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Executive Summary

i) The terminal evaluation mission took place from 11 April to 12 May 2002. Its main purpose was to evaluate the performance of Regional Project  GCP/RAS/177/JPN  “Assistance for Implementation of Model Forest Approach for Sustainable Forest Management in the Asia Pacific Region” (RMFP for short), which had been in operation since February 2000, or a period of 26 months (out of a planned duration of 30 months) up to the time of the mission. (Mission Terms of Reference and Itinerary in Annexes 1 & 2).

ii) Commencing from Bangkok, where the RMFP office is located, the mission travelled to all four Project countries. Time constraints permitted a stay of only 4 – 5 days per country, including visits to the respective model forest (MF) areas: Lin’An (China), Ulot (Philippines), Ngao (Thailand), and Paukkhaung (Myanmar). Mission members met and interacted with a broad section of MF stakeholders and partners, including community members, local forestry and other government officers, and NGOs. The mission also met with senior government officials in each country to brief or debrief on mission activities. Following the country visits, the mission had a debriefing meeting at FAO Regional office in Bangkok, chaired by the FAO Deputy Regional Representative and attended by all Project country NPCs, RMFP and other FAO staff, and the representative from the donor country.

iii) Against the background of the forestry sectors and initiatives already taken in MF development in the Project countries, the Project was found to be both relevant and timely. In addressing an important need in the region, both FAO and the donor are to be commended on their vision in identifying and supporting the Project, starting from the first of a series of international workshops which took place in Japan in March 1998. The project design was generally coherent in substance and the overall strategy sound. Nonetheless, the mission felt that the planned implementation schedule had been extremely tight. Had resources permitted, a more appropriate project design would be for a longer project duration, covering both a pilot and a consolidation phase, and incorporating ongoing and mid-term evaluation processes. This would help exploit more fully the piloting of the MF process and approach, as yet relatively novel to the Project countries. Other observations concerning possible improvements to the project design are set out in chapter III (paras 3.9  - 3.14) and under lessons learned in chapter VII (para 7.1).

iv) The mission found that there had been considerable project effort at regional and country MF levels. Despite difficulties with the project design, implementation had progressed well todate. This was much appreciated by senior officials met in all project countries. Creditable outputs (para 4.11 and Annex 4) were achieved in the relatively short time the project had been in operation, and useful initial outcomes at the MF field level were already apparent. RMFP and the Project countries had also built up a very good working relationship with one another, which should form a firm basis for future networking and collaborative activities. Whilst still at a relatively early stage of establishment, there is now an appropriate framework for continued development of the model forests in the four countries. All these represented reasonable progress towards project immediate objectives. 

v) Project results were judged to be broadly positive (para 5.1), as evident from: the perceptions and responses of the target beneficiaries; actual utilisation of skills and knowledge gained from Project sponsored training opportunities upon return to their workplace; the partnership framework being established at the MF level (although still evolving in most instances); and various actions, collective or individual, already being undertaken by local communities in forest resource protection and management Whilst project results are likely to be sustainable beyond the present project duration, financial and human resource constraints, as well as institutional, economic and other factors outside the control of individual MFs will limit the rate of future progress (para 5.28 and table 8). Moreover, project results achieved were, in perspective, fairly modest in relation to the wider needs and potentials of each MF. There were also gaps and weaknesses where scope existed, to a greater or lesser degree in different Project countries, for qualitative or quantitative improvements to some project outputs (para 6.1). To enhance the prospects of future sustainability, further development effort and special attention on a number of issues are considered necessary. These include: 

a) Establishing a critical mass of human resources with requisite mix of skills to facilitate participatory planning and management processes in each MF; 

b) Piloting appropriate participatory processes and procedures for planning, monitoring and evaluation at MF and community levels; and 

c) Gaining more in-depth understanding of stakeholder, institutional, and organisational issues to facilitate further evolution of the partnership process.

vi) Given the tight implementation schedule mentioned earlier, it would be unrealistic to expect Project countries to be able to respond adequately to the issues outlined in v) above by the NTE date (July/ August 2002) of the Project. It is understood an extension of this date had already been sought by RMFP management. Timely official confirmation to this effect by donor and FAO would greatly assist the Project in planning more precisely the actions needed. Taking into account the positive Project results achieved and lessons learned todate (chapter VII), herein also lies an opportunity for consolidation of the MF initiative through future project funding, either through a follow-on phase of the present project or by formulating a new project for the region.

vii) The mission’s main recommendations on future steps and actions (para 6.2) are as follows: 

a) To the extent the existing Project funds permit, activities initiated under RMFP should be continued beyond the original official closing date of the Project (action: RMFP, all Project countries, FAO and donor).

b) Additional funding and technical resources to support future MF initiatives post-RMFP be sought to permit fine-tuning and deepening of the MF approach in the Project countries, and possible extension to other countries in the region. Given the significant contribution already made by the Government of Japan, both financially and in original conception of the present project, the present donor should, in the first instance, be approached to consider future support for this initiative (action: RMFP/ FAO). Options to be considered should include: 

1)  Continuing to facilitate networking and coordination of MF activities for the existing Project countries and other countries following the MF approach in the region; 

2) Linking funding of future MF development to other initiatives in NFP (national forestry programmes), as this could benefit both national forestry policy processes as well as continued development of individual MFs. 

In either case, lessons learned during the present project should be fully taken into account in formulation of future project proposals.

c) Before project termination, and as soon as feasible, all Project countries should undertake, with RMFP support, a systematic review of  future actions needed for: 1) further enhancement of human resource development in each MF; 2) improving the institutional basis of the MF partnerships; 3) piloting and development of participatory planning, monitoring and evaluation systems, including possibility of dovetailing M&E development into C&I work at MF and community level; and 4) mainstreaming livelihood issues into MF development strategies and plans. (action: all Project countries, RMFP).

d) In the preparation of the proposed regional guide on ‘How to establish a Model Forest’, particular attention should be given to both conceptual as well as practical issues involved. An analytical and summative approach should be adopted in distilling the experience of the development approaches used by the four Project countries, to act as a regional complement to the broader guidelines on MF development prepared by IMFNS. The possible use of national or international consultants with the appropriate skills in institutional and participatory planning areas to assist in preparation of such a guide should be given due consideration by RMFP management. (action: RMFP).

e) Using the outputs of the Project’s national policy review activities (still being finalised) as entry points, the opportunity should be grasped by RMFP and FAO to play a vigorous advocacy role in engaging Project country governments in forest and land use policy dialogue. This is so as not to lose sight of the Project’s longer term goal of strengthening the policy framework for sustainable forest management and integrated land use. Keywords here are coherence of national and decentralised forestry programmes, coordination of stakeholder agency initiatives, and convergence of various policy frameworks and initiatives for SFM. (action: RMFP and FAO).

f) Items c) d) and e) above should be incorporated into the programme of the proposed regional forest policy workshop to be held in Tacloban city (Philippines) in late July 2002. (action: RMFP).

viii) Although too early to take full account of RMFP’s results and outcomes, some initial lessons  relevant to project design, implementation approach, and the model forest concept in general, were nonetheless possible (chapter VII). Whilst further substantiation and corroboration are necessary, they highlight issues that ought to be given due consideration during the planning and operation of future similar projects. 

I.
 Introduction

Mission Objectives and Evaluation Approach

1.1 The Regional Project on Assistance for the Implementation of Model Forest Approach for Sustainable Forest Management in the Asia Pacific Region (GCP/RAS/177/JPN, henceforth called RMFP for short) was launched in February 2000 and was to operate for 30 months (completion in July/ August 2002). It is funded by the Government of Japan and executed by the Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO) of the United Nations. RMFP is based at the FAO Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific in Bangkok, and covers four countries: China, Myanmar, Philippines and Thailand.  

1.2  The main purpose of the mission was to evaluate the performance of this project (detailed TOR in Annex 1), focusing on the following specifics:

a) The appropriateness, efficiency, effectiveness and sustainability, including effects and impacts (both expected and unexpected) of the project to promote sustainable forest management;

b) The results of activities carried out in the field and likely impacts on targeted beneficiaries; 

c) Providing recommendations to the Governments, FAO and the donor on further steps necessary to consolidate progress made and ensure achievement of project objectives; 

d) Identifying strengths and weaknesses in project performance, highlighting important issues, drawing relevant lessons, and formulating recommendations for future improvement in executing similar projects.
1.3 Given the nature of the project intervention, it would be inappropriate for the mission to focus on project performance simply in terms of time-bound results achieved at the micro level. Project activities completed and outputs produced must be viewed in relation to perceptions and responses, and behavioural changes amongst key players in society (i.e. community and government institutions, private and other non-governmental organisations) that could in time impact on forest policy and programmes at national and local levels. 

1.4 Because the model forest approach is novel to developing countries of the region (and as yet untested in practicalities of scale and scope), lessons learned from activities piloted through RMFP intervention, on conceptual and practical issues and potential hazards (encompassing ecological, social, and economic dimensions) and future adaptations needed, would be helpful towards internalising it within the SFM framework of the Project countries and others in the region. Attention is thus given to both project design as well as implementation issues in the present evaluation.

Evaluation Mission Activities 

1.5 The mission
 took place from 11 April – 12 May 2002. Visits were made to all four Project countries and model forest (MF) sites, where the team met with project NPCs or their deputies, field officers assigned to MF duties, and with local government officials and other stakeholders and MF partners. The team also met with the FAO representations in the respective countries and with FAO staff in Rome and the Bangkok regional office (detailed itinerary and list of key persons contacted in Annex 2). 

1.6 At each MF site, particular attention was given to interacting with two main groups of people: a) members of the model forest partnership organisations and other local people who had participated in project sponsored activities; and b) forestry and other government staff and officials at various administrative levels, and other MF facilitators, including those from research institutions and NGOs. Interactions included focus group discussions, semi-structured interviews, and participatory assessments of  project activities by community members (male and female). Time constraints however precluded interactions with non participants of RMFP or other stakeholders off-site of the model forest boundaries. (Summary of main stakeholders interacted with is given in Annex 3).

1.7 Following visits to each country, the mission debriefed all national counterpart agencies and some MF partner organisations on their preliminary findings, at which time views concerning possible follow-up actions were exchanged. The mission also participated in a debriefing meeting at FAO Regional Office in Bangkok, chaired by the FAO Deputy Regional Representative and attended by FAO and RMFP staff, national counterparts, and the representative form the donor country. Views exchanged at the debriefing have been taken into account in the present report.

II. 
Project Background and Context

Project Genesis
2.1 The model forest approach was first piloted in Canada in the early 1990s
. A number of other countries, including Japan, the United States, Mexico, Chile, and Russia, have since established their own model forests. An international model forest network with its secretariat (IMFNS) in Ottawa, Canada was established in 1994. Regional networks are also beginning to emerge, such as the Latin America and Caribbean network, currently at an advanced stage of preparation.

2.2 Recognising that countries in the Pacific-Asia region have begun or were considering adopting ‘model forests’ within their sustainable forest management (SFM) strategy, the Government of Japan agreed during 1999 to fund the present regional project. This was in line with Japan’s commitment to promoting SFM internationally and its support for development of field level demonstration forests towards this objective. The Project however has its roots in a series of international workshops on ‘Model Forests Approach for Field-Level Application of Sustainable Forest Management’, initiated by the Forestry Agency of Japan, which took place in Japan between March 1998 and October 2000 (venues were Tokyo, Mie, Gunma and Yamanashi). 

2.3 At the time the present GCP project was being formulated, action towards development of model forests amongst three of the Project countries had already been initiated: China with the help of IMFNS, since 1997; Myanmar with JIFPRO assistance in 1999; and Thailand with ITTO pre-project assistance in 1999. Only in one country (the Philippines) was the decision to participate in MF development linked to the present Project. However, it had already prepared a national forestry master plan (1990) placing all the country’s production forests under sustainable development, and had embarked on a community based forest management programme since 1995; both represented important groundwork consistent with MF development.

The Model Forest (MF) Approach and Experience Todate

2.4 Central to the MF concept is a voluntary partnership between all who have a stake in the sustainable management of forest resources within a clearly defined eco-geographic area. Its scale was to be large enough to reflect key environmental, social and economic values and concerns, and for its outputs to be able to influence policy. The primary activity of model forests is sustainable forestry management (SFM) at field level for a range of different benefits. These would include research and development, training and awareness creation, information exchange and networking. 

2.5 Areas to be brought under model forests (MFs) would generally range from those already or are potentially subject to degradation from environmental pressures (such as commercial logging, harvesting of fuelwood and other forest products, agricultural intensification, and shifting cultivation). These include forest reserve areas still in relatively pristine ecological conditions, that are increasingly encroached upon due to economic or social factors. 

2.6 In the context of developing countries of the Asia Pacific region, MFs might be expected to overlap with areas where other natural resource protection or enhancement initiatives, such as watershed management, reforestation, or community forestry are or likely to be targeted. Here, participation of rural, sometimes remote and often poor, communities in SFM is essential. Cross cutting issues of food security, poverty and social disenfranchisement of forest and forest-edge communities, limited technical capacity, and lack of financial as well as social capital would thus come to the fore. 

2.7 Experience with the MF approach amongst various countries has been increasing in recent years. A Model Forest Development Guide prepared by IMFNS (May 2000) provides a composite sketch of some country experiences, along with the concepts, core attributes, and broad steps and generic activities involved with MF creation and operation. IMFNS has also documented results of an ‘Outcomes Assessment’ of a number of the relatively more successful MFs it had supported in Mexico, Chile, and Russia (Assessment Team Report, July 2000). Contrasting these with less successful MFs at the time (e.g. Malawi and Ecuador) it concluded that local technical capacity and in-depth understanding of the local contexts were essential, and that the complexities, time and effort required in MF establishment ought not be under-estimated. 

III. Assessment of Project Design

Project Objectives, Outputs and Activities

3.1 The Regional Project aims to assist Project countries in the region in strengthening national and community-level capacities in the development and implementation of field-level model forests. Its stated development objective (final goal) is: “ strengthening the national framework and capacity in the project countries to develop and implement national forest programs, and appropriate national forest policies for sustainable forest management and integrated land use”. 

3.2  Immediate Objectives listed in the Project Document (Prodoc) may be summarised below as:

1) Policy framework for development of national SFM programmes is strengthened;

2) Field-Level Model Forests development in Project countries is facilitated;

3) Capacities in relation to appropriate land and forest use practices (national and local levels) are strengthened;

4) Capacities to facilitate or enhance information flow and communication of experiences and technologies (local, national, regional levels) are strengthened; and

5) Collaboration with other agencies or programmes and mobilisation of resources (local, national, regional and international levels), for implementation of the project and of model forests/SFM in general, are facilitated.  

3.3 As written in the Prodoc, immediate objective 1) is largely synonymous with the stated development objective itself, but may be interpreted as an intermediate step within the logic, leading to systematic review and stock-taking of forest policy imperatives, and the enhanced awareness and capacities to respond to these. Immediate objective 5) may be regarded as a means to or simply a sub-set of objective 2).  Both objectives 3) and 4) are concerned with human resource and institutional development. Subsumed here are skill enhancements as well as attitudinal, mind-set and behavioural changes amongst forest and forest edge communities as well as within government institutions, including officials and policy makers at various levels. 

3.4 A total of 13 anticipated outputs are also listed in the Prodoc, along with 57 activities (some more aptly described as ‘tactical actions’) that provide the basis of annual workplans. A good number of the outputs and activities related to processes to be initiated or completed, and represent ‘milestones’ to be reached during the project period, rather than physical quantities to be achieved. In some instances, they constituted rather general statements of intent rather than specific end-points to be realised. Although a set of ‘potential risks’ are listed in the Prodoc, these are extremely broad and of generic nature. They are unlikely to bear much reality with specific circumstances of each Project country, hence would need to be validated during project implementation.

Target Beneficiaries

3.5 The target beneficiaries of the project were meant to be various stakeholders affected by activities and outputs of model forests. These include rural, forest-dependent and downstream communities as well as the peoples of the project countries who will benefit from the longer terms SFM impacts. However, other stakeholders, such as government and non governmental organisations, including academic and research institutions having an environmental, economic, or social role also constituted target groups for project activities, such as in training and information exchange. This is because improved capacities here (especially in development planning and facilitation, and in policy formulation roles) could lead logically to attaining the project’s immediate and final objectives. 

3.6 Because target beneficiaries often include poor communities hitherto dependent wholly or partially on forest resources for their livelihood, important concerns are the clear recognition of poverty and equity issues on the one hand, and improving skills of local people to participate directly or indirectly in addressing these issues on the other. A corollary of the latter is increasing local  capacities (of both community and local level government support agencies) in identification and analysis of development problems and constraints at the local level, and in exploiting potentials and opportunities relating to the available forest resources.
Project Relevance 

3.7 Against the background of the forestry sectors of the countries of the Asia-Pacific region, and initiatives already taken in MF development in three of the four Project countries, the project is both relevant and timely
. Its significance is underscored by the high importance accorded to National Forest Programmes (NFPs) by the Inter-governmental Panel on Forests (an initiative of the UN Commission on Sustainable Development in February 1997), which also recognised the usefulness of demonstrating the concept of NFPs on an operational scale. The development goal of the project (described above) thus addresses important needs of countries of the region, where enlightened policies and well thought-through forest programmes are considered vital to sustainable forestry 

management (SFM). 

3.8 The project’s immediate objectives of strengthening capacities in land and forest use practices and in relation to improving information flows at various levels are strategic, and link logically, to achievement of the stated project goal. The facilitation of field level MF development by RMFP (immediate objective number two in the Prodoc) would permit local exploring and piloting of (hopefully also discovering) innovative approaches to SFM and land use, which might be expected to then feed into forest policy and programme formulation processes. This must however be seen more as a means towards attaining the project goal than as an end in itself. 

Project Design and Strategy 

3.9 The project design is generally coherent in substance, and the overall strategy essentially sound. In particular the core attributes of model forests outlined, which emphasise voluntary participation of all stakeholders, reflection of their needs and priorities, and due recognition of the multiple functions of forest eco-systems are conceptually attractive. Stated outputs of the project, if accomplished would represent important contributions to desirable project outcomes.

3.10 Acknowledging that MF development funding needs far exceed available RMFP support to the countries, the Project strategy had rightly provided for securing additional external resources (on cost-sharing basis) for implementation of the various activities identified for the MF areas. RMFP was also to work closely with all relevant agencies and persons, with a view to increasing and optimising resources available, and minimising duplication of effort. Together with the novel nature of the model forest approach, this clearly places RMFP within the realm of ‘process’ projects, in which  implementation would follow an evolutionary pathway, and field activities planned and implemented cyclically on the basis of emerging circumstances and information feedback. 

3.11 With resource levels from the donor source as given (and uncertain funding from external sources at the outset), a wide range of project outputs and generic activities had nonetheless been included in the project design, forming the basis of subsequent annual workplans. Whilst these were highly structured, there had been inadequate attention on articulating specific causal (mean-ends) relationships and the critical pathways that took into account known and unforeseen implementation constraints. Some output statements were in themselves not very specific in content (e.g. “MF area used to demonstrate best practices” or “initiation of implementation, monitoring and evaluation of workplans and criteria and indicators”). 

3.12 There had been no provision in the project plan for formulating performance indicators in relation to project outputs and the stated immediate objectives. This makes it difficult to gauge the adequacy and quality of outputs produced or evaluate the progress towards the desired outcomes. The current reliance on the Project Progress Report formats and the annual tri-partite Steering Committee meetings as the main basis for project monitoring and review is inadequate. These were largely activity-oriented, and would reveal little about project performance in terms of outputs or progress towards desired outcomes. This detracts from the process approach, particularly in terms of action learning and identifying of any needed mid-course corrections during implementation: fundamental problems with the project design are thus apparent.

3.13 Given the circumstances at time of project formulation, it is not entirely clear whether planners could have come up with a more appropriate design than that at present. But with the benefit of hindsight, and as a learning exercise, it is pertinent to draw attention to a number of specific design features where alternative approaches or provisions, were they feasible, would have been desirable. These include:

· Timeframe and phasing: Project duration of thirty months is too short for a project of this type, keeping in view the stated development and immediate objectives. A five to seven year time frame, split into two phases (an initial MF pilot development phase of 2 – 3 years, with a follow-on consolidation or more intensive investment phase of 3 – 4 years) would have been more appropriate.

· Hierarchy of objectives and project logic: The large number of stated immediate objectives (5), categories of outputs (13) and, especially project activities (57 in total) apparently to be achieved by RMFP and/or the project countries (the distinction being not clearly indicated) appears difficult to manage and can be a potential source of confusion to implementers. The blue-print, almost regimented, project structure is certainly not appropriate for this type of project. Causal and sequential linkages between different parts of the project logic structure were not always easy to make out. Key assumptions that connect the various levels of the activity-output-objectives hierarchy were also lacking. Insufficient clarity in the project logic and absence of performance indicators (which could have been remedied had a logical framework been constructed) would not help project implementation and also render difficult subsequent monitoring & evaluation (M&E) at various levels.

· Defining and structuring project components and activities: The way in which project component activities were defined would not be conducive to efficient execution and monitoring. Firstly, the roles and responsibilities of RMFP in Bangkok and those of individual countries in relation to the stated project outputs and activities were often not clearly articulated. Secondly, inadequate clarity in the causal and sequential linkages outlined above, had led to various generic activities replicated across a whole range of different outputs
. This could prove confusing to and unnecessarily bureaucratise both planning and reporting/ monitoring functions (symptomatic of this is the repetitive cross-referencing of activities in the RMFP Progress Reports); this would in turn hamper evaluation tasks. 

A re-definition of project activities along component lines, linked to clearly defined regional or country level outputs, could help improve the situation. Appropriate components could take such forms as: 1) institutional and human resource development; 2) forest policy analysis support; 3) project funding and technical support to implementation of MF partnership activities, and so on. For the last of these, the generic list of programme/ project areas indicated in the IMFNS Model Forest Development Guide (such as resource inventory; forest science/ research; technology transfer; communication & extension; economic development and diversification; networking) would provide a useful starting point.

· Government budgetary obligations: The Prodoc states that implementation in each country will be the responsibility of the respective national agencies, in terms of manpower and other resources, particularly for MF development field activities. The role of RMFP was mainly to assist in these national initiatives, through cost sharing arrangements, for such areas as provision of regional training opportunities, technical support, and resources for activities such as training workshops and local contracts. Whilst the project budget has specific provisions for its own facilitative role, the Prodoc is not sufficiently explicit as to the actual extent of government’s funding contributions. From past experience, lack of clear government budgetary provisions at the outset could hamper or at least delay the national counterpart agencies in carrying out their anticipated responsibilities. The identification and clear separation of activities that might be fully funded by the Project, to supplement in a logical manner those being funded under normal government provisions, might be a practical alternative to addressing Project Immediate Objective number two (that of facilitating field level MF development in project countries).

· Project technical resources: Key project personnel included in the project plan consisted of only the CTA and two non technical office staff, with possible access to the services of APOs. Short term consultancy inputs through such sources as TCDC and the Forestry Agency of Japan were mentioned in the Prodoc; however, these failed to materialise for reasons outside the control of project management. Given the project scope and the wide range of environmental, socio-economic, and institutional issues involved in MF development (partnership building and piloting of innovative approaches being key elements), project provisions for project technical personnel were quite inadequate. Additional availability of one or more full time senior project support staff (at P4 – P5 levels), and/or equivalent long term consultants, in the areas of institutional analysis/ development, participatory planning, and in monitoring and evaluation would make for a more commensurate level of technical support to the Project countries. 

· Institutional arrangements: There were important gaps in the overall provisions for planning/ re-planning and monitoring and evaluation at the RMFP level, including lack of provision for: 

a) Systematic technical re-appraisal of institutional and human resource development issues post start-up in the individual Project countries that could provide a firm basis for elaborating a realistic regional and country programme, including a manageable set of activities, as part of the process of  project inception;

b) Instituting an appropriate project M&E system that would include developing appropriate performance indicators for outputs and outcomes, and specification of appropriate ‘milestones’ to facilitate charting of implementation progress at RMFP and country/ MF levels, consistent with the project strategy; and 

c) Ongoing or periodic, including mid-term, evaluation/ review that could facilitate the ‘reflective’ process and internalise experiences from (pilot) MF activities into annual work planning, help prepare follow-on activities, and formulate an appropriate exit strategy for the present project. Despite provision for the present terminal evaluation, its timing and absence of future funding plans for extension of the present project means its utility is circumscribed – this would remain largely one of lesson learning and the planning of broad strategies for future action, rather than help influence substantively the activities of RMFP per se.

3.14 Overall, the above points to a less than optimal design for a project of this type, and represents possible predisposing factors that could affect the substance of project activities, and in turn impact on the achievement of quality project results. Though not insurmountable, this would place a much greater burden on project personnel at regional and country levels than had a more carefully crafted project design been possible.

IV. Assessment of Project Implementation
A. Project Activities and Funding

Overall Progress in Project Implementation

4.1 At the time of the present evaluation, the Project had been in operation for just over twenty six months (the CTA was appointed in February 2000). Three of the four Project countries had in fact already initiated various MF activities prior to this date. China had identified and began developing the Lin’An MF area 1997. Myanmar had begun to develop the Paukkhaung MF in 1999. Thailand had already identified the Ngao MF area and carried out bio-physical and socio-economic database investigations from early 2000. Following preliminary assessment of alternative sites in late 1999, the Philippines selected Ulot as the MF site in April 2000. Progress of project implementation since start-up is outlined below.

4.2 First Project Year   Substantive activities at country MF levels sponsored by RMFP largely got underway only around the time of the Project Inception Workshop and First Project Steering Committee (PSC) Meeting in late May 2000 (which also reviewed the country provisional workplans for 2000). Much of the remaining seven months of the first year were taken up with awareness creation, information dissemination, communicating and consulting with local stakeholders, holding national MF inception workshops, formation of partnership organisations and committees, equipping and staffing the national and MF field level focal points/ offices, and also with workplan refinement by Project countries. 

4.3 A number of country participants (totalling some twenty) attended training courses and workshops in Japan and China on sustainable forest management (on MF field level applications and case studies), bamboo management, and eco-tourism in the later half of the first year. But overall, country and field level MF activities were very much at the initiation stages by the end of year one, reflected in the relatively low project expenditures for this year, which effect was carried cumulatively into the second year (see below).

4.4 Second Project Year Todate  In the second project year the country MFs intensified activities at the partnership and stakeholder level. Lin’An, Paukkhaung and, to some extent, Ulot MFs, were consolidating their work on partnership framework establishment. However, Ngao was at  relatively early stages of  partnership organisation and formalisation, with stakeholder sensitisation and confidence building activities extending well into the third quarter of 2001. 

4.5 All Project countries had, from start of year two, initiated a large number of MF level technology development or research/ investigative activities. These focused on various production, processing/ manufacturing, management, marketing, planting material propagation, technique demonstration, and information dissemination and farmer training aspects. They covered a wide range of local forest non-wood products (e.g. hickory nuts, bamboo and bamboo shoots, rattan, almaciga tapping, medicinal and cosmetics plants, paper mulberry, edible forest flora and fauna) or forestry services (such as eco-tourism/ nature-based tourism). Alternative non-forest livelihood options e.g. freshwater fisheries (Philippines) and village level tailoring (Myanmar) were also investigated or supported. Work was also carried out on database establishment (i.e. GIS and mapping work in China and Thailand) and the development of SFM criteria and indicators, including training in the field. 

4.6 Meanwhile, all countries had undertaken networking and communication activities, including publishing MF Newsletters in the local languages (the regional newsletter was started in the previous year), and the preparation and distribution of  brochures, information papers, and videos. Through RMFP support and financial assistance sourced from other international or national organisations, further opportunities were provided to individuals from Project countries to attend regional or training courses and workshops, covering a range of technical topics as well as social and facilitation skills (table 1 indicates the total number sponsored todate) . RMFP had also identified or actively sought collaboration with a number of  development agencies and institutions (including IMFNS, CIFOR, IUCN, JIFPRO, RECOFTC, and USDA Forest Service). For Myanmar, development of a revised code of harvesting practices of timber and related in-country training by international consultants was also carried out.  

Table 1  Participation in RMFP Sponsored Training Courses and Workshops:

	
	Type of course or workshop
	No of persons *
	Venue

	Completed 
	RMFP Inception workshop (Experience sharing); 

& Second workshop (Participatory processes & partnerships)
	Total of 25 participants attended (12 for first and 13 for second workshop), excluding nationl/ local observers. 
	At Lin’An and Lampang, respectively. 

	
	Regional & international workshops on Criteria and & Indicators (including Third RMFP workshop in Pyay) *
	Total of 40 different individuals (excluding resource persons) attended at least one C&I workshop (or 51 participants, including repetitions, plus total of 44 observers in all). 
	Workshops at Lin’An (13), Pyay (20), and Lampang (16) & also  Nepal (2 participants, supported by CIFOR).



	
	Other international courses and training workshops 


	28 different individuals attended courses/ workshops on specialised topics in Japan (JICA), China (INBAR), & Thailand (RECOFTC). In addition, 4 persons from China attended international workshop on eco-tourism within the country (Chengdu), whilst 7 persons attended the Yamanashi workshop on MF field applications.
	For SFM (4 under JICA); 6 in INBAR bamboo & rattan,worshop); For facilitation skills (4), advancing community forestry (7), conflict management (7),  community based tourism (4) by RECOFTC.

	Planned 

(mid 2002 onwards)
	Regional workshops on: 

a) Bamboo/ hickory/ eco-tourism (12 days); and 

b) Forest policy synthesis (4 – 5 days)
	Total of 32 participants are anticipated.
	At Lin’An and Tacloban, respectively (16 per workshop).

	
	Fourth RMFP workshop to map out ‘what next’ for the MFs post RMFP
	Up to 20 persons expected to attend.
	At Tacloban in the Philippines

	Overall:

a) Project records indicate a total of 113 persons sponsored/facilitated todate.  

b) Up to 52 persons to be sponsored for regional & Fourth RMFP workshops from June 2002.


* Around 21% are females.

Project Budget and Expenditure

4.7 Physical progress outlined above is reflected in the budget and expenditure (provisional) figures. Because much of the RMFP sponsored field and training activities took place only from around the middle of  the first year, project expenditure by end of year one was well below the budgeted amount (around 60%). The greater activity in year two led to expenditure of some 94% of the original budget for the year. But overall, cumulative expenditures to end of 2001 was only around 78% of the revised budget, and only 54% of the original project total. This left around 46% of the original project total for the remaining period of the project from Jan 2002: this is now reflected in the most recent proposed budget revision ‘C’ (see table 1). It is clear that project funds remaining post-2001 are more than adequate for project operations to continue beyond the original NTE (closure) date of July/ August 2002.

Table 2  Overall Project Budget and Expenditure*

(US$)

	Budget Item
	Original Project Allocation a/
	2000 & 2001 Expenditure (Actual) b/
	Post 2001 Budget c/


	Total Anticipated Expenditure

	Staff Costs d/
	587,425
	366,979 
	207,719
	574,698

	Consultants (national)
	25,000
	5,591
	20,000
	25,598

	Contracts
	210,000
	108,849
	182,000
	290,849

	Travel/ Mission Costs
	107,500
	119,391
	69,000
	188,391

	Training
	290,000
	85,255
	121,000
	206,255

	General Operating & Other e/
	178,433
	69,092
	43,479
	112,571

	Subtotal
	1,398,358
	755,160
	643,198
	1,398,358

	FAO Support costs (13%)
	181,786
	98,171
	83,615
	181,786

	TOTAL f/
	1,580,144
	853,331
	726,813
	1,580,144

	As proportion of overall budget  g/
	54.0%
	46.0%
	

	As proportion of 2001 Budget Revision ‘B’
	78.3%
	
	


*  Estimated and provisional

Notes: 

a/ As per Prodoc; ‘agreed’ donor contributions were $526,715 per year for 2000,2001& 2002.

b/ Total expenditure for 2000 only was $328,770 (60% of original budget or 62% of ‘agreed’ donor contribution for year).

c/ For 2002/3 as per proposed Budget Revision ‘C’

d/ Including overtime

e/ Such as general overheads, equipment, technical support services, etc.

f) In addition, funding assistance from other external sources included: a) $41, 053 up till 2001 and a further $10,000 anticipated in 2002 for country/MF activities; and b) $75,581 for regional workshops/ training courses. This excludes contributions in kind and in human resource support, which could not be accurately costed.

g/ Expenditure to end of 2001 as proportion of Budget under revision ‘B’ is 78.3% (or 81% of cumulative ‘agreed’ donor contribution for two years). Unspent amount is carried over to post-2001budget proposal.

4.8 Budget revision ‘C’ appears to indicate that by the end of the project: a) savings would have been made in two main areas - general operating, overhead, equipment and technical support costs (by some $65,000); and training costs (by nearly $84,000); and b) expenditures on contracts and staff travel/ mission costs would exceed original project budgets by around $81,000 each. But the picture thus projected on training and staff travel costs is erroneous. In fact, during 2000 and 2001, the FAO computerised financial accounting system had attributed a large part of the travel related costs of training courses and workshops to the travel and missions budget. Actual training expenditures would have been understated (and travel and mission expenditures overstated) by these computerised accounts. Detailed ‘shadow accounts’ of actual staff travel and mission expenditures are being kept separately in the RMFP office, and would indicate that overall, expenditures would largely be in line with original expectations.

Funding Support and Availability to Countries

4.9 Funding support to Project countries for national and local activities during 2000 and 2001 amounted to just over $200,000 from RMFP, with a further $41,000 sourced from external agencies such as IMFNS, USDA Forest Service and FAO (Regular Programme) itself. With a further provisional allocation of around $157,000 from project and external sources still to come, the overall external funding assistance to country MFs is expected to total just under $400,000, or average of around $100,000 per country over the project duration. 

4.10 A further reported amount of $290,000 of funding for MF activities during years one and two derived from counterpart/ government sources, making up a total funding availability to country MFs to end of 2001 of some $531,000 (table 3), or an average of around $130,000 per country over the first two years. Although the basis of computing government costs varied between countries, it is clear that their contributions had been significant - the proportion of reported government contributions currently stood at around 54% on average
. 
Table 3  Funding Support to Countries

	Recipient Country
	Amount received by countries in 2000 and 2001
	RMFP Allocation for 2002/3 (Provisional) b/

	
	RMFP funding support
	Country Counterpart funding
	Other 

sources a/
	All Sources to end of 2001
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	China 
	51,564
	118,573
	22,000
	192,137
	43,426

	Myanmar
	37,527
	37,527
	-
	75,054
	34,000

	Philippines
	64,884
	64,884
	8,428
	138,198
	36,000

	Thailand
	46,776
	68,274
	10,625
	125,675
	34,000

	All countries
	200,751
	289,258
	41,053
	531,062
	147,426

	Proportion of amount received in 2000 & 2002
	37.8%
	54.5%
	7.7%
	100.0


	


a/  From IMFNS, USDA/FS, FAO Regular programme. A further $10,000 (USDA/FS) anticipated in 2002.

b/ Actual RMFP allocation total for the four countries for 2002 is $134,647. Information on actual funding from counterpart sources post 2001 is not currently available.

B. Project Outputs: Progress Towards Immediate Objectives

4.11 A total of thirteen outputs (or more appropriately output categories) were stated in the Prodoc. As seen earlier, some output statements were not sufficiently precise to permit ready assessment of their achievement. For the present evaluation, it was necessary to first devise performance indicators so as to provide a yardstick against which project effort relating to each output category could be gauged. Given the latter’s nature, such indicators tended to be largely qualitative in nature, with a number best represented as milestones to be reached in project implementation. Assessment of each stated output was based on project records as well as mission observations and interactions with MF stakeholders in the field in each Project country (refer to Annexes 2 and 3). The main findings are detailed in Annex 4, and summarised in tables 4 and 5 below.

Table 4  Important Project Milestones Reached 
	Event
	Key Activity and Dates

	1. Formal launching of RMFP
	Project operational in February 2000

	2. Project Inception Workshop
	Regional Inception (First) Workshop held in Lin’An (21 – 25 May 2000)

	
	First Project Steering Committee Meeting held (26 May 2000)

	3. Suitable MF area identified
	All MF areas were affirmed at Regional Inception Workshop (May 2000); however selection dates varied between countries:

China: Lin’An area selected in 1997

Myanmar: Pauk-Khaung area selected (JIFPRO assistance) 1999

Philippines: Ulot area selected in April 2000.

Thailand: Ngao area selected (ITTO assistance) in 1999, with substantive database activities prior to project start.

	4. Country MF Inception Workshops
	National Inception Workshops convened:

China: pre project start; Myanmar: July 2000; 

Philippines: July 2000; Thailand:  Nov 2000

	5. National MF Focal Points Establishment
	China: National MFs:  May2000 ; Lin’An MF: Aug 2000;

Myanmar: PaukKhaung MF: 2000

Philippines: Ulot MF: Management Team formed: Aug 2000

Thailand: Ngao MF: Dec 2000

	6. MF Partnership Framework Establishment
	China: agreed to join IMFN in 1997, Partnership Group initiated in 1998, and officially formed in 2000; constitution drafted in Nov 2000 but adopted only in March 2001.

Myanmar: Partnership group formed on 15 Aug 1999 (prior to commencement of project).

Philippines: Covenants & resolutions on formation of Stakeholders Federation passed on 14 Nov 2000 (at Consultative Planning & Commitment Workshop 13 – 15 November 2000); Stakeholders Federation formed in March 2001.

Thailand: Interim Committee for Partnership Group formed in Oct 2001; draft constitution for Partnership Organisation adopted only on 2 May 2002 (after intensive consultations). 

	7. Post-inception Project Steering Committee meetings& regional workshops 
	Second PSC meeting held in Lampang (23 Feb 2001)

Third PSC meeting held in Yangon (30 Nov – 1 Dec 2001)

Each was preceded by regional workshops of 4 – 5 days.

	8. Regional & Country  

MF Newsletters
	Regional Newsletter: “MF Approach to SFM” (First Issue Oct 2000; Seventh Issue in April 2002); 

Lin’An: First issue Nov 2000 (6 issues todate) 
PaukKhaung: First issue Sep 2001 (3 issues todate )

Ulot Newsletter commenced  Jan 2001 ( 5 issues  todate)

Ngao: First Issue Nov 2001( 3 issues todate) 

	9. MF Partnership Group Meetings regularised
	China: Quarterly since 2000

Philippines: Monthly since July 2001.

Thailand: First Stakeholder awareness meeting (Oct 2000); other interim committees meetings (6 regular & 3 special) still preparatory in nature.

Myanmar: First in Aug 1999, seven held todate

	10. Project Evaluation 
	Terminal Evaluation (the present exercise): April/May 2002




Table 5  Summary of Main Outputs Achieved for Various Immediate Objectives *

	Immediate Objective


	Main Outputs Achieved

	1. Policy framework for development of national SFM programmes is strengthened
	a) One in-depth policy analysis study (China) and three desk reviews (other 3 countries) completed; whilst still under review, useful policy implications and recommendations are anticipated, which would provide entry point for RMFP to engage Project country governments more vigorously in policy dialogue.

b) Awareness and understanding of SFM role of model forests & need for partnership building among forestry & other government officials, although not easy to quantify, appears to have increased over the project duration.

c) Incremental steps by some countries to facilitate SFM at field level are already apparent, such as incorporating MF activities in local development plans or re-orienting local forestry staff functions in community facilitation roles. Institutional weaknesses remain nonetheless & the need for further development of capacity in SFM policy issues will outlive duration of RMFP.



	2. Field-Level Model Forests development in Project countries is facilitated


	a) A suitable model forest project area was identified in each country according to agreed  norms.

b) Stakeholders were identified for each MF. Methodology however varied amongst countries & requires further review & development.

c) MF Partnership organisations & committees were formed in three countries, with one at interim committee stage (see milestones in table 1); low % community participation, in some areas, are a cause for possible concern.

d) Annual workplans were prepared by all countries, but scope restricted to RMFP activities only. Documented best practices in participatory planning & monitoring processes in the MFs not yet available, although some investigative studies had been initiated in some areas (detailed comments in the annex ). 

e) General awareness on SFM needs and MF objectives had been created amongst many MF stakeholders (community & government officials), but their roles & relationships are evolving in some area, & still at early stages of development.

f) A wide range of MF field activities (including C & I work) was supported in-country by RMFP (details in Project Progress Reports & workplans); funds totalling $530,000 from RMFP, government & external sources were channelled to countries for these activities as at 2001 end. 

g) Physical results of above activities include: plant nurseries, arboretum, agro-forestry plots,  demonstration areas established, & offices, meeting & training rooms rehabilitated/ improved. 

h) Information and knowledge based results include: i) GIS, resource maps, research/ study reports on topics such as eco-tourism & management of bamboo & other NTFPs; ii) Reports on results of C & I field testing.



	3. Capacities in relation to appropriate land and forest use practices (national and local levels) are strengthened

(contd.)


	a) Guidelines on a range of techniques on production and/or processing of various non timber forest products (e.g. bamboo nursery & cultivation, hickory nuts, rain tree,  almaciga tapping, split rattan) have been prepared. Whether these constitute ‘best practices’ in the true sense may need further review as techniques are often location specific. 

b) For Paukkhaung MF Code of Harvesting Practice for timber harvesting now updated with RMFP assistance, with official approval process initiated.

c) Initial guidelines on ‘ Criteria & Indicators’ for MFs, covering broad approaches & principal tasks in developing & refining indicators (output of Lin’An workshop in June 2001), and on measurement of indicators in MFs (output of Lampang C&I workshop, April 2002). Activities on future development of C&I is ongoing, based on action plan (for June – October 2002) were agreed by all countries at the Lampang workshop.

(contd..)

c) Draft outline of proposed guide on ’How to Establish a Model Forest’ has been prepared. This would draw from experiences & lessons learnt from the four MFs todate & prepared & is currently under review by RMFP management.

d) On-farm/ in-forest and on-station demonstrations now established in various areas within MFs (e.g. agro-forestry, self-reliant nurseries, bamboo rehabilitation/ management, hickory, medicinal plants, energy-efficient stoves). Systematic records on utilisation & visitor numbers & responses as yet lacking.

 e) Functional skills and knowledge enhanced for 28 individuals from local forestry & related agencies through training courses and workshops overseas; 40 individuals also improved understanding of C&I through international workshops. 

f) Technical & management skills of over 500 farmers and forestry officials improved through in-country training courses/ workshops; Close to 140 persons participated in local C&I workshops at MF field level, and a further 50 sensitised in-country. Quarterly Regional MF Newsletter published since Oct 2000.



	4. Capacities to facilitate or enhance information flow and communication of experiences and technologies (local, national, regional levels) are strengthened


	a) All national focal points (national & MF level) have been established, equipped & staffed (refer to ‘milestones’ in table 1).  Website for Lin’An MF is under development.

b) All four MF Newsletters have been published on regular basis, along with pamphlets, brochures, billboards, posters have also been produced in the local languages , along with audio-visual material. 

c) Market information links between producers of forest-based products & urban based consumers (& international markets) are being developed (e.g. Lin’An MF with markets in major urban conurbations, and Ulot MF at trade fairs in Manila).

d) Regional MF secretariat established, operating from RMFP office in Bangkok.



	5. Collaboration with other agencies or programmes and mobilisation of resources (local, national, regional and international levels), for implementation of the project and of model forests/SFM in general, are facilitated.  
	a) Collaborative support has been received from various international and national organisations, including IMFNS, USDA FAO, INBAR, RECOFTC, JICA, FA of Japan, CIFOR, ITTO, FORSPA, & JIFPRO. Further efforts at establishing sustained collaboration with other national programmes/ organisations is however necessary.

b) Financial contributions in support of RMFP activities provided by international collaborators to end of 2001are estimated at over $115,000, including $41,000 in support of MF activities in-country. 


* Further details on assessment of outputs are given in Annex 4.

4.12 The above outputs refer only to what the project had accomplished up to the time of this evaluation mission. In view of activities ongoing and planned for 2002/3, the final list is expected to grow by the actual completion date of the Project. Results achieved so far represent reasonable overall progress towards the immediate objectives of the Project. Nonetheless, implementation gaps and weaknesses affecting qualitatively or quantitatively some of the outputs were also observed, especially in relation to immediate objectives 2) and 3). Further project effort would be necessary to help improve the latter’s long term sustainability (further discussed in below and in section VI). 

C. Implementation Efficiency and Adequacy

General Assessment

4.13 It is evident from the foregoing that over the period of some twenty months since the Project Inception Workshop, project implementation at regional and country MF levels had progressed well and very creditable outputs were achieved. In particular, key elements of the project management structure at both regional and country counterpart levels had been put in place, permitting the funding and undertaking of a wide range of MF activities at field and community levels. 

4.14 A fair amount of training, networking and information exchange had taken place in-country and at regional level. Additional funding from external sources (totalling over $115,000) in support of these activities and towards training and workshop costs were also accessed. All these were due, in no small measure, to the enormous effort put in by RMFP management, the technical backstopping provided by FAO in Bangkok and Rome, and the national counterpart agencies themselves. The high level of Project country government commitment and interest was also another positive factor.

4.15 Different countries had however proceeded at somewhat different rates in implementing various activities. This was not surprising given their different socio-political and economic circumstances, resource situation, development priorities, and past history in forestry management initiatives. Problems associated with the present project’s design had been referred to earlier. Despite such problems, regional and country project personnel had responded positively to the challenge and had undertaken an enormous amount of activity within a relatively short period of time.

4.16  Project implementation arrangements at country and MF levels were on the whole more than adequate, given the resource limitations of each country. In most cases, RMFP activities ran parallel to and in concert with other existing country SFM initiatives, including in the case of the Philippines an ongoing CBFM (community based forestry management) programme, while in Myanmar a set of ‘Community Forestry Instructions’ had been in operation since the mid 1990s, pending formalisation of the country’s Community Forestry Rules.

Specific Implementation Issues

4.17 Besides the progress in quantitative terms, implementation processes must be viewed in terms of quality and efficiency of execution, and their role towards producing the desired project results. Various strengths, but also some apparent weaknesses and constraints in project implementation had been evident over the project life. An assessment of some specific issues is given below.

4.18 Timeliness and Quality In the bid to get RMFP sponsored activities off the ground at country MF level, there appears to have been some sacrifice in terms of the overall MF development process for the sake of speed and expediency, thereby affecting the content and quality of field level implementation. Systematic approaches had, in some instances, been given lower priority in order to achieve some early visibility of project outputs (possibly in response to concerns to ‘show tangible results’). In most instances, in-depth examination of stakeholder and institutional issues or the extent and nature of local community dependencies on forest resources (wood and non wood) had yet to be pursued in earnest.

4.19 Community/ local level or MF-wide plans which systematically identified problems and constraints relating to food security, livelihood, and resource degradation issues, and the potentials, opportunities and broad strategies to address them (an activity under Immediate Objective number two), were also generally not yet in evidence. In relation to human resource development and capacity building objectives, skill enhancement and other training needs had yet to be systematically assessed. For instance, much of the training at regional or international venues appeared to have been more reactive and opportunistic than proactive - a clear project training plan being not evident.

4.20 Most country workplans for MF field level activities focused on activities linked to technology issues. It is not always clear to the outside observer whether the rationale for the activity was meant to be forest science research; form part of a locally identified economic diversification strategy; aim at verifying a known technology developed elsewhere; or for communication and extension of  technical information which local people did not already possess within their indigenous knowledge system. This was also manifest in the way some activities were reported in the Project Progress Reports  –  where a particular activity may at different times be ascribed to project outputs such as ‘workplan preparation’, ‘workplan implementation and monitoring’, or ‘best practices guidelines’ in a somewhat unpredictable manner.

4.21 Given the generally limited experience and technical capacity in the areas of natural resource planning and management, and in participatory development approaches amongst both government personnel and local communities, undue haste in field level implementation could well be counter-productive:

· Firstly, the time needed, institutional complexities involved and potential pitfalls in initiating and forming workable partnerships within, and with, forest communities living in remote and often impoverished conditions ought to be fully appreciated (given the vast experience of FAO in the community forestry, watershed management and similar areas in Asia and elsewhere). 

· Secondly, this may circumvent the important analytical thought processes and diagnostic steps that should form the basis of the MF approach, especially in participatory identification of problems and opportunities and seeking of development options and solutions by relevant stakeholders. 

· And thirdly, opportunities for learning through piloting and refinement of a SFM based developmental process that is sustainable after cessation of RMFP funding, and replicable across other forest areas and countries of the Asian region, would have been reduced.

4.22 The above observations should not however detract from the value of many of the MF level activities carried out todate: much of these could have potentially positive impacts of an economic, social, or ecological nature (see next section). But in terms of advancing the MF approach in particular, and SFM processes in general, establishing the rationale for community or government action i.e. doing things for the right reasons, in a transparent, measured and accountable way, would be just as important a process.

Funding of MF Field Activities

4.23 At first glance (see table 4 above) the funding process for country field activities appears to have gone on relatively smoothly. However, the figures belie the difficulties of transferring funds for national and local MF development activities, from both government as well as FAO sources. According to the Prodoc, funds for national and local MF activities are meant to come mainly from government sources, supplemented by RMFP or other external sources. (Staff and logistics support were also to be provided to RMFP regional personnel during their visits to the respective countries). 

4.24 The fact is that project country counterparts often do not have, at the outset, their own departmental budgetary provisions for MF activities based on (and subsequently to be approved through) the RMFP annual workplans. In some countries, up to two years lead time is required for departmental budget provision. This poses logistical problems when attempting to match government contributions (on cost-share basis) to RMFP workplans and budgets (or to other RMFP activities not foreseen by national counterparts well in advance). This has at times posed a constraint not only to work planning but also subsequent implementation of RMFP approved activities.

4.25 In terms of the RMFP’s funding contribution to MF activities, the processes involved in application for, approval of,  and transfer of funds from FAO had apparently posed some difficulty for the Project countries. The mechanisms and the procedures leading to disbursement of funds were seen by national counterparts as being time consuming and bureaucratic. Along with the highly restrictive government financial procedures for handling of donor funds in some countries (e.g. in Thailand new government regulations meant project funds going through the Departmental account in the first instance), this places a significant administrative load on national counterparts when applying for and accessing even relatively modest amounts of project funds. In more than one country, it was reported that Project national counterparts had simply funded the anticipated RMFP contributions from alternative government or even private sources whilst waiting for applications or disbursements to go through the system. 

4.26 The above problem is not unique to the present project. FAO has extremely stringent rules and regulations for handling project funds. These are considered important for ensuring propriety and accountability. On the other hand, they had not been specifically designed for speedy and flexible disbursement to countries participating in regional projects such as RMFP. Hence, it may be desirable to undertake a critical review as to whether and what improvements could be made to the existing system of  financial management. In particular, possibilities for streamlining of procedures relating to application, approval and disbursement of funds, to ensure smooth funds flow for project implementation ought to be investigated. It is not improbable that with such an objective in sight appropriate mechanisms could be devised without jeopardising accountability and propriety.

Project Management

4.27 Governments’ Contribution All Project country governments had made workable administrative arrangements for project counterpart staffing, who also act as national focal points for MF activities. National project steering committees and project implementation committees or technical support teams have also been formed. These largely overlap with ongoing technical support to the MFs (or CBFM Programmes in the Philippines) and are expected to continue beyond the duration of RMFP. Even with these arrangements, human resources available for direct involvement in RMFP activities are generally limited. (In one country, there was major re-assignment of key personnel in the second year of the project). Most personnel involved have a range of other duties and responsibilities, which may or may not be directly linked to the MF work. Involvement in RMFP activities also involved a fair quantity of paperwork, particularly in relation to submission for and approval of  workplan activities. Together with the budgetary and funding difficulties mentioned earlier, these had placed an enormous strain on the national counterpart staff in project execution. (This also raises the question, both in terms of cost effectiveness and opportunity costs, as to whether best use is always made of NPCs’ limited time in carrying out Project activities)
. 

4.28 Despite the above problems, it is clear that government commitment to the project had been strong. The counterpart staff at national and field levels had also shown great interest in and rendered  active support to project activities, including ‘championing’ the MF approach amongst local people and within their parent ministries. In two of the Project countries, active collaboration of the main counterpart agency with other government agencies (e.g. between Forestry Department and Forestry Enterprise in Myanmar) and/or academic and research institutions/ NGOs (e.g. CAF with Zhejiang Forestry College, Lin’An City Forestry Bureau, and the Tian Mu Academy) had been developing well. This should help pave the way for future sharing of responsibilities in MF development post-Project. For the other two countries, project activities were still generally planned and funded within the aegis of the main counterpart agency. Greater involvement of other stakeholders, including agencies/ institutions dealing with agricultural or forestry research and development and NGOs, in the planning and implementation of RMFP activities would be desirable and important to both the networking and capacity building objectives of the Project.

4.29 FAO’s Operational and Technical Backstopping The administrative and coordinating role of FAO project personnel and backstopping officers had overall been highly effective and exemplary. Good communication with country counterparts throughout the project duration had helped promote understanding of MF principles and approach, forge a working partnership with national agencies, and drive the project forward. These were achieved with very limited staff resources at the RMFP office. 

4.30 No senior technical staff  other than the CTA had been provided for in the project, whilst one of two proposed APOs joined only seventeen months after project start-up. Nor was there provision for staff to handle documentation and publications, for which ad hoc arrangements became necessary. The task of writing and editing the Regional Newsletter, for instance, fell upon the CTA, while its layout was delegated to the project messenger/ driver. Documentation assistance came by way of an Australian Volunteer only after project year two, and for a very limited period. The lack of full time senior technical project staff  or equivalent long term consultancy inputs had significantly curtailed the technical and quality assurance roles of the Project. This is most apparent in social and institutional areas relating to participatory forestry planning and management/ co-management, and in monitoring and evaluation (M&E) of project interventions in the natural resource management arena. Despite the best efforts of FAO staff in backstopping activities, this could not substitute for the sustained and close technical support at country level that full-time or long term project staffing would provide. 
Workplans, Monitoring, Evaluation and Reporting

4.31 Standardised workplans by Project countries have been in use from the first year of the project, following the Project Inception Workshop. Unfortunately workplan formats, which mirrored those set out for the project outputs and activities in the Prodoc did not appear very practical from both the planning and reporting points of view. The large number of output categories and activities and lack of distinction between regional and country activities would appear to have relegated workplans and annual reports to a largely bureaucratic exercise. (This may be seen from the somewhat mechanical manner of accounting for the checklist of 57 stipulated activities). 

4.32 Monitoring and reporting of project activities followed the format of the workplans. Although this was suitable for monitoring of inputs (e.g. amount of external resources secured for MF activities) and activity schedules (e.g. a particular workshop held), they were not designed to indicate what outputs (quantity and the desired quality) were achieved. This arose also partly from the absence of performance indicators mentioned earlier. The wider problem stemmed from lack of provision during the project planning stage for developing and instituting a project M&E system that would serve as a management tool for RMFP management at regional or country levels. Better provision in this regard would have greatly facilitated subsequent evaluation processes, such as the present terminal evaluation of RMFP. 

V. Assessment of Results and Effectiveness

A. Overall Effects & Impacts
5.1 Because of the relatively short duration since commencement of substantive activities at MF field level (i.e. two years or less), project effects and impacts have generally yet to fully manifest themselves. It is, nonetheless clear that project outputs achieved todate (described in previous section) are already beginning to have useful initial outcomes in relation to the immediate objectives of the project. Though generally still at a relatively early stage of establishment, there is now an  appropriate framework for continued development of the model forests in all four project countries. Most apparent to the mission are: 

· The growing awareness and understanding of various MF stakeholders on the need for, and benefits from, more sustainable means of utilising and managing forest resources. Proactive responses of forestry officials as well as communities and individuals in addressing not only ecological, but also social and economic issues within the MFs were also evident. These are extremely encouraging in relation to capacity building efforts as well as longer term prospects of strengthening the policy framework for SFM in Project countries.

· An important contributory factor here would be the opportunity for various MF partners and other stakeholder groups to undertake tangible field activities relating to a wide range of  timber (as in the case of Myanmar) and non timber forest products and services. Despite the general lack of more strategic approaches, the first step in initiating MF level activities based on SFM considerations would be an important milestone for each country concerned. 

· Another factor was the improved flow of information and channels of communication opened up through the partnership approach, particularly for more remote communities now reached by project activities. Whilst enhancement of information flow is an objective in itself, it was also a prerequisite and a means to achieving other desired impacts.

· The Project’s active collaboration with various external organisations have not only accessed additional resources for project activities but also made for greater visibility of Project country MFs and of the RMFP itself, regionally and internationally. Technical linkages initiated would provide an important basis for future collaborative activities, including sourcing of development assistance for SFM in the concerned countries, individually and possibly collectively. 

· Through various training opportunities and networking activities, national and local institutional capacities had been somewhat strengthened. But although human resources developed had been a useful contribution to the MF development work,  these are too few in number, are generally thinly spread, and their future facilitation and support roles not fully assured. Partnership development had progressed well overall, but it is in most instances still at an early stage of gestation. Organisational issues remain, while potential problems of non participation/ cooperation and marginalisation of certain groups are apparent. Greater effort in both human resource as well as institutional development will thus be required in all the MFs.
B. Assessment of Specific Aspects

5.2 Though not insignificant, the project results todate are nonetheless relatively modest when seen against the wider needs and potentials of the MFs. Moreover, there are issues of both a qualitative and quantitative nature which merit further examination. Reflection on the project effort and outcomes so far, both positive and negative, and strengths and weaknesses, would be important to help learn lessons and determine future direction and needed actions. Mission observations and assessments on various specific aspects are set out below. 

Awareness, Perceptions & Responses       

· 5.3  Prevailing antagonistic relationships of an enforcement-punitive nature between forestry officials and forest and forest edge communities had been the norm in most Project countries until fairly recently. Whilst transition of official roles to that of facilitation-collaboration might already have started in some MFs prior to the Project, community members met by the mission alluded to the very positive role the Project had played in furthering this process. Benefits from their interactions with forestry and other officials cited include better access to information, acquiring of new skills or knowledge (through training, meetings/ workshops, and participation in other MF activities) and greater awareness or appreciation of the need for sustainable use of the forest resources. The relationships between officials and communities are nonetheless still evolving, and will require further facilitation and nurture.

· 5.4  A recurrent theme articulated by community members as well as forestry officials met was the important role of forest resources in addressing local livelihood needs. Also expressed was appreciation of the environmental services provided by forests to their own social wellbeing, particularly in quantity and quality of village water supply (Ulot and Ngao) and also in micro-climatic conditions, including clean air, and cooler seasonal temperatures (Paukkhaung). Local indicators of forest health, such as frequency and variety of bird sounds (especially hornbills) were also mentioned by local villagers (Ulot). However, non-use and environmental option values of forests appear to be less recognised (e.g. maintaining pristine conditions and biodiversity characteristics and safeguarding historical/ cultural relics within ecologically sensitive nature reserve areas in Lin’An). For instance, trade-offs with tourism activities appear somewhat underrated by officials in the Tianmushan nature reserve area (e.g.. plastic bottles amongst centuries-old Gingko biloba trees being accepted as a fact of commercial life).

· 5.5  The mission also noted various community initiatives undertaken, collectively or individually, in protection or rehabilitation of degraded forest areas. This included: conservation measures undertaken for regeneration of natural bamboo forests, such as self imposed moratorium on bamboo harvesting, by villagers in Pong Tao sub-district, Ngao; the use of agro-forestry techniques learnt by farmers at Project training course in rehabilitating degraded Dipterocarp areas in Paukkhaung (see box 1); and community actions in forming  ‘citizens watchdog’ groups against poaching of timber and local fauna in their local areas (Ulot).

Box 1 Use of Agro-Forestry Techniques Learned at Project Training Course, Paukkhaung MF

U Tha Cho a farmer in Letha, a small village of around 45 households near North Nawin dam attended a project training workshop on agro-forestry in Paukkhaung MF in ealry 2001. He then decided to try out techniques learned to rehabilitate part of a degraded natural Dipterocarpus forest area in his village, starting with one acre (0.4 ha). Unimportant tree species were thinned out, and useful timber and fruit tree seedlings were planted. A range of legumes such as mung bean, pigeon pea, and Dolichos beans were planted as alley crops. His harvest from these crops up to the time of the mission’s visit totalled more than 6.5 ‘baskets’  of peas and beans or around 145 kg (rough estimate), equivalent to nearly 350 kg per ha. Meanwhile seedling survival and tree growth was good, and he also had good supply of fuelwood. He expressed satisfaction with the results, and indicated he will continue with the operation next season. He also expected that more than half the village will follow his example.

Source: Mission Field Observations and Interviews, Paukkhaung MF
· 5.6  There are clear indications that skills and knowledge acquired through the Project by community members, forestry officials and other partners are not only well appreciated but also actually utilised in their job functions upon return to their workplace. Forestry officers from Ngao and Paukkhaung who underwent training in facilitation skills said this had helped them interact with local communities and understand better their development needs. Those from Lin’An indicated such training had deepened their earlier exposure to the topic and, being staff of Zejiang Forestry College, intend to incorporate the topics learnt into the college’s teaching curriculum. Other participants to Project training in conflict management indicated the training had helped them successfully mediate upstream and downstream community disputes  in water use (Ngao MF). It was also seen that shortly after return from Project training the participatory approach to community based tourism was put to effective use in eco-tourism investigations by the participants from Lin’An. 

· 5.7  In China, administrative actions indicated by the Lin’An City Government to mainstream MF activities into its regular development budget, and to include MF activities within county five-year integrated agricultural (multi-sector) development plans were notable developments. In Myanmar, actions were taken by forestry agencies (MFD and MTE, with protection and commercial timber exploitation functions, respectively) at national and local levels to collaborate in piloting implementation of a code of harvesting practices and in joint staff training in Paukkhaung. Given their quite separate development agendas, this is significant in relation to the partnership attributes of MFs, but also illustrated conscious effort at balancing economic and ecological objectives).

Capacity Building  

· 5.8  It is clear that overseas training opportunities provided by the Project have proved beneficial to the target beneficiaries and are already having useful impacts in the respective MF areas. Nonetheless, in terms of capacity building, this represents only a start to much wider need that will require more concerted effort over time. It is also important, from the human resource development perspective, to draw attention to possible weaknesses in the approach used todate and see where improvements might have been possible, as discussed below.

· 5.9  Through Project sponsorship to various overseas training courses/ workshops, a number of individuals in the project countries have now acquired new skills and knowledge in a number of areas relevant to MF activities (especially in general facilitation skills, conflict management, community based tourism development, amongst others). But number of individuals per country facilitated this way (see table 1)even with additional external funding support were relatively small (this is further discussed under cost effectiveness below). Moreover, no individual might be expected to be sponsored more than once, hence exposure to a broad range of topics was unlikely. 

· 5.10 Todate, a  critical mass of human resources with an appropriate range of complementary core skills relevant to MF facilitation and human resource development (HRD) appears generally lacking at country and MF level. Most MF development work had so far depended largely on a small number of highly dedicated individuals. Whilst commendable, sustainability of such effort seemed difficult to assure. HRD and training plans based on systematic and strategic assessment of functional and skill needs at regional or country/ MF levels were also not evident. Training topics appear more to be selected based on availability at international/ regional venues, and in response to requests from countries from time to time, than by design. There were also instances where topic coverage might not have been fully relevant to participant needs. For instance, Thai participants to the training course on bamboo and rattan conducted in China found parts of the course content to be of limited value, given the different levels of sophistication in processing technologies used in China (for high specification quality construction materials) and that at Ngao (basic bamboo chopsticks & charcoal). Difficulties in using English as medium of instruction were also indicated, as some resource persons and participants were not fluent in the use the language. 

· 5.11  There appears also to have been important gaps in the type of training topics included in Project training todate. Without being overly prescriptive, it might have been expected that topics relevant to ‘best practices’ for MF development, and SFM in countries of the region in general, would include elements of participatory planning and management of forest resources, and the identification and appraisal of livelihood and income generation options for forest communities, including such topics as: a) participatory forest resources assessment and planning; b) institutionalising of forest user groups; c) negotiating and creating forest management plans with forest users; d) approaches in processing & marketing of forest products; e) gender and equity issues in SFM; f) participatory monitoring and evaluation, amongst others. Such gaps may explain why increased capacity in the areas of participatory planning, monitoring, and evaluation is generally not evident. Moreover, data collection methods used in some (though not all) MF areas are generally based on fairly conventional (and not always effective) ‘outsider’ approaches. 

Partnership Development: Institutions and Stakeholder Participation

· 5.12  Country MF partnership organisations had been developing at different speeds, and with various organisational forms and types of stakeholder partners (see table 6 ). Community partners in all cases tend to be represented by formal or officially sanctioned village or sub-district  organisational entities (e.g. POs, SAOs  and village chairmen). How well these formal community structures could facilitate participation of forest dependent stakeholders in an inclusive manner is not clear. For instance, in Ulot, only a very small proportion of village populations (10 – 30%) were in fact members of the POs (see box 2). Partnerships being only as effective as their component parts, long term viability of community structures themselves is another consideration. In forging community partnership in the MFs,  more in-depth understanding of institutional issues in community participation than available todate would be called for
. 

Table 6 Composition of MF Partnership Organisations

	Country (MF)
	MF Partnership Group
	MF Partnership Committees

	China (Lin’An) 
	Main partnership group: 

42 different member organisations, under three categories:

a). Resource users & technology support agencies: 22 (of which 5 villages, townships, forest farm; 5 processing/ marketing firms, 12 technical services/ academic/ research organisations);

b) GOs and NGOs: 16 (of which 8 each);

c) Upstream & downstream stakeholders: 4 (of which 2 villages each)
	a) Partnership committee of 28 members (supported by a technical sub-committee);

b) MF Secretariat with members from 3 organisations (CAF, ZFC and Lin’An Forestry Bureau), located at Lin’An FB.

c) In addition, government has formed a ‘leading’  team (steering group) in which Vice Mayor of Lin’An City is member.



	Philippines

(Ulot)
	Main partnership group: 

30 member organisations

(8 POs, 6 GOs, 2 NGOs,   7 local government units & 7 others (SIBP, PTA, media, businesses), and 90 individuals in general assembly.
	Board of Directors:  11 members; Executive Committee: 5  officers;  

plus 10 committees and 

3 Advisers

	Thailand (Ngao)
	Main partnership group still at formation stage.
	Interim Partnership Committee: 

11 members (from Sub-districts Administrations, Units of Forestry Department, other GOs, bamboo factory  owner), plus observers from 8 SAOs.

	Myanmar

(Paukkhaung)
	Main  partnership group:

a) 45 member individuals,  representing 21 Government organisations/ committees, MFD (6 persons), sawmills (9 persons), & 5 village chairmen.

b) Two community level partnership groups: 32 members for 6-village cluster; 34 members for 3-village cluster.


	Executive Committee: 10 members; 

Advisory committee: 9 members


PO =Peoples Organisation/ often also a  registered cooperative; GO = Government Organisation; 

NGO = Non Governmental Organisation; SAO = Sub-district Administrative Organisation

Box 2 Reasons cited for Low Community Membership in Peoples’ Organisations in Ulot Model Forest 

* Activities of Peoples’ organisations (POs) do not contribute to their livelihood needs 

* Lack finance to pay fees (required as capital build-up fund under Cooperative Law)

* Non members are deriving livelihood from illegal harvesting/ use of forest products

* Time needed for PO and model forest activities conflict with own livelihood activities

* Unaware of or cannot see benefits of joining POs

* No involvement in PO activities such as almaciga tapping or handicraft making

* PO’s cannot help meet their livelihood needs, compared to other activities such as pig raising, poultry keeping, water bottling.

Source: Community Members of Cassandig, Tenani, & Bosis Peoples’ Organisations interviewed by Mission.

· 5.13  Ideally, partnership organisations should be inclusive of the range of key stakeholders. An important step would be first gaining a clear understanding of  stakeholder interests (upstream and downstream), characteristics, relationships, influence, and motivations. This would help in building coalitions amongst key partners, whilst identifying weak parties that may require special attention to enable them participate effectively in the partnerships. Each MF had undertaken some form of stakeholder identification, but the methodology appears varied and not well documented. Weaknesses in stakeholder analysis would hamper adopting a more strategic approach to, and facilitation on an informed basis of, the partnership building process, hence would need to be addressed sooner or later.
· 5.14  Whilst there is strong presence of government organisations in all cases, only in Ulot and Lin’An is participation of NGOs evident. Academic and research institutions covering forestry, agriculture, and technology fields are partners only in Lin’An MF (for Ngao MF a university has been identified for possible involvement, but partnership status is yet to be finalised). In view of the important roles which some academic institutions and NGOs (e.g. The Tianmu Academy in Lin’An, with links to many other institutions nationwide) not only in technical support but also in networking and information dissemination, a more conscious effort by each MF to involve such organisations as partners would be desirable.

· 5.15  Since their formation, MF partnership groups had met fairly regularly (refer to table 4). This is a necessary though not sufficient condition for effective partnership or stakeholder participation. Much depends on how voices are heard and decisions made. Experience elsewhere indicates that the “usurption of power and benefits” by local elites in management committees at the expense of weaker and less educated groups are only too real. In Lin’An, a partnership was formed between local forest users and urban entrepreneurs in a nature-based ‘eco-tourism’ project (in Taihuyuan) that was to provide the former with employment and a share of income. But a number of those initially employed (mainly as cleaners) lost their jobs to outsiders over time, while the promised income (some 40,000 yuan) to the community was not paid after two years. A process of marginalisation of the forest user group was thus apparent. Intervention by other members of partnership group, however, helped remedy the situation. This demonstrated the potential hazards of elite domination, but also how the partnership concept could work to avert or rectify them. Nonetheless, outside facilitation support and other safeguards to ensure continued participation of the weaker groups, including close monitoring of partnership functions and operations during its gestation stages, would be essential.

Gender Considerations

· 5.16  The issue of gender roles, in particular providing for and enhancing the participation of female members of forest and forest edge communities had been given relatively little emphasis by the Project todate. This would not be too much of an issue in areas where there is already a high degree of female participation within the prevailing social system and administrative culture. But it is apparent that Project activities in some MF areas had focused largely on working with male members (e.g. training being given to men, even when the operational tasks, such as tending forestry nurseries, are largely carried out by women). There seems to be a stereotyping (especially by male forestry staff of women as being responsible mainly for domestic chores) that would need to be corrected. Given their important economic and social roles in relation to the use and management of forestry resources (including gathering of forest food and non food products) a conscious effort by the Project to take a lead in changing mind-sets is necessary. This could best be done by making special provisions for female participation whenever possible.

Economic Trade-offs

· 5.17  The preparation and piloting of a revised code of harvesting practices for timber had helped highlight the issue of economic trade-offs between environmental protection and commercial profits. In following the code, logging interests (represented by MTE in Myanmar) might need to cease harvesting operations earlier in the season than in the past, in order to undertake appropriate road ‘decommissioning’ activities as part of good environmental practice. There would be an obvious loss of revenue to the loggers. There would be a gain to the environment in terms of decreased soil erosion (hence less siltation downstream), but also potentially decreased future costs of opening up new access roads. To what extent total economic benefits balance out any economic loss is unclear. Gaining a better understanding to the various trade-offs involved, and exploring similar opportunities to arrive at a win-win situation as part of good forest resource management, would merit future attention.
Documentation of Best Practices

· 5.18  Most of the guidelines on ‘best practices’ prepared or being prepared by various MFs focused on production/ processing techniques for forest products/ commodities and tended to be somewhat location specific. Whilst of general interest to other areas, it is not always clear the extent of their applicability outside these locations. Their main utility at present seems to be as local extension/IEC material. Even when used as such, it would be important to determine their current or potential user audience  in order to justify their development effort and cost of publication. 

· 5.19  On the other hand, guidelines such as for code of harvesting practices for timber (Paukkhaung MF) are of a more generic nature, which (especially in relation to environment protection principles, such as maintenance and decommissioning of logging roads) could have wider applicability elsewhere. In terms of sharing of experiences outside the immediate MF area, ‘best practices’ of this type would seem to have far greater information value. Other guidelines that are likely to have general relevancy would be ‘best practices’ for the MF process overall, such as the proposed regional guide on establishing model forests (under preparation by RMFP). The utility of such a guide would depend on how lessons learned from the present project and other similar countries piloting model forests (especially on institutional and organisational issues, and potential hazards) could be distilled and transformed into practical hints of general applicability to countries in the region . 

· 5.20  In relation to database establishment for each MF, it is sometimes easy to overlook appropriate forest resource and land management systems used by indigenous or tribal groups (such as those communities resident within national park of Ngao MF). Todate there appears to have been little emphasis given to systematically documenting the traditional knowledge that may exist within the MFs (including sustainable methods of swidden farming). This may preclude discovery of important production and management options that could be adopted or modified as a local ‘best practice’ for the MF.

Criteria and Indicators (C&I) Development 

· 5.21  The Project had invested significant effort on C&I development, and large numbers of individuals (see table 1) had been exposed to or taken part in its development. Starting points had been the Montreal or ITTO/ASEAN processes. Initial guidelines produced by the Project, covering broad approaches & principal tasks in developing & refining indicators, had proved useful in facilitating identification and testing of indicators by the MFs. Practical results of field level testing were reported by Ulot MF, which saw good community participation in C&I measurement and recording activities, although interpretation and usage of the results did not seem clear to the individuals concerned. A joint action plan for further work to develop guidelines for measurement of indicators by all countries had also been agreed at the Lampang C&I workshop in April 2002. Overall, however, C&I development at the MF level appears yet  to reach the stage of practical utility.

· 5.22  It is perhaps timely to revisit the question as to what the long term utility of C&I indicators is to MF partners and stakeholders. Their role purely as an information system is likely to find less attraction or urgency of purpose than if this was more vigorously linked to the action system within which local administrative or policy decisions are taken - especially in areas under the management control of entities like local government bodies or programmes/ projects. Interestingly, indicators identified in Ulot MF included the % of reported cases on timber poaching acted on in relation to those brought to the attention of the authorities by local people. This brings into better perspective other indicators of ecological or socio-economic dimension. One possible approach in MF level C&I work would thus be to frame it against the pressure-state-response indicator framework developed by OECD. Here, not only would the environmental state and its causative pressures monitored, but also the responses (official/ community) to the problems caused. Outcomes and impacts of project or other interventions on forest resources within each MF might similarly be monitored. C&I development could achieve more tangible results when integrated with M&E system development, be this for a project such as RMFP or a forestry plan or programme. 


 Cost Effectiveness in Service Delivery

· 5.23  Analysis of project cost effectiveness is difficult in the absence of fairly specific quantitative targets and quality standards, clear timelines, and well defined options for achieving such targets. It is not very meaningful when rules of the game permit flexibility in timing and trade-offs between quantity and quality. Given the regional nature of the project and its stated objectives, other project approaches, such as individually funded  national MF projects, would probably not have been able to achieve as much in the same duration. On the other hand, once in operation, the Project might be expected to have done more to explore whether alternative options for some of its activities, in particular building of technical capacity, could lead to higher quantitative outputs without sacrificing quality.  

· 5.24  One observation of the mission is that some training costs per individual trained were, by most standards, quite significant. Available figures indicate that up till March 2002, a total of over $67,000 had been spent by the Project on training courses/ workshops in regional venues (primarily RECOFTC) for twenty four persons (excluding very short conferences and courses sponsored wholly by other agencies). This works out at over $3000 per person - varying from around $1850 (INBAR course, fees waived) to some $5060 depending on duration (table 7). In addition, costs of three short regional workshops on C&I development (excluding contributions from external sources) totalled some $85,500 (at Lin’An, Pyay, and Lampang,  attended by total of some 50 participants, excluding observers and resource persons), or an average of some $1745 per person. This ranged from approximately $1400 per person in Pyay (which included also cost of participating in the PSC meetings in Yangon) to over $2500 per person in Lin’An. 

· 5.25  Without detracting from the enormous value of these courses and workshops, it would be pertinent to question whether the same or better results might not have been achieved at lower cost per person through other training instruments. It is not possible, given the nature and time available for the present mission to undertake a detailed examination of what the alternative options are. But use of tailor made courses in-country, supported by international technical resources (as successfully used for code of harvesting practice and road maintenance/ decommissioning training in Paukkhaung), and/ or involving also appropriate domestic institutions and resource persons could be one option to explore. (An added advantage of this is the possibility of providing a more comprehensive range of core topics, and in the local language, for the participants than possible with one-off overseas workshops/ courses). A different configuration of the C&I workshops (cost to RMFP excluding external contributions of  between $23,000 in Lampang and $33,000 in Lin’An) towards the greater use of in-country C&I research and development work might also be considered. Finally, the enormous benefits of farmer to farmer contacts, such as through the visits to successful neighbouring provinces organised by the Project for Ngao farmers indicates that capacity building objectives could often be met quite cost effectively through interacting with areas that had nothing to do with model forests at all.
Table 7 Cost to RMFP of some Training Courses and Workshops

	Course or Workshop


	No. trained
	Estimated Cost ($)
	Cost ($) per person

	Bamboo/ rattan a/ (2 weeks)
	6
	11,070
	1845

	Facilitation skills (2 weeks)
	7
	12,635            (22,817) b/
	3260

	Conflict management (2 weeks)
	7
	23,213
	3316

	Community based tourism (3 weeks)
	4
	20,254
	5063

	
	24
	67,172             (73623) b/
	3068 /b


a/  Training course by INBAR in China, for which course fees were waived. Other courses all at RECOFTC.

b/  Including contribution of   $10,182 from IMFNS (it is understood this is towards participation of 3 more persons, in addition to the 4 sponsored out of RMFP funds).

C. Sustainability of Project Results

5.26  An implicit ultimate goal of RMFP is sustainable management of forest resources amongst countries of the region. Results achieved by the project will contribute to this only if the processes initiated are themselves sustained beyond its termination date by the countries themselves. Key to sustainability is a core of human resources in each Project country that had the necessary skills and outlook to support future MF development in the field. As seen earlier,  project activities had contributed to some extent towards that, with the role of various highly motivated individuals in all Project countries also clearly evident. But the establishment of a critical mass of human resources that could undertake such work on a sustained basis is not yet apparent. 

5.27  There appears to be strong commitment of Project country governments and the MF partners to continue with MF development work after termination of the present Project. It needs no reminding that MF development work in fact pre-dated the present Project in three out of four Project countries. But in practice, it is expected that human resource as well as financial constraints will curtail the extent to the present level of activities initiated under the present Project could be maintained, let alone increased. 

5.28  A number of other inter-related factors, which lie outside the control of RMFP and the MFs, could also affect the future sustainability of the project results achieved todate. These may be of an enabling as well as constraining nature, and cover a range of institutional, financial, economic and other aspects. Here, country situations vary and different strengths as well as weaknesses are apparent, mission findings on which are presented in see table 8 below. Capitalising on the strengths as well as working to remedy the weaknesses in the respective countries would seem the best way forward in enhancing the prospects for future development sustainability.

Table 8 Enabling and Constraining Factors to Future Sustainability

	Model Forest
	Strengths/ Enabling Factors
	Weaknesses/ Constraining Factors

	Institutional/ organisational aspects:



	Lin’An
	1) Strong integration of MF with local government at appropriate level;

2) Active MF partners include academic, forestry research & technology institutions & NGOs with extensive information network.
	1) Counterpart agency (CAF) largely research and development oriented. Whilst it has links, via State Forestry Agency, to policy making, these are indirect and extent of influence on national policy decisions unclear;

2) Policy on transfer of forest land user rights still ambiguous, including that for forest household contract responsibility system, use of community forest land,  & boundary demarcation aspects.



	Paukkhaung
	1) Good collaboration between MFD (counterpart agency) and MTE in balancing economic & environmental products & services;

2) Community Forestry procedures (Instructions) governing forest user rights are present (since 1995).


	1) Relative weakness of MFD vis-à-vis Agriculture & Irrigation Ministry in influencing land use policy; past record had been massive conversion of forestland to sugar cane in MF area (& mangrove to paddy in Delta Zone); 

2) Poor linkages with other government agencies could negate results of MF activities e.g. Project agro-forestry plots being damaged by  Public Works Department road improvement works, through ignorance of their importance; 

3) Community partners are based on official structures and directives, hence lack self determination attributes; little involvement of local NGOs; gender issues also not addressed. 



	Ulot
	1) Counterpart agency (DENR) already directly responsible for Community Based Forest Management Programme; legislative provisions for forest resource user rights are present;

2) Good participation of local government units in MF; useful link-up with SIBP; 

3) Strong culture of transparency, record keeping & reporting, as evident in C&I activities within communities.


	1) System of Peoples’ Organisations (under CBFMP) run along bureaucratic lines & may not elicit wide community participation; marginalisation of sections of community in MF is possible;

2) Weak link of POs to sources of investment credit & rural finance nationwide.



	Ngao
	1) Current system of popularly elected village chiefs (puyaiban) and sub-district (tambon) councils provide important platform for local decision making on MF activities, although their efficacy may vary between areas (note the highly consultative approach necessitated in partnership formation) 
	1) Counterparts are located in the Forest Research Office of the RFD; orientation is largely research & development. Linkages to national park (Tham Pa Thai) section of  MF & to community forestry programme (under Reforestation Office) & forest land use policy are indirect; 

2) Community Forestry legislation still to be passed after many years in parliament.


	Financial/ budgetary aspects



	Lin’An
	1) Strong support of city government; potential source of increased future funding to MF, under annual & five-year planning system;

2) Ad hoc financial support for MF activities appear to be available from a range of other institutions/ programmes. 
	1) High cost of partnership meetings; and as yet no self generated revenue flow to support future meetings.

	Paukkhaung
	1) Continued support of JIFPRO till March 2003;

2) Possibilities for financial support in forthcoming JICA project; however these are located outside MF area.
	1) Continued dependence on foreign project funds for MF activities.

	Ulot
	1) Physical facilities built under present project will generate income (hostel & training fees) to support MF activities;

2) Various NGOs had assisted PO development work in the past & future financial support is quite possible.  
	1) Amount of income from hostel/ training fees fairly modest; revenue flow to individual PO organisations may also not be adequate for future routine operations as cooperative  societies; financial viabilities of PO could affect MF partnership organisation overall.

	Ngao
	1) Formal proposal submitted for 3 year project support to MF for $1.26m from ITTO & government, covering  seven components (funding as yet not assured).  
	1)As yet, little budgetary provision for community forestry activities within district/ regional office, which comes under different government office/ programme 


	Economic and environmental aspects



	Lin’An
	1) High value-added products (hickory nuts, bamboo shoots & boards) & services (eco-tourism), well linked to Shanghai & other urban demand centres;

2) Good access to sources of technology & investment (institutional/ private).
	1) Commercial pressures & elite domination could jeopardise MF partnership functioning over time; 

2) Incipient degradation of forestry resources from commercialisation may erode both use & non use environmental values over time.

	Paukkhaung
	1) High value timber is commercially exploited;  here collaboration between MFD & MTE could minimise trade-offs, with potential win-win situations both for environment & economy;

2) Agro-forestry (taungya) practices where permitted after timber harvesting  helps minimise environmental damage through soil erosion downstream during immature stage of new forest plantings. 
	1) Conflicting demands on land use for economic activities within MF with other sectors e.g. agriculture (sugar/ cash crops, swidden agriculture) & infrastructural development e.g. road construction could affect MF partners economically & socially.

 

	Ulot
	1) CBFM agreements with POs provide strong economic incentives for SFM of well demarcated forest areas;

2) Main economic prospects are from almaciga tapping, bamboo & rattan; utilisation of other potential forest resources may emerge from inventory activities still to be conducted by SIBP.
	1) Limited alternative livelihood opportunities, partly from lack of research & development support; involvement of agricultural or forestry research/academic institutions nationally/ locally limited by lack of funding support;

2) Non-members of POs are marginalized from participation in economic benefits; poaching continues to be a problems.

	Ngao
	1) The research facilities installed from 1960s as ‘demonstration’ forest, & the intellectual capital acquired todate;

2) Wide range of forest flora & fauna currently under investigation hold prospects for future economic exploitation (insects, arachnids, trees, medicinal plants, edible ferns etc).
	1) Lack of information on sustainable harvesting of natural flora & fauna (e.g. scorpions) could affect forest ecology;

2) Livelihood problems of forest residents (hill tribes) within national park (zoning does not provide for farm land) are a potential factor for their non participation or cooperation with other MF partners.


VI. Conclusions and Recommendations

A. Conclusions

6.1 The main conclusions of the evaluation are summarised as follows:

a) The Project remains relevant now as it was at conception stage, and is testimony to the vision and initiative of the donor and FAO in bringing it about. Project effort todate had been considerable, and a great deal of activity both regionally and in-country had taken place within a relatively short time. Despite some difficulties posed by the original project design, implementation at the various levels had been effective, with good progress made, especially following the Project Inception Workshop in May 2000. These were much appreciated by senior officials met by the mission in all the Project countries. RMFP management and the Project country NPCs had also built up a very good working relationship with one another, which should form a firm basis for future networking and collaborative activities.

b) The project results todate had been broadly positive, as could be judged from the partnership framework for stakeholder participation being established at  model forest level, the perceptions and responses of the target beneficiaries observed, including community and individual level actions in forest resource protection and management, the actual utilisation of skills and knowledge gained by participants from training and other workshops upon return to their workplace, and various outputs of  MF activities at field level, of both physical and knowledge based nature. 

c) Though still emerging, government responses had been generally encouraging, as seen for instance from the Lin’An city government’s action towards incorporating MF activities within the city (county) development plans and budgets, and the Thai RFD project proposal submitted for future funding of Ngao MF activities by ITTO and the Thai Government. In Myanmar, collaborative activities in formulating an acceptable code of harvesting practices between agencies with rather different development agendas (MFD and MTE) are also significant. There is however as yet little evidence of MF feedback to national forestry and land use policy processes. Although not of major concern at this relatively early stage of MF development, it would merit closer attention in the not too distant future, in line with the Project’s development goal on this issue.

d) Overall, progression towards immediate project objectives had been reasonable, given particular country situations, project resource limitations, and the tight implementation schedule associated with the project duration. Prospects for sustaining project results beyond its termination date are generally fair to good. However, financial and human resource constraints and other institutional, economic and environmental factors outside the control of individual MFs will affect the rate of future progress. Each Project country would need to build on its strengths and address weaknesses in these respects. Better integration of the MFs into national forestry programmes, especially those covering community forestry and watershed management, would be  strategic to enhancing their long term sustainability. Developing better links between project partners and institutional sources of development finance for rural enterprises, forestry and non forestry, would also go towards enhancing institutional sustainability of the partnerships.

e) Despite the useful project results indicated above, there had nonetheless been some gaps and weaknesses during project implementation. Whilst these varied somewhat between the different Project countries, they are nonetheless a source of general concern. Qualitative or quantitative improvements to some project outputs would be necessary to help capture more fully the potential benefits of the MF approach. At issue are the following:

i) Apparent lack of a  ‘critical mass’ of human resources (i.e. more than one or two key individuals) with the appropriate mix of skills needed to facilitate, on sustained basis, participatory planning and management of forest resources and the identification and appraisal of livelihood and income generation options, at forest community level. Failure to address this issue could jeopardise future activities in the existing MFs as well as any new MFs being contemplated.

ii) Participatory processes and procedures for elaborating MF and community level plans, including  visions and strategies, have yet to be adequately piloted. Periodic MF-wide partner committee meetings may not, on their own, equate with a planning approach that would adequately reflect stakeholder interests and needs, nor address potential conflicts and trade-offs between economic/ commercial, equity, and ecological objectives.

iii) A monitoring and evaluation system that would provide documented feedback on a periodic or ad hoc basis on the relevancy, actual utilisation, and effectiveness of  outputs produced, from the viewpoints of the target beneficiaries, has yet to be developed, either at RMFP or individual MF level. The present system of activity-oriented progress reporting is an inadequate tool. An important omission here is the lack of performance indicators that would help throw light on the nature of any outputs produced, be this in terms of quality or quantity, and in relation to timeframes. Reflective learning on the MF approach would thus not have been well catered for.

iv) There is still lack of clarity in some MFs as to the range of stakeholder interests and characteristics (such as level of dependency on forest resources), and their relationships, influence and motivations. For MF partnerships already formed, it is clear that some component organisations that make up the partnerships may not be representative of the range of stakeholders within their communities. Both community as well as government organisations in some Project countries are themselves in a state of flux due to changing government policy on land use and tenure and on systems of governance, especially the process of decentralisation. In facilitating the establishment of effective MF partnership, much more in-depth understanding of stakeholder, institutional, and organisational issues than at present would be required. 

f) To help address the above, and consolidate project results obtained so far, further development effort by all four MFs will be necessary. Special attention would be necessary on enhancing the capacity building process, including systematic planning of human resource development, in-depth treatment of stakeholder participation and institutional issues, and evolving participatory systems of planning, and monitoring and evaluation that are consistent with the socio-cultural contexts of  countries in the region.

g) Given the tight project implementation schedule mentioned earlier, it would be unrealistic to expect Project countries to be able to respond adequately to the issues outlined in e) and f) above by the NTE date (July/ August 2002) of the Project. It is understood an extension of this date had already been sought by RMFP management. But timely official confirmation to this effect by donor and FAO would be necessary to assist the Project in planning more precisely the actions needed. Taking into account the positive project results achieved and lessons learned todate (chapter VII below), herein also lies an opportunity for consolidation of the MF initiative through future project funding, either through a follow-on phase of the present project or by formulating a new project for the region.

B. Recommendations

6.2 The mission’s  broad recommendations concerning future steps and actions are as follows:
Continuation of Activities Post RMFP 

1) In concurrence with the views expressed by all present at the mission debriefings, it is recommended, to the extent that existing Project funds permit, activities already initiated under RMFP be continued beyond the original official closing date of the Project.

2) It is further recommended that FAO actively seek additional funding and technical resources to support other post-RMFP initiatives for MF development, in order to permit fine-tuning, and deepening of the MF approach in the Project countries, and possible extension to other countries in the region. Given the important contribution already made by the Government of Japan, both financially and in initial conception of the present project, the present donor should, in the first instance, be approached to consider future support for this new initiative. Options to be considered should include:

· FAO continuing to facilitate networking and coordination of MF activities for the existing Project countries and others following the MF approach in the region;

· Linking funding of future MF development to other initiatives in NFP (national forestry programmes), which could benefit both national forestry policy processes as well as continued development of individual MFs. 

In either case, lessons learned during the present project should be fully taken into account in formulation of future project proposals.

Activities to be Initiated Before Project Termination

6.3 For each of the four Project countries, it is recommended that commencing as soon as possible, and with RMFP facilitation support, a systematic review of future appropriate actions needed in connection with the following be undertaken: 

a) Further enhancement of human resources Activities towards building up a critical mass of human resources, in particular MF facilitators and trainers, with the appropriate technical, social, and participatory planning and management skills would need to be identified. The main consideration is continued facilitation support to the partnership building process. This includes equipping the main partnership committees and also component partner organisations with the basic planning, administrative and management skills necessary for effective functioning and self governance. Helping improve MF policy linkages through greater sensitization of top level policy makers on MF activities and results would be another consideration. These would call for a strategic consideration of human resource development (HRD) needs, leading eventually to a longer term HRD and training plan for the MF, and for SFM in general.

b) Improving the institutional basis of the MF Partnerships More in-depth appraisal of the methodological approaches, in the form of  ‘best practices’ to enable a clearer understanding of stakeholder, institutional and organisational issues as part of  the partnership building process would need to be considered. Possible steps to guard against marginalisation of weaker groups, enhance stakeholder participation, facilitate greater social inclusiveness, and prioritise gender issues in MF activities should be examined. Both formal and non formal organisational options for community partners would need to be explored. Also, the question of how the cost of regular partnership functions (meetings and workshops) could be met from partners’ own resources (such as from fees and levies) would need to be addressed.

c) Piloting and instituting appropriate planning and M&E system  This would involve developing forestry resource management plans at MF and community levels, based on participatory principles. This should include strategic and systematic identification of forest resource potentials and opportunities, as well as existing utilization levels, degradation problems and development constraints. Connected to this should be an M&E system at MF level that could provide regular feedback on outputs achieved from MF and other development initiatives, and help devise management actions needed to correct or fine-tune implementation approaches adopted. The possibility of dovetailing these into existing C&I work should be given special consideration. Linking the latter to the ‘action system’ of the MFs, including participatory monitoring of community and official responses to environmental pressures on the forests, could enhance the practical utility of the C&I effort . 

d) Mainstreaming livelihood issues Possible ways of mainstreaming livelihood and poverty issues into each MF’s development strategies & plans should be explored. This includes how access to investment funds from institutional finance & credit sources for local income generation initiatives could be enhanced. An important concern here is long term financial and economic viability of the partnerships, including component partner organisations such as POs and formal cooperatives. How private individuals and non-formal organizations (e.g. womens’ income generation groups) and other community members not belonging to officially sanctioned POs could be similarly facilitated to participate in forestry-based development activities should also be examined.

6.4  In preparation of the proposed regional guide on ‘How to establish a Model Forest’,  attention should be given to both conceptual as well as practical issues involved. An analytical and summative approach should be adopted in distilling the experience of the development approaches used by the four Project countries. This could act as a specific regional complement to the broader guidelines on MF development prepared by IMFNS. The possibility of recruiting a national or international consultant with the appropriate skills in institutional and participatory planning areas to assist in preparation of such a guide should be given due consideration by RMFP management and FAO. 

6.5 Using the outputs from the Project’s national policy review activities, still under finalisation, the opportunity should be grasped by RMFP and FAO to play a vigorous advocacy role in engaging Project country governments in forest and land use policy dialogue. Special emphasis should be given to seeking coherence of national and decentralised forestry programmes, improved coordination of key stakeholder agencies (covering forestry, agriculture and environmental protection arenas), and greater convergence of the various policy frameworks aimed at promoting sustainable forest management and land use.

6.6 Activities relating to paras 6.3 – 6.5 above should be carried out in conjunction with country preparations for the forthcoming terminal PSC and Regional MF workshop to discuss the theme of  ’What Next post-RMFP’. An opportunity to commence discussion of the topics and issues involved should be taken during the forthcoming regional forest policy workshop in Tacloban (Philippines) proposed for late July 2002.

VII. Lessons Learned
7.1 Although it is too early to take full account of the results and outcomes of RMFP, some initial lessons relevant to the design and implementation of similar projects and on the MF approach in general are nonetheless possible. These can have important implications in the planning and operation of future similar projects. The mission’s observations on a number of possible lessons, which will require further substantiation and corroboration, are set out below:

Project Design Imperatives 

1) Projects based on technologies or processes that have yet to be fully tested in a particular ecological, institutional or socio-economic setting should include an initial pilot phase. This should adopt a process approach, emphasising action learning and reflection-action, to provide feedback to the planning of activities under subsequent consolidation or expansion phases.

2) Establishing clearly the project logic, in terms of the hierarchy of activities, outputs, immediate and development objectives, as well as the assumptions and risks involved, is essential. On the other hand, the detailed specification of a large number of regimented activities for implementation in blue-print fashion across all Project countries, without a clear M&E plan, is often unhelpful for efficient project implementation.

3) A project design which focuses on a limited set of immediate objectives (two to three at most), and a clear list of project outputs accompanied by a set of performance indicators and the means of verification, would facilitate both implementation and its monitoring and evaluation. Flexibility on the tactical actions needed to arrive at agreed outputs should be built into such a design.

4) Finding the right balance between ‘tangible’ results and & long term process development is often difficult and subject to controversy. Trade-offs between speed, quantity and quality in project implementation are inevitable. Expectations on any of these attributes must be commensurate with the level of resource commitments, hence projects should not be over-ambitious in scope.

5) In regional projects such as RMFP, a clear separation of responsibilities between outputs to be achieved by the regional office and those by each Project country/ MF would ease the project management task, particularly in relation to M&E and reporting. 

6) Funding arrangements that would ensure smooth and timely flow of financial resources to Project countries, without undue bureaucracy need to be worked out at the project design stage. The philosophy of matching or co-funding of each and every activity listed in the project plan might also need to be reviewed, as national budgeting and funding procedures could in some instances render the approach difficult to adhere to in practice.

7) FAO’s strengths being its technical expertise and normative perspective, ensuring that critical technical inputs of the right quality are fully catered for in the project plan, either in terms of full-time project staff or through appropriate consultancy inputs, should be an imperative of the project design. 

Project Implementation Approaches

1) An important activity which ought not be omitted shortly after project start-up is to conduct an inter-disciplinary inception mission to the Project countries. Contextual information would need to be updated, and the ‘generic’ risks and assumptions listed in the Prodoc re-validated for each country situation and/ or proposed project site. These are important to help elaborate a regional and country MF project plan, including a set of manageable activities, that has a realistic chance of success; this is especially significant for innovative or pilot projects such as RMFP. Where necessary, the first round of any needed project budget revisions should then be formulated. 

2) Projects where capacity building are an important component would benefit from first undertaking a human resource development and training needs assessment. Alternative options for addressing the needs identified, through in-country or international sources, and keeping cost effectiveness in mind, could help optimise results quantitatively or qualitatively. 

3) Developing an ongoing M&E capability at regional and Project country/ MF level is essential to learning lessons for process-oriented projects such as RMFP. Terminal and ex-post evaluations will be greatly facilitated by this, but cannot readily substitute for its absence. 

MF Concept and SFM 

1) The core attribute of MFs - that of voluntary partnership - is a workable concept. It constitutes a unifying framework and an important forum for communication amongst various stakeholders. The MF approach appeared overall to be a sensible way forward in helping integrate the multi-functional dimensions of natural resource planning and management. It can provide a logical extension and a means of scaling up existing programmes such as community based forestry in countries of the region.

2) Within the context of countries in the region, complexities in forming effective partnerships across a wide area that would be equitable and operationally viable should not be under-estimated: much time, dedicated effort, continual adaptation, and sustained facilitation over a considerable period (much more than 30 months) would be necessary. Acquiring basic technical and managerial skills by the MF partnership organisation and within its component community organisations is often also necessary to enable local people participate effectively as partners in the model forest.

3) Transition in relationships between forestry officials and forest/ forest-edge communities from an enforcement-punitive nature to a facilitative-collaborative one cannot occur overnight, and mutual trust will need long periods of patient work to foster. Partnership formation effort must also be viewed in this light.
4) Where systems of local governance, legal provisions for forest resource user rights, and social capital of the forest communities are at relatively early stages of evolution, hazards of elite expropriation of environmental benefits cannot be ruled out. A watching brief and active participation of neutral outside facilitators would often be necessary to guard against marginalisation of weaker groups, and to provide for checks and balances.

5) The MF approach tested in all four Project countries demonstrates that local people, including communities as well as private sector and non-governmental organisations, can take collective as well as individual initiative and responsibilities in natural resource management. Given the right economic motivations and clear user rights, forest and forest-edge dwellers could be good custodians of forest resources, hence should be seen not as problems but rather as future solutions to sustainable land and forest resource management in the region. At the same time, the MF approach has shown that organisations with very different development agendas can effectively collaborate towards a win-win situation through the communication process facilitated.

Annexes

Annex 1: Terms of Reference: Terminal Evaluation Mission

Annex 2: Itinerary and Key persons met by the Mission

Annex 3: Mission Interactions with Stakeholders at various Model Forests 

Annex 4: Assessment of Project Outputs 

Annex 5: Project Country Model Forest Partnership Organisational Structures

Annex 6: Target beneficiaries Participation in Training Activities at Model Forest Level

Annex 7: List of Documents and other Reference Materials consulted by the Mission
�  Team members are K.C. Lai (Team Leader), Kenichi Ishida, and Jerry Canonizado.


� Following an initial phase of model forest development (1992 – 1997), Canada now has eleven model forests in operation.


� That the Project had been well identified is substantiated by mission observations in the Project countries. In China, MF development is particularly relevant to six priority national programmes, including the reforestation of farmland on sloping land, preventative measures against desertification, and  the various Upper Yangtze Shelterbelt sub-programmes; it is also consistent with the transition towards a market economy, and current efforts at rural poverty alleviation. In the Philippines, a community based forestry management programme commenced operation in 1995, whilst its national forestry master plan is in the process of being reviewed. Myanmar framed a national Forestry Policy (1995) which for the first time stressed policy imperatives of peoples’ participation, meeting peoples basic needs, and sustainability, besides protection of eco-systems and biodiversity. Massive conversion of public forests and permanent forest estates to agricultural crops (over 400,000 ha todate) had been a major source of concern. In Thailand, there is much current debate on forest resource use, and legislative processes concerning community participation in forest management are active and ongoing in the Thai parliament. 


� Note for instance: a) The following activities: ‘training workshops’, ‘study tours’, ‘other priority training activities’, ‘provision of training activities’, and ‘providing training opportunities/ workshops, ‘attachments at local, national and regional levels’  and ‘ local, national and regional training workshops on current and best practices’, are dispersed over at least four different project output categories. Whereas, the human resources being strengthened (individuals from community and government institution partners) were in fact constant. 


b) Six to seven activities concerning overlapping aspects of ‘best practices’ were also dispersed over two separate output categories under Immediate Objectives 2 and 3.





� Percentage contributions per country were: China 61.7%; Myanmar 50.0%; Philippines 47.0%; Thailand 54.3%.


� With reference to FAO Evaluation Service’s  1995 Draft Paper: An Introduction to the Independent Evaluation of Technical Cooperation. p 12. 


� Note for example the experience of FAO on this issue, as reported in its publication “Twenty Five Years of Community Forestry” (Rome 2001).  
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