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Executive summary

Introduction

The project Scaling-up Ecosystem based Adaptation Measures in rural Latin America (EbA LAC) is
among the first joint projects of the International Climate Initiative (IKl), that was approved and was
therefore also among the first projects, to reach the stage for a Mid-Term Evaluation (MTE) which
Arepo conducted between July and November 2023.

The project consortium is led by the Deutsche Gesellschaft fiir Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ)
GmbH. The International Union for Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (IUCN) and the
Tropical Agricultural Research and Higher Education Center (CATIE) are the two implementation
partners. The project has three country components — Costa Rica, Ecuador, and Guatemala — and a
knowledge exchange component with Argentina, Colombia, and El Salvador.

At the time of project planning all three consortium partners already had experience in the
implementation of IKI-EbA projects in Latin America and the project countries.

The three political partner institutions are the Ministerio de Ambiente y Energia (MINAE) with the
Sistema Nacional de Areas de Conservacion (SINAC) in Costa Rica, the Ministerio de Ambiente, Aqua y
Transicion Ecolégica (MAATE) in Ecuador and the Ministerio de Ambiente y Recursos Naturales (MARN)
in Guatemala. The project has a duration of five years, from 11/2020 until 12/2025, with a budget of
EUR 19,444,300. It is financed by the German Federal Ministry for the Environment, Nature
Conservation, Nuclear Safety and Consumer Protection (BMUV).

The project is targeting the local, national, and regional level. The aim is to strengthen the vulnerable
rural population in the intervention regions. Their ecosystems are to become more resilient to the
adverse effects of climate change in cooperation with actors from the public, private and civil sectors.
They should benefit from the project economically, socially and ecologically through project measures
in the so-called up-scaling and consolidation areas within the intervention areas that were identified
in each country.

The project should contribute to an increased climate resilience of national priority ecosystems, with
different focus been laid in the project proposal on dry and humid forests and agroforestry systems in
Ecuador, highlands (Altiplano), as well as the dry corridor (Corredor Seco) in Guatemala and biological
corridors (Corredores Bioldgicos) in Costa Rica.

Evaluation objectives and methodology

IKI MTEs aim to facilitate learning, increase accountability, and contribute to better decision-making
by all stakeholders involved. To achieve these goals, EbA LAC is analysed through an MTE focusing on
the IKl standard criteria, additional criteria, and project specific as well as additional learning questions.

The main objective of this MTE with its mixed method approach is to provide all relevant stakeholders
with management-relevant information on the status of implementation, the achievement of
objectives and the challenges for the remaining project term around halfway through the project term.

Vii
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The results of MTEs provide BMUV and ZUG with a comprehensive assessment of the success of the
project to date and thus contribute to the steering capability at project and programme level as well
as to the accountability of the IKI.

Main findings

Regarding the evaluation criterion on the relevance of the project, it can be summarised that
the project is in line with global policies on adaptation to climate change, the Convention on
Biological Diversity, other agreements and the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). The
project works at national and subnational levels closely together with the three political partner
organizations in Costa Rica, Guatemala, and Ecuador (MINAE, MAATE, MARN), all divisions of
environmental ministries.

In any of the three countries EbA is seen as one approach among several methodological approaches
in the field of adaptation to increase the resilience of the three countries' vulnerable populations and
ecosystems. In this respect, EbA LAC has the task to fill in the void towards integrating EbA in the
national framework.

In Ecuador and Guatemala, the sub-national levels are the main drivers for the political anchoring of
objectives and EbA activities; in Costa Rica it is SINAC with its national and regional offices.

Concerning the project planning it can be said that the planning is principally suitable to achieve the
project aim of upscaling successful EbA approaches on landscape level although the project has a very
complex program management and steering structure that is very difficult to understand from the
outside. The project management is structured in such a way that it requires intensive cooperation
between the consortium partners. Each output is subdivided into individual work packages, in which
up to two consortium partners usually work together, in one output, even all three.

It took the consortium about two years to consolidate themselves, and even at the time of the
evaluation, interviewees across all institutions and sectors think that the division of the components
and related work packages among the individual implementing institutions in all three countries is still
not working well and makes implementation difficult.

The complex management and steering structures lead to a deficit in decision-making. Important
decisions are not made quickly and/or consistently enough due to the many people involved in the
internal consultation processes.

According to the IKI, a project is gender-responsive if it recognizes unequal gender roles, relations and
norms and attempts to combat them actively. In Costa Rica, a gender strategy with a gender plan exists.
In Ecuador and Guatemala, a gender strategy and a roadmap are in progress, but there is no explicit,
monitorable strategy with indicators yet. Therefore, an assessment on the overall gender-
responsiveness of the project cannot be made.

The weak spot of the project is the effectiveness of implementation. At the time of the evaluation, out
of the 105 activities, 30 activities were completed, 52 are delayed between 3 months to 2 years and
21 scheduled for the future.

The following bottlenecks were identified during implementation:

e QOutcome and output indicators show only little progress.
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e The 10 EbA-measures are not yet specified for the landscapes the project promotes: the dry
and humid forests and agroforestry systems in Ecuador, highlands (Altiplano), as well as the
dry corridor (Corredor Seco) in Guatemala and biological corridors (Corredores Bioldgicos) in
Costa Rica.

e Particularly, in Costa Rica, the interviewees across all institutions largely agree that the project
has so far been too scientific. Studies often lack concreteness, e.g. capacity strengthening plan
does not include corresponding budgets.

e There is no clear and understandable articulation and promotion of the project about what
EbA is and which measures it comprises.

e The methodology and evidence for reporting the area implemented with EbA measures in
hectare (ha) has severe deficiencies. Amongst others, in the annual report of the year 2022,
the outcome indicator 1.0.1 comprised a value of 208 ha under EbA measures in total over all
countries, which was detected in November 2023, corrected and downsized to a total of 29
ha.

e Two out of three consortium partners have difficulties to keep their outflow of funds (% of
total funds available) to the level spend: GIZ has so far utilized 29% of the total funds, CATIE
19%, and IUCN only 8%, even though IUCN is responsible for the core piece of the project,
component Il. IUCN has undercut their planned cash outflow levels. Overall, consortia partners
have only spent 19% of the total budget. There is great insecurity from subcontracts and
stakeholders in Costa Rica whether concrete activities that have been promoted as “no-regret
measures” will be carried out under the “main 10 EbA measures”, as concrete measures have
yet to be promoted, although existing in Guatemala and Ecuador.

e So far, there is no clear implementation and concrete strategy for the EbA measures visible
that can immediately be put in place when the cost-benefit analyses of the measures are
completed. The cost-benefit analysis has conceptual weaknesses as important environmental
co-benefits and ecosystemic services are not monetarised and measures, that have been
promoted in Ecuador and Guatemala, such as horticulture were found to have a negative cost-
benefit ratio.

With regard to transformational Impact & sustainability it can be said that the landscape-based
project approach integrates various adapted forms of land use, considering the natural environment
and the human systems that depend on it. Although the project offer says, "implementing EbA
measures at landscape level means a paradigm shift from small-scale piloting and implementing of EbA
practices towards demonstrating how sustainable land management can be implemented on a larger
landscape scale", at present, only individual preparatorily piloted projects are recognizable, where
individual partner organizations are supported in the area of biodiversity and ecosystem services.

Since some measures have only just begun, the main EbA measures are still to be implemented and
sustainability depends to a high degree of governance aspects and the approach towards governance
vary from country to country, as well as their acceptance from the stakeholders, it is impossible to
assess in this context which individual development the project will take in each country and what its
impact will be on country as well as on regional level. It is currently not possible to estimate the extent
to which the desired effects in transformational impact and sustainability can be achieved.
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Apart from the COVID-19 pandemic, no other particular external situations can be identified that could
hinder the impact of the project, nor were adverse effects on the target groups and the consortium
partners identified.

A concrete extent of co-benefits cannot yet be identified, but it can be assumed that the orientation
of the project will contribute to the low-carbon development of all three countries through
reforestation, support for urban cultivation projects, the propagation of adapted agroforestry systems
and other so-called "buenas practicas productivas" in agriculture and forestry, among other things. It
is also assumed that the resilience of the rural population against climate change will be enhanced, as
well as living conditions and community wellbeing improved.

The safeguard measures mentioned in the country documents are still formulated in a very general
way. Due to the delays in project implementation, it is impossible to assess whether the safeguarding
measures will achieve their intended results. There are several gaps in the safeguard documentations.
Deviations from the project offer are often not adequately explained. The classifications are not
homogeneous across all countries and, in some cases, do not match each other or the explanation in
the annual reports regarding the content or the assignment of risk categories. A uniform revision of all
safeguard documentation is necessary to guarantee consistency.

In terms of the standard indicators, the difference between the planned values for the individual
standard indicators on ecosystems and intended beneficiaries (especially indirect beneficiaries) and
the already achieved is so high, it is questionable whether the planned values can be achieved.
Therefore, reviewing the planning for the remaining project time and adjusting to the existing
conditions is unavoidable.

Conclusions and resulting recommendations

The three implementing organisations GIZ, IUCN and CATIE are all organisations with experience in
EbA projects and also compete against each other in tenders. In this respect, the project management
of the lead organisation in this joint project has the additional task of "clarifying the roles and budgets"
of the individual consortium partners and their positioning in the individual project Outputs and work
packages. The complexity of this "role clarification", the complex and lengthy decision-making
processes and coordination structures and the time it takes for all consortium partners to "find their
role" was underestimated in this project and is reflected in the fact that there was a discussion phase
of 1.5 years before the vulnerability studies were finally finalised. Added to this is a scientific and not
very practice-orientated approach integrating studies and consultancy services into the implementing
practice. There are still no clear statements made public as to which specific measures fall under the
10 EbA measure categories. This is due to the fact that attempts are being made to define a
"watertight" research approach for the implementation of specific EbA measures in the consolidation
and scaling-up areas on the basis of the risk categories and to define them in terms of natural space.

Together with external factors such as the COVID-19 pandemic, the change of personnel among
political partners and in the consortium, this has led to a situation in which there are considerable
delays in the implementation of activities. This, as well as a lack of clear implementation roadmaps for
the EbA measures, leads to an "implementation backlog", even though almost 50 studies and advisory
services had been carried out by the date of the evaluation.
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Therefore, the number of measures from which the beneficiaries, the vulnerable rural population,
have so far benefitted concretely within the framework of so-called no-regret measures is still
relatively small and varies greatly from country to country. In Ecuador there is already a higher level of
acceptance, but not yet in Costa Rica. Guatemala is somewhere in between.

Thereis also a lack of concrete concepts as to how the delays can be absorbed by the end of the project
term and which focussing, and discontinuation of activities are necessary in order to achieve the
outputs.

Staffing levels are tight. In Ecuador and Guatemala in particular, the teams are very small and have
many tasks to fulfil. On the other hand, there is a large number of external consultants who are
contracted for the individual fields of work. This constellation makes it difficult to transfer knowledge
to the team and to follow up on the content of the studies. Consideration should be given to hiring
more permanent employees in order to bundle more specialist expertise in the team.

Overall, the project has an implementation problem which is also reflected in the fact that consortium
partners are underspending their outflow of funds. The evaluators as well as some interviewees
assume that the project will not be able to achieve the planned indicators by the end of the project.

The next steps recommended are briefly:

1. Specify the EbA measures in all countries with more emphasis on the landscape focus and put
them into practice as soon as possible without waiting for the results of the cost-benefit
analyses.

2. Communicate clearly and understandably to all stakeholders and outsiders what EbA is and
EbA measures are.

3. Assure the implementation partners that the no-regret measures that were started will
continue to be supported.

4. Give direct technical and coupled financial support with incentives for the vulnerable
population so that implementation partners and beneficiaries, especially in Costa Rica, have
the motivation to carry on with EbA LAC.

5. Review which indicators can be achieved in the remaining two project years and make
adaptions.

6. Review the scale of the intervention areas, for example the areas in Guatemala are very
extensive.

The following facts should thereby be considered:

e To turn the scientific approach from "head to toe" as EbA LAC needs practice-orientation and
faster decision-making

e To think from the perspective of the vulnerable rural population, because the overarching
aim of the project is to increase their resilience.

The complete list of recommendations is provided in the main report.
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Zusammenfassung

Einleitung

Das Projekt Scaling-up Ecosystem based Adaptation Measures in rural Latin America (EbA LAC) gehort
zu den ersten Verbundprojekten der Internationalen Klimaschutzinitiative (IKl), die bewilligt wurden
und damit auch zu den ersten Projekten, die das Stadium einer Zwischenevaluierung (Mid-Term-
Evaluation - MTE) erreicht haben, die Arepo zwischen Juli und November 2023 durchfiihrte.

Das Projektkonsortium wird von der Deutschen Gesellschaft fiir Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ)
GmbH geleitet. Die International Union for Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (IUCN) und
das Tropical Agricultural Research and Higher Education Center (CATIE) sind die beiden
Durchfiihrungspartner. Das Projekt umfasst drei Landerkomponenten - Costa Rica, Ecuador und
Guatemala - sowie eine Komponente zum Wissensaustausch mit Argentinien, Kolumbien und El
Salvador.

Zum Zeitpunkt der Projektplanung hatten alle drei Konsortialpartner bereits Erfahrung in der
Durchfiihrung von IKI-EbA-Projekten in Lateinamerika und den Projektlandern.

Die drei politischen Partnerinstitutionen sind das Ministerio de Ambiente y Energia (MINAE) mit dem
Sistema Nacional de Areas de Conservacién (SINAC) in Costa Rica, das Ministerio de Ambiente, Agua y
Transicion Ecolégica (MAATE) in Ecuador und das Ministerio de Ambiente y Recursos Naturales (MARN)
in Guatemala. Das Projekt hat eine Laufzeit von flinf Jahren, von November 2020 bis Dezember 2025,
und verfiigt Gber ein Budget von 19.444.300 Euro. Es wird vom deutschen Bundesministerium fir
Umwelt, Naturschutz, nukleare Sicherheit und Verbraucherschutz (BMUV) finanziert.

Das Projekt richtet sich an die lokale, nationale und regionale Ebene. Ziel ist es, die gefdhrdete landliche
Bevdlkerung in den Interventionsregionen zu stiarken. Ihre Okosysteme sollen in Zusammenarbeit mit
Akteuren aus dem offentlichen, privaten und zivilen Sektor widerstandsfahiger gegeniliber den
negativen Auswirkungen des Klimawandels werden. Sie sollen durch ProjektmaBnahmen in den so
genannten Upscaling- und Konsolidierungsgebieten innerhalb der Interventionsgebiete, die in jedem
Land identifiziert wurden, wirtschaftlich, sozial und in Okologischer Hinsicht von dem Projekt
profitieren.

Das Projekt soll zu einer erhéhten Klimaresilienz der nationalen prioritiren Okosysteme beitragen,
wobei im Projektvorschlag unterschiedliche Schwerpunkte auf Trocken- und Feuchtwalder und
Agroforstsysteme in Ecuador, das Hochland (Altiplano) sowie den Trockenkorridor (Corredor Seco) in
Guatemala und biologische Korridore (Corredores Bioldgicos) in Costa Rica gelegt wurden.

Evaluationsziele und Methodik

IKI MTEs zielen darauf ab, das Lernen zu erleichtern, die Rechenschaftspflicht zu erh6hen und zu einer
besseren Entscheidungsfindung bei allen beteiligten Akteuren beizutragen. Um diese Ziele zu
erreichen, wird das EbA LAC Projekt im Rahmen dieser MTE anhand der IKI-Standardkriterien sowie
zusatzlichen (projektspezifischen) Kriterien und Lernfragen analysiert.
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Hauptziel dieser MTE mit seinem gemischten Methodenansatz ist es, allen relevanten Stakeholdern
etwa zur Halfte der Projektlaufzeit steuerungsrelevante Informationen (iber den Stand der Umsetzung,
die Zielerreichung und die Herausforderungen fiir die verbleibende Projektlaufzeit zu liefern.

Die Ergebnisse dieser MTE liefern BMUV und ZUG eine umfassende Einschdtzung des bisherigen
Projekterfolgs und tragen damit zur Steuerungsfahigkeit auf Projekt- und Programmebene sowie zur
Rechenschaftslegung der IKI bei.

Wichtigste Ergebnisse

Im Hinblick auf das Evaluationskriterium zur Relevanz des Projekts ldsst sich zusammenfassen, dass
das Projekt mit globalen Politiken zur Anpassung an den Klimawandel, dem Ubereinkommen iiber die
biologische Vielfalt sowie weiteren Abkommen und den nachhaltigen Entwicklungszielen (Sustainable
Development Goals — SDGs) in Einklang steht. Das Projekt arbeitet auf nationaler und subnationaler
Ebene eng mit den drei politischen Partnerorganisationen in Costa Rica, Guatemala und Ecuador
(MINAE, MAATE, MARN) zusammen, die alle Abteilungen von Umweltministerien sind.

In jedem der drei Lander wird EbA als ein Ansatz unter mehreren methodischen Ansatzen im Bereich
der Anpassung gesehen, um die Widerstandsfahigkeit der gefdhrdeten Bevélkerungen und
Okosysteme der drei Linder zu erhdhen. In dieser Hinsicht hat EbA LAC die Aufgabe, die Liicke bei der
Integration von EbA in den nationalen Rahmen zu schlieRRen.

In Ecuador und Guatemala sind die subnationalen Ebenen die Haupttreiber fiir die politische
Verankerung von Zielen und EbA-Aktivitaten; in Costa Rica ist es die SINAC mit ihren nationalen und
regionalen Biiros.

Zur Projektplanung kann gesagt werden, dass die Planung grundsatzlich geeignet ist, das Projektziel
der Hochskalierung erfolgreicher EbA-Ansatze auf Landschaftsebene zu erreichen, obwohl das Projekt
eine sehr komplexe, von auBen nur schwer zu durchschauende Programmmanagement- und
Steuerungsstruktur aufweist. Das Projektmanagement ist so aufgebaut, dass es eine intensive
Zusammenarbeit zwischen den Konsortialpartnern erfordert. Jeder Output ist in einzelne
Arbeitspakete untergliedert, in denen in der Regel bis zu zwei Konsortialpartner zusammenarbeiten,
bei einem Output sogar alle drei.

Das Konsortium hat etwa zwei Jahre gebraucht, um sich zu konsolidieren, und auch zum Zeitpunkt der
Evaluierung sind die Befragten quer durch alle Institutionen und Sektoren der Meinung, dass die
Aufteilung der Komponenten und der damit verbundenen Arbeitspakete auf die einzelnen
Durchflihrungsinstitutionen in allen drei Ldndern noch nicht gut funktioniert und die Umsetzung
erschwert.

Die komplexen Management- und Steuerungsstrukturen fihren zu einem Defizit in der
Entscheidungsfindung. Wichtige Entscheidungen werden aufgrund der vielen Beteiligten in den
internen Abstimmungsprozessen nicht schnell und/oder konsequent genug getroffen.

Laut IKI ist ein Projekt dann gender-responsive, wenn es ungleiche Geschlechterrollen, -beziehungen
und -normen anerkennt und versucht, diese aktiv zu bekdampfen. In Costa Rica gibt es eine Gender-
Strategie mit einem Gender-Plan. In Ecuador und Guatemala sind eine Gender-Strategie und ein
Fahrplan in Arbeit, aber es gibt noch keine explizite, GUberwachbare Strategie mit Indikatoren. Daher
kann keine Bewertung der allgemeinen Gender-Kompatibilitdt des Projekts vorgenommen werden.
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Der Schwachpunkt des Projekts ist die Effektivitdt der Durchfiihrung. Zum Zeitpunkt der Bewertung
waren von den 105 Aktivitaten 30 abgeschlossen, 52 verzégern sich um 3 Monate bis 2 Jahre und 21
sind fur die Zukunft geplant.

Wahrend der Durchfiihrung wurden die folgenden Engpasse festgestellt:

Die Outcome- und Output-Indikatoren zeigen nur geringe Fortschritte.

Die 10 EbA-MaBnahmen sind fiir die vom Projekt geforderten Landschaften noch nicht
spezifiziert: die Trocken- und Feuchtwalder und Agroforstsysteme in Ecuador, das Hochland
(Altiplano) sowie der Trockenkorridor (Corredor Seco) in Guatemala und biologische Korridore
(Corredores Bioldgicos) in Costa Rica.

Insbesondere in Costa Rica sind sich die Befragten liber alle Institutionen hinweg weitgehend
einig, dass das Projekt bisher zu wissenschaftlich ist. Den Studien fehlt es oft an Konkretheit,
z.B. enthalt der Plan zur Starkung der Kapazitaten keine entsprechenden Budgets.

Es gibt keine klare und verstandliche Artikulation darliber, was EbA ist und welche
Malnahmen es umfasst.

Die Nachweise fiir die Berichterstattung der umgesetzten EbA-MalRnahmen weisen erhebliche
Mangel auf. Unter anderem enthielt der Ergebnisindikator 1.0.1 im Jahresbericht des Jahres
2022 einen Wert von insgesamt 208 ha tiber alle Lander, der im November 2023 korrigiert und
auf insgesamt 29 ha heruntergerechnet wurde.

Zwei von drei Konsortialpartnern haben Schwierigkeiten, ihre Mittelabfliisse (% der insgesamt
verfligbaren Mittel) auf dem Niveau der Ausgaben zu halten: Die GIZ hat bisher 29 % der
Gesamtmittel ausgeschopft, CATIE 19 % und die IUCN nur 8 %, obwohl die IUCN fiir das
Kernstiick des Projekts, die Komponente Il, verantwortlich ist. Die IUCN hat ihre geplanten
Mittelabflisse unterschritten. Insgesamt haben die Konsortialpartner nur 19 % des
Gesamtbudgets ausgegeben. Bei den Unterauftragnehmern und Interessenvertreter*innen in
Costa Rica herrscht groRe Unsicherheit dariiber, ob konkrete Aktivitdten, die als "No-regret-
Malnahmen" beworben wurden, im Rahmen der "10 wichtigsten EbA-MalRnahmen"
durchgefihrt werden, da konkrete MaRnahmen noch nicht geférdert wurden, obwohl sie in
Guatemala und Ecuador bereits existieren.

Bislang ist keine klare Umsetzungs- und konkrete Strategie fir die EbA-MalRnahmen
erkennbar, die nach Abschluss der Kosten-Nutzen-Analysen der MaRnahmen sofort umgesetzt
werden kann. Die Kosten-Nutzen-Analyse weist konzeptionelle Schwachen auf, da wichtige
Okologische Zusatznutzen und Okosystemare Leistungen nicht monetarisiert werden und
MalRnahmen, die in Ecuador und Guatemala gefordert wurden, wie der Gemuseanbau, ein
negatives Kosten-Nutzen-Verhaltnis aufweisen.

Im Hinblick auf die transformative Wirkung und Nachhaltigkeit kann gesagt werden, dass der

landschaftsbasierte Projektansatz verschiedene angepasste Formen der Landnutzung integriert und

dabei die natiirliche Umwelt und die von ihr abhangigen menschlichen Systeme berlicksichtigt. Obwohl

es im Projektangebot heifft: "Die Umsetzung von EbA-MaRnahmen auf Landschaftsebene bedeutet

einen Paradigmenwechsel von der kleinrdumigen Erprobung und Umsetzung von EbA-Praktiken hin

zur Demonstration, wie nachhaltiges Landmanagement in einem gréRBeren LandschaftsmaRstab
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umgesetzt werden kann", sind derzeit nur einzelne vorbereitende Pilotprojekte erkennbar, bei denen
einzelne Partnerorganisationen im Bereich Biodiversitdt und Okosystemdienstleistungen unterstiitzt
werden.

Da einige MaRnahmen gerade erst begonnen haben, die wichtigsten EbA-MaRRnahmen noch umgesetzt
werden missen, die Nachhaltigkeit in hohem MalRe von Governance-Aspekten abhangt und die
Herangehensweise an Governance von Land zu Land variiert, sowie deren Akzeptanz bei den
Stakeholdern, ist es in diesem Zusammenhang nicht moglich abzuschatzen, welche individuelle
Entwicklung das Projekt in den einzelnen Landern nehmen wird und welche Auswirkungen es sowohl
auf Landes- als auch auf regionaler Ebene haben wird. Es ist derzeit nicht moglich abzuschatzen,
inwieweit die angestrebten Effekte in Bezug auf Transformationswirkung und Nachhaltigkeit erreicht
werden kdnnen.

Abgesehen von der COVID-19 Pandemie sind keine besonderen daulleren Umstande zu erkennen, die
die Wirkung des Projekts beeintrachtigen kénnten, und es wurden auch keine nachteiligen
Auswirkungen auf die Zielgruppen und die Konsortialpartner festgestellt.

Ein konkretes AusmaR an Co-Benefits kann noch nicht identifiziert werden, aber es kann davon
ausgegangen werden, dass die Ausrichtung des Projekts unter anderem durch Aufforstung,
Unterstltzung stadtischer Anbauprojekte, Verbreitung angepasster Agroforstsysteme und anderer
sogenannter "buenas practicas productivas" in der Land- und Forstwirtschaft zur kohlenstoffarmen
Entwicklung aller drei Lander beitragt. Aullerdem wird davon ausgegangen, dass die
Widerstandsfahigkeit der landlichen Bevolkerung gegenliber dem Klimawandel gestarkt sowie die
Lebensbedingungen und das Wohlbefinden der Bevolkerung verbessert werden.

Die in den Landerdokumenten erwahnten Safeguards sind noch sehr allgemein formuliert. Aufgrund
der Verzoégerungen bei der Projektdurchfiihrung ist es nicht moglich zu beurteilen, ob die Safeguards
die beabsichtigten Ergebnisse erzielen werden. Die Safeguards-Dokumentation weist mehrere Licken
auf. Abweichungen vom Projektangebot werden oft nicht angemessen erklart. Die Klassifizierungen
sind nicht Gber alle Lander hinweg einheitlich und stimmen teilweise weder untereinander noch mit
den Erlduterungen in den Jahresberichten hinsichtlich des Inhalts oder der Zuordnung der
Risikokategorien Uberein. Eine einheitliche Uberarbeitung der gesamten Schutzdokumentation ist
notwendig, um Konsistenz zu gewahrleisten.

Bei den Standardindikatoren ist die Differenz zwischen den geplanten Werten fiir die einzelnen
Standardindikatoren zu den Okosystemen und den vorgesehenen Empfinger*innenn (insbesondere
den indirekt Empfanger*innenn) und den bereits erreichten Werten so hoch, dass es fraglich ist, ob
die geplanten Werte erreicht werden kénnen. Eine Uberpriifung der Planung fiir die verbleibende
Projektlaufzeit und eine Anpassung an die bestehenden Gegebenheiten ist daher unumganglich.

Schlussfolgerungen und daraus resultierende Empfehlungen

Die drei Durchfiihrungsorganisationen GIZ, IUCN und CATIE sind allesamt Organisationen mit
Erfahrung in EbA-Projekten und stehen auch bei Ausschreibungen im Wettbewerb zueinander.
Insofern hat die Projektleitung der federfiihrenden Organisation in diesem Verbundprojekt die
zusatzliche Aufgabe, die "Rollen und Budgets" der einzelnen Konsortialpartner und deren
Positionierung in den einzelnen Projekt-Outputs und Arbeitspaketen zu klaren. Die Komplexitat dieser
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"Rollenklarung", die  vielschichtigen und langwierigen Entscheidungsprozesse  und
Koordinationsstrukturen sowie die Zeit, die alle Konsortialpartner benétigen, um "ihre Rolle zu finden",
wurde in diesem Projekt unterschatzt und spiegelt sich in einer Diskussionsphase von 1,5 Jahren wider,
bevor die Vulnerabilitatsstudien schlieRBlich fertiggestellt wurden. Hinzu kommt ein wissenschaftlicher
und wenig praxisorientierter Ansatz, der Studien und Beratungsleistungen in die Umsetzungspraxis
integriert. Nach wie vor gibt es keine klaren Aussagen in der Offentlichkeit, welche konkreten
Malnahmen unter die 10 EbA-MalRnahmenkategorien fallen. Dies liegt daran, dass versucht wird, auf
der Basis der Risikokategorien einen "wasserdichten" Forschungsansatz fiir die Umsetzung konkreter
EbA-MalRnahmen in den Konsolidierungs- und Scaling-up-Bereichen zu definieren und naturrdaumlich
abzugrenzen.

Dies hat zusammen mit externen Faktoren wie der COVID-19-Pandemie, dem Personalwechsel bei den
politischen Partnern und im Konsortium dazu gefiihrt, dass es zu erheblichen Verzégerungen bei der
Umsetzung von Aktivitaten gekommen ist. Dies sowie das Fehlen klarer Umsetzungsfahrplane fur die
EbA-MalRnahmen flihrt zu einem "Umsetzungsstau", auch wenn bis zum Zeitpunkt der Evaluierung fast
50 Studien und Beratungen durchgefiihrt wurden.

Die Zahl der MalRnahmen, von denen die Beglinstigten, die gefahrdete Landbevdlkerung, im Rahmen
der sogenannten No-Regret-Malinahmen bisher konkret profitiert haben, ist daher noch relativ gering
und variiert stark von Land zu Land. In Ecuador ist die Akzeptanz bereits hdher, in Costa Rica dagegen
noch nicht. Guatemala liegt irgendwo dazwischen.

Es fehlen auch konkrete Konzepte, wie die Verzogerungen bis zum Ende der Projektlaufzeit
aufgefangen werden kénnen und welche Fokussierung und Einstellung von Aktivitdten notwendig sind,
um die Outputs zu erreichen.

Die personelle Ausstattung ist knapp bemessen. Vor allem in Ecuador und Guatemala sind die Teams
sehr klein und haben viele Aufgaben zu erfiillen. Auf der anderen Seite gibt es eine grolRe Zahl externer
Berater, die fiir die einzelnen Arbeitsbereiche unter Vertrag genommen werden. Diese Konstellation
erschwert den Wissenstransfer ins Team und die inhaltliche Nachbereitung der Studien. Es sollte
Uberlegt werden, mehr feste Mitarbeiter einzustellen, um mehr Fachwissen im Team zu bindeln.

Insgesamt hat das Projekt ein Umsetzungsproblem, das sich auch darin zeigt, dass die
Konsortialpartner ihre Mittel nicht vollstandig ausschopfen. Sowohl die Gutachter als auch einige
Interviewpartner gehen davon aus, dass das Projekt die geplanten Indikatoren bis zum Projektende
nicht erreichen wird.

Die empfohlenen nachsten Schritte sind kurzgefasst:

1. Spezifizierung der EbA-MaRnahmen in allen Ldndern mit stirkerer Betonung des
Landschaftsschwerpunkts und schnellstmogliche Umsetzung in die Praxis, ohne die Ergebnisse
der Kosten-Nutzen-Analysen abzuwarten.

2. Allen Beteiligten und AuBenstehenden klar und verstandlich vermitteln, was EbA ist und was
EbA-MaRnahmen sind.

3. Umsetzungspartnern zusichern, dass die begonnenen No-regret-MaRnahmen weiterhin
unterstitzt werden.
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4. Direkte technische und gekoppelte finanzielle Unterstiitzung mit Anreizen fiir die gefahrdete
Bevolkerung, damit die Umsetzungspartner und die Empfanger*innen, insbesondere in Costa
Rica, motiviert sind, mit EbA LAC weiterzumachen.

5. Uberpriifen, welche Indikatoren in den verbleibenden zwei Projektjahren erreicht werden
kénnen und Anpassungen vornehmen.

6. Uberpriifung des Umfangs der Interventionsgebiete, z.B. sind die Gebiete in Guatemala sehr
weitlaufig.

Dabei sollten die folgenden Fakten berticksichtigt werden:

e Den wissenschaftlichen Ansatz umkehren, denn EbA LAC braucht Praxisndhe und schnellere
Entscheidungsfindung.

e Aus der Perspektive der gefdhrdeten Landbevélkerung zu denken, denn das (ibergeordnete
Ziel des Projekts ist es, deren Resilienz zu erhdhen.

Die vollsténdige Liste der Empfehlungen ist im Hauptbericht enthalten.
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Resumen ejecutivo

Introduccion

El proyecto Escalando las Medidas de Adaptacion basada en Ecosistemas (AbE) en la América Latina
rural (EbA LAC) es uno de los primeros proyectos conjuntos de la Iniciativa Internacional sobre el Clima
(IKI), que fue aprobado y por lo tanto también fue uno de los primeros proyectos, para llegar a la etapa
de una evaluacién a medio término (EMT) que Arepo llevé a cabo entre julio y noviembre de 2023.

El consorcio del proyecto esta dirigido por la Deutsche Gesellschaft fiir Internationale Zusammenarbeit
(GIZ) GmbH. La Unidn Internacional para la Conservaciéon de la Naturaleza y sus Recursos (UICN) y el
Centro Agrondmico Tropical de Investigacion y Ensefianza (CATIE) son los dos socios ejecutores. El
proyecto tiene tres componentes nacionales (Costa Rica, Ecuador y Guatemala) y un componente de
intercambio de conocimientos con Argentina, Colombia y El Salvador.

En el momento de la planificacidn del proyecto, los tres socios del consorcio ya tenian experiencia en
la ejecucidn de proyectos AbE de la IKI en América Latina y en los paises del proyecto.

Las tres instituciones politicas socias son el Ministerio de Ambiente y Energia (MINAE) con el Sistema
Nacional de Areas de Conservacién (SINAC) en Costa Rica, el Ministerio de Ambiente, Agua y Transicién
Ecoldogica (MAATE) en Ecuador y el Ministerio de Ambiente y Recursos Naturales (MARN) en
Guatemala. El proyecto tiene una duracidn de cinco afios, desde noviembre 2020 hasta diciembre
2025, con un presupuesto de 19.444.300 euros. Esta financiado por el Ministerio Federal Aleman de
Medio Ambiente, Conservacidon de la Naturaleza, Seguridad Nuclear y Proteccién del Consumidor
(BMUV).

El proyecto se dirige a los niveles local, nacional y regional. El objetivo es fortalecer a la poblacién rural
vulnerable de las regiones de intervencidn. Sus ecosistemas deben hacerse mas resistentes a los
efectos adversos del cambio climatico en cooperacion con agentes de los sectores publico, privado y
civil. Deben beneficiarse del proyecto desde el punto de vista econdmico, social y de las condiciones
medioambientales a través de las medidas del proyecto en las denominadas zonas de ampliacién y
consolidacion dentro de las zonas de intervencidn que se identificaron en cada pais.

El proyecto deberia contribuir a aumentar la resiliencia climatica de los ecosistemas nacionales
prioritarios, centrandose en la propuesta de proyecto en los bosques secos y himedos y los sistemas
agroforestales de Ecuador, el Altiplano, asi como el Corredor Seco de Guatemala y los Corredores
Bioldgicos de Costa Rica.

Objetivos y metodologia de la evaluacion

EMTs de IKI tienen como objetivo facilitar el aprendizaje, aumentar la rendicién de cuentas y contribuir
a una mejor toma de decisiones por parte de todos los actores implicados. Para alcanzar estos
objetivos, EbA LAC se analiza mediante una EMT centrada en los criterios estandar de IKI, criterios
adicionales y preguntas especificas del proyecto, asi como preguntas de aprendizaje adicionales.

El principal objetivo de esta EMT, con su enfoque de método mixto, es proporcionar a todas las partes
interesadas informacidon relevante para la gestion sobre el estado de la implementacién, la
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consecucién de los objetivos y los retos para el resto de la duracién del proyecto en torno a la mitad
de la duracidn del proyecto.

Los resultados de las EMT proporcionan al BMUV y al ZUG una evaluacién exhaustiva del éxito del
proyecto hasta la fecha y contribuyen asi a la capacidad de direccion a nivel de proyecto y de programa,
asi como a la rendicién de cuentas de la IKI.

Principales resultados

En cuanto al criterio de evaluacién sobre la pertinencia del proyecto, se puede resumir que el proyecto
estd en consonancia con las politicas mundiales de adaptacién al cambio climatico, el Convenio sobre
la Diversidad Bioldgica, otros acuerdos y los Objetivos de Desarrollo Sostenible (ODS). El proyecto
trabaja a nivel nacional y subnacional en estrecha colaboracidn con las tres organizaciones politicas
asociadas en Costa Rica, Guatemala y Ecuador (MINAE, MAATE, MARN), todas ellas divisiones de los
ministerios de medio ambiente.

En cualquiera de los tres paises AbE se considera un enfoque entre varios enfoques metodoldgicos en
el dmbito de la adaptacién para aumentar la resiliencia de las poblaciones y los ecosistemas
vulnerables de los tres paises. En este sentido, EbA LAC tiene la tarea de llenar el vacio hacia la
integracion de AbE en el marco nacional.

En Ecuador y Guatemala, los niveles subnacionales son los principales impulsores del anclaje politico
de los objetivos y actividades AbE; en Costa Rica es el SINAC con sus oficinas nacionales y regionales.

En cuanto a la planificacion del proyecto, se puede decir que es principalmente adecuada para lograr
el objetivo del proyecto de ampliar los enfoques de AbE exitosos a nivel de paisaje, aunque el proyecto
tiene una estructura muy compleja de gestidn y direccién del programa que es muy dificil de entender
desde el exterior. La gestidn del proyecto estd estructurada de tal manera que requiere una intensa
cooperacion entre los socios del consorcio. Cada resultado se subdivide en paquetes de trabajo
individuales, en los que suelen colaborar hasta dos socios del consorcio, en un resultado, incluso los
tres.

El consorcio tardé unos dos afios en consolidarse, e incluso en el momento de la evaluacién, los
entrevistados de todas las instituciones y sectores opinan que la division de los componentes y los
paquetes de trabajo relacionados entre las instituciones ejecutoras individuales de los tres paises sigue
sin funcionar bien y dificulta la ejecucion.

Las complejas estructuras de gestion y direccién provocan un déficit en la toma de decisiones. Las
decisiones importantes no se toman con la suficiente rapidez y/o coherencia debido a la gran cantidad
de personas implicadas en los procesos de consulta internos.

Segun el IKI, un proyecto es sensible al género si reconoce los roles, relaciones y normas desiguales de
género e intenta combatirlos activamente. En Costa Rica, existe una estrategia de género con un plan
de género. En Ecuador y Guatemala, se esta elaborando una estrategia de género y una hoja de ruta,
pero todavia no existe una estrategia explicita y controlable con indicadores. Por lo tanto, no se puede
hacer una evaluacién de la sensibilidad de género general del proyecto.
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El punto débil del proyecto es la eficacia de la ejecucidn. En el momento de la evaluacién, de las 105

actividades, 30 se habian completado, 52 llevan un retraso de entre 3 meses y 2 afios y 21 estdn

programadas para el futuro.

Durante la ejecucién se detectaron los siguientes cuellos de botella:

Los indicadores de outcomes y output apenas muestran avances.

Las 10 medidas AbE aun no se han especificado para los paisajes que promueve el proyecto:
los bosques secos y humedos y los Sistemas Agroforestales en Ecuador, el Altiplano, asi como
el Corredor Seco en Guatemala y los corredores bioldgicos en Costa Rica.

En particular, en Costa Rica, los entrevistados de todas las instituciones coinciden en gran
medida en que el proyecto ha sido hasta ahora demasiado cientifico. Los estudios a menudo
carecen de concrecion, por ejemplo, el plan de fortalecimiento de capacidades no incluye los
presupuestos correspondientes.

No hay una articulacidn y promocién claray comprensible del proyecto sobre qué es AbE y qué
medidas comprende.

La metodologia y las pruebas para informar sobre el area ejecutada con medidas AbE en
hectareas (ha) presentan graves deficiencias. Entre otras cosas, en el informe anual del afio
2022, el indicador de resultados 1.0.1 incluia un valor de 208 ha con medidas AbE en total en
todos los paises, lo que se detecté en noviembre de 2023, se corrigid y se redujo a un total de
29 ha.

Dos de los tres socios del consorcio tienen dificultades para mantener sus salidas de fondos (%
del total de fondos disponibles) al nivel de gasto: La GIZ ha utilizado hasta ahora el 29% de los
fondos totales, el CATIE el 19% y la UICN sélo el 8%, a pesar de que la UICN es responsable de
la pieza central del proyecto, el componente Il. En conjunto, los socios del consorcio sélo han
gastado el 19% del presupuesto total. Existe una gran inseguridad por parte de los
subcontratistas y partes interesadas en Costa Rica sobre si las actividades concretas que se
han promovido como "medidas sin arrepentimiento" se llevaran a cabo en el marco de las "10
principales medidas AbE", ya que auin no se han promovido medidas concretas, aunque existen
en Guatemala y Ecuador.

Hasta el momento, no hay una implementacién clara y una estrategia concreta para las
medidas AbE visibles que puedan ponerse en marcha inmediatamente cuando se completen
los analisis de coste-beneficio de las medidas. El analisis coste-beneficio presenta debilidades
conceptuales, ya que importantes co-beneficios medioambientales y servicios ecosistémicos
no estan monetarizados y medidas que han sido promovidas en Ecuador y Guatemala, como
la horticultura, resultaron tener una relacidn coste-beneficio negativa.

En cuanto al impacto transformador y la sostenibilidad, puede decirse que el enfoque del proyecto

basado en el paisaje integra diversas formas adaptadas de uso de la tierra, teniendo en cuenta el

entorno natural y los sistemas humanos que dependen de él. Aunque en la oferta del proyecto se

afirma que "la aplicacion de medidas de AbE a escala de paisaje supone un cambio de paradigma,

pasando de la experimentacidn y aplicacidn a pequefia escala de practicas de AbE a la demostracion

de como la gestidn sostenible de la tierra puede aplicarse a una escala de paisaje mayor", en la
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actualidad sélo son reconocibles los proyectos experimentales preparatorios, en los que se apoya a
organizaciones asociadas individuales en el ambito de la biodiversidad y los servicios ecosistémicos.

Dado que algunas medidas no han hecho mds que empezar, que las principales medidas AbE estdn aun
por aplicar y que la sostenibilidad depende en gran medida de los aspectos de gobernanza y de que el
enfoque hacia la gobernanza varie de un pais a otro, asi como de su aceptacion por parte de las partes
interesadas, es imposible evaluar en este contexto qué desarrollo individual tomara el proyecto en
cada pais y cual serd su impacto tanto a nivel nacional como regional. Actualmente no es posible
estimar en qué medida se podrdan alcanzar los efectos deseados en cuanto a impacto transformador y
sostenibilidad.

Aparte de la pandemia de COVID-19, no se pueden identificar otras situaciones externas particulares
gue pudieran obstaculizar el impacto del proyecto, ni tampoco se identificaron efectos adversos sobre
los grupos destinatarios y los socios del consorcio.

Auln no se puede identificar un alcance concreto de los cobeneficios, pero cabe suponer que la
orientacién del proyecto contribuird al desarrollo con bajas emisiones de carbono de los tres paises a
través de la reforestacion, el apoyo a proyectos de cultivos urbanos, la propagacion de sistemas
agroforestales adaptados y otras denominadas "buenas practicas productivas" en la agricultura y la
silvicultura, entre otras cosas. También se supone que aumentara la resiliencia de la poblacién rural
frente al cambio climatico y mejoraran las condiciones de vida y el bienestar de la comunidad.

Las medidas de salvaguardia mencionadas en los documentos de pais se formulan todavia de forma
muy general. Debido a los retrasos en la ejecucidn del proyecto, es imposible evaluar si las medidas de
salvaguardia alcanzaran los resultados previstos. Hay varias lagunas en la documentacién de
salvaguardia. A menudo no se explican adecuadamente las desviaciones de la oferta del proyecto. Las
clasificaciones no son homogéneas en todos los paises y, en algunos casos, no coinciden entre si ni con
la explicacién de los informes anuales sobre el contenido o la asignacion de las categorias de riesgo. Es
necesaria una revisién uniforme de toda la documentacién de salvaguardia para garantizar la
coherencia.

En cuanto a los indicadores estandar, la diferencia entre los valores previstos para los indicadores
estandar individuales sobre los ecosistemas y los beneficiarios previstos (especialmente los
beneficiarios indirectos) y los ya alcanzados es tan elevada que cabe preguntarse si podrdn alcanzarse
los valores previstos. Por lo tanto, es inevitable revisar la planificacidon para el tiempo restante del
proyecto y ajustarse a las condiciones existentes.

Conclusiones y recomendaciones

Las tres organizaciones ejecutoras, la GIZ, la UICN y el CATIE, son organizaciones con experiencia en
proyectos AbE y también compiten entre si en las licitaciones. En este sentido, la gestion de la
organizacién lider en este proyecto conjunto tiene la tarea adicional de "clarificar los papeles y
presupuestos” de los socios individuales del consorcio y su posicionamiento en los resultados y
paquetes de trabajo individuales del proyecto. La complejidad de esta "clarificacion de funciones", los
complejos y largos procesos de toma de decisiones y las estructuras de coordinacion, asi como el
tiempo necesario para que todos los socios del consorcio "encuentren su papel”, se subestimaron en
este proyecto y se reflejan en el hecho de que hubo una fase de discusién de 1,5 afios antes de que los
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estudios de vulnerabilidad estuvieran finalmente finalizados. A esto se afiade un enfoque cientifico y
poco orientado a la practica que integra estudios y servicios de consultoria en la practica de ejecucion.
Todavia no se ha hecho publica ninguna declaracion clara sobre qué medidas concretas entran dentro
de las 10 categorias de medidas AbE. Esto se debe a que se estd intentando definir un enfoque de
investigacion "estanco" para la aplicacion de medidas AbE especificas en las zonas de consolidacién y
ampliacién sobre la base de las categorias de riesgo y definirlas en términos de espacio natural.

Junto con factores externos como la pandemia COVID-19, el cambio de personal entre los socios
politicos y en el consorcio, esto ha llevado a una situacion en la que se producen retrasos considerables
en la ejecucion de las actividades. Esto, asi como la falta de hojas de ruta claras para la implementacién
de las medidas AbE, da lugar a un "retraso en la implementacién", a pesar de que en la fecha de la
evaluacién se habian realizado casi 50 estudios y servicios de asesoramiento.

Por lo tanto, el nimero de medidas de las que los beneficiarios, la poblacidn rural vulnerable, se han
beneficiado concretamente hasta la fecha en el marco de las denominadas medidas "sin
arrepentimiento" sigue siendo relativamente pequefio y varia mucho de un pais a otro. En Ecuador ya
existe un mayor nivel de aceptacion, pero todavia no en Costa Rica. Guatemala se encuentra en un
punto intermedio.

También faltan conceptos concretos sobre cdmo se pueden absorber los retrasos al final de la duracién
del proyecto y qué focalizacion y suspensidn de actividades son necesarias para alcanzar los resultados.

La dotacién de personal es escasa. En Ecuador y Guatemala, en particular, los equipos son muy
reducidos y tienen muchas tareas que cumplir. Por otra parte, hay un gran nimero de consultores
externos contratados para los distintos campos de trabajo. Esta constelacidn dificulta la transferencia
de conocimientos al equipo y el seguimiento del contenido de los estudios. Deberia estudiarse la
posibilidad de contratar a mas empleados fijos para aglutinar mdas conocimientos especializados en el
equipo.

En general, el proyecto tiene un problema de ejecuciéon que también se refleja en el hecho de que
socios del consorcio estan infrautilizando sus salidas de fondos. Tanto los evaluadores como algunos
entrevistados asumen que el proyecto no alcanzara los indicadores previstos al final del proyecto.

Los siguientes pasos recomendados son brevemente

1. Especificar las medidas AbE en todos los paises con mayor énfasis en el enfoque paisajistico y
ponerlas en practica lo antes posible sin esperar a los resultados de los analisis coste-beneficio.

2. Comunicar de forma clara y comprensible a todas las partes interesadas y externas qué es la
AbE y qué son las medidas AbE.

3. Asegurar a los socios ejecutores que se seguiran apoyando las medidas sin arrepentimiento
iniciadas.

4. Proporcionar apoyo técnico directo y apoyo financiero con incentivos para la poblacion
vulnerable, de modo que los socios implementadores y los beneficiarios, especialmente en
Costa Rica, tengan la motivacion para continuar con la EbA LAC.

5. Revisar qué indicadores se pueden alcanzar en los dos afos restantes del proyecto y hacer
adaptaciones.
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6. Revisar la escala de las areas de intervencién, por ejemplo, las dreas en Guatemala son muy
extensas.

Por lo tanto, hay que tener en cuenta los siguientes hechos

e Dar un giro al enfoque cientifico de "pies a cabeza" ya que EbA LAC necesita una orientacion
practica y una toma de decisiones mds rapida.

e Pensar desde la perspectiva de la poblacién rural vulnerable, ya que el objetivo global del
proyecto es aumentar su resiliencia.

La lista completa de recomendaciones figura en el informe principal.
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1 Introduction

Since 2008, the Internationale Klimaschutzinitiative (IKl) has funded projects with the funding focuses
on the topics of reducing greenhouse gas emissions, adapting to the consequences of climate change,
conserving natural carbon sinks such as forests and peatlands and reducing emissions by preventing
deforestation and forest degradation (Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation
- REDD+) and protecting biodiversity, which lead to positive side effects, in particular improving living
conditions in the partner countries.

The IKI is the main component of Germany's contribution to international climate financing. It thus
contributes to fulfilling Germany's obligations as a signatory to the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD). It was
originally launched by the Federal Ministry for the Environment, Nature Conservation and Nuclear
Safety (BMU), now the Federal Ministry for the Environment, Nature Conservation, Nuclear Safety and
Consumer Protection (BMUV). Since 2022, the IKI has been part of the Federal Ministry for Economic
Affairs and Climate (BMWK) and is implemented in cooperation with the Federal Ministry for the
Environment, Nature Conservation, Nuclear Safety and Consumer Protection (BMUV) and the Federal
Foreign Office (AA). All three ministries combine and integrate their own priorities and competences
in the IKI. The IKI Office at Zukunft-Umwelt-Gesellschaft (ZUG) gGmbH supports the federal ministries
in implementing the IKI.

IKI mid-term evaluations aim to facilitate learning, increase accountability, and contribute to better
decision-making by all stakeholders involved. To achieve these goals, each new large-scale IKI project,
such as this one, is analysed through an MTE focusing on the IKI standard criteria, additional criteria,
and project specific as well as additional learning questions.

The countries of Latin America are facing major challenges caused by extreme weather events caused
by climate change. Vulnerable groups in rural areas in particular are feeling the effects on the
ecosystems that form the basis of their livelihoods. The project Scaling-up Ecosystem based Adaptation
(EbA) Measures in rural Latin America (EbA LAC) addresses this issue and aims to increase the resilience
to climate change of vulnerable groups and ecosystems in rural areas of Costa Rica, Ecuador, and
Guatemala.

The project consortium is led by the Deutsche Gesellschaft fiir Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ)
GmbH. The International Union for Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (IUCN) and the
Tropical Agricultural Research and Higher Education Center (CATIE) are the two implementation
partners. The project has three country components — Costa Rica, Ecuador, and Guatemala — and a
knowledge exchange component with Argentina, Colombia, and El Salvador.

The three political partner institutions are: the Ministerio de Ambiente y Energia (MINAE) with its
dependency of the Sistema Nacional de Areas de Conservacion (SINAC) in Costa Rica, the Ministerio de
Ambiente, Agua y Transicion Ecolégica (MAATE) in Ecuador and the Ministerio de Ambiente y Recursos
Naturales (MARN) in Guatemala. The project has a duration of five years — from 11/2020 until 12/2025
with a budget of EUR 19,444,300. It is financed and coordinated by BMUV.
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At the start of the MTE the project has been implemented for three years and there are still two years
left for implementation, as the project closes at the end of 2025.

Arepo conducted the MTE between July and December 2023 with field trips to Costa Rica and
Guatemala from the end of August until the beginning of September and a semi remote field trip due
to safety concerns in Ecuador from the end of September until the beginning of October. For an
overview of the evaluation timeline see Figure 8 in Annex IV.

The project team comprises of Dr. Martina Greib as the international team lead who conducted the
field visit in Costa Rica, Bianca Soares Mdckel, as the international evaluation expert from Berlin and
Gabriela Lépez Sotomayor as the local evaluation expert who visited the project sites in Guatemala.
During the evaluation Ménica Donoso joined the team for the field visits in Ecuador. Nathalie Benoit
supported the team in Berlin.

In chapter 2 we display the project background including the stakeholders to the project and the
impact logic. In chapter 3, we elaborate the evaluation approach and in chapter 4 we present the
results of the MTE according to each evaluation criteria. In this context, we highlight country examples
where they are of particular importance. In Chapter 5 we draw the conclusions and in chapter 6 the
recommendations of this MTE.

The data presented in the report refer to the period from the start of the project until the end of the
on-site evaluation missions in October 2023. The data basis is written documents, internet research
and interviews that could be triangulated during this period. Data provided beyond the data collection
phase cannot be taken into account, unless they support or contradict statements.

2 Project Background

The project outline, that GIZ submitted to the IKI included six countries (Argentina, Colombia, Costa
Rica, Ecuador, El Salvador, and Guatemala). After IKI accepted the project outline, it was decided in
discussion with the Federal Ministry for Environment, Nature Conservation and Nuclear Safety
(Bundesministerium fir Umwelt, Naturschutz und nukleare Sicherheit - BMU) now Federal Ministry for
the Environment, Nature Conservation, Nuclear Safety and Consumer Protection (Bundesministerium
fir Umwelt, Naturschutz, nukleare Sicherheit und Verbraucherschutz - BMUV) to reduce the number
of implementing countries to three, as the proposed project approach for six countries was considered
too ambitious. For this reason, to maintain the Latin American dimension, it was decided to carry out
the project in Costa Rica, Ecuador, and Guatemala, as these countries are biodiversity hotspots. As a
country call on Nature-based Solutions (NbS) was being conducted in Colombia at the same time in
2018, it was decided not to implement the project there. The three countries Argentina, Colombia and
El Salvador were included in a knowledge exchange component. All three selected countries (1) have
similar characteristics in terms of ecosystems and agricultural production as well as their own
biodiversity hotspots; (2) face similar challenges related to climate change vulnerability; (3) have EbA
experience from previous IKI projects and other initiatives through projects in agriculture, mountain
areas and coastal areas; (4) consider EbA as an approach to implement their NDCs and/or create an
enabling environment (policy, institutional conditions).
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The project outline was submitted by GIZ to IKI during the thematic call in 2017 (see Figure 1).
Following BMUV's funding approval, a 6-month project preparation phase took place where i.e. the
intervention areas in each country were sketched and the consortium partners GIZ, CATIE and IUCN
reaffirmed their willingness cooperate. GIZ drafted the project proposal thereafter. In accordance with
the project proposal that was accepted by BMUV and ZUG, the project started in November 2020, with
most activities commencing after the arrival of the GIZ project manager at the end of the 1%, beginning
of the 2™ quarter of 2021 (INT-84).

Figure 1: Timeline

1 e \

)
2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
Project Prepara- Project Project implementation
outline tion phase proposal

Source: GIZ (adapted by Arepo)

2.1 Stakeholders to the project

The project is targeting the local, national, and regional level. The aim is to strengthen the vulnerable
rural population in the intervention regions. Their ecosystems are to become more resilient to the
adverse effects of climate change in cooperation with actors from the public, private and civil sectors.
They should benefit from the project economically, socially and in terms of environmental conditions.
Different focus has been laid in the project proposal on dry and humid forests and agroforestry systems
in Ecuador, highlands (Altiplano), as well as the dry corridor (Corredor Seco) in Guatemala and
biological corridors in Costa Rica. In Ecuador, the focus is on cooperation with local governments
(Gobiernos Auténomos Descentralizados — GAD), in Guatemala on local development councils and
municipalities; and in Costa Rica in the cooperation with SINAC’s regional conservation offices in Area
de Conservacién Arenal Huetar Norte (ACAHN), in the Areas de Conservacién Central (ACC) and in the
Area de Conservacion Tortuguero (ACTo). In each country, the intervention areas are divided in so
called up-scaling EbA areas, which are supposed to require lower implementation of measures and
consolidation areas with a higher demand on investments.

At the national level, actors should benefit from EbA knowledge in policies and (financial) upscaling
mechanisms. South-South exchange and regional exchange should promote knowledge deepening.

The stakeholder maps visualized in Annex | (see Figure 3 - Figure 5)display the project's cooperation
partners in the respective countries. The project team designed the stakeholder maps based on the
stakeholder maps created by the project and updated them according to the current status of the
stakeholders involved as well as information from the interviews.

So far, EbA LAC cooperates with 17 organizations from the public and private sector, as well as the Civil
Society in Costa Rica; in Guatemala, it is 18; and in Ecuador, there are 21. In all countries, there is an
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underrepresentation of private sector organizations with only one stakeholder in Guatemala, three in
Ecuador and four in Costa Rica.

2.2 Impact logic — reconstructed Theory of Change

With the help of the existing Theory of Change (ToC), Arepo has created a new reconstructed ToC. The
reconstructed ToC was discussed in detail and supplemented by around 20 project team members
from the project countries at a workshop on August 10, 2023. The impact hypotheses on which the
ToC is based, i.e. how the project activities contribute to the outputs, outcomes and impacts, were
found to be coherent and plausible.

The adjustments made within the illustration of the ToC include eliminating the previous work
packages and replacing them with results. Furthermore, arrows were integrated into the ToC to
highlight the links between the individual results. These arrows were drawn closely cooperating with
the project team and extended within and beyond the respective output groups. In addition, the
activities were listed in separate boxes at the bottom of the table, with each result assigned to an
activity group. Unclear formulations were clarified, and additional impacts were included in the ToC.

The result of this reconstruction is a three-layer ToC, which is divided into the impact, outcome, and
output levels. The impact level was divided into four individual impacts and expanded. The main impact
has been highlighted by using a green box. These four impacts are now: 1. key actors from the public
sector, civil society and the private sector at local, sub-national, national and regional levels have
implemented successful EbA approaches in rural areas in selected Latin American countries; 2. The
application of EbA measures has improved the living conditions and well-being of the community and
favours the inclusive participation of the rural population, taking into account gender differentiation
and intersectionality; 3. The inclusion of EbA in financial institutions' loan portfolios promotes the
development of environmentally and socially sustainable projects; and 4. The application of EbA
measures increases the resilience of the rural population and thus improves their protection against
climate change.

The outcome level remained unchanged and corresponds to the original ToC. The outputs also
remained unchanged. These are: 1. Local, sub-national, national and regional governance
strengthened to scale up EbA interventions in a social, conflict-sensitive and gender-sensitive manner;
2. Effective and sustainable EbA interventions implemented in vulnerable communities and
ecosystems; 3. Key actors' individual, organizational and institutional capacities are strengthened to
implement and scale up EbA considering human rights and gender dimensions; 4. Funding for EbA
interventions has been increased, and access to the financing for EbA has been facilitated for men and
women, indigenous and non-indigenous peoples. A framework for action was defined at the outcome
and result levels.

The individual results were based on the activities of the original ToC and are represented by purple
boxes. The arrows in the table illustrate the relationships between the results. The revised ToC is now
presented as follows in Figure 6 in Annex Il.
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3 Evaluation approach and methodology

3.1 Evaluation purpose

The main objective of this MTE is to provide all relevant stakeholders with management-relevant
information on the status of implementation, the achievement of objectives and the challenges for the
remaining project term around halfway through the project term. This MTE thus offers the
implementing organisations (GIZ, IUCN and CATIE) the opportunity to reflect on the project approach
and the interaction between the various institutions as well as the outputs and to adjust them if
necessary. In addition, the results of this MTE provide BMUV and Zukunft- Umwelt-Gesellschaft (ZUG)
GmbH (ZUG) with a comprehensive assessment of the success of the project to date and thus
contribute to the steering capability at project and programme level as well as to the accountability of
the IKI.

The users of this MTE are primarily the responsible technical and coordination units of the BMUV and
the IKI Office at ZUG, as well as the GIZ, IUCN and CATIE. In addition, the political partners
MINAE/SINAC, MAATE, MARN and the interested public are further users of this MTE, whereby only
German, English, and Spanish summaries are published in an accessible format.

3.2 IKl evaluation criteria and questions

This evaluation follows the methodology developed by ZUG for this modality. It consists of a set of
evaluation questions structured for the criteria relevance; planning, steering and coherence;
effectiveness; transformational impact and sustainability. These questions use a scale with grades
between 1 and 6, 1 being a critical situation and 6 being beyond expectations (see Table 11 in Annex
VI). Sub-questions in the evaluation matrix are supporting the collection of evidence and the
operationalization of these evaluation questions, clarifying, what aspects should be considered under
each criterion. For most evaluation criteria, these definitions relate closely to standard criteria from
the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) Development Assistance
Committee (DAC) definitions. For Transformational Impact, ZUG has encapsulated some concepts on
transformational change from GIZ and own work into the evaluation questions, including one that asks
for specific abilities that might be useful to keep up the momentum of transformational processes.

In addition to the four criteria groups there are two additional criteria groups, on social and
environment safeguards and standard indicators (Sl). They are to be evaluated with a “traffic light”
scheme where “red” ratings highlight if there are any areas where urgent action is necessary.

As part of the MTE, learning questions were formulated by the project stakeholders and ZUG. In total,
18 learning questions were collected. Since dealing with this number of learning questions is beyond
the scope of this MTE, the evaluation team has condensed the formulated questions in fewer questions
and included some of them into already existing questions of the Evaluation Matrix. In the findings
chapter (see chapter 4), these additions to the evaluation questions and the supplementary learning
guestions are marked with the colour “Green” in the respective criterions. The learning questions will
be answered in a qualitative manner without any grading.
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3.3 Evaluability Assessment

Overall, the evaluation took place at a time when many planned activities were not yet being
implemented, or discussions on possible cooperation with partners had only just begun. This applied
to Costa Rica in particular, but also - albeit to a lesser extent - to Guatemala and Ecuador.

In the course of the evaluation, the on-site evaluation in Ecuador could not take place as planned due
to fears of political instability following the parliamentary elections. In addition to the online interviews
conducted by the evaluator, Ms Gabriele Lopez Sotomayor, who comes from Lima/Peru and for whom
the trip seemed too risky, an experienced Ecuadorian evaluator, Ms Mdnica Donoso, was therefore
entrusted with travelling to the project region and collecting relevant data.

Overall, the data availability can be described as satisfactory. Except for the area of impact, usable
written documentation was available for all criteria. Some documents, such as those on budget
allocation, were not made available from the outset and —because of inconsistency in the presentation
of individual expenditure items - had to be requested several times. Various inconsistencies were also
found in other documents, such as the documentation on safeguards (see chapter 4.5.1), so that the
data usability can only be described as moderate.

3.4 Evaluation approach

The inception report was based on exploratory interviews with members of the project consortium as
well as the political partners of each country. The Inception Report was discussed with the project
consortium, the political partners and ZUG during the inception meeting.

This Mid-Term Evaluation (MTE) used a theory-based, mixed methods approach combining multiple
data sources and methods (“data and method-triangulation”) to enhance the strength of evidence
through validation. The approach included document analysis, internet research, single as well as focus
groups interviews and workshops on site in the project countries as well as virtual with the whole
project team. During the main evaluation phase, the team conducted a total of 101 interviews in Costa
Rica, Guatemala and Ecuador (see Table 1). For a more detailed breakdown of the interview partners,
see Annex IV.

Table 1: Interviews

Costa Rica Ecuador Guatemala General Interviews
25.09. - 28.09.2023
. (virtual)
Field phase 28.08. —06.09.2023 29.08. -07.09.2023 @ 15.06.-07.11.2023
04.10. -06.10.2023
(in person)
Number of . 19 (virtual) 3 (virtual) 9 (virtual)
. 24 (in person) ] . .
Interviews 9 (in person) 36 (in person) 1 (in person)
Lépez Sotomayor Dr. Greib,
Interviewer Dr. Greib (virtual) Lépez Sotomayor Soares Mdckel,
Donoso (in person) Benoit

Source: Arepo
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Originally, it was planned that Ms Ldépez Sotomayor should visit Ecuador after her fieldtrip to
Guatemala. However, as she holds the Peruvian Citizenship, the trip had to be cancelled as shortly
before the presidential elections in Ecuador, the security situation in the country deteriorated
increasingly and a state of national emergency was declared for 90 days. She therefore conducted the
interviews remotely with support of an Ecuadorian evaluation expert who was additionally hired to
conduct in-person interviews in the field and gathered an understanding of the local conditions in
Ecuador.

4 Findings

4.1 Relevance

All organizations with which the project cooperates, the political partners, and the private and civil
society organizations think the project covers a vital topic area. The project design aligns with the
partner governments' and cooperation partners' needs and priorities. All countries are severely
affected by climate change and undertake measures to adapt to climate change. Through its four
project outputs, the project covers four essential target areas to ensure the sustainability of the
measures. The areas have already been identified as critical within the framework of IKI projects in the
field of EbA and contribute to increasing the resilience of the affected population or the target group.
These are the areas of policy advice, implementation of EbA measures, capacity building and
knowledge exchange, and strengthening of financing mechanisms.

The EbA concept is recognized in decisions of the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) as one
concept among many other concepts from the natural resource management or resilience field. The
definition of EbA relevant to the project was also shaped by the CBD. The project is in line with
international declarations such as the declaration of the United Nations of the 2020s as the decade of
ecosystem restoration to reverse the degradation of landscapes.

In Guatemala and Costa Rica, the EbA approach is already mentioned in policy documents (see chapter
4.1.4), for example, in the National Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans (NBSAPs) of both countries
and, in part, in the Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs). The concept of EbA is also mentioned
in the Plan de Accidn de la Politica Nacional de Adaptacion al Cambio Climdtico de Costa Rica 2018 -
2030 (PNACC), but EbA does not play a central role here either. In Ecuador, the EbA approach is not
yet a priority for the Ecuadorian government either, as part of its climate change adaptation policy,
although it is mentioned as a new approach in the National Biodiversity Strategy 2015-2030 (INT-68).

Based on the findings in documents as well as interviews, it can be concluded that in none of the three
project countries, EbA is a very well-known approach that is firmly anchored in the political discourse
as an independent methodology (INT-6, 57,69). It is rather that, the political partners see EbA as a
(possibly important) newer adaptation approach that can be promoted either as singly strategy or by
making it part of a broader strategy. Regarding other Government ministries and subordinate agencies,
it can be said that EbA is given little relevance in the political discourse (INT-7, 20, 58).
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From the perspective of the political partners, the program has national relevance, as it is embedded
in environmental goals, such as the recognition of the economic value of natural resources and is
important for the food security of the countries.

4.1.1 Evaluation question 1.1: To what extent does the project respond to the needs and
priorities of the partner government(s)? What are the drivers and obstacles for the
political anchoring of goals and activities in the project countries?

The project works closely with the three political partner organizations (SINAC, MAATE, MARN) at
national and provincial level. The project responds to the needs of the partner governments in
combating climate change through adaptation measures. The institutions were already involved in
developing vulnerability studies, for example.

The aim of the project, to strengthen the vulnerable rural population in the intervention regions,
corresponds with the priorities of the partner governments. Also, that the project is targeting the local,
national, and regional level.

In Ecuador and Guatemala, the sub-national levels are the main drivers for the political anchoring of
objectives and EbA activities. In Ecuador, in addition to the MARN, it is primarily the provinces, districts
and municipalities that are interested in new opportunities to support rural development, which they
classify as a priority (INT-9, 56). Thus, there is an agreement between the political actors to strengthen
the EBA approach in 14 Planes de Desarrollo y Ordenamiento Territorial (PDOT) at the provincial, city
and municipal level with the new government employees and the new technical teams after the
elections in 2023 (INT-30, 65, 77).

In Costa Rica, it is SINAC's suggestion and wish that EbA LAC concentrates its work on the biological
corridors, a natural landscape concept through which certain areas are to be connected as corridors
between national parks. These areas belong to different ecosystems.

In the other two countries, the political partners do not have as clear a conceptual framework as Costa
Rica, but the landscapes identified as priorities in the Proposal project are relevant for the countries:
the dry and humid forests in Ecuador, highlands (Altiplano), as well as the dry corridor (Corredor Seco)
in Guatemala.

In Guatemala, environmental goals, such as recognizing the economic value of natural resources and
their importance for food security, are enshrined in the Politica Nacional de Desarrollo, Plan K’atun:
Nuestra Guatemala 2032. In addition, the adoption of the SDGs and the CBD as well as the ratification
of the Paris Agreement are also anchored in this plan (INT-6, 9). The project is in line with the Estrategia
Nacional de Restauracion del Paisaje Forestal and the Estrategia Nacional de Diversidad Bioldgica y su
Plan de Accion, which is currently being updated by CONAP. MARN has a roadmap for implementing
NDCs in which the integrated EbA approach focuses on watershed management. At the sub-national
level, a strategic plan to strengthen a functioning governance mechanism for scaling up EbA measures
is currently being developed and should be finalized by 05/2024 (INT-6, 9).

In Ecuador, the project is in line with the national NDC and plans that define the strategic framework
for the national implementation of the 2030 Agenda in Ecuador, the Estrategia Nacional de Cambio
Climdtico de Ecuador, el Plan Nacional de Adaptacion (2023-2027) and Plan Nacional de Agua. These
include the Plan de Creacion de Oportunidades, where it can contribute to the current plan to the axis
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Ecoldgica and there specifically to the goals 11 (conserve, restore, protect, and make sustainable use
of natural resources), 12 (Promote sustainable development models by applying climate change
adaptation and mitigation measures.), 13 (Promote integrated water resources management). The
Estrategia Nacional de Biodiversidad (2015 — 2030) is being revised. EbA is not yet part of the strategy.

In Costa Rica, EbA is mentioned as an approach in the Estrategia Nacional de Biodiversidad. There are
several more recent documents that already include the EbA concept as such, but this does not mean
that the Costa Rican government is implementing EbA measures so far. Among these documents are
Costa Rica's Plan Nacional de Adaptacion al Cambio Climdtico 2022-2026, the Estrategia nacional de
restauracion de paisajes de Costa Rica 2021-2050 (EN5-CR), and the Estrategia del SINAC Para la
Conservacion y Uso Sostenible del Recurso Hidrico 2021-2026.

Obstacles to the project's development are the limited resources of the political partner institutions in
the three countries. In Guatemala, for example, MARN has too few staff in relation to the tasks
assigned to technical and strategic issues, which has also led to frequent staff changes in recent years
(INT-70, 12, 18).

4.1.2 Evaluation question 1.2: To what extent is the project suitable to address the core
problem?

The program's financial resources of over 19 million Euros are at the maximum level of IKI funding. All
three consortium partners have already demonstrated their ability to carry out EbA approaches in
previous projects.

The project is based on a very clear, logically structured and sometimes very detailed project proposal,
in which the underlying facts are well explained, as are the steps that can lead to the success of the
project. The project logic (with its impact hypotheses) is coherent and plausible.

The project planning is suitable to address the core problem.

4.1.3 Evaluation question 1.3: To what extent does the project respond to the needs and
priorities of target groups and affected populations?

Based on the current starting situation of the 3 focus countries, the needs of the target groups are
related to the following issues that are described in the project proposal and reflected in the project
design. The needs are still existing and undiminished in their importance. The project’s logic aims at
mitigating climate change impact on local, national, and regional level and thereby strengthening the
resilience of the affected vulnerable rural communities:

Local level: (1) inter-disciplinary and participatory planning of local development; (2) mechanisms for
coordination and concertation of the interests of key stakeholders (e. g. regarding water management
and security); (3) strengthening mechanisms for local governance for managing and investing in natural
and agricultural resources, based on sound landscape restoration priorities; (4) capacity building of
local organisations, in agriculture / agroforestry and conservation options; (5) local agreements on land
and resource use (e. g. bylaws, guidelines, management plans); (6) income generating alternatives and
income diversification focusing on sustainable use of natural resources; (7) access to financing sources
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for implementing changes towards sustainable resource use; (8) support / advice regarding the
implementation of EbA measures.

National level: (1) establish, improve and support for NDC and national EbA-related strategic
framework; (2) harmonization of partly conflicting national laws and policies, regarding sustainable
land use; as well as conflict management with regard to the use of natural resources (3) cross-sectoral
coordination and collaboration regarding EbA; (4) enabling the private and public sector for investing
in and / or financing EbA, based on key co-benefits and financial viability of landscape restoration
options; (5) awareness raising of key decision-makers with respect to the significance of EbA for
sustainable development

Regional level: (1) South-South exchange of experiences on EbA in the region; (2) Global exchange
(South-North) of experiences for scaling up EbA in rural areas including inputs for UN processes under
UNFCCC, CBD and UNCCD; (3) Virtual information sharing through webinars, newsletters and
communities of practice on EbA and related subjects; (4) virtual training through the establishment of
communication channels at governmental level based on existent platforms such as the Central
American Council of Agriculture Ministers (CAC) of SICA and the Central American Commission for
Environment and Development (CCAD); (5) creation of a capacity building platform with regional
coverage, and engagement with regional platforms (e.g. Latin American Confederation of CBOs for
water provision (CLOCSAS); (6) exchange of experiences of EbA in relation to subsistence agriculture
under limited land use patterns and in relation to existing conflicts on access to land and natural
resources.

EbA LAC shall thereby strengthen the capacities of the implementation partners, which are defined in
this report as all organizations EbA LAC is cooperating (with exception of the consortium partners).
These comprise local governments, scientific and academic communities, multiplier organizations,
local communities, farmers” associations and cooperatives, water user groups as well as other second
and third level organizations.

4.1.4 Evaluation question 1.4: To what extent does the project respond to the priorities of
relevant global thematic policies/agreements?

The project aligns with global policies, conventions and agreements and the Sustainable Development
Goals (SDGs). The project is aligned with the Paris Agreement as it contributes to Article 2.b “Increasing
the ability to adapt to the adverse impacts of climate change and foster climate resilience and low
greenhouse gas emissions development, in a manner that does not threaten food production”. The
project's impact contributes to the CBD Aichi Targets 5 (reduced loss of all natural habitats), 7
(sustainable management of agriculture, aquaculture, and forestry), 11 (conservation of water
sources), 14 (restored ecosystems) und 18 (traditional knowledge). In Guatemala the Estrategia
Nacional de Diversidad Bioldgica (ENDB) 2012-2022 is currently being updated with the support of the
Consejo Nacional de Areas Protegidas (CONAP) program to strengthen the topic of adaptation (INT-6).
The project’s impact also contributes to the SDGs 2 (Zero Hunger), 6 (Clean Water and Sanitation), 13
(Climate Action) and 15 (Life on Land). Indirectly it also contributes to the SDGs 1 (No Poverty), 5
(Gender Equality), 8 (Decent Work and Economic Growth), 10 (Reduced Inequalities) and 11
(Sustainable Cities and Communities) (INT-15).
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4.1.5 Summary on Relevance

The project aligns with global policies, conventions and agreements and the SDGs of each country. It
is therefore responds to the priorities of relevant global thematic policies and agreements. No
evidence could yet be collected to which extent it does so.

The project works closely with the three political partner organizations (SINAC, MAATE, MARN) at
national and provincial level. The project responds to the needs of the partner governments in
combating climate change through adaptation measures. The aim of the project, to strengthen the
vulnerable rural population in the intervention regions, corresponds with the priorities of the partner
governments. Also, that the project is targeting the local, national, and regional level.

In Ecuador and Guatemala, the sub-national levels are the main drivers for the political anchoring of
objectives and EbA activities; in Costa Rica it is SINAC with its national and regional offices. Within the
three countries, EbA is seen as one approach among several methodological approaches in the field of
adaptation, that can be promoted either as singly strategy or by making it part of a broader strategy.

The program's financial resources of over 19 million Euros are at the maximum level of IKI funding. All
three consortium partners have already demonstrated their ability to carry out EbA approaches in
previous projects. In principle, the project design is suitable to address the core problem. Project
design and firstimplementation measures indicate that it responds to the needs and priorities of target
groups and affected populations. To which extent needs and priorities are met, cannot be assessed
yet.

4.1.6 Final assessment of criterion Relevance

Based on the findings, this criterion is graded with 3,6 — good.!

4.2 Planning, Steering & Coherence

4.2.1 Evaluation question 2.1: How is the quality of the project planning to be judged?

The GIZ offer for EbA LAC is very detailed and already provides a great deal of information on the
project's design. It is based on the principle mentioned above that all consortium partners work closely
together and that each partner quickly finds and fulfils the assigned role.

The project proposal is already written in great technical detail. It identifies specific intervention areas
for each country corresponding to existing (socio-) geographical zones and landscapes. The
intervention area is subdivided into so-called up-scaling areas, as well as the so-called consolidation
areas. In the up-scaling areas, there are no EbA measures as yet or EbA measures are not previously
known. This requires a lower implementation of measures. In the- consolidation areas, EbA approaches
have already been implemented, through previous projects. That means more resilient agricultural
and forestry practices are existing, and/or sustainable forms of ecosystem services have been
introduced. These measures can be identified and brought to scale with a higher demand on

1 For the rating scale used see Table 11 and for the marks for the individual questions see Table 12 in Annex VI.
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investments. It is therefore essential that this approach is not lost during the implementation phase
when selecting and confirming the proposed intervention areas. In this respect, it is all the more
important with such a detailed project proposal to travel to the project region at the beginning of a
project and check which specifications of the project proposal make sense and where there may be a
need for adaptation, which, happened very limited in this project due to the COVID-19 pandemic
restrictions.

Timeline and scope of the project planning (that grounds on the project proposal) are very ambitious
and it is therefore questionable whether the project can deliver generalizable results even when the
implementation is done in time- due to the following reasons:

e The countries as well as the chosen landscape approaches are heterogeneous and vary from
country to country and comprise different ecosystems. With view to the hydrosphere and
biosphere of the five worldwide biomes, the project shall focus on the dry vegetation zones of
Guatemala and Ecuador, as well as coniferous forest and tropical rainforest in Guatemala. The
biological corridors in Costa Rica belong to different vegetation zones.

e The project aims to serve several fields of intervention at once: Policy advice, Implementation
of EbA measures (on the ground), and strengthening financial mechanisms to the usually
mostly integrated components of capacity building and knowledge exchange.

e Some intervention areas can be described as multi-ethnic with indigenous groups and their
autochthonous traditional forms of land use, for instance in Guatemala

e The project shall equally address — and thus meet the needs of actors of the civil society, the
public and private sectors.

e In addition, the governance approach is different in each country. In Guatemala and Ecuador,
it is the municipalities/lower state authorities; in Costa Rica, it is various groups of the civil
society, as well as the public and private sectors.

Of course, it can be argued that the difference settings in the three countries can support regional
learning, understanding how to overcome barriers, that is without question. However, the outcome of
the project shall be upscaling of EbA. That requires the identification of a toolset that bases on
generalizable findings, findings that are not time-bound and/or locally based.

As the project does not use one specific approach, for instance the concept of biological corridors over
all countries, as there are different approaches, ecosystems and therefore different starting positions,
as well as a wide variety of external factors that can influence the course of the implementation of
activities, the project has to be careful when reporting about the effectiveness of EbA measures per se
and, above all, when scaling up the approach to other vegetation zones. This must also be explained
to the target groups -especially the farmers- so that they do not believe that there is a one-size fits all
solution which helps them to improve their resilience.

In addition, it would be necessary to include EbA in relevant planning processes prior to its up-scaling.
To have enough time to support the up-scaling, it deems necessary to have EbA integrated into the
planning processes by the end of 2023- which means that there are two years left for up-scaling
activities. Therefore, Milestone 1.2 foresees that EbA is integrated into 1 planning framework in each
country by 12/2023. As this Milestone is not expected to be achieved, it therefore remains to be

12
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thought about whether the regional aspirations of the project should not also be downgraded
programmatically and whether greater emphasis should be placed on the national programmes.

The time horizon for the achievement of the activities is also too ambitious. It needs to sufficiently
consider possible delays that may result from external factors, such as government changes, and
internal factors (such as staff changes or staff recruitment). However, the acceptance of the EbA
approach must first be strengthened in the environment ministries through disseminating successful
projects before it can even be incorporated into planning frameworks. This milestone, for example,
which was too ambitious even for "normal" planning without external factors such as the COVID-19
pandemic, has to be adjusted, just as all other activities and milestones should have been drastically
adjusted due to the considerable delays. The project already made adjustments to the project planning
concerning the timeline, milestones etc., and interviewees are aware of it. However, these
adjustments are not considered to be far-reaching and sufficient to overcome the existing obstacles
according to the interviewees (INT-1, 2, 3, 4, 4, 5, 38, 39, 41, 43, 44, 45).

Also, within the countries, participants from all sectors and a wide range of organizations also believe
that the project's scope is vast, and the time frame is very limited. They are concerned about the
limited time left for implementation (INT-41, 50, 56, 71). In addition, interviewees in Ecuador and
Guatemala stated that only relatively small teams are available for the many tasks and that the teams
are already working to capacity. They wonder how the teams intend to cope with the actual tasks
ahead of them, which they perceive to be more prominent in scope than the previous ones (INT-19,
21, 26, 34, 51).

The results chain and the underlying ToC have a logical overall structure and contain the necessary
elements. In the financial planning of the offer in budget items 3.1 and 6.4, very little money is
earmarked for expenditure that can be used for a direct and concrete benefit for the target groups.
Item 4.4 gives greater financial leeway here through the consortium partners in charge of the Output
II. In the event that the consortium partner has problems implementing the output — as is the case
here with IUCN- GIZ therefore has hardly any (additional) control options. As usually a lot of time
passes before financial sustainability of EbA projects is achieved, there is a need for greater financial
leeway here to "launch" EbA measures for the target groups and thus motivate them to continue
pursuing this approach in the long term.

The outcome and output indicators are formulated clearly and precisely based on units, with baseline
and target values. Here, too, they are very ambitious. Given the environmental and gender policies in
the individual countries, it must be questioned per se whether certain planning approaches are even
possible and realistic, such as the outcome indicator 0.2, which stipulates that the EbA concept should
be integrated into nine national or sub-national initiatives, including the gender equity approach, by
12/2025.

The project proposal does not include DAC markers. The reports of GIZ, IUCN and CATIE do also not
relate to and or report on them.

4.2.2 Evaluation question 2.2: How is the quality of the project steering to be judged? Is
the existing steering structure effective? What are the success factors and challenges
associated with the steering structures with which the programme coordinates
actions in the territory, in terms of decision-making, project finance, coordination of
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activities and transfer and execution of resources? Is the existing steering structure
adequate to achieve the expected outcomes, outputs, and milestones?

The project has a very complex program management and steering structure that is difficult to
understand from the outside (INT-7, 53, 73), as it goes beyond the management and steering
structures proposed in the project proposal. The project proposal included on the regional level the
Programme Steering Committee (PSC) and the Regional Programme Management Unit (RPMU) and on
the national level the National Programme Coordination Committees (NPCC), the National Programme
Management Units (NPMU) as well as the Thematic Working Groups. At the national level, the project
has added two more committees to the project steering structure at the request of the
implementation partners: the National Steering Committee (NSC) and the Technical Committee (TC).
In each of these different steering units, the same representatives discuss different key topics at
different times during the year. This duplicate structure complicates project steering.

Additionally, regional thematic groups, picking up the four outputs (Governance, Implementing EbA,
Capacity Building, Financing Mechanisms) plus Gender, are established at the country level. So, in each
country component, the organizational setup is slightly different.

As the lead agency, GIZ coordinates the programme across the three countries leading the strategic
dialogue with counterparts.

At the national level, there are four different committee types in each country with monthly, quarterly,
and yearly meetings depending on the committee and the tasks to be discussed. The NPMU is led by
one of the consortium partners and at least one employee of the other partners is seconded to each
NPMU. The NPCC are chaired by the consortium partners chairing the NPMU in the respective
countries. At the regional level, the PSC comprises all consortium partners and the political partners in
the three countries, as well as BMUV and ZUG.

Within the general steering structure, restructures of the project steering and management took place:
At the start of the project, it was planned for Costa Rica and Guatemala that, in addition to GIZ's
strategic and national coordination, a subnational coordination would also be responsible for project
coordination, being CATIE in Costa Rica and IUCN in Guatemala. During the project, IUCN's subnational
coordination in Guatemala was dissolved and CATIE’s subnational coordination in Costa Rica remains.
In Ecuador, only GIZ acted as strategic and national coordination from the outset.

14
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As part of the project, each consortium partner is responsible for one to two outputs in each country
(see Figure 7 in Annex lll). GIZ is responsible for Outputs | (Governance) and IV (Financing Mechanisms),
IUCN for Output Il (Implementing EbA) and CATIE for Output Il (Capacity Building). The consortium
partners are responsible for the outputs assigned to them in all three project countries. The work
packages associated with the individual outputs are implemented by the output lead, and one or two
consortium partners in addition. In Output |, all three consortium partners are responsible for at least
one work package in all three countries. Responsibility is allocated equally across all three project
countries. The same applies to Output Ill, which [IUCN and CATIE jointly implement. The work packages
(WP) for Output Il are implemented by IUCN and CATIE in Costa Rica and Guatemala, but only by IUCN
in Ecuador where the responsibility for WP 11.1 was transferred from CATIE to IUCN. In Output IV, the
work packages are also implemented by two consortium partners in Costa Rica and Ecuador (GIZ and
CATIE) and a redistribution of responsibility from CATIE to GIZ for WP IV.l took place in Ecuador due to
no progress in staff recruitment. In Costa Rica GIZ and CATIE implement WP IV.I jointly with CATIE
responsible for the finance sector and GIZ for insurances. Another special feature is the cross-cutting
work package of gender and climate change of GIZ. The expert is based in Costa Rica but works with
all three countries and Outputs.

Generally, the following principles apply a) one consortium partner responsible for one output, b) each
output has several work packages, for which one consortium partner is responsible, and c) the
organisation of the activities in each output are discussed together and realised in consensus. The
concept of shared responsibility in the work package planning requires an enormous amount of
coordination, which has already been laid out in the project proposal, as it provides that "in practice,
the outputs will be implemented in an integrated manner, by mixed teams within those each
consortium partner brings in its strengths and experiences with the EbA approach". This type of
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internal project management requires much more coordination and communication than if each
organization is only responsible for the results of the individual outputs. It also needs the belief of all
consortia partners those results be achieved based on mutual trust and open team spirit. It requires a
mixture between consensus finding by the team and division of responsibilities that in case of the
project has led to time inefficiencies (INT-1,3,81). It has also led to mistrust because it is e.g. perceived
that GIZ is the only agency that interacts with the political counterparts (INT- 88,89).

Thematically, there were disagreements over the vulnerability studies, which were carried out once
for all countries and twice for Costa Rica. The delay in these studies hindered the implementation of
further activities in Output I. The risk analyses described there form the basis for the further "10 EbA
measures" that the project will implement during the term.

In addition to that, there are further aspects that delay the internal decision-making process, such as
different views of consortium partners on the understanding of the end results. Some interviewees
also mentioned the unclear messages and visions sent out by the lead partner and that there is a lack
of strategic reflection on the results, which prevents quick decisions to unravel processes and move
forward in implementation (INT-42, 45.) In the beginning it was also the different understanding of
EbA, on which has been worked and a general internal understanding has been generated.
Nevertheless, there are still differences of opinion on many issues, such as the question of whether
the project is sufficiently present in the project region. In a non-representative survey of team
members in Costa Rica, half of the respondents thought that the project had a sufficient presence,
while the other half said it did not.

The trusting cooperation between the consortium partners was also strained by the fact that in the
year 2022, GIZ as consortia lead proposed to extend the project duration to October 2026 and the
grant extension to July 2026. As project duration can only be extended, if GIZ as lead has enough funds,
which was not the case, GIZ therefore proposed the consortia partners to reduce 7% of their budget
3% from CATIE and 4% from IUCN as CATIE and IUCN had relatively low expenditures in the year 2022.
In Guatemala and Costa Rica, many interviewees across all sectors also perceive the need for a clear
and well-defined implementation strategy for the individual outputs as a critical problem. Actors at all
levels agree that a defined strategy for implementing the program is not communicated and applied
but is nevertheless urgently needed (INT-1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 19, 21, 22, 23, 26, 28, 29, 30, 31, 33, 34, 69, 72).

With regards to the M&E as part of the project steering it has to be mentioned that the results-oriented
internal monitoring system with annual and three-monthly operational planning and monthly
comparison of the degree of target achievement corresponds to GIZ's specifications.

Nevertheless, the M&E system of the project has severe deficiencies. In the annual report of the year
2022, the outcome indicator 1.0.1 comprised a value of 208 ha under EbA measures in total over all
countries. In December 2024 the value was corrected and downsized to a total of 29 ha, because the
value for Guatemala was downsized from 190 ha to 11,5 ha.

With the existing steering structure, the expected outcomes, outputs, and milestones can overall be
achieved if adjustments are made, especially in the M&E System. As the project took a long time to set
up the current management structure, it is not recommended that the management structure be
reorganised to a greater extent, as there is a risk that this would lead to major insufficiencies in terms
of time and thus jeopardise the achievement of the important implementation goals. The complex
management and steering structures lead to a deficit in decision-making. Important decisions are not
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made quickly and/or consistently enough due to the many people involved in the internal consultation
processes.

4.2.3 Evaluation question 2.3: To what extent do the chosen forms of (consortium)
cooperation during project implementation ensure an adequate coordination with
relevant actors in the partner country/countries? How is the cooperation in the
project perceived by the different project stakeholders (implementing organisation
and partners, political partners, subcontractors)? What are the strengths and
weaknesses of the consortium cooperation? To what extent has the Cooperation
Partner Agreement (CPA) approach worked well between the implementing
partners?

From the perspective of the project team, cooperation with the political stakeholders is intense. As
described, they have a very differentiated view of the project and say that collaboration was initially
laborious and has improved since last year because concrete content is now being discussed (INT-2,
69,73).

It is essential for the political partners that the project delivers concrete results, firstly in Output Il for
the vulnerable rural population and secondly in Output | for their adaptation policy. The partners are
concerned that the project has so far demonstrated very few concrete, successful project approaches,
although these also vary from country to country, as already mentioned (INT-9,39,56,69, 70, 76).

In Costa Rica, it is the belief of the project that the delays in the approval of the vulnerability studies
and the approval of the measures to be implemented only caused a momentary weakening of the
programme's relations with stakeholders, which has been recovering since May 2023 (INT-88). This
opinion is not shared by many interviewees (INT-34, 86, 91). Many of the project's subcontracts as well
as further implementation partners are concerned that there is hardly any concrete support for the
vulnerable rural population (INT-69, 75, 77, 78).

The subcontracts say that they liked the idea of the project and, therefore, agreed to participate. Many
say that they do not receive any concrete support from the project (INT-75, 77, 78). Some even fear
for their reputation as an organization and threaten to leave the project "if concrete activities of the
project are not implemented soon for the benefit of the beneficiaries" (INT-79). Reputational fear is a
strong accusation, and the project should take statements like that from more than one current
cooperation partner serious, as it is not only the sub-contractor FUNDECOR that has been articulating
this fear. FUNDECOR is a known organization for natural resource management in Costa Rica with
which the cooperation was cancelled by mutual agreement.

The evaluators were also given positive examples, such as the work with water user communities
(ASADASs) in Sarapiqui (Costa Rica) to support them to get the water resource protection tariff.
However, most interviewees were concerned about the lack of support from the project and
complained about its lack of clear direction and concreteness (INT-75, 78, 79, 91, 93, 95, 96, 98).

As the “no-regret measures” in Ecuador and Guatemala are already more advanced, the target group
is already more involved in individual projects. That is due to the fact that Ecuador took the approach
of implementing no-regret measures parallel to the vulnerability study.
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The number of permanent staff is relatively small, although the program aims to influence the
landscape level with EbA measures, which require the involvement of key people in the area. In
Guatemala, the team consists of 6 technical staff: two from GIZ, three from I[UCN and two from CATIE.
Five of these are responsible for implementing the four outputs in the three extensive departments of
Baja Verapaz, Quiché and Chimaltenango. Regarding content, the project only works with consultants
who generate information but have difficulties in fulfilling the role of key persons who are informed
about all processes and can also act as resource people for administrative and programmatic content.

To have critical people on site and also to show more presence, the Guatemalan team, for example,
has sent a team member to one of the two up-scaling zones in Chimaltenango to ensure a certain
presence on site and to manage the programmatic and administrative aspects on site (INT-1, 3, 4, 5).
Since November 2021, IUCN has a local field assistant in Guapiles, Costa Rica, who lives and works in
the intervention region.

Overall, it can be said that the chosen forms of (consortium) cooperation during project
implementation in the past not always assured an adequate coordination with relevant actors in the
partner country/countries, but the project team is working on this topic and there are improvements.

4.2.4 Evaluation question 2.4: To what extent does the project seek and achieve synergies
with other relevant domestic and international (including German) projects or
efforts?

The project cooperates with the current projects of the consortium partners in the individual countries.
For example, Costa Rica cooperates with the interface project and the GIZ's Transforma project. In the
past, there was also an exchange with the Mainstreaming EbA project that ended last year.
Connections with other ongoing projects are available everywhere, with the (multilateral) projects that
the consortium's own organization is implementing in the countries as well as others.

Exchange exists with KfW’s Biodiversity Programme “Connecting Central American”, which is carried
out by IUCN in the Colorado/Tortugero biological corridor, with the GCF readiness project “Adaptation
Planning support for Costa Rica” caried out by UNDP in Pococi and Naranjo.

In Ecuador, exist synergies i.e. with the BMZ funded project “Making-medium sized cities more
sustainable and climate friendly”, implemented in Portoviejo.

In Guatemala, collaboration has been initiated with the Spanish Agency for International Cooperation
for Development’s project “Promoting water security in the Metropolitan Region of Guatemala”. In
Baja Verapaz the project cooperated with IUCN’s GCF project “Building livelihood resilience to climate
change in the upper basins of Guatemala’s highland”, as well as BMZs ADAPTATE project “Rural
Development and Adaptation to Climate Change”, which ends in 2023, thereby taking advantage of
the network of local actors that had been established by both projects. There is also cooperation with
the local Non-Governmental Organisation “Water for people”.

In all three countries the project seeks synergies with a range of national partners from the public
sector, the private sector and civil society. Synergies have already been achieved in Costa Rica, for
instance, through the cooperation with Water User Groups (ASADAS) with the backing of regulator of
public services (ARESEP) and the National Institute for Water and Wastewater AYA. The project
cooperates with the Society for Livestock Breeding (CORFOGA) in strengthening women groups for
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animal husbandry, as well as with the Ministry of Agriculture. Contacts were also made with the private
sector, such as the insurance organisation “Superintendencia de Seguros” (SUGESE) in Costa Rica over
opportunities for cooperation, as well as first ideas exchanged over cooperations with municipal
partners, such as the Municipality of Pococi.

In Ecuador, the programme cooperates with national public and private actors. Cooperation with the
financial institutions such as the Nacional Coporation of Popular and Solidary Financing CONAFIPS, the
German Co-operative and Raiffeisen Association DGRV, as well as the financial cooperative
FINANCOOP have been launched to foster the integration of EbA into financing mechanisms. The
project cooperates e.g. in the municipalities of Santa Ana and Jipijapa with the Innovation project for
technical assistance and rural extension (PIATER) of the Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock.

In Guatemala, apart from the above mentioned cooperations, possible synergies are also being
explored with the GIZ Structural Reforms Fund in order to incorporate indigenous mayors' offices into
the national planning and territorial management system.

4.2.5 Evaluation question 2.5: In joint projects, the IKI strives to strengthen capacities and
ownership and thus the sustainability of projects by involving local partners as much
as possible. How does the project deal with this requirement (in planning and
steering)? And to what extent is the chosen approach suitable in the present project
context?

It is the project’s approach to cooperate with local partners, although to a different extent. The
numbers of (formal) implementation agreements also provide information on the degree of
cooperation with local implementation partners. The number of formal agreements underline the
finding that cooperation with local partners is already most intensive in Ecuador. Yet, there are also
other collaborations via consultants, which are also briefly outlined below. Overall, the approach is
suitable in the present context.

Nevertheless, some issues shall be highlighted here. For Costa Rica, for instance, it can be said that the
relationship with existing partners, such as CORFOGA and MAG should be intensified. IUCN should take
CORFOGA’s complaints seriously and respond timely to them (see letters of complaints from CORFOGA
to IUCN). New formal contractual relationships should be fostered overall, especially with SUGESE, so
that misunderstandings over the nature of the cooperation that EbA LAC can provide can be cleared
up, e.g. the fact that EbA LAC cannot support SUGESE projects through the assumption of personnel
costs. Also, for Guatemala it can be said, that it Is beneficial for avoiding misunderstandings if
contractual relationships (such as on subgrants) are concluded before the implementation of activities
starts (see underneath).

Costa Rica has had formal agreements with two partners from the agricultural (livestock) and forestry
sector: CORFOGA and FUNDECOR, of which the agreement with FUNDECOR was already dissolved. A
cooperation agreement with the statal organization Sistema de banca para el Desarrollo (SBD) for
financing EbA measures is prepared, and has recently been signed, after having been approved by
three ministers, which took its time.

In Ecuador and Guatemala, the project cooperates with the regional Governments and municipalities
and in Guatemala there is an additional focus on the cooperation with indigenous people’s
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organizations and communities. In Ecuador, cooperation agreements exist therefore with CONAFIPS,
DGRV, as well as the local Government of Chone. An agreement between CATIE and the Technical
University of Manabi also exists. A cooperation agreement with local Government of Portoviejo has
been drafted. In Guatemala, agreements are prepared with the Association of private natural reserves
of Guatemala, with the indigenous reunited community in Sotzil, and the association for the productive
development and services Tikonel. Implementation is going to be started in March 2024. Subgrants
have not yet been signed.

Whether 50% of the funding goes to local stakeholders - which is the IKI objective - could not be traced
back as the evaluators did not get access to the financial project documentation.

4.2.6 Evaluation question 2.6: To what extent are the planning of the project gender-
responsive? What impact does this have on the achievement of the project's
objectives?

According to the IKI, a project is gender-responsive if it recognizes unequal gender roles, relations and
norms and attempts to combat them actively. In Ecuador and Guatemala, a gender strategy and a
roadmap are in progress, but there is still no explicit, monitorable strategy with indicators and a gender
specialist (in form of a team member) in every country (there is only one in Costa Rica) to accompany
the national teams on site (INT-4, 5, 30, 39, 43). The question of whether a permanent gender expert
should be part of every team (as suggested by the evaluation team) is a good example of the
overarching issue of personnel allocation with the following consideration: is the translation of the
project logic into practice and the use of consultants sufficient to ensure high-quality and
homogeneous advice or does it make more sense to hire more permanent staff as "key persons" who
have specific skills, such as a gender expert for Guatemala and Ecuador, who could also be available to
the team for capacity building workshops.

There is not enough evidence to conduct an impact-related assessment on gender issues at the time
of the evaluation.

4.2.7 Summary on Planning, Steering & Coherence

The project has a very complex program management and steering structure that is very difficult to
understand from the outside. The project management is structured in such a way that it requires
intensive cooperation between the consortium partners. Each output is subdivided into individual
work packages, in which up to two consortium partners usually work together.

The project proposal already provides many specifications regarding the project's design in terms of
steering and management. It is based on the principle mentioned above that all consortium partners
work closely together and that each partner quickly fulfils the assigned role. This did not happen in
EbA LAC.

The complex management and control structures lead to a deficit in decision-making. Important
decisions are not made quickly and/or consistently enough due to the many people involved in the
internal consultation processes.
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There are further aspects that delay the internal decision-making process, such as different views of
consortium partners on the understanding of the end results. Some interviewees also mentioned the
unclear messages and visions send out by the consortia lead and that there is a lack of strategic
reflection on the results, which prevents quick decisions to unravel processes and move forward in
implementation.

In addition, interviewees in Ecuador and Guatemala stated that only relatively small teams are
available for the many tasks and that the teams are already working to capacity.

From the perspective of the project teams, cooperation with the political partner is good. From the
standpoint of the political partners, the project must deliver concrete results, firstly, in Output Il for
the vulnerable rural population and secondly, in Output | for their own adaptation policy.

4.2.8 Final assessment of criterion Planning, Steering & Coherence

Based on the findings, this criterion is graded with 2,7 — acceptable.?

4.3 Effectiveness

4.3.1 Evaluation question 3.1: To what extent is the project logic still applicable?

The project logic is still applicable. The project aims at up-scaling successful EbA approaches in rural
landscapes in selected countries in Latin America on all governance levels, the local subnational,
national and regional level. To this end, 3 outcomes are defined: Outcome 1 that defines the area
within rural landscapes, where cost-effective measures have men implemented. Within Outcome 2,
relevant national or subnational initiatives shall include EbA approaches and address gender equity.
Outcome 3 comprises the financial mechanism that shall be set up to support the scaling-up measures
in rural areas. 4 Outputs will deliver results for the outcome. Output 1 with its activities aims at
strengthening governance. Output 2 comprises the implementation of successful EbA measures.
Output 3 is about capacity building and Output 4 the facilitation of financial resources.

In the reconstruction of the Theory of Change, the evaluators together with the project team have
added additional 3 impacts that the project might have in terms of improving livelihood and
community wellbeing, the stimulation of development issues as well as the increase of resilience
against climate change.

4.3.2 Evaluation question 3.2: To what extent have planned activities been implemented
and respective results been achieved? How effective and coherent has the
articulation between programme components been in achieving programme

2 For the rating scale used see Table 11 and for the marks for the individual questions see Table 12 in Annex VI.
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milestones and results? Are there differences between countries in terms of
intermediate results achieved?

The analysis in this chapter is based on the assessment of the Gantt-charts sent to us by GIZ on 29
August 2023 and the on-site mission in the project areas. The following Table 2 describes the status of
the activities per country.

Table 2: Activities per Country

Costa Rica Ecuador Guatemala Total
Completed (until Q3 2023) 11 9 10 30
Delayed 13 21 19 52
Scheduled for the future 11 3 6 21
On hold 0 2 0 2
Total 35 35 35 105

Source: GIZ Gantt-Charts Costa Rica, Guatemala, Ecuador (adapted by Arepo)

Table 3 describes the situation based on the milestones. In all three countries, almost half of the
milestones are delayed, and delays range from 3 months to 24 months. In Ecuador, a few activities are
put on hold at the request of the political partner.

Table 3: Achievement of milestones

Reached Number of .
Delay in months

Countries
Milestone I.1 3 6-—12
Output | Milestone 1.2 Scheduled for Q4 2024
Milestone 1.3 1 3-9
Milestone II.1 3 6—-18
Output Il Milestone 11.2 0 18
Milestone I1.3 0 6
Milestone IIl.1 0 24
Outcome Milestone IIl.2 0 18
Output il Milestone I11.3 0 9
Milestone IIl.4 0 9
Milestone IV.1 2 15-21
Milestone IV.2 0 15
Output IV Milestone IV.3 Scheduled for Q4 2023
Milestone 1V.4 Scheduled for Q2 2024
Milestone IV.5 Scheduled for Q2 2025

Source: GIZ Gantt-Charts Costa Rica, Guatemala, Ecuador (adapted by Arepo)

As explained in chapter 4.2 the project is behind schedule regarding critical data and implementation.
Due to the drastic delays, the Guatemalan team has already requested that the implementation period
be extended (INT-2).

The reasons for the delays lie in the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic, the change of personnel among
consortium partners and political partners, and the complex management and steering structure,
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which often hinders the rapid formation of opinions and decisions. One example is Guatemala, where
it took GIZ and IUCN almost 14 months to agree on the amendment, which frustrates the
implementation partners (INT-1, 2, 3, 4,5, 19, 20, 21, 30). The same applies to Ecuador where the team
has been waiting for approval to hire another person to support implementation in the territory for
one year. The request for additional staff was submitted in November 2022 and approved after one
year, on 20.11.2023. As IUCN is still waiting for the results of one consultancy, contracts for future
subgrantees are still pending (INT-24).

The further delay in the implementation of activities arouse over the discussions and disagreements
over the vulnerability assessments that took almost one and a half years’ time and effected many other
activities, as the vulnerability assessments are the basis for the selection and prioritisation of the 10
EbA measures that the project wants to promote.

The following passages describe the activities that the project brought forward in the four outputs:
Output 1 with its four defined work packages shall strengthen the scaling-up of EbA measures. It
requires a baseline for integrating EbA in policy and planning frameworks. This baseline has been
delivered with delay through policy briefs in which the key actors and players have been identified as
well as mayor policies although a joint concrete definition and understanding of EbA has never been
achieved with the political partner and each Government has a different perception of EbA. The same
refers to all other stakeholders. As EbA is not well known to all stakeholders, there is different
perceptions and notions of it. As the first policy brief in Costa Rica says, “the stakeholders identified
implicitly recognise the EbA approach”.

As long as the EbA approach remains unclear, as well as the concrete measures that can be promoted
under the approach, it will not be possible to classify past measures as EbA, to systematize them and
to feed them into an M&E system, which is the expectation of political counterparts. Therefore, first
and foremost a clear definition of EbA has to be promoted, a clear denomination of the (traditional)
measures in the different sectors that pass to be labelled as EbA measures has to occur as well as a
thorough investigation of past measures has to be undertaken (in how far they classify as EbA). On this
basis, systematization through the M&E system can take place, documentation can be worked on, and
mainstreaming can occur. Only if that happens, the promotion of the inclusion of EbA into policies can
succeed and governance mechanism can be successfully strengthened with regard to promoting EbA
thereby taking into account the work that has been done by the consortium partners in mapping
promising governance processes for EbA, in analysing governance coordination and concertation
mechanisms, as well as identifying and assessing the national M&E and information systems (activities
that have all been achieved, although with 6-18 months delay).

At the heart of Output Il with its two work packages is the implementation of EbA measures in
vulnerable communities and ecosystems. That requires an acknowledged catalogue of EbA measures
over all countries (with the inclusion of traditional/indigenous farming practices) as well as a clear road
map for each country that serve as implementation plans. In Ecuador, a catalogue of prioritized EbA
measures and with the inclusion of traditional/indigenous farming practices exist for the two
intervention areas, in Costa Rica not. In Guatemala, the 10 (general) EbA measures have been
concretized according to different soil types, but not related to the two intervention areas.

A weakness of the EbA measure catalogues is so far that they are of general nature and do not
specifically link up to the project’s foci on dry and humid forests and agroforestry systems in Ecuador,
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highlands (Altiplano), as well as the dry corridor (Corredor Seco) in Guatemala and biological corridors
in Costa Rica.

Another weakness lies in the fact that the methodology chosen by the project for the vulnerability
assessments differs from the project proposal, which proposes to concentrate on collecting available
information from civil society, government and private sector organisations and investigate which
measures of adaptation and particularly EbA measures have been implemented or are ongoing,
thereby using existing vulnerability assessments and other information. These measures should be
compiled and checked for potential risks. Instead of reviewing existing information, identifying the
organisations that are working with EbA measures and bringing them together in the intervention
areas in platforms, thereby supporting the existing organisation with needed technical and financial
support, the projected opted for a scientific way of analysing risks in the intervention area without
focussing on existing knowledge accumulated by the local organizations. As the project in Costa Rica
follows the concept of biological corridors, the identified EbA measures should specifically relate to
the (water catchment) areas that belong to the biological corridors and explain which measures are
suited to enhance the resilience of farmers along the water catchments; but that has never been done.

The following activities, such as establishment of implementation mechanisms with local actors could
therefore also not start yet. Against this background it does not surprise, that roadmaps for
implementing EbA measures in the intervention areas are under development and not finished.

Local subcontractors and further implementing organizations are craving for these roadmaps (INT-
75,79,103), as they want to know whether existing initiatives and programmes will be further
supported or not. They need and also claim concrete commitments of the project for their 2024
planning (INT-79). There is also insecurity amongst the beneficiaries that have been supported with
first no-regret measures, as some farmers might no longer be part of project activities as they are out
of the new delimitation of the scaling-up area in Costa Rica (INT-74).

Another weakness of implementation is that the whole process is primarily linked to the “scaling-up
areas” only. There remains a methodological void of the conceptual basis of implementation (work) in
the consolidation areas, which the project team has not yet dealt with.

Under Output Ill, capacity strengthening takes place in form of awareness raising, as well as capacity
building takes place in all three countries. Dissemination of results and impacts will take at the end of
the project time.

Capacity building activities were initiated in the year 2022. They range from three capacity building
measures with a participation of 86 people in Costa Rica to 10 workshops, courses and exchanges that
took place in Guatemala with a total attendance of 316 people over the year 2022. In Ecuador, at the
same time, 9 workshops and one programme took place with 300 participants.

Before the workshops, the project team in Costa Rica has developed a base line in 2022, and a capacity
building strategy in March 2023. An action plan for the years 2023-2025 exists. The capacity building
strategy describes the responsibility of the EbA LAC technical team in capacity building and results in
a capacity development plan that is revised every semester to update the activities/actors involved, as
priorities can shift, or new topics/actors can be brought to the program. For each country, key actors
are identified, but what is lacking in Costa Rica’s capacity building strategy is a clear analysis of the
gaps that exist in capacity building in the organizations and clear recommendations for the training of
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individuals and institutions, e.g. how many experts shall be trained of which organization on which
thematic topic. Also in this regard, Ecuador’s capacity building strategy is more advanced. But still it
can be said that the development of a capacity strengthening plan with a comprehensive 5-year plan
and its corresponding budget — as the project proposal suggests- does not exist so far in any of the
three countries. The existing capacity strengthening plans of the three countries don’t meet the
requirements of the project proposal, as they comprise, for instance, no budgeting.

The example of Ecuador demonstrates that already in 2022, a wide range of topics was addressed
through capacity building, such as on biological fertilizers, and nursing tree seedlings on strengthening
governance and group management capacities. In 2023, a wide range of further topics followed in
Ecuador such as beekeeping, green micro-financing, workshops in bamboo and bamboo reed, grafting
of fruit plants in Chone.

Output 4 shall help to underpin the EbA approach with financial resources and thus secure it in the
long term.

The interviews prove that there is ample communication with financial organisations on the support
that the project may give as well as the financial institutions (INT-29, 90, 92). The team in Costa Rica
was able to leverage 1 Mio USD through cooperation with SBD; and the agreement has been signed in
the third quarter of 2023.

Mapping of the cooperation systems as well as financing/risk transfer mechanisms and enabling
conditions has been done. In Costa Rica, the analysis of financial institutions was done in a first study
that came up with concrete recommendations for the financial organizations to be contacted within
the consolidation as well as upscaling areas. However, there is no follow-up study that is based on the
stakeholder mapping and investigates the concrete financial products of each of the mentioned
institutions that could be used for financing EbA approaches. What is therefore lacking is a concrete
investigation of the capacity needs of each institutions, which should be the basis for providing
capacity building courses to financial institutions and insurance companies has not yet been started,
The 2020 analysis of the business models could also be used and updated and tailored to the business
models of individual organizations to identify the needs, draft a budget and come up with concrete
suggestions a) for the support of the financial products of each organization and b) the capacity
building support.

The project teams currently are engaged in drafting cost-benefit analysis. For horticulture, the study
of “Evidence of the integration of the EbA-approach into financial products and insurance” comes to
the conclusion that horticulture in Guatemala has a negative profitability. If the project follows the
recommendations of the study, that will mean for Ecuador that their horticultural capacity building
activities in Chone and other areas could not be continued and that horticultural measures in
Guatemala could not be promoted by the project.

The study on cost-benefit analysis has another, very decisive weakness: the study does not monetarize
the co-benefits the EbA measures bring about in terms of a) environmental issues such as improving
the hydrological regulation and recharge capacity of degraded land by increasing forest cover and
restoring the undergrowth and litter layer of the restored land, b) Biodiversity: restoring using local
species will improve existing habitats, which will improve connectivity (structural and functional),
which will favour local species populations, c) carbon capture: by increasing the biomass on and in the
soil of these lands, it will contribute to conserving and increasing existing carbon pools, d) economy:
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in the medium and long term, restored lands can be integrated into productive forest management,

which will have an impact on the profitability of the plots.

Due to the considerable delays in implementing the individual activities, it is not yet possible to predict
which activities can be achieved in the respective outputs. 75 of the 105 activities across all three
countries have yet to be completed, of which 54 are already being implemented, and 21 activities have

not yet been started.

On 18 January 2024, the project team submitted its own analysis to the evaluation team (see Table 16
and Table 17 in Annex IX). They do not correspond with the Gantt-charts submitted during the time of
the evaluation.

4.3.3 Evaluation question 3.3: To what extent can the foreseen outputs expected to be

achieved?

Table 4: Achievement of indicators

Outcome/
Output

Outcome

Output |

Output Il

Output
]|

Indicator

1.0.1.

1.0.2.

1.0.3.

I.1.

11.2.

I1.3.

11.1.

1.2.

111.3.

V.1

Unit

ha

initiatives

Financial
mechanism

Policy

Governance
Mechanism

Process

Land users

Implementation
plans

EbA M&E
System

Multipliers

Local
Organisations

Decisionmakers

Instruments

Baseline

6.766

4.000

0%

Target

30.374

10

16.320

280

40

50%

Difference

23.608

12.320

280

40

50%

Target
date

31.12.25

31.12.25

31.12.25

31.12.25

31.12.25

31.12.25

31.12.25

30.06.24

31.01.23

31.12.25

31.12.25

30.06.24

31.12.25

Cumulative
value

2021-2022

208

417

0%

Target
reach

1%

0%

0%

11%

0%

0%

3%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%
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Cumulative
Outcome, Target Target
/ Indicator Unit Baseline = Target Difference & value &
Output date reach
2021-2022
V.2 Local 0% 20% 20% @ 31.12.25 0% 0%
Output ’ Stakeholders
v V.3 financial 0 6 6 31.12.25 0 0%
' mechanism

Source: GIZ interim reports 2021 & 2022 (adapted by Arepo)

As displayed in the table above, in Output |, out of the 3 targeted output indicators only one indicator
has been partly achieved, due dates for all three indicators is 12/2025. That is Output Indicator I.1. The
cumulative value stated in the annual report for the year 2022 indicates that EbA measures have been
promoted on 208 ha of land. New figures handed out to the evaluation team by GIZ in December 2023,
show that cumulated size of land only amounts to 29,5 ha (Annex VIII) The target value is 30,374 ha
(1.0.1) with a baseline of 6.766 ha. There has been a calculation error in the project proposal. The
difference between these two values is 23,608 ha, not 24,608 ha.

In Guatemala, the project team has achieved that the NDC road map as national policy document
contains the EbA approach, although it’s approval is still pending. This is equivalent to an achievement
of 11%. The other current (cumulative) values for Output Indicators I.2 and |.3 are 0. In Output II,
Output Indicator II.1 has been partly achieved. Out of a target value of 16.320 people, 471 have
implemented EbA measures (280 in Ecuador, 191 in Guatemala). This is equivalent to an achievement
of 3% of the target value. The other (cumulative) current values for Output Indicators 11.2 and I1.3 are
0. In Output IlI, all Output Indicator have yet to be achieved. There current (cumulative) values are 0.
In Output IV, except for Output Indicator IV.1- (cumulative) current values are 0. However, the
(cumulative) current value for Output Indicator V.1 is 3 because the baseline value for this indicator is
3. For an overview of the achievement per output indicator see Table 14 in Annex VIII.

With the exemption of Output Indicator I.I.1, the reached targets of all other indicators are 0%, it is
impossible to make an estimation for this and the following years up to what specific percentage the
targets can be achieved at all. Yet, it seems unlikely that any output and output indicator can be fully
achieved in the remaining term of the project.

4.3.4 Evaluation question 3.4: To what extent can the foreseen outcome expected to be
achieved? To what extent can the expected results/outcomes of the program be
achieved during the lifetime of the project? In case of delays: how can they be dealt
with regard to budget and time?

Itis currently not possible to predict to what extent the outcome can be achieved. The project has an
implementation problem, and it is there is the worry that the project will not significantly increase the
level of fulfilment of the indicators in 2023. Interviewees are concerned about the project progress as
well as the limited time available for implementation (INT-41, 50, 56, 71).

It is not expected that outcomes of the program can be achieved during the lifetime of the project.
Due to the severe delays described above, all outcomes, outputs and activities have to be put to the
test, time lines revised and also corresponding budgets.
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In terms of budget, it has to be taken into consideration that up to the time of the evaluation there is
and underspending in the outflow of funds, of IUCN particularly. Until Oktober 2023, IUCN has only
utilised only 26% of the budgeted funds, CATIE 49% and GIZ 99%.

Table 5: Cash outflow

Cash outflow . Cash outflow
Organisation  in % until Spend until Planned to spend in % total Total planned
10/2023 10/2023 until 10/2023 budget
Glz 99% 2.288.209,62 € 2.307.673,88 € 29% 7.807.316,00 €
IUCN 26% 643.835,94 € 2.436.210,34 € 8% 7.779.969,00 €
CATIE 49% 732.416,86 € 1.487.492,59 € 19% 3.857.015,00 €
Total 59% 3.664.462,42 € 6.231.376,81 € 19%  19.444.300,00 €

Source: GIZ (adapted by Arepo)

The proportion of the consortium partners' expenditure in relation to the total expenditure up to the
end of the term is as follows: the GIZ has so far utilised 29% of the funds, CATIE 19% and IUCN only
8%. Over all partners 19% of the funds have been utilized so far.

4.3.5 Evaluation question 3.5: To what extent do the planned and implemented activities
and outputs plausibly contribute to the foreseen outcome?

The project does not have a planning problem, but an implementation problem. At this point of time,
it is not possible to estimate to what extent the planned and implemented activities and outputs
plausibly contribute to the foreseen outcome. There are too many imponderabilities.

This is related to the project implementation approach taken by the project, as described below: To
respond to the needs and priorities of the vulnerable rural population that needs technical supportin
the efforts to adapt to climate-change, so-called "preparatory measures" have been planned and
implemented in the countries, which can also be referred to as "no-regret measures" to varying
degrees and only implemented in parts of the intervention areas to bridge the time until "proper" EbA
measures are launched. Due to the different quantity and intensity of the priority “no-regret
measures”, which are also reflected in the degree of implementation of activities in all indicators, the
beneficiaries and their implementation partners that work with them on the ground, assess the
situation in the individual countries very differently.

In Costa Rica, the interviewees across all institutions largely agree that the project has so far been too
scientific and static and - as it has so far concentrated mainly on capacity building and (selective) advice
- has only provided a small amount of concrete financial and technical assistance that is tailored to the
needs and priorities of the beneficiaries. Although there are already many analysis documents and
preliminary discussions with many potential cooperation partners, there needs to be more concrete
large-scale implementation through (micro) projects in the intervention areas. Initial project ideas
discussed with municipalities such as establishing a municipal tree seedlings nursery in Pococi have to
be worked on to not lose momentum. Working with municipalities is time-consuming and needs
perseverance, as a proposal has to be submitted to the municipal council for approval, then to be
approved, a contract has to be made, co-financing through the municipality has to be guaranteed, etc.
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A positive example of successful cooperation is the Asociacion Administradora de Acueductos Rurales
(ASADA) Integrada in Sarapiqui.

As the “no-regret measures” in Ecuador and Guatemala are already more advanced, the target group
is already more involved in individual projects. However, for Guatemala, it should be noted that the
no-regret measures have taken place in only 4 communities with a focus on agroforestry systems and
productive diversification of vegetable production systems. Another factor in Ecuador is that previous
projects have already successfully implemented EbA measures in the project region, and the project
can build on these successes.

In Ecuador, in particular, beneficiaries at the local level appreciate the program's role of bringing
together different actors and having the opportunity to participate in the participatory planning of
program actions and in setting priorities according to the needs of producers.

Acceptance of the project in Ecuador among the target group of the vulnerable rural population is
higher than in the other countries. The project team cultivated a strong sense of community within the
project team that goes beyond the particular interests of the consortium organizations and radiates
this to the outside world in its contacts. The project team is well known in the intervention areas and
beneficiaries know their contact persons in the team. There is the additional advantage that many of
the cooperating communities are accustomed to national and international projects.

The EbA LAC team has succeeded in increasing stakeholder ownership by creating and strengthening
the governance mechanism EbA LAC Program Landscape Management Committees (Comité de Gestion
de Ecosistemas Resilientes - SUR and Comité de Gestion de Ecosistemas Resilientes - NORTE), through
which the program's implementation is discussed and decided with the different stakeholders. This
mechanism, which pools stakeholders, could also cushion staff shortages at institutions.

Overall, it can be said for Ecuador and Guatemala that in these two countries, the project has managed
to act according to the necessities and needs of the target group (albeit in Guatemala only at a limited
scale). Hence, the mood of the subcontracts and stakeholders is positive towards the project, as the
project concept responds to the priorities and needs of the local partner organizations and
beneficiaries. The stakeholders see it as an excellent opportunity to have the program in their area,
but they are still not sure “how the project intends to consolidate its contribution”. What they do see
is that their need for knowledge development is being met (INT-6, 8, 17, 21, 23, 30).

4.3.6 Evaluation question 3.6: To what extent is the implementation of the project gender-
responsive? What impact does this have on the achievement of the project's
objectives?

The project is committed to the topic of "gender responsiveness"; there has been extensive training
for the consortium partners over a year and also training for stakeholders, but no implementation of
gender-relevant content yet. The project has produced the following documents on gender: a course
called “Ecosystem based adaptation, gender and autonomy", a gender strategy for Costa Rica as a
PowerPoint presentation including a gender plan for Costa Rica with the assignment to the individual
work packages of the project.

The analysis of Gender within the capacity building measures show that the participation of men
prevails with overall 58% in Guatemala, 59% in Costa Rica, 60% attendance in Ecuador over the year
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2022. It is not surprising that a personal exchange that was exclusively directed to women in
Guatemala with regard to governance in watersheds has the highest participation rate of women with
98%. This leads to the conclusion that women attendance of workshops can be improved if workshops
are directed towards women only and if they take place in locations, where women have easily access
to and in times, when they are mostly freed from other duties.

Regarding the implementation of gender equity, efforts are being made to include women in capacity-
building events, but this approach is not yet adequately reflected in the program's implementation
strategies (INT-1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 30). If this approach is not consolidated, gender-sensitive implementation
will not be possible and will not contribute to the improved resilience of all vulnerable groups.

4.3.7 Evaluation question 3.7: What is the best way for scaling EbA and what is the projects
contribution to scaling EbA in the region? What is the importance of the regional
knowledge exchange between the three countries in disseminating and anchoring
experiences and to what extent does it contribute to the promotion of innovative
approaches and has a structure-building effect?

As the project has so far not identified a larger number of up-scalable EbA projects and has also not
been able to implement successful EbA approaches, it is too early to assess what the project’s
contribution to scaling EbA in the region, in the country and on subnational level is.

Regional exchange generally contributes to the promotion of innovative approaches. At the time of
the evaluation, however, this topic had not yet come up.

4.3.8 Evaluation question 3.8: To what extent is the EbA LAC project contributing to
regional collaboration and partnership or south-south cooperation? Is the approach
of the program adequate to promote this type of cooperation?

Each year (if possible), the project organizes at least one regional exchange, where representatives of
the country teams come together, meet in person, exchange their views and discuss upcoming issues
with the political partners. It is an event that is highly valued by the participants (INT-81). In addition
to that, regional knowledge exchange happens throughout the year in the meetings and is considered
helpful to exchange experiences (INT-1, 82).

South-south cooperation with the countries of Colombia, Argentina and El Salvador as well as the
exchange with regional bodies like Central American Commission for Environment and Development
(CCAD) has not yet taken place. Exchange with the countries and bodies on the basis of successful
measures is so far not possible, as the project has not yet successfully implemented any tried-and-
sustainably-tested EbA measures. Due to the low level of indicators achieved for project progress, this
could also lead to a loss of reputation for the consortium partners.

Considering the delays in implementing the project content in the individual countries, all efforts
should therefore be concentrated on the implementation of EbA practices in the three project
countries and the type of cooperation should no longer be promoted.in the current project phase.

Should there be a following, a follow up project planned, the activities can be resumed here and
redefined in terms of time and content.
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4.3.9 Evaluation question 3.9: To what extent has the current political situation affect the
achievement of the project results, are there negative impacts and if yes, how are
these possible negative impacts mitigated so as not to harm the target groups?

In the run-up to the presidential elections in Ecuador in summer 2023, the most promising candidate
was murdered. This has led to political tensions. There were also tensions in Guatemala before and
after the elections, which erupted into blockades, among other things. There are political changes due
to the elections, but no explicit talk of political instability exists in any country (INT-17,81,35).

Overall, at the time of the evaluation, there are no indications that the political situation in the three
countries have negatively affected the achievement of results. Negative impacts are not reported.

4.3.10 Summary on Effectiveness

The project logic described in section 2.2 is still applicable, but implementation must be put to the test.
The project generally does not have a planning problem, but an implementation problem.

Due to the considerable delays inimplementing the individual activities, it is not yet possible to predict
which activities can be achieved in the respective outputs. 75 of the 105 activities across all three
countries have yet to be completed, of which 54 are already being implemented, and 21 activities have
not yet been started.

So far, project progress is barely measurable, as only two indicators have been partly achieved until
the end of last year: In Output |, out of the 3 targeted output indicators only one indicator has been
partly achieved. In Guatemala, the project team has achieved that the NDC road map as national policy
document contains the EbA approach, although it’s approval is still pending.

The percentage of achievement for all other indicators was 0% by the end of last year.

Concerning the integration of the target group, subcontracts and further implementing partners,
Ecuador is to mention, where beneficiaries at the local level appreciate the program's role of bringing
together different actors and having the opportunity to participate in the participatory planning of
program actions and in setting priorities according to the needs of producers.

4.3.11 Final assessment of criterion Effectiveness

Based on the findings, this criterion is graded with 2.0 — insufficient.?

3 For the rating scale used see Table 11 and for the marks for the individual questions see Table 12 in Annex VI.
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4.4 Transformational Impact & Sustainability

4.4.1 Evaluation question 4.1: To what extent can the foreseen climate-/biodiversity-
related impacts and co-benefits expected to be achieved?

A concrete extent of co-benefits cannot yet be identified, but it can be assumed that the orientation
of the project will contribute to the low-carbon development of all three countries through
reforestation, support for urban cultivation projects, the propagation of adapted agroforestry systems
and other so-called "buenas practivas productivas" in agriculture and forestry, among other things.

In each country, the project is expected to help improve the management of water resources and
improve the habitats of native species by supporting conservation measures, such as the bio corridor
approach in Costa Rica. Trade-offs between humans and nature are already apparent. For all land-
users including the vulnerable rural population will be supported in protecting their resources and not
farm even more intensively, thereby using support services that improve the population's economic
situation It can also be assumed that the inclusion of EbA in the loan portfolios of financial institutions
will stimulate the development of EbA and related EbA adaptation projects.

The 29ha under EbA-measures in Guatemala and Ecuador prove that climate- and biodiversity-related
impact are likely to be achieved. Yet, it cannot be said at what scale until the end of the project.

4.4.2 Evaluation question 4.2: To what extent can social, economic and/or good
governance co-benefits be expected? And to what extent are unintended negative
impacts avoided?

Following the COVID-19 pandemic, the economic situation in the three countries is tense. Even in Costa
Rica, the new government has announced austerity measures. Due to the new governments' financial
condition and other political priorities, the three countries are all struggling with everything from staff
stagnation to staff cuts in environmental policy areas. The political partner organizations are therefore
concerned that they may no longer be able to achieve their obligations under international
conventions and agreements such as the CBD and UNFCCC and are therefore grateful that the project
wants to support them in this regard in governance (INT-69, 70, 76).

Regarding social and economic co-benefits, territorial stakeholders could be expected to have more
evidence that the economy and livelihoods depend on ecosystem services and that these services need
to be sustained in the long term to avoid imbalances. Awareness and commitment to the EbA approach
contributing to sustainability are expected to increase.

No unintended positive or negative effects have been identified to date. Negative impacts are not
expected and so far, also not observable.
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4.4.3 Evaluation question 4.3: To what extent and how does the project contribute to
transformative (i.e. large-scale, systemic and sustainable) change towards a climate
neutral / climate resilient / biodiversity friendly society?

As the project proposal says, "implementing EbA measures at landscape level means a paradigm shift
from small-scale piloting and implementing of EbA practices towards demonstrating how sustainable
land management can be implemented on a larger landscape scale". To which extent that can be
achieved, cannot yet be assessed as concrete narratives for each country how to achieve the paradigm-
shift could not be evidenced. At present, only individual piloted projects with socio-technical regimes
as preconditions are recognizable. In particular in Ecuador existing and practice-proven measures and,
in some cases, lessons learned can be used. In Guatemala, traditional land management measures can
be classified as EbA measures, according to the interviewees (INT-3, 4).

The project is embedded into a broader transformation theory towards large-scale, systemic and
sustainable change, but clear conceptual considerations and implementation guidelines still need to
be provided regarding the focus of the project to achieve transformational impact in terms of vertical,
horizontal and functional scaling. The project aims to improve the resilience and living conditions of
the vulnerable rural population. At the same time, however, the public and private sectors are to be
strengthened alongside civil society actors. The project should decide whether they want to achieve
transformations through successful approaches based on the target group with the involvement of
supporting organizations from civil society and also use public sector institutions as "amplifiers" as part
of the multiplier pathway or is whether the main focus on the abovementioned negotiation pathways
via central key persons in the primarily national administration. And what impact does this have on
capacity building in Output I1I? Should it benefit all target groups equally? Such strategic considerations
have an impact on the allocation of resources.

Despite many discussions in the project, the consortium partners still have different views on the
definitions, planning, approach and implementation of EbA approaches and EbA projects. Despite the
efforts of all consortium partners to overcome discrepancies, there are still different views, especially
in Costa Rica, on which measures are "EbA" and which are not. The project team finds it difficult to
classify existing adaptation measures that are also (traditionally) used in the countries as EbA
measures, "as there is a lack of scientific evidence" (INT-82).

This “scientification” of the discussion continues to influence the rapid practical implementation of
concrete measures, as uniformity on this issue is a prerequisite for developing innovative models for
large-scale implementation.

In Ecuador and Guatemala, the country teams have taken a more pragmatic approach and have
become less bogged down in terminology and definitions and have oriented themselves more towards
traditional (existing) EbA measures and are therefore already further along in the implementation
process, which is also reflected in the degree to which the outcome and output indicators have been
achieved.

The risks identified in the vulnerability studies and the project proposal can hinder systemic change.
The project measures take these into account as far as possible, and the project endeavours to mitigate
them as far as they are within the project's sphere of influence. First positive path dependencies
towards a climate neutral / climate resilient / biodiversity friendly society are initiated.

33



Mid-term Evaluation of IKI project “Scaling-up Ecosystem Based Adaptation (EbA) * arepo
Measures in Rural Latin America”

4.4.4 Evaluation question 4.4: How is the implementation process towards
transformational change designed and executed?

The landscape-based project approach integrates various adapted forms of land use, considering the
natural environment and the human systems that depend on it. The individual consortium partners
are already being supported in biodiversity and ecosystem services as part of the preparatory
measures. In Costa Rica, for example, this includes ASADA Sarapiqui (Puerto Viejo), which provides
advisory services to support the acquisition of agricultural and forestry land on a finca that is of great
importance to ASADA's water catchment area and is refinanced through the introduction of a water
usage fee for water users. In Ecuador and Costa Rica, measures for rehabilitating forests, among other
things, have already begun.

In terms of multidimensionality, the program interacts with different types of actors: with political
actors at different levels, with social actors (NGOs, population), and, to a lesser extent, with private
companies (ENEL). Preparations are underway to work more closely with academic actors (e.g.,
universities in Guatemala). This is also confirmed by the evaluation of the stakeholder maps in the
three countries, which shows that the private sector as a target group has yet to be a focus of the
project to date. Due to the project's current situation, it therefore remains to be considered whether
and to what extent this target group should continue to be addressed in this project phase in Outputs
I-11l. For the realization of Output IV, cooperation with this target group still seems essential.

Implementation difficulties in the early years of the program have shortened the effective
implementation time, which is limited even for the entire 5-year period, to achieve transformative
change in terms of the scale and basis of political, social, and economic sustainability. Progress in
mainstreaming the EbA approach in land use plans and the Plan de Desarrollo Municipal y
Ordenamiento Territorial (PDMOT) in Guatemala are key aspects for transformative change, as well as
advocacy in local, subnational and national platforms: municipal and departmental development
councils (Consejos Municipales de Desarrollo Urbano y Rural - COMUDE and Consejos Departamentales
de Desarrollo Urbano - CODEDE), regional development council (Consejos Regionales de Desarrollo
Urbano y Rural - COREDUR) for capacity building to strengthen coordination and coordination of the
governance mechanism for scaling up EbA and improving the ability of local institutions for navigating
and shaping transformative processes that bring about ecologic, economic as well as social change
(INT-3, 4,9).

The inclusion of the EbA approach in 14 territorial development plans in the province of Manabi, as
the Ecuadorian program seeks to promote, as well as synergies and collaboration with public and
private financial institutions and cooperation with a governance system that is then adopted and
managed by local actors, are essential aspects that contribute to potential transformative change (INT-
38, 39, 40, 41, 43).

The capacity to facilitate multidimensionality, social changeability, and reciprocity is - as described -
differently developed in individual countries and implementation measures just begun, it is too early
to make well-founded statements here, but there is generally speaking a potential for transformative
change.
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4.4.5 Evaluation question 4.5: To what extent does the project contribute to structures or
systems that can sustain positive achievements beyond the project cycle?

In Ecuador, the project has created new structures with the two committees Comité de Gestidn de
Ecosistemas Resilientes - SUR and Comité de Gestion de Ecosistemas Resilientes - NORTE, in which the
existing stakeholders are integrated. Here, grassroots democratic structures prevail, and decisions are
made by majority vote. This created an opportunity for participatory dialogue on a professional basis
and beyond political influence. If they outlive the project, these structures can continue to exist beyond
the project cycle if the project creates the conditions for its institutionalization and, thus, its viability
beyond the project period.

In Guatemala, no new structures have been established, instead, already established platforms are
used: indigenous mayors' offices and the system of urban and rural development councils, which are
recognised by law and permanent over time, thus guaranteeing sustainability. The indigenous mayors'
offices are part of the Departmental Council for Urban and Rural Development. These are the
governance spaces that are being strengthened by the project and improve the articulation of the
indigenous population. However, assessing their viability after the project period is still too early.

The project has created structures in Costa Rica —e.g. with its Comités técnicos- which the interviewees
see as superfluous duplicate governance structures against sustainability, because they are of the
opinion that in Costa Rica enough councils, committees and other bodies exist on national as well as
subnational level, in which the project should integrate its efforts. The interviewees expressed the wish
that the project should become more involved in the existing national, provincial and local structures
in the intervention area and focus less on setting up new (project) structures (INT-71, 95,99,100).

4.4.6 Evaluation question 4.6: To what extent do political partners, implementing partners
and target groups have the capacities, resources and interest to sustain positive
achievements beyond the project cycle?

As mentioned before, the political and consortium partners operate in an environment characterized
by cutbacks in personnel and resources.

The level of knowledge and training varies significantly in the individual countries and regions. In the
rural areas of Guatemala and Ecuador, capacity building is required at all levels. This applies less to
Costa Rica.

All countries and stakeholders want to strengthen resilience in individual regions through EbA
measures. This lays the foundation for possible successful cooperation.

Sustainability can be achieved through the capacity building of existing staff, the successful design of
activities, and, above all, by focusing on the needs of beneficiaries and local implementing
organizations.

All respondents' interests and will are excellent to achieve positive achievements that continue to
exist. Yet, at the time of the evaluation no concrete assessments can be made which capacities and
(personnel) resources will prevail at the end of the project’s lifetime in the year 2025, and in how far
they are able to sustain positive achievements beyond the project cycle.
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Nevertheless, regarding sustainability, it is Output IV, the financing, that decides on the sustainability
of the project; if this is not achieved, recent initiatives with - for example the cultivation of fine aroma
cocoa in Ecuador - will not be developed continuously and fade away.

4.4.7 Evaluation question 4.7: What contribution does the project make to scaling EbA in
the region? What is the importance of the regional knowledge exchange between
the three countries in disseminating and anchoring experiences, to what extent does
it contribute to the promotion of innovative approaches and has a structure-building
effect?

The situation in this regard has already been described in chapter 4.3.7.

4.4.8 Summary on Transformational Impact & Sustainability

The landscape-based project approach integrates various adapted forms of land use, considering the
natural environment and the human systems that depend on it. As the project proposal says,
"implementing EbA measures at landscape level means a paradigm shift from small-scale piloting and
implementing of EbA practices towards demonstrating how sustainable land management can be
implemented on a larger landscape scale". At present, only individual piloted projects are recognizable
as part of the preparatory measures, individual partner organizations are already being supported in
the area of biodiversity and ecosystem services. As sustainability depends to a high degree on
governance aspects and the approach towards governance vary from country to country, as well as
their acceptance from the stakeholders, it is impossible to assess in this context which individual
development the project will take in each country and what its impact will be on country as well as on
regional level.

Implementation difficulties in the program's first years have shortened the adequate implementation
time, which is limited even for the entire 5-year period to bring about some transformative change
and basis of political, social and economic sustainability. Progress in incorporating the EbA approach
into land use plans and the municipal development and land use plans (PDMOTs) as well as in finances
is indispensable for making a contribution in achieving impact and sustainability.

At present, no external situations can be identified that could hinder the impact of the project.

A concrete extent of co-benefits cannot yet be identified, but it can be assumed that the orientation
of the project will contribute to the low-carbon development of all three countries through
reforestation, support for urban cultivation projects, the propagation of adapted agroforestry systems
and other so-called "buenas practicas productivas" in agriculture and forestry, among other things.
The resilience of the rural population against climate change will be enhance. Loan portfolios in
financial institutions that integrate EbA can stimulate development and altogether improve living
conditions and community wellbeing.
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4.4.9 Final assessment of criterion Transformational Impact & Sustainability

Based on the findings, this criterion is graded with 2,0— insufficient.*

4.5 Safeguards

4.5.1 Evaluation question 5.1: To what extent have the foreseen safeguards measures
been implemented? Are the safeguards measures deemed adequate to avoid,
minimise or mitigate negative impacts? Have the implemented safeguards measures
achieved the planned results?

When the project was approved and started in the year 2020, the IKI requirement regarding safeguards
only stipulated that "IKI project and programme implementing organizations are expected to apply the
GCF Safeguard System”. In the meantime, the IKI Safeguard Policy was introduced in January 2023,
which prevents the project's negative impacts on people and the environment. The Safeguards Policy
of the International Climate Initiative now stipulates that implementing organizations in their projects
are responsible for ensuring that implementation partners, on-lending recipients, subcontractors, or
contractual partners also comply with the Safeguards standards. This means informing these actors
and contractually recording compliance and reviewing activities.

Due to the approval mentioned above, individual provisions of the Safeguard Policy, such as the IKI
exclusion criteria, cannot be applied to the project. However, this does not affect the general
assessment of compliance with environmental and social risks in the project as a whole and the
individual countries.

The IKI Office has established an Independent Complaints Mechanism (ICM). One of its aims is to
ensure that remedial action can be taken in the event of harm to the affected population or the
environment. Every project must, therefore, refer to this mechanism on its website, which EbA LAC
does on its website.

As only a small number of concrete EbA measures have been carried out with project partners and the
target group at the time of the evaluation, the risk assessment is based on the theoretical
considerations, reflected in the project’s Safeguard documentation and not grounded on empirical
evidence. It is therefore too early to assess in how far planned measures could be achieved. The
measures per se are adequate to avoid, minimise or mitigate negative impacts.

The project’s safeguard documentation encompasses the project proposal, the interim reports of the
years 2021 and 2022 as well as the country project’s assessment on the safeguards.

% For the rating scale used see Table 11 and for the marks for the individual questions see Table 12 in Annex VI.
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4.5.2 Evaluation question 5.2: To what extent is the risk categorization of the respective
performance standards and the overall project plausible and suitable?

The Safeguard documentation on the performance standards is not consistent and therefore also not
plausible and/or suitable for the following reason:

The country documents do not fully address each topic that is raised in each Performance Standard
(PS) in the offer, but rather pick out individual passages and comment on them. Additionally, in the
individual countries, risk categories are upgraded or downgraded without justification. The reasons
why certain statements are singled out and others are not explained. The following two examples
illustrate that:

The first example is PS 7 — Indigenous Peoples in Ecuador. The project proposal assessed the risk as
low, as no risks could be identified for the indigenous group of Montubios living in the Manabi project
region concerning the project activities. The proposal says that they might suffer from marginalization
and that their land rights may be at risk to a small extent. The documentation of the project however,
does not relate to the issue of land rights and marginalization. It merely confirms that the Montubio
culture is predominant in the Manabi region and that the project is trying to avoid land and water
conflicts through its analyses, capacity building, and gender measures. As an overarching assessment,
the project team from Ecuador concludes that this risk category is not applicable in Ecuador's case.

Overall, the comments in the documentation of the project teams in each country suggest that the
project has not entered so far in dialogue with the subcontractors on their compliance with the
individual IFC Performance standards as the example of PS 2 - Labor and Working Conditions
demonstrates. If the project is of the opinion that it does not have to observe any labour standards
within the framework of the technical cooperation, then presumably no further training opportunities
are offered for the subcontractors, e.g. regarding international labour standards.

For Costa Rica, a new risk assessment reclassification by the project team deems necessary, as no
reclassification of the individual risk categories took place as provides by the other two project
countries.

The following table Table 6 gives an overview of some of the differences and inconsistencies that result
from the comparison of the project proposal with the 3 safeguard documentations from each country:
Costa Rica, Ecuador and Guatemala. They show exemplarily in which categories inconsistencies exist
that should be cleared up in the remaining project period (without claiming to be complete).
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Table 6: Exemplary commenting of incongruencies in the assessment of the Safeguards per Country between project proposal and country documentation

Performance
Standard

PS1-
Environmental
and Social
Management
System

PS 2 — Labor and
Working
Conditions

Assessment

Project
Proposal
Country
Team
Comment
Project B - Medium
Proposal
Country
Team
assessment
Comment

Ecuador

B - Medium

C-Low

The project provides technical
assistance in cooperation with
partner organizations and does not
enter direct working relationships
with the target groups. If the
implementation of the "buenas
practicas productivas" should lead
to work peaks and thus to child
labour, the project has not yet
specified how it intends to remedy
the situation. The statement that
"The hiring of personnel and
consultants is governed by the
human resources policies of each
participating institution with high-
quality standards" is no longer
sufficient for the current IKI
Safeguards Policy and would need
to be revised to meet the
expanded requirements, as the
implementing organizations are

Evaluators
assessment

Concrete activities
of the project about
risk prevention still
need to be specified.
More than merely
referring to
updating the
planned activities
and non-
interference in
employment policies
is required.
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Performance Assessment Costa Rica Ecuador Guatemala Evaluators
Standard assessment
now responsible for ensuring that
subcontractors comply with the
standards.
PS 3 —Resource Project C-Low C-Low C-Low -
Efficiency and Proposal
Pollution Country B - Medium C-Llow B - Medium -
Prevention Team
assessment
Comment | There is no renewed risk assessment. - The real pesticide approach can A joint assessment
This contradicts the information from only be determined through a over all countries is
the EbA LAC annual reports for 2021 monitoring system, which the required here.
and 2022, in which the risk category project has.
B was assigned and justified with a
high value for Costa Rica due to the
increased use of pesticides in
pineapple production, as well as
medium significance values for the
use of pesticides in Guatemala and
Ecuador. Whether there is still a
"threat" from stakeholders and how
the threat to stakeholders is to be
specifically countered is not explicitly
addressed.
Project No Risk No Risk & B - Medium B - Medium -
Proposal
Country No Risk C-Low B - Medium -
PS4 Team
. assessment
Community : : - : -
Comment | There were elections in Ecuador Practices such as organic fertilizers - There were
Health, Safety, o ) ) . - .
where the political situation has are promoted, which are used as a elections in

and Security

stabilized for the time being
following the assassination of the
presidential candidate and the
change of government, but where

substitute for chemical fertilizers
in tree nurseries and, for example,
provide bamboo seedlings with the
necessary nutrient base. The use

Guatemala. The
interviewees expect
the case to remain
the same,
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Performance Assessment Costa Rica Ecuador Guatemala Evaluators
Standard assessment
the security of civil society of pesticides is a reason for particularly about
organizations (CSO) may be at risk. exclusion from cooperation. the freedom of
expression of civil
society
organizations (INT-
82). However, it
cannot be ruled out
that the situation
regarding freedom
of expression of CSO
might change in the
future. This should
be regularly
commented on in
the annual reports.
Project C-Low C-Low B - Medium -
Proposal
Country C-Low C-Low -
Team
PS 5~ Land assessmemt : : : :
I Comment No comment. The selection of the intervention | The project has up-
Acquisition and . .
Involuntary area ensures that the pro!ect c.ioes scallng.ancjl
Resettlement not operate wh'ere there is a risk co.nstolldatlon areas.
of voluntary or involuntary Itis important to
eviction by the authorities understand the
progress in each
area and should be
reported upon.
PS6-— Project No Risk / C - Low No Risk / C - Low No Risk / C - Low -
Biodiversity Proposal
Conservation and | Country C-Low C-Llow -
Sustainable Team
Management of | assessment
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Performance Evaluators
Assessment Ecuador Guatemala
Standard assessment
Living Natural Comment - - Concrete activities
Resources of the project about
risk prevention still
need to be specified.
PS 7 — Indigenous | Project C-Low C-Low A - High -
Peoples Proposal
Country Not applicable B - Medium Information
Team concerning
assessment indigenous groups
has to be reported
on, even regularly,
as political and
socio-economic
situation might
change
Comment - - Concrete activities
of the project about
risk prevention still
need to be specified.
PS 8 — Cultural Project C-Low C-Low C-Low -
Heritage Proposal
Country Not applicable - -
Team
assessment
Comment There are protected areas inthe | Within the implementation area, | Reporting is not

there are areas where specific EbA
measures related to the
sustainable management of
ancestral, community and
community forests have been
considered. These areas are often
home to sacred Maya sites that
are recognized by both the
community and the municipality.

programme's intervention area,
but these are not considered
sacred as there are no identified
indigenous peoples.

precise enough and
does not relate to
activities
undertaken,
Reporting shall
include challenges
and measures
undertaken, as well
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Performance Assessment Costa Rica Ecuador Guatemala Evaluators
Standard assessment

Source: GIZ (adapted by Arepo)

as regular updating
intensions.

43



Mid-term Evaluation of IKI project “Scaling-up Ecosystem Based Adaptation (EbA) * arepo
Measures in Rural Latin America”

4.5.3 Evaluation question 5.3: Are there any indication that project activities have had a
negative impact on people or the environment so far? Are there indications that
negative impacts might occur in the future?

So far, no negative impacts on people or the environment have been reported in any country, neither
by the project nor via the complaint mechanism. In the interviews conducted by the evaluation team
in the three countries, no cases of negative impacts were reported either. There are also no
observations that would suggest this.

At present, there are also no indications that negative impacts will occur in the further course of the
project.

4.5.4 Summary on Safeguards

As only a few concrete EbA measures have been carried out with project partners and the target group
at the time of the evaluation, the risk assessment is based on theoretical considerations. The safeguard
measures mentioned in the country documents are still formulated at a very general level. Therefore,
it is impossible to assess whether the safeguarding measures will achieve their intended results. Yet,
it can be said that the measures are adequate to avoid, minimise or mitigate negative impacts.

The countries Guatemala and Ecuador have reclassified the individual risk categories. Deviations from
the project proposal are often not adequately explained. The classifications are not homogeneous
across all countries and, in some cases, do not match each other or the explanation in the annual
reports regarding content or the assignment of risk categories. Therefore, the country documents
should be compared again, e.g., about the assessment of pesticide use between the countries, to
assign coordinated assessments. The individual risk assessments of the countries should generally be
harmonized with the statements in the annual report.

For Costa Rica, a new risk assessment and, if necessary, reclassification by the project team still needs
to be included.

A uniform revision of all safeguard documentation is necessary to guarantee consistency within the
project.

4.5.5 Final assessment of criterion Safeguards

Based on the findings, this criterion is graded with yellow — uncritical changes needed.

4.6 Standard Indicators

4.6.1 Evaluation question 6.1: Does the project adequately report data for all applicable
IKI standard indicators?

A look at the data base of SI-4 in Costa Rica shows that over the year 2022, the following workshops
have taken place: 1) "Towards sustainable development and entrepreneurship in livestock farming",
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2) Leadership and organisation workshops and 3) “Costa Rican Restoration Barometer”. A total of 86
people participated, out of which 77 are classified as actors of the private sector (which can be
representatives of Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (SME), companies or market-oriented
smallholder farmers), 8 of the public sector and 1 of the civil society. The reporting in Costa Rica, as
well as Ecuador and Guatemala does not completely follow the guidelines for data disaggregation
concerning the type of actors, as it does not report on the number of private citizens, which include
community members, private households and subsistence farmers. This adds to a degree of
uncertainty in data processing and can open the floor for misinterpretations as there remains a certain
likelihood that among the participants might not only be market-oriented smallholder farmers, but
also subsistence farmers. This might lead to the fact that the number of private sector participants
might decline and also to the question how subsistence farmers could and should be addressed in the
future (if they are in the minority in workshops), as the ultimate aim should also be to address
subsistence farmers to improve their agricultural practices. Blurring can be avoided and clarity in data
processing and interpretation enhanced if all types of actors are reported on.

Itis further noteworthy, that farmers seem not only to be counted to the private sector but do appear
as representatives of cooperatives also as civil society representatives. As said, in Costa Rica, the three
capacity building measures of the year 2022 with a participation of 86 people focussed on farmers (as
actors of the private sector), with little presence of the public sector and less of the civil society. In
Guatemala, in 2022 10 workshops, courses and exchanges took place with 3 private sector participants,
240 of the public sector, and 71 representatives of the civil sector. In Ecuador, 9 workshops and one
programme took place with 300 participants with a focus on the public sector as well as
representatives from the civil society and only few private sector actors. The low figure of only 5
SME/commercial farmer participation leads to the conclusion that further farmers or farming
representatives are grouped under civil society representatives. This finding should be sorted out, as
it leads to biases and misinterpretations.

The SI - 5 Leveraged Finance was provided with a value in 2022, as the project, in cooperation with
Sistema de Banca para el Desarrollo (SBD) and ACTIVA-CATIE, is planning to publish a specific call for
seed capital for productive sectors such as rural tourism, livestock, coffee, musaceae and others,
including the joint organization of at least two financial fairs. Although it shows as if the figure of EUR
2.36 million had been planned for the year 2021-2022, no funds have flowed until the time of the
evaluation.

Overall, it can be concluded that the project does not adequately report data for all applicable IKI
standard indicators.

4.6.2 Evaluation question 6.2: To what extent are the reported results for the relevant IKI
standard indicators plausible?

The reported results are consistent with the content of the interviews and can, therefore, be
considered plausible.
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4.6.3 Evaluation question 6.3: To what extent are the planned results for the relevant IKI
standard indicators plausible?

The Sl are IKI’s instrument to aggregate some of the diverse contributions of IKI projects to climate and
biodiversity protection. They are, therefore, not indicators of project progress in the same sense as the
indicators underlying the individual project-specific outputs, outcomes, and impacts but must be
reported to the IKI as an annex to the yearly interim reports. The project has defined target values for
all Slin the project proposal. IKI has revised its Sl in 2021, and in this context, the SI Capacity Policies,
Sl Institutions and SI Methods have been replaced by the Sl 4 - Capacity People. The SI 5 - Leveraged
Finance has been added. In the interim report for 2021, the project has provided the new standard
indicators with reduced target values and has not reported any data collected on the individual Sls.
The SI 1 - Mitigation was no longer taken into account as the project is not a mitigation project and the
SI 5 - Leveraged Finance was also not assigned target values.

In the project proposal, values were still defined for the first SI — Mitigation, but for reasons that the
evaluators could not ascertain, the project no longer has to report against this indicator. The planned
values for the individual SI from the project proposal were downgraded in the first interim report. SI 2
and S3 are related to the Outcome Indicator 1.0.1. and Output Indicator O.1l.1 and thus are indicators
for project progress.

Thus, currently the project collects data for the interim reports for the S| of Ecosystems, Adaptation,
Capacity People and Leveraged Finance. In the 2021 reporting year, the planned values from the
project proposal were adjusted for the relevant standard indicators. Cumulative values reported for
the year 2021 are “0”, showing that there has been no progress and therefore not integrated in the
following table. Progress has only been from the year 2022 onwards. Table 7 summarizes the data
displayed in the interim report of the year 2022.

Table 7: Achievement of Standard Indicators

Achieved . Outcome/
) Target Differ-
Standard Indicators 2021 - Output
value ence X
2022 Indicator
SI'1 Mitigation (tCO.e) - - - -
SI2  Ecosystems (ha) 24.608 | 29,5 24.578,5 | 1.0.1.(23.608%)
Intended direct beneficiaries 12320 | 471 11.849 0.11.1 (12.320%)
SI3 Adaptation
Intended indirect beneficiaries 118.685 | 1.768 116.917 -
Sl 4 Capacity People 2.000 598 1.402 -
Mobilised private finance - - - -
- Leveraged Mobilised public finance - 2.360.000 | 2.360.000 | -
Finance (€)

Catalysed private finance - - - -

Catalysed public finance - - - -
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*Minus baseline values of project proposal
Source: GlIZ, adapted by Arepo

The target value for Sl 2 — Ecosystems is 1000 ha higher than in Output Indicator O.11.1 (see also Table
14 in Annex VIII). This is due to a calculation error in the project proposal, where the target value for
this outcome indicator is 30,375 ha with a baseline of 6,766 ha. However, the difference between the
two values is 23,608 ha, not 24,608 ha, as indicated in the formulated indicator version. Until 2022 is
was reported that 208 ha have been achieved, but de facto it were only 29,5 ha at the end of the year
2024. The target value for SI 3 — Adaptation (Intended direct beneficiaries) is the same as for Outcome
Indicator 1.0.1. Until 2022 471 direct beneficiaries were reached (see Table 7 and Table 14 in Annex
VIII). For the indirect beneficiaries of the same Sl reaching 118.685 beneficiaries was planned and 1.928
beneficiaries were reached indirectly until 2022. The planning for the Sl 4 — Capacity People amounted
to 2000 people and until 2022 capacity activities with 598 people took place.

So far, project progress in SI-2 and SI-3is very little. As the capacity people indicator is set quite low,
and a more than a fourth of stakeholders have already been reached out to, there is the possibility
that the indicator can be met.

The planned target values for the Sls are very high compared to the current project status, and it is
questionable to what extent these planned values can be achieved by the end of the project (INT-83,
91, 97). The indicators for S2 and S3 — and particularly the number of intended indirect beneficiaries-
are no longer plausible.

4.6.4 Summary of Standard Indicators

The project does not adequately report data for all applicable IKI standard indicators. It was reported
for the project period of 2021-2022 Sl 2 that 208 ha under EbA would have been implemented. The
reported value was portrayed even through the year 2023 and only at the end of the year 2024
downgraded to 29,5 ha due to calculation errors in Guatemala.

The reporting on the standard indicator S4 in Costa Rica, for instance, as well as Ecuador and
Guatemala does not completely follow the guidelines for data disaggregation concerning the type of
actors, as it does not report on the number of private citizens, which include community members,
private households and subsistence farmers.

For the SI - 5 Leveraged Finance, the figure of EUR 2.36 million had been planned for the year 2021-
2022 as contribution from the Sistema de Banca para el Desarrollo (SBD), although no funds have
flowed until the time of the evaluation, as the signing of the agreement was still pending.

The indicators for S2 and S3 are no longer plausible, as the planned target values for the Sls are very
high compared to the current project status. It is questionable to what extent these planned values
can be achieved by the end of the project.

4.6.5 Final assessment of criterion Standard Indicators

Based on the findings, this criterion is graded with yellow — adaptation is necessary.
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5 Conclusions

The three implementing organisations GIZ, IUCN and CATIE are all organisations with experience in
EbA projects and also compete against each other in tenders. In this respect, the project management
of the lead organisation in this joint project has the additional task of "clarifying the roles and budgets"
of the individual consortium partners and their positioning in the individual project Outputs and work
packages. The complexity of this "role clarification", the complex and lengthy decision-making
processes and coordination structures and the time it takes for all consortium partners to "find their
role" was underestimated in this project and is reflected in the fact that there was a discussion phase
of 1.5 years before the vulnerability studies were finally finalised. Added to this is a scientific and not
very practice-orientated approach integrating studies and consultancy services into the implementing
practice. There are still no clear statements made public as to which specific measures fall under the
10 EbA measure categories. This is due to the fact that attempts are being made to define a
"watertight" research approach for the implementation of specific EbA measures in the consolidation
and scaling-up areas on the basis of the risk categories and to define them in terms of natural space.

Together with external factors such as the COVID-19 pandemic, the change of personnel among
political partners and in the consortium, this has led to a situation in which there are considerable
delays in the implementation of activities. This, as well as a lack of clear implementation roadmaps for
the EbA measures, leads to an "implementation backlog", even though almost 50 studies and advisory
services had been carried out by the date of the evaluation.

Therefore, the number of measures from which the beneficiaries, the vulnerable rural population,
have so far benefitted concretely within the framework of so-called no-regret measures is still
relatively small and varies greatly from country to country. In Ecuador there is already a higher level of
acceptance, but not yet in Costa Rica. Guatemala is somewhere in between.

There is also a lack of concrete concepts as to how the delays can be absorbed by the end of the project
term and which focussing, and discontinuation of activities are necessary in order to achieve the
outputs.

Staffing levels are tight. In Ecuador and Guatemala in particular, the teams are very small and have
many tasks to fulfil. On the other hand, there is a large number of external consultants who are
contracted for the individual fields of work. This constellation makes it difficult to transfer knowledge
to the team and to follow up on the content of the studies. Consideration should be given to hiring
more permanent employees in order to bundle more specialist expertise in the team.

Overall, the project has an implementation problem which is also reflected in the fact that consortium
partners are underspending their outflow of funds. The evaluators as well as some interviewees
assume that the project will not be able to achieve the planned indicators by the end of the project.

The next steps recommended are briefly:

1. Specify the EbA measures in all countries with more emphasis on the landscape focus and put
them into practice as soon as possible without waiting for the results of the cost-benefit
analyses.

2. Communicate clearly and understandably to all stakeholders and outsiders what EbA is and
EbA measures are.
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3. Assure the implementation partners that the no-regret measures that were started will
continue to be supported.

4. Give direct technical and coupled financial support with incentives for the vulnerable
population so that implementation partners and beneficiaries, especially in Costa Rica, have
the motivation to carry on with EbA LAC.

5. Review which indicators can be achieved in the remaining two project years and make
adaptions.

6. Review the scale of the intervention areas, for example the areas in Guatemala are very
extensive.

The following facts should thereby be considered:

e To turn the scientific approach from "head to toe" as EbA LAC needs practice-orientation and
faster decision-making

e To think from the perspective of the vulnerable rural population, because the overarching
aim of the project is to increase their resilience.

The complete list of recommendations is provided in the main report.

6 Recommendations

As it is not foreseeable to what extent outputs and outcomes can be achieved within the remaining
project term, it is proposed that all consortium partners and ZUG sit down together and consider how
to proceed.

The following recommendations are made:

Recommendations to project management

It therefore remains to be thought about whether the regional aspirations of the project should not
also be downgraded programmatically and whether greater emphasis should be placed on the national
programmes.

6.1 General recommendations (GR)

1. GR - Clear EbA definition: As long as the EbA approach remains unclear to the stakeholders, and
also the concrete measures that can be promoted under the approach, it will not be possible to
classifiy past and existing measures as EbA, to systematize them and to feed them into an M&E
system.

2. GR - Abandon its scientific approach: First and foremost, the project management should
abandon its scientific approach and be more practice-oriented. Think more from the needs of the
target groups and the local implementation organisations and how they can be supported.
Shift to more pragmatic decisions that reflect actions in the landscape.
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6.2 Project Management and Steering (PM)

Decision making

3.

PM - Decision-making process: Due to the extended role clarification phase, a certain pertaining
mistrust amongst the consortium partners as well as the creation of a complex steering structures
during the project formulation, which is based on the consensus of all consortium partners and in
which all partners co-operate instead of achieving results within an output on their own, it makes
no sense to restructure the complex and sometimes complicated internal project management
mechanisms again in this phase. In the worst-case scenario, this could hinder the project's
activities instead of promoting them. Therefore, the only advice for the ongoing project phase is
to speed up decision-making processes and make quicker decisions. The local implementation
partners are waiting and expect concrete and rapid support for their programs to increase
resilience of vulnerable people.

To speed-up the decision-making process: Abandon the theoretical approach of doing a cost-
benefit-analysis with questionable recommendations, start immediately with informing the
stakeholders about the 10 EbA-measures, support the existing implementation partners in their
work programmes, continue the cooperation with the new partners and concentrate on
improving the needs of the beneficiaries instead of putting more efforts into (theoretical) studies.

Another reason for abandoning the cost-benefit analysis is the conceptual weakness of the
study, as it does not monetarize the positive environmental elements of the EbA approach, such
as biodiversity, carbon capture, water retention, etc. From a scientific point of view possible
outcomes and recommendations of the study are therefore highly questiona bIeI

PM — Autonomy to country teams: From a technical and conceptual point of view, it is also
essential that the country teams are given the highest possible degree of autonomy to make
decisions and implement measures, as they have the necessary socio-cultural information and
can draw on existing contacts.

PM - Monitoring & Evaluation: The M&E system should be revised in a way that in future no
more severe errors in data collection occur. The M&E system of the project has shown severe
deficiencies: In the annual report of the year 2022, the outcome indicator 1.0.1 comprised a value
of 208 ha under EbA measures in total over all countries, which is was detected only in December
2024, corrected and downsized to a total of 29 ha.

Involvement of stakeholders

7. PM - Involvement of target groups: It is essential to involve the target groups more closely in

implementing specific EbA measures and to speed up with project ideas that have already started
(e.g., Tree nursery project with the municipality of Pococi in Costa Rica). More financial support
should be given to the beneficiaries in Output Il as short-term measures in addition to the long-
term financial investments in Output IV, which aim to secure longer-term funding for EbA
measures.
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PM - Motivating stakeholders and inclusion of existing knowledge: Learn from the country of
Ecuador in terms of motivation of stakeholders and inclusion of existing knowledge, through
capacity building in a wide range of measures, such as on grafting of fruit plants in Chone, trees
seedlings, etc. and the further factors which have led to a wide acceptance of the team by the
beneficiaries and implementing organizations.

Expectation management

9.

PM — Expectation management: Expectation management has to be improved: The expectations
of local implementation partners must be clarified more than before. It must be clear to local
cooperation partners, such as Superintendencia General de Seguros de Costa Rica (SUGESE) in
Costa Rica, what they can expect from the project and what not.

6.3 Project Planning (PP)

Indicators

10.

11.

PP — Adjustment of all indicators on outcome and output level as well as standard indicators:
For the operational planning that takes place at the beginning of the new year, it should be
examined whether it is already possible to question the interdependence between milestones
linked to specific activities and work packages and, if necessary, dissolve them into simplified
processes. In concrete terms, this would mean focusing less on the work packages - putting the
internal discussions about "who with whom" and which resources at the back of the agenda - and
instead allowing more autonomy for individual experts in the team and focusing on the degree of
guantitative achievement of the activities, as is already happening in Costa Rica regarding Output
IV. A revision and adjustment of the project progress as well as standard indicators to the
existing conditions is unavoidable.

PP — Data disaggregation: As far as the reporting on standard indicators is concerned, the project
should follow the guidelines for data disaggregation. In the case of SI — 4 capacity people
reporting for the year 2022 for instance, all types of actors -with its detailed subdivisions- involved
should be reported against, to avoid misunderstandings and misinterpretations.

Examples for concrete action/activities

12,

13.

PP — Development of concrete capacity strengthening plans: The capacity strengthening
strategy describes the responsibility of the EbA LAC technical team in capacity building. For each
country, key actors are identified, but what is lacking - especially in Costa Rica and Guatemala - is
a clear analysis of the gaps that exist in capacity building in the organizations and clear and
detailed recommendations for the training of individuals and institutions, e.g. how many experts
shall be trained of which organization on which thematic topic. A capacity strengthening plan
with a comprehensive 5-year plan and its corresponding budget should be developed.

PP — Identification of the concrete financial products: Under output IV, the mapping of the
cooperation systems as well as financing/risk transfer mechanisms and enabling conditions has
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been done. In Costa Rica, the analysis of financial institutions was done in a first study that came
up with concrete recommendations for the financial organizations to be contacted within the
consolidation as well as upscaling areas. What is still lacking is the identification of the concrete
financial products in which EbA can be integrated of each of the mentioned institutions, which
should be the basis for providing capacity building courses to financial institutions and insurance
companies.

6.4 Safeguards (S)

14. S - Safeguard measures: The safeguard measures mentioned in the country documents have to
be reviewed. Classifications should be harmonized across all countries to guarantee consistency.
If downgrading occurs, for instance, with PS 7 - Indigenous peoples and marginalized groups- in
the 2022 annual report for Guatemala, it has to be explained. Reporting for subsequent years has
to be more informative and provide concrete examples of the project's activities and impact
instead of generalities. In future, PS 4 should be monitored closely and reported to regularly as
the political situation is so far stable after the elections but might change any time and impact
community safety.

6.5 Gender

15. G - Gender: In terms of Gender, the participation of men in project activities still prevails in the
year 2022 with overall 58% in Guatemala, 59% in Costa Rica, 60% attendance in Ecuador. It is not
surprising that a personal exchange that was exclusively directed to women in Guatemala with
regard to governance in watersheds has the highest participation rate of women with 98%. This
leads to the conclusion that women attendance of workshops can be improved if workshops are
directed towards women only and if they take place in locations, where women have easily access
to and in times, when they are mostly freed from other duties.

Regional exchange with Argentina, Colombia, and El Salvador (RE)

16. RE — No regional exchange with Argentina, Colombia, and El Salvador: Due to the delays in
implementing the project content in the individual countries, it is recommended that the aspect
of the exchange with Colombia, Argentina and El Salvador as well as the potential exchange
with regional bodies like Central American Commission for Environment and Development shall
not be realized in the remaining project period and that all efforts be concentrated on
implementing (partial) aspects and activities for the dissemination of EbA practices in the three
project countries.

6.6 Recommendations to consortium partners (CP)

17. CP — Allocate funding: Irrespective of the pending cost-benefit analysis of the identified EbA
measures that have been started or are pending, it is urgently recommended that the consortium
partners allocate funding for technical assistance to keep up stakeholder’s motivation. It is
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important that the project offers concrete support to the stakeholders with measures that bring
them revenue and other benefits. To finance these activities, funds from the grants from IUCN
and CATIE (budget item 4.4) could be taken. GIZ could also check whether budget items 3.1 and
6.4 still contain funds for specific target group measures.

- The project should think of the cash outflow at all times. Only one organization has so far spent
the cash outflow that was planned.

6.7 Recommendations to political partners (PPa)

18.

PPa — Project support: The project partners in all three countries largely support the project. It is
important for the success of the project that this support continues, but it is also important that
the political partners acknowledge EbA as an important adaptation approach and give it full
relevance in the political discourse, e.g. by promoting it as single strategy or by making it part of
a broader strategy. EbA LAC contributes to this process in identifying successful EbA approaches.
EbA LAC supports the partners in integrating them in national M&E systems as well as
international reporting (requirements) e.g. on NDCs and other (inter-) national adaptation
reportings. The project adds evidence to this political process by scaling single approaches up to
landscape level and thereby creating further examples for successful EbA implementation as well
as support on EbA financing mechanisms. The project ensures that there is no duplication with
other existing programmes and projects.

6.8 Recommendations to BMUV and ZUG (BZ)

19.

20.

21.

BZ - Discussion of project results: The presentation of the first results of the evaluation should
always be discussed with the project team before the results are shared with others, such as the
political partners, in a steering committee meeting. This allows the results to be discussed and
sharpened, and the team is not surprised with statements that have not been presented or
discussed beforehand.

BZ - External expert: Due to the complexity of the processes and the degree of the
implementation backlog, it does not seem possible to "carry on as before". It is therefore
proposed that, in the course of the upcoming planning for 2024 and 2025, an external expert with
practical knowledge of EbA, with agricultural, forestry and ecosystem services background. This
person should be brought in to support the project team in earthing their conceptual self-
expectations and scientific approaches and to bridge the identified gaps.

BZ - Project extension: If the project should be extended to a second project phase after the
closure of this first project phase, it is only then (and not in the current project phase) advisable
to deal again with project steering structures and reduce the complex control mechanisms to a
manageable size with simple structures, precise functions and responsibilities, and a steering
structure that is easy for third parties to understand. If this topic is approached in the existing
remaining project lifetime, there is a great risk that the topic will again dominate the entire
remaining time of 2 years and the practical translation of measures into implementation for the
benefit of the target group will take a back seat again.
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Annex |l. Stakeholder Maps

Figure 3: Updated map of current Stakeholder in Costa Rica

Public Sector Private Sector

Legend:

Public Sector:

ACAHN - Area de Conservacién Arenal Huetar Norte
ACCs - Areas de Conservacién Central

ACTo - Area de Conservacion Tortuguero

ARESEP - Autoridad Reguladora de Servicios Publicos
INDER - Instituto de Desarrollo Rural

MAG - Ministerio de Agricultura y Ganaderia

MINAE - Ministerio de Ambiente y Energia

SBD - Sistema de Banca para el Desarrollo

SINAC - Sistema Nacional Areas de Conservacién

Private Sector:

CORFOGA - Corporacion Ganadera

SUGEF - Super intendencia de entidades financieras
SUGESE - Super Intendencia General de Seguros

Civil Society:

ASADA - Asociacién Administradora de Acueductos Rurales
AyA - Instituto Costarricense de Acueductos y Alcantarillados
CB - Corredor Biol6gico

Volcanica Central

Grupo de Mujeres Ganaderas

Civil Society

Source: GIZ (adapted by Arepo)

Figure 4: Updated map of current Stakeholder in Ecuador

Public Sector Private Sector

Legend

Public Sector:

BDE - Banco de Desarrollo del Ecuador

CONAFIPS - Corporacion Nacional de Finanzas Popularesy
Solidarias

GAD - Gobiernos Auténomos Descentralizados

MAATE - Ministerio de Ambiente, Agua y Transicién Ecolégica
PUCE - Pontificia Universidad Catdlica del Ecuador

UNESUM - Universidad estatal del sur de Manabi

SNGR - Secretaria Nacional de Gestion de Riesgos

Private Sector:
COAC - Cooperativa de Ahorro y Credito
Financoop

Civil Society:
FUNDER - Fundacién Educativa Mons. Candido Rada
DGRYV - Deutscher Genossenschafts- und Raiffeisenverband e.V.

Civil Society

Source: GIZ (adapted by Arepo)
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Figure 5: Updated map of current Stakeholder in Guatemala

Private Sector

Source: GIZ (adapted by Arepo)

Legend:

Public Sector:

CADER - Centros de Aprendizaje para el Desarrollo Rural
COCODE - Consejos Comunitarios de Desarrollo Urbano y Rural
CONAP - Consejo Nacional de Areas Protegidas

INAB - Instituto Nacional de Bosques

MAGA - Ministerio de Agricultura, Ganaderia y Alimentacién
MANCOSEQ - Mancomunidad de Municipios del Corredor Seco de
Quiché

MARN - Ministerio de Ambiente y Recursos Naturales
SEGEPLAN - Secretaria General de Planificacion

UGAM - Unidad de Gestién Ambiental Municipal

Private Sector:
ENEL

Civil Society:

AuRSA

FUNDEBAMV - Fundacién de Defensa del Medio Ambiente de Baja
Verapaz

GTADE - Grupo Técnico de Ad idn basada en Ecosi a
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Annex Il. Theory of Change

Figure 6: Reconstructed Theory of Change

-

The ication of EbA has imp living conditions, community well-being The inclusion of EbA in the loan portfolios of financial institutions stimulates the Applying EbA measures increases the resilience of the rural
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Source: GIZ (adapted by Arepo, 10 August)
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Annex lll. Project management and steering

Figure 7: Outcome, output and work package responsibilities by consortium partner

Impacts
Better resilience of vulnerable communities and ecosystems in rural landscapes towards negative impacts of climate change and better adaption to climate change impacts by safeguarding and restoring conservation areas, increase biodiversity in agricultural production
systems and maintain ecosystem goods
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Annex IV. Data collection and interviewees

Annex IV.1 Evaluation timeline

Figure 8: Evaluation time line

Year 2023
Month (Project month) / Calender week 6(1)  7(2) 8(3) 9(4) 10(5) 11(6) 12(7)
Work package 24| 25 26| 27 28 29| 30 31 32 33| 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44| 45 46 47| 48 49 50 51 52

Virtual kick-off meeting

Minutes kick-off-meeting

Review project documents
Exploratory telephone interviews
Evaluability review

Evaluation design

Inception phase

Draft inception report
Virtual inception workshop
Minutes inception workshop
Final inception report
Document analysis

Field visits

Virtual debriefing

Minutes virtual debriefing

Data collection phase

Selected follow-up interviews
Data analysis

EbA Regional WS

1st Draft evaluation report

1st Final evaluation workshop
Minutes 1st evaluation workshop

2nd Draft evaluation report

Synthesis phase

2nd Final evaluation workshop
Minutes 2nd evaluation workshop

Final evaluation report

Source: Arepo
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Annex IV.2 Lists of interviewees

Table 8: List of Interviewees in Costa Rica
Organisation

Ministerio de Agricultura y Ganaderia (MAG)
Sistema de Banca para el Desarrollo (SBD)

Sistema Nacional Areas de Conservacién (SINAC) & Ministerio de
Ambiente y Energia (MINAE)

Autoridad Reguladora de Servicios Publicos (ARESEP)
Instituto Costarricense de Acueductos y Alcantarillados (AyA)

Corporacion Ganadera (CORFOGA)
Instituto de Desarrollo Rural (INDER) Sarapiqui)

Comité Local CB San Juan la Selva

Asociacion Administradora de Acueductos Rurales (ASADA) Integrada

de Sarapiqui (Puerto viejo)
Mujeres Ganaderas

Municipalidad Pococi

Sistema Nacional Areas de Conservacién (SINAC) - Area de Conservacion

Tortuguero (ACTo)
Sinac ACA (Cuidad Quesada)
Fundacion Banco Ambiental (FUNBAM)

Superintendencia de Seguros (SUGESE)

Areas de Conservacion Central (ACC) Sistema Nacional Areas de
Conservacion (SINAC) Oficina Subregional San Ramén

Comité local Corredor Bioldgico (CB) Paso de las Nubes

Source: Arepo

Table 9: List of Interviewees in Guatemala

Organisation

Ministerio de Agricultura, Ganaderia y Alimentacion (MAGA) - UCC

Fundacién Defensores de la Naturaleza

Instituto Nacional de Bosques (INAB) INAB BV

Centro de Aprendizaje para el Desarrollo Rural (CADER) San Lazaro
Unidad de Gestion Ambiental Municipal (UGAM) San Miguel Chicaj

Universidad San Carlos

Name(s)

Mauricio Chacdn, Sonia Calvo

Luis Ramirez

Carlos Barrantes, Ruben Murioz,
Ivan Delgado

Daniela Ramirez

Lenin Martinez / Rodolfo
Ramirez Villalba

Marilyn Vésquez
Didier Rodriguez

Sara Cascante
Zaray Molina, Ricardo Gonzdlez

Idalia Funes

Alejandro Vega
Laura Segura Rodriguez

Mariana Jiménez Arce
Fernan Lopez Ledn

Susan Mora, German Aguilar
Rodriguez

Elvira Retana

Hugo Villalobos, Manrique
Esquivel

Name(s)

Candida Tacam / Carlos
Siquinajay/ Ixchebel Noj

Juan Carlos Funes

Javier de Paz

Reino Timoteo, Baino Gonzales
Abner Cuxum

Kelvin
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Organisation

AURSA
Ministerio de Ambiente y Recursos Naturales (MARN)

ENEL

Alcaldia indigena de San Andrés Sajcabaja- Alcalde
Alcaldia indigena- Segundo alcalde

Comité de titulo territorial de la alcaldia indigena

Direccion Municipal de Planificacion. Municipalidad de Canilla
Secretaria General de Planificacion (SEGEPLAN) Delegacién
Departamental

Ministerio de Agricultura, Ganaderia y Alimentacion (MAGA)
Departamental Santa Cruz de Quiché

Water for people
Unidad de Gestion Ambiental Municipal (UGAM) San Andrés Itzapa

Municipalidad San Andrés Itzapa - Regente Forestal
Unidad de Gestion Ambiental Municipal (UGAM) Guardarecursos

Alcaldia indigena de San José Poaquil - Alcalde

Alcaldia indigena de San José Poaquil - Asistente del alcalde

Cofradia indigena

Unidad de Gestion Ambiental Municipal (UGAM) Santa Apolonia
Instituto Nacional de Bosques (INAB) - Director Regional Chimaltenango
Unidad de Gestion Ambiental Municipal (UGAM) Chimaltenango

Secretdrio municipal

Consejos Comunitarios de Desarrollo Urbano y Rural (COCODE) San
Martin Jilotepeque

Agricultor de San Martin Jilotepeque
Agricultor Comunidad San Bartolomé

Lidereza grupo de mujeres de la comunidad
Miembro del grupo de mujeres

Consejo Nacional de Areas Protegidas (CONAP)
FUNDEMABV

Source: Arepo

Name(s)

José Pedro Soto

Faustino Paniagua, Maria
Alejandra Lépez

Henry Lépez

Cirilo de Led6n Julian
Pedro Moreno
Andres Chicsam

Erick Tovar

Roberto Pereira

Andrés de Ledn

Byron Palacios
José Gerardo Cuxil

Jerénimo Marvin Tomas Lopez

Valdemar Callejas Mendoza,
Ernesto Lopez Lépez

Andrés Lépez
Fredy Lépez
Benito Ovalle
David Chonay
Elmer Alvarez
Andrés Morales

Edwin Sac Hernandez
Héctor Everaldo Lépez

José Celestino Zamora
Roberto Herndndez
Maria Silvestre Luis
Marta Julia Lucas Ruiz
José Luis Echevarria

Jorge Luis Ramirez
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Table 10: List of Interviewees in Ecuador

Organisation

Corporacion Nacional de Finanzas Populares y Solidarias (CONAFIPS)

Deutscher Genossenschafts- und Raiffeisenverband e.V. (DGRV)
FINANCOOP

Banco de Desarrollo del Ecuador (BDE Zonal)
Secretaria Nacional de Gestidn de Riesgos (SNGR)
Fundacién Educativa Mons. Candido Rada (FUNDER)
Pontificia Universidad Catdlica del Ecuador (PUCE)
Universidad estatal del sur de Manabi (UNESUM)
Ministerio de Ambiente, Agua y Transicion Ecoldgica (MAATE)
Gobiernos Auténomos Descentralizados (GAD) Jipijapa
Municipio de Junin

Municipio de Chone

Comunidad Balsa Tumbada

Prefectura de Manabi

Ministerio de Ambiente, Agua y Transicion ecoldgica
Ministerio de Agricultura

Comunidad La Laguna

Gobierno Parroquial Honorato Vasquez

Asociacion 4 de agosto

Source: Arepo

Name(s)

Jessenia Cazco, Roberto
Romero

Edgard Benitez

Germania Gallardo, Catherine
Cruz

Ivén Bastidas

Viviana Cevallos

Ligia Sanchez

Verdnica Bravo

Elvia Ledn

Karina Barrera, Karina Salinas
Lourdes Chele Parrales

Julio Hidrobo

Fernando Mendoza

Liliana Macias

Vicente Jarre / Ménica Vinces
Sadoth Bravo / Yariel Zambrano
Susana Heredia

Kevin Cedefio

David Sanchez

Nexer Bravo
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Annex V. Project areas

Figure 9: Project Area Costa Rica
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Source: GIZ
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Figure 10: Project Area Guatemala
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Figure 11: Project Area Ecuador
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Annex VI. Overview of evaluation grades

Table 11: Assessment grades and definition

Assessment

grade

Source: ZUG

Expected results

The findings can be assessed positively and fully exceed
expectations.

The findings can be assessed positively and meet
expectations or somewhat/partly exceed them.

The findings can overall be assessed positively despite
some shortcomings. They mostly meet expectations.
The findings partly meet expectations. Despite positive
aspects, a negative overall assessment prevails.

The findings do not meet expectations. A negative overall
assessment prevails with only limited positive aspects.
The findings are to be assessed critically. No relevant
positive findings can be detected or a worsening of the
situation is observed.

Specification

6,0-5,5

54-4,5

4,4-3,5

3,4-2,5

2,4-1,5

1,4-1

excellent

very good

good

acceptable

insufficient

critical
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Table 12: Overview of evaluation grades
Criteria Grade
Relevance
Guiding To what extent does the project respond to the needs and priorities of (political) partner institutions, 3,6
Question affected populations as well as to global policies?
1.1. To what extent does the project respond to the needs and priorities of the partner government(s) ? 4
1.2. To what extent is the project suitable to address the core problem ?
13 To what extent does the project respond to the needs and priorities of target groups and affected 3
o populations ?
14 To what extent does the project respond to the priorities of relevant global and possibly regional 4

thematic policies ?
Planning, Steering & Coherence
To what extent are the planning and steering of the project suitable to achieve the project's objectives?

(gsuuelglt?(?n To what extent is the project coordinated with relevant stakeholders in order to achieve synergies with 2.7
other projects and policies?
2.1. How is the quality of the project planning to be judged? 3
2.2. How is the quality of the project steering to be judged? 2
23 To what extent do the chosen forms of cooperation during project implementation ensure an adequate
- coordination with relevant actors in the partner country/countries? 3
24 To what extent does the project seek and achieve synergies with other relevant domestic and
international (including German) projects or efforts?
Effectiveness
G“'d'f‘g To what extent can the project be expected to achieve its objectives 22
Question
3.1. To what extent is the project logic still applicable?
3.2. To what extent have intermediate results been achieved? 5
3.3. To what extent can the foreseen outputs expected to be achieved?
3.4. To what extent can the foreseen outcome expected to be achieved?
35 To what extent do the planned and implemented activities and outputs plausibly contribute to the 2
foreseen outcome?
Transformational Impact & Sustainability
Guiding To what extent are preconditions in place in order to generate transformational impacts beyond the 2,0
Question project timeline?
4.1. To what extent can the foreseen climate-/biodiversity-related impacts expected to be achieved?
4.2. To what extent can social/economic co-benefits and relevant unintended positive impacts be expected? 2
43 To what extent and how does the project contribute to transformative (i.e. large-scale, systemic and
o sustainable change towards a climate neutral / climate resilient / nature positive society? 2
4.4, How is the implementation process towards transformational change designed and executed?
45 To what extent does the project contribute to structures or systems that can sustain positive
- achievements beyond the project cycle? 2
46 To what extent do political partners, implementing partners and target groups have the capacities,

resources and interest to sustain positive achievements beyond the project cycle?
Social & Environmental Safeguards
Guiding To what extent is the project effectively reflecting, avoiding, minimising and/or mitigating negative
Question environmental and social risks and impacts?
To what extent have the foreseen safeguards measures been implemented? Are the safeguards
5.1 measures deemed adequate to avoid, minimise or mitigate negative impacts? Have the implemented uncritical

safeguards measures achieved the planned results? changes
52 To what extent is the risk categorization of the respective performance standards and the overall needed
- project plausible and suitable?
53 Do you have any indication that project activities have had a negative impact on people or the

environment so far? Are there indications that negative impacts might occur in the future?
Standard Indicators

idin - .
QGuuegtiogn To what extent are the reported and planned results for IK| standard indicators plausible?
. h P daptati
6.1. Does the project adequately report data for all applicable IKI standard indicators? i: nanezsl;):
6.2. To what extent are the reported results for the relevant IKI standard indicators plausible? l

6.3 To what extent are the planned results for the relevant IKI standard indicators plausible?
Source: ZUG (adapted by Arepo)

The evaluation matrix incl. the learning questions is provided as separate excel-file.
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Annex VII. Studies and consultancy services
Table 13: List of EBA LAC Studies and consultancies
Organi-
No. Year Study Output .
zation
Regional Studies
1 2021 Asesoria Género en (analisis de) mecanismos de gobernanza 1.2/1.3 Glz
2 2021-2022 | Advisory gender-sensitive monitoring architecture/ integrated M&E system Z:i:ig Glz
3 2021-2022 | ldentificacion de medidas EbA en paisajes productivos (agroecosistemas) — Guatemala y Costa Rica 1.1 CATIE
4 2021-2022 | Anomalias climdticas-Descarga de datos climaticos y cortarlos a los limites del programa 1.1 CATIE
5 2022 Identificacién de medidas EbA para ganaderia 1.1 CATIE
6 2022 Analisis de riesgo climatico de las zonas de intervencidn del programa en Guatemala y Costa Rica 1.1 CATIE
7 2022 Caracterizacion técnica de practicas EbA en el sector agricola Vinculo de las NDC con EbA en Guatemala y Costa Rica 1.1 CATIE
g 2032 Facilitacion del proceso para el disefio de la estrategia de desarrollo de capacidades basados en el modelo de Capacity " o
Works, moderacion de manejo de espacios supraorganizacionales y facilitacion de procesos de aprendizajes
g 2022 Moderacion de un taller de presentacién de la estrategia del programa a las contrapartes politicas, y validacion de Cross- CATIE
herramientas del Capacity Works cutting
Asesoria técnica para la conceptualizacion y revisién de la tematica del curso de formacion de formadores en Adaptacion
10 2023 . 1.2 CATIE
basada en ecosistemas (ToT-EbA)
Asesoria técnica para la conceptualizacion y revisién de la tematica del curso de formacion de formadores en Adaptacion
11 2023 . 1.2 CATIE
basada en ecosistemas (ToT-EbA)
1 2023 Evidencias de la integracién del enfoque “Adaptacion basada en Ecosistemas” - EbA - en productos financieros y de
seguros comerciales
Guatemala
13 2021 Desarrollo de banco de fotografia y audiovisuales para el programa EbA-LAC) en Guatemala. Transversal | GIZ
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Organi-
No. Year Study Output ]
zation
14 2021 Caracterizacion socio-ecolégica de la zona de implementacién en Guatemala 1.1 CATIE
15 2021-2022 | Caracterizacion de mecanismos de gobernanza promisorios en Guatemala 1.2 CATIE
16 2021-2022 | Contexto o situacién actual del acceso rural a flujos financieros publicos o privados (state of the art) en el area de V.2 GIZ
intervencion y sus vinculaciones a nivel nacional (créditos verdes, seguros, PSE, mecanismos estatales de INAB/CONAP,
privados, etc.); y, obtener recomendaciones de proceso/estrategia para incrementarlo desde las acciones del programa,
las oportunidades existentes publicas y privadas; en coordinacién con el consorcio, socios locales y (sub)nacionales.
17 2021-2022 | Mapeo del Ecosistema Financiero e instrumentos de financiamiento y reducciéon de riesgo para el escalamiento de V.1 CATIE
medidas de adaptacidon basadas en ecosistemas
18 2022 Facilitar/moderar espacios de didlogo y concertacidn en estructuras de gobernanza y sistema de cooperacion del 1.3 Glz
programa EbA-LAC en Guatemala
19 2022 Caracterizacion técnica y analisis de beneficio-costo de 20 medidas EbA en sistemas socio-ecoldgicos y medios de vida en 1.1 CATIE
dos paises de intervencidn del Programa“Scaling-up Ecosystem-based Adaptation (EbA) Measures inrural Latin America
20 2022-2023 | Caracterizacion de mecanismos de gobernanza promisorios en Guatemala 1.2 CATIE
21 2023 Fortalecimiento de la gobernanza funcional y mecanismos de coordinacidon/concertacién para el escalamiento de la EbA 1.3 Glz
en Guatemala.
24 2023 Asesoria Fondo Nacional de Cambio Climatico: Manuales administrativos Iv.3 Glz
25 2023 Analisis del modelo de negocios y mecanismos de financiamiento para la EbA
Costa Rica
26 2021-2022 | Caracterizacion de mecanismos de gobernanza promisorios en Costa Rica
27 2021-2022 | Caracterizacion socio-ecoldgica de la zona de escalamiento en Costa Rica 1.1 CATIE
28 2022 Caracterizacion socio-ecolégica de la zona de consolidacion Costa Rica 1.1 CATIE
29 2021-2022 = Mapeo del Ecosistema Financiero e instrumentos de financiamiento y reduccidn de riesgo para el escalamiento de V.1 CATIE
medidas de adaptacidén basadas en ecosistemas
30 2021 Caracterizacidn socio-ecolégica de la zona de escalamiento en Costa Rica 1.1 CATIE
31 2022 Transcripcion de imagenes y lista de participantes de trabajos en grupo de 7 talleres de analisis de riesgo 1.1 CATIE
32 2022 Colaboracién en la identificacion de las necesidades de desarrollo y fortalecimiento de capacidades, de los actores clave y 1.2 CATIE
personas multiplicadoras de conocimientos en EbA en los dos territorios de intervencién del Programa
33 2022-2023 | Analisis de riesgo Costa Rica — perspectiva local 1.1 CATIE
34 2023 Construccion participativa de cadenas de impacto Cambio Climatico 1.1 CATIE
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Organi-
No. Year Study Output ]
zation
35 2023 Caracterizacion técnica y analisis costo beneficio de la implementacién de las medidas EbA en sistemas productivos 11.1.2 CATIE
agropecuarios en el paisaje de intervencién del Programa “Scaling-up Ecosystem-based Adaptation (EbA) Measures in
rural Latin America” en Costa Rica
36 2023 Analisis del modelo de negocios y mecanismos de financiamiento
Ecuador
37 2021-2022 | Caracterizacion de mecanismos de gobernanza promisorios en Ecuador 1.2/1.3 CATIE
38 2021-202 Desarrollo de conceptos globales y analisis de modelos de negocio y mecanismos financieros para Adaptacidon-basada en V.2 Glz
Ecosistemas, levantamiento linea base de acceso a financiamiento en Ecuador
39 2022 Taller Bioinsumos a multiplicadores 1.2 CATIE
40 2022 Taller Normativa Ambiental para multiplicadores en Ecuador 1.2 CATIE
41 2022 Estudio de Riesgo Climatico
42 2022 Analisis de los instrumentos de planificacidn a nivel de paisaje para el fortalecimiento del enfoque de Adaptacién basada
en Ecosistemas, Manabi - Ecuador
43 2022 Plan de Accidn para las zonas de Consolidacion de Medidas de Adaptaciéon al Cambio Climatico con énfasis en el enfoque
de Adaptacion basada en Ecosistemas (ACC-EbA) en Honorato Vasquez y Membrillal, Manabi
44 2022 Mapeo de vacios y necesidades de sensibilizacidn y gestiéon de conocimiento — EbA
45 2023 Desarrollo Organizacional/Gobernanza vertical-horizontal 1.3 GlZ
46 2023 Paquete de evidencias de EbA en el sector financiero
47 2023 Estudio sobre Mecanismos e incentivos financieros para promover practicas sostenibles amigables con la biodiversidad en
cadenas de valor de productos agropecuarios y turismo en Latino América y el Caribe
48 2023-2024 | Estrategia de Género del Programa Eba LAC - Ecuador transversal | GIZ
Source: GIZ
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Annex VIII. Achievement of project outcome und output indicators

Table 14: Achievement of project outcome and output indicators until 2022

. . . Costa Cumulative Target
Outcome/Output Indicator Unit Baseline | Target . Ecuador | Guatemala value
Rica reach
2021-2022
Outcome | Key actors from 1.0.1. @ On 23.608 ha of land ha 6.766 30.374 0 18 11,5 29,5 0%
the public sector, within rural landscapes
civil society and selected by the
the private programme, cost
sector at local, effective EbA measures
subnational, have been implemented
national, and by male and female land
regional level users, based on their
have scaled up own decisions by
successful EbA 31.12.2025.
approaches in 1.0.2. 9 national or initiatives 1 10 0 0 0 0 0%
rural landscapes subnational initiatives
of selected (e.g., NAPs, LAPs,
countries of Latin NAMAs) include EbA
America approaches and address
gender equity within
these approaches by
31.12.2025.
1.0.3. | 6 finance mechanisms financial 0 6 0 0 0 0 0%

(e.g., public and private) | mechanism
at national or sub-

national level support

the upscaling of EbA
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Cumulative
. . . t Target
Outcome/Output Indicator Unit Baseline | Target . Ecuador | Guatemala value
Rica reach
2021-2022
measures in rural areas
by 31.12.2025.
Output | Local, 1.1. In each country where Policy 0 9 0 1 1 11%
subnational, the programme is
national, and implemented, 3 national
regional or sub-national policies
governance is or regulations, relevant
strengthened to for rural development,
scale up EbA integrate the EbA
measures in a approach including also
social and gender equity and
conflict-sensitive vulnerable and ethnic
as well as group inclusion, having
gender- in place concrete steps
transformative for their effective
way implementation by
31.12.2025.
1.2 In each of the Governance 0 3 0 0 0 0%
landscapes where the Mechanism
programme is
implemented exists at
least one functional
gender-sensitive
governance mechanism
promoting EbA by
31.12.2025.
1.3. In each country where Process 0 3 0 0 0 0 0%

the programme is
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§/arepo

Outcome/Output

Output Il

Innovative, 1.1.

effective and
sustainable EbA
measures have
been
implemented in
vulnerable
communities and
ecosystems

1.2,

Indicator Unit
implemented, 1 EbA
M&E system is
established or
strengthened to provide
information to relevant
stakeholders and
decision-makers and
inform international
commitments (NDCs) by
31.12.2025.

A total of 16,320
vulnerable land users in

Land users 4.000
Ecuador, Guatemala and
Costa Rica have
implemented EbA
measures (e.g.,
agroforestry,
conservation
agriculture, soil and
water conservation,
sustainable dairy
farming) (30 % of these
are women) by
31.12.2025.

In each of the Implementation 0
landscapes where the plans
programme is

conducted, 2 EbA

Baseline

Target

16.320

Costa

0

Ecuador | Guatemala

Rica

280 191

Cumulative
value
2021-2022

417

Target
reach

3%

0%
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Cumulative
. . . Costa Target
Outcome/Output Indicator Unit Baseline | Target . Ecuador | Guatemala value
Rica reach
2021-2022
related implementation
plans are developed and
being carried out by
30.06.2024.
11.3. In each of the EbA M&E 0 3 0 0 0 0 0%
landscapes where the System
programme is
implemented, 1 M&E
system for EbA
measures is being
applied by 31.01.2023.
Output lll | The individual, .1, | 280 multipliers (at least | Multipliers 0 280 0 0 0 0 0%
organisational 110 of these women)
and institutional use the knowledge
capacities of key acquired through
actors have been training activities of the
strengthened for programme on their
the jobs by 31.12.2025.
implementation lI.2. | 40 local organisations Local 0 40 0 0 0 0 0%

and scaling up of
EbA, considering
the human rights
and gender
dimensions

(20% of them with
gender orientation and /
or specific focus on
indigenous people and
ethnic groups) improved
their capacities
regarding
implementation of EbA

Organisations
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Cumulative
Outcome/Output Indicator Unit Baseline | Target . t Ecuador | Guatemala Target
Rica reach
2021-2022
measures by
31.12.2025.
I.3. | 50 % of the decision Decisionmakers | 0% 50% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
makers (30 % of these
women) who have been
sensitized, have
promoted the EbA
approach in their sphere
of influence by
30.06.2024.
Output IV | The flow of IV.1. | In Ecuador, Guatemala, Instruments 3 9 0 0 0 0 0%
financial and Costa Rica the EbA
resources for approach is integrated
EbA measures into two commercial
has increased financing and / or risk
and access of transfer instruments,
men and respectively by
women, 31.12.2025.
indigenous and IV.2. | In each implementation | Local 0% 20% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
non-indigenous landscape in Ecuador, Stakeholders
to funding for Guatemala, and Costa
EbA adoption Rica, at least 20 % of the
has been local stakeholders have
facilitated access to NbS / EbA
financing by 31.12.2025.
IV.3. | 6 financial mechanisms | financial 0 6 0 0 0 0 0%
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Costa
Outcome/Output Indicator Unit Baseline | Target . Ecuador | Guatemala value

Cumulative
Target

Rica reach
2021-2022

sectors dedicated to the
promotion of EbA (funds
/ trusts) (2 in each
country) are
consolidated or
strengthened by
31.12.2025.

* In December 2023 the value for Guatemala was reduced from 190 ha to 11,5 ha resulting in a total of 29,5 ha for all three countries instead of 208 ha for all three countries

Source: GIZ (adapted by Arepo)

Table 15: Achievement of project output indicators by implementing agency until 2022

Output

Output |

Output Il

. . Target
Indicator Implementing Agency
reach
I.1. In each country where the programme is implemented, 3 national or sub-national IUCN 11%
policies or regulations, relevant for rural development, integrate the EbA approach
including also gender equity and vulnerable and ethnic group inclusion, having in place
concrete steps for their effective implementation by 31.12.2025.
1.2. In each of the landscapes where the programme is implemented exists at least one CATIE (GTM, EC, CR) 0%
functional gender-sensitive governance mechanism promoting EbA by 31.12.2025. GIZ (GTM, EC, CR)
1.3. In each country where the programme is implemented, 1 EbA M&E system is Glz 0%
established or strengthened to provide information to relevant stakeholders and
decision-makers and inform international commitments (NDCs) by 31.12.2025.
I.1. A total of 16,320 vulnerable land users in Ecuador, Guatemala and Costa Rica have CATIE (GTM, CR) 3%

implemented EbA measures (e.g., agroforestry, conservation agriculture, soil and water = IUCN (EC)
conservation, sustainable dairy farming) (30 % of these are women) by 31.12.2025.
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. . Target
Output Indicator Implementing Agency
reach
1.2. In each of the landscapes where the programme is conducted, 2 EbA related IUCN 0%
implementation plans are developed and being carried out by 30.06.2024.
1.3. In each of the landscapes where the programme is implemented, 1 M&E system for EbA | IUCN 0%
measures is being applied by 31.01.2023.
Output Il | 1Il.1. | 280 multipliers (at least 110 of these women) use the knowledge acquired through IUCN 0%
training activities of the programme on their jobs by 31.12.2025.
[1.2. | 40 local organisations (20% of them with gender orientation and / or specific focus on CATIE 0%
indigenous people and ethnic groups) improved their capacities regarding
implementation of EbA measures by 31.12.2025.
I11.3. | 50 % of the decision makers (30 % of these women) who have been sensitized, have IUCN 0%
promoted the EbA approach in their sphere of influence by 30.06.2024.
Output IV | IV.1. | In Ecuador, Guatemala, and Costa Rica the EbA approach is integrated into two CATIE (GTM, CR) 0%
commercial financing and / or risk transfer instruments, respectively by 31.12.2025. GIZ (EC)
IV.2. | In each implementation landscape in Ecuador, Guatemala, and Costa Rica, at least 20% | GIZ 0%
of the local stakeholders have access to NbS / EbA financing by 31.12.2025.
IV.3. | 6 financial mechanisms of the public and nongovernmental sectors dedicated to the Glz 0%

promotion of EbA (funds / trusts) (2 in each country) are consolidated or strengthened
by 31.12.2025.

Source: GIZ (adapted by Arepo)
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Annex IX. Analysis of project team

Table 16: GIZ Analysis of Activities

Costa Rica Ecuador Guatemala Total
Completed (until Q3 2023) 11 14 13 38
Delayed 5 2 3 10
On track 19 19 19 57
On hold 0 0 0 0
Total 35 35 35 105

Source: GIZ Analysis 18.01.2024 (adapted by Arepo)

Table 17: GIZ Analysis of achievement of milestones
Achievement in number of countries
Milestone I.1 3
Output | Milestone 1.2 0
Milestone I.3 3
Milestone I1.1 3
Output I Milestone I1.2 3
Milestone I1.3 0
Milestone I1l.1 3
Outcome Milestone IIlI.2 3
Output Il Milestone 111.3 0
Milestone IIl.4 0
Milestone IV.1 3
Milestone IV.2 0
Output IV Milestone IV.3 0
Milestone IV.4 On progress
Milestone IV.5 On progress

Source: GIZ Analysis 18.01.2024 (adapted by Arepo)
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Annex X. Photos

Figure 12: Photos of the Field visits in Costa Rica, Ecuador, and Guatemala

Source: Arepo
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