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Preface: 
This report summarizes the outcome of twelve (10) meetings that occurred between March to November 
2020 towards the inception of the IWEco project. A total of forty (39) persons were engaged via the various 
meetings and informal discussions. Comments and discussions of each meeting are summarized in this report 
while attendees, photos and additional information are in the appendix.  
 



 

1. Background 
 

1.1 IWEco Regional  
The Integrated Water, Land and Ecosystems Management in Caribbean SIDS GEF full-sized project  
aims to contribute to the preservation of Caribbean ecosystems that are of global significance and 
the sustainability of livelihoods. Implemented by UNEP, the project is targeting 12 countries in the Caribbean 
region. The project intends to apply methodologies to improve fresh and coastal water resources management, 
sustainable land management and sustainable forest management that also seek to enhance resilience of 
socio-ecological systems to the impacts of climate change.  The Bahamas will be a part of the regional network 
established under the IWEco project and will also benefit from regionally planned activities and tools to be 
developed under the regional project. 
 

1.2       IWEco The Bahamas  
Location: East Grand Bahama 

The Implementing Land, Water and Ecosystems Management in The Bahamas project is a three (3) year 
project, beginning February 2020 until January 2023. It was developed to assist The Bahamas in meeting its 
obligations under the CBD and UNCCD. National activities under these multilateral environmental 
agreements have resulted in the development of a NBSAP and NAP, which both require The Bahamas to 
conduct biodiversity inventories, engage in ecosystem restoration, and to increase capacity nationally. The 
GEF medium-sized IWEco project is led by the executing agency the DEPP Protection (formerly known as the 
BEST Commission).  
 
The project objective is to develop a model of integrated land, water and ecosystem management for The 
Bahamas and other SIDS the primary goals of the project are:  

•  Mainstreaming of biodiversity conservation and sustainable use into infrastructure development and 
ecotourism sectors,  

•  Reducing pressures on natural resources from competing land uses associated with infrastructure 
development, and  

•  Increasing capacity in the country to apply adaptive management tools in SLM and INRM.  
 
The project components are: 
 

1. Development and implementation of integrated, innovative technical solutions for the maintenance of 
ecosystem health inclusive of climate change resiliency; 

2. Strengthening of environmental monitoring and evaluation systems; 
3. Strengthening of the enabling environment in support of policy, legislative and institutional reforms and 

increase of capacity for sustainable natural resource management; and 
4. Enhancing knowledge exchange, best practices, replication and stakeholder involvement in natural 

resource management. 
 

1.3   Project Inception – March 2020 
The PPG phase and REA took place in 2016 as the project was initially due to span the duration between 
2016-2019. However due to delays the project did not begin within its timeframe. In September of 2019, the 
Bahamian islands Abaco and Grand Bahama faced the wrath of Hurricane Dorian, which was a category 5 
hurricane with winds up to 185 mph. This storm hovered over both islands causing major devastation. The 



 
Bahamas government then opted the priority to have projects based on those islands underway to aid in 
restorative efforts. The IWEco project engaged its NPC in January 2020.  
 
A prelaunch meeting intended on gathering feedback from stakeholders based in Grand Bahama considering 
the environment post-Hurricane Dorian to determine if the project was still relevant took place on March 6, 
2020. This meeting marked the beginning of the inception phase of the IWEco project. Immediately following 
the prelaunch meeting, the country succumbed to the Global COVID-19 pandemic, when The Bahamas 
undertook its first national lockdown. Over the course of the year lockdowns and curfews were ongoing 
periodically amongst all islands in attempts at keeping control over infection rates across the country. 
 

Table 1 Project Costs 

GEF Cash $863,242 

Co-finance ( Cash) $50,000 

Co-finance  (In-kind)  

DEPP 93,750 

BNT 90,000 

Forestry 22,500 

ETS 75,000 

UNEP 475,000 

BTT 46,000 

WSC 61,000 

Co-finance Total $913,250 

Total Value $1,776,492 

 
Table 2: IWEco Project PSC Stakeholders 

Project Steering Committee 

Stakeholders Role 

Department of Environmental Planning and 
Protection,  Ministry of Environment & 
Housing 

Lead overall Executing Agency 
Consultative partner and co-financier 

Bahamas National Trust (BNT) Partner executing agency and co-financier 

Water & Sewage Cooperation Consultative partner and co-financier 

Grand Bahama Utility Company Ltd Consultative partner 

Bonefish Tarpon & Trust Consultative partner and possible co-
financier 

EGB Local Government  Stakeholder 

EGB Island Admin Stakeholder 

Ministry of Public Works Consultative partner 

Grand Bahama Port Authority Consultative partner 

Department of Marine Resources Consultative partner 

Engineering & Technical Services Consultative partner and co-financier 

 



 
Table 3: IWEco Project INR Subcommittee Stakeholders                                  

Integrated Natural Resources 
Subcommittee 

Stakeholders Role 

The Nature 
Conservancy 

Consultative partner 

Department of 
Forestry 

Consultative partner 
and  co-financier 

Save the Bays Consultative partner 
 

Table 4: IWEco Project Utilities Subcommittee Stakeholders 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2. Details of Meetings: 
                

 
Figure 1 Prelaunch Meeting Attendees pictured at the Chamber of Commerce, March 6th 2020 

Utilities Committee 

Stakeholders Role 

Grand Bahama 
Power Co. 

Consultative 
partner 

Ministry of Disaster 
Preparedness, 

Management and 
Reconstruction 

Consultative 
partner 



 

 
2.1 Meeting 1: Prelaunch Meeting 
On Friday, March 6th, 2020 at 9:00am Director Newbold, Ingraham (NPC) and Pinder of DEPP held a public 
meeting in Grand Bahama to gather feedback from relevant stakeholders to determine whether the IWEco 
project was still relevant considering the environment post hurricane Dorian. The meeting was held at the 
Chamber of Commerce.  
 

 
Figure 2 Mrs. Newbold speaking to prelaunch meeting attendees 

 
Meeting Objectives 
During the meeting the four major areas for discussion and interaction were:  

• Reintroduction of project concepts to residential stakeholders for East Grand Bahama, 
• Gather initial feedback and information from attendees to determine if project activities are still 

relevant considering the environment Post Dorian,   
• Document any concerns, and  
• Consider feedback in determining project’s next steps.  

 
As this was a 1-day event it was important to cover these areas such that an agreed position could be taken 
to ensure that the relaunch of the project activities would be in keeping with the expectations of the 
stakeholders and meet the objectives of the approved project program.  

Table 5 Prelaunch Meeting Attendees 

Name Agency 

L’Dina Pelecanos DMR 

Captain Phil Thomas Sr. Capt.Phil & Mel (Bonefishing) 

Bradley Rutherford DMR 

Oleathea Gardiner GBPA 

Toni Hudson Bannister Ministry of Public Works 

Jewel Thompson Beneby BNT 

Justin Lewis BTT 



 

Joseph Darville Save The Bays 

Ellsworth Weir BNT 

Rashema Ingraham Waterkeepers Bahamas 

Carlton Watson UB 

Jessica Pyfrom WSC 

Lakeisha Anderson BNT 

Rochelle Newbold DEPP 

Herbert Pinder DEPP 

Melissa Ingraham DEPP 

 
Feedback, Information, Suggestions 
General 

• The Forestry Unit has completed a survey on the Pine Forests post Dorian.  
• No Post Dorian marine surveys occurred in creek areas.  
• The BNT completed Post Dorian terrestrial surveys on vegetation & birds which occurred west of the 

Gap Creek system.  
• The BNT stated that collecting data, preparing reports, etc. will take 3 months for terrestrial & 3 

months for marine inventories. Significant reports and data collection have already occurred and can 
be reviewed to identify and fill the gaps for the biodiversity inventory. On the other hand, it was 
suggested that another aspect of high priority is the need for more disaster relief capable persons to 
help with work required in and after emergency situations which relates to Activity 3.2.1.  

• Save the Bays spokesman said the Equinox oil spill site is within the East Grand Bahama watershed. He 
stated that 35% of the palmetto palms died from the oil spill but the pine trees are doing ok. 
However, there are significant amounts of fallen Caribbean Pine and the compromised dead trees 
from the hurricane that should be dealt with and reused. The dead trees need to be cleared to 
provide room for the new growth of palmetto palms.  



 
Creek Updates

 

Figure 3: Map showing the V--shaped August Creek on either side of August Cay and the project's two target sites within the creek. 

 
August Creek: The Snapper Island creek system restoration was completed by BTT alongside the BNT before 
Hurricane Dorian in 2019. Results include 15 species of fish present and the presence of tidal flow. Post 
Dorian, the creek is still functioning efficiently and is only accessible by boat. A suggestion was presented that 
coral reef restoration should be considered as there is a dead zone by snapper island.   

 

 

Figure 4: Snapper Island Causeway restoration efforts first cut 



 
     

 

Figure 5 Snapper Island Causeway restoration efforts second cut 

 

 

Figure 6: Snapper Island Causeway restoration efforts third cut 

 
August Creek: McLean’s Town Culverts still need to be restored; it is a broken road with small culvert. The 
road needs to be fixed or a bridge should be built. There are also fallen Casuarinas in the creek that need to 
be removed to restore the creek and channel. Restoring this system will complete the restorations needed 

for August Creek. The Ministry of Works representative explained that the ICZM Project by IDB is also 
targeting this location, but the progress of the process is unknown and an update will be provided at a later 

date. 
 



 
Ridge Creek: the eroded road that was blocking the creek gave way in Hurricane Dorian, so there is no 

restoration needed as stated by the BTT representative.

 

Figure 7: Image shows Ridge Creek Post-Dorian 

Northshore Gap: this creek system still needs to be restored. BTT commits $25,000 (In-Kind) towards 
restoration of this creek.  

Sustainable Livelihoods  
 
With reference to the sustainable livelihood’s aspect of the project, training opportunities & ecotourism are 
necessary.  
While the biodiversity inventory training targets students, faculty of the UB should be considered training 
too.  
UB is interested in ecotourism. The utilization of a master’s degree Program as an outlet to create capacity 
building with reference to the ‘Bahamian Village’ possibility within the sustainable livelihoods section of the 
project. Specifically, utilizing architecture & arts programs as opportunities for Bahamians and graduate 
students. UB is working with various universities to instill the ‘Build Back Better’ program that is inclusive of 
nature-based solutions.  

Associated Standards/Certifications  
 
With reference to the Aichi Passport Indicators, removal is necessary regarding the invasive species known as 
Casuarina or Australian Pine.  
With reference to the MSC certification, priority should be conch, then snapper, then lobster fisheries. As it 
relates to Activity 2.1.3, DMR can be a stakeholder for this since they are familiar with the certification and 
they have a close relationship with exporting agencies and fishermen.  
UB is aiming for Grand Bahama to become a Marine Science Conservation site and wants to develop spiny 
lobster aquaculture plus fisheries sector. It was asked if aquaculture can be added to the sustainable 
livelihoods section [Activity 1.3.1] and if the MSC Certification includes an aquaculture conservation method?  



 
Questions & Concerns 

• Residents requested a clear breakdown of what the watershed management plan would incorporate; 
ocean, ground water, creeks, etc. and the provision of maps of the project’s target sites.  

• More information on Aichi Passport Indicators, Rainforest Alliance Verification Standards, MSC 
Certifications are needed. 

Meeting Output 
A group activity was conducted where each meeting attendee was to score the relevance and timeline of 
each activity. Having been ranked on a scale of 1-5, all activities that scored a 3 or higher would be 
considered relevant of which, all activities scored an average of at least 3.5 and higher. Therefore, meeting 
results concluding that the project and all its activities remains relevant to EGB and its stakeholders. 

 
2.2 Meetings 2-4: Committee Welcome Meetings 
Following the prelaunch meeting, The Bahamas undertook its first nation-wide lockdown on March 17th, 
2020, which lasted until the end of May 2020. Project momentum continued nonetheless as stakeholders 
were officially engaged to join the project’s committees: Project Steering Committee (PSC), Integrated 
Natural Resources (INR) Subcommittee and the Utilities Subcommittee. The purpose of the PSC is to oversee 
project implementation via monthly meetings while the subcommittees will meet on a quarterly basis for 
specific problem solving. Separate welcome meetings were held on June 19th, 2020 from 9:00am -12pm for 
each committee to discuss to the committee TORs and the project workplan (Appendix A).  

 
2.2.1 Meeting 2: 1st PSC Meeting -  Welcome 
 

Table 6: PSC Welcome Meeting Attendees 

Name Agency 
Ellsworth Weir BNT 

Remington Wilchcombe GBUC 
Donovan Bowe Local Gov. 

Brenda Colebrooke Island Admin 

Justin Lewis BTT 
Rochelle Newbold DEPP 

Melissa Ingraham DEPP 
 
Feedback, suggestions 

• Biodiversity inventory: due to monitoring long-term, BNT has GIS data but confirmation with the 
science team as to what data they have must be determined. 

• Watershed Management Plan: GBUC has GIS of locations of wells/areas to be preserved in Grand 
Bahama; satellite imagery of EGB accessible by BNT will be sought and confirmed. 

• Restorations: it was suggested that BTT also be a lead institution in charge towards the restoration 
activities. 

• It was stated that GBUC and WSC should provide guidance and advice to ensure water resources 
management is captured by the project. 

 



 
 
Meeting Output 
In closing, Newbold stated that this project is a true partnership, as we are relying on advice from project 
stakeholders to carry out this project. There were no objections to timelines of the workplan nor the 
committee TOR. 
 

2.2.2 Meeting 3: 1st INR Meeting – Welcome  

 
 

Table 7: INR Subcommittee Welcome Meeting attendees 

Name Agency 
Liyah Davis Waterkeepers Bahamas 

Rashema Ingraham Waterkeepers Bahamas 

Casuarina McKinney- Lambert BREEF 

Ingeria Miller Forestry Unit 

Shenique Albury- Smith TNC 

Melissa Ingraham DEPP 

Rochelle Newbold DEPP 

 
Feedback, suggestions 

• Biodiversity inventory: Grand Bahama is part of the GEF 2020 project (focal MPAs) and may present 
an overlap with this activity in addition to the ecosystems evaluation & monitoring aspect. 

• Watershed Management Plan: it was advised that Waterkeepers Bahamas has plausible information 
towards the watershed management plan as they have been collecting water quality samples pH, 
dissolved oxygen, etc.  

• MSC Certification; TNC is involved in working with MSC process and suggests a follow up meeting to 
discuss these standards as a broad scope can be applied to other fisheries. 

• Restorations: suggestions included that hydrologic flow is important and getting information early is 
recommended and revegetation efforts focusing on mangroves due to intensifying storms. 

• Capacity Building: it was advised that TNC will also be doing training activities for communities 
building capacity for resilience (not specifically gender sensitive) but can possibly provide some 
overlap in this respect & capacity building 

 
Meeting Output 
There were no objections to timelines of the workplan nor the committee TOR. 
 

2.2.3 Meeting 4: 1st Utilities Meeting -  Welcome 

 
Table 8: Utilities Subcommittee Welcome Meeting Attendees 

Name Agency 

Trevor Johnson MDPDRA 

Garelle Hudson GP Power 

Melissa Ingraham DEPP 

Rochelle Newbold DEPP 



 
Feedback 

• There are plans to include a micro-solar grid for East Grand Bahama by GB Power. but more 
information will be provided when possible. 

• The project will be further discussed as to what was learned from the meeting with the Permanent 
Secretary of MDPDRA to address possible synergies. 

 
Meeting Output 
There were no objections to timelines of the workplan nor the committee TOR. 
 

2.3 Meeting 5 – MSC Meeting 
No committee meeting occurred during the month of July 2020 to instead discuss with stakeholders for 
specific feedback. A virtual meeting was held between representatives of DEPP, TNC and DMR to discuss the 
fisheries activity as it relates to the MSC standards. The meeting was held on July 22nd 2020 at 11:00am on 
Microsoft Teams. 
 

Table 9: MSC Meeting Attendees 

Name Agency 

Bradley Rutherford DMR 

Shenique Albury-Smith TNC 

Natalie Miaoulis  TNC 

Marcia Musgrove TNC 

Rochelle Newbold DEPP 

Melissa Ingraham DEPP 

 
 
Feedback 
TNC representatives explained that the MSC is a certification for any species. In summary it is a tool that 
allows you to fill in information based on the template provided that then gives you a grade based on 
categories. There are three (3) broad categories to the MSC of which the grade is based off: Health of Stock of 
fisheries, Ecological Impact (sustainable harvesting) and Policy and Management. Further to this, it was 
stated that the MSC is an international certifying body. The standards can be used in an individual community 
but the certification itself can only be applied to a whole country. The Bahamas has already obtained the MSC 
certification for spiny lobster fisheries. However, as conch is primarily used in EGB, we could use our current 
MSC to determine conditions there to then improve those rankings. It was advised that ecological impact 
stands out when looking at community engagement and questioned whether any assessments for baseline 
and community engagement is available.  
 
Rutherford advised that DMR is restricted in movement at this time and has no information on the 
assessments questioned as they have statistics towards a baseline in Freeport but not for a baseline in EGB. 
He continued that DMR has started data collection in West End and in Freeport. 
The identification risks related to fisheries was then questioned. COVID-19 was stated as well as legislative 
regulatory changes that may impact fisheries. In response, Albury-Smith advised that legislation is going to 
cabinet, but no more public consultations are occurring.  
 
 
 



 
Meeting Output 
Collectively it was agreed that we must first get baseline data for EGB as a reference starting point. 
Rutherford advised that DMR has a data collection form and the cooperation of landing numbers (stating that 
the numbers could potentially be inaccurate since it is based on the information being relayed to them) but 
that DMR can start collecting data in EGB. Miaoulis advised to ensure the catch reflects the entire trip. 
Additionally, it was suggested to focus on educating the public on the MSC standards instead of trying to 
apply the certification for other fisheries since the country has an MSC certification already. Therefore, we 
should seek to engage the community to educate on lobster fisheries & possibly apply this to conch. 
In closing, it was advised that TNC has an ongoing project in EGB which aims to replace fisher-gear and have 
capacity building workshops with fishers regarding climate smart fishery practices and gear. TNC also advised 
of an old flyer from years ago that can be a starting point of which a high-level summary of this information 
could be provided. 

 
2.4 Meeting 6 – 2nd Joint Committees Meeting 

 
Table 10: Joint Committees Meeting Attendees 

Name Attendees 

Justin Lewis BTT 

Ellsworth Weir BNT 

Natalie Miaoulis TNC 

Toni Hudson-Bannister Ministry of Public Works 

Brenda Colebrooke Island Administrator 

Liyah Davis Waterkeepers Bahamas 

Oleathea Gardiner GBPA 

Melissa Ingraham DEPP 

 
A second, joint committee meeting was held on August 14th at 10am to briefly advise stakeholders of updates 
including how the consultancy engagement process was going as well as preparation towards the inception 
workshop. Consultancy TORs were prepared and advertised in the months May-June 2020 and the interview 
process occurred on July 21st 2020 from 8:30am-4:30pm. Representation from project committees was 
present in all interviews as 1-2 persons from various committees attended each. Ingraham addressed the fact 
that the project is GEF funded and the implementing agency is UNEP. She advised of the UNEP 
representatives by position and name who can be expected to join meetings in the future. She recapped 
other discussions like the MSC meeting and informal communications for activity feedback. She ended by 
advising that preparation of the inception workshop was underway and that the intended date will be 
announced but should be expected mid to end of September 2020. 
 

2.5 Meeting 7 Inception Workshop 
All project consultants were engaged in the month of September and the inception workshop occurred on 
September 30th. It was a productive meeting that marked the official beginning of the IWEco project.  
 
On Wednesday, September 30th, 2020 at 9am, Ingraham (NPC), Director Newbold and Pinder of the DEPP 
held the IWEco inception workshop with project committee members and consultants engaged by the 
project. The workshop took place virtually on Microsoft Teams and was intended to introduce all 



 
stakeholders and consultants to each other for familiarization, to address all aspects of the project and what 
they entail as well as to determine the next steps that should be taken. 
 

Table 11: Inception Workshop Attendees 

Attendees 

Name Organization 

Agnessa Lundy  BRON (Biodiversity Consultant) 

Henrique Marinho Leite Chaves  Planning Consultant 

Garelle Hudson  GB Power 

Ellsworth Weir  BNT 

Jill Raval  UNEP 

Justin Lewis  BTT 

Kelli Armstrong  BRON 

Keith Philippe  DEPP 

Melissa Ingraham  DEPP 

Oleathea Gardiner GBPA 

Rochelle Newbold  DEPP 

Rashema Ingraham  242 Water Keepers 

Remington Wilchcombe  GBUC 

Rubie Nottage  UB (Legal Consultant) 

Tameka Lundy  UB (Communications Specialist) 

Toni Hudson Bannister  Ministry of Public Works 

Vikneswaran Nair  UB (Tourism Specialist) 

William Ambrose Johnson  Engineering Consultant 

 
Meetings Purpose 
The two major topics for discussion and interaction included: 

1. Introduction and familiarization of project stakeholders & consultants and their roles, and 

2. Identification of project activities and deliverables to confirm timeline and address funding 

allocations, equipment and/or data needs 

The meeting was planned to be a three-hour workshop consisting of a brief project overview followed by an 
on-going discussion to thoroughly address all components and activities in keeping with the expectation of 
the stakeholders, input from the consultants and in alignment with the project scope. 
 
Feedback 
Raval mentioned more information on the role of UNEP and advised that if there are any deviations from the 
project discussed, that they should be captured in the inception report. Nair mentioned the importance of 
the inception workshop and setting up the entire project moving forward in addition to difficulties in setting 
up the project work plan without visiting the targeted sites in Grand Bahama 
 
Armstrong explained the role of the biodiversity consultant and further described that A. Lundy would be the 
representative of the consultancy agency BRON ltd. In creating the biodiversity inventory for East Grand 
Bahama, the intention is to train two persons in specific data collection skillsets to complete the biodiversity 
inventory over a period of time, before returning for another training session with an additional two students 
of the Northern University of The Bahamas’ campus. She stated that the aim is for the first four months to 



 
implement the inventory, hence agreeing that the workplan’s timeline is sufficient. The inventory in addition 
to the monitoring and evaluation system to be prepared will be based on the Aichii Passport Indicators and 
Targets. Armstrong finally advised that abiotic equipment (eg. weather recording ability) would be useful if 
provided as well as a camera with the capability geotagging photos for the biodiversity inventory will be 
necessary. 
 
Chaves introduced himself as the IWEco Planning Consultant and explained his key end-results, expected 
outcomes and deliverables. He mentioned that he has photos that can be shared documenting issues post-
hurricane Dorian last year. He then addressed the lack of water/environmental laws and regulations, 
explaining that a legal base is required to move on with the watershed plan in addition to questioning 
logistics for field trips to Grand Bahama. Further he stated that if information and laws are a lack-there-of, 
that we should consider working to get them established. Nottage responded, mentioning the Forestry Act 
and Beach Act, stating that she can prepare and send a preliminary report to Chaves regarding these as well 
as stating that there are little laws regarding watersheds. Newbold then mentioned the DEPP mandate and 
being the executing agency regarding legal requirements of creating those laws/regulations/acts. 
 
Nair mentioned the capacity development program for the project and standards that are relevant for the 
project. He mentioned the needs of the committee that should be discussed moving forward. 
 
Ingraham gave brief comments towards the fisheries activity based on a previous meeting with DMR and 
TNC. She explained that the discussion advised that the MSC certification could not be issued to a community 
alone, but must be issued to a country, possibly to an entire island. Suggestions therefore included gathering 
baseline data of the fisheries sector in EGB and to lead an educational and awareness program for fisherfolks 
in that area based on the MSC standards. 
 
Nottage gave her opening comments and her scope on the project. She mentioned that her scope of the 
project might be subject to change and can expand due to Dorian. She advised the need to know where the 
oil spill was situated in Grand Bahama 
 
T. Lundy introduced herself as the assistant vice president for relations at UB. She gave her background and 
what she is responsible for on the project. She asked what other factors affected population shifts and if 
there is an archive of photos and videos. Newbold responded that there has not been any data of any shifts, 
but we would only have data based on economic shifts and employment. T. Lundy then stated that she 
intends to document the process of the inventory moving forward, leveraging relationships with the media. 
She would also like to utilize websites, media pages and possibly WhatsApp as project communications 
methodologies. Lastly, she stated wanting to know more about branding. 
 
Ingraham explained that as the project is being implemented UNEP, certain monitoring requirements must be 
upheld. This includes the monthly meetings of the PSC, quarterly progress and expenditure reports to update 
the status of the project. This will be dependent on receiving updates and reports from consultants and 
stakeholders as related to activities each are responsible for and are contributing too, therefore it is 
important communication is clear, updates and reports are submitted for Ingraham to relay accurate 
information to UNEP. Raval added to the discussion in addition to progress reports, the PIR report happens in 
July of every year, the yearly report is due in December of each year and the project should also track co-
financing, contributions to the SDGs, gender analysis, etc. 
 
 



 
Questions/concerns 
Johnson questioned whether the meeting was being recorded? Ingraham responded that she was unable to 
record at that time as the option was not granted. However, a report of the workshop would be shared with 
all in attendance. Project consultants asked questions including if dates for the next committee meeting had 
been set yet, whether there is a timeline for the inception report to be due, whether it is possible for DEPP to 
grant the consultants with a waiver to do groundwork in Grand Bahama as well as if Covid testing will be 
covered by the project. Nair asked when it will be possible to visit the targeted sites. 
 
Johnson asked what baseline will be used to measure these improvements and how will they be measured, of 
which Ingraham replied that indicators of use to measure improvements from project interventions will be 
based on the Aichii Passport Indicators and Targets. He asked the geographical limits of the study area, 
stating that survey sites have been proposed and not specifically the geographical boundary, which is 
necessary in working on the watershed management plan. Chaves then asked if there are means to get 
specific measurements, if they can be established and when? He stated that activities will depend on the 
watershed plan and capacity building, then questioning whether the engaged consultants and agencies are 
familiar with the concepts of integrated natural resource management because in order to integrate into 
other plans, this would require the familiarity of the concept’s philosophy. Will there be capacity building for 
those agencies to incorporate those philosophies as no training towards biodiversity is included in the 
project’s activities? 
 
Johnson expressed his concerns related to the responsibility of oversight of construction activities, stating 
that construction is usually done coming to the end of the project which can conflict with his contract that 
only accommodates him working on the project for one year. He continued, the logging roads that got 
destroyed or damaged and asked what is the intent of the culverts or the option of a bridge? He continued, if 
the restoration went back to what it was then that is more work; a lot of information is required and he 
would want to know where more information can be obtained. Lastly, he asked about the forestry logging 
roads and if debris have been removed in addition to questioning if there is data on hydrologic flow maps so 
culverts can be properly designed.  
 
Lewis answered by saying that Snapper Island was opened so water passage can flow but there was no data 
on the hydrology prior to the intervention as the only observation was that there was no water flow.  He 
confirmed that there is now tidal flow in that area, but the system is not fully restored, mentioning creating a 
causeway that connects Grand Bahama to McClean’s Town. Newbold advised that there is currently a salvage 
operation in Grand Bahama for the fallen pine trees of which could be addressed by the Forestry Unit. She 
further mentioned the consideration of looking at the complimentary benefits regarding the project activities 
and advised all to keep in mind the project scope as it relates to creek restorations, which excludes the means 
of transport since this falls outside the project’s scope; to ensure we can operate within the budget given. 
 
Meeting Output: 
The workshop identified key things that needed to be discussed including the watershed management plan 
boundary, the restoration activities and how soon activities can get started related to travel of the 
consultants. Therefore, a few more meetings took place to discuss these matters. By the end of the 
workshop, all concerns had been addressed and some are pending, as Ingraham advised, further discussion 
with Newbold would’ve been necessary before a final response. However, the workshop was very productive 
and identified key next steps in need of being taken including three separate meetings with specific 
stakeholders and consultants related to information for the watershed management plan, restoration 
activities and communications. 



 
As related to monitoring as questioned by Johnson, it is to be noted that wetlands restored by the project will 
be professionally assessed by the Ramsar Information Sheet (RIS) prior to and following restoration. The 
Biodiversity Barometer, Ocean Health Index and Ecological Footprint will also provide internationally 
recognized assessments pre- and post-interventions. 
 

2.6 Meeting 8 Watershed Boundary Talk 
The primary purpose of this meeting was to get the discussion started to determine what steps must be 
taken towards the Watershed Management Plan and project study area boundary. 
 
Table 12: Watershed Boundary Talk Meeting Attendees 

Name Agency 

Rochelle Newbold DEPP 

Melissa Ingraham DEPP 

Ingeria Miller Forestry Unit 

Christopher Russell Forestry Unit 

William Ambrose Johnson Engineering Consultant 

Dr. Henrique Chaves Planning Consultant 

Ellsworth Weir BNT 

Rubie Nottage Legal Consultant 

 
Feedback, Suggestions; 
Russel stated that the Forestry Unit maps are all proposed boundaries and that we must have an idea of 
where we want to start and end. Consider from the north, to the south, to the east and to the west, then 
determine if there are any overlapping boundaries and what boundaries should be considered. Newbold 
responded that UN projects do not encompass private land and therefore they must be excluded from the 
watershed management plan. Weir expressed that his understanding of the project is to focus on the creeks 
and is therefore more marine based. He further explained that the creeks would take up most of the 
boundary. 
 
Chaves then explained his understanding of the land and its ownership in Grand Bahama in addition to 
proposing that the watershed plan encompass about 36,000 hectares as identified in the map shared during 
the meeting. Chaves proposed a 42,300 hectares study area which comprises the forest & private lands, part 
of both marine protected areas, as well as the Cays and ecological monitoring points.  
 



 

 
 

Figure 8 Watershed management plan boundary based on watershed management principles as proposed by the Planning Consultant 

 
Questions/ Concerns 
Nottage asked what the equivalence of 20,000 hectares in acres is. Ingraham responded that it is roughly 
49,000 acres. 
 
Johnson questioned the water flow through McLean’s Town, explaining that if culverts are expected to be put 
in, then the desired flow should be known. Weir responded that when they opened Snapper Island’s 
causeway they observed a flow having returned, from initial observation of no flow. However, the only 
information they have is historical from memories of the residents of the area. 
 
Nottage questioned whether it could be proposed that the boundary for the watershed management plan be 
doubled, aiming for 40,000 hectares instead of 20,000 hectares. She went on to say that this proposal would 
accommodate the overall purpose of a watershed management plan, which would include forest and marine  
protected areas, ground water aquafers as well as privately owned, inhabited land areas. Newbold 
responded, not to dampen anything, but that a proposal to double the area to be covered may be difficult as 
we struggle to mark these resources. She further went on that we can motion nationally to expand the 
boundary, but legal attributes have yet to be legalized. We must first adapt national legal policy, which can 
only be accomplished if everyone is 100% onboard. She stated that with DEPP, such mandates are duly 
defined. Johnson stated that doubling the size of the area would not double the work or cost and that it 
would not be the best option to exclude private and inhabited areas.  
 
TNC provided the following maps by using available data to run a hydrological model for GB which identified 
5 possible watershed divisions.  Note that the models do not account for flow of water underground. 
 



 

     
Figure 9 Water catchments of Grand Bahama based on topographical model 

 

 
Figure 10 Modeled Water Flow of Grand Bahama based on topographical model; provided by TNC 



 

 
Figure 11 : Modeled Water Flow of Grand Bahama based on Topographical model; provided by TNC 

              
Figure 12:Potential Watershed Divisions based on topographical model; provided by TNC. 



 
Meeting output:  
Dr. Chaves advised his reasoning for his proposed study area based on watershed management principles: 
 
“1. After consultation with renowned Bahamian hydrologist, and reviewing the notes about the subject in the 
Inception Report, I propose that the study area boundary be the one in the attached file;  
2. There are several technical & strategic reasons for that, including the landscape setting of eastern GB (the 
groundwater recharge & discharge areas, the tidal and freshwater ephemeral creeks, the forest reserves, the 
marine protection areas, the sampled ecological assessment sites), as well as the main issues affecting area 
(residences & tourist resorts, the Equinor oil spill site, the causeways blocking the creeks, etc.); 
3. Although the proposed study area surpasses the minimum 20,000 hectares indicated in the TOR, 
the disconsideration of the key issues & strategic aspects above would severely limit the scope and 
effectiveness of the watershed plan, and could be later questioned by GEF; 
4. Although the proposed study area is around 40,000 hectares, I do not anticipate additional project costs or 
investments by IWEco. However, the costs of excluding strategic areas in the watershed plan would be 
significant; and 
5. Therefore, as the planning consultant responsible for the watershed plan, I strongly recommend that the 
proposed study area (attached) be adopted.” 
 
It was decided that the PSC would discuss the delineation the final boundary and provide an update. 
 

 

2.7 Meeting 9 Restorations methodologies talk 
The primary purpose was to determine if all sites are still in need of restoration efforts and what data needs 
are required. Ms. Ingraham started off explaining that this meeting’s purpose was to begin the discussion 
related to the targeted sites, suggested methodologies, updates on the sites to-date and information needed 
by the consultants 
 
Table 13 Restorations Methodologies Talk meeting attendees 

Name Agency 

Rochelle Newbold DEPP 

Melissa Ingraham DEPP 

Dr. Henrique Chaves Planning Consultant 

William Ambrose Johnson Engineering Consultant 

Bradley Rutherford DMR 

Justin Lewis BTT 

 
Feedback 
Chaves spoke to the removal of the causeway/roads, stating that the roads are an important factor and were 
historically also used for drug running. He questioned what does the government want; to keep the roads, 
are they needed? He then questioned who designed the cuts in the creek shown in the photos reflective of 
BTT and BNT restorative actions of Snapper Island. Further stating that the cuts must be hydraulically and 
hydrologically designed to provide the adequate tidal flux. Newbold responded that the roads were substrate 
put in the creek system to allow machinery to travel back and forth like a land bridge. It is possible for the 
roads to be removed if there is no economic benefit to them and if there are more benefits associated from 
them being removed. 
 



 
Johnson stated that the hydrologic flow of McLean’s Town is needed to properly determine what flow is 
expected and questioned the possibility of data being available in another agency, for example the fisheries 
department may have supportive information on the flows expected or desired considering the creeks are 
marine and fisheries related. 
 
Newbold advised that the current issue at hand of COVID adds restriction of movement as well as the 
project’s available funding which sets limitations as to what all can be done. If all suggestions can be 
undertaken within the project scope, then by all means go at it. However, she advised that she first wants to 
see timelines and workplans for us (the executing agency and PSC) to consider from the consultants. She 
continued that Ingraham is presenting the project based on how it was written in 2015/2016 and persons 
have been engaged based on that scope. Now, those engaged should be able to show us what their scope is, 
what they need to do to achieve that scope and what timeline they propose to accomplish that scope to 
ensure we move forward with something more tangible. She stated that the next PSC meeting will delineate 
the physical boundary for the project and that everyone will be updated accordingly as it is understood that 
having a defined boundary will be beneficial to all. Conversations moving forward also must become more 
practical and factual in discussion. 
 
Ingraham then advised that Rutherford joined the call and asked if he had any knowledge of hydrologic flows 
of any creeks in Grand Bahama, but more specifically regarding McLean’s Town. Mr. Rutherford responded 
that his department does not have that information as they are rarely in the areas mentioned and they focus 
on fishers in central and western Grand Bahama. He did advise that occasionally they would get out east, and 
that the plan pre-Dorian was to extend and increase DMR’s presence in the East. Since the last meeting  
 
(related to MSC standards/fisheries IWEco activities) they visited the east once or twice and got some of the 
statistics that they are supposed to gather even though a good amount of fishers are currently not active.  
 
Johnson added that for clarity, he was questioning whether DMR may have knowledge related to what the 
desired water flows are for the McLean’s Town causeway and creek system. The question is based in 
consideration of what fisheries requires, regarding their effectiveness dependent on amount of water, 
amount of oxygen, etc. to determine what size culvert should be implemented at McLean’s Town. Of which 
Rutherford responded that fisheries does not have any of that information as they have not covered that 
scope as yet and is technically outside of the portfolio their work. Johnson continued that it needs attention 
since it “sands up” and the flow gets extremely restricted. Chaves then continued regarding his question on 
the removal of the causeway by cuts. He said that if we do not design them hydrologically and take into 
consideration the influx of water and sand, it will result in silting. He referred to the cuts made by BTT and 
BNT efforts at Snapper Island, saying that although some tidal flux was restored, most of the silting in August  
 
Creek was not removed by the cuts because a wider flux / the removal of the entire causeway is necessary for 
the sediment to be able to move freely from the East to West and so forth. 
 
Lewis continued the McLean’s Town discussion, explaining that the current culvert is not sufficient. He said 
that he believes it needs to be replaced with a larger or multiple culvert(s); the diameter is about 2 feet, the 
culvert is broken into multiple pieces, very little water flow and most fish cannot pass through. He addressed 
Chaves’ concerns regarding siltation, explaining that there is not much build-up of silt because it’s all mostly 
bedrock/limestone. He ended saying that that creek historically is a very shallow creek. Johnson responded 
that preliminary thoughts consist of excavating into the bedrock to put the culverts to greatly facilitate the 
flow in that area.  



 
Questions/Concerns 
Lewis asked if Ingraham had received the REA from him related to August Creek. She responded that she 
could not confirm at that time and asked that he resend her the report he is referring too. Lewis then advised 
that the REA he spoke of entails details of the restorative efforts undertaken at Snapper Island and results 
since monitoring the site afterwards which will be shared for the group to see. 
 
Meeting Output 
Information deemed necessary to guide the planning of restoration and watershed planning include:  

- Hydrologic flow (data on the past & present flow; suggestion or description of desired flows) 
- Site Altimetry 
- Precipitation and Temperature 
- Stream flow and Tidal levels 
- Feedback on the desired outcomes of old logging roads (to be removed or kept) 
- Feedback on suggested methodologies 
- Contacts of private stakeholders in East Grand Bahama (hotel owners/managers, fishing guides, 

Equinor manager, farmers, etc.) 
 

2.8 Meeting 10 : 3rd PSC meeting  
Due to not having an identified boundary following the watershed meeting, it was decided that the next 
PSC meeting (October 28th,2020) would delineate the boundary and to then advise the consultants. 
Following the 3rd PSC meeting would be a secondary meeting with project consultants to advise of the 
boundaries and allow for further questions. 
 

 
Table 14: 3rd PSC Meeting Attendees 

Name Agency 

Christopher Corbin UNEP 

Isabelle Vanderbeck UNEP 

Jessica Pyfrom WSC 

Jill Raval UNEP 

Justin Lewis BTT 

Oleathea Gardiner GBPA 

Rochelle Newbold DEPP 

Melissa Ingraham DEPP 

Ingeria Miller Forestry Unit 

Ellsworth Weir BNT 

 
Ingraham referred to the inception report, asking if everyone got a chance to look at it and if there were any 
questions or comments? She advised that final version will be shared that week, however an inception phase 
report inclusive of the prelaunch meeting and all meetings in between to the inception workshop will be 
captured as well as the restoration and watershed discussion. Lastly, she advised that the approved workplan 
and revised budget will be added as well as and questioned if there were any questions or comments 
regarding those. She further stated that the revised budget would undergo a format change but the funding 
allocations commonly agreed upon would remain the same. 
 



 
The discussion was then geared towards the watershed boundary. Ingraham advised that the pressing matter 
at hand is the determination of the boundary that the entire project would focus on. The project document 
describes 20,000 hectares but does not identify where it should be situated. She then referred to the 
previous watershed meeting held, explaining that the project consultants proposed to expand the 
geographical boundary up to 40,000 hectares inclusive of marine and forest protected areas and private 
lands. She questioned if anyone had thoughts are comments towards this and asked Raval and Vanderbeck 
about the possibility of including private lands. 
 
Vanderbeck and Raval explained that anything can be incorporated into the project once in alignment with 
the budget/can be covered by project funds. With respect to the proposed enlarged project area, we can do 
more if it meets the project’s objectives and targets, but risks would have to be taken into consideration. 
They stated that the project cannot pay a dividend to private land and asked for further clarity on the 
question. Newbold advised that based on interactions with the project’s consultants, it has been proposed to 
expand the study area based on a watershed understanding. Therefore, the matter is being brought forth to 
the PSC for consideration. The Planning Consultant identified that the watershed should be driven and 
defined not by the quantification in the project but by the actual watershed and that it should extend into the 
areas of private property because private properties can negatively affect the watershed. She continued, that 
legally private land cannot be included unless there is some national legislation speaking to their inclusion. 
Individuals within the project boundary on private land can be sensitized to the project’s goals and objectives, 
public awareness and education programs. Otherwise, private lands are outside of the project area and can 
be worked through the sensitization aspect if there are private lands that fall inside the boundary of project 
and will be contacted in the normal way like that. It was agreed that a watershed approach is logical but 
questioned what kind of private lands we are referring to (farms, hotels, etc.) as they maybe key elements to 
the systemic management of the watershed. Multiple use-type / land-ownership are present including 
Industrial companies, local artisans, backyard farming activities. 
 
Newbold asked for feedback from national stakeholders given all that was mentioned. She stated that the 
proposed area is twice the size of the suggested area, the budget cannot be twice increased. The ability to 
accomplish what we have already identified given the particular situation that Grand Bahama finds itself in, 
she wishes we aim to aim to achieve what we have put in writing to achieve before we make considerations 
to extend ourselves way beyond where we are supposed to be.  
 
Lewis stated that it is not feasible to double the scope of the project but instead we need to refine our focus 
to areas discussed in initial meetings. For example, focus on the watershed that the restoration activities will 
happen like by August Creek and the Gap. Cost implications for doubling the study area would include more 
logistics and days needed for on the groundwork.  let the boundary begin at the first creek site which is the 
Gap creek. Questioned the how far the gap extends into the private land and wonders who own it since it’s in 
close proximity to the causeway. 
 
Ingraham then showed maps of EGB to begin the discussion in deciding the project’s boundary. She was 
guided to the Gap Creek, which was suggested to be the starting point. As the map showed a plot of private 
land directly south of the Gap Creek, Miller was asked if the entity that owned the private land is known. She 
advised she would speak with Director Russel for feedback. 
 
Newbold then shared her screen, showing an aerial view of EGB on google earth pro. She roughly marked the 
boundary with the input from the meeting attendees, totaling just over 27000 hectares (Appendix A). As it 



 
was roughly identified, the acknowledgement was made that once the private lands are excluded the total 
size would decrease but would remain over 20,000 hectares.  
 
Ingraham then asked if anyone had general questions or comments. She asked Raval about the website 
toolkit; how long it takes for a response and if there is a cost. Raval advised that it does not take long for a 
response and that she can reach out to the manager for an update, also that there is no cost associated. She 
explained that IW:Learn toolkit is training tool on how to get a website running, but you would still have to 
find a domain host and possible cost associated with that. It was asked how often we intend to meet as PSC 
and subcommittees. Of which the response was provided and TORs in the shared dropbox folder were 
referred. She then stated that the PSC is only supposed to meet twice a year and should have a different 
“catch up” name, to reserve the PSC name for the big problem-solving aspects like project delays, budget, 
etc. Newbold however advised that due to so many issues arising to implement the project, it is very 
important to keep in constant contact in the initial phase of starting the project. She referred to impacts of 
Covid orders that are restricting travel, which result in additional cost including Covid testing and possibilities 
of quarantine upon arrival etc. In addition, we are entering an electoral year and we will need to remain 
ahead of that wagon. 
 
Ingraham questioned if there is any location in Grand Bahama where public consultations can be held for 
persons to sit and tune into virtual meetings or in person meetings. Weir advised that the Rand Nature 
Center is open 9-1 and has internet access. Lastly, Ingraham advised co-financiers to submit their quarterly 
reports and contact her if they need assistance. 
 
Miller advised that the land ownership was of one entity, is possibly of a different entity and that we should 
follow up with lands and surveys.  Previously owned by Owens of Illinois when they did their logging 
operations back in the day but was possibly transferred to BAIC. However, they suggest we follow up with 
Department of Lands and Surveys. 
 
Vanderbeck asked if we are in agreement with content of inception phase report, so that the budget and 
other documents will be included. Ingraham advised that we were speaking of two different things but are 
now on the same page and all documents will be included in report. 
 
Meeting Output 
The watershed management plan and project study area boundary was roughly delineated in the meeting as 
approved by the PSC and other concerns were addressed. The revised budget was also approved in addition 
to the acknowledgement of a new budget format to be expected, while the funding allocations as approved 
by the PSC would remain the same. Further to this, a procurement plan was also prepared based on the 
approved budget. 
 



 

 
Figure 13: Map of the roughly approved watershed management plan and project study area boundary                  

 
Figure 14: Official Map of the PSC approved watershed management plan and project study area boundary 

 



 

3. Other Communications 
Following the 3rd PSC meeting, further communications and updates continued to occur in moving to close 
year 2020. Firstly, communications with TNC in follow up of the fisheries activity occurred on November 
30th,2020, where the NPC lead the discussion as to feedback on moving forward to accomplish a similar goal, 
given the country having already received the MSC certification for spiny lobster. It was proposed that the 
fishery activity titled “Fisheries production sector activities aligned with process to achieve Marine 
Stewardship Council certification for the spiny lobster fishery” be changed to “Promote educational 
awareness and training opportunities to further enhance the awareness of the MSC certification” which could 
possibly focus on education and awareness, training opportunities and provision of climate smart fisher gear. 
However, feedback for consideration received included the suggestions to prioritize the focus educational 
material across multiple fisheries like spiny lobster, queen conch, Nassau grouper and snapper species and 
possibly provide training opportunities relative to the education and awareness content. Baseline 
assessments should be done to determine the mindsets and knowledge of EGB residents on the MSC 
certification and common fisheries practices.  
 
Discussion remains ongoing with the Ministry of Public Works related to the IDB funded ICZM project which is 
also targeting East Grand Bahama. 

4. CONCLUSION and NEXT STEPS 
Despite the country undertaking numerous lockdowns, the project is slowly but surely making progress.  
Collectively, the inception phase raised questions of concerns that were able to be addressed or generate 
necessary discussions. Some creeks have already undertaken restoration activities, but all will be surveyed for 
proper hydrologic design and functionality. The Rainforest Alliance group has been rebranded and is now 
known as ‘Preferred By Nature’; use of the certification is in consideration given on-going post-Hurricane 
Dorian recovery efforts in addition to the global COVID-19 pandemic. As the MSC certification has already 
been obtained by The Bahamas, suggestions of focusing on education and awareness of the MSC standards is 
in consideration. A project stakeholders & committees list, a workplan, revised and reformatted GEF budget 
in addition to an updated co-finance list and budget has also been prepared, approved by the PSC and issued 
to project stakeholders and consultants. 

5. Challenges  
• COVID-19 – restrictions provoked by emergency orders set limitations; communications with 

organizations is usually slow to response as many are still coping/have recently adapted to the new 
Covid climate; 

• Virtual Era – due to the global climate, adapting to virtual meetings has been beneficial but has 
provoked a brain-drain where challenges are posed with keeping persons engaged or in attendance; 

• Hurricane Dorian After-math – engagement of residents and stakeholders can pose a challenge as it 
remains unclear how many residents are still in EGB vs how many have left; how many have internet 
and devices to be reachable at this time in addition to the considerations of grief time. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 

6. Appendix:  

A. UMOJA Budget 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

B. Procurement Plan 
 

Implementing Land, Water and Ecosystems Management in The Bahamas 
GEF Medium Sized Project  

 

Procurement Plan 
Project No: 5757 
Executing Agency: Department of Environmental Planning and Protection  

UNEP Budget 
Line/Object of 

Expenditure 

List of Goods and 
Services required 

Budget 
(USD) 

Year 
(Note 1) 

Brief description of anticipated 
procurement process (Note 2) 

10 Staff & Personnel 
(Including Consultants) 

    

Professional Staff Project Manager, 
Administrative and 
Financial Professional 

$49,162 Y1 
Y2 
Y3 

TORs are prepared with a list of 
selection criteria and selected by 
mutual agreement 

Consultants & Experts  Consultants $311,000 Y1 
Y2 

TORs are prepared with a list of 
selection criteria, all candidates 
interviewed  by a panel composed 
of representatives of the PSC, 
three candidates short-listed per 
vacancy according to interview 
scoring process, top candidate 
engaged  

120 Contract Services     

Venue & Food Meetings and 
training locations, 
food provisions 

$5,950.00 Y1  
Y2 
Y3 

Depending upon global 
environment related to 
travel/gathering restrictions 

125 Operating and other 
costs 

    

Communications Report Publication, 
Audits, Sundry 

$42,500 Y1 
Y2  
Y3 

Procurement will be based on best 
price and quality. 

 Educational 
Materials 

$54,800 Y2 
Y3 

Procurement will be based on best 
price and quality. 

130 Supplies, 
Commodities & 
Materials 

    

Operational Equipment Supplies for field and 
office project 
management; 
meeting materials 

$2,750 Y1 
Y2 

Procurement will be based on best 
price and quality based on three 
cost estimates for purchases. 

135 Equipment, Vehicles 
& Furniture 

    

Office Automation 
Equipment (Computers 
etc.) 

Computers, printer, 
projector, camera 

$2,500 Y1 
Y2 

Procurement will be based on best 
price and quality  

Other Data, Field and 
Training Equipment 

$78,500 Y1 
Y2 

Procurement will be based on best 
price and quality  
 
 



 
140 Transfers & Grants 
to Implementing 
Partners 

    

Agreements Bahamas National 
Trust 

$267,080 Y1 
Y2 
Y3 

Local Bahamian NGO engaged as 
partner executing agency  

145 Grants Out     

160 Travel      

Staff and Consultants 
Travel 

Staff Travel on 
Official Business, 
Travel of Consultants 
& Experts, Travel of 
Meeting Participants 
and  

$36,000 Y1 
Y2 
Y3 

 

Flight tickets will be purchased 
base on the most economic and 
direct route. Per diem rates will be 
determined by the PSC. 

 
Note 1 – Year when good/services will be procured; 
Note 2 – Based on your organization’s procurement procedures, and in compliance with UNEP rules and procedures, briefly 
explain how the service provider/consultant/vendor will be selected. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

C. Workplan 
 
 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 



 

D. Meeting Agendas & Handouts 
 

i. Prelaunch Meeting Agenda, Handouts, Results 
 

 

 

IWEco Grand Bahama - Prelaunch Meeting March 6th, 2020 || 9am – 4pm Venue: Chamber of 

Commerce 

Agenda 

Welcome and Introduction 
 

9:00am 

 

R. Newbold – Director of BEST Commission 

Project Recap 

 

9:15am – 

11am 

 

M. Ingraham – IWEco Project Manager 

Post-Dorian Changes 

 

11am – 12pm 

 

 

Stakeholders - Feedback 

 
*LUNCH BREAK* 12pm-1pm 

Working Groups 
 

12pm – 2pm 

 

Stakeholders – Activity 

Closing Remarks 

 

2:30pm 

 

 

R. Newbold – Director of BEST Commission 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
Prelaunch Meeting Handouts & Results  
 

 
 



 

 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 



 
 

ii. Committee Welcome Meetings Agenda 
 

All three (3) meetings had the same agenda, but different times. 
PSC – 9am 
INR - 10am 
Utilities – 11am 
 
 

UNEP, GEF-funded 

IWEco Bahamas Project - First Project Steering Committee Meeting Friday, 19th 

June 2020 

Microsoft Teams – Join meeting via the link sent with the invitation email 

AGENDA 

TIME 

 

ITEM 

 

9:00 – 9:05 am 

Introduction and Objectives 

 

9:05 – 9:15 am 

Brief Overview & Recap of the IWEco Project 

 
9:15 – 9:45 am Work plan (2020-2023)* 

9:45 – 9:55 am 
 

Discussion 

9:55 – 10:00 am 
 

Final Remarks 

10:00 am 

 

 

END 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 

iii. Joint Committees Meeting Agenda 
 

Agenda 
1.Introduction of Meeting's Purpose 

2. UNEP Representatives 
3. Updates 

4. Questions or Comments 
 
 
 

 
iv. Inception Workshop Agenda 

 
 

 

            IWECO INCEPTION WORKSHOP 
                                                                         Date: September 30th, 2020 

                                                            Time: 9am – 12pm 
                                                     Platform: Microsoft Teams 

 
                                                Agenda 

Time Item 

8:45am – 9am Meeting Room Open 

9am – 9:20 Welcome & Introduction 

9:20 – 9:35 Project History 

9:35- 10:30 Components 1 & 2 

10:30 – 10:40         Q & A  

10:40 – 11:20 Components 3 & 4 

11:20 – 11 :35 Project Evaluation & 
Monitoring 

11:35 – 11:50pm Discussion 

11:50 – 12pm Wrap Up 

 
 
 



 
 

 
v. 3rd PSC Meeting Agenda 

 
 
 

IWEco Project 
3rd Project Steering Committee Meeting 

Date: October 28th,2020 
Time: 10:00am 

Venue: Microsoft Teams 
 
 
 

Item Time 

Introduction 10:00am-10:05am 

Inception Report 10:05am – 10:15am 

Watershed Management Plan Boundary 10:15am – 10:45am 

Final Questions / Comments 10:45am – 10:55am 

Wrap Up 10:55am – 11:00am 

 
 

 


