I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Project GCP/MOZ/056/NET, Support for Community Forestry and Wildlife Management, has dual development objectives:

· Improve the standard of living of rural communities through increased access to forest and wildlife products for household needs and marketing, as well as the generation of income from employment, small industries and hunting fees.

· Resource base of forestry, wildlife, agriculture and animal husbandry protected, managed and utilised in a rational way by local communities. 

In order to achieve these objectives it has three components concerned with 

· Implementation of pilot activities concerned with community forestry and wildlife management in (initially) two provinces, aiming to be replicated in other provinces;

· Capacity building within the National Directorate of Forests and Wildlife, provincial services and collaborating NGOs;

· Support for formal education on community forestry and wildlife management and the promotion of adaptive research related to and supporting field activities.

The first phase of the project is due to end on 31 May 2002. The final evaluation mission was mounted to assess the results and impacts of the project and to focus on the viability of a proposed follow-up phase in which the project will be incorporated into the Government of Mozambique’s agricultural sector investment program (PROAGRI). The mission took place in October 2001, and involved representatives of the Government of Mozambique, the donor government (The Netherlands) and FAO.

A. Findings
The Mission found that the Project has made a valuable contribution to the development of CBNRM in Mozambique, particularly in terms of putting CBNRM on the policy agenda in Mozambique. It has also contributed significantly to field methodology development, to capacity development within relevant government departments, NGOs and communities, as well as to the incorporation of CBNRM in the formal education and research sectors.

In the pilot sites, the project has contributed to improved forest management practices. It has also established community interest in NRM-related activities. However, improvements to living standards so far have been marginal, with the project focusing on small interest group activities which are not always related to sustainable NRM. Improvements to living standard are likely to remain marginal unless communities are given real rights to use forest and wildlife resources for their own benefit. At present, many promising policy elements are in place, but real breakthroughs have not yet occurred.

The project has been managed soundly and has been very successful in terms of programmed outputs and activities.

The Mission has concerns that the project has been rather too output and activity driven and that more attention should be paid to critical reflection on the impacts of activities and to focusing on key strategies relevant to achieving project objectives. Immediate attention needs to be paid to clarifying the conceptual basis of models for CBNRM appropriate to a range of contexts involving different resource conditions and legal arrangements regarding forest access. 

The Mission believes:

· It is too early to move to wider application of the project approach. During the remainder of the current phase the project should continue its learning approach based on pilot sites and this emphasis should continue into the next phase.

· The project should focus on seeking ways to obtain significant benefits for communities from sustainable NRM, placing attention on seeking substantial use of resources based on secure access rights (through land use certificates, community concessions or other arrangement). This could involve creating workable arrangements with private industry and improving market chain development and value-added processing.  

· The project should pay greater attention to heterogeneity within communities in developing and applying its extension methodologies.

· Forest management activities should take much more account of the need for sustainable agriculture, since agricultural practices directly affect forest management. 

(Detailed recommendations arising from these and other conclusions are contained in Chapter VII of the report.) 

B. Project Extension and Next Phase

The Mission has recommended a no-cost extension of the project until 31 December 2002 to fit the annual planning cycle for PROAGRI and to enable smooth transition into PROAGRI. 

In order to consolidate experiences from the current phase, the Mission recommends that the next phase should continue to focus on learning and conceptual development based on current pilot sites and some additional pilot sites. To ensure that this happens, the Mission stresses the need for the continuation of the UMC and recommends that some TA should be provided to support this role. This can apparently be managed through an outsourcing contractual arrangement. A key element in support of the future development of CBNRM would be the formation of a Think Tank, consisting of people with relevant experience and skills from various institutions (government, academic institutions and NGOs). 

II. INTRODUCTION

The project Support for Community Forestry and Wildlife Management (FAO GCP/MOZ/056/NET) became operational in mid-June 1997 and is due to finish on 31 May 2002. This document is the report of the Final External Evaluation carried out by a Joint Evaluation Mission mounted by the Government of Mozambique, the Government of the Netherlands (which is the donor) and FAO in October 2001.
 

The evaluation was mounted to assess the results and impacts of the implementation. The mission was asked to address any necessary changes in the overall design and orientation of the CBNRM approach being developed. It was also asked to focus on the viability of the proposed follow-up phase. In this context, the Mission paid particular attention to the implications of the proposal that future support be provided as programmatic support through PROAGRI, the Government of Mozambique’s Agricultural Sector Support Program. (The full TOR for the Mission are contained in Annex 1.)  

Evaluation Methodology

The key element of the evaluation was a series of interviews and meetings involving project staff, community representatives and members in five project pilot sites, government staff, representatives of NGOs and donors and others involved as partners in project activities or familiar with forestry and wildlife issues and activities in Mozambique. 

The Mission made field visits in Nampula, Manica and Maputu provinces, where it also had meetings with different  stakeholders involved in the projects components. Some additional meetings were held in Sofala. Regarding the activities of the project in Niassa province the responsible project coordinator was interviewed in Maputo. A full mission itinerary is at Annex 2 and a list of key persons consulted is at Annex 3.

The Mission also reviewed as much as possible of the extensive literature produced by the project, as well as the reports of earlier evaluation and consultancy missions, especially the Mid Term Evaluation (1999), the consultant’s report by Gilmour (2000) and reports by FAO backstopping missions by Speelmans (2001), Jordan (2001) and Reeb (2000a and 2000b).

The project has been very effective in recording and monitoring outputs and activities and has  also established a process by which communities monitor their own activities. In addition, several studies have recently been carried out to evaluate activities in training (Nhancale 2001) and research (Sitoe 2001) and to obtain a “peer evaluation” from partner organisations of project impacts.

The mission aimed, as far as possible, to utilise and to complement these existing external and internal evaluations and assessments rather than to duplicate earlier efforts. It should be noted, however, that internal M & E has tended to focus very much on the monitoring of outputs and activities, rather than on evaluation. 

The Team visited and met with communities at five of the seven project pilot sites. These visits were very valuable, but were necessarily short (due to the extensive travel time involved). While such short visits, particularly involving formal meetings, can provide a feel for project activities, information tends to reflect the community’s expectation of what the visitors want to hear and, in any case, tend to reflect the views of people who support project activities. Dissenting viewpoints, and especially the viewpoints of people who chose not to be involved, are usually not heard. For this reason, the Mission cannot pretend to represent a reflection of the views of all “stakeholders” at the community level. 

III. Background and Context
According to an inventory carried out in 1994, approximately 62 million hectares (80%) of Mozambique’s land area is classified as forest cover. Of this most consists of wooded grasslands while about 19 million hectares is considered to have potential for timber production (DNFFB 1999). Gazetted protected areas of various categories comprise 10% of the land area. Although Mozambique was once rich in wildlife, the civil war that ended in 1992 decimated this and remaining wildlife is scarce apart from in a few pockets.

The poverty level of the population of 17 million is amongst the highest in the world (estimated per capita income was USD 80 in 1993, probably USD 150 in 2001). Most of the population remains dependent on agriculture and forest resources. Much of the agriculture is shifting cultivation carried out in forest areas. Apart from high dependence on forests for subsistence, cash income for much of the rural population remains forest based, especially from sale of charcoal and fuelwood.

Available forests compared to population varies. In much of the country population pressure on forests is such that a considerable amount of productive forest remains and potential for sustained management is high. Elsewhere, such as in Maputo Province, forests are  highly degraded.
 

Against this background, improved access to natural resources by rural people is a priority and sustainable community based forest and wildlife management has emerged as a promising option for natural resource management.

The first notable example of CBNRM in Mozambique was Tchuma Tchato in Tete Province (Filimão et al 1999). Starting in 1994, this involved collaboration between communities, the government and a safari operator. As CBNRM began to emerge as an option for resource management, the project “Support for Community Forestry and Wildlife Management” was identified. On 30 October 1996, the Dutch Government and FAO signed a contract and the Project Agreement between the Government of Mozambique was signed on 16 December 1996. The agreement between the Government of the Netherlands and FAO allowed for a maximum of USD 9,662,090 over five years. The project commenced in mid-June 1997 and is due to be completed by 31 May 2002.

Although it is, at this stage, funded and managed as a separate project, the project is implemented within the context of the Government of Mozambique’s PROAGRI Program. Other key elements in this national program are the GERFFA  Project (Management of Forest and Fauna Resources), funded by the African Development Bank and the GEF/World Bank financed TFCA Project (Trans Frontier Conservation Areas).

The FAO project contributes to two of the four components of PROAGRI’s 1998-2002 plan (DNFFB 1997): (1) Strengthening State Institutions for Forestry and Wildlife Management and (3) Developing Community Based Management of Forests.

Following independence from Portugal in 1975 and the civil war ending in 1992, Mozambique faced a severe shortage of qualified and trained staff, and a lack of up to date and appropriate policy and legislation for NRM. In the mid-1990s (when the Project was developed) the need for institutional strengthening was general, not just restricted to the institutional capacity to support CBNRM.

Since that time, considerable progress has been made in these areas, although much remains to be achieved. In terms of trained personnel, there has been considerable increase in numbers and quality in the DNFFB, the UEM, the IAC and CEF.

In terms of the institutional context specific to CBNRM, two major pieces of legislation have been passed since the Project commenced:

· The Land Law (No. 19/97). This law provides for the issue of a Community Land Tenure Certificate which enables the recognition of customary tenure. The process of granting the certificate involves “delimitation”, in which people within communities and people in neighbouring areas identify and recognise the customary land of a community. The Certificate is not concerned with the details of what happens within the customary boundaries. The Certificate falls short of full “Title” but is much easier and cheaper to obtain and enables communities to manage their own land, and also to negotiate partnerships with investors. 

· The Forests and Wildlife Act (No. 10/99), 7 July 1999. This law provides for the participation of local communities in the exploitation of forest and fauna reserves and the benefits of such use. Although the law provides for the issue of licenses and the charging of fees for use of resources, these provisions do not apply to communities utilising forests for their own consumption. While the Act is important in enabling CBNRM, as at October 2001, the Regulations applying to the Act have not yet been approved by Cabinet, although they were prepared over a year ago.

These two laws represent major positive changes in the Project context. 

IV. ASSESSMENT OF PROJECT OBJECTIVES AND DESIGN
The Mission will not assess project objectives and design in great  detail.  There are two reasons for this. Firstly, these matters have been discussed in great detail by earlier Missions, including the Mid-Term  Evaluation and the Mission by and large agrees with earlier assessments. Secondly, as this is a final evaluation, and the Project will become part of a program, there would be no purpose in suggesting further modifications.

A. Justification
The needs which the project was designed to address remain central to the forestry and wildlife sectors as expressed in the objectives of the PROAGRI Program. It is clear that there is a real demand for CBNRM at the Provincial and District levels. This is demonstrated by the fact that several provinces (Manica, Sofala, Cabo Delgado and Niassa) have set up Provincial Community Management Units at their own initiative and have requested advice and assistance from the Project.

The need for institutional strengthening continues to be important. One issue here is that it is difficult to isolate what is needed specifically to support CBNRM from the broader need for institutional strengthening. 

The need for improved capacity in formal forestry education and forestry research in order to support implementation of CBNRM was and remains fully justified. However, the logic of incorporating this as a major component of the Project from the beginning may have been difficult to implement. 

B. Objectives
The Project’s development objectives (unchanged from the ProDoc) are: 

· Improve the standard of living of rural communities through increased access to forest and wildlife products for household needs and marketing, as well as the generation of income from employment, small industries and hunting fees.

· Resource base of forestry, wildlife, agriculture and animal husbandry protected, managed and utilised in a rational way by local communities. 

The immediate objectives were modified following the Mid-Term Evaluation.

OBJECTIVE 1


As modified by the mid-term evaluation mission (September/October 1999): 


“Increasing numbers of local communities exercise their rights and responsibilities for the control, rational use and conservation and benefit sharing related to natural resources management within their territorial boundaries as codified under the present policy and sector laws”.


As initially stated in the ProDoc: 


“Rural communities motivated and capable to care for and manage the natural resources that surround them for their own benefit”.
OBJECTIVE 2

Institutional environment for implementation of CFWM strengthened with regard to the capacities of forest services at national, provincial and local level and regarding the legal status and land-use rights of communities.

OBJECTIVE 3

Formal forestry education and forestry research capacitated to support the implementation of community based natural resources management.

The recommendation by the Mid-Term Evaluation to modify Immediate Objective 1 was based on a concern that the original version of the objective does not explicitly deal with the expectation that communities would not only be capable of taking over management, but would in fact take over management by the end of the Project. This Mission agrees with that actual takeover is a necessary long term objective, but doubts that it is achievable as a short term objective. 

Each immediate objective relates to one of the three Project components:

Component 1:






Implementation of pilot project activities of community forestry and wildlife management (CFWM) by the Provincial Services of Forests and Wildlife (SPFFB); this component is executed at the provincial level in Maputo and Nampula, aiming to be replicated in the different provinces;

Component 2:






Capacity building of the National Directorate of Forests and Wildlife (DNFFB) and the Provincial services (SPFFB), as well as collaborating NGO's, in order to support and develop the implementation of CFWM, through training, methodology development, exchange of experiences, networking, promotion and policy review; also through the gazetting of forest lands and improved resources information as a basis for granting concessions and management plans;

Component 3:



Support to formal education in CFWM at Eduardo Mondlane University (UEM) and the Agrarian Institute of Chimoio (IAC) through facilitating teaching of the subject and adjustment of curricula of relevant courses, as well as promoting adaptive research at UEM and the Forestry Research Centre (CEF) directly related to and in support of CFWM field activities (comp. 1).

C. Project Design
The Mid-Term Evaluation criticised the Project Design for the failure to include a logical framework matrix. As this lack was subsequently addressed, the Mission does not propose to comment further on this. However, it is important to note two major strengths of the Project Design. The first of these is its strong emphasis on the importance of learning processes as the basic modus operandi of the project. Given that the Project was dealing with (and continues to deal with) implementation in complex and variable situations, this is crucial. The second element is the Project Design’s concern with auto-evaluation by various stakeholders.

There has also been some criticism of the inclusion of Component 3, especially the element of support for formal education at Eduardo Mondlane University (UME). One comment was that the timing of the component was inappropriate and that, as the component was intended to feed “lessons learned” into the formal education sector, it should not have started until the project had been established long enough for there to be lessons learned. This does make some sense, however, as the Project Design does not seem to justify the component as a way of institutionalising lessons learned so much as a way of getting CBNRM onto the educational and research agenda. It is certainly true that the linkages between Component 3 and the other components are not direct. In some respects it seems more suited to support from a separate project.

The research element was included in order to promote “adaptive research at UEM and the Forestry Research Centre… directly related to and in support of CFWM field activities”. In fact much of the research, while concerned with CBNRM, was not identified directly through field activities. The nature and relevance of the research will be discussed in Chapter V, Section B, in reference to output 3.2.           

V. ASSESSMENT OF PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION, EFFICIENCY AND MANAGEMENT
A. Project Budget and Expenditure
The international budget has had a number of revisions. The Project is currently working with budget revision G, approved in early 2001. Major changes included the replacement of the Wildlife Specialist originally foreseen in the project document, by a three month consultancy on gender. Further, the Specialist on Natural Forest Management was extended for two years, while the Community Forestry Expert received a three month extension. Finally, additional equipment (vehicles, motorcycles, computers, among others), was acquired for an amount of approximately USD 370,000 (approved in 2000, purchased in 2001). This investment in additional equipment is considered to be in line with the institutional strengthening and the extension of project activities to the additional provinces Manica and Sofala.  

The project appears to be satisfactorily on track with its level of expenditure. The total amount spent until December 2000 was USD 5,233,000 (54 % of the budget at 70 % of its lifetime). The project expects to have spent another USD 2,105,000 by the end of 2001, amounting to a total of  USD 7,338,000 (76 % of the total budget), with officially five months remaining according to the actual NTE (31 May 2002). At the actual rate of expense, this would mean that the project is likely to achieve a total expenditure of USD 8,573,000 (89 % of the original budget) by its actual NTE. In case the project is extended in a budget neutral way for an additional seven months (until the end of 2002), as recommended by the Mission in order to facilitate a proper integration in the PROAGRI annual financial planning system, the project is likely to achieve a total expenditure of approximately 97 % of the total original budget. 

A proposal for budget revision H, in view of the above mentioned budget neutral extension, has been prepared by the CTA and is attached as Annex 5. 

Financial management has been externally audited every six months by Price Waterhouse Coopers. These audits have not resulted in identification of any major problems requiring adjustment of financial management.

B. Activities and Outputs
Comments on Outputs and Activities by Component
This section reviews implemented activities, achieved outputs and their contribution towards the achievement of the projects objectives based on comparison with the Project’s Logical Framework and three project components. 

Component 1: Pilot Projects

Annex 6 summarises Project Results, including results and details of the Project’s involvement in the selected pilot areas.

The project originally focused its field activities in Maputo and Nampula provinces, where it selected the following pilot sites. 

· Maputo: Mahel, Goba 

· Nampula: Mecuburi, Monapo (Senhote)

Activities in the first two provinces started from 1998. 

There was also a plan to work in Niassa, where the original intention was for the Project to provide support for UNDP activities, which were subsequently discontinued by UNDP. The Project began direct support in Niassa in 2001.

· Niassa pilot sites: Luelele, Chissimbirre

From 2000 the project also commenced activities in Manica province with additional temporary external staff, where it selected the Pindanyanga area as a pilot site. Recently (since March 2001) on request of the Provincial Authorities of Sofala, the project has extended its support to Canda area through a Letter of Agreement (LoA) with the local NGO ORAM.  

The results and some details of the projects involvement in the selected pilot areas are presented in Annex 6. 

Output 1.1 Internal Organization dedicated to planning, implementing and evaluating activities in the field of natural resources management established in communities.

The basis of the Project’s approach to CBNRM is a methodology with the Portuguese acronym IRAPISMu. This represents a seven phase continuum of activities for local capacity development in CBNRM.
 Through this process, the Project encourages the formation of a Community NRM Committee and various interest groups in each community. 

The Conservation Committees are set up after initial meetings with community members and the traditional authorities (chiefs or régulo) of the communities. These committees are initially the focal point in the development of the participatory planning process and later responsible for the management and conservation of the natural resources. During the process of participatory planning, the committee members reflect on the problems and needs of the community and the possible solutions, which are later presented to the community. 

The interest groups are voluntary associations of people engaged in (or interested in becoming engaged in) various activities, such as promoting CBNRM, bee-keeping, charcoal making, carpentry, harvesting or horticulture. Through the participatory planning process the interest groups identify inputs and activities necessary to achieve objectives. The Project provides advice and sometimes advances credit in the form of materials or equipment (such as seeds or carpentry tools). “Borrowers” return the cash equivalent to Community NRM Committee which uses the cash to create a revolving credit fund.

Community scouts (fiscais) are appointed. These have the task of “raising awareness” and function as community forest guards, patrolling the area, controlling the use of forest resources, identifying and reporting any obstructions to the Committee and traditional chief and, in some cases, confiscating illegally obtained resources (timber, bush meat, charcoal) and/or equipment used for that purpose.   

Some interest groups are directly linked to resources from the forest (charcoal making, beekeeping, carpentry, mushroom collection, bamboo collection, ecotourism). Others have a less clear linkage to the forest (goat ranching, mat making, handicrafts, fishing, tree nursery) or clearly lack any real linkage (guinea fowl breeding, rabbit breeding, horticulture, fruit tree production, sewing, education). These interest groups reflect the interest of members of the community in potential alternatives for income generation. Although they are generally meant to improve living conditions of the population, while conserving the natural resources, they often do not make any direct contribution to NRM. tend to involve small numbers (5-10 people per group) and most activities focus on home or local consumption, making, at best, a very modest contribution to income generation. In consequence, the overall impact on both local organization and living standards of the community is rather limited.

The interest groups do have real importance in terms of building rapport between the community and the project (based on increasing confidence as the project is perceived as delivering what it promises). However, the Mission questions the usefulness of the development of interest groups which are not directly related to the management of the forest resources. It might be better to focus on a smaller number of groups more directly related to NRM.

The IRAPISMu approach is highly participatory. It can be very effective in assisting communities to plan activities. It also includes a system of self-monitoring. Each committee or interest group prepares and maintains a notebook which contains a workplan made up of a list of objectives and planned activities, along with resources needed, timing and persons responsible. Progress in implementation is reviewed regularly (usually every three months, but this is not fixed) and levels of satisfaction with achievements are noted. Reasons for lack of success and follow-up action are identified. The Mission saw several of these notebooks kept by various groups. In each case the books had been properly set up and demonstrated some useful reflection about results.

Some further comments on IRAPISMu and the project’s achievements in terms of development of appropriate “approaches, methods and tools” are presented in the discussion of Output 2.3. 

Output 1.2 Action plans with regard to natural resources utilization and management (soil, water, vegetation, fauna) in their territory prepared by communities or groups within.

For some of the pilot areas (Goba, Mahel, Senhote, Pindanyanga) management plans have been prepared and are being implemented. In others this process is still on-going (Mecuburi) or has just started (Luelele, Chissimbire). The planning approach includes delimitation, inventory of resources and potential (timber, wildlife and/or NTFPs) and development of a management plan, eventually with internal zoning for different uses. 

The beneficiaries are involved in the process, some being trained in inventory techniques and use of GPS. Training on technical aspects of implementation is also foreseen by the project. 

The Midterm Review Mission criticized the complexity of the management plan for Goba. The project therefore developed a simplified format for management plans, to be used at community level. Although this is considered very helpful in order to make the plan more understandable to the community, it does not address the more basic problem, which is the complexity of the planning process itself, including the calculation of volumes of standing stock, allowable annual cut, etc. Although the plan itself may be of high quality, the communities are not be able to replicate the process on their own, limiting its use to the projected timeframe and actual area. Of course this effects the sustainability of the pilot process. A simpler methodology and further training of community members might therefore be necessary.

Output 1.3 Communities have taken over the wise use of the natural resources that surround them and are executing their action plans on their own account.

In order to ensure active involvement of the beneficiaries in the conservation and sustainable use of the natural resources in general and the implementation of the management plans in particular, the project has been training and supporting the communities regarding organizational, technical and financial aspects.   

In most areas these processes are still on-going and not consolidated. In Goba, where the community finalized the development of its management plan in 1999, the beneficiaries indicate that they would be able to continue the implementation of the management plan if the project came to an end. Nevertheless they stress that additional training is required, especially on management (administrative) aspects. As stated above, however, they would not be able to independently replicate the complete process either among themselves, or to assist neighboring communities that have shown interest.

The management plan in Goba allows for limited timber extraction (113 m3/year), charcoal production (3000 bags/year) and eco-tourism development. Up to the present only the charcoal production is occurring (actually about 2,500 sacks/year). Most community members are involved. Pressure on the resources has been limited by the regulation of use and the license system seems to function properly. As prices of charcoal have risen during the last years, this allows the beneficiaries to make some money, albeit not really significant
. A small carpentry group is functioning, using timber bought in Maputo. There is no evidence that this group will start harvesting timber from locally available resources in the near future. The ecotourism group has been developing the idea and selected a site for establishment of tourist accommodation; however a feasibility study is still pending and the search for a private investor has yet to start.   

In Monapo, the management plan provides zoning into two main land use areas: a) forest and b) agriculture and other uses. Regarding the forest zone, the plan foresees the commercial harvest of timber (170 m3/year) and the production of charcoal  (1000 sacks/year); in addition, collection of NTFPs for home consumption by community members is allowed for free. Within 20 years the community hopes to have a community forest enterprise. In the meanwhile, timber harvesting will be implemented by outsiders, under the condition that the community can profit from it. While the community is looking for a partner, no specific action seems to have been undertaken yet. Meanwhile the timber is just being conserved, while the forest is only used for NTFPs and charcoal production. Although a local group of carpenters has developed in Senhote village (one of the villages involved in Monapo), there is no plan yet by the community to organize harvesting of its own timber resources or to develop a complete production chain (production, processing, marketing), ensuring that they themselves will receive the major part of  potential income. More decisive and aggressive support might be needed to make things happen more quickly. 

Management plans tend to concentrate on a few key products, making an assumption that use for home consumption will have negligible impact on the sustainability of the resource. Although certain uses are forbidden (e.g. debarking of trees) or restrictions are applied (such as restrictions on periods for hunting), this does not guarantee ecological sustainability per se. For certain NTFPs applied research on sustainable use and indicators for degradation is advisable. 

In all field visits the Mission encountered a lot of enthusiasm from Committee members, community scouts and interest groups, some of them speaking with a sense of ownership about the themes that concerned them, others demonstrating the skills obtained through training or pointing out the incentives received through the credit programme. Nevertheless, the Mission identified the following problems that tend to threaten the sustainable management of the resources and therefore might affect the interest of the community to continue implementation of the management plans: illegal settlement, illegal logging, poaching and wildfires. In general these problems are supposed to be controlled by the regulations of the management plan and monitored by the community scouts. In practice however, it is very difficult to control them as, although  the community may be organized, it has no legal power to enforce rules.   

In Goba there is a problem with over fifteen new settler families constructing houses and fields outside the defined residential area, supposedly with the approval of the local administrator. The community and the traditional chief are still negotiating with the new settlers and the outcome is unknown. 

The fire problem was encountered in all pilot sites and seems to be completely out of control. In all cases the fire supposedly had originated in another community, indicating that the measures for fire management and wildfire prevention defined in the management plan might not be sufficient to prevent this type of problem. 

Regarding illegal logging and poaching, the community scouts normally patrol on bicycles and are supposed to address offenders without the use of weapons (Monapo). In some cases (Mahel, Pindagyanga) a desire for fire arms was explicitly expressed in order to enable scouts to act without risk of life against poachers. In some cases (Mecuburi) support can be sought from government guards, but as police stations are distant, in most cases communities effectively stand alone against offenders. 

The above mentioned situations show clearly that although communities may be capable of managing their natural resources according to plans, the success of their action partly depends on the way they handle problems and threats that come from outside.

Within the community areas, the project has been concentrating very much on management of the forest resource and has not touched upon agricultural practices. This is understandable given the mandate of the project. However, as in most cases people live within the forest or just around it, agriculture (particularly shifting cultivation) directly affects forest management and is inseparable from it. The Mission considers it impossible and impractical to make too strict a division between these two interacting sectors. It therefore strongly suggests a focus on sustainable agricultural practices, including agro-forestry practices, compost making and integration of crop residues, to improve or maintain fertility and reduce fire use.  It is not suggested that the project should become an agricultural project as such, but should make active efforts to collaborate with agencies involved in  agricultural development to ensure that a more holistic approach is taken. 

Output 1.4 Promoters at community level and other community members, men and women, are skilled in the technical, organizational and administrative aspects of NR management in their environment.  

As mentioned above, committee members, community scouts and interest group members have been trained in both organizational, technical and administrative aspects. 

Organizational training included participatory planning and gender and was mostly directly related to actual group activities.

A large amount of technical training was given, focusing on developing practical skills. In addition courses and workshops, exchange visits were organized. According to the external evaluation on training (Nhancale 2001) these training activities were of good quality, leaving people with increased skills (such as carpentry). The Mission had the opportunity to see the results and discuss the progress with carpenters in both Monapo (Senhote) and Pindanyanga. In both cases these represented the most promising activity in the sites from an income generating point of view. In Monapo about fifteen full time jobs have been created.    

In Goba a process of training on administrative matters is on-going, focusing especially on preparing the treasurers of the different interest groups for their task. Although the interest groups are using the planning notebook system, which includes the registration of expenditure and income, the management of community based enterprises will require further training.

	Progress towards immediate objective 1: 

Although many of the outputs have been achieved, the Mission considers that the processes initiated still require consolidation. Considerable progress has been made towards a more sustainable use of the resources in the pilot areas. However, as economic benefits from forest management are still very marginal, and as agricultural aspects have been insufficiently taken into consideration, this is not yet sustainable in the long term.


Component 2: Capacity Building

Output 2.1 A technical support unit for Community Based Natural Resources Management (CBNRM) established within the organic structure of DNFFB at the national level to promote and coordinate CFWM.

One of the first actions of the project was the establishment of the UMC (Community Forestry Management Unit). This unit is attached to the DNFFB. The UMC consists of the following staff provided by the project: one CTA (forest economist), one sociologist, one expert on wildlife management, one forest economist (vacant since October 1999) and support staff (administrative assistant, secretary and driver). In addition to these positions, a National Director, a CFWM-coordinator, a secretary and driver are provided with counterpart funds.  

The National Coordinator of the project is also Director of DNFFB, which means that he is only available part-time for the project. This has not caused major problems, however, and the project has received his full support where needed. The Mission considers the location of the UMC (in the heart of DNFFB) very appropriate and effective. The UMC operates under ministerially approved TOR and its practical integration is a fact. Its influence on the content of the debate within DNFFB has been considerable.

In order to create an effective link between the UMC and its delegations at provincial level (SPFFB) a network of CBNRM-focal points has been developed with representatives of all 10 provinces. This has proven to be an important mechanism for information, dissemination and training purposes, but also for feedback regarding different CBNRM experiences in the country to the central level. This is particularly useful as the project itself only operates in a limited number of provinces. The focal point network thus represents an important mechanism for institutionalization of CBNRM within the Forestry Department. The activities of this network resulted in a publication in which 42 CBNRM experiences in the country are compared (Matakala and Mushove 2001). 

Output 2.2 At least 17 qualified staff at national, provincial and district level supporting programmes of Community Based Natural Resources Management.

A considerable number of training activities has been organized, including courses, seminars and exchange visits within and outside of the country. According to the national evaluation on the training component of the project (Nhancale 2001), the project has trained almost 200 staff in CBNRM related topics. In addition about fifteen technicians from other organizations were trained. In general the training was considered very useful (60 %) or useful (34 %) by the participants, of whom 55% state that they have been applying the training in their work see Annex 8 for further details.

This training has contributed to further dissemination of the concepts and methodologies of CBNRM, which were still considered to be totally new in the country in 1995. The Mission considers that the training of staff at national, provincial and district levels has contributed substantially to the creation of an enabling environment in which pilot activities can take place, become integrated into local planning (province, district) and may be ultimately replicated.  

Although considered an activity of Component 3 (education), reference should be made here to the fact that six scholarships were provided by the project for education abroad, three of which have been successfully concluded, while the rest are still on-going. 

Output 2.3 Approaches, methods and tools for CFWM developed, adaptable for appropriate application on a wider scale.

The project’s approaches, methods and tools have been very useful in allowing the project to move ahead with its activities and outputs and have also influenced the general practice of CBNRM in Mozambique. The number of activities and outputs achieved by the project is extremely impressive, as is the monitoring and management of these activities and outputs. However, there are some respects in which the IRAPISMu approach could usefully be modified and there is also a need to focus more on overall development conceptual development in terms of clear models for what CBNRM would involve in various types of contexts. In this section the Mission will make some observations which may assist the project to further develop or refine the CBNRM approach. These comments represent suggestions of a “technical” nature about the approach.

Component 1 explicitly refers to the implementation of “pilot activities of community forestry and wildlife management”, making it clear that developing and testing methodologies and models for subsequent replication in different provinces is a learning process. During this phase the Project shifted from pilot activities in four pilot sites in two provinces, to seven pilot sites (eight counting Canda, which is implemented on the project’s behalf by an NGO under a Letter of Agreement) in four provinces. Oddly, the Mission heard contradictory criticism of the project both for not expanding quickly enough and, and on the other hand, for spreading its efforts too far and failing to consolidate the approach to CBNRM. The Team feels that the CBNRM approach requires more development before it can be implemented on a wider basis.

In terms of the IRAPISMu methodology, the emphasis is on attracting the interest and trust of some community members by enabling them to meet some of their economic needs. The NRM Committees tend to evolve out of this pool of interested people. However, this approach to community organisation does not necessarily build an organisation which represents the wider community. This is a weakness, because CBNRM requires collective/joint action by all or most members of a community, not just the action of an enthusiastic sub-group. Collective action is necessary because people tend to follow regulations about resource use when these regulations reflect their needs and this usually happens when they are involved in decision-making. The Project approach tends to work by attracting interested people rather than by identifying diverse stakeholders within the community and then enabling negotiations between diverse (and often competing) interests. The result is an overemphasis on committees and volunteers rather than a wider community (the “committee syndrome”).

The Mission met (necessarily) only with committee and interest group members, rather than with non-joiners. This makes it difficult to assess the real level of broad community support for CBNRM activities. Nevertheless, heterogeneous interests and conflicts should be expected in such situations. Several project publications stress the fact that communities should not be regarded as heterogeneous, but there are no apparent efforts to adapt the methodology to deal with this.

The IRAPISMu approach needs to be complemented with active efforts to identify all stakeholders within a community and to ensure much more inclusive arrangements for  input into decision-making and negotiations about resource use. This would involve incorporating stakeholder analysis within communities before any planning commences, by holding wider stakeholder consultations and by fostering processes of negotiation between stakeholders as part of the planning process. (One approach to this sort of process is found in Jackson et al. 1996. Various manuals on conflict resolution and stakeholder analysis may also be useful here.)   

Another aspect of the IRAPISMu approach is that the interest group activities often have only a very vague relationship to NRM (and sometimes none at all) and they often provide only limited benefits to a small number of people. It should be recognised that this achievement is not trivial. Even small increases in cash income or small improvements in livelihoods can be very important to the recipients. Furthermore, these benefits, however small, really contribute to trust between the Project and community members. Importantly, the process contributes to community development in terms of increased capacity for community level planning.  

Nevertheless, what seems to have happened is that the Project’s approach has become very much driven by the methodology and the objective of improving standards of living through increased access to resources sometimes gets forgotten. The main aim should be the provision of substantial improvements in living standards for as many members of a community as possible through sustainable NRM. Achieving these improvements requires more than an extension methodology such as IRAPISMu (although such extension methodologies are needed as a means to an end). It also requires the development of NRM based income generation and benefit sharing and the application of sets of arrangements for management. Such sets of arrangements can be thought of as models for CBNRM and different models may apply in different types of situations.  

The next conceptual step for the Project should probably be to develop a series of models based on experiences in a variety of contexts represented by different pilot sites. (Development of a concept paper based on such models has been suggested by various backstopping missions - Speelmans 2001, Reeb 2000b.) The crucial questions in articulating such models are (1) what sort of benefits could be generated for communities in particular types of situations? and (2) how can access to these resources be arranged (tenurial arrangements, contracts, leases etc)? 

The following table illustrates some of the elements of a typology of models. It is presented here as a starting point. It gives some examples of what models would need to cover, and does not purport to suggest solutions nor to be comprehensive. As much as anything, the typology helps to identify gaps where strategies need to be developed. It might be useful to add a fourth column to indicate constraints in each case.

	Conditions (including forest Conditions and legal category)
	Arrangements for guaranteeing access and management (Enabling mechanisms in the context of what is possible in the existing circumstances including legal framework)
	Possible sources of significant and direct benefits to communities

	Multiple use forest (i.e outside protected areas) with good forest condition
	· Certificate of land tenure, plus management plan

· Contracts with private industry or development of processing facilities
	Income from timber harvesting or other major industries (including game ranching)

	Degraded multiple use forest
	· Certificate of land tenure, plus management plan

· To be developed
	Strategies need to be developed. (Better management for domestic use is necessary, but not sufficient)

Other To be developed.

	Reserved forests - good condition
	Options to be developed. (Possible option - Community contracted to manage as concessionaires?)
	Options to be identified and developed. 

(Is share in timber harvesting an option?) 

	Protected Areas (Legally no arrangements possible that involve living within the PA)
	Model needs to be developed
	Model needs to be developed


Note: Column 3 represents the required result (subject use being sustainable). Column 2 indicates what needs to be put into place to make Column 3 possible.

A typology or matrix such as this focuses attention on what has been achieved for various contexts and identifies points where more needs to be done to achieve real progress. Pilot sites could be used to develop and test a variety of such models (spelt out in more detail) in different contexts. The important point is that methodology (as a means to an end) needs to be complemented by conceptual development related to the ends (or objectives) themselves. Interestingly, this preliminary effort highlights the fact that there are few ideas for CBNRM apart from in good quality multiple use forests.  

It is important to remember that this Project is not just about sustainable resource management, but also about rural development through sustainable resource management. This means that the development aspect of the Project (improved lifestyles through income generation from forest management) is really about looking for major changes in the way people meet their needs and make income. But the project is not an integrated rural development project, trying to work directly to meet all the needs of rural communities. It deals  with an important subset of rural development focusing on natural resource management as an entry point. 

The project has been very active and successful in dissemination of its methodology, tools and approaches. It has produced and distributed a wide variety of documents, including technical notes, documents, field guides, leaflets. It also has made appropriate use of Vida Silvestre, a two-monthly publication of DNFFB, and through participation in workshops and network activities. Importantly, the project has organized two national conferences on CBNRM: the first in 1999 with 160 participants and the second in 2001 with 240 participants from all over the country. This last one was carried out in partnership with IUCN.

The mission considers that the project has been of decisive importance in the general promotion of the CBNRM approach at a national level, while stressing that more needs to be done.

Output 2.4 A Monitoring and Evaluation system established for verifying processes in the communities as a basis for planning at the different levels.

In 1999 the project had developed an M&E system (SIPSA), which enables it both to monitor the progress of activities in the communities, and the progress of its own activities, at all levels and for all three components. Although this system has proven to be a valuable monitoring tool, its focus is on quantity and the implementation of activities and the achievement of results, rather than on qualitative evaluation and the achievement of the project objectives. This may have contributed in a sense to the fact that the project has been acting mainly activity driven, while insufficient attention has been given to critical reflection, especially regarding the field processes, their results and eventual impact. Although many activities have been implemented in the field, the actual level of integration, comparison and prioritizing of results and opportunities is relatively poor, leaving potentially important opportunities for substantial income generation unexplored. Of course it should be recognised here that CBNRM involves processes that require time and patience and that, given the conditions at the start of the project, very substantial overall progress has been made.   

Nevertheless, the Mission considers that it is time to focus more on reflection about achieved results and to define strategies to develop models that are not only ecologically sustainable, but also economically attractive. This requires that the project starts to review the real benefits of the activities developed by the communities, in terms of both improved livelihoods and income generation, also requires the implementation of cost-benefit studies. Priority should be given to the most promising alternatives and these promising alternatives should be actively developed applying a production chain approach.     

Output 2.5 Legal status and land-use rights of communities or communal user-groups with regard to CFWM, clarified and adequately defined in the pertinent land use regulations (in coordination with FAO project on forestry and wildlife legislation).

The project has been actively contributing in the process of preparation of regulations for the new Forest and Wildlife Law. Although the regulations are waiting for approval by the Cabinet and the procedures and decisions are out of reach of the project, the Mission considers it of great importance that the project continues to promote them for approval, as they will form the legal basis for community involvement in NRM. As the project is actually anticipating the approval of the regulations, it is of great importance that legalization takes place, in order to avoid a drop in interest of involved communities or even the reversal of positive results. 

Output 2.6 Priority forest lands gazetted according to forestry legislation in project priority areas and improved forest and wildlife resources information as a basis for management planning.

In three  provinces (Nampula, Niassa and Manica) workshops were organized in order to identify and characterize forest areas in each District. This is regarded as an important tool for the definition of the provincial development plans and the selection of eventual priority areas for extension of activities. 

The project has supported the DNFFB in acquiring a substantial collection of documents on CBNRM. The CBNRM library is located at the premises of CEF, some 35 km north of Maputo. The project has also developed a data base on CBNRM, located in the UMC at the DNFFB. 

	Progress towards immediate objective 2: 

The Mission considers that the project has contributed effectively and considerably to the establishment of an institutional environment through the installation of the UMC and the focal-point network at a national level and through the development of methodological tools, awareness raising and training of personnel of all levels (national, provincial, district). Nevertheless, there is a need to develop clear models for replication, based on actual pilot experiences and additional strategic alternatives, like community concessions. Also continued attention is needed to realize and guarantee the legal basis for CBNRM.  


Component 3: Education and Research

Output 3.1 Principles and practice of community based natural resources management and agro-forestry incorporated in curricula in formal forestry and wildlife education institutions.

The project has been successful in the integration of the theme of CBNRM in the curriculum of the UEM. The Mission considers that the criticism of this component expressed by the Mid-term Evaluation Mission was premature, taking into consideration the time needed for curricula adjustment in academic environments. In any case, pending the development of curricula for a separate CBNRM course, CBNRM elements were embedded in several other courses attended by forestry and non-forestry students. Since 2001 a CBNRM has been included in the curriculum as a separate discipline, obligatory for forestry students and optional for other students. At present the course has eighteen students. This number is expected to increase in the future (30 new students have applied for the course in the next academic year) . 

At the IAC in Chimoio a curriculum proposal for CBNRM was developed in 2000. It is expected to be approved before the end of this year and application of the new system could start in 2002. Meanwhile CBNRM is being taught as a part of other courses. 

The Mission considers that the project has been successful in incorporating the theme of CBNRM in the curricula of the national formal education institutions.

Output 3.2 Appropriate adaptive research at CEF and UEM supporting extension needs in ongoing participatory forestry and wildlife programmes.

Although the number of CBNRM related research topics has increased considerably, the Mission considers that the research implemented, was insufficiently directed by the needs of the project in the field.  Topics were generally relevant to CBNRM, and they were identified through a participatory research needs assessment process. But these topics were essentially identified on an a priori basis (what people thought should be relevant) rather than arising from immediate needs. Based on this broad list of research needs for CBNRM, actual research proposals were generated by the institutions and/or students and proposed for financial support. This included support for student licentiate theses.  The fact that the research, while generally relevant to NRM, was apparently not utilised in the field may be as much a problem with communications processes between researchers and the field, as with the relevance of the research itself. In any case, the point is that it did not arise directly from immediate needs for research identified in implementation at pilot sites.

Student research does indicate the extent to which NRM is on the educational agenda. Of seventeen licentiate theses presented in forestry at UEM from 1998 to 2001, thirteen dealt with CBNRM related topics (based on analysis of data contained in Macucule 2001).

Output 3.3 The capacity of staff at UEM and CEF capacitated to implement training and research in CFWM strengthened.

The project has strengthened the Faculty of Agronomy and Forestry of the UEM by the provision of fellowships and the in-service training of counterpart staff. IAC did not receive in-service training, but was supported also through a scholarship to study in Zimbabwe, which will be completed in mid 2003. The staff at CEF were mainly supported through many short-term in-service training courses. 

It should be noted the UEM, IAC and CEF received considerable support in equipment (vehicles, computers, e-mail, air-conditioners, office equipment and furniture) contributing to improved research capacity. At CEF, the project also equipped a publishing facility, which is being used as the main base for producing and copying project publications. 

The Mission acknowledges the level of discussion on CBNRM within these institutions and considers that the support to the staff has been effective and of good quality. 

	Progress towards immediate objective 3: 

The mission considers that this objective has largely been met. 


C. Government Support
Support for the Project and CBNRM by the Government of Mozambique is very clear from the fact that the government has embedded CBNRM in the PROAGRI Program, as one of its four components.

The Government has also supported the project by providing adequate office space for the UMC, located at the very heart of the Forestry Department. Further it has provided the necessary staff at all levels (central and provincial) to be attached  to, involved in, or trained by the project. In addition to the involvement of DNFFB and SPFFB, the partial involvement of other Departments of MADER and the follow up of activities by the top management of MADER is also an evidence of such support.  

D. Project Management
The project management is characterized by seriousness and dedication to effective implementation of programmed activities.  Financial management is transparent and efficient. The project imprest account has been managed by the project up to the time of the mission. However, as from 1 December 2001 (the new financial year) the financial administration will be taken over by the FAO Representation in Maputo in line with new FAO administrative procedures. The management has been supported by competent administrative and secretarial support staff, which has been maintained throughout the duration of the project.

Yearly planning is done in a participatory way following a bottom-up approach. A draft plan is prepared before the end of November. The draft plan is than submitted to the Tripartite Committee for final approval at the start of the year. The plan follows the Logical Framework and reflects in detail what activities are to be developed in order to achieve what results. It includes people responsible, indicators, means for verification of successful implementation and a time table. It also gives a rating of priority and comments on special requirements. Reference is made both to the results as stated in the Project Document and to the results as developed in the Logical Framework of 1999. Although this practice shows the relationship with the original plan, it is somewhat confusing and it seems unnecessary to continue, it as the Logical Framework was approved by the Tripartite Committee and therefore should be considered as the valid point of reference for the project. Information is presented both in Portuguese and English, which appears to be very useful with regard to backstopping, monitoring and external support, given the somewhat isolated position of  the Portuguese language in the mainly anglophone region.   

In addition to the planning session in November, the project staff meet once in June for an annual retreat. During this session of several days at a remote, quiet place a sort of qualitative review is carried out. As the quarterly meetings are limited to a quantitative analysis of the progress of planned activities, the yearly retreat seems to represent the only opportunity for qualitative reflection in the annual cycle. Other themes may be discussed in ad hoc meetings combined with other events like courses, but there is no structural mechanism for discussion, analysis and feedback on the quality and technical contents of the development processes. The Mission considers this an important omission in the project implementation scheme.  

Given the complexity and wide range of themes to be covered by the project in its different components, management seems to be more activity-driven than objective-driven. This implies that (although individual activities are well addressed) insufficient time is taken to sit down to discuss and analyse the effectiveness and sustainability of the results in terms of the achievement of  the project’s objectives. More reflection is needed to keep a clear picture of overall progress and to take strategic decisions on prioritization, elimination and/or addition of new activities. Such reflection should take place on a regular basis, and preferably at an overall project level. 

Although originally foreseen and strongly recommended by the Mid-term Evaluation Mission, a Steering Committee was never formed as it is generally considered (by part of the department staff) to be a complicating factor and a funds drain rather than a useful mechanism. A Technical Committee however, with representation of the most important project and counterpart staff from both the central unit as the field representations, perhaps reinforced with some relevant external input, might be a proper forum to reflect on the quality of results and processes and to discuss technical matters, approaches, agree on TOR for consultancies and discuss and approve reports. 

Internal reporting is done every three months according to the SIPSA guidelines. External reporting is done according to the FAO scheme of semestral progress reports. The Mission considers these reports to be concise and adequate. This impression coincides with the opinion of the donor and other parties involved. Reports have been submitted on a timely basis to FAO, although they have apparently not always been forwarded promptly by FAO to the donor.  

Although there has been some internal criticism regarding the management of LoAs, the Mission considers decisions taken to extend some of them beyond the original contracted period to be justified, given the nature of problems encountered, the institutional strengthening aspect of these LoAs and the probability of delivery of a useful final result.    

E. Technical and Operational Backstopping
In line with the recommendations of the Mid-term Evaluation Mission, backstopping of the project has intensified. A series of five missions were made by FAO staff involving technical and operational backstopping by the responsible lead technical office of  FAO headquarters in Rome (the Community Forestry Unit), the Monitoring and Evaluation Division and the Regional Office in Harare (two visits/year). In addition, missions were provided of other thematic specialist FAO staff and externally contracted senior consultants. An overview of the received FAO-backstopping is presented in Annex 7. 

The Mission considers that backstopping of the project has improved considerably since the Mid Term Evaluation. Most of these missions identified constraints and provided relevant suggestions for improvement.  The practical value of these has, however, proved to be dependent of the acceptance and follow-up on the recommendations by the project, which has been limited in some cases. 

VI. ASSESSMENT OF RESULTS AND EFFECTIVENESS
A. Effects and Impact

Probably the most significant impact of the Project has been its contribution to putting CBNRM clearly on the policy, environmental and developmental agenda in Mozambique. In doing so it has built upon earlier pioneer projects, such as Tchuma Tchato, which was supported by IUCN and the Ford Foundation. The contribution to putting CBNRM on the agenda has been made as a partner to these and other organisations. Support of two National Conferences on CBNRM in Mozambique has been an important source of the project’s influence. 

The project seems to be very highly regarded for its contribution to CBNRM and for its willingness to work with a range of partners to further the development of CBNRM. Key partners have included the Land Commission, IUCN and several local NGOs.

The project remains deeply relevant to the needs of Mozambique for improved rural livelihoods and improved NRM. 

As indicated in Chapter V, the Mission feels that the project has progressed significantly towards achieving its objectives, but there are some qualifications.

Progress towards immediate objective 1: 

Although many of the outputs have been achieved, the Mission considers that the processes initiated still require consolidation. Considerable progress has been made towards a more sustainable use of the resources in the pilot areas. However, as economic benefits from forest management are still very marginal, and as agricultural aspects have been insufficiently taken into consideration, this is not yet sustainable in the long term.

The project shows great promise in contributing towards greater sharing of the benefits of NRM use and management contributing towards Development Objective 1 (“an improvement in the standard of living of rural communities”). However, so far the actual benefits achieved in terms of “poverty alleviation” and income generation have been relatively small scale and have reached only a small number of people. So far the project has not made detailed studies of the financial benefits (and costs) to households of project activity, so no detailed analysis is possible. 

The single “interest group” activity which generates significant income is charcoal making. This is common in most pilot sites. Although the actual level of income generated is not high on a household basis,
 it does apparently represent a major proportion of disposable cash income for many households. However, this is not really an impact of the project’s activities as such. Charcoal collection occurred prior to the involvement of the project and the real project impact is in terms of regulating production through management plans. In the long run regulated production will hopefully be more sustainable. In the shorter term, actual levels of production and income may be less than before. In the case of Goba, the recorded production in 2000 was 2500 sacks, less than the quota allowed under the management plan (3000 sacks). Actual income for collectors had increased since the plan started because of a near doubling of the price paid to collectors, but this is not a result of project intervention. In fact, as a result of the development of the management plan and the associated restrictions, a number of households had left Goba.     

Against this background of modest achievements in terms of impact on living standards, it is important to note that some people at Senhote (Monapo) informed a project consultant the greatest benefit of the project was in terms of improved access to products for domestic use arising from the implementation of the management plan.

In terms of improved benefits to living standards, it would be fair to say there have been useful small changes, but that no large scale effects have been achieved. This should be put in perspective. The project is working towards such changes, and great potential exists, but only if real income from small industries based on clear rights to resources can be activated (through concessions, joint ventures or the like). Addressing these changes was, and remains, the underlying rationale for the project. It would have been unrealistic to expect much more at this stage, since the underlying tenurial/access issues are a matter for government. Providing the project tightens its focus on the underlying issues and on trying to address underlying issues, it will be on the right track. 

Sustainability of income generating activities may be a problem in the future, unless sources of credit can be found to replace the modest sources provided through the project. Opportunities for the provision of credit to villagers and opportunities for partnerships with the private sector need to be explored.

The impact of the project in terms of equity is difficult to assess. The project has operated on the assumption that participation in interest groups will enable individuals to benefit and essentially participation is a matter of choice. However, no particular attention is paid to the poor (see Zacarias 2000) and possible systemic negative impacts of project impacts on some stakeholders are not actively considered, especially when those people do not join interest groups. There is no clear evidence that major inequities have occurred, but no systematic effort has been made to check this and, on a priori grounds, based on the normal tendency of development projects to have unintended consequences and the heterogeneity of interests inherent in all communities, it is quite possible that some negative effects may have occurred. Changes to the field methodology suggested in this report are intended to address this problem.

Progress towards immediate objective 2: 

The Mission considers that the project has contributed effectively and considerably to the establishment of an institutional environment through the installation of the UMC and the focal-point network at a national level and through the development of methodological tools, awareness raising and training of personnel of all levels (national, provincial, district). Nevertheless, there is a need to develop clear models for replication, based on actual pilot experiences and additional strategic alternatives, like community concessions. Also continued attention is needed to realize and guarantee the legal basis for CBNRM.

The project’s impacts in this respect are quite clear, particularly in terms of institutional development and capacity development. However, more work is necessary before an approach to CBNRM implementation suitable for application at the national level is available. The current approach focuses on field methodologies, but needs to be complemented by development of clear conceptual models of the sorts of arrangements that can work in the existing variety of contexts (ecological, social and legal). Continued emphasis needs to be placed on this process of concept development and the associated process of exploring arrangements. The result of too rapid application is likely to be a very limited level of sustained impact.

Progress towards immediate objective 3: 

The mission considers that this objective has largely been met

There has been  great increase in the capacity of the national educational and research institutes to support CBNRM. Given the numbers of qualified people, increasing opportunities for collaboration and the enthusiasm evident for the new “field”, this is likely to be sustained. 

B. Sustainability and the Environmental Impact of Results
Short term improvement

In general the results of all three project components tend to contribute towards greater environmental sustainability. Under Component 1 communities were made aware of, trained in and supported in more responsible management of natural resources in the pilot areas. In Component 2 institutional awareness was raised at all levels, methodologies and tools were prepared, discussed and disseminated and authorities and other stakeholders were trained and involved in processes that seek to improve management of natural resources based on community participation. In Component 3, teachers and researchers of the institutions responsible for forestry education and research were trained in CBNRM, CBNRM was included in the curricula at UEM and IAC, and support was given to the CBNRM related research, creating a solid base for future education on the theme. 

In the context of environmental impact and sustainability, most important direct effects are to be expected with regard to the outputs of Component 1. Therefore this section will concentrate on these outputs. 

The management plans that resulted from the participatory planning, inventory of natural resources and zoning exercises, tend to exert a positive influence on the local environment, as they regulate the use of the natural resources, identifying the type of use by zone, defining restrictions for the use of specific species (fauna, flora), products (e.g. tree bark for cloth), quantities (e.g. maximum quota as of sacks of charcoal), practices (e.g. use of fire for honey collection), periods of use (e.g. hunting season, period allowed for charcoal production) or locality of use (e.g. exclusion of river banks, culturally sacred sites or rest areas for wildlife), identifying the potential beneficiaries and defining responsibilities and mechanisms for control of compliance. In many cases these regulations have been based on traditional practices, which in itself contributes towards sustainability. However, the added value of the plans is provided by the raised awareness, the internal discussion and (renewed) approval of regulations by (at least) part of the community, including its traditional and administrative leaders and by the organization attached to it (committee and community scouts). Once implemented and monitored, the plans are certainly contributing towards reduction of the actual pressure on and the conservation of the resources. 

Whether this means that a sustainable level of use is being realized is another question. In most cases the allowable use level defined in the plans has been based on assumptions about such matters as growth rates of trees and use patterns, rather than on local research. For example, for forest trees used for charcoal production in Goba an annual growth rate of 1 cm/year is assumed on the basis of similar vegetation types elsewhere in the country. Applied research is needed to establish sustainable use levels more accurately. 

Effects on other areas

Through the definition of management plans for specific pilot areas the pressure on these areas has diminished. It is likely, however, that this reduction of pressure in the pilot areas has been accompanied by an increase of pressure in other areas. Some people in Goba  moved out from the pilot sites, because they did not agree with the new regulations. They most probably continued their unregulated resource use practices elsewhere. No information on the impact of this group is available, but it is assumed that their influence is considerable. According to the community of Goba, before the plan was installed, the number of truckloads of charcoal that used to leave the area was several per day. According to the introduced registration the level has been reduced to about 50 sacks per week. It is not exactly known how many people were involved in the original process, as many of them did not live in Goba, but just came along to exploit the resources. After the regulations were installed by the local community, they just went somewhere else.

Need for research on sustainable use NTFPs

In most cases, the use of NTFPs is allowed without cost for home consumption. In the case of commercial exploitation, tax has to be paid. Although this is a good principle, this does not necessarily provide for sustainable use basis, guaranteeing that allowable quantities are harvested and that proper practices are used, in order to avoid over-exploitation and to assure regeneration of resources. It is therefore important that applied research be carried out in order to establish indicators of unsustainable use and define allowable harvest levels, methods and periods, especially for those NTFPs with market potential.

Need for monitoring

Efficient and continuous monitoring is needed to avoid over-exploitation, illegal use (logging, poaching), new settlements in non-settlement areas and to reduce the impact of bush fires. Although the community scouts have been equipped with bicycles and have been trained in conflict management techniques and forest fire prevention/management, they have no legal authority and have no fire fighting equipment.
 The best they can do is identify problems and try to solve them, but with considerable risk. In addition, most of the above mentioned problems are supposed to be caused by outsiders, which makes them even more difficult to deal with. It would  be wise to continue efforts to promote greater collaboration between community scouts and official authorities and equip the scouts better for their job. One of the mechanisms that might be used to strengthen the organization of the community scouts is that the money obtained by selling confiscated products and equipment could be invested to support their activities.

Long term sustainability 

Given these problems, preventive action needs to be undertaken, including both improved coordination with neighboring communities, awareness of regulations within and outside of the community, active focus on sustainable agricultural practices and wildfire prevention. The strict division between the forest resources and the agricultural land as made up to now by the project is not viable, simply as most of the community members either live and farm in the forest or in the adjacent zones. The conservation of the natural resources therefore is not only dependent of the sustainable use of those resources, but also to a great extent on the impacts of agricultural practices. With future increase of population pressure these are only likely to increase. Sustainable agricultural practices would include agroforestry practices (e.g. integration of nitrogen fixing shrubs), re-integration of crop residues and compost making, and focus on the maintenance of soil fertility, avoiding fire hazards, including those associated with shifting cultivation. Fire is known to have a highly detrimental effect on soil conditions (killing of soil life, reduction of water absorbtion capacity, cementing of soil particles, etc) and biodiversity.  

Long term ecological sustainability should be improved by the application of a more integrated approach taking into consideration both sustainable management of forest and of agricultural resources, focusing both on the forest itself and on adjacent areas and involving both the resident communities, their neighbours and other people that visit the area or might affect its sustainability. 

Ecological sustainability does not stand by itself. It is highly related to economic sustainability and (in the long term) even dependent on it. This means, that if people can not gain sufficient economic benefits from the proposed management, in the long term they are likely to abandon management plans and will either over use the resources or change the use of the land. Management needs to be based on generation of economic benefits to assure long term sustainability.  

C. Gender Equity in Project Implementation and Results
The Project has made serious efforts to address gender specific issues at the field level. The emphasis has been placed on encouraging women’s participation in interest groups, including through the formation of special interest groups aimed mostly or exclusively at women (sewing groups, horticulture groups or separate women’s groups). 

In some cases women are actively involved in NRM Committee work (Mahel). In others (Senhote) they seem to have very little presence on the committee, apparently because this is seen as culturally inappropriate in some Muslim communities. This does not, however, apply in other communities where the involvement of women is apparently much more active. In some of the Mission’s village visits it was quite striking that women were actively involved in presentations and discussions. This apparently reflects both local social behaviour and, to some extent, the conscious efforts of the project.  

In the case of Senhote village (Muslim), women’s participation seems to be limited to the special interest group approach. There is recognition of the cultural limits to women’s participation and the support of special interest groups is an indication of this.  

Despite these conscious efforts, the project does not seem to have a clear philosophy or strategy about gender issues, either in terms of looking for ways to ensure that women have meaningful input into decision-making about NRM or in terms of monitoring the effects of project activities on women.   

In terms of living standards, the real impact of the project’ activities on women has been limited. They have benefited from increased income through interest groups, but, as indicated in relation to income generation generally, the overall benefits have been small anyhow and the special interest groups for women probably tend to be very marginal.

According to the training evaluation report commissioned by the project, 27% of people trained were women (Nhancale 2001). Unfortunately, no gender breakdown is available for particular categories of training. It is clear that all recipients for university level training (BSc or Masters level) were male. It also seems clear from interviews that female staff (project, DNFFB and SNFFB) were frequent participants in training. The figure probably represents a fair reflection of the ratio of females to males in the various agencies.   

There are a considerable number of professional women amongst the staff of the relevant government departments and the several key positions in the project or UMC are occupied by women (including the UMC coordinator, two provincial coordinators and one provincial facilitator). 

D. Cost-effectiveness
Analysis of the cost-effectiveness of the project is complicated due to the nature of the data available. Although the budget was specified by project component in the Project Document, during project implementation the budget has been combined, with the result that expenses for the different budget lines are difficult to compare with the original allocations, especially in the given timeframe. 

In addition, FAO switched in 2000 from the FAS-system to the ORACLE system, combining certain existing budget lines, while introducing some other new budget lines (e.g. “overtime”). No training on the new system was provided to the project, as the FAO-Representation will be the imprest account holder from December 2001 onwards.

Nevertheless as a result of  some discussions with the CTA the following general remarks can be made:

· The project budget was sufficient. Given that the project will be underspent at the originally planned finalization date, somewhat less would probably have been adequate.

· The project uses centralized budget administration. Expenditures are based on planned activities, but final decisions are taken by the CTA.

· About 30 % of the budget has been spent on personnel and consultants; 5 % on services (LoAs); 14 % on travel; 12 % on training; 13 % on equipment and 13 % on general operating cost, leaving another 13 % for FAO’s service cost. 

· The amount spent on personnel and consultants appears to be acceptable. It would be worthwhile to review in detail however, how much has been spent on particular components. In the case of Component 3 a P-4 post was created for two years and extended for another two years. Although the objectives of this component have been met, the cost of  four years for a P-4 specifically on this component are to be considered high (approximately USD 140,000 / year).

· The investment in LoAs is considered to be quite cost-effective given the amount of output achieved through this line (including two national conferences).

· The amount spent under travel is high, but necessary given the distances between the project areas in the provinces and the CMU in the capital, the high cost of airline tickets and the need to provide such tickets not only for project related personnel , but also for participants in courses, meetings and other specific activities. 

· The amount spent on training could have been more, but this amount excludes cost for travel by air.   

· The amount originally budgeted for non-expendable equipment was high. Initial savings allowed the project to acquire a second lot of three cars, eight motorcycles and additional office equipment in the first half of 2001, most of which was intended to enable the extension of project activities to Manica and Sofala.

· General operating cost are reasonable.  

· The total cost per pilot area are estimated to be about USD 3,000/month (including personnel, equipment, services (studies), training, operational costs, etc).  These costs are considered to be reasonable. 

E. Major Factors Affecting the Project Results
Probably the major factor affecting project results is the uncertainty resulting from the state of the Forests and Wildlife Regulations, for which Cabinet approval is still pending after more than a year. Until these regulations are approved, many decisions involving forest management and use rights cannot be made and discussions with communities become stalled.

The Forests and Wildlife Law itself also presents some constraints. The Land Law guarantees community rights to land, but the Forests and Wildlife Law does not guarantee them access to the forest and wildlife resources on that land. Access to the resources on the land seems to be discretionary. Where there is uncertainty of this nature, officials tend (understandably) to make conservative and uncontroversial decisions, or none at all. Another problem, at least pending approval of suitable regulations, is that communities cannot keep taxes (including fees or fines) collected as part of their forest management activities. 

The uncertainties related to the Law and the regulations are potentially a real threat to addressing the fundamental problems of forest-related rural development, that is, the problem of clear and respected rights of access to resources. 

Another factor affecting project results is related to the scarcity of qualified staff, complicated by the low government salaries and unattractive working conditions, particularly in remote areas. The problem, from the project’s point of view, is that there is a lot of pressure to remove good government staff from strategically important positions (especially field positions) and to transfer them to positions unrelated to the project. 

VII. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
A. Transition Towards PROAGRI
The recommendations to be made in the next sections make most sense in terms of the future of the Project under PROAGRI and the transition period which effectively lasts until the end of this phase of the Project. For this reason the transition period will be discussed before presentation of the general and component specific conclusions. 

The Project is scheduled to end on 31 May 2002, although a small amount of expenditure will continue to be incurred until 31 August 2003 when a student studying for a BSC degree in Zimbabwe under a project scholarship is due to complete his studies. Immediate incorporation into PROAGRI at that stage will not be possible because the 2002 plan has already been completed and approved. Consequently, the earliest date for incorporation would be from 1 January 2003. 

At this stage it is expected that the Project will be underspent on a US Dollar basis at 31 May 2002 and it is estimated that the remaining funds would be sufficient to allow a no-cost extension until 31 December 2002. For the sake of continuity and maintenance of momentum, such a no-cost extension would be very logical. Continuity is important in order to avoid any risk of losing the progress made to date at the pilot sites.

Recommendation
· Providing funds remain available, the Mission supports a no-cost extension of the Project until 31 December 2002. 

· The Mission also recommends that the period remaining for the Project should be regarded as a transition phase leading to the next program-based phase and arrangements should be progressively made to have all important elements in place on or before 1 January 2003.

A proposal for a budget revision to cover the period until 31 December 2002 has been prepared by the CTA and is at Annex 5.

B. General Conclusions and Recommendations

The Mission believes that the Project is a good project which has made a useful contribution to the development of CBNRM in Mozambique and that there is clear place in the future for building on its achievements. The staff of the Project and the Government staff who work in close collaboration with them are highly enthusiastic, committed and capable.

The Project is highly regarded by many other institutional partners, including other projects and institutions involved in CBNRM. Very strong support came from the Land Commission which sees the Project as a key player in developing and testing field based applications of the new land law and its potential as a basis for joint ventures between communities and the private sector.

Perhaps the most conspicuous impact of the Project has been its contribution to putting CBNRM clearly on the policy, environmental and developmental agenda in Mozambique, in collaboration with other actors. The Project has been particularly influential through its support of two National Conferences on CBNRM.  The willingness to work in partnership, without attracting jealous charges of self-promotion, has been a factor in its influence.

Request for support from several Provinces which have established UPMCs is evidence of its success in putting CBNRM on the agenda and stimulating interest, but this very success has placed considerable pressure on it in terms of expectations of wider application.

The Project has successfully implemented planned activities and achieved most of the achievable results. In fact its performance in terms of activities and results has been quite impressive. 

However, this has had a down side. The Mission feels, along with other observers, that the Project has been too much activity and output driven. This has been associated with a strong emphasis on monitoring and recording. The downside has been that critical reflection has been a relatively weak point (as noted by earlier Missions - see Gilmour 2000). Evaluation (asking what value activities have and whether they are important), has been correspondingly weak.

The development and institutionalisation of extension methodology has been a positive achievement. However, the development of tested and replicable models (describing what types of options might be appropriate and practical in given types of situations), is far from complete. Progress has been made in cases of good quality multiple use forests. In several cases land tenure certificates have been issued and management plans developed and approved, but arrangements for substantial generation of benefits from these “community forests” are yet to be achieved in these cases. Progress in other types of situations has been less obvious. All this is to be expected as there are many political and practical issues involved in making such arrangements.

In the period remaining before the incorporation within PROAGRI, the Project needs to focus much more on developing clear models of CBNRM in different situations and on drawing out the lessons learned from activities to date. In Section “D” of this Chapter, some recommendations are made about a more “reflective” role for the UMC and arrangements for enabling this role. 

Recommendations
· The Project should, as a priority, focus its activities on consolidating lessons from its pilot sites in order to identify next steps and it should prepare a concept paper embodying these lessons. Where appropriate lessons from sites involving other projects and organisations should be included in the analysis.  
· Subject to the recommendations made in Section “D” of this chapter being accepted by the Tripartite Meeting, the Project should begin at once to implement these recommendations as part of a transition to the next phase in which activities will become part of PROAGRI.

The logframe, development objectives and immediate objectives remain essentially appropriate. No revision of these is needed for the rest of the current phase, including any no-cost extension. 

Recommendation: 

· The next workplan (for 2002) should reflect a tighter focus on consolidation of what has been learned, and the shifts in emphasis involved in transition to the next phase, including shifts contained in other recommendations.   

Role of FAO in Technical Support
The Mid-Term Evaluation was somewhat critical at the extent to which technical support for the Project from the Community Forestry Unit at FAO had been utilised.  Since the Mid-Term Evaluation in 1999, there have been a number of visits to the Project from the CFU and related  consultants. The Mission believes the level and quality of support has been quite satisfactory.    

C. Component Specific Conclusions and Recommendations

Component 1: Pilot Sites

The fact that many interesting experiences in pilot areas have not been fully consolidated and the fact that “models” relating to CBNRM in different contexts have not been elaborated, tested or compared has already been mentioned. The question of developing models and approaches fits under Component 2, as an aspect of institutionalisation, but it is also the key to what happens in Component 1 (support for pilot sites). For this reason it has been treated as a general, cross-cutting issue.   

The Project extension methodology (IRAPISMu) has been very useful in terms of developing good relationships with community members. However, IRAPISMu does not deal very effectively with the heterogeneous nature of communities, either in terms of differences in economic levels and interests, or in terms of varying support for various types of NRM arrangements. For both practical reasons (greater inclusiveness in planning leads to more effective collective action) and ethical reasons (marginal groups often fail to benefit from activities or can even be actually disadvantaged by them), IRAPISMu needs to be complemented (not replaced) by other field methods. 

Recommendation:
· The Project should seek to further develop its extension approach by incorporating elements of stakeholder analysis within communities, by wider stakeholder consultation and by fostering processes of negotiation between stakeholders as part of the planning process. 

Project activities have lead to better conservation of natural resources at the pilot sites, but have not yet lead to major improvements in the standard of living of rural communities (Development Objective 1). It is important to emphasise that rural development aspect is a serious objective of the Project, not just an add-on to sustainable NRM. Meeting the objective requires that the Project uses sustainable resource management as an entry point for real changes to rural livelihoods. 

Benefits so far have been limited to relatively small interest groups and these activities tend to be economically marginal. These limited benefits are not trivial and the lack of success on a larger scale is related to a whole range of tenurial, investment and other issues. In fact, international experience makes it clear that rural development through CBNRM can only occur when governments are really willing to allow communities to have and use rights to natural resources
. The real willingness to do this is rare. The Project cannot be expected to resolve these issues quickly. Nevertheless, there needs to be greater focus on attempts to overcome these constraints in order to seek larger scale and more general benefits. 

Some promising efforts have been initiated, including serious investigations of the potential for community based game ranching at Mahel pilot site and ecotourism at Goba. Other options for serious consideration include community concessions.

There is a serious lack of data on the economic impact of activities on communities.

Recommendation:
· Greater attention should be paid to developing larger scale NRM-linked income generation and business arrangements, including community concessions. In addition to attempting to deal with the tenurial/resource control issues, emphasis should be paid on addressing marketing issues related to business development.
· The Project should carry out regular assessments of the economic impact of its NRM and income-generating activities on various categories of people within the community (including, but not only) members of interest groups. These assessments should examine the costs and benefits of these activities (including the costs in terms of foregone access to resources resulting from restrictions of use of products resulting from management plans.   

Regarding gender, women play an active part in NRM committees at several pilot sites. In others, largely due to cultural factors, their involvement tends to be in terms of inclusion in interest groups largely or solely for women. No systematic data exist to demonstrate income generation for women through NRM. (This is part of the general lack of data on income generation.) The concern with meeting women’s needs through interest groups is worthwhile, but there is no broader strategy, such as one which (a) monitors the effects of activities on women to make sure that unintended adverse effects do not occur and (b) actively seeks ways to include women in decision-making and planning. These are difficult matters. It is always much easier to see problems in the way projects handle gender than it is to suggest useful things to do about it. However, a more focused strategy for dealing with gender issues should be sought.

Recommendation:
· The Project should attempt to articulate a gender strategy, which should include ways to involve women in decision-making and planning (where they are not already involved) and ways to monitor the effects of activities on women (and to mitigate unintended negative consequences). 

The Project has paid little attention to agriculture and its relationship to forest management. This seems to be a major strategic omission. In Mozambique (as in many other countries) agricultural practices and forestry processes interact, particularly because much agricultural activity occurs within forests in the form of shifting cultivation. Sustainable agricultural practices within forests (including fire management and technical improvements such as agroforestry practices) are a necessary aspect of sustainable forest management and use.

Recommendations:
· The Project should place much greater emphasis on supporting the development of sustainable agricultural practices within forests and near forests. This does not involve becoming an agricultural project as such, but does involve collaboration with agencies involved in agricultural development to ensure a more holistic approach.

· Rural Extension staff should be involved as far as possible in the Project’s field activities.

Component 2; Institutional Strengthening

Training has been a major activity within the project so far, with a very high level of activity at three levels: community level training, staff in-service training and academic training within DNFFB, CEF, UEM and IAC. A large number of individuals received training and individual levels of satisfaction were high. A high level of demand for further training exists and the needs remain very significant, despite major advances in overall capacity for CBNRM.

The impact of training (in terms of achieved objectives, as opposed the expressed personal satisfaction of participants) is less clear, although there is an absence of evidence to the contrary. What does seem to be clear is that training was carried out for most of the Project period without any clear strategy or overall program. A recent study commissioned by the Project to develop an overall training program was a useful step towards a comprehensive approach to meeting these needs (Ishengoma and Nhancale 2001), but was unrealistic in the level of funding sought. It also included advanced academic training (including PhDs) for UEM, IAC and CEF staff. While such training is entirely justifiable for capacity development within these institutions it cannot be justified within the context of a CBNRM sub-component within PROAGRI.

A major problem involved with CBNRM training for field staff is training capacity (both in terms of content and training skills) within the relevant agencies. There is a training unit concerned with training of farmers within the Directorate of Extension.  There is a small training unit within the Human Resources Unit, but it does not have the mandate or capacity to carry out training for staff in CBNRM.

Clearly, no large scale training capacity could be established within the current UMC or its proposed descendant. Short of establishment of a broad-based training unit within PROAGRI (including CBNRM), the solution seems likely to be a continuation of the current practice of seconding staff without specialist training background, to carry out training tasks. In this context, the UMC could (either through a long term  position or possibly through a medium term or multiple visit consultant) support training development. 

Recommendations:
· In future training efforts should be more focused on needs at the field and community levels.
· The Project should consider supporting training capacity development through the appointment (either as a long term position, or as a consultant) of a training specialist who would assist in training of trainers in training skills and techniques and in training course development. (This involves supporting topic specialists to carry out training design from the needs assessment stage through to curriculum design.) This could be considered during the transition phase or for implementation during the next phase.

The Project has contributed to policy change and development. It had considerable input into the development of the Forestry and Wildlife Law. It has also supported the development of the delimitation process (associated with Community Land Tenure Certificates) through work assigned to NGOs through Letters of Agreement. This work has been very useful, both in terms of the direct contribution to methodology development and in terms of building the capacity of the civil sector.  

The combination of the 1997 Land Law and the 1999 Forestry and Wildlife Law presents real opportunities for CBNRM in terms of the rights of communities to resources. However, the Forestry and Wildlife Law, while recognising that Communities can hold tenure over land under the Land Law, does not explicitly recognise that these rights include rights to the resources on the land. It is likely that actualising the potential of these laws as a means to encourage economic development in communities will need to be carried out at field level. The Land Commission proposes to address this by developing field based working examples of joint ventures based on Community Land Tenure Certificates.

It should be noted that the regulations for the Forest and Wildlife Law have not yet been approved. 

Recommendations:
· The Project should work as closely as possible with the Land Commission in exploring, at pilot site level, ways to make the new laws work for the economic benefit of communities (as intended under both laws).

· The Project should continue to encourage the approval of the Regulations for the Forest and Wildlife Law.

The UMC has been fully established within DNFFB, with TOR approved by the Minister. Its effectiveness cannot really be separated from the effectiveness of the Project. The achievements in terms of outputs and activities are essentially an achievement of the Project and UMC staff acting together. In terms of technical adequacy, the UMC is still struggling, like everyone else in Mozambique, with developing clear ideas of what CBNRM really can or should be and how to get to that point. 

Component 3: Education and Research

Capacity building in the formal education and research sector has been quite successful, with a compulsory course on CBNRM now in place at UEM and an emerging interest in CBNRM focused student research (that is, research with a capacity building component) evident at both UEM and IAC. A number of academic staff have received advanced degrees based on CBNRM related topics. There is evidence of enhanced capacity for CBNRM at both institutions. 

Continued direct support for formal education at these institutions is not envisaged for the future. It would not be practical given the mandate of PROAGRI. In any case the education sector is now in a position to provide good support to CBNRM. The main need for the future is to build upon the intellectual resources of the institutions in terms of the future development if CBNRM.

Recommendation
· The Project should not continue direct financial support for the formal education sector after the end of 2001 when the current advisor’s contract expires. However, efforts should be made to encourage networking between academics and field staff and particularly to involve academics in analysing activities in pilot sites.

During the Project to date a considerable amount of CBNRM related research has been carried out. There has also been a contribution to research capacity development at the CEF, UEM and IAC. The emphasis on research up until now has been largely focused on broad capacity development for CBNRM research. In fact some input has occurred into more general capacity building within the research institutions, such as the provision of basic equipment and facilities (such as email at CEF). Given the weakness in the sector in the past, there is an argument for making some contribution to general capacity building, and in particular for supporting a general increase in CBNRM research capacity. In the past much of the research had a significant research training component (eg support for student research). 

Much of the research carried out is very relevant thematically to CBNRM. However, there are no real indications that research results have been widely implemented. This probably reflects as much or more on the state of readiness to adopt research results at field level, or on research/extension linkages, as it does on the relevance of the research topics themselves.

Recommendation
· In the future, research support for CBNRM should be focused on commissioned research to directly support field implementation, pilot sites and model and concept development and to investigate questions arising from these contexts.

D. Conclusions and Recommendations Related to Future Incorporation into PROAGRI

The Mission has been asked to make proposals relevant to “the implementation of a prospective second project phase under PROAGRI”. It has been difficult to decide in just how much detail this future phase should be explored, since the Mission is not intended to be a Project Design Mission. On the other hand recommendations for the period remaining in the current phase (including the recommended no-cost extension) make little sense unless they are seen as a transition phase into future activities under PROAGRI. In response to this need for a balancing act, the Mission has decided to make a few key recommendations about project focus and mechanisms for achieving this focus, while attempting to avoid going into too much detail.

Focus
The Mission strongly believes that the models for CBNRM under development by the Project, while very promising, are not yet ready for wider replication and application. Greatest progress has been made in the development of a CBNRM model for application to good quality multiple use forests. But even in these cases the pilot sites have not developed into examples of CBNRM with large scale forest based sources of income able to support substantial improvements in community living standards. Unless examples of successful models have been developed, wider application would not be successful. For these reasons the Mission believes that the future project should  continue to emphasise critical learning and the further development of testing of models.

This is not an easy recommendation to implement. There is considerable interest in CBNRM and government staff at district and provincial levels are anxious to move on CBNRM. The formation of Provincial Community Forestry Units in four provinces as Provincial initiatives is evidence and impatience. The Mission heard from the Provincial Directors at both Sofala and Manica (independently) that pilot sites were not enough and that there is a need to move to implementation. We sympathise with this point, but feel that application of inadequate models would not lead to useful results. 

Recommendations

· With the incorporation of the Project into PROAGRI, continued emphasis should be placed on the development and testing of viable CBNRM approaches and models in pilot sites. These should include the current pilot sites (until such time as they are considered to be sustainable CBNRM systems). Additional pilot sites should be added when they provide clear learning opportunities or cover types of situations not already covered by pilot sites, including opportunities for community concessions.

· Wider implementation/replication should only take place where tested models appropriate to the context exist.

It should be noted that the recommended approach allows for modest expansion, but that this should take place in the context of a continued emphasis on consolidation, learning and developing and testing models.

Incorporation in PROAGRI
Incorporation in PROAGRI has major advantages in terms of the long term sustainability of the CBNRM. It also provides opportunities for fruitful collaboration between DNFFB and other government agencies concerned with natural resources, including agriculture, extension and the Land Commission (under the PROAGRI umbrella). 

However, the incorporation into PROAGRI also involves some risks. Some of these relate to problems with cash disbursement to PROAGRI (from donors) and, within the country, from the national level to Provinces and Districts. It seems that very little of the funding promised for PROAGRI from donors has actually been transferred and transfers are often very late. (The level so far has apparently been about 30%.) In this context delays in transferring payments to the Provinces and Districts can be understood. Another issue is related to the slow progress of the decentralisation process in terms of transferring authority. Although Districts should (in theory) be making most of the decisions about priorities for PROAGRI under District Workplans from the next planning cycle, in fact Districts do not currently even have any authority for handling funds. In this context, the risks to efficient field activity in CBNRM are severe. These issues need to be addressed and considerable efforts are going into addressing them. 

Nevertheless, while direct funding through a project does enable such problems to be bypassed in the short term, it cannot contribute to longer term institutional sustainability. CBNRM, in the long run, only makes sense in the context of a fully-fledged government program.

Another risk is related to the difficulty of maintaining an emphasis on learning and conceptual development within the framework of a large government program. Quite apart from the pressure to expand activities before they are based on adequately developed models, government departments rarely have the flexibility or staff adequately trained to work on conceptual development in pilot projects. 

The Mission has considered various ways to provide the support to enable learning processes to take place in pilot projects using District staff and resources, in the context of PROAGRI. 

The suggested approach involves the continuation of a National UMC, with an emphasis on collaborative action learning at pilot site level, in collaboration with District and Provincial staff (forestry, extension, agriculture and others as appropriate) and community members. The key point here is that the local staff are actively involved in the conceptual analysis of experience (along with the staff of the UMC), rather than just carrying out tasks directed by others. Quite apart from the benefits of collaborative learning in terms of the content of the lessons learned, this approach acts as a form of experiential training for the local staff.     

Separate action learning teams would exist for each pilot site, but there would be cross-cutting membership as UMC staff and others might be members of separate teams for several sites.

In order to provide conceptual support for field based activities, especially at pilot sites, there is a need for solid capacity in the form of a “think tank”. Clearly the UMC would be part of this function. However, the Mission believes that it would be very desirable to extend the size and scope of this think tank by drawing from the expertise of people from other institutions, including relevant government departments (agriculture, extension), NGOs such as IUCN and academic and research institutions (CEF, UEM, IAC). These people would be invited on the basis of their individual expertise, not as institutional representatives, but efforts would be made to make links, through such individuals, with all or most relevant institutions. Quite apart from its value as a think tank, such an arrangement would help to cement some of the institutional connections and networks necessary for a more holistic approach to CBNRM. Qualified individuals could also be invited to contribute to the think tank.

The think tank would have a technical advisory role. It would not be a management or steering committee for the UMC. The UMC would be responsible for convening the think tank regularly and for promoting wider discussion of its contributions. UMC professional staff would be members of the think tank. The think tank would expand the “critical mass” of expertise beyond the UMC itself.

The UMC itself needs to have some internal critical mass, but a large unit would be unsustainable and unnecessary as many areas of expertise could be provided from outside the unit itself, through the think tank. At the national (headquarters) level, there would need to be a core of government staff (including a coordinator) and a small  number of Technical Advisors (probably three) provided through outsourced TA. The Mission would not wish to comment on the desired specialisations of staff, except to suggest that the mix of expertise contained within the UMC and think tank should include forestry, social sciences, business development/marketing, agriculture, extension and wildlife, and possibly other fields. These areas of specialisation can be provided through a combination of government staff, technical advisors and short term consultants.

The Mission believes that it is desirable to obtain some Technical Assistance to support the unit. At this stage, CBNRM is a relatively new field in Mozambique and some international experience is essential in order to assist  conceptual development. In particular, it seems highly probable that skills in rural development and environment related business development and marketing and resource management oriented social sciences are in scarce supply in-country. 

An important concern is the need to create a situation where the UMC relates closely with the field level, both through collaborative learning activities at the field level and by providing relevant advice and support to Provinces and Districts. This role should be made very clear in TOR for UMC staff. One benefit of the shift to program funding is that UMC staff time should no longer be unduly spent on “project” type administration and more time should be available for focus on field activities. 

There has been some discussion of creating new project positions for Regional Facilitators for Northern, Central and Southern Mozambique, each covering three or four provinces and making a direct contribution to the field level. The Mission supports this proposal for both the remaining period of the project and for the coming phase as part of PROAGRI.  

Recommendations
In order to ensure that the capacity exists to support effective learning and model development from pilot sites, as well as technical support on CBNRM for the provinces and districts (including UPMCs), the Mission recommends:

· The Community Management Unit should continue to function within DNFFB, with primary responsibility for model development at field sites through collaborative action learning with field staff and other partners. Additional responsibilities would include provision of technical support for provinces and districts.

· The UMC should include three regional facilitators who would contribute to and coordinate the pilot site activities and provide direct support to the UPMCs.

· A think tank should be formed, consisting of invited members with a mix of professional qualifications and institutional affiliations, to support the conceptual development of CBNRM. The think tank should meet regularly and be convened by the UMC.

· The UMC should consist of government complemented with a small number of technical advisors provided through outsourced TA.
Proposal for Support for the UMC
The Mission discussed modalities for providing technical support with a number of officials and others concerned with aspects of the program. It seems that the possibility of outsourcing services (through a contact between PROAGRI and a consultancy organisation) seems to be the most practical way to provide for technical services such as those suggested for the UMC. While there may be some procedural difficulties, there are precedents (such as the unit operating within the Land Commission). The Netherlands Embassy is sympathetic to the approach and PROAGRI seems willing to support it.

Recommendations
· The option of supporting the UMC as a source of technical support through an outsourcing arrangement should continue to be explored. As part of this exercise the Project CTA should explore with PROAGRI and the Finance Ministry the line items which could appropriately be supported through an outsourced unit.
· A Project Proposal should be prepared as soon as possible for technical assistance to support a UMC to work under the umbrella of PROAGRI. (The deadline for submission to PROAGRI is March 2002.)

VIII. LESSONS LEARNED
Quite a lot of lessons have been learned during the project period about the practicalities of developing CBNRM in the specific Mozambique situation. This chapter concentrates on lessons with potentially wider implications.

One important lesson is that establishing working approaches to CBNRM in any country is largely dependent on the emergence of appropriate laws, regulation s and policies and the capacity and willingness of government staff to apply them fully.
 Projects can contribute by engaging in the policy debate and contributing advice, methodologies and field experiences to inform the policy process, but the rate of progress is not under project control. The jump from successful outputs and activities to achievement of development objectives is a large one and the capacity of projects to address underlying constraints is limited. This “lesson” is not “new” or surprising, but project experiences reinforce the point which is often forgotten.  

The project’s experiences with partnerships is also enlightening. Working through extended partnerships is not always easy for a project associated with government departments. Initially in this case the government department was not particularly keen to engage in such partnerships, but once initiated the positive experiences from these partnerships helped the department to open up to IUCN, the Land Commission and various NGOs. Collaboration can create willingness for further collaboration.

The Mid Term Review identified one potential lesson from the project as the “…realization of the issue of understanding the nature of pilot projects and how to avoid what the Evaluation Team has termed a ‘tendency to succeed at any cost’.” Two years later this has become a clear lesson from the project. As this report has emphasised the project has been rather “activity-driven” and “output driven” at the cost of regularised and focused reflection on the progress of pilot sites towards the project objectives. What has been learned (or re-learned) is the need to remember that pilot projects involve stepping back from day-to-day activities.

From a project design point of view, an associated lesson is that pilot projects can be distracted by having too much to do and by having too many diverse components. For example, the project was very successful in terms of the number of people trained and the number of training events. While these events seem to have maintained good quality, the sheer number of them, and the logistics involved in managing them, have contributed to a busyness and an urgent desire to get things done which may have made it difficult to find time for reflection. A smaller project, perhaps with a smaller budget, may be able to focus more on its pilot nature. 

Another lesson with project design implications is that it can be a mistake to “front-load” a project too much, especially in terms of equipment purchase. It is wrong to assume that everything can be fully set up within the first two years. 

ANNEX 1:

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR A JOINT EVALUATION MISSION BY

THE GOVERNMENT OF THE NETHERLANDS, FAO, AND 

THE GOVERNMENT OF MOZAMBIQUE
1. BACKGROUND 

The Country

Mozambique is a Southern African country with 800 thousand km2 and 18 million inhabitants, of which 76.8% are rural dwellers who practice subsistence agriculture as their strategy for survival. The GDP per capita is estimated at USD 142
, the population growth rate is 2.7%, literacy rate is 27.8%, and life expectancy at birth is 45.5 years

About 78% of the territory is covered by different types of natural vegetation, being 24.8% classified as production forests with a standing commercial volume estimated at 22 million m3.
 Approximately 11% of the territory is gazetted as protected areas. It is largely recognised that Mozambique forests and wildlife resources are far more important for the subsistence of the population, than for its contribution to the formal economy. Hence, the involvement of local communities in the use and conservation of the natural resources is a key strategy for sustainability and social security.

The Framework
The major instruments that form the present framework for sustainable forestry and wildlife development in Mozambique are:

· The National Policy and Development Strategy of Forests and Wildlife, promulgated in April 1997;

· The new Land Law, and the Environmental Law, both approved in October 1997;

· The National Forests and Wildlife Investment Programme (as part of the PROAGRI), approved in April 1998; and

· The Forests and Wildlife Law, approved in May 1999.

The PROAGRI  Forests and Wildlife National Programme identified four main components for the period 1998 - 2002:

A.
Strengthening of the State Institutions for Forests and Wildlife Management

B.
Rehabilitation of the State Protected Areas

C. Developing Community Based Management of Forests and Wildlife, and

D. Developing the Production Forestry Estate

Three major projects prepared in the mid 1990’s formed a substantial part of this National Programme. They are the “GERFFA
” Project, the TFCA
 Project, and the Mozambique/FAO/Netherlands Project GCP/MOZ/056/NET. Together, they represent an investment of about USD 28 million over 5 years. All the three Projects were operational by the time PROAGRI started in 1999.

The Mozambique/FAO/Netherlands project “Support for Community Forestry and Wildlife Management”, was conceived to help the recipient country achieve most of the Programme objectives related to community involvement in sustainable forests and wildlife management (Component C above), as well as to provide a substantial support to institutional capacity building (Component A). In the last tripartite meeting of the Project GCP/MOZ/056/NET, held in February 2001, all parties manifested its interest to develop a second phase of the project, this time financed via PROAGRI.

In the process of implementing the new instruments for sustainable natural resources management, major changes within the country’s administrative framework are occurring and will need to be taken into account during the evaluation. They are: a) the transfer of major donor funding for the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (MADER) to a programme approach under the National Agrarian Sector Investment Programme (PROAGRI); b) a general policy towards decentralisation at Provincial levels and local governance at district levels; and c) the redistribution of responsibilities for protected areas between the MADER and the Ministry of Tourism.

The Project

Project Title:


Support for Community Forestry and Wildlife Management

Project Code:

GCP/MOZ/056/NET

Duration:


60 months

Starting date:

June 1997

Budget:



USD 9,6 million

Donor:



Government of The Netherlands

Implementing agencies:
Government of Mozambique (National Directorate of 





Forests and Wildlife - DNFFB), and the Food and 





Agriculture Organisation of United Nations – FAO

Operations:


RAFR (FAO Regional Office for Africa, Ghana, Accra) until 31 May 2001. From June onwards, operations is the responsibility of the FAOR Mozambique, which is also the Project budget holder.

Technical Unit:

FAO Community Forestry Unit (CFU/FONP), Forestry Department

The Project was identified in early 1995. The Dutch Government manifested its interest to financially support this initiative and, after the formulation process, the arrangement between FAO and the Netherlands was signed on 30 October 1996 for a total amount not exceeding the equivalent of US$ 9,662,090. The Project Agreement between the Government of Mozambique and FAO was signed on 16 December 1996, and the project was declared operational from 1 February 1997. Field implementation started on 17th June 1997, with the nomination of the Project National Co-ordinator, and the arrival of the Project CTA in the country. 

The Project is based on a conceptual setting for the implementation of activities related to community participation in natural resources management, to build the necessary institutional, educational and research capacity as well as implementing activities in pilot areas with local communities. The Project was designed as the first phase of a process to assist in the institutionalisation of community-based forests and wildlife management in the country. 

The Project development objectives are:

Improve the standard of living of rural communities through increased access to forest and wildlife products for household needs and marketing, as well as the generation of income from employment, small industries and hunting fees.

Resource base of forestry, wildlife, agriculture and animal husbandry protected, managed and utilised in a rational way by local communities.

The Project immediate objectives and expected outputs over this 5 years period are:

OBJECTIVE 1


As modified by the mid-term evaluation mission (September/October 1999): 

“Increasing numbers of local communities exercise their rights and responsibilities for the control, rational use and conservation and benefit sharing related to natural resources management within their territorial boundaries as codified under the present policy and sector laws”.


As initially stated in the prodoc: 

“Rural communities motivated and capable to care for and manage the natural resources that surround them for their own benefit”.
OBJECTIVE 2

Institutional environment for implementation of CFWM strengthened with regard to the capacities of forest services at national, provincial and local level and regarding the legal status and land-use rights of communities.

OBJECTIVE 3

Formal forestry education and forestry research capacitated to support the implementation of community based natural resources management.

The three immediate objectives are directly related to the three components of the Project :

Component 1:

Implementation of pilot project activities of community forestry and wildlife management (CFWM) by the Provincial Services of Forests and Wildlife (SPFFB); this component is executed at the provincial level in Maputo and Nampula, aiming to be replicated in the different provinces;

Component 2:

Capacity building of the National Directorate of Forests and Wildlife (DNFFB) and the Provincial services (SPFFB), as well as collaborating NGO's, in order to support and develop the implementation of CFWM, through training, methodology development, exchange of experiences, networking, promotion and policy review; also through the gazetting of forest lands and improved resources information as a basis for granting concessions and management plans;

Component 3:

Support to formal education in CFWM at Eduardo Mondlane University (UEM) and the Agrarian Institute of Chimoio (IAC) through facilitating teaching of the subject and adjustment of curricula of relevant courses, as well as promoting adaptive research at UEM and the Forestry Research Centre (CEF) directly related to and in support of CFWM field activities (comp. 1).

2. 
PURPOSES OF THE EVALUATION
A final external evaluation is envisaged to assess the results and impacts in the Project implementation, and to make detailed recommendations for possible follow up actions. The Mission may also address any necessary changes in the overall design and orientation of the CBNRM approach being developed.

The mission shall focus on the review of the internal evaluation processes developed by the Project, the recommendations of the mid-term external evaluation carried out in September 1999, the various  assessment carried out on the overall project effectiveness, and the viability and relevance of the proposed follow up phase.

Being a PROAGRI Project, and considering the gradual evolution of the common operational procedures of the Programme, as well as the donor’s present commitment to PROGARI budgetary support; the Mission shall appraise and make specific recommendations for a follow-up proposal to be implemented via PROAGRI, under its common operational procedures. Emphasis should be made in evaluating the possible impacts of such procedures in the effectiveness and efficiency achieved. 

The mission shall also evaluate the project position regarding the global CBNRM context in Mozambique, in relation to other Government institutions (eg MICOA, MITUR), as well as the civil society institutions (eg IUCN and other NGOs).

3. 
SCOPE OF THE EVALUATION

The mission will assess the:

a) Relevance of the project to development priorities and needs, specifically in light of the Mozambique Forests and Wildlife Policy and Development Strategy; the National Forests and Wildlife Programme; and the new legislation related to Forests and Wildlife, Land, and the Environment.

b) Clarity, and realism of the Project's Development, Immediate Objectives, and the three Project Components, including specification of targets, identification of beneficiaries, and prospects for sustainability.

c) Quality, clarity and adequacy of project design including:

· clarity and logical consistency between inputs, activities, outputs and progress towards achievement of objectives (quality, quantity and time-frame); 

· realism and clarity in the specification of prior obligations and prerequisites, as well as assumptions and risks;

· realism and clarity of external institutional relationships, and in the managerial and institutional framework for implementation, taking into account the PROAGRI implementation requirements for the follow up phase;

· efficiency and adequacy of the Project logframe, planning, monitoring and  evaluation system;

d) Efficiency and adequacy of project implementation including: availability of funds as compared with budget for both the donor and national component; the quality and timeliness of input delivery by both FAO and the Government; managerial and work efficiency; implementation difficulties; adequacy of reporting; the extent of national support and commitment, and the quality and quantity of administrative and technical support by FAO.

e) Project results regarding both the CBFWM process promoted, and the activities developed in the pilot areas; including a full and systematic assessment of outputs produced (quantity and quality as compared with workplan and progress towards achieving the immediate objectives). The mission will especially review the status and quality of work on: 

· The institutional capacity building towards an enabling environment to promote community based forests and wildlife management at national and provincial levels, with emphasis at DNFFB and at the Provincial Forests and Wildlife Services (SPFFB) of Maputo, Nampula, Manica and Niassa;

· In-service training of local staff and promoters;

· Publications, documentation and dissemination of information;

· Community involvement in sustainable natural resources management in the pilot areas.  

· Development of adaptative research and formal education to support community based management of forests and wildlife;

· Institutional development (policy and legislation)

f) Prospects for sustaining and replicating the project's results by the beneficiaries and the host institutions. The mission should examine in particular:

· The perspectives of the process promoted by the Project, to address poverty alleviation and environmental conservation, with equity and gender sensitivity.

· The effectiveness and adequacy of the Community Management Unit (UMC) at DNFFB; and the UPMCs established at Provincial level;

· The methodologies and technologies being developed to promote CBFWM in the country;

· The degree of appropriation of CBFWM by local staff and communities, as a strategy to promote sustainable use and conservation of natural resources;

· The perspective of research and formal education to provide the necessary human resources and knowledge for CFWM development in Mozambique.

· The validity of the CBFWM concept developed so far in terms of coherence, sustainability and replicability.

g) Project budget and cost-effectiveness.

h)  Project integration in PROAGRI, from the steps already done, to the steps still required to fulfil the expectations of the parties for the project integration. 

i) To what extent the gender criteria have been implemented and translated into measurable indicators of impact. 

j) The use of resources in a gender desegregated way, e.g. the role of women in decision making and income generation through natural resources management.  

Based on the above analysis the mission will draw specific conclusions and make proposals for any necessary action or adjustments by Government and/or FAO and /or donor, to ensure sustainable development, including details for the implementation of a prospective second project phase under PROAGRI. 

It is desirable that the mission evaluates the Project’s links to other similar projects and initiatives, mainly from a lessons learned and comparative point of view.

4. 
COMPOSITION OF THE MISSION
The mission shall be comprised by a Team Leader with a sound knowledge and experience in development project evaluation, highly experienced in CBNRM. The mission shall also include representatives of the Dutch Government and of the Mozambique Government.  FAO shall designate the team leader. Mission members shall be professionals with strong experience in design and implementation of large framework projects in the forestry sector, sensitive and familiar to community based forests and wildlife management projects, as well as sectoral investment programmes, and institutional capacity building. All of them should preferably have experience of evaluation. Its is also desirable that  mission members are able to communicate both in Portuguese (or at least Spanish), and English.

The Dutch Government shall designate its representative to the mission, who is expected to bring the donor’s perspective for cooperation with the Mozambique Forests and Wildlife sub-sector under PROAGRI.

The Government of Mozambique shall designate its representative to the mission, preferably a senior officer from the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development who is familiar with the PROAGRI, and with the national policy framework for Forests and Wildlife. He/she will bring the recipient’s country perspective for the project evaluation and possible further development.

5.
TIMETABLE AND ITINERARY OF THE MISSION  

The mission shall be carried out from late September to mid October 2001. The following itinerary and timetable is proposed: 

	October 1st- 3rd  

October 4th –6th 

October 7th – 14th  

October 15th – 21th 

October 17th – 21th 

October 21th  - 24rd 

October 25th 

October 26th 


	Team leader briefing at FAO Headquarters, Rome

Mission assembles in Maputo. Briefing with FAOR, the Dutch Embassy and Government authorities. 

.Field visit to Manica, Sofala and Nampula

DNFFB / UMC. Field visits in Maputo (Goba and Mahel). Appraisal of Project internal evaluation and proposals.

Meetings with MADER, PROAGRI, CEF, UEM, SPFFB, DNFFB, and other institutions.  

. Report writing

. Report presentation / Tripartite meeting

. End of mission / departure


6. 
CONSULTATIONS

The mission will maintain close liaison with the Representatives of the donor and FAO and the concerned national agencies, as well as with national and international project staff. Although the mission should feel free to discuss with the authorities concerned anything relevant to its assignment, it is not authorised to make any commitments on behalf of the Government, the donor, or FAO.

7. 
REPORTING

The mission is fully responsible for its independent report which may not necessarily reflect the views of the Government, the donor or FAO. The report will be written in conformity with the headings proposed in the FAO document ”Outline of an On-going Evaluation Report”.
The report will be completed, to the extent possible, in the country and the findings and recommendations fully discussed with all concerned parties and wherever possible consensus achieved.

The mission will also complete the FAO Project Evaluation Questionnaire.

The mission leader bears responsibility for finalisation of the report, which will be submitted to FAO within two weeks of mission completion. FAO will submit the report to Government and donor together with its comments.

ANNEX 2: MISSION ITINERARY
Monday 1 October

TL (Fisher) arrives Rome 0710. Briefing at FAO PM

Tuesday 2 October

Briefing at FAO continues.

Wednesday 3 October

PM. TL departs Rome for overnight flight to Maputo via Frankfurt and Johannesburg.

Thursday 4 October

TL arrives Maputo afternoon. Informal discussions with CTA

Friday 5 October

Initial meetings with project and government staff.

Zambon arrives late morning.

Saturday 6 October

Field trip to Mahel pilot site, Maputo Province (Fisher/Zambon)

Sunday 7 October

(Fisher/Zambon) AM flight Maputo to Nampula. Meeting/briefing with project staff.

PM Meeting with Provinial Chief SPFFB.

Overnight Nampula

Monday 8 October

Field trip to Napawa Village, Nampula Province (Mecuburi Pilot Site)

Overnight Nampula

Tuesday 9 October

Field trip Sanhote Village, Monapo district.

Meeting with District Administrator, Monapo

Gêmo joins mission (PM)

Overnight Nampula

Wednesday 10 October

AM Meeting with Deputy Director, DPADR Nampula

Meeting with project staff, Nampula

Afternoon flight to Beira

Briefing on project activities in Sofala and Manica by Community Forestry Facilitator, Manica Province

Joined by CTA

Overnight Nampula

Thursday 11 October

Meeting with ORAM (NGO) to discuss activities under LoA with project. Meeting with Provincial Director, DPADR, Sofala Province. Meeting with staff of UPMC, Sofala Province   

Drive to Chimoio (Manica Province)

Informal dinner with Provincial staff (UPMC and SPFFB)

Overnight Chimoio

Friday 12 October

AM Meeting of evaluation team members

Meeting with UPMC and SPFFB staff. Visit to CEF, UPMC Officers

PM Meeting with Provincial Director DPADR, Manica Province. Gêmo returns to Maputo).

Fisher/Zambon drive to Manica town to meet with Kwaedza Simukai NGO) to discuss activities under LoA with Project

Return Chimoio. Overnight Chimoio.

Saturday 13 October

Field visit to Pindanyanga Pilot Site, Manica Province. Drive to Beira for late afternoon flight to Maputo.

Overnight Maputo.

Sunday 14 October

Review mission so far. Reading project documentation.

Monday 15 October

Discussions with Dr Patrick Matakala (Project advisor). AM - visit to CEF. PM - visit to Department of Forestry UEM.

Tuesday 16 October

AM - meeting with World Bank. Meeting with FNP (Forum Para A Natureza em Perigo - Ecological Wildlife Trust). PM. Discussions with Land Commission. Meeting with IUCN. Cocktail party FAO Representative Office.

Wednesday 17 October

AM. Meeting with Dr Fernando Songare, Coordinator of PROAGRI. Meeting with Guilhermina Kumagwelo, Coordinator, UMC (Fisher). Meeting with Department of Conservation Areas, Ministry of Tourism (Gêmo and Zambon). PM. Office work/ discussions.

Thursday 18 October

Field Trip, Goba Pilot Site (Maputo Province).

Friday 19 October.

AM Meeting with FAO Representative, Mozambique. Presentations on internal evaluations of training and research and presentation of questionnaire survey sent to various stakeholders.

PM Meeting with FINNIDA (Zambon). 

Saturday 20 October

Report preparation.

Sunday 21 October 

Report preparation.

Monday 22 October

Report preparation. AM Meeting with Project Consultant Dr Carlos Agostinho Do Rosario (Fisher). PM Meeting with Project Coordinator, Niassa Province (Zambon)

Tuesday 23 October

AM. Meeting at the Royal Netherlands Embassy. Report Preparation. 

Wednesday 24 October

AM. Report preparation and preparation of presentations.

PM. Seminar with staff and stakeholders from other institutions and organisations concerned with CBNRM.

Thursday 25 October

AM. Report preparation. 

PM. “Tripartite Meeting”. (Note: as the representative from the Royal Netherlands Embassy was unable to attend due to urgent persona reasons, the formal Tripartite meeting was cancelled and a briefing for the other parties was held instead.) 

Meeting with Director IAC, Chimoio (Zambon)

Friday 26 October

Report preparation.

Saturday 27 October

Report finalisation. TL leaves for overnight transit stop in Johannesburg.

Sunday 28 October

Report finalisation. TL leaves for overnight flight from Johannesburg to Bangkok via Singapore. Zambon leaves Maputo for Johannesburg for connecting overnight flight to Amsterdam. 
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ANNEX 5: BUDGET MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET REVISION

BUDGET MANAGEMENT

The Government of Netherlands approved a total project budget not to exceed the equivalent of USD 9,662,090. The table below presents the actual expenditures accounted until December 2000 by budget line, as well as the estimated project expenditures by the end of 2001. 

	Budget line
	Approved budget (Rev. G)
	%
	Actual expenditures up to  year 2000
	Expect. Expend. in 2001
	% spent up to Dec 2001
	Balance by Dec 2001

	Salaries professional
	          1,947,512 
	20.2
	             1,287,512 
	                410,000 
	             87.2 
	       250,000 

	Salaries general service
	            290,926 
	3.0
	                170,926 
	                 80,000 
	             86.3 
	         40,000 

	Consultants
	            880,487 
	9.1
	                517,487 
	                182,000 
	             79.4 
	       181,000 

	Contracts (e.g. LoA)
	            417,004 
	4.3
	                147,004 
	                180,000 
	             78.4 
	         90,000 

	Overtime
	              47,595 
	0.5
	                 27,595 
	                 16,000 
	             91.6 
	           4,000 

	Travel
	          1,330,242 
	13.8
	                840,242 
	                245,000 
	             81.6 
	       245,000 

	Training
	          1,115,597 
	11.5
	                428,597 
	                257,000 
	             61.5 
	       430,000 

	Expendable equipment
	            257,997 
	2.7
	                145,497 
	                 38,000 
	             71.1 
	         74,500 

	Non-expendable equipment
	            983,313 
	10.2
	                584,313 
	                225,000 
	             82.3 
	       174,000 

	Technical support services
	              46,885 
	0.5
	                 11,885 
	                 30,000 
	             89.3 
	           5,000 

	General Operating expenses
	          1,229,276 
	12.7
	                466,359 
	                200,000 
	             54.2 
	       562,917 

	General Overhead expenses
	                1,048 
	0.0
	                   1,048 
	                        -   
	            100.0 
	                 -   

	Chargeback
	                2,642 
	0.0
	                   2,642 
	                        -   
	            100.0 
	                 -   

	Sub total
	          8,550,523 
	88.5
	             4,631,107 
	             1,863,000 
	             75.9 
	    2,056,416 

	Support costs
	          1,111,567 
	11.5
	                602,044 
	                242,190 
	             75.9 
	       267,333 

	Total
	          9,662,090 
	100.0
	             5,233,151 
	             2,105,190 
	             75.9 
	    2,323,749 


According to what is budgeted for year 2001 under the present budget revision G (USD 2,614,820), the project expects to spend around 80% of this total (USD 2,105,190). This was mainly due to difficulties in importing equipment and material this year, due to new requests of the Mozambique customs regarding importation of project material.

To comply with project activities still pending and recommended by the evaluation mission, the project administration shall request a budget revision, budget neutral, to extend the present technical assistance under the same financial arrangements up to December 2002. The table below demonstrates the project proposed budget revision. Under this request, endorsed by the evaluation mission, the project will:

· Complement pending activities for consolidation of gains in pilot areas and institutional capacity building, as recommended by the evaluation mission;

· Improve the implementation of the training plan;

· Facilitate the transition from the Trust Fund project modality into PROAGRI, starting in January 2003, which will coincide with the PROAGRI  financial year.

· Achieve a total budget expenditure of 97,2%, which would only have reached 89,1% if the project would end by May 2002 under present budget revision G.

· Reduce the international technical assistance, and increase the national technical assistance, promoting the establishment of a critical mass to support CBNRM development in the country on a long term perspective. 

A Project Addendum shall be produced in the very near future to detail the strategy for project extension up to December 2002, as well as the transition into PROAGRI by January 2003. A CBNRM sub-programme proposal shall be submitted to PROAGRI by early 2002, to allow its analysis and inclusion in the PROAGRI planning and budgeting process for 2003. This sub-programme will constitute the next phase of the present project. FAO shall be considered as technical assistance provider, in order to assist in training activities (including in-service training of national staff), planning, monitoring and evaluation, systematization and dissemination of information and experiences. The table below presents a proposed Budget Revision H. 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	US Dollars)

	ACCOUNTS
 
	PRIOR YEARS
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	Revised total
	Approved Total
	CHANGES

	 
	 
	Expenditures
	 
	(current year)
	 
	 
	 
	Revision  "H"
	Revision "G
	 

	5300
	Salaries Professional
	891.076
	396.436
	410.000
	360.000
	0
	0
	2.057.512
	1.947.512
	110.000

	5500
	Salaries General Service
	104.103
	66.823
	80.000
	80.000
	0
	0
	330.926
	290.926
	40.000

	5570
	Consultants
	354.248
	163.239
	182.000
	136.000
	0
	0
	835.487
	880.487
	-45.000

	5650
	Contracts
	108.708
	38.296
	180.000
	300.000
	0
	0
	627.004
	417.004
	210.000

	5660
	Overtime
	9.134
	18.461
	16.000
	0
	0
	0
	43.595
	47.595
	-4.000

	5900
	Travel
	540.923
	299.319
	245.000
	230.000
	0
	0
	1.315.242
	1.330.242
	-15.000

	5920
	Training
	223.655
	204.942
	257.000
	300.000
	40.000
	0
	1.025.597
	1.115.597
	-90.000

	6000
	Expendable Equipment
	106.813
	38.684
	38.000
	45.000
	0
	0
	228.497
	257.997
	-29.500

	6100
	Non Expendable Equipment
	500.749
	83.564
	225.000
	120.000
	0
	0
	929.313
	983.313
	-54.000

	6110
	Hospitality
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	6150
	Technical Support Services
	2.435
	9.450
	30.000
	30.000
	0
	0
	71.885
	46.885
	25.000

	6300
	General Operating Expenses
	305.823
	160.536
	200.000
	180.000
	0
	266.021
	1.112.380
	1.229.276
	-116.896

	6400
	General Overhead Expenses
	43
	1.005
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1.048
	1.048
	0

	6500
	Chargeback
	-28
	2.670
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2.642
	2.642
	0

	6510
	Chargeout
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	 
	SUB-TOTAL
	3.147.682
	1.483.424
	1.863.000
	1.781.000
	40.000
	266.021
	8.581.127
	8.550.523
	30.604

	6130
	Support Cost
	410.342
	191.701
	242.190
	231.530
	5.200
	0
	1.080.963
	1.111.567
	-30.605

	 
	TOTAL
	3.558.024
	1.675.125
	2.105.190
	2.012.530
	45.200
	266.021
	9.662.090
	9.662.090
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


The funds retained for 2003 are exclusively to cover the running scholarship programme already approved for the fellow attending the B.Sc. course in Mutare, Zimbabwe, which will be completed by 31 August 2003. Funds accommodated in year 2004 are in fact the balance remaining after project closure, and corresponds to 2,8% of the total project budget.

ANNEX 6: SUMMARY OF RESULTS

Pilot experiencies in the districts of Monapo and Mecuburi (Nampula province), Namaacha and Magude (Manica province), Gondola (Manica province), Mandimba and Ngauma (Niassa province) 

	Total
	Results 
	Pilot Areas

	
	
	Since 1998
	Since 2001

	
	
	Mecuburi
	Monapo
	Goba
	Mahel
	Pindanganga
	Chissimbirre


	Luelele

	7
	Community-Based Natural resources management commitees

established
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	3
	Commitees legaly recognized 
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	14 of  24
	No. Of villages involved 
	2 of 6
	2 of 4
	1 of 1
	6 of 6
	1 of 2
	1 of 3
	1 of 2

	26


	Active interest groups 
	3Napawa

2 Muahio
	4Senhot.

3 Niviria
	7 
	1 Matong.

1 Mahel
	1
	2
	2

	23


	Interest groups already generating cash income. 
	3


	5


	6


	2


	1
	0
	0

	4
	No. of groups that already started paying back to revolving fund
	0
	2
	2
	0
	1
	n.a.
	n.a.

	940


	Approx. no. of people  directly involved in CBNRM activities 
	100
	300
	300
	100
	50
	45
	45

	300 +
	No. of people trained in the villages 
	20 Napawa

40 Muahio
	60 Senhote

30 Niviria

15 Mecunula
	80
	30
	25
	n.a.
	n.a.

	89
	No. of trained community scouts 
	28
	14
	14
	20
	13
	n.a.
	n.a.

	387.750 ha
	Community areas delimited
	190.000 ha (Protected area – Forest Reserve)
	12.000 ha
	9.750 ha
	88.000 ha in six villages
	33.000 ha
	36.000 ha
	19.000 ha

	2
	Community area with land tenure documentation ready
	n.a.
	(
Title over 3,900 ha
	(
Certificate over 9,750 ha
	(
	(
	
	

	83.000 ha
	Forest inventory carried out
	(
	(
12.000ha
	(
10.000 ha
	(
33.000 ha
	(
28.000 ha
	
	

	3


	Wildlife assessment
	(
	
	(
	(
	
	
	

	4


	NWFP assessment
	(
	(
	(
	
	
	(
	

	4
	Participatory zoning 
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	
	

	3
	Participatory management plan
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	
	

	1
	Revolving fund established
	
	(
	(
	
	
	
	

	0
	Private sector partnership
	
	(
	(
	(
	(
	
	

	
	Models with methodology and lessons learned systematized and documented . 
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	
	


( under development

( carried out




n.a. no information available, or not applicable

Note on Sofala Province: The project also provides financial, technical and methodological support for the establishment of Canda Pilot Area, carried out by the NGO ORAM in the District of Gorongosa. The area has a community land certificate tenure of 107,000 ha. A zoning of the total area, and the inventory of the 33,000 ha  of forests has been carried out in 2001. The formulation of the participatory management plan is ongoing. A business plan identifying community based cash generating initiatives has also been prepared. Adding Canda, in Sofala province, the total area under CBNRM grows to approximately 500,000 ha. The number of areas with secure land tenure certificates grows to 3, and the total community forest area inventoried goes to 116,000 ha. 

Institutional support, research and education

	Results
	Achieved
	To be completed in 2002

	1. Community Based Forests and Wildlife Unit at Central level 
	1 (UMC/DNFFB)
	UMC incorporated in the organigram of DNFFB 

	2. Focal points network at SPFFB 
	Established in the 10 provinces
	Consolidate

	3. Training technical personnel in the Government (DNFFB, DPADR, etc) 
	193
	Refine and consolidate training plan 

	4. Training technicians outisde Government 
	15
	Enlarge

	5. Scholarship for education abroad 
	6 attributed, 3 concluded
	2 to be concluded in 2002, one in 2003

	6. Forum for CBNRM debate at national level
	Two National Conferences (1998 and 2001), attended by 160 people in 98 and 240 in 2001. 
	Disseminate findings and recommendations of Conferences

	7. Support to legislation and policy development 
	Enabling legal framework available
	Promote dissemination and application of legislation in pilot areas

	8. Support SPFFB’s and DNFFB in PROAGRI implementation
	Assist planning (PAAO, PTAO) and monitoring of programme component C
	Continue planning and monitoring assistance, identify implementation mechanisms

	9. Publications produced and disseminated 
	154 titles available
	To be disseminated in a CD ROM and through a home page

	10. Purchase of equipment
	USD 992,310
	USD 165,000

	11. Administrative support for SPFFB in CBNRM 
	In Maputo, Manica, Nampula and Niassa
	Consolidate in the existing 4 provinces, include to Sofala  

	12. Short term courses for technical staff
	16
	2

	13. Viagens de estudo e eventos internacionais
	11
	3

	14. Monitoring and evaluation system (SIPSA)
	Developed
	Consolidate and disseminate

	15. Methodological proposals (IRAPISMu, gender approach, systematization, revolving fund for local communities, etc. ) 
	Developed
	Consolidate, document and disseminate

	16. Working group on systematization  of experiences
	Established
	Consolidate

	17. Working group on Widlife and Communities 
	Established 
	Consolidate

	18. Letter of Agreements 
	13 established, 9 successfully completed, 1 cancelled, 3 ongoing
	Develop LoAs with the provinces (5) and NGOs (3)

	19. Partnerships with NGO’s  
	5 NGOs involved
	Continue and expand

	20. Support and promote provincial CBNRM Units at SPFFB (UPMCs) 
	4 existing (Niassa, Manica, C. Delgado and Tete)
	Promote at least 2 more UPMCs

	21. Promote new CBNRM initiatives in the provinces 
	8 pilot areas ongoing
	At least one more (e.g. Mucombedze in Sofala)

	22. Curricula revision 
	Curricula of UEM and IAC reviewed, CBNRM disciplines incorporated
	Support applied research in CBNRM through IAC and UEM/DEF lectures 

	23. Students research developed 
	49
	-

	24. Students’ practices 
	40 students of UEM and  IAC involved 
	-

	25. Applied research  
	30
	5


CBNRM Evolution 1995 -  2001

· Existing experiences in 1995:  two (Tchuma Tchato and Bazaruto)

· Existing experiences in 2001: 61 identified by the UMC, 42 studied by the focal points network.

· Geographical coverage in 1995: 2 Provinces (Tete and Inhambane)

· Geographical coverage in 2001: All 10 Provinces 

· UPMCs existing in 1995: none

· UPMCs in 2001: 4 (Tete, Manica, Cabo Delgado and Niassa)

· Technicians and farmers receiving training in CBNRM with project support: 1365 persons

· 2 education institutions with Curriculum adapted to CBNRM – UEM and IAC

· Documentation: 154 documents produced (79 refers to research papers), one library organized at CEF, technical documents printed and widely distributed. 

· Rehabilitation of installations: DNFFB, SPFFB Maputo, SPFFB Nampula, SPFFB Niassa, IAC, UEM/FAEF/DEF; SPFFB Manica, Pindanyanga, and  CEF (these last three are ongoing)

· Construction: Extensionists housing in Monapo, Mecuburi (two), Goba, Mahel and Luelele.

· Models of CBNRM development being documented: 1) Co-managemet of Forest Reserve; 2) Community based production of timber, fuelwood and charcoal; 3) Micro-watershed conservation and participatory management; 4) Community based wildlife development. 

· Methodology for CBNRM (IRAPISMu) systematized and documented, being validated. Methods and tools tested and validated. 
· Favourable policy and legislation facilitates CBNRM 

· +- 500.000 ha of delimited community land is under CBNRM development  with project GCP/MOZ/056/NET support

· 14 villages involved

· 26 interest groups established and running 

· 89 community scouts trained and practicing. 

· 5 forest inventories carried out for CBNRM in 116,000 ha in four provinces. 

· 3 management plans completed and adopted: Goba, Narini and Pindanyanga. Two other being completed (Mahel and Mecuburi).

ANNEX 7: PERSONNEL ATTACHED TO THE PROJECT
PROFESSIONAL

	Name
	Function
	From
	To
	Duration

	International experts

	1. Eduardo Mansur
	CTA
	June 1977
	May 2002
	60 months

	2. Patrick Matakala
	Lecturer UEM
	November 1997
	December 2001
	52 months

	3. Patrick Mushove
	Indigenous Forest Manag.Expert
	January 1998
	January 2002
	49 months

	4. Wilma Ross
	SSA Gender expert
	November 1997
	April 1998
	6 months

	5. Alexia Baldascini
	SSA Non Timber F.Products
	June 1999
	November 1999
	6 months

	International consultants

	1. A. Imbach
	Monitoring&Eval.Consult.
	June 1998
	June 1998
	1 month

	2. O. Mubita
	Marketing Consultant
	November 1998
	December 1998
	1 month

	3. F. Costa
	Forest Reserves Consultant
	November 1999
	December 1999
	1 month

	4. P.Sambonino-Rivera


	Monitoring&Eval.Consultant
	February 1999

November 2000
	February 1999

November 2000
	1 month

1 month

	5. R. Kushenreuter
	Gender Consultant
	June 1999
	August 1999
	3 month

	6. T. Hailemarian
	Consultant(lecturer)
	July 1999
	August 1999
	1 month

	7. J. Malleux
	Consultant(zoning)
	October1999
	November 1999
	1 month

	8. A. Masuka
	Consultan-Mushrooms
	March 2000
	April 2000
	1 month

	9. T. Heikkila


	Consultant (Appropr. technology)
	April 2000

April 2001
	May 2000

April 2001
	2 months

15 days

	10. D. Gilmour
	Consultant CBNRM
	May 2000
	May 2000
	1 month

	11. T. Catterson + T. Oltheten + A .  Madope
	Mid-term evaluation mission
	October 1999
	October 1999
	1 month

	12. Jeremy Anderson
	Consultant Wildlife management
	October 2000
	October 2000
	1 month

	13. R. Ludemann
	Consultant(trainer)
	September 2000
	September 2000
	1 month

	14. J. Forrest
	Consultant(eco-tourism)
	June 2001
	July 2001
	45 days

	15. P. Dutton
	Consultant(Game farming)
	August 2001
	October 2001
	75 days

	16. R. Ishengoma
	Consultant(training)
	June 2001
	June 2001
	1 month

	17. M. Dodemma
	Community-based mangrove management
	Feb/April 2000
	Feb/April 200
	3 months

	FAO Backstopping

	1. J. Anderson


	Backstopping-Research&Ed.
	February 1998

May 1999
	February 1998

May 1999
	15days

21 days

	2. L. Ferroukhi
	Backstopping CFU/FTPP
	March 1998
	April 1998
	15 days

	3. M. Laverdiere


	Backstopping SAFR
	February 1999

February 2000

February 2001
	February 1999

February 2000

February 2001
	7 days

7 days

7 days

	4. M. Speelmans
	Backstopping evaluation
	April 2001
	April 2001
	11 days

	5. C. Kenny Jordan
	Backstopping planning
	August 1998

August 2001
	August 1998

August 2001


	15 days

15 days

	6. D. Reeb


	Backstopping FONP/CFU
	May 2000

November 2000
	May 2000

November 2000
	7 days

7 days

	7. P. Vantomme
	Backstopping PROAGRI revision

Backstopping NWFP
	April 1998

June 2000
	May 1998

June 2000
	18 days

15 days

	8. L. Ferroukhi
	Backstopping CFU/FTPP
	March 1998
	April 1998
	15 days

	9. D. Williamson
	Backstopping(wildlife)
	October 2000
	November 2000
	15 days

	10. B. Reufels  
	CPO
	Two-days visits, twice a year since 1999, for operations procedures

	National experts

	1. Samiro Magane
	National Expert (wildlife)
	June 1997
	January 2002
	55 months

	2. Isilda Nhantumbo
	National Expert (forest economics)
	November 1998
	October 1999
	12 months

	3. Estevao Filimao
	National expert (Sociologist)
	August 1998
	May 2002
	45 months

	4. Catarina Chidiamassamba
	National Expert (Regional facilitator)
	February 2001
	May 2002
	15 months

	5. Jaime Mussanhane
	National expert (Forest inventory and management)
	February 2001
	May  2002
	15 months

	National consultants

	1. R. Manjate
	Consultant (Charcoal)
	August 1999
	September 1999
	2 months

	2. Maida Khan
	Consultant(NTFP)
	August 1999
	September 1999
	2 months

	3. Jorge Chicue
	Consultant (Law)
	March 1998
	June 1998
	3 months

	4. A. Cornelio
	Cosultant  (Accounting)
	May 1998
	February 1999 – when actually emplyed
	10 months

	5. J. Mazive
	Consultant (Law)-Maputo
	March 2000
	ongoing - when actually employed
	4 months 

	6. A. Abudo
	Consultant(Law)-Nampula
	March 2000
	ongoing - when actually employed
	4 months 

	7. E. Timba
	Consultant (Librarian)
	March 2000
	May 2000 – when actually employed 
	1 month

	8. J. Manjate
	Consultant (Credit)
	September 1999
	February 2000
	6 months

	9. L. Nhalivilo
	Consultant(software)
	January 2000
	Janyary 2000
	3 weeks

	10. C.do Rosario
	Consultant (Local Governance)
	July 2001
	October 2001
	4 months

	11. S. Cats
	Consultant (Micro-finance)
	May 1998
	June 1998
	2 months

	12. A . Macucule 
	Consultant (Research Plan)
	Mach 1998

November 2000
	May 1998

December 2000
	3 months

2 months

	13. P. Mangue
	Consultant (Research Plan)
	March 1998
	May 1998
	3 months

	14. A. Sitoe
	Cons.(Research evaluation)
	August 2001
	October 2001
	3 months

	15. I. Nhancale
	Consultant(training)
	February 1998

June 2001
	February 1998

October 2001


	15 days

5 months

	16. A. Issufo 
	Consultant (Research Plan)
	November 2000
	December 2000
	2 months


COUNTERPARTS  

	NAME
	FUNCTION
	From
	to

	1. A .  Cuco
	National Project Coordinator
	June 1997
	date

	2. G. Kumagwelo
	Coordinator CFWM unit
	June 1997
	date

	3. A . Zacarias
	Prov. Coordinator-Nampula
	July 1997
	date

	4. A. Notisso
	Focal point-Maputo
	July 1997
	December 1997

	5. A . Macucule
	Counterpart-UEM
	September 1997
	date

	6. P. Mangue
	Counterpart-CEF
	September 1997
	December 1999

	7. A. Mucivame
	Counterpart-IAC
	September 1997
	December 1998

	8. E. Cuco
	Prov.Coordinator-Maputo
	January 1998
	date

	9. N. Saide
	Extensionist Manapo
	July 1997
	December 2000

	10. A . Awasse
	Extensionist-Nampula
	August 1997
	date

	11. A. Muronha
	Extensionist-Mecuburi
	January 1998
	date

	12. I. Muhai
	Extensionist-Maputo
	January 1998
	July 2000

	13. A. Vicente
	Extensionist gender
	May 1999
	July 1999

	14. J. Cuambe
	Extensionist-Goba
	January 1999
	date

	15. P. Macateco
	Counterpart(IAC)
	January 1999
	date

	16. E. Macome
	Counterpart (CEF)
	January 2000
	December 2000

	17. A . Issufo
	Counterpart (CEF)
	January 2001
	date

	18. J . Rino
	Extensionist-Senhote
	January 2001
	date

	19. L. Sande
	Provincial Coord.-Niassa
	March 2000
	date

	20. C. Lucas
	Provincial Coord. Manica
	January 2001
	date

	21. G. Fernandes
	Extensionist-Mahel
	July 2000
	date


ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF

	Name
	Function
	EOD
	NTE
	Duration

	1. Rosa Alexandre
	Admin.Assistant
	August 1997
	May 2002
	57 months

	2. Gustavo Nhampule
	Driver
	July 1997
	December 2001
	53 months

	3. Teresa Jamal
	Secretary
	July 1999
	December 2001
	30 months

	4. Anselmo Bila
	Documentalist
	September 1999
	May 2002
	32 months

	5. Teofilo Munjovo
	Driver
	November 2000
	May 2002
	19 months


� The Evaluation Team consisted of Dr Robert Fisher, serving as Team Leader and representing FAO, Mr Hélder Gêmo, representing the Government of Mozambique and  Mr Paul Zambon, representing the Government of the Netherlands.


� None of this discussion should be taken to support the view that pressure from rural people is the root cause of deforestation and forest degradation, although it is certainly a contributing factor. Charcoal production is certainly a major cause, but behind the heavy pressure on forests for charcoal production by rural people is the very high energy demand from urban areas. Charcoal is usually not used as a source of domestic energy in rural areas. 


� The seven steps are identification of potential project areas, building mutual trust and rapport, self-assessment by communities, participatory planning, implementation, participatory M & E, replication.


� The price for one bag sold locally amounts 45,000 M. The cost of license and tax (3,175 M) and of the bag (2,000 M) are to be deducted, leaving the beneficiary with an amount of 39.825 M (USD 1.75 /bag) for inputs (labour, equipment use and the actual value of the resource). Taking into consideration the average time needed for production (1.4 days/bag) this means a daily compensation of USD 1.25.


� According to the TOR “The Mission may address any necessary changes in the overall design and orientation of the CBNRM approach being developed.” 


� Based on profit at Goba of USD 1.75 per sack, the total income from 2500 sacks would be USD 4375, or about USD 14.60 for each of approximately 300 households (which reportedly all engage in charcoal production).


� They also do not have weapons, although often requested. The Mission is not sure provision of weapons would be a good idea.


� Rights do not necessarily have to be in the form of permanent title. Other methods that guarantee rights, such as lease arrangements, or contracts, can also work in cases where title is not an option. The important point is that rights and agreements are respected.


� The Mid Term Review hinted at this when highlighting “…fact that the premises for sound CBNRM rest on the climate for representative governance related developments within a country and the time they take to fully develop”.





� From National Report of the World Summit for Social Development, MICAS, 1999, Maputo 


� From Mozambique Statistical Yearbook 1996, INE, Maputo


� From Report on the Updating of the Exploratory National Forest Inventory, FAO/UNDP MOZ/92/013, 1994, Maputo


� GERFFA: Gestão dos Recursos Florestais e Faunísticos, financially supported by a USD 12 million credit from Africa Development Bank over 5 years, launched in 1996 and concentrated in Manica, Sofala, and Cabo Delgado Provinces


� TFCA: Trans Frontier Conservation Areas, a GEF/World Bank grant of approximately 7 million over 5 years, started in early 1997, concentrated in the transborder conservation ecosystems of Maputo, Gaza and Manica Provinces.
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