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1.5 Structure of the report 

41. Following this introduction, section 2 presents the background and context of the third project 
cycle of the BSF. Section 3 presents the main findings based on the evaluation questions, followed 
by conclusions and recommendations in section 4. 
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61. These findings were confirmed by the survey results. As shown in Figure 3, about 83 percent 
strongly agreed that the projects met the needs of poor men and women farmers, who are highly 
vulnerable to the impacts of climate change.  

3.1.4 Regional balance in the geographical distribution of projects 

62. Finding 3. At global level, the geographical distribution of the projects in the six regions was 
proportional to the regional allocation of eligible Contracting Parties and the regional distribution 
of eligible pre-proposals. However, there were marked imbalances in the number of approved 
projects within both the African and Asian regions. Indonesia led three out of the five projects in 
Asia, whilst Francophone sub-Saharan Africa was absent in BSF 3 since none of the submitted full 
project proposals (six) were selected for funding. 

63. Table 3 presents the geographical distribution of the approved BSF 3 projects in the six regions. 
Within the Africa region, Francophone sub-Saharan Africa was absent in BSF 3. Despite the 
relatively high number of pre-proposals submitted, only six proposals from Francophone sub-
Saharan Africa made it to the list of the total of 57 full project proposals that were assessed by 
the Panel of Experts. However, none of these six project proposals made it to the final selection. 
The absence of Francophone sub-Saharan Africa was not discussed at the Bureau level, where the 
final decision was made. The Bureau looked at regional representation, but not at the balance 
within regions. Neither was this discussed at the regional level amongst the African Contracting 
Parties. According to a respondent from West Africa, despite their request, the reason(s) for the 
rejection of their proposal was not communicated to them. According to the Secretariat, they only 
provide the reason(s) for the rejection of proposal upon request of the applicant. The evaluation 
team reviewed a sample of the rejection correspondence and observed that the lack of a clear 
process in communicating the reason(s) could be subject to some misinterpretation. For instance, 
there is no standard template, for example with a two-sentence summary of the reason(s) in the 
rejection letter. Upon request of a rejected applicant, the scores of the proposal were sent by the 
Secretariat, with an explanation that the proposal was scored relatively high but ranked low. 
However, the applicant was not provided with information as to where the proposal was strong 
and where it was weak.  

64. In the case of Asia, the evaluation observed a high concentration of projects in Indonesia. Out of 
the five projects implemented in Asia, three were led by Indonesian institutions (see Table 1 and 
Appendix 1). Overall, the Asian region submitted very few eligible pre-proposals for Window 3. 
As for the eight proposals from Asia that made it to the selection by the Panel of Experts, four 
proposals were from Indonesia, thus increasing their chance of being selected. Like all selected 
projects, the Indonesian projects were subject to the same selection methodology and criteria. 
The Indonesian proposals were of high quality and accordingly received high scores from the 
Panel of Experts.  

65. While the intraregional distribution of projects was not a BSF 3 criterion, a number of experts from 
Africa stated that the call for proposals was at times difficult to interpret and adapt to their 
regional needs. They thought that the inclusion of their regional context and priorities could guide 
proposal development, help desk support and the selection process for the Panel of Experts. In 
terms of the selection process, the evaluation found that at the technical level, in the Panel for 
project selection, there were limitations to the number of experts who had both French language 
proficiency and knowledge of the context of the Francophone sub-Saharan Africa region. In 
addition, as there were more proposals from Africa, the number of experts from the region was 
not proportionate to the number of proposals that needed to be assessed and scored.  
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Table 4. Geographical distribution of the BSF 3 projects 
Region Regional 

representation of 
eligible 

Contracting 
Parties (%) 

Number of 
eligible pre-
proposals 
submitted 

Number of 
proposals in 

shortlist A after 
the second step 

appraisal by 
experts 

Number of 
full project 
proposals 
received 

Shortlisted by 
experts based 
on the cut-off 
established in 

the 
methodology 

Approved by 
Bureau 

Africa 
 
Anglophone Africa 
Francophone Africa  

39.5 
 
 
 

75 
 

50 
25 

37 
 

28 
9 

18 
 

12 
6 

6 
 
6 
0 

6 
 
6 
0 

Near East 18.70 49 26 14 4 4 
Asia 14.30 26 12 8 5 5 
GRULAC 15.40 33 19 14 5 5 
SWP 4.40 3 2 2 1 1 
Europe 7.60 2 2 1 1 1 
Total 100 188 98 57 22 22 

3.2 Effectiveness and contribution to results 

EQ 2. To what extent have BSF 3 programme and project objectives been achieved and were there any 
unintended results? To what extent can the attainment of results be attributed to the BSF 3 projects? How 
have the results demonstrated the catalytic role of the BSF in international cooperation in the conservation 
and use of PGRFA? 

3.2.1 Strengthened capacities at national and regional levels for improved conservation 
and management of PGRFA 

66. Finding 4. To a large extent, the evidence collected shows that the BSF 3 has contributed to 
strengthening capacities at national and regional levels for improved conservation and 
management of PGRFA. The capacity development and the co-development of technologies 
under Window 3 facilitated the cooperation of national PGRFA institutions within and between 
countries. This enabled projects in the South [developing countries] to access technologies from 
the North [developed countries] or from international research organizations, and adapt such 
technologies to their own context and priorities. 

67. The capacity of more than 270 local and national institutions was strengthened with the objectives 
to conserve, manage, improve and disseminate plant genetic resources. This included more than 
4 000 researchers and breeders with strengthened capacities in participatory breeding, genomic 
sequence and phenotypic data. In addition, 5 000 students, both MSc and PhD, were trained in 
participatory methods of plant breeding and the practical application of genomics, phenotyping 
and molecular techniques. This was achieved through a combination of training, mentoring and 
active learning-by-doing. In total, about 30 percent of researchers, breeders and students were 
women. A number of trainings resulted in publications, participation in related projects and 
conferences. The technological outputs such as PGRFA characterization and materials, software 
for information exchange and tools correlate to the quality of the capacity building.  

68. BSF 3 responded to both the challenges and opportunities in PGRFA management and 
conservation that are being faced by developing countries and emerging economies. On the one 
hand, the challenge is that a changing climate contributes to the increasing severity of crop abiotic 
and biotic stresses. The consequences may include crop failure and an increased virulence of pest 
and diseases. For the BSF 3 projects, climate change adaptation required sustainable agronomic 
practices that employed a combination of crop and varietal diversification as well as breeding for 
climate-resilient traits. On the other hand, there are potential opportunities in the vast 
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technological advancement in, for example, gene mapping and marker-assisted breeding coupled 
with the potential use of over 2.3 million accessions under the Multilateral System (MLS), as well 
as the materials managed in situ by smallholder farmers.  

i. Window 3 facilitated the cooperation of national PGRFA institutions mostly within and 
between countries. This contributed to their capacity building and the co-development of 
technologies, which had three inter-connected results: i) enabling projects in the South to 
access technologies from the North or from international research organizations and 
adapt such technologies to their own context and priorities; ii) South-South capacity 
building through co-development of technologies that could potentially facilitate 
germplasm exchange and related information; iii) pooling of expertise and knowledge 
sharing towards addressing the fragmented research and development in rice, cassava, 
wheat and potato, etc.. For example: the Indonesian-led multi-country project (W3B PR 
29) involved 13 countries mainly from Asia, two countries from Africa, and the 
Netherlands, who jointly developed a Test Platform for the Development and Allocation 
of a digital object identifier (DOI) for rice. The project is a follow-up on DOIs for rice 
pioneered by the International Rice Research Institute (IRRI). Each of the participating 
countries provided inputs based on their needs and expertise and adopted common DOIs 
for rice. The capacity building was not only at the technical level. Countries also benefitted 
from the direct interactions with each other. They also learned to cooperate with other 
countries and support each other. In addition, while the DOIs were developed for rice, this 
project was important for the whole functioning of the Treaty. DOIs is an international 
standard adapted to identify plant germplasm worldwide. It allows for a common system 
of identification for registration and access to the accessions. The project suffered from 
implementation delays and, due to Indonesian law, it was not possible to extend the 
period of project implementation. Further refinement and full uptake of project results are 
still pending.  

ii. Kenya and United Republic of Tanzania (W3B-PR-37), which were led by the Mikocheni 
Agricultural Research Institute, cooperated to further enhance their previous experiences 
in field and laboratory research on the use of molecular techniques to identify and 
characterize largely unexplored cassava germplasm for East Africa. They collaborated with 
NEIKER (Basque Institute for Agricultural Research and Development in Spain), who 
provided the training on advanced molecular tools to identify multiple candidate genes 
and combined multiple traits through model building for assigning parental breeding 
values and to predict progeny performances. The project reached out to genebanks and 
breeders in Kenya and United Republic of Tanzania with a set of molecular markers and 
predictive models, which were useful for assessing adaptation to abiotic stresses in 
germplasm, progenitors and breeding clones. The models can be used to develop novel 
Cassava varieties with improved stress adaptation. The applied concept, using Cassava as 
a model species of the genus Manihot, can be potentially applied to other related species 
and crops. Farmers accessed and tested cassava materials, and thereby also provided a 
model of upstream research collaboration with farmers in cassava PGRFA management.  

iii. NEIKER played a similar role in the potato project with Ecuador and Peru (W3B PR 05). Led 
by the Universidad Nacional Agraria La Molina, Instituto de Biotecnología (UNALM-IBT) In 
Peru, NEIKER provided the molecular analysis, the association mapping and the software 
for the statistical analysis, including the corresponding capacity building. For the partners 
in Ecuador and Peru, this was a good opportunity to use new technologies to accelerate 
and improve potato breeding processes at a lower cost. It was the first time that this 
approach was used in Ecuador. However, the project design did not include specific plans 
for project uptake with plant breeding in the countries.  



Evaluation of the third project cycle of the Benefit-sharing Fund of ITPGRFA 

20 

iv. The joint project in the Islamic Republic of Iran, Morocco and Turkey (W3B-PR-18) 
provided capacity building of young scientists in the collaborating countries to 
characterize and design breeding strategies of winter wheat for low rainfall areas. The 
technology transfer, which was led by the International Maize and Wheat Improvement 
Center (CIMMYT), focused on initiating the use of DNA markers, on the strategic planning 
of crosses by using superior parental wheat lines, and on the sharing of the data base of 
the project to identify genetic resources adapted to drought and high temperature 
conditions. Although the project suffered from high staff turnover and project delays from 
the three countries, it facilitated the development of successful proposals with partner 
institutions in the Islamic Republic of Iran, Morocco and Turkey. The data from the project 
also provided the opportunity to publish and link with the scientific community all over 
the world. It is yet to be seen if the participating countries will further develop and take 
the lead in new collaborative efforts in the future.  

69. The survey results confirmed the above findings, where all respondents agreed that the project 
contributed to increased capacities of PGRFA institutions. About 91 percent of the respondents 
agreed that the projects led to stronger political will in support of PGRFA collaboration. 
Furthermore, 74 percent of the respondents made use of South-South cooperation. While 
95 percent of the respondents agreed that the project enabled access to useful technologies for 
developed countries or from internal organizations. 

70. Window 2 projects have also engaged in capacity development for PGRFA institutions, although 
they put greater emphasis on building capacities of men and women farmers.  

i. In Kenya, Uganda and United Republic of Tanzania (W2B-PR-26), training was conducted 
for young and mid-career professionals in Africa on resilient seeds and climate change. 
All participants worked in the fields of breeding and genetics, genebank management and 
conservation, climate change adaptation, seed systems, research and extension with a 
background and/or practical knowledge of genetic resources management and 
conservation, climate change adaptation, as well as global and national policy frameworks 
for access and benefit-sharing. In addition, the project invited CTDT BSF 3 project partner 
from Zimbabwe (W2B PR 42), who provided a course on resilient seed systems for climate 
change adaptation for government staff working in national genebanks and plant 
certification bodies. A workshop on scaling community seed banks (CSB) was held in 
Uganda, which also targeted national genebanks of Kenya, Uganda and United Republic 
of Tanzania together with other actors in the seed system. In addition, technical staff from 
national genebanks, plant breeders and the Agricultural Research and Development 
Institute in Uganda, were trained in crowdsourcing methodology and participatory varietal 
testing and selection.  

ii. Multi-stakeholder workshops on the Multilateral System of Access and Benefit-sharing, 
were held in Malawi, Zambia and Zimbabwe (W2B-PR-42). These were conducted by the 
BSF partners with the national genebanks of the countries. Training workshops 
contributed to the knowledge sharing on Access and Benefit-sharing and documentation 
of accessions, that the three partners compiled for potential inclusion for the MLS. 
Additional training workshops were organized to enhance the institutional capacities of 
partners and collaborating institutions to work on seed-related policies and legislations.  

3.2.2 Co-developed and/or transferred technologies for the conservation and sustainable 
use of PGRFA  

71. Finding 5. To a large extent, the BSF 3 enabled the co-development and adaptation of 
technologies amongst developing countries. The outputs in terms of identified and developed 
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the growing season is missed, then the project can be delayed up to one year until the next 
growing season.  

149. The planning for the entire project cycle was based on the original schedule of activities presented 
in the project proposals. This was not adequate. There could be at least a year gap from the 
proposal writing to the contracting and funds transfer. Moreover, most of the projects conducted 
inception activities, and many conducted surveys or vulnerability assessments. The project plans 
were not systematically updated to coherently reflect changes in context, reassessment of risks 
especially given changing climate conditions, and adjust project activities as needed. The 
complications of procurement were not anticipated and integrated into the planning schedule. 
There were a number of weaknesses in the planning for some projects, which were not corrected. 
For instance, many of the Window 3 projects lack a plan for post-project uptake especially on 
plant breeding. Whilst significant results were achieved within the four-year project cycle, a 
number of Window 2 projects had unrealistic planning such as plant breeding from scratch for a 
four-year project. As successfully shown in Zimbabwe (W2B PR 42), the level of stability of the 
plant populations should match the project period, or should be tied up with other 
programmes/institutions with longer-term operations. In addition, some activities for marketing 
were not based on a business plan or feasibility studies.  

150. From the sampled projects, there were regular changes in the scheduled activities between the 
work plan indicated in the project proposal and the progress reports. This is normal as changes 
occur in the course of project implementation. These changes can be caused by external factors 
(e.g. weather events, political context, market fluctuations), factors internal to the project (delay 
or progress in implementation), or a combination of both. Changes and risks are inherent to the 
context of the dynamics of agriculture and PGRFA management, which is now worsened by 
changing climate. Therefore, periodically updating plans and budgets is part of standard and/or 
good practice in project management. However, in the BSF, the approval for the next funds 
transfer were solely based on the technical and financial reports from the past period. The plan 
and budget for the next period were not required as a basis for approval of funds transfer. Hence, 
the monitoring was not informed by a: i) systematic update on project context; ii) an updated risk 
assessment and management matrix; iii) target outputs and budget for the next period and any 
re-direction/adjustment of plans.  

151. The absence of systematically updated plans and budget in the BSF 3 hampered the monitoring 
of project delays, the management of risks and the necessary adjustments. For example, in the 
case of Zimbabwe (W2A PR60), all progress reports had major deviation from the work plan. The 
delays resulted in the four community seed banks being completed only at the end of the project. 
According to the project holder, the CSBs have not been operationalized and did not have 
community ownership. Contrary to the original work plan, the second progress report stated that 
no activities on the CSBs were conducted and, despite this, the risk was assessed as low. Further 
on, the third and fourth progress reports stated significant delays but with unrealistic low risk 
assessment and no plan and budget adjustments.  

152. In the Islamic Republic of Iran, Morocco and Turkey (W3B PR 18), a key activity for the project 
outcome encountered persistent delays. This activity was the creation and dissemination of an 
international database to promote the use of wheat genetic resources and increase genetic base. 
The delays were aggravated by high staff turnover and sanctions in the Islamic Republic of Iran. 
Despite this, the plan was not systematically revised. Towards the end, a no-cost extension of the 
project was solicited by the project holder, but the request came in too late for the BSF Secretariat 
to process. The evaluation is of the opinion that a more regular revision of the planning activity 
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could have helped focus on the delivery of the database and could have at least anticipated that 
a no-cost extension was going to be needed. 

153. The nature of PGRFA management often means a step-wise sequence of activities, whereby delay 
in one activity can cause significant delay in the succeeding activities and project outputs. In the 
case of Kenya, Uganda and United Republic of Tanzania (W2B PR 26), major delays occurred 
already at Year 1 for the exchange of landrace materials between the three countries. The 
materials were to be multiplied, distributed, tested and selected by farmers, and were to be the 
source of parent materials for participatory plant breeding. They were even planned for 
commercialization. The plan was already unrealistic to begin with and, with the major delays, the 
activities on participatory plant breeding, commercial seed production and marketing eventually 
did not take place. One of the planned community seed banks did not materialize. However, the 
annual reporting did not flag the risks, nor were changes in the plan reported. Furthermore, while 
key activities did not take place, such as participatory plant breeding and Crops Atlas, changes to 
these effects were agreed via email exchanges between the project holder and the BSF Secretariat. 
However, from the progress and financial reports, it is unclear how the budget for these activities 
was reallocated. Furthermore, the Kenya country case study highlighted the lack of clear roles and 
coordination amongst project partners, which affected their relations and project implementation.  

154. The Secretariat set up the project reporting schedule with the Letter of Agreement. These 
generally involved five progress reports, both technical and financial. The first project report is 
received after about eight months. The log frame was updated from mid-term onwards. The risk 
assessment matrix was updated up to the fourth report. The reporting templates were 
comprehensive and accessible, and gender-disaggregated data were included. Projects also filled 
out a monitoring questionnaire throughout the reporting period, which was comprehensive. The 
Secretariat kept track of a set of indicators and statistics. However, many of the reports did not 
update the risk. In addition, the section on the impact pathway on the reporting template did not 
include report on outcomes and were missing data and/or causal links on improvements in food 
security and climate change adaptation. In addition, the budget report did not include a brief 
narrative on the budget spending in relation to the project implementation. The budget is not 
easy to assess and compare, it was neither summarized according to activities nor on institutional 
or country allocations. For multi-country projects, the Secretariat only communicated with the 
primary project holder, which is administratively efficient but missed information and monitoring 
per country.  

155. The BSF technical officer and finance officer assessed the reports. Whilst the Secretariat was 
responsive and flexible to the communicated needs of the projects, changes in planning and 
budgets were communicated and agreed via email between the project holder and the BSF 
Secretariat. However, without a regularly updated plan and budget, decision-making may tend to 
be ad hoc and difficult to monitor in the narrative and financial reporting  

156. Reporting to donors was in line with donor requirements. Other voluntary contributors, who did 
not specify reporting requirements, said they did not get regular information about the BSF. The 
BSF did not have a system for consistently reporting to all donors and to all project holders. 

157. Within the Secretariat, the evaluation found that there was a lack of the broad range of technical 
expertise needed to support the planning and monitoring of the technical components of the 
projects. For instance, the involvement of the Panel of Experts was limited to the selection process 
but the more complex part of the project implementation and the cycle of project planning, 
monitoring and reporting, was entirely conducted by the BSF Secretariat. Given the complexity 
and diversity of the agroecologies, cultures and crops of the various projects, and given the 
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