in any Proje ct 
document / report produced by the Project.  MS 

5. Environmental, social and economic 
safeguards 

To be improved through higher public participation  
S 

6. Country ownership and driven-ness  Overall commitment and countr y ownership not fully 
effective so far i n approving Policy and Legal instruments 
on Biosafety  

MS 

7. Communicat ion and public 
awareness 

Through various awareness activities yet in need of a 
comprehensive strategy and action plan  S 

Overall Project Performance Rating Satisfacto ry S 

C. Lessons learned 

 

Lesson Learned #1: Project expected results of institution al nature that need 
endorsement and approval at Governmental and Parliamentary 
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level (e.g. Policy, Law, Guidelines, etc.) may prove difficult to be 
achieved within Project timeframe  

Context/ comment: Project Outcomes included a Biosafety Policy with an Act ion 
Plan approved, published and implemented, as well as a 
Biosafety legal regime established, enacted and fully 
operational, through the approval and promulgation of updated 
Rules and Guidelines. The Project has prepared all these policy 
and legal instrum ents, which, however, have not yet been 
approved and enacted by the Government and the Parliament.  

 

D. Recommendations  

 

Recommendation #1: The Evaluation recomm ends that UNEP Project staff  strongly  
communicate the following recommendation to the Department 
of Environment: to give priority to and i mprove: 

ü the efficiency, effecti veness and transparency of the 
operating procedures of the National Committee on 
Biosafety (NCB) in handling GMOs applications, risk 
assessment and decision -making. This will entail a m ore 
time-efficient functioning of the NC B (regular quarterly 
meetings, implementa tion of time -limit for decisi on-
making), open communication and exchange of 
information between NCB and the Applicants during the 
assessment process, adoption of knowledge -based and 
technically sound Risk Assessment  practices, as well as 
clear and transparent decisions made public thr ough 
appropriate channels of information;   

ü the field coordination of Biosafety management in GMOs 
cultivation (Brinjal) with the relevant stakeho lders 
(Bangladesh Agricultural Research Institute/BARI , 
Department of Agric ulture Extension/DAE, the Farmers). 

Context/ comment:  The need for improvement in handling applications and decision -
making has been discussed in Chapter V, Section D 
(Achievement of Outcome s), regarding Outcome 3 (§ 126, 127, 
128 and 139), in section regarding Likelihood of Impact  (§ 143), 
under Socio-political Sustainability  (Section H, § 161) and 
Institutional Sustainability . Conclusions in § 179 and 180 are 
also addressing the is sue.  

Clear definition of institutional responsibiliti es and coordination 
mechanisms needs to be better addressed for Biosafety 
management at field level, as discussed in Chapter V, section D 
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(namely Outcome 4, §129, 130, 131), in Likelihood of Impact, § 
144), in section H (Institutional Sustain ability, § 166), and also in 
Conclusion § 181.   

Priority  Level 9: Important Recommendation  

Responsibility:  Competent National Authority (Department of Environment / 
DOE)   

Proposed 
implementation ti me-
frame: 

One year (2021) 

 

Recommendation #2: The Evaluation recomm ends that UNEP Project staff  
communicate the following recommendation to the Department 
of Environment : to reinforce Biosafety Capacity Buildin g 
activities through three main programs targetin g priority  groups 
as follows:  

ü Mainstreaming of biosafety and biodiversity among 
various associated ministries and to high -level policy and 
decision-makers; 

ü Effective use /  application of Biosafety rules, re gulations, 
guidelines and procedural mechani sms among scientis ts, 
researchers and technical officers associated to 
Biotechnology and Biosafety programs and activities, 
with particular re ference to newly appointed staff;  

ü Strengthening the capacity of DOE Staff at central and 
decentralised levels wi th particular ref erence to Biosafety 
Monitoring and Enforcement at Field Level (Districts), to 
the GMO Laboratory staff, and to Projects Managem ent 
at central  level (with a specia l focus on administrative 
and financial skills).  

For the purpose, it is equally recommended th at 
traini ng/capacity building activities and programs outlined above 
should be part of the post -2020 global biodiversity frame work 
and clearly spelled out in the  upcoming National Biodiversity 

 

9 Select priority level from the three categories below:  
Critical recommendation: address significant and/or pervasive deficiencies in governance, risk management or internal control 
processes, such that reasonable assurance cannot be provided regarding the achievement of programme objectives. 
Important recommendation: address reportable deficiencies or weaknesses in governance, risk management or internal control 
processes, such that reasonable assurance might be at risk regarding the achievement of programme objectives. Important 
recommendations are followed up on an annual basis.  
Opportunity for improvement: comprise suggestions that do not meet the criteria of either critical or important recommendations, and 
are only followed up as appropriate during subsequent oversight activities. 



Terminal/Mid-term Evaluation of the UNEP Project  ƩHlokdlentation of the National Biosafetx Eq`ldvnqj ne A`mfk`cdrgƪ 

Page 69 

Strategy and Action Plan with a priority basi s. 

Context/ comment: DOE has so far developed, with the support of the Project, a wide 
programme of capacity building oriented to the progressiv e 
implementati on of the National Biosafety Framework, as 
extensively described in Chapter V, section D  ͮEffectiveness - 
(Availabilit y of Outputs ), which has significantly contributed to 
the achievement of Outcomes , as discussed in Achievement of 
Outcomes. It is importa nt to build upon the results obtained so 
far and further  enhance national capacities on Biosafety as 
discussed in Section H regarding Institutional Sustainability (§  
167, 168 and 169). Conclusive remarks on capacity Building are 
also provided in § 177, 182 and 184. 

Priority  Level: Important Recommendation  

Responsibility:  Competent National Authority (Department of Env ironment / 
DOE)   

Proposed 
implementation time -
frame: 

Two years (but taking into account that capacity building should 
be a permanent funct ion of the Competent Nat. Authority ) 

 

 

Recommendation #3: The Evaluation recomm ends that UNEP Project staff  
communi cate the following recommendation to the Department 
of Environment : enhance the Public Awareness and Participation 
Component of the NBF through the implementation of a Strategy 
and Action Plan in coordination with UN EP and the support of 
bilat eral/multila teral partners at regional and international level.  

Context/ comment:  Though several awareness and public information were 
developed so far, it has been found hat is necessary to match 
relevant target groups  (namely policy and decision-makers, civil 
society  groups and the private sector i ncluding the farmers) with 
a comprehensive awareness and participation strategy  (see 
Chapter V, Section D  ͮEffectiveness , Final remarks in Outcomes 
achievement, § 140). 

Section D (Effectiveness) regarding Outcome 5 is also 
discussing the need of increased transparency and public 
participation, including mechanisms of consultation, discussion 
and participatory decision -making regarding GMOs use (see § 
133 and 134). The issue is also approached under Socio-politic al 
Sustainabi lit y (section H  ͮSustainabili ty. § 161, 162 and 163), 
and in Conclusion § 183. 
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Priority  Level: Important Recommendation  

Responsibility:  Competent National Authority (Department of Environment / 
DOE)   

Proposed 
implementation tim e-
frame: 

Two years (but taking into account that public information and 
participation should be a permanent function of the National 
Biosafety Framework ) 

 

Recommendation #4: The Evaluation recomm ends that UNEP Project staff  
communicate the following recommendation to the Department 
of Environment : prepare and make operational a Strategy of 
Resource Mobilis ation for the implementation of the NBF by 
taking into account possible resource partners at national, 
regional and international level.  

Context/ comment:  Biosafety Financial Su stainabil ity is key and the mobilisation of 
resources is a key-assumption to st rengthen Biosafety Agenda 
(see ToC - Chapter IV, Diagram 2). The issue is discussed under 
Financial Sustainability ( § 165). 

Priority  Level: Opportunity for Improvement  

Responsibility:  Competent National Authority (Department of Environment / 
DOE)   

Proposed 
implementation time -
frame: 

One year (2021) 
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ANNEX 1: RESPONSE TO STAKEHOLDER COMMENTS RECEIVED BUT NOT (FULLY) ACCEPTED BY THE EVALUATOR 

Table 13: Response to stakeholder comments received but not ( fully) accepted by the reviewers, where appropriate 

Page 
Ref 

Stakeholder comment  Evaluator(s)  Response UNEP Evaluation Office Response 

NA TM (Mr Alex Owusu Biney) 
General Comments  
i. Strong emphasis on high level support in  the 
finalisation and delivery of the Policy and updated Rules 
and guidelines 
ii. Support for certification of the Detection  
laboratory, staff training and awareness of the availability 
of services 
iii. Need to ensure synergy and avoid duplication 
with the  SABP and other BS activities. These should be 
supportive to the nat ional biosafety system  

i. The issue of finalisation and delivery of the 
Policy, and of the updated Rules and Guidelines 
is largely discussed in the Report , particularly  in 
Section on Effectiv eness (see for instance § 136),  
in Socio-political Sustainability ( Section H), in 
Conclusions (see for instance, § 184) and in 
Lessons Learned n.1. The Evaluation has 
confirmed that the process of approval of the 
Policy and of the Updated Rules and Guidelines is 
following a convoluted institutional process, 
which is also largely described and explained in 
the Report. The ;emphasis on high level support  ́
is therefore evident in the Evaluation Report.  

ii. The Evaluation highlights that the GMO Detection 
Laboratory needs to be fully operati onal to 
achieve cost-effective ness. See Effectiveness 
Section D (e.g. § 132), Conclusion § 182 and Rec. 
n. 2 (Capacity building of Lab Staff). This is of 
course the first step for gaining technical and 
institutional credibility , hence allowing to require 
and obtain a GMOs certification . The evaluator 
believes that ;support for certifi cation  ́ could 
perhaps be the object of the Project Management  
Response, once pre-conditions are met.  

iii.  Complementarity with SABP activities is 
discussed under ;Complementarity  with existing  

i. Emphasis on high level support in the 
finalisation and delivery of the 
Policy and updated Rules and 
guidelines could be made 
stronger as it is a crucial within 
context of this evaluation .  

ii. Consultant  response adequate  
iii. Consultant  response adequate 
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Page 
Ref 

Stakeholder comment  Evaluator(s)  Response UNEP Evaluation Office Response 

interventions  ́(§ 75) and described in § 115 and 
116 (Outputs for Outcome 5). The ;need to 
ensure synergy and avoid duplication  ́is evident . 
However, unfortun ately, the Evaluation did not 
have the possibility  of deep exchanges and 
triangulation between the stakehold ers involved 
(mainly DOE, UNEP, GEF, USAID, SABP) around 
the issue, which should have been fostered by 
UNEP Project Management  Team.  
Nevertheless, none of the stakeholders 
interviewed pointed out the ;risk of duplication ,́ 
since the approach  and the object of the 
intervention of GEF/UNEP and of USAID/SABP 
interventions are different  (one more focussed on 
Biosafety and the other on promoting GMOs 
Biotechnology in the Region), hence rather 
complementary tha n overlapping.  

Page 60 
 

Rec n. 2, last sentence ƩFor the purposeư.ƪ 
This is already captured in the Biosafety Implementation Plans 
under the Global BF, it will more appropriate if the Country can 
operationalise the actions spelt out in its Biosafety Capacity 
Building Activities 

This formulation was proposed by the Project Nat. 
Director, discussed during the Evaluation and 
remained as such in the phrasing of Rec n.2.  
The evaluator believes that the operationalisation 
proposed by the TM could be included in the 
Management Response.  
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ANNEX 2: TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE EVALUATION  

TERMS OF REFERENCE 
 

Terminal Evaluation of th e UNEP/GEF project  
Implementation of National Biosafety Framework of Bangladesh  

GEF ID # 4022 
 
Section 1: PROJECT BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW 
 

1. Project General Information 
 

Table 1. Project summary  
GEF Project ID: 4022   
Implementing 
Agency: 

UNEP Executing Agency: 
Department of Environment, Ministry of 
Environment and Forests  

Sub-programme: Environmental 
Governance 

Expected 
Accomplishment (s): 

EA (b) Institutional capacities and policy and/or 
legal frameworks enhanced to achieve  
internationally agreed environmental goals , 
including the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Development and the Sustainable Development 
Goals 
 

UNEP approval 
date: 

November 2012 
Programme of Work 
Output(s):  

Policy, Draft Bill, Administrative, technical 
training and Technical gu idelines/Manuals   
with an equipped LMO Detection Laboratory to 
support Biosafety Decision Making  

GEF approval date: July 2012 Project type: Medium-size Project 
GEF Operational 
Programme #: 

 Focal Area(s): Biodiversity  

  
GEF Strategic 
Priority:  

SP6-Biosafety/SO3 

Expected start date: November 2012 Actual start date:  April 2014 
Planned completion 
date: 

June 2018 
Actual completion 
date: 

December 2018 

Planned project 
budget at approval 
(USD): 

USD $1,417,390 

Actual total 
expenditures 
reported as of 
31/10/20 19 (USD): 

$884,090.0010 

GEF grant allocation 
(USD): 

USD $884,090 
GEF grant 
expenditures 
reported as of [date]:  

USD $884,090 

 

10 Anubis 
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Project Preparation 
Grant - GEF 
financing:  

USD $25,000 
Project Preparation 
Grant - co-financing:  

USD $24,800 

Expected Medium-
Size Project co -
financing (USD): 

USD $533,300 
Secured Medium-
Size Project co-
financing:  

USD $533,300 

First disbursement:  January 201311 
Date of financial  
closure: 

TBD 

No. of revisions:  712 Date of last revision:  01/01/2018  
No. of Steering 
Committee 
meetings:  

 
Date of last/nex t 
Steering Committee 
meeting:  

Last: 
 

Next: 

Mid-term Review/ 
Evaluation (planned 
date): 

January 2017  
Mid-term Review/ 
Evaluation (actual 
date): 

18.03.2017 to 25.03.2017 13 

Terminal Evaluation 
(planned date):   

February 2020 
Terminal Evaluation 
(actual date) :   

 

Coverage - 
Country(ies):  

Bangladesh 
Coverage - 
Region(s): 

Africa  

Dates of previous 
project phases:  

N/A 
Status of future 
project phases: 

N/A 

 
2. Project rationale 

 
1. Bangladesh is rich in  biodiversity, comprising of many species of ani mals and plants;  it has been 
the home of approximately 5000 angiosperm species and a variety of subspecies. Of them, at least 160 
species are used as crops. The main crops are rice, wheat, jute, pulses, oilseed plants, minor cereals, sugar 
crops, fruit pla nts, vegetables, root tube r crops, spices, forest trees, beverage crops, flowers, medicinal and 
aromatic plants. There are many wild relatives of cr op plants  and domesticated animals stil l abundant in 
Bangladesh. Rice is widely grown throughout the country  and there are more than 4000 indigenous 
varieties. Bangladesh is party to the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and has committed to the 
conservation  of its indigenous biodiversit y and the traditional  knowledge and practices of the region. 
Implementation of the Na tional Biosafety Framework (NBF) is essential to ensure conservation and 
sustainable use of biological diversity of endemic species and unique ecosystems in Bangladesh.  
 
2. Being a party to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety (CPB), Bangladesh is internat ionally 
committed to develop and implement biosafety regulatory regimes. Bangladesh developed its National 
Biosafety Framework in 20 07 with t he technical assistance of UNE P-GEF. The National Biosafety 
Framework (NBF) provided the basic elements of biosafet y systems to be implemented for conservation of 
biodiversity and to prevent potential risks to human health. Further implementation of the NBF is 
necessary to ensure conservation and sustainab le use of biological diversity of endemic specie s and the 
unique ecosystem s found in Bangladesh.  

 

11 Anubis 

12 Anubis 

13 According to PIR 2018 (4022_PIR FY 18_Bangladesh) Mid-term Review was undertaken at this time. 
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3. In the absence of an implemented biosafety infrastructure and statutory regulations it was 
considered possible that valuable crop bio diversity might disap pear as the result of increased of use of 
genetically modified c rops. In 2012 the main constraints to the implementation of a Biosafety regulatory 
regime in Bangladesh were the absence of statutor y rules-regulations, well -managed infra structures, 
adequate laboratories, and above all, insufficient traine d manpower to co nduct risk  assessment and 
management of Living Modified Organisms (LMOs). To overcome these constraints, GEF -assistance to 
implement  the NBF was considered as an urgent st ep by Bangladesh.  
 
4. This project was designed to assist in the imp lementation of t he as well as provide support for: the 
drafting of supporting regulations and soft laws; capacity building in technical training; im proved 
infrastructure for monitoring an d detection of LMOs; and enhancing public awareness and capacity to a  
level of active  participa tion in decision -making on LMOs notifications. These essential elements were 
lacking prior to this project as a result of resource constraints in the country. Th e project was designed to 
institutionalize Biosafety regulations and strengthen infra structural  facilities for risk assessment and 
management of LMOs. It was expected to implement a framework to facilitate decision -making and provide 
global environmental b enefits on the safe u se of modern biotechnology with concomitant cons ervation of 
the endemic and unique biodiversity of Bangladesh, while provided measures to ensure the safe 
transboundary movement of LMOs. Without pr evention/ mitigation measures being put in place, there was 
a possibility that biotechnology may be used with out safeguards t o address potential harm to wild and 
cultivated species or overall conservation of biodiversity. Since adoption of GM -crops likely i n Bangladesh, 
it was vital that measure s were taken to ensure the conservation and sustainable use of biodiv ersity within 
the country. 
 
5. The project aimed to ensure harmonization of biosafety standards and regulatory systems at the 
regional level, as well as strengthen collaboration and netwo rking for the exchang e of technological and 
technical aspects of bios afety management , particularly to assist in the effective implementation of the 
Cartagena Protocol. To this end, the project attempted to generate e ffective initiatives, which worked 
towards strengthening reg ional cooperation of SAARC and ASEAN countries and that assisted  Bangladesh 
in implementing the National Biosafety Framework in compliance with the Cartagena Protocol on 
Biosafety. As such the pro ject was designed to enhance the existi ng capacity of Biosaf ety at the 
Institutional, Individual and Systemi c levels in Bangladesh, while addressing national needs and priorities.  
 

3. Project objectives and components 
 

4. The overall project objective was: T o assist Bangladesh to implement the Na tional Biosafety 
Framework in compliance with the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety thr ough enhancing the existing 
capacity on Biosafety at the Institutional, Individual and Systemic levels in Bangladesh, as well as to 
address national needs and priorities  
 
Project components  Expected outcomes  

1. Development of National 
Policy on Biosafety and 
Updating Guidelines on 
Biosafety and Biosafety 
Framework (NBF) 

 A standalone biosafety policy for safe use, handling 
and trans- boundary movement of LMOs is gazetted  

 Operational guidance on biosafety provided by the 
updated Biosafety Guidelines  

2. Development and 
Promulgation of Regulatory 

 Legal and regulatory framework on biosafety is  

enacted and strengthened  
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Regime on Biosafety  

 Regulatory regime on management of LMOs is  

enforced by appropriat e institutions  

3. Functional Administrative 
System for Handling and 
Notifica tion on LMOs 

Institutional Strengthening mechanisms for Handling 
Application/Notification on LMOs established  

4. Monitoring and Enforcement  
Monitoring and Enforcement system is in pla ce to handle all uses 
of LMOs 

5. Public Awareness, Education 
and Enhancing Public 
Participation, Regional 
Networking and Collaboration  

Increased public awareness and public participation in decision  
making on LMO notifications  
Harmonised approaches and shared knowledge on biosafety at 
the regional level      

6. Project Monitoring an d 
Evaluation and Audit  

The overall performance and results of the project would be 
monitored and feedback would be given t o the implementing 
authorities  

  
 

4. Executing Arrangements 
 
5. The project has been implemented by UNEP (Implementing Agency), specifically through the 
Ecosystems Division. The Department of Environment (DOE) under the Ministry of Environment and Forests 
(MoEF) was the Executing Agency responsible for operations of  the project in Bangladesh. The Executing 
Agency was also expected to coordinate and manage overall activities undertaken during the project 
implementation period and was also responsible for the preparation of all reports to be communicated to 
UNEP and the MoEF.  A Project Steering Committee (PSC), headed by the Secretary, MoEF was designed to 
be functional during the implementation period to oversee the progress of the project. Positions for a 
Project Director in the Project Management Unit (PMU) at the D epartment of Environment (DOE) was 
intended and was to be responsible for overall project coordination and management. The PMU was 
designed to comprise of the following:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6. The Project Steering Committee (PSC) was to act as advisory committee  for the project. The 
Secretary, MoEF was to cha ir the committee  and the Project Director was to serve as the member secretary 
of the committee. For implementation of the project, it was expected that this  committee would be 
constituted on the basis of the  Inter-departmental Working Group of the Nationa l Competent Authority 
(NCA), which in this case was represented by the MoEF.  
 
7. The PSCͻs role was to review project progress and advise on project implementation, by providing 
feedback and policy decisions . It was expected to meet every three months in order to be info rmed, receive 

The Project Director - (appointed by the Ministry of  Environment and Forests) Delegated for 
project finance and responsible for overall project reporting to the project steering committee 
(PSC) and the NCA, Ministry of Environment and Forests 

 

The Project Coordinator  - Responsible for the operation of the P roject. He /She is responsible 
for the technical  and administrat ive progress of the project and reports to the National 
Project Director (NPD) and PSC. 

 

Thematic consultants  - For specific technical, legal, scientific or administrative requirements, 
the project will hire need based consultants for proje ct implementatio n. 
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and provide inputs on the progress of the Project. T he committee was able to have meetings in a shorter 
periodicity, i f required. The PSC will report to the National Committee on  Biosafety (NCB) and to the 
Biosafety Core Committee (BCC). 
 
Figure 1. Decision making flowchart and organigram  
 
 
 

Project Steering Committee 

(PSC) 

National Committee on 
Biosafety 

(NCB) 
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5. Project Cost and Financing 

 
8. The project falls under the medium -sized project category, with an overall project budget of USD  
1,417,390.00. The total is made up of USD 884,090 GEF funding and USD 33,300 co-financing from the 
Government of Bangladesh. The detailed budget of the projec t is shown in Appendices 1 and 2 of the 
Project Document. A summary of the budget by components w ith co -financing, baseline and incremental 
details are in Appendices 3 of the Project Document.  
 
(It is noted that the figures in the table below from CEO endorsement are not matched in Anubis, t he 
ProDoc or Budget, as the agency fee is not included in th ese documents.)  
 

 
Project Preparation 

a 
Project 

 b 

Total 

c = a + b 
Agency Fee 

For comparison: 

GEF and Co-
financing at PIF 

GEF financing 25,000 884,090 909,090 90,909 909,090 
Co-financing  24,800 533,300 558,100  558,100 
Total 49,800 1,417,390 1,467,190 90,909 1,467,19014 
 

6. Implementation Issues 
 
To clarify:  
¶ One 19 month extension was granted during the project, did this result in, or was this caused by, any 

implementation issues within the project? 

¶ Mid-term Review (MTR)  planned and reported in PIR 2018 - 18.03.2017 to 25.03.2017 ï Was 

undertaken by the TM, no documents found in Anubis ï May be captured in one of the PIRs, check 

with TM.  

¶ Figures in the table above from CEO endorsement are not matched in Anubis, the ProDoc or Budget 

as the agency fee is not included in these documents. 

 

Section 2. OBJECTIVE AND SCOPE OF THE EVALUATION 
 

7. Key Evaluation principles 
 
9. Evaluation findings and judgements should be based on sound evidence and analysis , clearly 
documented in the evaluation report. Information wil l be triangulated (i.e. verified from different sources) 
as far as possibl e, and when verification is not possible, the single source will be mentioned (whilst 
anonymity is still protected). Analy sis leading to evaluative judgements should always be clearl y spelled 
out.  
 
10. The ̺Why?̻ Question. As this is a terminal evaluation  and a follow -up project is likely [or similar 
interventions are envisaged for the future], particular attention should be  given to learning from the 
experience. Therefore, the ;Why?́  question should be at the front of the consult antsͻ minds all through th e 
evaluation exercise and is supported by the use of a theory of change approach. This means that the 
consultant(s) needs to go beyond the assessment of ;what΄ the project performance was and make a 

 

14 Figures taken from CEO endorsement  

Project Management Unit 

(PMU) 

Project Coordinator 

(PC) 

Project Director 

(PD) 

Thematic consultants 
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serious effort to provid e a deeper understanding of ;why  ́the performance was as it was. This should 
provide the basis for the lessons that can be drawn from the project.  
 
11. Baselines and counterfactuals . In attempting to attribute any outcomes and impacts to the project 
intervention, the consultant (s) should consider the difference between what has happened with, and what 
would have happened without, the project. This implies t hat there should be consideration of the baseline 
conditions , trends and counterfactuals in relation to the intended project  outcomes and impacts. It also 
means that there should be plausible evidence to attribute such outcomes and impacts to the actions o f 
the project. Sometimes, adequate information on baseline c onditions, trends or counterfactuals is l acking. 
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 judgements about project performance.  
 
12. Communicating evaluation results.  A key aim of the evaluation is to encourage reflection and 
learning by UNEP staff and key project stakeholders.  The consultant(s) should consider how reflection  and 
learning can be promoted, both through the evaluation p rocess and in the communication of evalua tion 
findings and key lessons. Clear and concise writing is required on all evaluation deliverables. Draft and final 
versions of the main evaluation report  will be shared with key stakeholders by the Evaluation Mana ger. 
There may, however, be several intended audiences, each with differen t interests and needs regarding the 
report. The Evaluation Manager will plan with the consultant(s) which audiences to tar get and the easiest 
and clearest way to communicate the key evaluation findings and lessons to them.  This may include 
some, or all, of the following; a webinar, conference calls with relevant stakeholders, the preparation of an 
evaluation brief or interac tive presentation.  
 

8. Objective of the Evaluation 
 
13. In line with the UNEP Evaluation Policy15 and the UNEP Programme Manual 16, the Terminal 
Evaluation is undertaken at completion of the project to assess project performance (in terms of relevance, 
effective ness and efficiency), and determine outcomes and impacts (ac tual and potential) stemming fro m 
the project, including their s ustainabil ity. The evaluation has two primary purposes: (i) to provide evidence 
of results to meet accountability requirements, and (ii) to promote operational improvement, learning and 
knowledge sharing through results and lessons learned among UNEP and the Department of Environment 
(DOE), Ministry of Environment, Forests and Climate Change. Therefore, the evaluation will identify les sons 
of operational relevance for future project formulation  and implementation, especially for the second phase 
of the proj ect, where applicable.  
 

9. Key Strategic Questions 
 

14. In addition to the evaluation criteria outlined in Section 10 below, the evalua tion will  address the 
strategic questions listed below. These are questions of interest to UNEP and to which  the project is 
believed to be able to make a substantive contributio n: 
 

(a) To what extent did the project help to enhance national institutional and t echnical capacity and 
awareness amongst the key actors for e ffective enforcement of the Biosafety Law, decre es and 
sub-decrees on biosafety? 

 

15 http:/ /www.une p.org/eou/ StandardsPolicyandPractices/UNEPEvaluationPolic y/t abid/3 050/language/en -US/Default.aspx  

16 http: //www.unep.org/QAS/Documents/UNEP_Programme_Manu al_May_2013.pdf  . This manual is under revision. 

http://www.unep.org/QAS/Documents/UNEP_Programme_Manual_May_2013.pdf
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(b) To what extent are the outcome indicators verifiable, and record progresses towards the 
achievement of the develop ment objectives, as well as the obligations under the Cartag ena 
Protocol? 

 
10. Evaluation Criteria 

 
15. All evaluation criteria will be rated on a six-point scale. Sections A -I below, outline the scope of the 
criteria and a link to a table for recording the ra tings is provided in Annex 1). A weightings table will be 
provided in excel format (link provided in  Annex 1) to support the  determination of an overall project rating. 
The set of evaluation criteria are grouped in nine categories: (A) Strategic Relevance;  (B) Quality of Project 
Design; (C) Nature of External Context; (D) Effectiveness, which comprises a ssessments of the availability 
of outputs, achievement of outcomes and likelihood of impact; (E) Financial Management; (F) Efficiency; 
(G) Monitoring and Reporting; (H) Sustainability; and (I) Factors Affecting Proje ct Performance. The 
evaluation consultan t(s) can propose other evaluation criteria as deemed appropriate.  
 

A. Strategic Relevance 
 

16. The evaluation will assess ƥsgd dwsdms sn vghbg sgd `bshuhsx hr suited to the priorities and policies of the 
target group, qdbhohdms `mc cnmnqƦ- The evaluation will includ e an assessment of the projectͻs relevance in 
relation to UNEPͻs mandate and its alignment with UNEPͻs policies and strategies at the time of project 
approval. Under strategic relevance an assessment of the c omplementarity of the  project with other 
interventions addressin g the needs of the same target groups will be made. This criterion comprises four 
elements: 

i. Alignment to the UNEP Medium Term Strategy17 (MTS) and Programme of Work (POW) 

17. The evaluation should assess the projectͻs alignment with the MTS and POW under which the 
project was approved and include, in its narrative, reflections on the scale and scope of any contributions 
made to the planned results reflected in the relevant MTS and POW.  
 

ii. Alignment to UNEP / Donor/GEF Strategic Priorities  

18. Donor, including GEF, strategic priorities will vary across interventions. UNEP strategic priorities 
include the Bali Strategic Plan for Technology  Support and Capacity Building 18 (BSP) and South-South 
Cooperation (S-SC). The BSP relates to the capacity of governments to:  comply wi th international 
agreements and obligations at the national level; promote, facilitate and finance environmentally sound 
technologies and to strengthen f rameworks for developing cohe rent international environmental policies. 
S-SC is regarded as the exchange of resources, technology and knowledge between developing countries.  
GEF priorities are specified in published programm ing priorities and focal area s trategies.   
 

iii. Relevance to Regional, Sub-regional and National Environmental Priorities 

 

17 UNEPͻs Medium Term Strategy (MTS) is a document that guides UNEPͻs programme planning over a four-year period. It identifies 
UNEPͻs thematic priorities, known as Sub-programmes (SP), and sets out the desi red outcomes, known as Expected 
Accomplishments (EAs), of the Sub -programmes.   

18 http://www.unep.org/GC/GC23/documents/GC23 -6-add-1.pdf 

http://www.unep.org/GC/GC23/documents/GC23-6-add-1.pdf
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19. The evaluation will assess the extent to which the intervention is suited, or responding to, the 
stated environmental concerns and ne eds of the countries, sub-regions or regions where it is bei ng 
implemented. Examples may include: national o r sub-national development plans, poverty reduction 
strategies or Nationally Appropriate Mitigation Action (NAMA) plans or regional agreements etc.  
 

iv. Complementarity with Existing Interventions  

20. An assessment will be made of how well the project, either  at design stage  or during the project 
mobilization, took account of ongoing and planned initiatives (under the same sub -programme, other UNEP 
sub-programmes, or being implemented by other agencies) that addr ess similar needs of the same target 
groups.The evaluation will consider i f the project team, in collaboration with Regional Offices and Sub -
Programme Coordinators, made efforts to ensure their ow n intervention was complem entary to other 
interventions, opt imized any synergies and avoided duplication of effort. Examples  may include UN 
Development Assistance Frameworks or One UN programming. Linkages with other interventions should 
be described and instances where UNEPͻs comparative advantage has been particu larly well applied 
should be highlighted.  
Factors affecting this criterion may include: 

 Stakeholdersͻ participation and cooperation 

 Responsiveness to human rights and gender equity  

 Country ownership and driven-ness 

 
B. Quality of Project Design 

 
21. The quality of project design is assessed using an agreed  template during  the evaluation inception 
phase, ratings are attributed to identified criteria and an overall Project Design Quality rating is estab lished 
(www.unep.org/evaluation). This overall Project Desig n Quality rating is entered in the final evaluat ion 
ratings tabl e as item B. In the Main Evaluation Report a summary of the projectͻs strengths and 
weaknesses at design stage is included, while th e complete Project Design Quality template is annexed in 
the Inception Report.  
Factors affecting this criterion may include (at the design stage): 

 Stakeholders participation and cooperation  

 Responsiveness to human rights and gender equity  

 

C. Nature of External Context 

 
22. At evaluation inception stage a rating is es tablished for the projectͻs external operating context 
(consider ing the prevalence of conflict, natural disasters and political upheaval). This rating is entered in 
the final evaluation ratings ta ble as item C. Where a project has been rated as facing either an 
Unfavourable or Highly Unfavourable extern al operating con text, and/ or a negative external event has 
occurred during project implementation, the ratings for Effectiveness, Efficiency and/or Sustainability may 
be increased at the discretion of the eva luation consultant and Evaluation Manager togeth er. A justificat ion 
for such an increase must be given.  
 

D. Effectiveness 
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i) Availability of Outputs19  

 
23. The evaluation will assess the projectͻs success in producing the programmed outputs and 
achieving milest ones as per the project design document (ProDoc) . Any formal modifications /revisions 
made during project implementation will be considered part of the project design. Where the project 
outputs  are inappropriately or inaccurately stated in the ProDoc, refor mulations may be necessary in the 
reconstruction  of the TOC. In such cases a table should be provided showing the original and the 
reformulation of the outputs for transparency. The availabili ty of outputs  will be assessed in terms of both 
quantity and qua lity, and the assessment will consider their own ership by, and usefulness to, intended 
beneficiaries and the timeliness of their provision. The evaluation will briefly explain the reasons behi nd the 
success or shortcomings of the project in delivering its programmed outputs and meeting expected quality 
standards.  
Factors affecting this criterion may include: 

 Preparation and readiness  

 Quality of project management and supervision 20 

 
ii)  Achievement of Project Outcomes21 

24. The achievement of project outcomes is assessed as performance against the project outc omes 
as defined in the reconstructed 22 Theory of Change. These are outcomes that are intended to be achieved 
by the end of the project timeframe and wit hin the projectͻs resource envelope. As with outputs, a t able can 
be used where substantive amendments to  the formulation  of projec t outcomes is necessary. The 
evaluation should report evidence of attribution between UNEPͻs intervention and the project outcomes. In 
cases of normative work or where several actors  are collaborating to achieve common outcomes, e vidence 
of the nature and magnitude of UNEPͻs ͺsubstantive contributionͻ should be included and/or ͺcredible 
associationͻ established between project efforts  and the project outcomes realised.  
 
Factors affecting this criterion may include: 

 Quality of project management an d supervision 

 Stakeholdersͻ participation and cooperation 

 

19 Outputs are the availability (for intended beneficiaries/us ers) of new products and services and/or gains in know ledge, abili ties and 
awareness of individuals or within institutions (UNEP, 2019)  

20 In some cases ͺproject management and supervisionͻ will refer to the supervision and guidance provided  by UNEP to implementing 
partners and national governments while in ot hers, specif ically for GEF funded projects, it will refer to the project management 
performance of the executing agency and the technical backstopping provided by UNEP. 

21 Outcomes are the use (i.e. uptake, adoption, application) of an output by intended be neficiaries, observed as changes in institutions 
or behavior, attitude or condition (UNEP, 2019) 

22 UNEP staff are currently required to su bmit a Theory of Change with all submitted proje ct designs. The level of ͺreconstructionͻ 
needed during an evaluation wil l depend on the quality of this initial TOC, the time that has lapsed between project design and 
implementation (which may be related t o securing and disbursing funds) and the level o f any changes made to the project design. In 
the case of projects pre -dating 2013 the intervention logic is often represented in a logical framework and a TOC will need to be 
constructed in the inception stag e of the evaluation.  
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 Responsiveness to human rights and gender equity  

 Communication and public awareness 

 

iii)  Likelihood of Impact  

26. Based on the articulati on of long-lasting effects in the reconstructed TOC (i.e. from project 
outcomes, via intermediate states, to impact), the evaluation will assess the likelihood of the intended, 
positive impacts be coming a reality. Project objectives or goals should be inco rporated in the TOC, possibly 
as intermediate st ates or long-lasting impacts. The Evaluation Officeͻs approach to the use of TOC in 
project evaluations is outlined in a guidance note available on the Evaluation Office website, 
https: //www.unenvironment.org /about -un-environment/evaluation and is supporte d by an excel-based 
flow chart, ͺLikelihood of Impact Assessment Decision Treeͻ. Essentially the approach follows a ͺlikelihood 
treeͻ from project outcomes to impacts, taking account of  whether the assumption s and drivers identified 
in the reconstructed TOC held. Any unintended positive effects should also be identified and their causal 
linkages to the intended impact described.  
 
27. The evaluation wi ll also consider the likelihood that the intervention may le ad, or contribute to, 
unintended negative effect s. Some of these potential  negative effects may have been identified in the 
project design as risks or as part of the analysis of Environmental, Soc ial and Economic Safeguards. 23 
The evaluation will consider t he extent to which the project has played a catalytic role or has promoted  
scaling up and/or replication 24 as part of its Theory of Change and as factors that are likely to contribute to 
longer term impact.  
 
28. UNEP and all its partners aim to bring about benefits to the environment and human well -being. 
Few projects are likely to have impact statements that reflect such long -term or broad-based changes. 
However, the evaluation will assess the like lihood of the project to make a sub stantive contribution to the 
high-level changes represented by UNEPͻs Expected Accomplish ments, the Sustainable Development 
Goals25 and/or the high -level results prioritised by the funding partner.  
Factors affecting this criterion may include: 

 Quality of Project Management and Supe rvision (including adaptive management)  

 Stakeholders participat ion and cooperation  

 Responsiveness to human rights and gender equity  

 Country ownership and driven -ness 

 Communication and public awar eness 

 

 

23 Further information on E nvironmental, Social and Economic Safeguards (ESES) can be found at http://w ww.unep.org/about/eses  

24 Scaling up refers to approaches being adopted on a much larger scale, but in a very similar context. Scalin g up is often the longer 
term objective of pilot  initiatives. Replication refers to approaches being repeated or lesso ns being explicitly applied in new/different 
contexts e.g. other geographic areas, different target group etc. Effective replication typic ally requires some form of revision or 
adaptatio n to the new con text. It i s possible to replicate at either the same o r a different scale.  

25 A list of relevant SDGs is available on the EO website www.unep.org/evaluation  
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E. Financial Management 

 
29. Financial management will b e assessed under two themes: completeness of fin ancial informati on 
and communication between financial and project management staff. The evaluation will establish the 
actual spend across the life of the project of funds secured from all donors. This expend iture will be 
reported, where possible, at output level and will  be compared with the approved budget. The evaluation 
will assess the level of communication between the Project/Task Manager and th e Fund Management 
Officer as it relates to the effective del ivery of the planned project and the needs of a responsive, adaptive 
management approach. The evaluation will verify the application of proper financial management 
standards and adherence to UNEPͻs financial management policies. Any financial management is sues that 
have affected the timely delivery of t he project or the quality of its performance will be highlighted.  
 
Factors affecting this criterion may include: 

 Preparation and readiness  

 Quality of project  management and supervision  

 
F. Efficiency 

 
30. The evaluation will assess the extent to which the pro ject delivered maximum results from the 
given resources. This will include an assessment of the cost -effectiveness and timeliness of project 
execution. Focussing on the translation of inputs into outputs, cos t-effectiveness is the extent to which an 
intervention has achie ved, or is expected to achieve, its results at the lowest possible cost. Timeliness 
refers to whether planned activities were delive red according to expected timeframes as well as whether 
events were sequenced efficiently. The evaluation wi ll also assess t o what extent any project extension 
could have been avoided through stronger project management and identify any negative impacts ca used 
by project delays or extensions. The evaluation will de scribe any cost or time -saving measures put in p lace 
to maximise  results w ithin the secured budget and agreed project timeframe and consider whether the 
project was implemented in the most efficie nt way compared to alternative interventions or approaches.  
The evaluation will give special attention to e fforts by the pr oject team s to make use of/build upon pre -
existing institutions, agreements and partnerships, data sources, synergies and complement arities with 
other initiatives, programmes and projects etc.  to increase project efficiency. The evaluation will also 
consider the extent to which the management of the project minimised UNEPͻs environmental footprint. 
The factors underpinning the need for any project extensions will also be explored and discussed.  As 
management or project support costs cannot b e increased in cases of ͺno cost extensionsͻ, such 
extensions represent an increase in unstated costs to implementing parties.  
 
Factors affecting this criterion may include: 
¶ Preparation and readiness (e.g. timeliness) 

¶ Quality of project management and supervision 

¶ Stakeholders participation and cooperation 

 

G. Monitoring and Reporting 

 
31. The evaluation will assess monitoring and reporting across three s ub-categories: monitoring 
design and budgeting, monitoring i mplementation and project reporting.  

i. Monitoring Design and Budgeting 
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32. Each project should be supported by a sound monitoring p lan that is designed to track progress 
against SMART26 indicators t owards the provision of the projectͻs outputs and achievement of project 
outcomes, including at a level disa ggregated by gender, vulnerability or marginalisation. The evaluation will 
assess the quality of the design of the monitoring plan as w ell as the funds allocated for its 
implementation. The adequacy of resour ces for mid -term and terminal evaluation/review should be 
discus sed if applicable.   

ii. Monitoring of Project Implementation 

33. The evaluation will assess whether the monitoring system was operation al and facilitated the 
timely tracking of results and progre ss towards projects objectives throughout the pr oject implementa tion 
period. This should include monitoring the representation and participation of disaggregated groups 
(including gen dered, vulnerable and marginalised groups) in project activities. It will  also consider how 
information generated by the monitoring syste m during project implementation was used to adapt and 
improve project execution, achievement of outcomes and ensure sus tainability. The evaluation should 
confirm that funds allocated for monit oring were used to support this activity.  

iii.  Project Reporting 

34. UNEP has a centralised Project Information Management System (PIMS) in which project 
managers upload six -monthly status  reports against  agreed project milestones. This information will be 
provided to the Evaluation Consultant(s) by the Eval uation Manager. Some projects have additional 
requirements to report regularly to funding partners, which will be supplied by the proje ct team (e.g. the 
Project Implementation Reviews and Tracking Tool for GE F-funded projects). The evaluation will assess t he 
extent to whi ch both UNEP and donor reporting commitments have been fulfilled. Consideration will be 
given as to whether reporting h as been carried out wi th respect to the effects of the initiative on 
disaggregated groups.  
 
Factors affecting this criterion may include: 

 Quality of project management and supervision  

 Responsiveness to human rights and gender equity (e.g  disaggregated indicators and da ta) 
 

H. Sustainability  
 

35. Sustainability is understood as th e probability of project outcomes being maintain ed and 
developed after the  close of the intervention. The evaluation will identify and assess the key conditions or 
factors that are likely to under mine or contribute to the persistence of achieved project ou tcomes (ie. 
ͺassumptionsͻ and ͺdriversͻ). Some factors of sustai nability m ay be embedded in the project design and 
implementation approaches while oth ers may be contextual circumstances or conditi ons that evolve over 
the life of the intervention. Where app licable an assessment of bio -physical factors  that may affect th e 
sustaina bility of project outcomes may also be included.  

i. Socio-political Sustainability 

36. The evaluation will assess the extent  to which  social or political factors support the continuati on 
and further development of project outcomes. It will consider  the level of ownership, interest and 
commitment among gover nment and other stakeholders to take the project achievements forwards. In 

 

26 SMART refers to indicators that a re specific, measurable, assignable, realistic a nd time-specific . 
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partic ular the evaluation will consider whether individua l capacity development efforts are likely to be 
sustained.  

ii. Financial Sustainability 

37. Some project outcomes, once achieve d, do not require further financial inputs, e.g. the adoption of 
a revised policy . However, in order to derive a benefit from this o utcome further management action may 
still be needed e.g. to undertake act ions to enforce the policy. Other project outcomes  may be dependent 
on a continuous flow of action that needs to be resour ced for t hem to be maintained, e.g. continuation of a 
new resource management approach. The evaluation will assess the extent to which  project outcomes are 
dependent on future funding for the benefits they bring to be sustained. Secured future funding is o nly 
relevant to financial sustainability where the project o utcomes of a project have been extended into a 
future project ph ase. Even where future funding has been secured, the questio n still remains as to whether 
the project outcomes are financially susta inable. 

iii.  Institutional Sustainability 

38. The evaluation will  assess the extent to which the sustainability o f project outcom es (especially 
those relating to policies and laws) is depen dent on issues relating to institutional frameworks and 
governance. It will  consider whether institutional achievements such as gove rnance structures and 
processes, policies, sub-regional agreements, legal and accountability frameworks etc. are robust enou gh 
to continue delivering the benefits associated with the project outco mes after  project closure. In particular, 
the evaluation wil l consider whether institutional capacity develo pment efforts ar e likely to be sustained. 
 
Factors affecting this criterion may include: 

 Stakeholders participation and cooperation  

 Responsiveness to human rights and gender equity (e.g.  where interventions a re not inclusive, their 
sustainability may be un dermined) 

 Communication an d public awareness  

 Country ownership and driven -ness 

 
I. Factors and Processes Affecting Project Performance  

(These factors are rated in the ratings table, but are discussed within the Main Evaluation Report as cross-

cutting themes as appropriate under the other evaluation criteria, above. Where the issues have not been 

addressed under other evaluation criteria, the consultant(s) will provide summary sections under the 

following headings.) 

i. Preparation and Readiness 

39. This criterion  focuses on the inception or mobilisation stage of the project (ie . the time between 
project approval and first disbursement). The evaluation will a ssess whether appropriate measures were 
taken to either addr ess weaknesses in the project design or respond to changes that took place  between 
project approval, the securing of funds and project mobilisation. In particular the evaluation will consider 
the nature and quality of engagement with stakeholder groups by the project team, the confirmation of 
partner capacity and development of partnership agreements as well as initia l staffing and financing 
arrangements. (Project preparation is included in the template for the assessment of Project Design Quality). 

ii. Quality of Project Management and Supervision  

40. In some cases ͺproject management and supervisionͻ will refer to the supervision and guidance 
provided by UNEP to implementing partners and national gov ernments while in others, specifically for GEF 
funded projec ts, it will refer to the project management perf ormance of the executing agency and the 
technical backstopping and  supervision provided by UNEP. 
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The evaluation will assess the effectiveness of pro ject management with regard to: providing leadership 
towards  achieving the planned outcomes; managing team s tructures; maint aining productive partner 
relationships (including  Steering Groups etc.); communication and collaboration with UNEP colleagues; 
risk management; use of problem -solving; project adaptation and overall project execution. Evidence of 
adaptive management shoul d be highlighted.  

iii.  Stakeholder Participation and Cooperation  

41. Here the term ͺstakeholderͻ should be considered in a broad sense, encompassing all project 
partners, duty bearers with a role in delivering project outputs and target users o f project output s and any 
other collaborating agents external to U NEP. The assessment will consider the quality and effectiveness of 
all forms of co mmunicati on and consultation with stakeholders throughout th e project life and the support 
given to maximise  collaboration a nd coherence between various stakeholders, includi ng sharing plans, 
pooling resources and exchanging learning and expertise. The inc lusion and participation of all 
differentiated groups, inclu ding gender groups should be considered.  

iv. Responsiveness to Human Rights and Gender Equity  

42. The evaluation will  ascertain to what extent the project has applied the UN Common Understanding 
on the human rights -based approach (HRBA) and the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous People.  
Within thi s human rights c ontext the  evaluation will assess to what extent t he intervention adheres to 
UNEPͻs Policy and Strategy for Gender Equality and the Environment.  
In particular the evaluation will consider to what extent project design, implementation and m onitoring 
have taken into consideration: (i) possible gender inequ alities in access to, and the control over, natural 
resources; (ii) specific vulne rabilitie s of women and children to environmental degradatio n or disasters; 
and (iii) the role of women in m itigating or ada pting to environmental changes and engaging in 
environmental protection and rehabilitation.  

v. Country Ownership and Driven-ness 

43. The evaluation will assess the quality and degree of engageme nt of government / public sector 
agencies in the project. While there is some overlap between Country Ownership and Institutional 
Sustainability, this criterion focuses primarily on the forward mo mentum of  the intended projects results, 
ie. either a) moving forwards from outputs to project outcomes or b ) moving forward  from proj ect 
outcomes towards intermediate states . The evaluation will consider the involvement not only of those 
directly involved  in project execution and those participating in technical o r leadership groups, but also 
those official rep resentatives who se cooperation is needed for change to be embedded  in their respective 
institutions and offices.  This factor is concerned with the level of ownership generated by the project over 
outputs and  outcomes and that is necessary for long term im pact to be realised. This ownership should 
adequately represent th e needs of interest of all gendered and marginalised groups.  

vi. Communication and Public Awareness 

44. The evaluation will assess the effectivene ss of: a) communication of learning and experien ce 
sharing between project  partners and interested groups arising from the project during its life and b) public 
awareness activities that were unde rtaken during the implementation of the project to influence  attitudes 
or shape behaviour among wider commun ities and civil society at  large. The evaluation should consider 
whether existing communication channels and networks were used effectively, includi ng meeting the 
differentiated needs of gendered or marginali sed groups, and whether any feedback channels were 
established. Where knowledge sharing platforms have been establ ished under a project the evaluation will 
comment on the sustainability of the com municatio n channel under either socio -political, institution al or 
financial sustainability, as appropriate.  
 

Section 3. EVALUATION APPROACH, METHODS AND DELIVERABLES 

45. The Terminal Evaluation will be an in-depth evaluation using a participatory approach whereby key 
stakeholders are kept informed and consulted thr oughout the evaluation process. Both quantitativ e and 
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qualitativ e evaluation methods will be used as appropriate to determine project achievements against the 
expected outputs, outcomes and impact s. It is highly recommended that the consultant(s) maintains  close 
communication with the project team and p romotes informat ion exchange throughout the e valuation 
implementation phase in order to increase their (and other stakeholder) ownership of the eval uation 
findings. Where applicable, the consultant(s) should provide a geo-referenced map that demarcates the  
area covered by the project and, where possible, provide geo-reference photographs of key intervention 
sites (e.g. sites of habitat rehabilitation and protection, pollution treatment infrastructure, etc.)  
The findings of the evaluation will be based on th e following:  
 

(a) A desk review of: 

 Relevant background documentation, inter alia UNEP, SCBD and GEF-4 policies, strategies and 
programmes pertaining to  biosafety at the time of the projectͻs approval; 

 Project design documents (including minutes of the project  design review meeting at approval); 
Annual Work Plans and Budgets or equivalent, revisions to the project (Project Document 
Supplement), the logica l framework and its budget;  

 Project reports such as six -monthly progress and financial reports, progress rep orts from 
collaborating partners, meeting minutes, relevant correspondence and including the Project 
Implementation Reviews and Tracking Tool etc.;  

 Project outputs: as applicable, based on the Results Framewo rk (See final Project Output 
Document and Results Framework) 

 Mid-Term Review or Mid-Term Evaluation of the project;  

 Evaluations/reviews of similar projects.  

 

(b) Interviews  (individual or in group) wi th: 

 UNEP Task Manager (TM) - Alex Owusu-Biney; 

 Project management team, including the Project Manager within  the Executing Agency - 
Mohammed Solaiman Haider (National Project Director), Dr. Khalequzzaman Akanda Chowdhury 
(National Project Coordinator), Ms.  Papia Sultana (Assistant Director at the Depar tment of 
Environment provides operational support to Mr. Haid er);  

 UNEP Fund Management  Officer (FMO) - Martin Okun; 

 Portfolio Manager and Sub -Programme Coordinators, Yassin Ahmed (Environment Governance 
Sub-Programme), Marieta Sakalian (Healthy and Productive Ecosystem); 

 Project partners, including national executi ng agencies, project coord inators, members of the 
national coordinating committees and advisory group/steering committee;  

 Relevant resource persons. 
 

(c) Surveys as deemed appropriate and based on stakeholderͻs analysis.  
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(d) Other data collection tools as may be deemed useful.  
 

 
11. Evaluation Deliverables and Review Procedures 

 
46. The evaluation team will prepare:  

 Inception Report:  (see Annex 1 for links to all  templates, tables and guidance notes) containing an 
assessment of project design quality, a draft reconstru cted Theory of Change of the project, project 
stakeholder analysis, evaluation framework and a tentative evaluation sc hedule.  

 Preliminary Findings Note: typically in the form of a PowerPoint presentation, th e sharing of 
preliminary findings is intended to  support the par ticipation  of the project team, act as a means to 
ensure all information sources have been accessed an d provide an opportunity to ve rify emerging 
findings. In the case of highly strategic proj ect/portfolio evaluations or evaluations with an  
Evaluation Reference Group, the preliminary findings may be presented as a word document for 
review and comment.  

 Draft and Final Evaluation Report:  (see links in Annex 1) containing an executive summary that  can 
act as a stand -alone document; detailed ana lysis of the evaluation fi ndings organised by 
evaluation criteria and supported with evidence; lessons learned and rec ommendations and an 
annotated ratings table. 

 Evaluation Bulletin: a 2-page summary of key evaluation findings for wider dissemination thro ugh 
the EOU website.  

 
47. Review of the draft evaluation report . The evaluation team will submit a draft report to th e 
Evaluation Manager and revise the draft in response to their comments and suggestions. O nce a draft of 
adequate quality has been peer-reviewed and accepted, the Evaluation Manager will share the cleared draft 
report with the Task Manager and Project Mana ger, who will alert the Evaluation Manager in case the 
report contains any blatant factual  errors. The Evaluation Manager will then forwar d revised draft report 
(corrected by the evaluation consultant(s) where necessary) to other project stakeholders, for their review 
and comments. Sta keholders may provide feedback on any errors of fact and may  highlight the 
significance of such errors in an y conclusions as  well as providing feedback on the proposed 
recommendations and lessons. Any comments or responses to draft reports will be sent to the Evaluation 
Manager for consolidation. The Evaluation Man ager will provide all comments to the evaluation  
consultant(s) f or consideration in preparing the final report, along with guidance on areas of contradiction 
or issues requiring an institutional r esponse. 
 
48. Based on a careful review of the evidence coll ated by the evaluation consultants and the inter nal 
consistency of the report, the Evaluation Manager will provide an assessment of the ratings in the final 
evaluation report. Where there are differences of opinion between the evaluator and the Evaluation 
Manager on project ratings, both viewpoints will  be clearly presented in the final report. The Evaluation 
Office ratings will be considered the final ratings for the project.  
 
49. The Evaluation Manager will prepare a quality assessment  of the first draft of the main evaluation 
report, which acts as a t ool for providin g structur ed feedback to the evaluation consultants. The quality of 
the final report will be assessed and rated against the criteria  specified in template listed in Annex 1 and 
this assessment  will be appended to the Final Evaluation Report .  
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50. At the end of the evaluation process, the Evaluation Office will prepare a Recommendations 
Implementation Plan  in the format of a table, to be completed and updated at regular intervals by the Task 
Manager. The Evaluation Office will track complian ce against this plan on a six-monthly basis.  
 

12. Evaluation Consultant  

 
51. For this evaluation one consultant will work under the overall responsibil ity  of the Evaluation Office 
represented by an Evaluation Manager (Myles Hallin) in consultation with the UN EP Task Manager (Alex 
Owusu-Biney), Fund Management Officer (Martin Okun) and the Sub-programme Coordinators of th e 
Environment Governance Sub programme (Yassin Ahmed) and the Healthy and Productive Ecosystem  Sub 
programme (Marieta Sakalian). The consultan t will liaise wi th the Evaluation Manager on any procedural 
and methodological matters related to the evaluation. It is, however, each consultantͻs individual 
responsibility to plan meetings with stakeholders , organize online surveys, obtain documentary ev idence 
and any other logis tical matters related to the assignment. The UNEP Task Manager and project team will, 
where possible, provide logistical s upport (introductions, meetings etc.) allowing the consultan ts to 
conduct the evaluation as efficiently and independently as possible.  
 
52. The consultant will be hired for 9 months spread over the period March 2020 to Nov ember 2020 
and should have: an advanced university degree in environmental sciences, or anothe r relevant political or 
social sciences area; evaluation experience, preferably using a Theory of Change approach; a minimum of 
10 years; experience in environmental management or a related field,  with a preference for specific 
expertise in the area of bio safety and biodiversity. English and French are the working languages of the 
United Nations Secretariat. For this consultancy, fluency in oral and written  English is a requirement, along 
with excellent wri ting skills in English. Working knowledge of the UN  system and specifically the work of 
UNEP is an added advantage. The work will be home-based. 
 
53. The consultant will be responsible, in close consultation with the Evaluation Office of UNEP for 
overall management of the evaluation and timely provision of  its outputs, described above in Section 11 
Evaluation Deliverables, above. The consultant will make substantive and high -quality contributions to the 
evaluation process and outputs. The consultan t will ensure that all evaluation criteria and questions are  
adequately covered.  
 
54. In close consultation  with the Evaluation Manag er, the evaluation consultant will be responsible for 
the overall management of the eval uation and timely provision of its  outputs,  data collection and analysis 
and report-writing. M ore specifically:  
 
Inception phase  of the evaluation, including:  
- preliminary desk review and introductory interviews with project staff;  
- draft the reconstruc ted Theory of Change of the project;  
- prepare the evaluation framework;  
- develop the desk review and interview protocols;  
- draft the surv ey protocols (if  relevant);  
- develop and present criteria for country and/or site selection for the evaluation m ission;  
- plan the evaluation sche dule; 
- prepare the Inception Report, incorporating comments  until approved by the Evaluation Manager  
 
Data collection and a nalysis phase of the evaluation, including:  
- Conduct a desk review and in-depth interviews with project implementing and executing  agencies, 

project partners and project stakeholders;  
- Ensure independence of the evaluation and confident iality of evalua tion inter views. 
- regularly report back to the  Evaluation Manager on progress and inform of any possible problems 

or issues encount ered and; 
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-            keep the Project/Task Manager informe d of the evaluation progress and engage the Proj ect/Task 
Manager in discus sions on emerging findings throughout  the evaluation process.  

 
Reporting phase, including:  
- draft the Main Evaluation R eport, ensuring that the evaluation report is complete, cohe rent and 

consistent with the Evaluation Manager guidelines both in substan ce and style; 
- liaise with the Evalu ation Manager on comments received and finalize the Main Evaluation Report, 

ensuring that comm ents are taken into account until approved by the E valuation Manager  
- prepare a Response to Comments annex for the main report, listing those comments not accept ed 

by the evaluation consultant and indicating the reason for the rejection; and  
- prepare a 2-page summary of the key evaluation findings and le ssons; 
 
Managing relations , including: 
- maintai n a positive relationship with evaluation stakeholders, ensurin g that the evaluation process 

is as participatory as possible but at the same time ma intains its independence; 
- communicate in a timely manner w ith the Evaluation Manager on any issues requiri ng its attention  

and intervention.  
 

13. Schedule of the evaluation 

 
55. The table below presents the tentative schedule for the evaluation.  
 
Table 3. Tentative schedule for the evaluation  
Milestone  Tentative Dates 
Inception Report  March 2020 
Desk based review and telephone interviews , 
surveys etc.  

April/May 2020  

PowerPoint/presentation on preliminary findings 
and recommendations  

June 2020 

Draft report  to Evaluation Manager (and Peer 
Reviewer) 

June/July 2020  

Draft Report shared with UNEP Task Manager and 
team 

July 2020 

Draft Report  shared with wi der group of 
stakeholders  

August 2020 

Final Report September/October 2020  
Final Report shared with all respondents October/November 2020  
  
  
  
 

14. Contractual Arrangements 
 

56. Evaluation consultants will be sele cted and recruit ed by the Evaluation Office of UNEP under an 
individual Special Service Agreement (SSA) on a ;fees only΄ basis (see below). By signing the service 
contract with UNEP /UNON, the consultant(s) c ertify that they have not been associated with t he design 
and implementati on of the project in any way which may jeopardize their independence and impartiality 
towards project achievements and pro ject partner performance. In addition, they will not have an y future 
interests (within six months after comp letion of the co ntract) with the projectͻs executing or implementing 
units. All consultants are required to sigh the Code of Conduct Agreement Form.  
Fees will be paid on an instalment basis, paid on acceptanc e by the Evaluation Manager of expected key 
deliverables. The schedule of payment is as follows:  



Terminal/Mid-term Evaluation of the UNEP Project  ƩHlokdlentation of the National Biosafetx Eq`ldvnqj ne A`mfk`cdrgƪ 

92 

 

 
Schedule of Payment for the Consultant:   
Deliverable Percentage Payment 
Approved Inception Report  (as per annex document 7) 30% 
Approved Draft Main Evaluati on Report (as per annex document 13) 40% 
Approved Final Main Evaluation Report 30% 
 
 
57. Fees only contracts:  Air tickets will be purchased by UNEP and 75% of the Daily Subsistence 
Allowance for  each authorised travel mission will be paid up front. Local  in-country travel will only be 
reimbursed where agreed in advance with th e Evaluation Manager and on the production of acceptable 
receipts. Terminal expenses and residual DSA entitlements (25%) will  be paid afte r mission completion.  
 
58. The consultants may be provided with access to UNEPͻs Programme Information Manag ement 
System (PIMS) and if such access is granted, the consultants agree not to disclose information from that 
system to third parti es beyond inform ation required for, and included in, the evaluation report.  
 
59. In case the consultants are  not able to provide the deliverables in accordance with these 
guidelines, and in line with the expected quality standards by the UNEP Evaluation Of fice, payment may be 
withheld at the discretion of the Direc tor of the Evaluation Office until the consultan ts have improved the 
deliverables to meet UNEPͻs quality standards.  
 
60. If the consultant(s) fail to submit a satisfactory final product to UNEP i n a timel y manner, i.e. 
before the end date of their contrac t, the Evaluation Office reserves the right to e mploy additional  human 
resources to finalize the report, and to reduce the consultantsͻ fees by an amount equal to the additional 
costs borne by the  Evaluati on Office to bring the report up to standard.  
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ANNEX 3: LIST OF PEOPLE MET 

Due to COVID-19 pandemic, the country visit did not take place. Communication and exchange of 

information took place through e-mails and /or skype meetings with followi ng people:  

NAME POSITION & INSTITUTION 

Mr Mohammed Solaiman Haider  

haider.doe@gmail.com 

 

National Director of the Project 

Director of Environment Planning / Department of 

Environment (Min. of Environment, Forests and 

Climate Change). 

Mr Md. Imdadul Hoque 

mimdadul07@yahoo.com 

 

Dean, Biological Sciences, the University of Dhaka 

Mr Yusuf Akhond 

a_akhond@hotmail.com 

 

Head, Biotech Division, Bangladesh Agricultural 

Research Institute (BARI), Gazipur 

Mr Wais Kabir 

waiskabir@hotmail.com 

 

Executive Director Krishi Gobeshona Foundation / 

KGF, Dhaka. Former Executive Chairman, Bangladesh 

Agricultural Research Council (BARC) 

Mr Rakha Hari Sarker  

rhsarker2000@yahoo.co.uk 

 

Chairman, Department of Botany, the University of 

Dhaka 

Mr Syed Ahmmad Kabir 

sakabir76@gmail.com 

 

Senior Chemist, Department of Environment, Central 

Laboratory 

Ms Subarna Islam 

 

 

Asst. Professor, Dept. of Botany, University of Dhaka 

 

mailto:haider.doe@gmail.com
mailto:mimdadul07@yahoo.com
mailto:a_akhond@hotmail.com
mailto:waiskabir@hotmail.com
mailto:rhsarker2000@yahoo.co.uk
mailto:sakabir76@gmail.com
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ANNEX 4: LIST OF DOCUMENTS CONSULTED  

LIST OF DOCUMENTS CONSULTED  

 

Project and GEF / UN Environment Documents:  

 

- Terms of Reference of the Terminal Evaluation (2017) 

- Evaluation Criteria and Ratings Table (UNEP, 2016) 

- Use of Theory of Change in project evaluations (UNEP, 2016) 

- ROtI - Review of Outcomes to Impact: Practitioners Handbook, 2009, GEF 

- Project Document ñImplementation of the National Biosafety Framework of Bangladeshò and its 

Annexes (in ANUBIS) 

- From ANUBIS: PIRs, Budget Revisions, Audit Reports, etc. 

- Tools and documents in http://www.unep.org/evaluation/ 

 

Global / Background documents: 

 

Å Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety (CPB) 

Å Bali Strategic Plan for Technology Support and Capacity- building  

Å Status of capacity-building activities, UNEP/CBD/BS/COP-MOP/5/INF/9, September 2010 

Å UNEP Programme of Work 2010-2011 

Å UNEP Medium-term Strategy 2010ï2013, ñEnvironment for Developmentò 

Å Strategic plan of CPB 2011-20 

Å A Comparative Analysis of Experiences and Lessons from the UNEP-GEF Biosafety Projects, 2006, 

UNEP-GEF Biosafety Unit 

Å Guidance towards Implementation of National Biosafety Frameworks: Lessons Learned from the 

UNEP Demonstration Projects, 2008, UNEP-GEF Biosafety Unit 

Å Learning from experience, the global UNEP-GEF BCH Capacity building project, 2008, UNEP-GEF  

Å Public Participation and the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety, A review for DfID and UNEP-GEF 

(IDS) 

Å An Explanatory Guide to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety, IUCN, 2003 

Å Genetically Modified Organisms and Biosafety: A background paper for decision-makers and others 

to assist in consideration of GMO issues, IUCN, 2004 

 

Documents and Websites consulted on GMOs and Biosafety in Bangladesh 

 

¶ DOE Document (posted in http://www.bchbd.org): 

¶ a) Biosafety Policy of Bangladesh (Draft) 

¶ b) Translated Biosafety Rules into English from the gazetted Bangla version with proposed 

Amendments (Draft) 

¶ c) Updated Draft of the Biosafety Guidelines of Bangladesh 

http://www.bchbd.org/
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¶ d) Monitoring and Enforcement Manual for GMOs in Bangladesh 

¶ e) Training Manual on Biosafety 

¶ f) Manual on GMO Detection and Good Laboratory Practices 

¶ g) Guidelines for Monitoring Confined Field Trial of Genetically Engineered Plants in Bangladesh 

¶ h) Emergency Response Procedures for GMOs in Bangladesh 

¶ i) National Biodiversity strategy and Action Plan Of Bangladesh 2016-20121 

¶ j) National Biosafety Framework 2006 

¶ k) SOP for Transport of GEP 

¶ l) SOP for Storage of GEP 

¶ m) SOP for Field Trial Compliance Monitoring of Bt EggPlant 

¶ n) SOP for Harvest Disposal of GEP 

¶ o) SOP for Post Harvest Management of Bt EggPlant 

 

¶ IFPRI Discussion Paper, 2019, ñEconomic and Health Impacts of Genetically Modified Eggplant / 

Results from a Randomized Controlled Trial of Bt brinjal in Bangladeshò 

¶ GAIN Report 2017, ñBangladesh Agricultural Biotechnology Annual Reportò 

¶ M. Shahidul Haque and N. Ranjan Saha ñBiosafety Measures, Socio-Economic Impacts and Challenges 

of Bt-brinjal Cultivation in Bangladeshò, Department of Biotechnology, Bangladesh Agricultural 

University, Mymensingh, Bangladesh, 2020. 

https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fbioe.2020.00337/full 

¶ Esha Shah, ñ óScienceô in the Risk Politics of Bt Brinjalò, 2011, Wageningen Univ., in 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/284180536_'Science'_in_the_Risk_Politics_of_Bt_Brinjal 

¶ M. Z. Islam et alia, Hindawi, The Scientific World Journal, 2016, ñVariability Assessment of Aromatic 

and Fine Rice Germplasm in Bangladesh Based on Quantitative Traitsò 

¶ https://www.hindawi.com/journals/tswj/2016/2796720/ 

¶ http://www.bchbd.org/ 

¶ https://bangladeshbiosafety.org/ 

¶ https://bangladeshbiosafety.org/wp-

content/uploads/2017/11/Users_Guide_to_Biosafety_Regulatory_Process_Bangladesh_2017.pdf 

¶ https://news.cornell.edu/stories/2018/08/gmo-eggplant-crop-expands-bangladesh 

https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fbioe.2020.00337/full
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/284180536_'Science'_in_the_Risk_Politics_of_Bt_Brinjal
https://www.hindawi.com/journals/tswj/2016/2796720/
http://www.bchbd.org/
https://bangladeshbiosafety.org/
https://bangladeshbiosafety.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/Users_Guide_to_Biosafety_Regulatory_Process_Bangladesh_2017.pdf
https://bangladeshbiosafety.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/Users_Guide_to_Biosafety_Regulatory_Process_Bangladesh_2017.pdf
https://news.cornell.edu/stories/2018/08/gmo-eggplant-crop-expands-bangladesh
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¶ ñBt Eggplant Project in Bangladesh: History, Present Status, and Future Directionò, 2018, in 

https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fbioe.2020.00337/full 

¶ https://www.dhakatribune.com/business/2019/03/07/5-yr-after-releasing-its-first-gm-crop-bangladesh-

says-farmers-gain-by-adopting-bt-brinjal 

https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fbioe.2020.00337/full
https://www.dhakatribune.com/business/2019/03/07/5-yr-after-releasing-its-first-gm-crop-bangladesh-says-farmers-gain-by-adopting-bt-brinjal
https://www.dhakatribune.com/business/2019/03/07/5-yr-after-releasing-its-first-gm-crop-bangladesh-says-farmers-gain-by-adopting-bt-brinjal
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ANNEX 5: LIST OF ACTIVITIES /  OUTPUT  

Project Activities / Output  27 Expected 
completion 
date 28 

Evaluator  
Comments 

  Overall comment:  
all planned Activities 
were completed and 
duly reported in the 
Annual PIRs 
approved by the 
UNEP Biosafety Task 
Manager, as well as 
in the Project 
Terminal Report 
(June 2018). 
 
Key-activities have 
been discussed with 
the Project Team 
during the Evaluation.  
Main findings are 
discussed in Chapter 
5.5.1. 

Output 1: Development of National Policy  

on Biosafety and Updating Guidelines on Biosafety and 

Biosafety Framework 

 All planned activities 
under Output 1 have 
been completed.  
(see Chapter 5.5.1) 
 

   Activity 1:  Review and Analysis of Existing Policy and Legal 

Framework for Formulating a Stand-alone Biosafety Policy 

31/12/2014 

Activity 2:  Drafting and finalization of stand-alone Biosafety 

Policy of Bangladesh 

31/12/2017 

Activity 3:  Updating Biosafety Guidelines of Bangladesh 31/12/2017 

Activity 4:  Training-workshop on biosafety rules and policy 

for NGOs and industrial stakeholders 

30/09/2017 

Activity 5:  Training-workshop for policy, planning and 

administrative personnel and biosafety related committee 

members for mainstreaming biosafety 

01/09/2016 

Activity 6:  Workshop on Biosafety Policy, Guidelines & Rules 

for Scientists and laboratory personnel 

30/06/2017 

Activity 7:  Visit concerned Ministries, Departments, Institutes 

for Advocacy and Mainstreaming of Biosafety Policy 

31/12/2017 

Output 2: Drafting and Promulgation of Regulatory regime 

on Biosafety Rules 

 All planned Activities 
for Output 2 have 
been developed 
(see Chapter 5.5.1) 
 
 

Activity 1:  Drafting of the Amendments to the Bangladesh 

Biosafety Rules 

31/12/2014 

Activity 2: Consultation on the Amendments of Biosafety 

Rules, Inter-ministerial meeting and government approval 

31/12/2017 

Activity 3: Development of Legal and administrative tools e.g., 

formats, manuals, guidelines, Emergency Response planning 

31/12/2017 

 

27 Outputs and activities as described in the project logframe or in any updated project revision. 
28 As per latest workplan (latest project revision) 
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(ERP) procedures etc. for various uses and application. 

   Activity 4: Translation of Biosafety Rules into English and 

posting to BBCH and DOE, MOEF websites 

30/06/2017 

Activity 5: Stakeholders workshop on the regulatory   regime 

and legal documents on biosafety 

30/06/2017 

Activity 6: International and National training/ 

workshop/conferences on Negotiation skills on biosafety, 

IPR;etc. 

31/12/2017 

 Activity7: Visit Ministries, Departments, Institutes for 

Assessing the Implementation of Biosafety Rules, Guidelines 

and Cartagena Protocol 

31/12/2017 

   Output 3:  Functional Administrative System for handling 

and notifi cation of LMOs  

 All planned activities 
for Output 3 have 
been satisfactorily 
implemented as 
discussed in chapter 
5.5.1. 
 
  

Activity 1: Establishment of Biosafety cell at DoE 31/10/2014 

Activity 2: Procurement of a Photocopier 31/12/2014 

Activity 3: Procurement of Desktop PCs, Laptop and Printer 30/06/2017 

Activity 4: Procurement of Consultancy for LMO detection, 

Laboratory analysis and Food safety expert 

30/05/2016 

Activity 5: Training program for inter-sectoral committee 

members and enforcing agency officials on functional 

administrative system for handling and notification of LMOs 

31/12/2017 

Activity 6: Procurement of Consultancy for Biosafety Data 

management and IT consultant 

30/05/2016 

Activity 7: Training program on handling LMO application and 

decision making procedures 

30/11/2017 

Activity 8: Study Tours at renowned international centres of 

excellences on biosafety research 

31/03/2016 

   Output 4:  Monitoring and Enforcement  All listed activities for 
Output 4 have been 
implemented, as 
discussed in chapter 
5.5.1.  
 
 
Training activities 4, 5 
and 6 need to be 
strengthened  

Activity 1: Procurement of Consultancy for biosafety 

monitoring system expert 

01/01/2017 

Activity 2: Training on Lab Equipment and Good Laboratory 

Practices (GLP) 

30/08/2017 

Activity 3: Development of monitoring and enforcement 

manuals, formats, inspection and assessment tools, reporting 

forms and other relevant documents 

31/12/2017 

Activity 4 Training on monitoring of laboratory safety levels, 

containment facilities, field trials and other obligations imposed 

for various uses of LMOs 

30/10/2017 

Activity 5: Strengthening Laboratory facilities for monitoring 

& enforcement activities 

31/12/2017 

Activity 6: Training on biosafety risk assessment and risk 

management 

30/11/2017 

 Activity 7: Foreign Training for Scientists, Analysts,    NCA 

officials on safety analysis, detection and quantification of 

LMO 

30/08/2017 

Activity 8: Foreign Training/study tours on monitoring and 

enforcement of Biosafety related officials 

30/072017 

   Activity 9 : Biosafety Lab Renovation Activities  31/12/2017 

       Activity 10 : Procurement and Installation of Lab  Equipment 31/12/2017 

Output 5: Public awareness, education, public participation 

and regional networking/ collaboration 

 All activities foreseen 
have been 
implemented, 
including the 

Activity 1: Development of public awareness and education 

materials 

30/12/2017 
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Activity 2: Divisional level training for biosafety education and 

awareness and network development 

30/08/2017 divisional (i.e. 
decentralised) 
training and the 
international 
conference.  

Activity 3: Hosting of international conference and 

participation in international meetings/workshops on regional 

harmonization, networking and collaboration 

31/12/2018 

Activi ty 4: Inception workshop, Public Outreach Meetings on 

the Implementation of NBF 

30/06/2016 

Activity 5 Visit Various Institutes for Capacity Assessment and 

Strengthening Biosafety Networking 

31/12/2017 

Output 6: Project Monitoring and Evaluations  Overall, planned 
activities have been 
implemented 
satisfactorily as 
discussed in chapter 
5.8.2.  
 
Lessons Learned 
were provided in the 
Project Terminal 
Report. 
 
As discussed in 
chapter 5.6, only a 
consolidated Audit 
(2013-2017) was 
carried-out.  
 

Activity 1: Monitoring and Evaluation Activities 31/12/2017 

Activity  2: Attending Progress Review Meetings at the MOEF, 

Planning Commission, Economic Relations Division and 

IMED 

31/12/2017 

Activity 3: Formulating the Texts on Lessons Learnt and 

Dissemination of the Lessons to the UNEP, IMED and Other 

Stakeholder 

31/12/2018 

Activity 4: Annual Audit 31/12/2018 

Output 7: Project Management  Both Activities were 
fully carried-out  Activity 1: Appointment of Project Director, Procurement of 

Consultancy services for NPC, Accounts and procurement 

support consultants and Administrative support consultant 

Project Director 

30/06/2014 

Activity 2: Organising and Attending Steering Committee 

meetings, Project implementation Committee Meeting,  

Technical meetings of Biosafety Core Committee, Project Staff 

Meetings 

31/12/2017 
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 ANNEX 6: FINANCIAL TABLES 

Table 1. Project Funding Sources Table (non-GEF Projects only) 

 
Funding source 
 
All figures as USD 

Planned 
funding  

% of 
planned 
funding  

Secured 
funding  

% of 
secured 
funding 

Cash 
Funds from the Environment Fund       
Funds from the Regular Budget     
Extra-budgetary fundi ng (listed per donor):     
     
     

Sub-total: Cash contributions      
In-kind   
Environment Fund staff -post costs      
Regular Budget staff -post  costs      
Extra-budgetary funding for staff -posts (list ed per 
donor) 

    

     
     

Sub-total: In-kind contributions     
Co-financing*  
Co-financing cash contribution      
Co-financing in -kind contribution      
     
     

Sub-total: Co-financing contributions     
Total     
*Funding from a donor to a part ner which is not received into UN Environment ac counts, but is used by a UN 
Environment partner or collaborating centre to deliver the results in a UN Environment  ͮapproved project.  
 
Table 2. Expenditure  by Outcome/Output (for both GEF and non-GEF projects) 
 

Component/sub -
component/output  

All figures as USD 

Estimated cost at 
design 

Actual Cost/ expenditure  Expenditure ratio 
(actual/planned)  

Component 1 / Outcome 1  
Stand-alone Biosafety 
National Policy and 
Updating Guidelines 

25,000 NA (*)  

Component 2 /  Outcome 2 
Biosafety 
Rules/Regulations  

85,000 NA(*)  

Component 3 / Outcom e 3 
GMOs Handling 
Application / Notification  

347,000 NA(*)  

Component 4 / Outcome 4  115,000 NA(*)  
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Monitoring and 
Enforcement system  
Component 5 / Outcome 5  
Public awareness and 
participation in decision 
making.  
Regional harmonisation 
and knowledge sharing 

193,690. NA(*)  

Project Monitoring and 
Evaluation  

30,000 NA(*)  

Project Management  88,400 NA(*)  

TOTAL 884,090 884,090 100 % 

 
(*) Project Financial Reports and Final Financ ial Statement (posted in ANUBIS) are presented f ollowing UNEP Budget 
Lines (Objects of Expenditures), not by Project Outcomes / Components (see Table 4 in Chapter 3.6  and  here below in 
Table 2.1) 
 
Table 2.1: GEF Budget at design and expenditures by Budget Line / Object of Expenditure (10/2019) 

UNEP BUDGET LINE / OBJECT OF 

EXPENDITURE 

Estimated cost 

at design (USD) 

Actual Cost 

(USD 

Expenditure ratio 

(actual/planned) 

10 PROJECT PERSONNEL  126,090 183,917 146% 

    

20 SUB-CONTRACT  259,000 145,361 56% 

30 TRAINING   258,600 218,184 84% 

40 EQUIPMENT & PREMISES  150,500 282,594 188% 

50 MISCELLANEOUS   89,900. 54,034 60% 

Total 884,090 884,090 100% 

 

Table 3: Co-financing Table (GEF projects only) 

 

Co-financing 
(Type/Source)  

UNEP own 
 Financing 
(US$1,000) 

Government 
 

(US$1,000) 

Other* 
 

(US$1,000) 

Total 
 

(US$1,000) 

Total 
Disbursed 
(US$1,000

) Planned Actual Planned Actual Planned Actual Planned Actual 

- Grants 
         

- Loans  
         

- Credits 
         

- Equity 
investments  

         

- In-kind 
support  

  533 533   533 533 533 

- Other (*) 
- 
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Totals   533 533   533 533 533 
* This refers to contributions mobilized for the project from other multilateral agencies, bilateral 
development cooperation a gencies, NGOs, the private sector and beneficiaries. 

Table 4: Financial Management Table  
 

NON-GEF AND GEF PROJECTS 

Financial management components:  Rating  Evidence/ Comments 

1. Adherence to UNEP̷s/GEF̷s policies and procedures: S  

Any evidence that indic ates shortcomings in the projectͻs adherence29 to 
UNEP or donor policies, procedures or rules  Yes 

- Documents of 

substantive Budget 

Revision (2015) without 

full explanation on 

reasons for revision. 

- Only one consolidated 

Audit Report submitted 

(2013-2017) by the Audit 

Directorate for Foreign 

Aided Projects.  

- Auditing was presented 

in Local currency not 

USD. 

2. Completeness of project  financial  information 30:   
Provision of key documents to the evaluator (based on the responses to A -H 
below) S  In ANUBIS  

 A. Co-financing and Project Costͻs tables at design (by budget lines) Yes  
B. Revisions to the budget  Yes 7 budget revisions. See 

chapter 5.6 
C. All relevant project legal agreements (e.g. SSFA, PCA, ICA)  Yes 

 
D. Proof of fund transfers  N/A 

 
E. Proof of co-financing (cash and in-kind) No  All in kind 

 F. A summary report on the projectͻs expenditures during the life of the 
project (by budget lines, project components and/or annual level)  

Yes All periodic financial 
reports  in ANUBIS -
  

 G. Copies of any completed audits and management responses (where 
applicable) 

Yes Not in USD 

H. Any other financial informat ion that was required for this project (list):  
 

Yes/No or 
N/A 

 

3. Communication between finance and project management staff  S  

 

29 If the evaluation raises concerns over adherence with policies or standard procedures, a recommendation maybe given to cover 
the topic in an upcoming audit, or similar financial oversight exercise. 
30 See ŀƭǎƻ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ Ψ/ǊƛǘŜǊƛƻƴ wŀǘƛƴƎ 5ŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴΩ ŦƻǊ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ 
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Project Manager and/o r Task Managerͻs level of awareness of the projectͻs 
financi al status.  HS  
Fund Management Officerͻs knowledge of project p rogress/st atus when 
disbursements are done.   S  
Level of addressing and resolving financial management issues among Fund 
Management  Officer and Project Manager/Task Manager.  S  
Contact/commu nication between by Fund Management Officer, Pro ject 
Manager/Tas k Manager during the preparation of financial and progress 
reports.  S  
Project Manager, Task Manager and Fund Management Officer 
responsiveness to financial requests during the evaluation pro cess S  
Overall rating S  
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 ANNEX 7: EVALUATION BRIEF 

Implementation of the National Biosafety Framework of Bangladesh 
 

Duration: 67 months (29/11/2012 to 28/06/2018 

GEF Allocation: USD 884,090 

Nat. Executing Agency: DOE (Department of Environment of the Ministry of Environment, Forests 
and Climate Change) 

 

¶ Project Objective ǿŀǎ  ά¢ƻ ŀǎǎƛǎǘ .ŀƴƎƭŀŘŜǎƘ to implement the National Biosafety Framework in 

compliance with the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety through enhancing the existing capacity on 

Biosafety at the Institutional, Individual and Systemic levels in Bangladesh, as well as to address 

ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƴŜŜŘǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎέΦ  

 

¶ The Project focussed on five main Outcomes:  

1. Biosafety Policy with an Action Plan approved, published and implemented. 

2-Biosafety legal regime established, enacted and fully operational in the country. 

3-Coordinated administrative set-up and mechanisms in place for handling of 

requests/applications. 

4- A comprehensive Monitoring and Enforcement system in place and operational. 

5- Enhanced public awareness and public participation in decision making on LMO 

 

¶ Outputs Delivery has been remarkable, both in quantity and quality:  

V Various regulatory and procedural instruments produced. 

V Crop scientists, regulators and practitioners intensively trained on a large array of 

subjects, training manuals produced. 

V Different committees established and operational (at National, Institutional and Field 

Level) 

V GMO lab established. 

V Policymakers and media personnel matched by awareness raising and information 

activities. 

V National and international workshops and seminars on biosafety organised. 

 

Source: DOE, Workshops and Training Manuals 

A relevant Output, the GMO lab: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wznWJtjdXUA&feature=emb_title 

 

RELEVANCE  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wznWJtjdXUA&feature=emb_title
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Bangladesh is developing a vibrant Biotechnology sector to boost agriculture sector, improve food security 
and small farmers incomes. GMO Bt Brinjal (Egg Plant) is cultivated by around 27.000 farmers (2018) and 
four other GMO crops are in an advanced state of field trials (Potato, Cotton, vitamin-A enriched Golden 
Rice and High Iron and Zn Rice). As underlined in the Project DocumŜƴǘ ά/urrent development and 
perspectives of GMOs open-field cultivation highlights the role and the need of a fully operational National 
Biosafety Framework providing appropriate measures of environmental safeguard, and mechanisms of 
Biosafety regulation and coƴǘǊƻƭέΦ  
 

 
Photo Source: Dhaka Tribune, July 2018 Farmers busy selling Bt brinjal at a village market 

 
See Video on Biotechnology and Biosafety in Bangladesh: 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?time_continue=18&v=HfGn3iDcu7E&feature=emb_logo 

CHALLENGES AND PERSPECTIVES 

¶ Decision-making procedures should be smoother and unambiguous, more understandable and also 

more transparent for all stakeholders. 

¶ More coordination is needed with effective procedures of regulation, monitoring and enforcement at 

farmer/field level. 

¶ Better involvement of the Department of Agricultural Extension (DAE) and of the Farmers themselves 

in Biosafety Management at Field Level.  

¶ DOE needs an appropriate Communication Strategy to identify different target groups (e.g. policy and 

decision-makers, managers and technical officers, teachers and students, farmers, consumers, 

religious groups, etc.) to be matched with targeted messages and forms of communication. 

 

 
Photo Source: Bt Brinjal Bangladesh, Cornell Univ. Alliance for Science 

 






