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Annex 1

Terms of Reference for

Terminal Evaluation

of Regional Model Forest Project (GCP/RAS/177/JPN)

by Government of Japan, FAO and Project Countries
1. 
Background

The Regional Project on Assistance for the Implementation of the Model Forest Approach for Sustainable Forest Management in the Asia Pacific Region (GCP/RAS/177/JPN, called Regional Model Forest Project or RMFP for short) was launched in February 2000, funded by the Government of Japan and executed by the Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO) of the United Nations.  It is based at the FAO Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific in Bangkok, and covers four countries i.e.China, Myanmar, Philippines and Thailand. The Project, with a budget of USD 1,580,145, has a duration of 30 months and will end on 31 July 2002.

The Project aims to assist the four RMFP countries strengthen national and community-level capacities in the development and implementation of field-level model forests, and thus contributes to their efforts to sustainably manage their forest resources.  Each RMFP country has been assisted in developing ONE field level model forest each.
The field-level model forests also promotes sustainable livelihood activities, and "best practices" for sustainable forest management, taking into account the multiple uses and functions of forests, the many diverse demands placed on the forests and forest lands by various stakeholders, the need to balance economic, social and environmental considerations, and the special needs and priorities of each country.

Particular emphasis is given to the development of mechanisms for the effective participation of all stakeholders, including local and forest-dependent communities, in the planning and implementation of the model forests; the sustainability of the activities in, and provision of the variety of goods and services from, the model forest areas, monitored through the development and implementation of local level criteria and indicators for SFM; the replicability of the model forests to other parts of the country; providing continuous feedback on policy; and identifying and accessing new or additional technology and resources to further implement SFM initiatives. The Project  assists in the development of appropriate field manuals and guidelines, and provide technical, training and other support at the local and national levels. It promotes the development of local, national and regional networks to facilitate collaboration and cooperation among agencies and persons involved or interested in SFM with the view to sharing information, technology and experiences, and optimising use of available resources.

Although one of the primary tasks of the model forests is to develop, implement and monitor mechanisms to effect partnerships among the stakeholders that will enable their many and diverse needs, priorities and values to be heard and considered, it is not expected that existing decision-making processes or prerogatives will be changed immediately.  But, it is hoped that over time, as the partnerships develop, the decisions taken will take into serious consideration, and balance the needs, priorities and values of all the stakeholders.  Similarly, by the end of the RMFP, it is expected that the framework of an operational level model forest would be in place in each Project country for the continued development of the model forests.

As emphasised in the Project Document, the implementation of the model forest project in each country is the responsibility of the respective national agencies, and the role of the regional project has been primarily to assist in these national initiatives through the provision of regional training opportunities, technical support, some resources (funds and technical support) for national/local activities (e.g. training workshops, local contracts, etc), information and experience from other Project countries and elsewhere, and assistance in securing additional resources from donors and other agencies for their model forest implementation.

All four Project countries have established one model forest each.  Support has been provided by the RMFP for the development of partnership groups or committees, and for the implementation of field activities (ranging from awareness promotion, livelihood improvement, local level training, pilot code of harvesting implementation to pilot GIS-based activities) in all four Project countries, according to the needs and situation in each country. Regional training opportunities have also been provided for persons from the four Project countries.

Despite being a relatively new concept, the model forest approach seems to have fitted in well with the needs of the four Project countries, and has been well received.  However, the limited national and local level resources (staff and funds) available for the model forest project development has been observed as one of the major constraints.  The modus operandi used (i.e. to “match” the national/local resources provide for model forest activities), and the support received from other interested agencies has enabled the resources of the RMFP to be stretched further.

The Project Document specifies that “A terminal evaluation of the Project shall be carried out not later than six months before the termination of the Project.” Accordingly, it has been agreed by the donor, participating Project countries and FAO to undertake such a terminal evaluation during April-May 2002.

2. 
Purpose of the Evaluation

The mission will evaluate the performance of the donor-funded forestry field project executed and implemented by FAO in the four Project countries.  Specifically the purpose of this evaluation is:

1. To analyse and assess the appropriateness, efficiency, effectiveness and sustainability, including effects and impacts (both expected and unexpected) of the FAO-executed  project to promote sustainable forest management supported by the donor;

2. To assess the results of activities carried out in the field and analyse the impact of the assistance on the targeted beneficiaries; 

3. To provide recommendations to the Governments, FAO and the donor on the further steps necessary to consolidate progress and ensure achievement of objectives by the end of the project, and if necessary, thereafter; and
4. To draw relevant lessons learnt, highlight important issues, identify strengths and weaknesses in performance of the RMFP, and formulate recommendations for future improvement in executing such projects.

3. 
Scope of the Evaluation

The mission will assess the following points:
a) relevance of the project to short-term needs (immediate objectives) as well as longer term needs (development objective), including development priorities;

b) clarity, and realism of the project's development and immediate objectives, including specification of targets and identification of beneficiaries and prospects for sustainability;

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

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

· realism and clarity in the specification of prior obligations and prerequisites (assumptions and risks);

· realism and clarity of institutional and management arrangements (at national and regional levels) for project implementation;
· likely cost-effectiveness of the project design;

d) efficiency and adequacy of project implementation, including: availability of funds as compared with budget for both the donor and national components; the quality and timeliness of input delivery by both FAO and the Governments; managerial and implementation efficiency by both FAO and the Project countries; implementation difficulties and their consequences; adequacy of monitoring and reporting; the extent of Project countries’ support and commitment; and the quality and quantity of administrative and technical support by FAO;

e) project results, including a full and systematic assessment of outputs produced to date (quantity and quality as compared with the project document and the work plan) and progress towards achieving the immediate objectives. The mission will especially review, the status and quality of work on the:

· awareness among the stakeholders, including the targeted beneficiaries, of the Project approach and benefits, and of the roles of the National Project Counterpart Agencies and the Regional Model Forest Project in the implementation of the RMFP;
· extent to which capacity of the target beneficiaries to plan, implement, monitor and evaluate field activities in the model forest area have been strengthened;
· development of model forest partnerships and the roles of the partners;
· extent to which institutional capacity at the National Project Counterpart Agencies and the partnership committees to promote sustainable forest management have been strengthened;
· implementation of planned activities according to the project document and work plans;

· development and implementation of criteria and indicators for sustainable forest management in each model forest;

· identification, documentation and dissemination of “best practices”;

· provision of relevant training opportunities to Project countries;

· development of networking among Project countries and other agencies; and

· status of gender considerations in all aspects of model forest activities;

f) prospects for sustaining the Project's results by the beneficiaries and the host institutions after the termination of the project;
g) cost-effectiveness of the project (see definition in Annex 1); and
h) usefulness of the approaches carried out in the Project for moving towards sustainable forest management.
Based on the above analysis, the mission will draw specific conclusions on the results and the performance of the Project and if necessary, make proposals for any necessary further action by Project countries,  FAO, and/or donors to promote sustainable forest management, including any need for additional assistance prior to its completion. The mission will also draw attention to any lessons of general interest in pursuing sustainable forest management. Any proposal for further assistance should include precise specification of objectives and the major suggested outputs and inputs.

4. 
Composition of the Mission

          The mission will comprise three members, each respectively appointed by the donor, FAO and the Project Countries.  The mission leadership will be assumed by either the donor or FAO nominee, to be mutually agreed.

The Mission members should, among them, possess the following qualifications and experience:
· specialisation or experience in monitoring and evaluation of participatory natural resource management projects;

· good understanding of the model forest concept as promoted by the RMFP, if possible with some direct involvement in the development of such model forests;

· experience in community-based resource management, participatory approaches to natural resource use and development, or integrated land use planning and implementation;
· considerable working experience in or with developing country situations;

· good reading, writing and spoken English language skills, and ability to produce concise, well-conceived and well-written reports under pressure and tight deadlines.
· good inter-cultural and inter-personal skills and attitude, and good team player.

· sound understanding and skills with personal computers, particularly of Microsoft Word.  Should preferably have their own notebook computers that can be used during the evaluation mission, as the RMFP will not be able to provide such notebook computers to the evaluation team members.
All Mission members should also,

· possess at least a Bachelor degree, or equivalent, from a recognised university in a discipline related to the qualifications and experiences described above;
· at least 10 years of post-Bachelor degree, or equivalent, working experience in positions of increasing responsibility, where the candidate’s strong analytical, documentation and inter-cultural and inter-personal skills have been tested and demonstrated;
· be in good physical and mental health, as the above mission will require extensive and intensive travel and work in the four Project countries; and

· be independent and thus have no previous direct involvement with the project either with regard to its formulation, implementation or backstopping.

5.
Timetable and Itinerary of the Mission  

The provisional timetable and itinerary is shown in Annex 2.

6. 
Consultations

These will include:

a) briefings by, and discussions with, the RMFP Chief Technical Adviser, respective National Project Counterparts, and other relevant persons from FAO, RMFP and National Project Counterparts and related agencies, on the implementation of the RMFP;

b) meetings and discussions with stakeholders/partners of the model forests in the four Project countries, on their understanding, involvement, problems and progress in the model forests being developed.  It is proposed that all three Mission members travel as a group to visit all the four Project countries.  As interpretation will be needed in most of the meetings, discussions and field visits of the Mission, travelling as a team will increase the amount of information obtained from the meetings, discussions and field visits; and

c) visits to relevant activities in the model forests.

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

7. 
Reporting

The Mission is fully responsible for its independent report, which may not necessarily reflect the views of the Government, the Donor or FAO.  The report will be written in conformity with the headings shown in Annex 3, and will be provided as a hard copy as well as a MS Word file on a 3.5 inch diskette.

The report will be completed, to the extent possible, in the country and the findings and recommendations fully discussed with all concerned parties and wherever possible consensus achieved.

The Mission will also complete the FAO Project Evaluation Questionnaire (Annex 4).

The Mission Leader bears responsibility for finalization of the report, which will be submitted to FAO within two weeks completing the field work.  FAO will submit the report to Government(s) and the Donor together with its comments.

Annex 2

Itinerary of Terminal Evaluation Mission
	Dates
	Places visited
	Main Activity

	11 – 12 April
	Rome *
	Travel from London (11 April); Briefing At FAO, Rome Briefing by PBEE, FORM (12 April) 

	13 April
	Rome - Bangkok
	Travel overnight

	14 – 16 April
	Bangkok
	Briefing on RMFP at FAO RAP office;

Read relevant documents, discussion with RMFP staff; travel to Beijing (16 April).

	17 April
	Beijing
	Meet NPC, CAF, SFA, FAO & other relevant persons/agencies to discuss MF and related policy matters; travel to Lin’An

	17 – 21 April
	Lin’an MF
	Visit MF activities & discussions with partners (Yangqiao village, Baisah village, Taihuyuan township, Tianmushan nature reserve, Linglong forestry farm); Wind-up meeting with LFB, LMF Secretariat, ZFC; travel to Hong Kong (21 April)

	22 April
	Tacloban
	Travel to Manila & Tacloban; Meet DENR Regional officials and support staff, SIBP and MF project staff; overnight in Tacloban

	23 – 25 April
	Ulot MF/ Catbalongan
	Travel to Catbalogan, W. Samar; Meet Ulot MF Fed. & partners, and visit MF field activities (San Rafael, Lokilokon, Paranas, Tetani,  Casandig); Wind-up discussions with MF partners at field & Tacloban offices (25 April); Travel to Manila

	26 April
	Manila
	Meet NPC, DENR/FMB, SIBP, FAO staff to dicsuss MF and related policy matters; Travel to Bangkok

	27 – 29 April
	Bangkok
	Team discussion and report preparation; meet RMFP/FAO staff; Meet Thai NPC, FD, RECOFTC & others to dicsuss MF and related policy matters; travel to Lampang (29 April)

	30 April  – 2 May
	Ngao MF/ Lampang
	Meet Ngao MF staff and partners; field visits to villages and field sites (Ban Prao Hua Tang village, Pong Tao sub-district, Mae Huad  management unit, Huay Tak teak plantation); winding up meeting with NPC, MF staff  partners (1 May).

Travel to Bangkok (2 May)

	03 – 6 May
	Paukkhaung MF/ Pyay
	Travel from Bangkok to Yangon; Meet NPC, FD, MTE, FAO staff to dicsuss MF and related policy matters; travel to MF site;

Visit MF field activities and discussion with MF partners (Tartauk, Bawdigone villages, Bago Crossing, Nyaung Win village, North Nawin dam, Letha forest village, Kyat Kon forest, Daku nursery); windup meeting MF partners at Pyay;

Travel to Yangon (6 May).

	07 May
	Yangon
	Winding-up meeting with FD, MTE, FAO staff.

	8 – 11 May
	Bangkok
	Team discussion and  report preparation;

Debriefing to NPCs, FAO, FAJ rep. & RMFP staff at FAO Regional Office (10 May); Discussion of final report based on debriefing discussions and outcomes; Travel to Rome (11 May).

	12 – 13 May
	Rome *
	Debriefing at FAO, Rome 13 May  (PBEE, FORM,etc)

	13 – 17 May
	London *
	Travel to London (13 May); Report writing at home.




 * Mission leader only; other team members arrive in Bangkok on 14 April and travel home on 12 May. 

Annex 2 (contd. )

List of Persons Met

FAO:

Rome

Ms. Mette L. Wilkie FORM (Forest Resources Development Service)

Mr. Dominique Reeb FONP (Policy and Planning Division)

Mr. Joachim Lorbach FOPH (Harvesting, Trade and Marketing Branch)

Mr. Moujahed Achouri FORC (Conservation, Research and Education Service)

Mr. Jonathan Lindsay (Development Law Service, Legal Office)

Mr. Masa Kato PBEE (Chief, Evaluation Service)

Mr. Daniel Shallon PBEE (Evaluation Service)

Bangkok

Dr. R.B. Singh (ADG and Regional Representative, Asia and Pacific)

Mr. Dong Qinsong (Deputy Regional Representative)

Mr. Patrick Durst (Senior Forestry Officer, Asia and Pacific)

Mr. Darmo Suparmo (National Forest Programme Advisor)

Mr. Tang Hon Tat (CTA, GCP/RAS/177/JPN)

Beijing

Mr. Gamal Ahmed (FAOR)

Ms. Fan Xiaojie (Programme Officer)

Manila

Mr. Sang Mu Lee (FAOR)

Mr. S. Lacson (Programme Officer) 

Yangon

Mr. Bhaskar Barua (FAOR)
1. China

Beijing:

Mr. Wu Zhimin (Director, Multi-lateral Affairs, State Forestry Administration, SFA)

Mr. Hu Yuanhui (Dep. Div. Director, International Forestry Cooperation Centre, SFA)

Ms Wang Mei Yen (International Cooperation, SFA)

Mr. Wang Dong (Forest Mgt Research Inst, Chinese Academy of Forestry, CAF)

Jiang Chunqian (Deputy NPC, RMFP, & Director, China Model Forest Secretariat) 

Ms. He Yiling (China Model Forest Secretariat) 

Lin’An Model Forest (City/ County):

Mr. Weng Dongchao (Vice Mayor, Lin’An City; Co-head,  Leading Team, Lin’An Model Forest)

Mr. Zhou Guomo (Co-head,  Leading Team, Lin’An MF)

Mr. Tang Ming Rong (Dep. Director, Lin’An Forestry Bureau,  Director, Secretariat of Lin’An MF)

Mr. Liu Wei (Dep Director, Secretariat of Lin’An MF)

Ms. Shen Yueqin (Dep Director, Secretariat of Lin’An MF)

Mr. Wang An Guo (Lin’An Forestry Bureau; Chair Lin’An Model Forest Partnership C’ttee)

Xu Shui Miao (Chairman, Hangzhou Qingeng Bamboo Products Co.Ltd)

Mr. He Junchao (Deputy Director, Bamboo Shoot Research Institute of Lin’an City)
Mr. Xia Yu Yun (Village Head, Bai Sha Village, Member, Lin’An Model Forest Partnership C’ttee)

Mr. Lou Jin Shan (Deputy Director, Tianmushan National Nature Reserve Management Bureau)

Mr. Lin Zhong Rong (Deputy Director, Zhejiang Tianmu Academy, MF partner)

2. Philippines

Manila:

Mr. Demetrio Ignacio, Jr., Undersecretary for Policy and Planning, DENR

Ms. Neria Andin - Asst. Director, DENR(Forest Management Bureau, FMB)

Ms. Lourdes Wagan, National Coordinating Staff, RMFP

Ms. Remedios Evangelista, Program Development, CBFM Office, FMB

Mr. Celestino Pablo, Chief, Economics Division, FMB

Mr. Sofio Quintana, Chief, Planning Division, FMB

Mr. Nicanor Iscala, Chief, CBFM Office, FMB

Mr. Jesus Javier, Chief, Reforestation Division, FMB

Mr. Dionisio Tolentino, Jr. (former Project National Coordinating Staff Member)

Mr. Manabu Masaki (Nippon Koei Co. Ltd, Forest Sector Project-JBIC&ADB loan project, DENR)
Mr. Shoshi Tanaka (JICA Forest Expert, DENR) 

Ulot Model Forest (West and East Samar Provinces):

Mr. Pedro Calixto, DENR Regional Executive Director (DENR Region 8)

Mr.  Felipe Calub, Asst. Regional Director for Operations

Dr. Arturo Salazar, Asst. Regional Director for Administrative Services

Mr. Leo Poculan, Ulot Model Forest Focal Person/ Coordinator

Ms. Purificacion Daloos Ulot Model Forest staff (also editor of Ulot MF Newsletter)

Mr. George Guillermo, Project Manager (Samar Integrated Biodiversity Project, SIBP)

Mr. Aniceto Cebreros, President, Ulot Model Forest Stakeholders Federation

Mr. Ricardo Bulfa, President, KAPPAS Federation (also member of Steering C’ttee, SIBP)

Mr. Glen Nakas, 14th Infantry Battalion, Philippines Army

Mr. Paul Velasquez, CENR Office, Catbalogan

Ms. Jena Tizon-Igdalino, Media Representatve (also Secretary of ExCom, Stakeholders Federation)

Mr. Ardil Abalos, Sangguniang Bayan, Municipality Council Member

3. Thailand

Bangkok and Ngao Model Forest

M. R. Bhadharajaya Rajani (Dep. Director General, RFD)
Sehuwan Tunhikorn (Director, Forest Research Office, RFD)
Jira Jintanugool (Director, Forest Management and Economics, Forest Research Office, & NPC)
Pusin Ketanond (Forest Officer, Forest Research Office, RFD)
Smit Boonsermsuk (Forest Officer, Bamboo & Rattan Group, Silviculture Division, RFD)
Somsak Sukwong (Executive Director, RECOFTC)
Surapong Chaweepak (Forest Technician, Mae Hua’d Demonstration Forest Mg’mt Unit, RFD)
Samui Maiman (Chief, Teak Plantation, Lampang Regional Office, RFD)
Poonsatit Wongsawat (Chief, Tham Pha Thai National Park)
Supachai Nuchit (Dep Chief, Tham Pha Thai National Park)

Boontun Ti-into, Head of Ban Phrao Hua Tung Village, Pong Tao Tambon, Ngao District

Marp Pralonren (Owner, Lampang Medicinal Plants Conservation Assembly)
Pakorn Chaiwatta, Ban Rong Bamboo Factory

Ubon Jarik, Chairman Pong Tao Sub-district Administrative Organisation

Kamon  Sutta, Chief of Pong Tao Sub-district Administrative Organisation 

4. Myanmar
Yangon and Paukkhaung Model Forest:

U Soe Win Hlang Deputy Director General, Myanmar Forest Department, MFD

U Win Tun Managing Director Myanmar Timber Enterprise, MTE

U Khin Zaw Deputy General Manager (Planning), MTE

U Kyaw Htun Deputy Director, Asean & International Forestry Affairs, MFD (NPC)

U Win Myint Asean & International Forestry Affairs, MFD (Project Counterpart staff)

U Thaung Tin Deputy Director, Bago West Division, MFD

U Khin Zaw (Dep General Manger, MTE)

U Htay Aung (Staff Officer, MFD)
U Myint Thein Oo (Ranger Officer, Paukkaung Township Forest Office)

Uye Lwin (Ranger Officer, Paukkhaung Township Forest Officer)

U Aung Tahan Win (Assistant Director, Pyay District)
U Mya Win (Staff Officer, MFD)
U Htay Aung (Staff Officer, Paukkhaung Township Forest Office)

U Khaing Nyuntm (Ranger Officer, FD)

Ms Michiko Ito (Resident Coordinator, KARAMOSIA International)
Annex 3 

Mission Interactions with Stakeholders at Various Model Forests

A. Locations and Methodology
	Model Forest
	Location (Date)
	People Met 
	Methodology used

	Lin’An


	Yangqiao Village 

(19 April)


	Yangqiao Village 

(19 April)

4 villagers (3 female, 1 male) 
	Focus Group Discussion/ impact assessment

	
	Baisha Village

(19 April)
	Villagers from eco-tourism village (2 male)
	Informal interview

	
	Lin’an

Demonstration farm

(20 April)
	3 bamboo shoot farmers and bamboo research association staff
	Informal interview,

Timeline



	
	Lin’An city (20 April)


	MF partners who attended Project training courses overseas (5)
	Informal interview

	Ulot


	Ulot

MF Training Center, San Rafael, Taft, E. Samar 

(23 April)


	Group1: Members of POs (SPIFC, PHBSAI, KCAI, about 15 persons)

Group 2: Government officials, Technical Assistance Team, (11 male 4 female);

Group 3: village leaders and NGOs (about 6 persons)
	Semi-structured group interviews

	
	-KAPPAS Handicraft Center,   Tenani, Paranas; 

-Lokilokon Barangay Hall; 

-Casandig,  at Paranas, W. Samar  (24 April) 


	Group1: members of San Isidro PO (6 males, 7 female); Group 2: members of Tenani PO (6 male, 1 female); Group 3: Casandig PO; Group 4: Members of partnership federation, local government officers (6 persons); Group 5: Members of community cooperative (11 all female)
	Semi-structured interviews; 

Participatory assessment  of project activities

	Ngao


	Ban Prao Hua Tang village, Pong Tao sub-district (30 April)
	Sub-district head/ chairmen, village head, and villagers (5 male); also 1 male & 2 female farmers
	Informal interviews

	
	Mae Huad  management unit, Huay Tak teak plantation (1 May)
	Forestry staff who attended Project training overseas (5)
	Key informant, Informal interview

	Paukkhaung


	Bawdigon village (4 May)


	Farmers who attended Project training on mushroom cultivation (2 male)
	Informal interview

	
	Tarkauk village (4 May)


	Farmers who attended Project training on nursery practices (2)


	Informal interview



	
	Letha village


	Farmer who attended Project training on agro-forestry (1); other villagers 
	Transect walk and informal interview in forest

	
	Pyay/ Yangon
	MFD staff who attended training overseas (7)
	Key informant, Informal interview 


B. Field Notes:

1) Reasons for community members not joining the POs (set up by DENR)

Summary of responses from members of San Isidro PO (6 males, 7 female) and Tenani PO (6 male, 1 female):  

· 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 livelihood needs, compared to activities like pig raising, poultry keeping, water bottling.

2) Indicators of healthy forest (mentioned by PO members)
· Number of wildlife and birds
· Presence of Dipterocarp species, like lauan, white lawaan, benuyo, yakal and others
· Sighting of Philippine eagle and other animals
· Sighting of eagle
· Number of trees, birds, wildlife (especially deer)
· Plenty of fish in rivers of Ulot
· Tree density
· Rich in fauna & flora
· Numbers of birds, sounds of birds
· Sounds of hornbill (now decreasing)
· Presence of leeches that indicates of wild pig population
· Number of parrot population (Now decreasing; people are poaching and selling.)
· Disappearance of dynamite fishing ( much practiced in 10years ago)
· Fresh air , Cool and fresh air

3) Some mission observations from interviews:

In Lin’An MF, farmers in Yangiao village: Project activities on bamboo cultivation and other work -

helped broaden their view. Enhanced communication and information with partners. Better access to technical inputs; Environmental consciousness improved e.g. peoples’ behaviour changed, such as cleaning roads, picking up rubbish. Opportunity to participate, changes appreciated. Demonstration farm of Bamboo Research Association, farmers developed skills on : thinning out old bamboo to maintain good plant density, pest control &  pest prevention, better fertiliser (organic) used, including quantity, quality and timing; paddy husk used as mulch. In Ulot MF PO members said they ‘gained much knowledge from training’, ‘learned from the MF project about importance of protecting forest’. 

In Ngao, 35 people from Pong Tao went on study tour to see how other communities organised themselves in successful bamboo cultivation areas in other provinces; after the study tour 50 families in the village started bamboo growing. They also started organising regular meetings to discuss how to improve lives of villagers, including water situation by establishing check point on water use and community regulations against violators. After summer camp for students in the MF the participants established own conservation group at school and published newsletter. Officer who attended international training on bamboo and rattan was happy about new information, but not satisfied with course content (technology not applicable to own situation). Officers from Ngao and Paukkhaung, who attended the international facilitation skill training found these relevant to their own situation, i.e. how to facilitate development of forest communities.  
4) Record of Some Comments made by NPCs and staff: Self evaluation of Project

Philippines (A government officer at the central level). 
Question: How would you evaluate the MF project?

Answer: Within short period of one and half years, we tried to involve as many stakeholders as possible. Partnership with different stakeholders has helped. But partnership is voluntary and we cannot force people to join. Main concern of people in the MF is about livelihood. Without this, forests will continue to be cut down. Main reason behind non participation in the MF is livelihood issue; this is what DENR is looking into. Implementation has included testing of C&I and we realise how people can get interested in and capable of measuring their own environmental conditions. This is first attempt in Asia so that we would like to make model work successfully .

Thailand (An officer in the central office). 
Question: What are you proud of in terms of project achievements?

Answer: My team had developed its capabilities and grown in confidence whilst implementing the project. I am happy to see villagers explaining to other villagers about what they have learned after the study tour to other provinces. Relationship of forestry officers with local people has improved enormously over time - I now see good mutual interaction. 

Myanmar (An officer in the central office).  
Question: What is your own assessment of the project ? 

Answer: There is systematic land use planning at national level. Thus, MF area would serve as the model for land use and we would like to expand this to the other parts of country. The expansion can be done thorough activities of partnership. By visiting villages I picked up needs and formulated sub-projects, opportunistically. In Myanmar, this MF works. Good to focus on basic household needs. My role in the project was that of a planner and monitor. 

China (NPC).

Statement made during de-briefing in Lin’An: We will continue to develop MF, and will find and manage various resources for this in our own way. We have the will to succeed and confidence to continue into the future.

Annex 4  Assessment of Project Outputs

	 Outputs (as stated in Prodoc)
	Performance Indicators 1/
	Mission Findings on  Project Achievements 2/

	IMMEDIATE OBEJECTIVE I.   Policy Framework of National Forest Programmes Strengthened

	1. Status of national forest & land use policies vis-à-vis consistency with sustainable forest management reviewed & needed follow-up action recommended in Project countries.
	a) Consistency of existing forestry related policies with SFM principles per country are clearly articulated;

b) Recommendations on appropriate & feasible follow-up actions per country are proposed.
	Drafts of one in-depth study (China) and three desk reviews (other 3 countries) completed by April 2002. Findings in relation to policy consistency & recommended actions are currently scrutinised by CTA and will be further reviewed at Regional Workshop (Ulot) during June 2002. Preliminary indications are that useful recommendations on a range of forestry & land use policy issues will emerge. Herein is an excellent opportunity for RMFP to play a vigorous advocacy role in engaging country governments in policy dialogue.

	2. Awareness, appreciation and capacity to address impacts and implications of national forest and land use policies and practices on sustainable forest management increased.
	a) Understanding of forestry officials (different levels) on model forest approach & SFM issues is enhanced;

b) Incremental steps are taken by national & sub-national forestry authorities to facilitate SFM at field level (e.g. on clarifying user rights,  allocation & re-orientation of financial & human resources to SFM, & legislations passed & administrative actions taken/ directives issued).
	a) Awareness of  forestry & other government officials on SFM role of model forests & need for partnership building not easy to quantify but appears to have been increasing over project duration. Attitudinal changes among field level staff on partnership building & participatory forest resource use & management are also apparent (as observed amongst local forestry & national park staff in Ngao, & Forestry Enterprise staff in Paukkhaung). 

b) In Lin’An, administrative steps to channel future financial resources to MF activities & incorporate these within city’s integrated (5-year) agricultural development plans are evident. Steps to re-train forest rangers in community facilitation roles (Ulot) have also commenced. But institutional weaknesses remain e.g. community forestry legislation in Thailand yet to be approved by parliament. Development of capacities to address SFM policy issues must go beyond present RMFP’s duration.

	IMMEDIATE OBEJECTIVE II.  Field Level Model Forest  Development Facilitated

	3. A suitable model forest (MF) project area identified, selected, and validated in each country.
	Timely decisions are made on location & scale of MF by each country & ratified by RMFP.
	All MF project areas (Lin’An, Ngao, PaukKhaung pre-Feb 2000; and Ulot in April 2000) were agreed prior to RMFP Inception Workshop in May 2000.

	4. Framework for participation of all stakeholders in planning and implementation of programmes and activities in the selected model forest established.

(contd..)
	a) All relevant stakeholders (up & downstream) & perspectives/ interests (complementary/  conflicting) are accurately identified;

b) Partnership organisations & committees representative of stakeholder interests are established;

c) Participatory mechanisms & processes for planning, implementation, & M&E of SFM programmes & activities by local & forest dependent communities are field tested & documented (i.e. as ‘best practices’);

d) There is adequate stakeholder awareness & appreciation of MF objectives at all levels. 
	a) Lists of stakeholders/ partners were prepared by all countries, but methodology for stakeholder analysis varied. More in-depth examination & review of stakeholder issues (including relationships & power/ influence aspects) is generally called for . 

b) Formation of partnership groups & committees have  taken place in all countries, but is progressing at different speeds. Process is continuing & not expected to mature till well after project duration. Low % community participation in some areas are a cause for concern.

c) Periodic partnership group meetings (yearly) & committee meetings (quarterly/ monthly) initiated. But generally, procedures for facilitating participatory planning and M&E processes at various levels need refinement & eventual documentation as ‘best practices’.

d) There appears to be general awareness amongst local stakeholders (staff & community) on SFM needs & MF objectives. New staff skills (e.g. facilitation of community participation in SFM & conflict management) have helped clarify their functional roles, but latter are very recent departures from traditional forest protection duties.


1/ Performance indicators (not exhaustive) were developed by Evaluation Team in the field.   2/ Based on information reported in RMFP Annual Progress Reports (2000; 2001) & each MF country’s draft Progress Reports to April 2002, supplemented by team observations and interactions with MF partners and stakeholders in the field.

	 Outputs (as stated in Prodoc)
	Performance Indicators 1/
	Mission Findings on  Project Achievements 2/

	(contd.)

5. Work/activity plans prepared which identify the constraints and opportunities, and criteria and indicators, for SFM for model forests.
	a) Constraints to & opportunities for SFM are systematically identified & documented as part of each plan (including up-to-date forest resource profile; current degradation status; socio-economic conditions of forest dependent communities; livelihood dependencies on forest resources; & felt needs/ priorities);

b) Strategies & proposed actions for land & forest resource use based on a) above are clearly set out in each plan. 

Note 1:  Project funding support for documenting cultivation techniques (e.g. bamboo/ hickory cultivation, resin tapping, & charcoal making) links more logically to output no. 6 below than to the planning process per se.
	1) MF planning process had been mainly restricted to activity plans relating to RMFP funding of MF activities. Documentation of constraints & opportunities, including causal links between specific environmental pressures and forest resources status is generally lacking. A start towards systematic planning has been made in some instances: i)In Ngao, socio-economic surveys & forest resource inventory (conventional technical approach) were carried out with ITTO assistance; ii) In PaukKhaung the first socio-economic survey of upper watershed (South Narwin catchment) was completed with JIFPRO assistance, with second (North Nawin catchment) supported by RMFP nearing completion; iii) In Lin’An, an ‘integrated technical & socio-economic approach’ to help plan rehabilitation of degraded forest land in Gaohong township, using ‘participatory/ rapid rural appraisal techniques was undertaken; iv) In Ulot, forest resource inventory (focus on biodiversity) would be undertaken by Samar Biodiversity Project. But in general, the use of participatory planning methodologies which systematically bring out the problems, constraints, potentials & opportunities, and options & strategies for SFM at the local level not yet evident.

2) Regarding activities to develop MF level C&I, a clear plan of action has been formulated, with timelines for further testing and report finalisation, including ongoing support by C&I resource person from USDA/FS  

	6. Implementation, monitoring

and evaluation of work/activity 

plans and criteria and indicators 

for SFM in the model forest area initiated.
	a) No. & type of activities/ micro-projects completed with RMFP funding & technical assistance;

b) Quantity of funds (all sources) channelled to a) above through project facilitation; 

c) Physical or information/ knowledge based results (quantity, qualitaty, timeliness) produced from implementation of specific planned MF activities;

d) Monitoring & evaluation (M&E) findings on implementation results, viewed against performance criteria/ indicators, reported periodically & communicated to relevant parties (written, verbal) for action.


	a) A wide range of activities have been completed under RMFP, covering production, processing/ manufacturing, management, marketing, plant propagation, technique demonstration, training/ information dissemination aspects, for various forest products and services. Work on database establishment, livelihood options, and C&I were also supported (details are reported in MF Progress Reports to the PSC & in RMFP Annual Progress Reports). 
b) Funds totalling $530,000 from RMFP, government & external sources were channelled to countries for these activities as at 2001 end.

c) Physical results include: plant nurseries, arboretum, agro-forestry plots,  demonstration areas established, & offices, meeting & training rooms rehabilitated/ improved. Information/ knowledge based results include: i) GIS, resource maps, research/ study reports e.g. on eco-tourism & management of bamboo & other NTFPs; ii) reports on results of C & I field testing.
d) M&E of RMFP is limited largely to activity monitoring. Output indicators are generally missing. Monitoring of farmer responses & utilisation of project outputs (e.g. demonstrations) have yet to be systematised. Anecdotal accounts of responses are sometimes reported in MF/ RMFP Newsletters, & there are local initiatives in recording experiences e.g. videos of farmer-to-farmer visits to other provinces by communities in Ngao). But overall, provision for  systematic M&E, especially on assessing the outputs & likely impacts of MF & SFM approaches & activities (apart from the present terminal evaluation) are lacking. 


	 Outputs (as stated in Prodoc)
	Performance Indicators 1/
	Mission Findings on  Project Achievements 2/

	IMMEDIATE OBEJECTIVE III. Capacities in Appropriate Land & Forest Use Practices  are Strengthened

	7. Guidelines for "best 

practices" compiled.
	Guidelines prepared documenting best practices for use of forest resources (timber & non timber) which meet ecological, economic, and social criteria of appropriateness, viability, and sustainability. 
	a) Each MF has produced specific ‘guidelines’ on a range of techniques on production and/or processing of various non timber forest products (e.g. bamboo, hickory, rain tree insect, scorpions, paper mulberry, amalciga resin). But in many instances, these are site specific extension recommendations & general applicability beyond each MF is unclear. Best practices that address ecological & economic dimensions e.g. sustainable harvesting of forest plants, insects, arachnids (extracted at alarming rate for tourism/ export in Thailand) still lacking. Notable exception is in Paukkhaung which updated Code of Harvesting Practice for timber, with  view to gaining official approval.

b) RMFP has produced initial guidelines on ‘ Criteria & Indicators’ for MFs, covering broad approaches & principal tasks in developing & refning indicators (output of C&I workshop in Lin’An in June 2001). Action on future C&I guides is ongoing. Draft contents 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.

	8. Model forest area used to 

demonstrate SFM "best 

practices". 
	a) Demonstration plots/ facilities established;

b) No. of persons visited demonstrations & participated in assessment of applicability of any ‘best practices’ in their own contexts & environments.
	a) Various MFs have established on-farm/ in-forest and on-station demonstrations. In Ngao, demonstration on collective management of wild bamboo on 240 ha site; a 2.4 ha research station bamboo demo plot; & a 150 species medicinal plant collection on 5 ha site were initiated. In Lin’An demonstration plots for bamboo nursery & hickory were set up. Paukhaung MF undertook demonstration of energy-efficient stoves (for 33 people from 8 villages), and set up 15-ac agro-forestry demo plot, a 5-ac bamboo plot, a mushroom pilot demonstration, & 2 self reliant village nurseries.  

b) Systematic records of visitors to the demonstrations & their responses are, with few exceptions, generally lacking. Whilst some plots are new, it is apparent that systematic monitoring & evaluation roles have yet to be well developed within the MFs’ management regime.

It might be noted that whilst demo plots within each MF area can serve a useful purpose, other methods of forestry extension e.g. farmer to farmer visits to successful areas outside MF can prove more cost effective. (e.g. Ngao farmers visits to Prachinburi & Nan provinces).

	9. Local level institutional capacity for effective management of model forests strengthened.
	a) Functional skills of personnel from forestry & related agencies & academic/ research institutions (in technical, economic/ marketing, social & community facilitation areas) are enhanced;

b) Technical & management skills of community partners (including leadership, organisation, planning & M&E areas, besides technical topics & understanding of SFM issues) are enhanced.
	a) Skills of 28 individuals from national & local forestry & related agencies were enhanced thru RMFP sponsored training in various specialised topics in Japan, China, & Thailand (no person attended more than once); 40 individuals have also participated in C&I technical workshops at least once (3 RMFP workshops & one in Nepal totalling 62 participants in all, including repetitions); refer to table 2. 

By and large, training activities were based more on felt needs articulated by partners from time to time & by what was available at international venues (e.g. at RECOFTC). Strategic appraisal of human resource & social capital development requirements & a tailor-made RMFP agenda were not evident.

b) More than 500 farmers & forestry officials in the MF countries have received RMFP sponsored in-country training on a wide range of technical topics, ranging from bamboo/ rattan production to nursery practices & application of Code of Harvesting Practices for timber. Close to 140 persons at had participated in local C&I training workshops at the local/ field level; with 50 person attending other preparatory or orientation workshops in-country.  




	 Outputs (as stated in Prodoc)
	Performance Indicators 1/
	Mission Findings on  Project Achievements 2/

	IMMEDIATE OBEJECTIVE IV.   Local, National & Regional Capacities for Flow of Information (Experiences/ Technology) are Facilitated or Enhanced

	10. National focal point and information clearing house for model forests/ SFM in each Project country established. 
	a) National/ MF secretariats & information centres (including physical facilities for information storage & retrieval & electronic communication) are established;

b) National/ MF secretariats & information centres are fully staffed & operational on sustained basis;

c) MF newsletters & other audio-visual materials are prepared routinely & sustained beyond present project duration;

d) Information links to assist market integration between producers and consumers of forestry-based goods & services are established.
	a) & b) All national focal points (national & MF level) have been established (refer to ‘milestones’ in table 1) & staffed. Remoteness of some field offices meant full telephonic & e-mail communications with these sites not yet fully established (e.g. at Ngao, which relies on staff’s private cell phones). Website for Lin’An MF is under development.

c) All four MF Newsletters have been published on regular basis (3 – 4 issues each todate). Pamphlets/brochures, billboards, & posters have also been produced in the local languages , along with audio-visual material (e.g. Lin’An MF committee has produced a video on the MF approach). However, question of post project funding of newsletters not yet fully resolved.

d) 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 Shanghai, Hangzhou, & Nanking cities, and Ulot MF thru annual trade fairs in Manila). But generally, much more market linkage activities is called for.

	11. Regional focal point and information clearing house for SFM/model forests established to support the national focal points/information clearing houses in Project countries.
	a) RMFP secretariat & information centre (including facilities for information storage & retrieval & electronic communication) is established on permanent basis;

b) RMFP secretariat & information centre is fully staffed & operational on sustained basis;

c) Regional Newsletter & other audio-visual materials are prepared routinely, & sustained beyond present project duration.

 
	a) Regional MF secretariat essentially operates from RMFP project office in Bangkok; however post project status on office space & communication/ reprographic facilities as yet not clear.

b) & c) For first year & a half staffing of regional focal point consisted of  only the project CTA & one administrative staff  (one APO joined June 2001 & temporary Australian Volunteer joined in April 2002). Regional Newsletter started in October 2000 & published quarterly since. Its copy layout is currently done by one local staff engaged as project messenger/driver. APO & Volunteer staff input was available for only four months. Question of post project financil and human resource inputs for Newsletter not yet fully resolved.


	 Outputs (as stated in Prodoc)
	Performance Indicators 1/
	Mission Findings on  Project Achievements 2/

	IMMEDIATE OBEJECTIVE V.  Collaboration (other agencies, programmes) & Resource Mobilisation (all levels) for Project/ SFM Practices are Facilitated

	12. Collaboration among local, national, regional and international agencies, including communities and the private sector, in Project activities increased.
	a) A list (local & national) of complementary/ synergistic programmes/ activities of other government, private & NGO sub-sectors (e.g. agricultural, trade & industry, rural finance/ micro-credit) is compiled;

b) A list of potential collaborators/ partners locally, nationally, & internationally (e.g. specific government departments, commercial companies, academic institutions & NGOs) identified & prioritised in terms of strategic mutual interests;

c) MOUs or other working arrangements between MFs, RMFP, & other collaborators are established on strategic basis;

d) Collaborative activities, including technical & financial participation, are undertaken based on the above.
	Various international and national organisations have provided supplementary financial & technical support to RMFP activities. Main contributors include IMFNS, USDA Forestry Service, FAO Forest Resources Development Regular Programme, INBAR (course fee exemption), RECOFTC, JICA, FA of Japan, CIFOR, ITTO, FORSPA, JIFPRO, DENR of the Philippines, and CAF and Lin’An Forestry Bureau of China, and Malaysian forestry & timber certification agencies. RMFP had also helped identify and initiate contacts with relevant organisations dealing with forestry/ natural resource management activities in each project country. 

Whilst the above contributions had been extremely helpful to project activities, a good number were of ad hoc nature, and long term collaboration possibilities remain unclear. Further effort by the MFs in seeking sustained collaboration of local & national programmes and organisations (government & non governmental), especially those  dealing with livelihood/ poverty issues, financing of rural small & medium enterprises, and in agricultural & farming systems development is called for.  (For instance, Lin’An MF had forged useful linkages with technology  support organisations like the Bamboo Shoot Research Institute, but there appears little attempt to tap into the experience of the social forestry programmes currently underway in other provinces, such as Yunnan & Guizhou).

Financial contributions, over & above project budget, provided by various international collaborators todate are estimated at some $75,000 for regional workshops over $41,000 in support of MF activities in-country (plus a further $10,000 anticipated during 2002). This represents an under-estimate of the real costs involved as data on some technical assistance inputs were not always available. 



	13. Resources for the implementation of Project activities in particular, and of SFM practices in general increased.
	e) Financial inputs (local, national, regional or international)for MF & RMFP activities are increased 

f) Technical support & human resource inputs to MF & RMFP activities (local, national, regional or international) are increased.
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Annex 6

Target Beneficiaries Participation in Training Activities: In-country & Model Forest Level

(National Level Training: Workshops, Short Courses and Study Tours supported by RMFP)
	Country
	 Title
	Participants

	Thailand


	Study tour to observe successful bamboo and medicinal plant observation (outside Ngao province)_
	33 participants of Ngao MF committee and community stakeholders

	
	Study tour to successful communities in Nan and Phare provinces (to share experiences in organization development)
	22 participants including Ngao MF committee and key stakeholders

	
	Conservation Summer camp
	60 people attended

	China
	Forest certification on SFM in Beijing
	5 local partners attended

	
	Three training courses for farmers in LinAn
	68 farmers from various villages

	
	Eco-tourism workshop, Sichuan province
	4 participants from amongst partners 

	Myanmar *
	Community Forestry Training, Paukkhaung
	20 persons from 4 villages

	
	Agroforestry Training, Paukkhaung
	19 persons from 4 villages, 5 FD staff members

	
	Bamboo Processing Training, Paukkhaung 
	19 persons from 4 villages

	
	Preparatory Workshop on Developing Field Level C&I for Paukkhaun MF
	35 participants from local institutions

	
	Workshop on Field Level C&I for Paukkhaung MF
	36 field-level participants including representatives from private and government institutions

	
	Training on Mushroom Cultivation (Village Income Generation Training Course No.2)
	29 field level participants, including representatives from 8 villages and Government Institutions

	
	Training on Code of Forest Harvesting Practice/Reduced Impact Logging, Pyay
	21 field-level participants from FD and MTE

	
	Training on Utilization of Efficient Fuel-Wood Stoves, Paukkhaung 
	33 field-level participants from 8 villages including 2 FD staff members

	
	Training WS on COHP/RIL Implementation, Paukkhaung 
	12 field-level participants from FD and MTE

	
	Training WS on Nursery Practices, Paukkhaung 
	22 villagers from 6 villages and 7 FD staff members

	
	Training WS on Road Opening, Maintenance and Decommisioning, Paukkhaung 
	12 field-level participants from FD and MTE

	Philippines


	Training on C & I for SFM for Ulot   MF teams (19 indicators were screened)
	All Peoples Organisations represented

	
	Follow-up training of the C&I; data gathering, methods & analysis
	Field teams and new members on the C&I process

	
	Off site visit to Barangay. Tenani on rattan furniture making
	Members of 4 Peoples Organisations

	
	Bamboo and rattan production training
	79 persons from 9 barangays

	
	Training of trainers on rattan
	29 participants from 4 barangays 


*In addition, 35 persons including departmental heads of MFD and some NGOs (e.g. JIFPRO, FREDA) and other forestry related agencies attended National MF Inception Workshop (July 2000).

Annex 7

List of documents and other reference materials consulted by the mission
FAO (1995) Resource Management for Upland Areas in Southeast Asia: An Information Kit (FAO and IIRR, Philippines) 

FAO (1997) Decentralisation and Devolution of Forest Management in Asia and the Pacific. Asia-Pacific Forestry Sector Outlook Study ( Working Paper APFSOS/WP/21 by Ajit Kumar Banerjee).

FAO (1998) Trends in Forestry Law in America and Asia. Legislative Study No. 66 (by E. Ker, K.L. Rosenbaum, R.S. Repetto, and T. Young).

FAO (1999) The Participatory Process for Supporting Collaborative Management of Natural Resources: an Overview (by A. W. Ingles, A. Musch, H. Qwist-Hoffmann ).

FAO (2001) Forests and People: 25 Years of Community Forestry. Forestry Policy and Planning Division (by J.E.M. Arnold).

FAO (2001) Criteria and Indicators for Sustainable Forest Management:  A Compendium. Forest Resources Development Service Working Paper FM/5 (compiled by F. Castaneda, C. Palmberg-Lerche and P. Vuorinen).

IMFNS (May, 2000) Model Forest Development Guide (International Model Forestry Network Secretariat, Ottawa, Canada).

IMFNS (July, 2000) Outcomes Assessment (by Jim Armstrong, Fred Carden, et al).

IUCN (1998?) Communities and Forest Management in Southeast Asia. (Mark Poffenberger, ed).WG-CIFM (Working Group on Community Involvement in Forest Management).

OECD (2001) Strategies for Sustainable Development: Practical Guide for Development Cooperation. Paris. DCB/DAC (2000/9). 

Ravi Prahbu, Carol Colfer and Gill Shepherd (1998) Criteria and Indicators for Sustainable Forest Management: New Findings from CIFOR’s Forest Management Unit Level Research. Rural Development Forestry Network Paper 23a (London: Overseas Development Institute).
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