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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This document is the product of the Mid-Term evaluation mission undertaken by a team
of three specialists1 drawing upon data collected during a field trip to different project
affected areas2 (Dominican Republic and Haiti) and project offices (Dominican
Republic and Panama) from 10th to 29th of June 2012 (see Timeline of Work Plan in
Annex II.)

The project being evaluated, EC funded and implemented by UNEP is The demarcation
and establishment of the Caribbean Biological Corridor (CBC): as a framework for
biodiversity conservation, environmental rehabilitation and development of livelihood
options in Haiti the Dominican Republic and Cuba.

The project duration was scheduled for 36 months but will now span 42 months3. It
started effectively on June 2010 (and not on December 2009 as originally agreed) with
approval from the EC as compensation for delays caused by an earthquake in Haiti in
January 2010 and later a cholera outbreak. There is a modification of time schedule of
activities approved by the EC on March 2012. With the current situation the project is
planned to run up to June 2013. The evaluation mission has looked at project
performance during the first phase of implementation, June 2010 to June 2012.

A summary of key findings is outlined next to provide a general overview on the current
situation of the project:

1. The project is ambitious and complex as it seeks to achieve its objectives within
a limited project timeline in three countries with very different socio-economic,
political, cultural, environmental, legislative, cultural, administrative,
infrastructural and language profiles. Even within countries there are
differences between various regions and locations. An examination of the Socio-

1 Ruth Potopsingh, Juan Criado and Rosario Galván

2 The evaluation did not include visits and interviews to Cuban official representatives.

3 The project is being implemented over 36 months. The additional 6 months is compensation for time
lost, particularly at the outset of the project (i.e. late arrival of funds to the UNEP bank account and the
request made by Haiti for a delayed start due to the January 12 earthquake)
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Economic and Political profiles of each the countries will attest to this. Despite
these differences, there are many common issues of critical national and
international relevance around which these island states find common ground to
cooperate.  The CBC is one such area.

2. An analysis of the budgetary expenditure indicates that up to May 2012, 29 % of
the total UNEP budget was either disbursed or obligated. Adverse variances are
indicated for the Biodiversity Specialist and Watershed Management specialist
as well as for Data collection and Analysis in the three countries. Please refer to
Annex VI.3, which gives a breakdown summary of the project expenditure up to
May 2012. Although approximately 40% of total budget is allocated to the
Personnel component, the majority of project budget will need to be disbursed
during the final thirteen months of the project. This is in line with the adjusted
project schedule to a reasonable extent. There are however concerns about the
capacity of the project to spend these funds effectively during this short time
span given the experiences in the past and to some extent, which currently exist.
There is a need to ensure that all participants meet/fulfil their
requirements/commitments in a timely manner. Examples are, the establishment
of the propagation centres in Cuba and the Dominican Republic, the purchasing
of the motor vehicles for Cuba and Haiti, the selection of pilot projects and all
the related administrative and operational activities in the three countries, which
must accompany the various components of the project. These concerns are
twinned with concerns of the Tri- national office's capacity to plan effectively
for this intense period of field engagement over a large geographic area,
communications with Focal Points and field technical officers and to efficiently
process budget requests in a timely manner.

3. There is a strong level of political commitment to the CBC Framework by the
Tri-National parties Cuba, Dominican Republic and Haiti. However, on the
ground, the timeliness of action at the operations level seems inconsistent as one
of the three countries does not appear to have been sufficiently proactive in
providing data for the demarcation and is lagging in the construction of the
Propagation Centre. The delays in the recruitment of key personnel for the
Project Unit also affected project performance in this first phase of
implementation.

4. The Tri-National Coordination Structure is in place and has been functioning
satisfactorily despite the challenges (frequent changes of leadership in Ministries
of Environment: 4 in DR, 2 in Haiti, 3 in Cuba). Its resilience may lie in several
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experiments with potential structures that UNEP has tested and facilitated,
previous to ending up in this consensus-based model as best option, which
informs of a steady commitment from the three governments and their respective
technical and scientific communities. Nevertheless, the convenience of putting
in place a mechanism to buffer the potential risk that changing Ministers of
Environment may pose to steady project implementation should be discussed.

5. The Tri- National Office (or Project Unit) set up in Barahona, Dominican
Republic, is now fully staffed following months of delays in recruitment of both
technical and a key administrative staff. The Government of Cuba's decision to
allow it nationals to work in the Tri-National Office and most importantly to
allow a Technical Director from Cuba since March 2012 has provided a level of
stability to the leadership of the office. The Technical Director and Project
Accountant at the Tri- National Office are required to apply stronger project
planning, management, and monitoring in order to accelerate implementation of
activities in the immediate and near future. It might be important to re-deploy
some specialists from the Project Unit to project sites as needed to speed up
implementation of interventions to be started soon after being selected. This is to
be discussed after defining pilot projects and operational structures for
implementation.

6. The Ministerial Committee has worked well. However, technical
recommendations need to be more fully defined prior to submission to the
Ministerial Committee. Further once Ministerial decisions are taken, these need
timely action. On the other hand, the Ministerial body should be updated
accurately and consistently on project performance, expenditure and financial
reports. The update should be done in accordance of the functions of the
Committee set out in the project document:

 Approve the Work Plans and Programmes of the CBC to be implemented
under the EC/UNEP CBC project.

 Receive technical advice from the CBC Technical Advisory Group on
the scientific and technical soundness of the actions being undertaken as
part of the CBC process.

 To the extent possible facilitate the harmonisation of policy approaches
at various levels (i.e. community, district, national, tri-national et al.) Of
the CBC implementation process.

 Provide the political direction to the CBC implementation and act as a
link between the CBC Ministerial Policy Group and the political
establishment within their respective countries.

7. The Ministerial Committee has invited Universities and NGOs as observers who
had contributed to the CBC. Inclusion of University representation and targeted
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NGO groups in the Technical Advisory Group, in order to foster the Research,
Development and Innovation philosophy of the CBC in general as well as to
create sustainability for the project, should be formalized.

8. South- South cooperation among the three countries has been enhanced through
the project and has triggered a greater desire for wider cooperation among
countries in the region with Jamaica having official Observer status at the
Ministerial level (and requesting full membership). Ministers of the
Environment from the Caribbean Community asking for formal links to be
established between the Caribbean Biological Corridor and the Partnership in
Sustainable Land Management (PISLM) for the Caribbean SIDS. Puerto Rico,
Martinique, and Guadeloupe have indicated an interest in being a part of the
CBC Initiative. The more impressive development in south -south cooperation in
the project has been the technical cooperation among the three countries
especially in conducting the baseline socio economic surveys. This displaced the
need to hire consultants while at the same time building capacity in the island
states.

9. The engagement and follow-through with international organizations e.g. WFP,
GEF, UNICEF as named in the project document to date have not been equal.
Their roles are necessary for wider participation and this will be very important
for the sustainability of the project interventions. GEF has initiated engagement.
WFP promised in last Ministerial meeting to provide concrete explanation on the
support it will be giving to rural development and alternative livelihoods
activities.

10. Construction and Commissioning of the Community Based Propagation Centre
at Dosmond in Haiti has been completed. However the operation and
maintenance plan and allocation of human resources are pending. The
inauguration on June 14, 2012 was a positive tangible output of the project. It is
reported that the model used at Dosmond is being considered as model to
support national reforestation projects efforts in Haiti. Community participation
at various levels - the people, church and local authorities - together with
national government representatives and the cooperating states worked together
towards a common goal. The construction/implementation of the Training
Centre that was planned as part of the propagation Centre in Cuba is now
necessary for rehabilitation projects and building capacity, not only for Haiti but
for the other countries.
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11. The specific objectives of the UNEP/EC Project should be targeted for
implementation. The CBC Action Plan presents a broader scope. Care therefore
needs to be taken to consider biodiversity conservation in tandem with the
environmental rehabilitation and alternative livelihoods components of the
project to be carried out in the identified pilot projects.

12. The Revised Project Schedule of March 2012 would indicate that some project
activities have had to be adjusted given the many human resources and natural
disaster set- backs experienced.

13. Essentially the project can be divided into four phases to be implemented in a
sequential manner, this being the logic applied so far (Mid Term Evaluation
would be at the end of Phase II):

Phase 1 Institutional Development

Phase 2 Infrastructural Development

1. Baseline Surveys

2. Propagation Centre MTE

Phase 3 Creating an Enabling Environment

1. Training

2. Energy Systems

3. Alternative Livelihoods

Phase 4 Rehabilitation

1. Reforestation

2. Sustainable livelihoods

According to the Project Task Manager, the design of this Project puts special emphasis
on transforming Haiti through South-South cooperation, drawing from lessons learned



Mid Term Evaluation Report – 3rd August 2012

12

from a number of interventions in the area through analysis undertaken by Cuban,
Dominican, and Haitian experts, as well as UN experts (mostly UNEP and WFP) since
the first quarter of 2007 (see Project Document). Lessons pointed to major pressure on
biodiversity and environmental degradation being linked to acute poverty and lack of
alternative livelihood options, in particular for the case Haiti. South-South cooperation
was identified as a way to address degradation of shared ecosystems through sharing of
experiences and expertise.

The Project operationalizes this aim through an institutional framework which is being
tested /validated.

14. Given the design of the project it would appear that some significant expenditure
i.e. rehabilitation of degraded lands is programmed for the latter part of the
project. However it will take great effort and commitment by all, coupled with
efficient operation of the systems to implement the activities on schedule.

15. There is a perception that UNEP 's system especially the timeliness in releasing
funds for project activities is a major reason for delays in project
implementation. It also seems that the executing and legal responsibility of
UNEP/ROLAC for this EU-funded project is not properly understood.  While
technical direction can be managed through the Project Unit, accountability and
oversight in terms of finances and budgeting, timeline, procurement, recruitment
process, facilitation and guidance of the tri-national institutional mechanism, and
official reporting to the donor relies on UNEP/ROLAC, which supports this
Project through in-kind contribution of staff time (108,000 Euros) that does not
involve full dedication to it. Herein the need to have a strong operational and
managing structure in the Project Unit. The systems need to be clearly
communicated with the relevant parties including participating countries, Focal
Points, and the Tri -National Office staff (specifically the Technical Director) in
order to avoid delays in project implementation and misunderstandings. Some of
the delays resulted from the lack of follow-up and response from the Focal
Points (e.g. see minutes of the Bi-annual reports for evidence or new
information evaluation team found out regarding KBA in Haiti, which was
available to the Haiti Focal Point but not to the UE UNEP CBC Project). There
are also some obstacles at the country level that needs to be solved.

16. Internal communication among the Tri- National Office, Focal Points in the
three countries and civil society has not been optimal. This has affected the rate
of achievement of some activities, for example the demarcation. Internal
communication therefore needs to be strengthened with formal and informal
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interventions. Apparently this situation has improved since the arrival of the
Technical Director and a communications consultant.

17. The Tri-National Office did not have a Project Manager (based in the Tri
National Office) from the beginning. There was an Interim Manager while in-
kind contribution of this Project Manager was delayed (finally the position
turned to be of a Technical Director. Through all those changes UNEP/ROLAC
Project Task Manager and office kept accountable to EU for project
implementation, supporting activities but without operational strength since this
depended on responsibilities assigned to a Project Manager for the Project Unit
in the Project Document.

18. External Communications have not reached the stakeholders and the public in
general does not have an awareness of the CBC. This could be accelerated when
the pilot projects are implemented and the remaining activities are being
executed. The wide publicity of the Web site has not yet happened. Preliminary
work has been done on this but requires more technical and creative input. The
Communication team from UNEP/ROLAC indicated that they would increase
their activity including assisting with the website.

19. The project has not budgeted for consultation as an activity in itself, being the
participatory methodological approach streamlined across project
implementation as a cross-cutting principle. Engagement with locals relies upon
contributions from different levels of the Tri-National Coordination Structure
(Ministries, Focal Point, Project Unit, UNEP/ROLAC) alongside the different
project activities. However, engagement with the communities has more
plausibly advanced in Dosmond as compared to other project sites, while
nevertheless community representatives in Dosmond have requested further
project presence, indicating the need for consistency and higher frequency in the
interaction of the available Coordination Structure’s human resources with
locals on the ground level.

20. Pilot projects have not been clearly defined even though a list was presented at
the second Ministerial meeting in October 2012. The Project Unit will have to
drive the identification process in collaboration with Focal Points as a priority
based on information gathered through the socioeconomic/environmental
surveys and analyses. This should be in line with the criteria set out in the
project document:

 The promotion of value-added investments to transform local raw materials
 Generate local non-agricultural employment
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 Agro-forestry and other conservation practices including fruit trees on slopes
with the export potential as well as multi-purpose hardwood

 The pilot communities which are representative of the communities located
throughout the CBC

 Take advantage of the presence of experts in the localities
 The involvement of local actors in the process
 Evaluation of the most feasible ways to incorporate it to the community culture
 Surroundings of the protected areas or their connectivity zones

As most expedient recommended actions to be undertaken the team suggests two key
activities to be integrated quickly in the planning:

A) To implement a Workshop with UNEP/ROLAC and the Tri National office to
bring clarity of the Project Objectives, Activities, Outputs, Outcomes and UNEP
systems (functioning) and legal obligations as executing agency of this EU-funded
project. The Project Task Manager, and the Funds Management Officer or his
designate, as well as any other official considered relevant in the work of the tri-
national office to ensure speedy implementation the project i should be attendance
with the help of a Facilitator. The entire staff of the Tri- national office should
participate.

B) An immediate review of the operational management of the project should be
undertaken with UNEP/ROLAC and a realistic detailed Implementation Plan
prepared. This should include a revised Training Plan, Confirmation of Pilot
projects. The Action Plan should identify and assign resources (human and financial,
partnerships, indicators of success) to implement the rest of the project, which form a
core of the project objectives. This will to be submitted to the Ministerial Committee
for approval and should be linked to proposed action 3 below (desk evaluation after 6
months).

In addition, in order to monitor the development of these two key activities, the team of
evaluators also recommends to conduct a third activity after the previous two:

A formal desk evaluation should be done at the end of the next six months to provide a
verifiable account of the achievements and to guide the implementation process.

Further needed recommended actions are pointed out in section 5. Recommended
Actions of this report in order to not duplicate content. Specific recommendations made
for each of the activities evaluated are to be found in the section 4.Key Findings and
Recommendations.
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In terms of project sustainability, financial, institutional, social, and political relevant
aspects are outlined in the section 6. Project Sustainability, indicating a thorough
review of aspects discussed in a comprehensive manner.

It can be concluded that the project has many positive features and has acted as a
catalyst for the wider Plan of Action for the CBC Initiative. The Tri-National
Coordination Structure is robust and lends itself to replication as the three countries
operate on an equitable basis with any adjustments made through consensus at the
Ministerial level. This was evidenced in the decision to have the Training and
Propagation Centre built at Dosmond in Haiti. It has the potential to transform the
landscape and conserve biodiversity while improving the quality of life if delivered as
conceived. The project must be inclusive and processes must be transparent supported
by strong internal and external communication. A strong institutional capacity is now in
place but it will take strong project management skills and widespread support and
commitment at the operational level to complete the project activities in the next
thirteen months. At the same time consideration and planning must begin now for the
continuation of a programme beyond this project in order to build on project
achievements and to accomplish the goals of the wider CBC Action Plan.

While technical direction relies on a strong Project Unit (with guidance as well from
UNEP/ROLAC), legal responsibility of the Project toward the EU is held by
UNEP/ROLAC. Changes in leadership need to contemplate the complexities of this
project with different stakeholders and evolving toward the inclusion of more, and
making sure that communication processes are improved.

The participatory approach is embedded in the project design and across activities
implementation and it also shows the willingness to create and formalize protocols for
greater participation of national and international NGOs in the institutional structure.
However, it is a hierarchical structure where decision-making corresponds to the
Ministerial body informed by the Technical committee. Innovation in this project comes
from tri-national government commitment at the highest level to be cascaded down to
the local and community levels as project and structure evolve. Formal participation of
national and international NGOs is necessary to have a representation of civil society at
the decision making level of the CBC.

Recommendations made in draft reports of this evaluation mission and circulated
among stakeholders have started to be implemented and are proving useful, as reflected
in improved communication and transmission of information between UNEP/ROLAC
and Project Unit. This proves the benefit of monitoring and evaluation tools and
therefore supports its continuation along project implementation.
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2. INTRODUCTION

2.1. Project Background and Description

The Caribbean Biological Corridor (CBC) is a framework, established by the
Governments of the Dominican Republic, Cuba and Haiti in collaboration with the
United Nations Environment Programme Regional Office for Latin America and the
Caribbean (UNEP/ROLAC), for addressing biodiversity loss, through regional
cooperation The CBC therefore provides a framework for cooperation between the
countries of the insular Caribbean for the protection of biodiversity through
environmental rehabilitation, particularly in Haiti and the alleviation of poverty as a
means of reducing the pressure on biological resources in all three territories It is also a
means of establishing baselines, particularly for environmental rehabilitation, the setting
of specific targets and timetables for specific interventions. The framework provided by
the CBC covers the ecosystems of the eastern tip of Cuba, the territory of Haiti, and the
western half of the Dominican Republic (see figures 1 and 2).

Figure 1. Map of the Caribbean Biological Corridor in project proposal.
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Figure 2. Draft demarcation of the Caribbean Biological Corridor as of June 2011.

The rationale for its establishment from an ecological perspective lies in the similarity
of the terrestrial ecosystems in the three participating countries. The area of the CBC
which falls within the Insular Caribbean is one of the most important biodiversity
hotspots worldwide and supports exceptionally diverse ecosystems, ranging from
mountain cloud forests to cactus scrublands as well as several threatened species,
including two species of Solenodon (giant shrews). It is one of 25 hotspots hosting 44
percent of plant species and 35 percent of vertebrates in only 1.4 percent of the Earth’s
surface.

A unique feature of the CBC is the high level of political support it receives from the
Governments of Haiti, Cuba, the Dominican Republic, and UNEP. These countries and
UNEP met at regular intervals since 2007 at technical, political and policy levels to
devise a strategy for addressing the environmental situation on the island of Hispaniola,
shared by Haiti and the Dominican Republic, with Cuba providing much of the
technical expertise required.

The political commitment of the three participating countries and UNEP is embodied in
the Santo Domingo Declaration of 10July 2007. The commitments emanated from it are
further reflected in the Plan of Action of the CBC signed on 7 August 2009 at Barahona,
Dominican Republic. The signing of the Plan of Action in effect established the formal
context where actions in support of the CBC take place and is considered as the
umbrella framework for donor coordination and action in support of the CBC.
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The first major funded project under this framework is this EC funded project which is
being implemented by UNEP, and more specifically by its Regional Office for Latin
America and the Caribbean (UNEP/ROLAC) within the overall framework of the
Caribbean SIDS Programme supported by other institutions and organisations: The
demarcation and establishment of the Caribbean Biological Corridor (CBC): as a
framework for biodiversity conservation, environmental rehabilitation and development
of livelihood options in Haiti the Dominican Republic and Cuba.

A major output of this project will be the establishment of an institutional mechanism to
support the further development of the CBC Initiative. Other outputs include the
Demarcation of the Caribbean Biological Corridor, Pilot Demonstration Projects for
Rehabilitation of Degraded Lands and Alternative Livelihood Development;
Community Based Propagation Centres to facilitate the rehabilitation of degraded areas;
the promotion of alternative energy solutions as a means to reduce the pressure on the
resource base; the establishment of Community-Private Sector Partnerships as a means
of facilitating private sector involvement in the CBC and human resources development
as a means of empowering local communities to better manage the environmental and
natural resources of the CBC. In addition, the context provided by the EC/UNEP CBC
project also provides a context of enhancing aid effectiveness as exemplified by the goal
of strengthening the Network of Protected Areas for the Island of Hispaniola and
mitigating Threats to Protected Areas.
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2.2. Purpose of Mid-Term Evaluation4

Overall Purpose

The purpose of this Mid Term Evaluation is to assess the extent to which the project is
being implemented in accordance with the Description of Action and the Logical
Framework contained therein.

Objectives

Specifically this report is an assessment of the extent to which the specific activities
(Intervention Logic) as outlined in the Logical Framework have been achieved, namely:

i. The establishment of a Tri National Coordination Structure to support the
implementation of the UNEP/EC CBC Project and by extension the extent to
which it could evolve as a framework for the Caribbean Biological Corridor.

ii. The extent to which the structure established has facilitated South-South
cooperation between the participating countries

iii. The extent to which the project has successfully demarcated the macro
boundaries of the Caribbean Biological Corridor.

iv. The extent to which the project has established the infrastructural basis for
the rehabilitation of degraded lands in the participating countries, including the
identification of pilot sites; economic and social analysis of those pilot sites, the
development of community based propagation centres, and the alternative
livelihood options for the communities.

v. Preparation for the training of targeted communities as a pre requisite for the
rehabilitation of degraded lands in the targeted pilot sites.

2.3. Geopolitical and Environmental Context

For several years there have been cooperation agreements among the three countries at a
bi-national level. In existence were bi-national agreements between Haiti and Cuba and
the Dominican Republic and Cuba. The Santo Domingo Declaration of 10 July 2007 as
a vow for tri-national cooperation materialized in the establishment of the Caribbean

4 Wording of the text under this headline (2.2. Purpose of the Mid-Term Evaluation) reflects exactly the
wording of the evaluation team’s Terms of Reference.
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Biological Corridor (CBC) and facilitated by UNEP culminated years of discussion
having as a basis the protection of the common unique biodiversity of the islands and a
shared commitment toward the achievement of the Millennium Development Goals
(MDGs). The Second Declaration of 20 March 2009 expressed the commitment to
develop a joint Action Plan for Caribbean biodiversity conservation inclusive of bio-
cultural routes from which to promote sustainable livelihoods benefits for population in
the area of influence.

The UN Conference on Sustainable Development in Rio de Janeiro 1992 gave rise to
the 1994 follow-up meeting for Small Island Developing States (SIDS) and the
Barbados Programme of Action () (BPoA). Fourteen action areas were identified. These
are: Climate Change and Sea level rise, natural and environmental disasters;
management of wastes; coastal and marine resources; freshwater resources; land
resources; energy resources; tourism resources; biodiversity resources; national
institutions and administrative capacity; regional institutions and technical cooperation;
transportation and communication; science and technology and human resources
development. The BPoA identified cross sectional areas requiring attention: capacity
building institutional development at the national, regional, and international levels:
cooperation in the transfer of environmentally sound technologies, trade and economic
diversification and finance. Additionally, the Mauritius Strategy for the Further
Implementation of the Programme of Action for the Sustainable Development of SIDS
adopted in 2005, described the overarching issues that concern the implementation of
the BPoA for the sustainable development of SIDS. It also addresses, inter alia, South-
South and SIDS-SIDS cooperation, culture, the role of youth, and gender equality.

The Strategy document elaborates on a wide range of actions under 20 broad headings:

 Climate change and sea-level rise (paras 16-18);
 Natural and environmental disasters (para 19);
 Management of wastes (para 20);
 Coastal and marine resources (paras 21-26);
 Freshwater resources (paras 27-31);
 Land resources (paras 32-40);
 Energy resources (paras 41-44);
 Tourism resources (paras 45-47);
 Biodiversity resources (paras 48-50);
 Transport and communication, including the development of ICTs and

community multimedia centres (paras 51-56);
 Science and technology (paras 57-62);
 Graduation from least developed country status (paras 63-64);
 Trade: globalization and trade liberalization (paras 65-67);
 Sustainable capacity development and education for sustainable development

(paras 68-70);
 Sustainable production and consumption (para 71);
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 National and regional enabling environments, including involving youth in
visioning sustainable island living (para 72);

 Health, including support to address HIV/AIDS (paras 73-74);
 Knowledge management and information for decision-making (paras 75-76);
 Culture, including recognition of the importance of cultural identity in

advancing sustainable development, the need to develop cultural industries and
initiatives, the development and implementation of national cultural policies and
legislative frameworks, and measures to protect cultural heritage (para 77);

 Implementation (paras 78-100).

Picture 1. Piles of charcoal sacks in Haiti just after the border of Jimani (origin is
Dominican Republic).

This EU/UNEP CBC project is an attempt to address the Institutional Mechanism to
support the CBC Initiative, address the isolation of Haiti and contribute to halt
environmental degradation. Viewed in the context of the SIDS framework, the project is
expected to demonstrate that it is possible for cooperation to happen among several
States providing equal opportunities and a level playing field for the stakeholders. The
institutional framework provides an enabling environment for South -South cooperation
spanning both the political and technical levels. While respecting the sovereignty of
each State working with UNEP is intended to utilize systems and processes which exist
within UNEP for added value and rigor required for project success yet recognizing that
the CBC will succeed only within a wider programme of sustainable development.
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3. APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY

The findings of this Report are based on a mixture of methods, both quantitative and
qualitative. Following is a summary of the process and steps undertaken (see Annex II
for Work Plan and agenda of Mid Term Evaluation mission).

Primarily, a review of documentation (see Annex VII) was undertaken, including
distant desk review previous to mission trip. Input was provided to the team by UNEP,
the Tri-National office, presentations by UNEP Task Manager, the Director,
presentations by members of the Tri-National Office technical team in Barahona, formal
and semi-formal interviews with the team and UNEP/ROLAC staff, the Minister of
Environment - Haiti, Hon. Joseph Ronald Toussaint, the Focal Point of Haiti and Vice
Ministers and Focal Points and technical team of the Dominican Republic, other
members of the Technical team, NGOs - TNC, Jaragua Executive Director, members of
the Dosmond community, a representative of the Ministry of Women's Affairs from
Haiti, UNDP staff associated with the GEF related-Protected Areas projects in Haiti and
the Dominican Republic, Audubon Society Haiti, meeting with the University of
Quisqueya, Haiti. Cuban feedback was limited.

A structured questionnaire was used to guide the interviews (see Annex III). This
questionnaire was designed based on the specific requirements outlined in the Terms of
Reference as well as dissecting the Logical Framework especially applying the
verifiable objective indicators to ensure objectivity in the evaluators ' findings.

A Field visit was made to the Propagation Centre at Dosmond in Haiti, which coincided
with the inauguration ceremony. This provided an excellent opportunity to assess the
participatory process at the national, tri -national and community levels. The interaction
through conversations with the local and national directorate, community leaders,
school children and NGOs helped to get various points of view. A formal meeting with
community members including the leader of a women's group provided useful feedback
on the relevance, impact and sustainability concerns of the project.
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Picture 2. Bouyaha River in the way to Dondon and Hinche, North of Haiti

Travel by road to Haiti from Dajabon provided a real life experience of the
infrastructural and communications challenges faced by the project in the northern
corridor. A reconnaissance of Thomonde, one of the ten pilot sites in the corridor was
made in route to Port -au- Prince.

Picture 3. Partial view of Thomonde pilot site from the road to Port au Prince.

The need to analyze the project financials and the project delivery as one measure of
project efficiency was considered as a vital part of assessing the project. This was
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meticulously undertaken by realigning the activities in the Logical framework with the
Project timeline. The findings were verified with the Project Task Manager, the Funds
Management Officer and the project Assistant.

Following, the methodological approach to the review of the log frame and the project
financials is explained in further detail.

Review of the Logical Framework

The Logical Framework of the project made available for use during the Mid Term
Evaluation was not straightforward. As a result, two Log-frames were analyzed. The
Log-frame included in the Grant Contract Nº 2009/203-175 between UNEP and the
European Union (see Annex V.1) and the upgraded Log-frame provided in Annex VIII
of the Bi-annual report July-December 2011 (see Annex V.2) were analysed.

In order to be consistent with the analyses and interviews with different stakeholders,
the two Log-frame documents mentioned above were summarized, together with the
assumptions and risks included by UNEP in our Terms of Reference (see Annex I,
paragraph three), which also identified the four core activities/results of the log-frame.

With these three documents a summary version of the project log-frame (see Annex
V.3) was created, following as well activities included in Annex I Description of the
action of Project Document (numbering of activities in this Annex was confusing, so we
re-numbered them). It is worth mentioning that both indicators and sources and means
of verification contained in project log-frames (Annex V.1 and V.2) are the ones used in
this analysis. See Table 1 below.
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Table 1. Combined Summary Logical Framework Example

Core
activities/Outcomes

Activities Indicators

ii. (3) Rehabilitation of
degraded areas and the
identification and
implementation of
livelihood
alternatives for
communities

3.1. Pilot Demonstration Projects for
Rehabilitation of Degraded Lands
and Alternative Livelihood
Development. 10 pilot projects: 2 in
Cuba, 3 in DR and 5 in Haiti. 4
additional projects to be developed in
Haiti from resources of the GEF-
RAF allocation

At least ten successful
pilot projects focusing
on rehabilitation of
degraded land and a
range of livelihood
options in harmony with
the conservation nuclei
of the CBC targeted.

3.2. Community Based Propagation
Centres (plant nurseries). Three, one
in each country

Community based
propagation centres are
established and
producing the seedlings
required for the
rehabilitation of
degraded lands.

3.3. Alternative Energy. More
efficient charcoal stoves and kilns.
Opportunities for biofuels?

Alternative energy
sources are introduced to
the participating
communities

3.4. Community-Private Sector
Partnerships. Pilot Revolving Micro
Enterprise Fund will be established
on a limited scale

The private sector is
actively working with
the communities in
identifying and
developing alternative
livelihood options

3.5. Promotion of existing food based
programmes to improve livelihoods:
(i) through the development of local
procurement schemes for the food
needed in such programmes; (ii)
using conditional food and cash
interventions aimed at preserving



Mid Term Evaluation Report – 3rd August 2012

26

food security and increased
participation in income generating
activities that will enhance
livelihoods and reduce the threats to
the environment

As a matter of clarification to the reader we include an example of core activity
Rehabilitation of degraded areas. It is numbered as activity “ii” in our Terms of
Reference, but project activities are listed as 3.1 to 3.5.

It is noted that Core activity 2. Strengthening the Network of Protected Areas for the
Island of Hispaniola and mitigating Threats to Protected Areas, included in the original
project document and related activities, were not included in our evaluation.

This core activity has two subcomponents:

(i) The strengthening of a network of protected areas for the island of Hispaniola,
including the harmonisation, as far as practicable, of management procedures in both of
the participating countries-Haiti and the Dominican Republic.

(ii) The implementation of community based actions to mitigate threats to biodiversity
within the protected areas.

The original project document indicated that resources have been allocated by the
participating countries from the Global Environmental Facility (GEF) Resource
Allocation Framework for the implementation of sub-component (i).

It is also expressed that complementary resources are being provided by the EU to
finance the second sub-component- the implementation of community based actions to
mitigate threats to biodiversity within the protected areas, particularly in the buffer
zones. The specific result of the GEF financed sub-component will be the establishment
of a network of protected areas for the island of Hispaniola.
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Picture 4. Members of Mid Term Evaluation team (Juan Criado, Ruth Potopsingh and
Rosario Galván), European Union monitor (Roberto Borlini), Ematel Belance and
Roberto Vargas (staff of the Tri National office), during the presentation of Mark
Griffith, Project Task Manager at Barahona office (12th July 2012).

Analyses of the Project Financials

A short financial analysis of project expenditure to date (end of May 2012) with the
objective to provide a measure of efficiency5 of the performance of project results and
activities (as indicated in Annex V.3) was conducted.

The support of several UNEP staff was of paramount importance to understand the
project activities and results, and expenditure to date6.

The following documents form the basis of our analysis and findings:

1. Budget of approved original proposal (Annex VI.1)

2. Budget of modified proposal (Annex VI.2)

5 Efficiency: A measure of how economically resources/inputs (funds, expertise, time, etc.) are
converted to results (OECD, 2002).

6 We are particularly thankful to Carlos Santos, Mark Griffith, Isabel Martínez, Nicasio Viñas and Franklin
Bethancourt during the time of the mission.



Mid Term Evaluation Report – 3rd August 2012

28

3. Project expenditure up to end of May 2012 (Annex VI.3)

4. Project time schedule original project proposal (Annex VI.4)

5. Project time schedule modified (Annex VI.5)

6. Project time schedule modified with indication of Mid Term Evaluation and
activities of Annex V.3 (Annex VI.6)

Tables 2, 3 and 4 summarize (see chapter 4.1) the financial execution of the project
activities to date (budget in USD as provided by UNEP/ROLAC). It is important to
mention that these tables give the expenditure assigned by UNEP to the different
activities. Therefore, they should not be interpreted directly as the degree of
execution of the project activities.

Picture 5. Travel by road 1.200 km through the CBC corridor area in Haiti and D.R.
was a challenge for all mission’ members. Our two skilled and experienced drivers
Harry Sinoud and Manuel Feliz, with the invaluable support of Nobert Dechanel turned
this challenge into a success.
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4. KEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This section is organized according to each of the five objectives the evaluation team
had for this evaluation mission: the extent to which each of the following specific five
activities (Intervention Logic) as outlined in the Logical Framework has been achieved.
Under the heading of each activity three aspects are explained, namely
facts/achievements observed, issues/constraints affecting the implementation as
originally devised, and recommendations to improve the situation.

4.1. Project Log-frame and Financials

Log-frame

This Table provides an indication of the state of completion of the Project activities and
is a qualitative summary of formal feedback drawn from selected representatives of
UNEP, The Tri- national Office and the Mid-term evaluation team. The scoring is a
perception based on the level of achievements of activities and the budgetary
expenditure.

1. Activities 2. Completion
5.1. Establishment of a Tri-National Caribbean Biological Corridor
Project Unit5.4. Establishment of a Technical Committee
5.3. Establishment of CBC Ministerial Policy Tri-National
5.2. Establishment of Liaison Mechanisms
1.1. To determine the geographical limits of the CBC, identify the
projects and institutions that are key actors within the specific area of
the CBC, establish cooperation and synergy among activities

5.5. Procurement of Equipment and supplies
3.2. Community Based Propagation Centres (plant nurseries). Three,
one in each country1.3. Undertake an extensive consultation phase of the affected
communities to involve them in the process of establishing the
boundaries of the CBC; to determine CBC´s conservation nuclei and
establish and characterize the threats they face, and elaborate mitigation
proposals and the identification of specific interventions which will be
required to address those threats.

4.4. Public Education and Awareness Programme to be formulated
4.3. Training of Technical Personnel and personnel at the Policy and
Political Level3.1. Pilot Demonstration Projects for Rehabilitation of Degraded Lands
and Alternative Livelihood Development. 10 pilot projects: 2 in Cuba, 3
in DR and 5 in Haiti. 4 additional projects to be developed in Haiti from
resources of the GEF-RAF allocation

1.5. The preparation of a long term strategic plan for the project area(s),
based on participatory approaches4.1. Community Training of the Trainer in Natural Resources
Management (train at community level)3.4. Community-Private Sector Partnerships. Pilot Revolving Micro
Enterprise Fund will be established on a limited scale3.5. Promotion of existing food based programmes to improve
livelihoods: (i) through the development of local procurement schemes
for the food needed in such programmes; (ii) using conditional food and
cash interventions aimed at preserving food security and increased
participation in income generating activities that will enhance
livelihoods and reduce the threats to the environment

2.1. The protected areas will be established as the central core of the
CBC

-
1.2. Undertake a legal analysis of the available laws that impact on the
management of resources in the project area and to identify
opportunities for their rationalisation and harmonisation between the
participant countries as may be practicable

NA
1.4. The establishment of an information system and database of the
project and to make the data and information available to the targeted
communities, including the identified projects to be carried out to
mitigate or eliminate threats on CBC´s conservation values

NA
3.3. Alternative Energy. More efficient charcoal stoves and kilns.
Opportunities for biofuels?

NA
4.2. Inter-community and Inter Island Exchange NA
6.1. A monitoring system will be established in order to measure the
improvements taking place in the pilot project sites. A simple
monitoring system which allows the community to monitor its own
improvements will be established, and oversee by the Tri-National
Project Unit, with the assistance of UNEP and WFP

NA
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Column 1. Activities of the Project as of Annex V.3

Column 2. This is a qualitative assessment of the degree of completion of the Project
activities, according to modified time schedule, Annex VI.6

It was generated using the following methodology:

Average of technical execution scoring provided by Nicasio Viñas, Nobert Dechanel,
Ruth Potopsingh, Rosario Galván and Juan Criado and degree of financial execution of
activities up to end of May 2012

Colouring of cells is as follows:

Dark green Highly Satisfactory

Light
green

Satisfactory

Dark blue Moderately Satisfactory

Light blue
Moderately
Unsatisfactory

Yellow Unsatisfactory

Red Highly Unsatisfactory

Blank not applicable

Financials

A short financial analysis of project expenditure to date (end of May 2012), with the
objective to provide a measure of efficiency7 of the performance of project results and
activities (as indicated in Annex V.3).

The support of several UNEP staff was fundamental to understand the project activities
and results expenditure to date8.

7 Efficiency: A measure of how economically resources/inputs (funds, expertise, time, etc.) are
converted to results (OECD, 2002).
8 We are particularly thankful to Carlos Santos, Mark Griffith, Isabel Martínez, Nicasio Viñas and Franklin
Bethancourt during the time of the mission
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The following documents form the basis of our analysis and findings:

7. Budget of approved original proposal (Annex VI.1)

8. Budget of modified proposal (Annex VI.2)

9. Project expenditure up to end of May 2012 (Annex VI.3)

10. Project time schedule original project proposal (Annex VI.4)

11. Project time schedule modified (Annex VI.5)

Tables 2, 3 and 4 summarizes the financial execution of the project activities to date
(budget in USD as provided by UNEP/ROLAC). It is important to mention that these
tables give the expenditure assigned by UNEP to the different activities. Therefore,
they should not be interpreted directly as the degree of execution of the project
activities.
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Table 2. Summary of original budget (in USD).

Activity Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Total
1 213564 7215 5772 226551
1.1 90909 0 0 90909
1.2 43290 0 0 43290
1.4 36075 7215 5772 49062
1.5 43290 0 0 43290
2 14430 14430 11544 40404
2.1 14430 14430 11544 40404
3 634359 214358 79365 928082
3.1 105339 101010 21645 227994
3.2 255082 51299 34632 341013
3.3 209725 0 0 209725
3.4 64213 62049 23088 149350
4 220836 198512 111889 531237
4.1 32467 17316 8658 58441
4.2 45021 45021 45021 135063
4.3 51948 59163 7215 118326
4.4 91400 77012 50995 219407
5 749493 436363 423376 1609232
5.1 647329 375757 375757 1398843
5.3 25974 25974 12987 64935
5.4 76190 34632 34632 145454
6 0 77922 77922 155844
6.1 0 77922 77922 155844
6.2 18470 18470 18470 55410
Admin 87316 87316 87315 261947
Contin 65108 65108 65108 195324
Total 2003576 1119694 880761 4004031

3123270 880761
78 % 22 %

Year 1&2 Year 3

The red line indicates the time of the Mid Term Evaluation.

Activity 6.1 is for Mid Term and final evaluation, and 6. 2 is for Community
Monitoring Systems in UNEP document, therefore both are part of activity 6.

In the original project budget, 78 % of the budget was to be spent at the end of year 2,
after 24 months of execution.



Mid Term Evaluation Report – 3rd August 2012

33

Table 3. Summary of modified budget (in USD).

Activity Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total Diference
OG 0 0 14245 26159 40404 2.1 Orig.
1 0 54738 105715 66098 226551 0
1.1 0 54738 38358 -2186 90909 0
1.2 0 0 18358 24932 43290 0
1.4 0 0 27623 21439 49062 0
1.5 0 0 21377 21913 43290 0

3 0 99530 353459 429644 882633 -45449
3.1 0 0 47755 147050 194805 -33189
3.2 0 99530 125517 115970 341017 4
3.3 0 0 121074 121841 242915 33190
3.4 0 0 59113 44783 103896 -45454
4 15492 44768 180134 261265 501659 -29578
4.1 0 0 20868 37574 58442 1
4.2 0 14278 19868 9144 43290 -91773
4.3 0 4234 47324 83506 135064 16738
4.4 15492 26256 92074 131041 264863 45456
5 308654 411460 500678 518889 1739680 130448
5.1 94946 232252 229930 303477 860605
5.2 10908 28342 46324 59879 145453
5.3 15561 3664 25868 19842 64935
5.4 20708 18813 78225 61186 178932
5.5 166531 128390 120331 74504 489755
6 0 0 74364 81480 155844 0
6.1 0 0 74364 81480 155844 0
Conting 0 0 0 177338 177338 -17986
Agen. fee 22690 42735 86002 128506 279933 17986
Correct 7% 0 0 0 17986 17986
Ag. Fee 7% 22690 42735 86002 110520 261947
Total general 346836 653230 1314597 1689379 4004042 11

2314664 1689378
58% 42%

Year 1-3 Year 4

The red line indicates the time of the Mid Term Evaluation.

Note that core activity 1 (Demarcation of CBC) remains the same; there is a reduction
in core activity 3 (Rehabilitation of degraded lands), core activity 4 (Training) and
Contingency. More funding is allocated to core activity 5 (Establishment of tri-national
coordination structure) and to Administration.

In the reviewed budget, 58 % of the budget was to be spent at the end of year 2, after 24
months of execution.
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Table 4. Summary of Project expenditures up to end of May 2012 (in USD).

Planned 1 Planned 2 Executed Avail
Activity DISB May 2012 OBLI May 2012 AVAI 2012 AVAI 2013 End Year 2 End Year 3 End Year 3 Year 4 TOTAL
OG 0 0 14245 26159 - 35% 0% 100% 40404
1 50264 4474 105715 66098 97% 71% 24% 76% 226551
1.1 50264 4474 38358 -2186 100% 102% 60% 40% 90909
1.2 0 0 18358 24932 100% 42% 0% 100% 43290
1.4 0 0 27623 21439 88% 56% 0% 100% 49062
1.5 0 0 21377 21913 100% 49% 0% 100% 43290
3 97000 7940 348049 429644 91% 51% 12% 88% 882633
3.1 0 473 47282 147050 91% 25% 0% 100% 194805
3.2 97000 7467 120580 115970 90% 66% 31% 69% 341017
3.3 0 0 121074 121841 100% 50% 0% 100% 242915
3.4 0 0 59113 44783 85% 57% 0% 100% 103896
4 53425 13432 173535 261265 79% 48% 13% 87% 501658
4.1 0 0 20868 37574 85% 36% 0% 100% 58442
4.2 13167 1111 19868 9144 67% 79% 33% 67% 43290
4.3 3480 3736 44343 83506 94% 38% 5% 95% 135064
4.4 36779 8585 88457 131041 77% 51% 17% 83% 264862
5 581687 258424 380681 518889 74% 70% 48% 52% 1739680
5.1 242862 198167 116099 303477 73% 65% 51% 49% 860605
5.2 49848 207 35519 59879 74% 65% 34% 66% 145453
5.3 17173 2052 25868 19842 73% 59% 30% 70% 64935
5.4 38224 1297 78225 61186 80% 69% 22% 78% 178932
5.5 233581 56700 124970 74504 76% 85% 59% 41% 489755
6 0 32990 41374 81480 50% 48% 21% 79% 155844
6.1 0 32990 41374 81480 50% 48% 21% 79% 155844
Conting 0 0 0 177338 67% 0% 0% 100% 177338
Agency fee (7%) 54766 22208 74452 128506 67% 54% 27% 33% 279933
Correct 7% 0 0 0 17986 - 0% 0% 100% 17986
Agency fee (7%) 54766 22208 74452 110520 - 58% 29% 71% 261947
Total general 837142 339468 1138052 1689380 78% 58% 29% 71% 4004041

This represents the budget 13 months before the end date of the project.

Columns in green indicate spent either already disbursed or obligated up to the end of
May 2012.

Columns in blue indicate funds available for period Jun-Dec 2012 and 2013.

Column Plan 1 indicates percentage of expenditure to be either disbursed or assigned by
the end of year 2 according to original project proposal.

Column Plan 2 indicates percentage of expenditure to be either disbursed or assigned by
the end of year 3 according to modified project proposal.

Column Executed End Year 3 indicates percentage of expenditure already disbursed or
assigned at the end of May 2012 (almost end of year 3, according to modified proposal).

Column Available End year 4 indicates percentage of expenditure available for the
remaining 13 months of modified project proposal.



Mid Term Evaluation Report – 3rd August 2012

35

Main finding

According to this analysis, expenditure of the project up to the end of May 2012 (23
months) was 29% of project funding, with 71% of project funds still to be spent in
the remaining 13 months of project execution. Despite of time schedule modification
(which shifted the execution and budget of many activities towards the end of the
project, see Annex V and tables above), there is still an important challenge in terms of
efficiency in project management to deliver activities as planned. Delivery of key
recommendations A and B are essential for an outstanding execution during the
remaining 13 months of the project to implement activities as planned and to
achieve the main outcomes of the project proposal.

4.2. Tri-National Coordination Structure

This part examines to what extent the establishment of a Tri National Coordination
Structure has supported the implementation of the UNEP/EC CBC Project and by
extension the extent to which it could evolve as a framework for the Caribbean
Biological Corridor (Objective i in the ToRs).

4.2.1. Facts/Achievements

1. Despite many changes of leadership at the Ministries of Environment of the
participating countries (4 in DR, 2 in Haiti, 3 in Cuba) the institutional
mechanism is still in place and working. Its resilience may lie in several
experiments with potential structures that UNEP has facilitated, previous to
ending up in this consensus-based model as best choice. UNEP has provided
oversight and accountability of stakeholders involved. There have been 6
meetings of the UNEP-Ministerial body.

2. Technical and Ministerial meetings have taken place regularly and the request
made in last Ministerial meeting (28 October 2011) for increased frequency,
shows on-going commitment and interest in the project.

3. Successful Inauguration of Community Based Propagation Centre (Dosmond) –
with national and local support (authorities, associations, school children)
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proved the benefits of the managerial structure as a facilitating institutional
mechanism able to draw resources at different levels of the structure in a
collaborative and effective manner (Director of North East from Haiti Ministry
of Environment, Focal Point, technical oversight from DR, Project Unit staff).

4. Tri-National Project Unit fully staffed and committed to rapidly advance in short
term to achieve expected results. Technical Director in place since 4th March
2012.

5. One socioeconomic report is complete (Thomonde) and other partially
elaborated (Dosmond/Caracol). Shorter technical reports from some project sites
(Haiti and DR) elaborated based upon situational analysis on the ground.
Socialization processes are pending. General intervention plan broadly defined
without clear cohesion. Some specific intervention plans for project sites
elaborated and with prioritized activities highlighted, both in DR and Haiti.
Timelines need to be adjusted for second phase.

6. Action Plan to be approved at next Technical and Ministerial meetings.

7. The Tri-National Office has been given a mandate by the Ministerial body
(Meeting 28 October 2011) to create an admission protocol for establishing
formal links with civil society organizations in the project. This protocol has not
been defined yet.

8. Partnership development has been encouraged by the Ministerial body between
CBC and the TNC related to the marine sphere.

9. Local, national, and international NGOs operating in project sites have been
identified in the cases where socioeconomic data has been already collected.
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4.2.2. Issues/Constraints

1. There have been many governmental changes in the Ministries of Environment
of the participating countries (4 in DR, 2 in Haiti, 3 in Cuba), which poses a
threat to consistent advancement on project implementation, in case that
potential Ministers may lack interest for the project and the CBC at large. In that
potential scenario other stakeholders from the same country and the other
participating countries would have to make the case for it in a convincing
manner.

2. There seems to not have been a follow up on the agreement made at the
Ministerial meeting of 23rd of July 2010 about gathering and placing all
information related to the project at the Tri-National Office. Not all documents
appear to be archived there.

3. There has been a lack of consistent information on project expenditure and
financial reports available to the Ministerial Policy Group, issue that was
acknowledged in the Second meeting of 28 October 2011 and requested to be
acted upon.

4. Synergies with other international Donor organizations to support the UNEP/EC
project included in the project document  e.g. UNICEF, WFP and GEF are not
evident, in part because activities some of these institutions will be supporting
are not in place yet.

5. The absence of a fully staffed Tri- National Office and a permanent Project
Manager to provide leadership at the local level affected the operational
efficiency and project progress. The decision to hire an Interim Manager while
the Government of Cuba re-considered its participation in the Office didn’t
advance the implementation of the project in an efficient and effective way.

6. UNEP/ROLAC’s procedures stem from Nairobi office, are very centralized.
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4.2.3. Recommendations

General

1. A clear understanding of the roles and responsibilities of the key personnel in
the structure, their reporting relationships, their limits of authority.
Representation of the key stakeholders at the Technical and Ministerial meetings
as well as the national levels.

UNEP as implementing agency

2. UNEP has the capacity and therefore could/should use it to re-deploy human
resources as needed for accelerating the effective implementation of activities,
e.g. from Tri-National Office to Project Sites (sending 1-3 months some
personnel to provide close support to communities during next phase).

3. Review UNEP’s recruitment selection criteria to ensure project needs are met
with the most adequate profile for the task.

4. Drafting and clearance of SSFA, consultancy contracts, and other legal
instruments to implement activities. And monitoring of these instruments.

Partnerships

1. Promote a more active participation of NGOs, Private sector, and Universities in
the CBC Initiative, in particular as observers in the Ministerial Committee, and
involvement in the Technical Committee to foster sustainability of interventions
at an early stage.

2. Interested international and national NGOs working in the marine environment,
for example TNC and Jaragua Group Inc should be encouraged to consider
joining CBC in a second phase of the project, based on the positive stance
already adopted by the Ministerial body in this regard.



Mid Term Evaluation Report – 3rd August 2012

39

3. Increase the partnerships with WFP, UNICEF, GEF to increase project
effectiveness and sustainability. Partnerships should be strategically planned for
informal and formal agreements with specific deliverables signed off by the
Agencies and respective Ministers. There is need to approach this in a
systematic and intentional manner, drawing upon: 1) the renewed commitment
some of these organizations have expressed, e.g. WFP’s representative attending
the Second Ministerial Policy Group meeting 28 October 2011 reaffirmed the
offer to support livelihood options and rural development activities; 2) the
awareness shown by the Ministerial body on this matter through the calling for
greater synergy between GEF/EC projects at the level of special technical
meetings to be had.

Local Governance and Communities

4. Include another significant level of inclusive governance at the local level e.g.
SINDICO, CASEC, ASEC (Haiti) in the CBC for the implementation of the
pilot projects, drawing from the identification of this resources already made in
some project sites. This will also be building upon partnership arrangements.

5. The Focal Points and UNEP/ Tri national office should device the Management
structure for the propagation centres and Pilot Projects for Ministerial approval
at the next Ministerial Committee meeting.

Technical and Policy Groups

6. Subject to Budget availability increase the number of Technical and Ministerial
meetings over the next thirteen months. This is recommended to clear any
blocks, which may arise in the implementation plan. (it might be useful to
suggest skype meetings if resources are not enough – frequent teleconferences
maybe helpful)

7. Expedite follow up mechanisms to decisions made at the Ministerial Policy
Group meetings, and in concrete the responsibility for the archiving task should
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be assigned in clear and flexible ways so as to improve project efficiency and
effectiveness.

8. The Ministerial Policy Group should be reported accurately on a consistent basis
on project expenditure and financial reports.

Communication

1. There is need to significantly improve communication among the Tri- National
Office, Focal Points in the three countries, civil society and UNEP.

4.3. South-South Cooperation

This analyses the extent to which the structure established has facilitated South-South
cooperation between the participating countries (Objective ii from ToRs).

4.3.1. Facts/Achievements

1. Use of Technical expertise from participant countries cooperation has reduced
the need of use of remunerated consultants. E.g. technical assistance from DR
Ministry of Environment for the construction of the Propagation/Training Centre
at Dosmond, Haiti; Cuban technical support for undertaking
socioeconomic/environmental baseline studies and demarcation; technical
backstopping from Ministry of Environment of Haiti (Director of North East) for
the inauguration of Dosmond Centre, among others). This in-kind contribution
has added much value to the project financially as well as in capacity building.

South-South Cooperation is used to describe the exchange of resources,
technology, and knowledge between developing countries, and is being
promoted as an essential cross-cutting mechanism designed to deliver capacity
building and technology support activities in developing countries and regions of
the South. This should be strengthened through the remaining period of
implementation of the project.
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2. Legal framework essential for tri-lateral cooperation already in place and
evolving toward greater complexity and commitment. E.g.: Declaración de
Santo Domingo (first: 10 June 2007; second: 20 March 2009; a third one
expected in 2012 as two Ministers have petitioned to include green economy and
climate change in the CBC).

3. Excellent relations among participating countries.

4. Governments willing to work through legal aspect of CBC. Pending the
harmonization of national legislations with CBC biodiversity conservation
objective at regional level.

5. Caribbean interest increasing: Jamaica, Puerto Rico, Martinique and Guadeloupe
have expressed interest to become full members.

6. CARICOM’s Ministers of Environment have called for formal links between
CBC and the Partnership Initiative for Sustainable Land Management (PISLM)
for Caribbean SIDS (approved by CBC Ministerial Committee, 28 October
2011).

4.3.2. Issues/Constraints

1. Processing of data collected from socioeconomic/environmental surveys was not
finalized following the surveys. Extension of the stay of two specialists from in-
kind contribution from Cuba was made twice however for the mission of
“synthesis of baseline surveys”, supported by UNEP/ROLAC Task Manager and
requested by Project Unit’s Interim Manager. .
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4.3.3. Recommendations

1. A mechanism to buffer the potential risk that changing Ministers of
Environment may pose to steady project implementation should be considered. .

2. A special effort should be done by Haiti and DR to sit and review
collaboratively their national legislations in order to harmonize with CBC
biodiversity conservation objective with a focus on cross-border problems and
opportunities. While keeping UNEP/ROLAC as facilitator of processes in this
project, drawing upon previous studies from UNEP Haiti on use and trade of
natural resources across the border would help to reinforce the case.

3. Jamaica, Puerto Rico and two French Overseas Territories have indicated
interest in joining the CBC but their roles need to be clearly identified.

4. The technical exchanges should be captured in a data bank of capacity
availability for SIDS.

4.4. Demarcation

This section considers the extent to which the project has successfully demarcated the
macro boundaries of the Caribbean Biological Corridor (Objective iii of ToRs).

4.4.1. Facts/Achievements

1. Participant countries are committed to finalize the demarcation of the CBC and
keep good relationships. This is a fact as well as an achievement noticed by the
evaluation team. The commitment is to be credited to the Member states and
observing that they keep good relationships is something to celebrate and to
protect during the next state of implementation, in keeping with the innovative
spirit of tri-national equity of participation  of the Project.
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2. First demarcation report circulated in June 2011 for the island of La Hispaniola,
with definition of core areas and the wider biological corridor. Information for
CBC demarcation of Eastern tip of Cuba is pending (see figure 2).

3. New Key Biodiversity Areas (KBA) information from Haiti available
(December 2011) (see figure 3) (CEPF, 2011). This new information of
important areas for biodiversity is very relevant to the purpose of the CBC.

Figure 3. Key Biodiversity Areas in Haiti, green polygons (source: Key Biodiversity
Areas of Haiti, Timyan, J. C., 2011. CEPF, Societé Audubon Haiti, Conservation
International, BirdLife International & Rezo Ekolo).

4. Technical demarcation needs update and finalizing.

5. Geographical Information System available and running at the Tri National
office with updated shapefile information from relevant ministries, institutions
and national and international NGOs.

6. Once the technical demarcation is finalized, the validation process with relevant
stakeholders and communities along the corridor should be initiated.

7. No current legal framework supports CBC although some national laws are
supportive (e.g. in Cuba “regions of special development”, proposal was taken
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to the Parliament and it was agreed to circulate indicators among municipal
assemblies to be integrated; in DR “provincial regions”).

8. Strong synergies are identified in the project proposal with two UNDP – GEF
projects: Système Nationale des Aires Protégées or SNAP projects in Haiti and
DR, which can reinforce the activity of CBC demarcation in this project.

4.4.2. Issues/Constraints

1. Sharing of information between UNDP-GEF SNAP project is Haiti and UNEP /
ROLAC EU project was very difficult because of lack of Project Director during
six months in Haiti.

2. No information was available on the implementation of community based
actions to mitigate threats to biodiversity within the protected areas of the CBC.

4.4.3. Recommendations

1. Support and facilitate a short term meeting of UNDP-GEF SNAP focal points of
Haiti and DR with the Tri National office. Sharing of latest information useful
for the demarcation and establish a joint working plan to strengthen the
protected areas in the CBC and identify community development projects which
can also mitigate threats to biodiversity are of high priority.

2. Review and complete the technical boundaries/demarcation of the CBC,
including information of rivers and river basin and their role within the CBC.
Cuba has been leading on demarcation through the provision of its expertise in a
mission to DR and Haiti (two specialists working in demarcation being one
“Team Leader-Demarcation & Support to Baseline Service”, April 25-June 25,
2011). ApparentlyCuban data has been provided to the Project Unit at the time
of this final report, being this cooperation needed to avoid further delay in the
demarcation of CBC area in that country.
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3. The legal analysis should be facilitated. The added value the CBC brings from a
regional point of view should be clearly communicated to participating countries
so the momentum is used to review and correct national legislations in
alignment with shared regional vision.

4. Verification/validation process on the ground should be supported by a good
communication programme to be initiated in the next 2-3 months.

4.5. Infrastructural Basis for Rehabilitation

This section analyses the extent to which the project has established the infrastructural
basis for the rehabilitation of degraded lands in the participating countries, including the
identification of pilot sites; economic and social analysis of those pilot sites, the
development of community based propagation centres, and the alternative livelihood
options for the communities (Objective iv from ToRs).

4.5.1. Facts/Achievements

1. The successful construction of the Dosmond Propagation Centre proved the
feasibility of drawing technical expertise from a mixed model inclusive of both
governmental (DR) and private sector (University of Quisqueya, Engineering
Faculty) capabilities and local community participation.

2. Dosmond centre has been selected by Haiti Government to become a model for
national reforestation project.

3. Dosmond Propagation Centre producing seedlings for rehabilitation of degraded
lands. DR SSFA is with the Minister to be signed. Cuba information on the
propagation centre is still pending.
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Picture 6. Facilities at the Dosmond propagation centre in Haiti. June 2012

4. Massive local attendance to Dosmond’s centre inauguration (including women,
teens, and children) augurs population’s receptivity to initiatives.

Picture 7. School children and Dosmond community marching to plant tree seedlings
after the inauguration of the propagation centre.

5. Gender sensitive approach streamlined in socioeconomic surveys and reports.

6. Baseline (socioeconomic/environmental) surveys have been undertaken in 6
sites: Dosmond, Baie Caracole, and Fonds Parisien, Thomonde in Haiti; Las
Palmas and Comendador-Elias Piña in the Dominican Republic and Consejo
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Popular Sigua (Retiro Natural Reserve) in Cuba.9 They are expected to be used
for further consultation and designing of intervention projects at community
level (as stated through executive decision in Secondary Ministerial Policy
Group meeting, 28 October 2011). Further surveys are pending in 3 sites: 2 in
Cuba (with abundant information) and 1 in Haiti (Duchiti, Macaya, with scarce
information).

7. Pilot  projects need to be selected for the pilot sites Understanding –in
alignment with the Project Document- about pilot projects to be located in
project sites exists in the Ministerial Policy Group, as it is reflected in statement
1.c.i. of the October Ministerial body meeting saying “The baseline surveys for
the pilot sites should be completed and used as the basis for further
consultations with the targeted communities as well as for the design of specific
interventions in support of project implementation”. The only opening that
appears for the possibility to develop “pilot experiences” outside of pilot sites
refers to community-based actions to be undertaken for Activity 2 in the buffer
zone of protected areas addressing threats to biodiversity. In any case the Project
Document is clear linking these mitigating activities to biodiversity threats with
reducing food and nutrition insecurity and poverty. Pilot project concepts should
be discussed in next Ministerial meeting in order to make a decision about the
pilot projects to be developed within the framework of the UE project and about
how it would impact efficiency (for instance investment made in this Project on
socioeconomic/environmental studies undertaken in project sites).

8. The Tri National Office is undertaking consultations with Haitian Minister of
Environment on alternative sources of energy. Participating communities have
been introduced to some alternative sources of energy (PV system), with women
showing manifested interest in solar stoves (leader of women’s association in
Dosmond).

9 All the names of these locations and the statement are taken from Minutes from the Ministerial Policy
Group meeting mentioned.
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Picture 8. Solar stove provided by Grupo Jaragua (with the support of Spanish Agency
for International Development Cooperation) to the communities of Duverge, Pedernales
y Oviedo en DR (2011).
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4.5.2. Issues/Constraints

1. Socioeconomic/environmental studies have not been communicated or cascaded
down to the community level.

2. The system of processing and delivery of financial requests is done through the
UNDP Office in Santo Domingo via the UNEP Tri National office in Barahona
with support from UNEP Panama office. UNDP processing of requests made by
UNEP administration needs to obtain prior authorization, which although can
result in delay in the release of funds is part of the accountability mechanism to
protect all parties. The Tri-National Office Project Accountant has been trained
to facilitate transactions with the UNDP system, when an authorization is
granted she can follow through UNDP’s actual processing. A further step is to
be taken to have the officer trained to link directly into the UNDP system.

3. Delivery of equipment and approval of corresponding expenditure is subject to
UNEP/ROLAC Admin authorization.

4. Socioeconomic reports provide useful information for selecting alternative
livelihoods and energy options not yet fully capitalized. The design of a strategic
plan builds upon complete understanding of the socioeconomic/environmental
situation of project sites, potential interventions, and selection of best options,
and therefore depends upon the critical path set up by those previous activities in
the timeline of execution. Herein the need exists for reinforcing project
management capacity at the Project Unit in order to fully understand those
managerial terms and their practical benefit.

5. Legal agreement elaborated for devising a collaborative mechanism between
UNEP and University of Quisqueya (Small Scale Fund Agreement) has stalled
until further clarity is defined that satisfies all parties involved.
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4.5.3. Recommendations

Private Sector

1. The project needs to increase focus on initiating/developing contacts with the
private sector in order to facilitate partnership building with communities that
are supportive of sustainable livelihood options aligned with/supportive of
biodiversity conservation and ecosystem rehabilitation.

Participating Countries

1. Major diligence and attention to UNEP procurement processes need to be
applied from participating countries, anticipating specific constraints for each
case and requesting help (if needed) in a timely manner. E.g. 1) Haiti needed 6
months for establishing the propagation centre while Cuba and DR can take 3
months, as Haiti needs support for plant provision potential request for help
from Jamaica will also need to be done with good planning; 2) Quotations sent
by countries above budget ceilings cannot be approved by UNEP/ROLAC  and
therefore it is in the interest of all parties that participating countries study
available budget lines and stick to what is permitted and possible –again the
specification “in a timely manner” is what makes the difference between project
progress or delay.

2. The Strategic Plan needs to be prepared as a step towards garnering further
funding and building project sustainability for the CBC.

4.6. Preparation for Training

This section discusses the extent to which the preparation for the training of targeted
communities as a pre requisite for the rehabilitation of degraded lands in the targeted
pilot sites has taken place (Objective v in ToRs).
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4.6.1. Facts/Achievements

1. Decision to install Training Centre in Haiti did not pose a challenge in terms of
budget (in Cuba there was already infrastructure but Haiti needed to start from
zero) but changed the project implementation profile. The facilities of Dosmond
Propagation Centre will be used for training while the Training centre is being
built or alternative workable solutions are identified and agreed upon for the
provision of training facilities.

2. There exists a willingness to develop customized training solutions of long-term
benefit to the communities through partnering with public and private
technical/educational institutions both in DR and Haiti. In the case of DR, the
National Environmental School of Jarabacoa is exploring to apply a system of
certification for the technical training. In the case of Haiti, a potential model to
work with universities can be worked out collaboratively by the Focal Point and
the Project Unit.

4.6.2. Issues/Constraints

1. A comprehensive Training program integrating in the curriculum design the
alternative livelihoods component together with environmental rehabilitation is
missing. This risks the sustainability of the educational intervention at
community level.

4.6.3. Recommendations

1. Preparation for the training of targeted communities is a pre requisite for the
rehabilitation of degraded lands in the targeted pilot sites.

2. The information from the baseline studies should be used to inform the level of
training to be undertaken in the pilot projects and sites.

3. The proposal from the University of Quisqueya should be assessed in detail as it
relates to the construction of the training centre at Dosmond. There are legal and
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logistical details to be settled with the Ministry of the Environment of Haiti.
Nevertheless training could begin in Dosmond using existing facilities.

4. The Tri National Office must ensure that the programme of training is designed
with sustainability in mind. Therefore training should be practical at the pilot
project level, include a training of trainers component and be linked to the
budget. Training methodologies should be aligned with relevant communication
media. The baseline studies should provide a useful guide for this.
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5. RECOMMENDED ACTIONS

1. There is urgent and pressing need for a Workshop with UNEP/ROLAC and the
Tri National office to bring clarity of the Project Objectives, Activities, Outputs,
Outcomes and UNEP systems (functioning). The Project Task Manager, the
Funds Management Officer or his designate and other relevant UNEP/ROLAC
officers should be attendance with a Facilitator. The entire staff of the Tri-
national office should be in attendance. It is critical for the project objectives to
be understood by all. The Project Accountant at the Tri National Office is to be
fully engaged to facilitate the budgetary requests and improve the
communication with UNDP Office in the DR to ensure timely disbursements
which will be essential for the pilot projects. Information should be shared in a
transparent and timely manner.

2. There should immediate Preparation of a detailed Project Implementation Plan
with budget forecasting for the balance of project. This should include a
revised Training Plan, Confirmation of Pilot projects in the pilot sites, and
preparation of the Strategic Plan. This should be done for submission to the
Ministerial Committee.

3. Review and complete the technical boundaries/demarcation of the CBC in the
next three to six months in order to allow the validation with the relevant
stakeholders of the CBC. This later should be accompanied by a Communication
Programme.

4. Other international organizations to be engaged to support the UNEP/EC CBC
project are named in the project document, e.g. UNICEF, WFP and GEF. The
WFP has already indicated its willingness and readiness to act (this is recorded
in the Minutes of the last Ministerial meeting). UNEP can draw fast support
from other agencies such as WFP. With GEF there would be opportunity to
harmonize both legal aspects and content (as envisioned by EC). There is need
to approach these collaborations in a systematic intentional manner with clear
understanding of agreed deliverables.

5. The Communication Plan should be more widely activated as an informed
stakeholder is more likely to be more cooperative.
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6. The Visibility of the project has specific meaning and therefore this should also
be improved. The website should be given priority. The communication team
from both UNEP/ROLAC and the Project Unit expressed the intent to
coordinate effectively in order to make it happen.

7. A schedule of procurement and request for budget should accompany this, as
well as a rigorous review mechanism to ensure checks and balances. The Tri-
National Office needs to be more proactive in this respect

8. Keep the political dialogue and support in a timely manner. This dialogue should
be between Focal Points and Ministers, among Ministers and UNEP and these
named stakeholders

9. It may be necessary that one support staff be assigned to the National Focal
Point in Haiti who will focus solely on this project for the next thirteen months,
given the workload of the current Focal Point.

10. The structure of management for the Pilot projects should be clearly defined and
populated. NGOs and international Donor Organizations should be invited to co-
manage the areas with the Tri- National / Focal Points and a system of
monitoring and continuous evaluation and adjustments made in the field to
ensure planned results (partnerships).

11. A legal review of the status of the Tri-National office going beyond the
EU/UNEP Project, dovetailing of activities of WFP, UNICEF, and GEF should
be contracted in order to meet project deadlines.

12. A formal desk evaluation should be done at the end of the next six months to
provide a verifiable account of the achievements and to guide the
implementation process.
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6. PROJECT SUSTAINABILITY

The implementation of the UNEP/EC Project: The Demarcation and Establishment of
the Caribbean Biological Corridor (CBC): as a Framework for Biodiversity
Conservation, Environmental Rehabilitation and Development of Livelihood Options in
Haiti, the Dominican Republic and Cuba aims at preserving the natural and cultural
heritage of the participating countries and is also an instrument to create welfare in
human populations affected by extreme poverty in the impact zones of the corridor.

The project is aimed at transformation and therefore requires a high level of
sustainability to ensure that its impacts and outcomes go beyond the life of project
funding. The reduction of biodiversity loss through environmental rehabilitation,
reduction of poverty through the development of alternative livelihoods, building
human resources capacity through training, alternative energy sources and the
development of a Tri-National management structure are some key features of this
project.

Principle 1 of the Rio Declaration of 1992 Human beings are at the centre of concerns
for sustainable development. They are entitled to a healthy and productive life in
harmony with nature is a core philosophy. The following is an assessment of the
sustainability of the project.

One of the three objectives of the Convention on Biological Diversity is the sustainable
use of natural resources (Art. 1). And “sustainable use” is defined in the convention as
“the use of components of biological diversity in a way and at a rate that does not lead
to the long-term decline of biological diversity, thereby maintaining its potential to meet
the needs and aspirations of present and future generations.” In the project document
there is a paragraph devoted to Sustainability, which consider mainly the sustainability
definition of cooperation projects of OECD (2002): The continuation of benefits from a
development intervention after major development assistance has been completed. The
probability of continued long-term benefits. The resilience to risk of the net benefit
flows over time.
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To achieve sustainability of the intervention, six main elements are considered in the
project document:

- Political willingness

- South-South cooperation, with a clear sharing of highly qualified human resources

- International recognition of the significance of the area for world biological diversity

- Relation of conservation actions to the improvement of living conditions in the
communities (political willingness)

- Inclusion of CBC activities in the budget of the three countries involved (political
willingness)

- Cooperation agreements among participating institutions of the three countries

Sustainability chapter of the project document also indicates three main results to be
shown by this intervention:

a) The geographical demarcation of the CBC

b) The ecological value of the CBC

c) Provide a context for the mobilization of additional resources to address the acute
problems facing these countries.

And finally, two key elements for the sustainability of the intervention are mentioned:
the establishment of a long-term funding scheme for the CBC´s actions and the
development at the local level of community actions which include elements of
sustainability from the beginning.

Financial

At Mid-Term the financial sustainability of the project activity level could not be clearly
determined as the core of project activities to be undertaken in the ten pilot sites are yet
to be done. The Tri- national Office at this point had not engaged formally to prepare
project funding requests although there were talks of a Phase 2 of the project. It was not
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determined whether the governments would fund the office after the project. There were
strong interests to extend the CBC to include the marine environment and this could
attract other funding. The CBC Action Plan contains a number of projects to be funded,
however the link to the Tri- national office was not explicit. The financial sustainability
risk to the tri- national office is moderate to high however the financial sustainability of
the CBC is potentially high.

There will not be financial sustainability for the communities’ initiatives if they cannot
have access to capital (e.g. Thomonde socioeconomic report points to high level of
entrepreneurship, 90%, and therefore potential for small business development but if
they are undercapitalized activities will not count for economic development). Legal
preparation work needs to be in place to support legalization and access to credit lines
for entrepreneurial activities on-site.

Lack of land tenure and property rights legislation and systems, in special for Haiti case,
pose an on-going threat to stability, food security, and sustainable natural resource
management, as known from research and some donors’ current priority focus areas
worldwide. Securing property rights and strengthening resource governance create basis
for economic growth. It would be useful to include in future project developments a
component on this aspect, to explore the different customary and informal mechanisms
that may be coexisting and could yet be harmonized with state-developed mechanisms
for improved resource base and communities livelihoods.

It has been agreed at the Second Ministerial Policy Group meeting (28 October 2011)
that the following two actions are determinant to project sustainability:

1) The participating countries to the extent practicable, promote resource allocations of
their national budget, as to mobilize additional resources from other sources to support
the action taking place in the CBC10. In addition, synergies should be established with
key line ministries (e.g education, transport communication, etc.) in the participating
countries

2) Recommended the establishment of a CBC Environmental Trust Fund.

10 This aspect -item 1.e) in the minutes- related to effectiveness and efficiency of the Project influences
sustainability, since the latter cannot be expected if actions planned cannot be undertaken due to lack
of financial resources needed to implement them. There was a “realization that the actions required will
exceed the resources being provided through the UNEP/EU CBC project”.
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Institutional

The institutional framework developed for this project began before and goes beyond
the project life and addresses the management of the CBC at various levels, namely
political, shared management and the national. There is an excellent structure including
the technical committee reporting to a Ministerial committee. The later engages other
important stakeholders including international aid agencies and national and
international NGOs. At the macro level there is a case for high sustainability. However
there is a risk that without the institutional capacity at the community project/activity
level the ability of the actions to go beyond the life of the project are at risk. It is
therefore necessary for the institutional framework to be more participatory and
inclusive of community and local government representation. The model at Dosmond
Propagation Centre has the elements for strong sustainability but needs the training
component to bolster the inroads made. Shared management especially with existing
leaders, NGOs, civic groups and international partners like WFO and GEF could lower
the risks or sustainability. The Tri National office is a good model for the coordination
of activities in the CBC. This office will need funding support after the end of the
project either through government support, additional project grants or both.

The Ministerial body agreed on 23 July 2011 meeting to the Technical Committe
recommendation of requesting the legal departments of their corresponding Ministries
of Environment to undertake a study of available options for legal status of the CBC, in
order to secure its long-term sustainability.

The managerial structure of the project provides an institutional framework to facilitate
the implementation of the other 59 CBC activities and therefore CBC sustainability.

Sustainable participation of international environmental organizations representing the
non-governmental sector (e.g. BirdLife International, WWF, TNC) in the managerial
structure will depend on defining a win-win engagement mechanism for all stakeholders
involved.
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Social

The CBC Action Plan has identified a group of threats to the conservation of
Biodiversity, many of which are closely related and in many cases take place in the
same geographical area. They include:

1. Extreme poverty

2. Climate change

3. Lack of qualified human resources

4. Insufficient knowledge of the Biodiversity

5. Insufficient awareness and understanding of Biodiversity values

6. Lack of funding

7. Invasive exotic species

8. Insufficient regional integration

In Haiti for example, the domestic sector is the most important consumer of energy,
mainly using charcoal. This causes a loss of biodiversity, soil erosion, a decrease in
agricultural productivity, problems of river sedimentation and is a serious threat for that
country. The Dominican Republic and Cuba face similar issues but on a less threatening
scale. The social impact of sustainability is at risk for a number of reasons namely: poor
communication of the project at the community level, the lack of a management
framework at the local pilot projects level, the weak linkages with other Agencies, slow
response to building the propagation sites. The rate of implementation of all Activities 3
and 4 in the Time Schedule will be critical to social sustainability. There are many
stakeholder groups namely farmers, youth, women, church, private sector and it will be
a big task to successfully reach them in the next thirteen months.  The risk of social
sustainability at this point in the project is moderate to high.

Long-term success of the project depends on active engagement of stakeholders at the
project sites, including local authorities, natural leaders, and different segments of the
population with special emphasis on most vulnerable ones (women, youth, and
children). Specific attention might be given to the case of Fonds-Parisien, where this
vulnerable segment widens to include two distinct groups of people impacted by the
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earthquake: the displaced (30%) and those among them who are disabled. In both cases,
the project may provide a platform for integration with locals and for devising activities
suitable for those groups in terms of their needs and potential contribution.

Synergies

The project has the opportunity to build synergies with other projects and interventions
taking place concurrently in CBC areas, such is Frontera Verde, building upon
strengthened human resources for exponential impact of the biodiversity conservation
and sustainable livelihoods messaging.

Women

Sustaining women’s health and wellbeing is key for sustainability of actions intended to
improve biodiversity conservation. Specifically in Haiti women are known as
“potomitan” or pillars (centerposts) of their communities and families. Certainly, the
fact that 82% of the 92% who access water through the river are female (mostly
children), and that women show lower survival rates (Thomonde) through exposure to
toxins and polluted water makes it an ethical and strategic obligation to define
interventions addressing in particular women’s needs and potential, to be of benefit to
the bio-cultural community at large. On the other hand, women also show leadership
and skill in trade, organization, and administrative endeavors, pointing to potential low
risk and high success of initiatives focused on increasing their entrepreneurial power.
Haitian women show a strong level of organization (Dosmond, Fonds-Parisien). Partial
information accessed from socioeconomic/environmental surveys undertaken in some
DR sites point to weaker women’s organizational practice at community level but active
individual female entrepreneurship initiative (e.g. Pedro Santana). Inter-community
exchange activities among Haitian and DR women would support transfer of skills and
creation of social networks with staying power.

Families

At community level, strengthening the resource base of families is important for
sustainable livelihood options. In Haiti, some agroforestry activities will be
implemented and monitored centered on families (Dosmond). This provides an
opportunity to position strategically the project at the end of the second phase to benefit
(and perhaps create a case study of worldwide interest) from the upcoming International
Year of the Family Farming (IYFF) in 2014, declared by the UN General Assembly on
22 December 2011. Civil society groups across the globe lobbied intensively for an
approach to development with sustainability that demonstration projects at the pilot sites
can easily align with.
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Youth

Committing to provide opportunities for formal certification through training at the
community level will enhance long-term sustainable benefit for beneficiaries, as they
improve their professional standing in the job market, potentially attracting interested
partners (local, national, and international) through better qualifications. This is
especially important for youth. Public and private training/educational institutions can
make a big difference in this regard if they keep in mind the real needs at ground level.

In concrete, for universities of the three countries, it would be useful to create a model
for partnering with Haiti Propagation and Training center so as to develop and sustain
mutual long-term benefit (local capacity as well as innovative applied research). The
design of this structure should provide resilience for this educational initiative to
withstand any potential future governmental changes that may impact the effective
running of the ministerial body.

Children

School children are already participating in project activities (inauguration of Dosmond
Propagation Center) and will be engaged through public awareness and environmental
education programmes.

Street children need to be approached differently, as stated by some interviewed and as
to be decided by the Ministerial body (in Fonds-Parisien many children don’t live with
their parents). Perhaps using an entrepreneurial approach since their self-reliance and
resilience skills are of value to themselves and to the community. Documented
successes exist in this regard, linking alternative livelihoods with biodiversity
conservation, environmental rehabilitation, health enhancement, income generation, and
social integration; and in any case UNICEF could be called upon to facilitate and
counsel about it. Project-based activities might provide the enabling environment for
active learning and transformational education of these children, with potential
opportunity for receiving mentoring under youth tutelage.

Political

There is a high level of political commitment by all three states to the CBC. This was
confirmed on July 10, 2007 with the signing of the Declaration of Santo Domingo by
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the State Department of Environment and Natural Resources of the Dominican
Republic, the Ministry of Science, Technology and the Environment of the Republic of
Cuba, the Ministry of Environment of the Republic of Haiti and the United Nations
Environment Program (UNEP). This intention was further validated and expanded in
the Second Declaration of Santo Domingo, on March 20, 2009.

The participation of Jamaica as a permanent observer was recognized on this date.
CARICOM has since embraced the tenets of the CBC sustainable land management
efforts.

Since the beginning of the project there have been changes in Ministers (10) in all three
countries but the political commitment has remained strong. Further other neighboring
island states have expressed interest in joining in the CBC.

It can be concluded that the CBC will continue to have a high level of political
commitment given its importance as an area of biological diversity and its global
importance. The CBC Action Plan 2009 sends a strong signal of political will to have
the area managed in keeping with the principles of sustainable development.

Nevertheless despite the strong political commitment responses to meet targets by some
of the parties have contributed to delay the completion of project activities e.g.
demarcation of the Corridor, building propagation centres, the delay in identifying pilot
projects and procurement of vehicles. The responsiveness at the operational level
threatens scheduling and project completion within the timeframe.

The managerial structure emphasizes the Caribbean regional aspect beyond the tri-
national political core. It allows for participation of other interested countries in the
region and this growing membership base may present a convincing argument for CBC
conservation to new governmental representatives entering the institutional mechanism.

The sustainability of this growing membership base will depend on defining legal status
and rights of observers and full members.
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Legal harmonization of national legislations with CBC biodiversity conservation
objective within a regional cooperation framework needs to take place, looking
specifically into marine and cross-border gaps, so that regional and national sovereignty
aspects are aligned.

Picture 9. Bahoruco Sierra in DR.
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7. CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, the project has many positive features and has acted as a catalyst for the
wider Plan of Action for the CBC.

The Tri-National Coordination Structure is robust and lends itself to replication as the
three countries operate on an equitable basis with any adjustments made through
consensus at the Ministerial level. This was evidenced in the decision to have the
Training and Propagation Centre built at Dosmond in Haiti. It has the potential to
transform the landscape and conserve biodiversity if delivered as conceived. The project
must be inclusive and processes must be transparent supported by strong internal and
external communication. A strong institutional capacity is now in place but it will take
strong project management skills and widespread support and commitment at the
operational level to complete the project activities in the next thirteen months. At the
same time consideration and planning must begin now for the continuation of the
programme beyond this project. The broader objectives of the CBC must be kept in the
forefront and the anticipated roles of the current stakeholders like the Tri- national
Office be planned for, especially its funding and operations beyond this important
project.

While technical direction relies on a strong Project Unit (with guidance as well from
UNEP/ROLAC), legal responsibility of the Project toward the EU is held by
UNEP/ROLAC. Changes in leadership need to contemplate the complexities of this
Project with different stakeholders and evolving toward the inclusion of more, and
making sure that communication processes are improved.

The participatory approach is embedded in the project design and across activities
implementation and it also shows the willingness to create and formalize protocols for
greater participation of national and international NGOs in the institutional structure.
However, it is a hierarchical structure where decision-making corresponds to the
Ministerial body informed by the Technical committee. Innovation in this project comes
from tri-national government commitment at the highest level to be cascaded down to
the local and community levels as project and structure evolve. Formal participation of
national and international NGOs is necessary to have a representation of civil society at
the decision making level of the CBC.

Recommendations made in draft reports of this evaluation mission and circulated
among stakeholders have started to be implemented and are proving useful, as reflected
in improved communication and transmission of information between UNEP/ROLAC
and Project Unit. This proves the benefit of monitoring and evaluation tools and
therefore supports its continuation along project implementation.
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