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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
“Capacity Building and Knowledge Management for Sustainable Land Management in Lesotho” (PIMS 3044), a medium-sized UNDP/GEF project, officially commenced in September 2008 and is scheduled to conclude at the end of December 2013. It clearly follows the guidance of GEF’s Operational Programme 15 (which funds it), particularly Strategic Priority One, “targeted capacity building for sustainable land management.” Part of the UNDP/GEF Least Developed Country LDC and Small Island States SIDS Targeted Portfolio Approach for Capacity Development and Mainstreaming of Sustainable Land Management, this project is executed nationally through the Ministry of Forestry and Land Reclamation (MoFLR). The PMU is situated within the Department of Range Resources Management. 

A mid-term project evaluation (MTE) was conducted in December 2012 in line with the GEF Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) policy with four objectives: 

i)   to monitor and evaluate results and impacts; 

ii)  to provide a basis for decision-making on necessary amendments and improvements; 

iii) to promote accountability for resource use; 

iv) to document, provide feedback on and disseminate lessons learned. 

A mid-term evaluation is intended to assess the relevance, performance and design of the project thus far. It looks at early signs of potential impact and sustainability of results, including the contribution to capacity development and the achievement of global environmental goals. It will also identify/document lessons learned and make recommendations that might improve design and implementation of this project or other UNDP/GEF projects.

Project Description 
The goal of the project is for sustainable land management to provide a strong base for sustainable development in Lesotho while providing a range of global benefits to the region (Project Document 2009). In order to overcome the barriers and address the corresponding programmatic gaps, the specific objective of this Full Sized Project FSP is that, supported by a Knowledge Management network, Lesotho will be equipped at local and national levels with the techniques, approaches, capacity and strategy for upscaling successful SLM in support of national biodiversity conservation, food security and poverty reduction strategies.
 By building a proven, replicable SLM model for Lesotho and strengthening the capacity and knowledge needed for its subsequent use across the country, implementation of this project is expected to make a direct contribution to the Kingdom’s Poverty Reduction Strategy, to its Food Security Policy and to the fulfillment of its National Action Program in response to the UN Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD). 

The total budget planned was US $6,394,500, of which the GEF would contribute US $1,724,500 or 26.9%. GoL, communities and GTZ jointly were expected to contribute the co-financing of US $4,695,000.

Three project outcomes are intended to achieve the stated objective:

1. Proven, strengthened, participatory, replicable models and techniques that successfully overcome current institutional and governance barriers to SLM are to be ready for national implementation; 

2. Adequate local and national capacity for adapting and upscaling proven SLM models and techniques are in place; 

3. SLM Policy Enabling Environment of enhanced awareness, dialogue, understanding and analysis of SLM best practices at resource user, community, local government, NGO and national government levels across the country is to be reflected in the relevant policies, strategies and programs.

Main Findings 
The SLM project team received the Mid-Term Evaluation (MTE) in November-December 2012. In line with UNDP/GEF monitoring and evaluation policy, the MTE has covered the SLM project's relevance, efficiency and effectiveness, including considerations of the original design and strategy, implementation progress, overall impact and sustainability.

Design/Formulation 

The MTE finds the project formulation/conceptualization, design and subsequent log frame revision strong in relation to the overall expected project outcomes. Relative to the SLM project goal, the design linked to a robust root cause analysis and provided the correct mix of environmental mainstreaming, tools and pilots, including downstream demonstration needed for policy learning and change in the environmental situation. However, in the short project time frame, the design was also found to be over-ambitious in scope (250,000 hectares) to have a significant impact and was aimed at a perfect end-of-project scenario: Sustainable Land Management for the project sites and for the whole country.

The project log frame was designed at the strategic level. The PMU was tasked to develop an operational one with budget costing, and this did not happen. PMU was only tasked with developing log frame that omitted at design stage. There was no instruction to develop budget for it. Budget were developed on basis of annual plans This has impacted on the strategic level monitoring, i.e. cost effectiveness–how to get the most out of the activities to contribute to capacity--building across all three outcomes.  

The design does illustrate the inter-linkages between SLM governance, capacity strengthening and learning towards the creation of an enabling environment and general SLM mindset in Lesotho. The outcomes reinforce each other towards the overarching project objective--the institution of a robust SLM learning network across sector. The project activities were found to be appropriate, reducing critical barriers for the governance issues and strengthening national level cross-sector planning and learning about SLM that go into and beyond the government sector. The problems that have emerged in the course of the study are more in line with implementation and planning, and these can be addressed.      

Key assumptions advanced during the project formulation have, however, proved to be incorrect and have impacted on the possibility of sustainability. These include the availability of data and the intent of the project to develop a data and monitoring system on range inventory and other land use status, slow national decentralization process/shifting ministries and chronically weak local institutional planning and natural resource management and governance capacity. 

Implementation 

In terms of implementation, the project’s resources are concentrated on a pilot project development in a selected area in the mountains of Maseru District near Semonkong, a sub-alpine area with global value; it is also highly degraded due to the mainland degradation driver of serious overstocking. The project successfully undertook capacity strengthening activities, but the review raised the question of ‘capacity development for whom, what or to what ends.’ The evaluation disclosed that for the project team to successfully strengthen capacities and foster enabling environment for SLM, it must be more strategic, reflecting on gaps and opportunities identified in the evaluation to enact more intensive upstream and strategic work for SLM mainstreaming and institutional capacity strengthening across sectors. 
Results 

Outcome 1-Governance Model for SLM 
Developing a viable new SLM model for Lesotho involves not only the new and unfamiliar Community Council, but also a subsidiary-- a representative body of resource users–all functioning in synergy with a newly decentralized set of government services that are now answerable to local authorities. Many assumptions were inherent with project’s ‘learning by pilot’ approach. Resource users, local authority members and staff, civil servants and workers in NGOs and other development agencies have much to learn if they are to make SLM work in this new context and on a national, rather than pilot, scale. Even when trained in how such new models should work, the various stakeholders must identify the operational modalities they will deploy to make SLM a national reality.  Enacting by-laws, for example, is a very important part of instituting local ownership of SLM process. The governance barrier responses must be, therefore, comprehensive, conceptual, educational and operational and interlinked to the capacity strengthening and the overall enabling environment for SLM. 

Outcome 2-Capacity Strengthening for SLM 

Capacity strengthening activities were centered on the demonstration of the local governance model rather than on strengthening the institutional and or individual capacities for cross-sector work and the enabling environment more broadly. More capacity strengthening of the public is also required. MTE did not observe SLM public awareness activities in Maseru or any of the villages visited, nor were there constructive links made to SLM informal or non-formal education at the vocational, primary, junior and higher levels to agricultural extension college or university
As range management is a matter of national security from the governance, climate change and disaster risk perspectives, the project requires comprehensive capacity strengthening for planning and integrating cross-sector work processes. Understanding, communicating and practicing the inter-linkages are critical for the scaling of a successful SLM model, institutional strengthening and enabling environment outcomes.
Outcome 3-Policy and Enabling Environment for SLM  
Many SLM project activities, in actuality, did not support an explicit focus on sharing knowledge of local innovative practices (development and/or for sharing and scaling). Good practices for SLM beyond the field level inputs are not evident, documented and/or being shared effectively. To build the political capital and/or the public and individual human capacity through non-formal/formal education and other means of public awareness and to initiate or solidify the business case, mindset and regulatory changes must be made for awareness that the project is after a broader scope than the pilot site. 

The positive findings related to the outcome three activities in support of the enabling environment for SLM include greater inter-sectoral collaboration through the joint project implementation forum, the SC discussions around national legislation and local bylaws and a budget for which C-SIF has been drafted. The exercise, however, has largely been undertaken by a lone consultant and did not entertain a process for broader learning or institutional development.

The review of the activities in outcome three also disclosed a weak policy change focus. The delays were purportedly related to the late start of the process related to a Country Team (the SIF is still on paper), holding back learning and institutional strengthening, delay in programming KM and strategic communications, weak communications for policy and multi-sector learning objectives, a need for intensified coordination across ministries and a learning network developed servicing for all levels of SLM. Activating a stronger and more engaged PIF might be a start.

Knowledge Management, capacity strengthening and learning are linked and reinforce SLM outcomes, including the results around governance, institutional development and learning expectations. In this sense, the MPU can begin to focus on the SLM learning network, perhaps by engaging in a process around SLM project sustainability and capacity strengthening through the TerrAfrica-C-SIP exercise, which outlines the institutional framework and investment for SLM nationally.

Sustainability 

The project intends to achieve cross-sector collaboration and vertical participation in land and other resource use planning. Project also intends to instill an institutional framework for broad stakeholder participation and planning convergence of a range of integrated SLM government services, i.e. water, forestry/range and conservation agriculture in relation to SLM at the community council level and community user group level.
 A serious impediment is the lack of a coordinated approach from various entities and organizations that have a stake in the integrity of the national lands. MTE finds this very disturbing and recommends quick remedial action. 

At mid-term, the MTE finds the SLM project at risk of not meeting goals due to a combination of context and management/planning-related issues highlighted above. A few strategic level management activities must, therefore, be enacted immediately in order to improve the pilot project and create the institutional arrangement for a sustainable SLM learning network to emerge. As an immediate action, the PMU together with the Steering Committee must develop an end-of-project strategy by revisiting the work plan in light of the recommendations arising from the MTE. Reframing the end project goals to SLM program development may be necessary. Detailed recommendations are substantiated throughout the document.

In summary, at mid-term the project must undertake an audit, hire a KM/Communications adviser for the PMU and decentralize a project officer to support intensification on range land support field work and to develop a cross-sector service model, including water, agriculture and local NGOs. During this final year, resources must also be spent on documenting up- and downstream project results and augmenting the institutional mechanism piloted for cross-sector planning SLM at the national and district/local levels.

Key Recommendations 

Project Formulation/Strategy 

· An optional approach for institutionalizing and garnering important stakeholder participation in SLM plans and decision making must be realized. The arrangement for institutionalizing the PIF, SC and/or the CSIF as an inter-sector participatory planning mechanism for SLM should be discussed and activities planned to reinforce this planned.

Project Implementation 

The PMU has been weakened by a number of factors outlined in detail in the report. It needs to be augmented in the following ways: 

· Engage a strategic level communications and knowledge manager adviser possibly from within government  in order to support  strategic planning and km work around outcome two and three; 

· Focus on developing knowledge products and knowledge dissemination practices (including a project website) in order to advertise the good practices and knowledge products emerging from the project, including cost benefit analysis, technical reports, C-SIP, etc. Use of policy advocacy, community gatherings and media is encouraged; 

· Document and share the project approach through development case studies and other knowledge and communication products and modalities, including the press and media and booklets based on trainings;

· Employ information technologies where appropriate for strategic communications around project learning and for day-to-day institutional development work; 

· Deploy the range project field officer within the pilot area in order to best impact local relevant day-to-day capacity strengthening and inter-sector services delivery model. 

Monitoring 

· PMU is to hold meetings regularly (biweekly) - define staff member roles; 

· UNV is to take a substantive role in UNDP thematic weekly meetings on behalf of the project manager; 

· PMU is to undertake an audit immediately in January 2013;

· UNV, on behalf of PM and UNDP, is to become more active in oversight of these matters.

Stakeholder involvement, planning and monitoring 

· PMU is to revisit the Steering Committee SC vs. Project Implementation Forum PIF membership; including others as appropriate  on the Steering Committee and/or in the Project Implementation Forum PIF or the new country team ; 

· PMU  is to involve Land Use Planning in the project for data, planning and policy advocacy purposes and to include DLUP on the Steering Committee, Project Implementation Forum PIF and/or CSIP; 

· PMU is to find meaningful ways to engage private sector, other UN agencies and the CSOs in projects activities at the field and national level. 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………..

OUTCOME 1–PILOTING SLM GOVERNANCE MODEL 

· PM/TA is to engage with the Department of Land Use Planning to develop monitoring and data collection strategy for  pilot project (rangeland) and for policies concerning the broader natural resources management issues; 

· PM/TA is to devolve more resources  to the institutional arrangement for participatory planning and engagement between two tiers of governance–chief and Westminster system at national and local level; 

· PM/TA is to explore the possibility for government co-financing to support IGAs and immediately consider ways to develop a communal local market in the pilot area;

· PM/TA is to develop a MOU with agriculture and water extension services, i.e. MOU to help effectiveness;

· PM/TA is to arrange a Small Grants Programme–MOU and discuss a formal relationship with SGP as a strategic SLM  partner in line with project aims, including SLM-related livelihoods and land-related conflict resolution; 

· PM is to decentralize the SLM project officer to the field to provide extension services to range management and demonstrate inter-sectoral services delivery approach with agriculture and water resource. 

· The newly decentralized project officer can engage local level CSOs in activities as implementing agencies and for learning and communications purposes. MTE suggests intensification of work at the bottom through decentralization of a project officer to the field to support hands-on learning and learning activities as well as conversion of support between various ministries for SLM;

· PM/TA/UNV  to find meaningful ways to engage private sector, other UN agencies and the CSOs in projects activities at the field and national level;

· PM is to consider IT as part of the learning approach with policy makers, farmers and resource users;

· PM is to involve other ministries to consider feasibility of setting up teaching and learning activity in a school in the project area. 

OUTCOME 2–CAPACITY STRENGTHENING

· PMU is to enhance joint capacity strengthening on SLM with extension workers in water, forests and conservation agriculture; 

· PMU is to conduct more farmers’ field schools;

· PMU is to include conflict mediation capacity strengthening as part of the activities and lessons learned for scale-up;

· PM is to undertake policy learning–SLM Capacity strengthening activity for the steering committee and the project implementation forum members. 

OUTCOME 3–ENABLING ENVIRONMENT: FRAMEWORK AND KNOWLEDGE NETWORK FOR SLM 

· PM/UNDP 2013 work plan focus more resources on capacity strengthening and enabling environment towards development and institutionalization of the national SLM learning network linked to C-SIP and utilize the mechanism already introduced including SC and PIF; 

· SC should employ a strategic knowledge management/ communications/environmental education officer/communication adviser to support dissemination of the project’s knowledge products. This position is linked to the institutional development and overall SLM learning agenda. To sustain results and garner greater communication and participation of local level interest groups and beneficiaries in general, both must begin immediately;

· SC should engage national level champions to provide visibility to the project and mobilize the communities. Since he supports the project, MTE discussed the possibility of reaching out to the king's son, a principal chief in the mountains, as a champion. His input can be strapped to critical public outreach/messaging and a programme for communicating sustainable land management. This is just one idea for mobilization;

· PMU/TA should revisit the rationale and membership in the SC, the Project Implementation Framework and the Country Investment Team to rationalize against the end of project goals. Currently, the only mechanism for inter-sector planning is the Steering Committee. This is not being discussed in terms of project sustainability

 Sustainability 

· As an immediate action, the PMU must immediately develop “toward end-of-project strategy” with SC and revisit the targets and work plan in light of recommendations arising from the MTE. Reframing the project goals to those of sustainable SLM programme development may be necessary. 

LESSON LEARNED 

In general, the project has generated excellent lessons.
· The importance of good SLM project design and strategic management for results. 

This project has an excellent design rooted in root cause analysis. With its reduced scope it can be very successful with strategic management and good communication and knowledge management strategy. 

· SLM Monitoring system - SLM Information  management  is a core activity for improving enabling environment and learning network for SLM results 

This project - like most good SLM projects - is demonstrating the need for establishing cross sector monitoring system for SLM including baseline research, inventories and tools (GIS, GPS) to make informed decisions for SLM.
· SLM requires cross sector collaboration and mechanisms/platforms to enable good conditions for SLM results. Such mechanisms must be multi-stakeholder and beyond government  sector if the private sector and NGOs are to get involved in services delivery.

This is the main challenge of this and all other SLM projects.  

· Mapping and then use of local technologies where appropriate is recommended. 

In the pilot areas, the project, together with local communities, recognized that uprooting the shrubs and lining them as strips along the slope traps soil as much as stone lining. They adopted this approach to help prevent soil erosion after uprooting the invader species and as a way to enable the reseeded grass to germinate and grow.
· There is a need for conflict management in community-based natural resource management projects where boundaries are in dispute.

The project has a mellowing effect as indicated by the fact that two communities formerly in conflict over the use of the land resources, especially the range lands, are now having discussions and not fighting. Mediation by the Project Officers to enable talks to continue between these communities has been taken as a positive thing by the people, including the Principal Chief, under whom the two communities fall.

· Policy change requires a strong business case to decision makers concerning costs benefits with evidence to support SLM programs.

The project design has recognized the importance of policy change for sustainable land management and allocated resources to enable its formulation. 

· Farmers learn best from each other and through ' learning by doing' approach.

The project demonstrates that the local capacity building approach for changing practice is the interchange between farmers. Local study tours have been very useful, producing good results in this regard. In fact, study tours between villages were perceived by farmers interviewed as most effective for learning and sharing new technologies and innovations for changing their current practices and for the community organization work.
OVERALL PROJECT RATINGS

 A summary of the ratings is presented in Table 1.

Table 1 -Key Ratings  
	Key Findings
	Rating
	Comments

	Project formulation
	R
	Design is comprehensive and linked to root causes 

	Implementation approach
	S
	Project has been effective implementing activities.  For example it has produced many trainings and outputs including research.  Strategic approach is weak and might be strengthened by aligning key remaining outputs and dealing with critical PMU capacity gaps and institionalizing a cross sectoral planning and learning approach for SLM.

	Country ownership/Driveness
	HS
	Support and appreciation for project activity is high. 

	Stakeholder participation
	MS
	Government involvement is high.  Project should consider how best to involve “on the ground” resource users, Private Sector and NGOs.

	Replication approach
	S
	Stronger replication strategy needed, including project “exit strategy”

	Cost-effectiveness
	MS
	Financially responsible but need better f financial monitoring linked to project strategy.  

	UNDP comparative advantage
	S
	Project is in line with UNDP’s strengths in Lesotho

	Linkages between project and other interventions within the sector
	MS
	Donor, NGO and Government links need work.  

	Management arrangements
	
	

	Implementation
	MS
	Project management team can be strengthened.  Work processes need work.

	Financial planning
	MS
	Many expenditures need to be rethought in a strategic planning for end of project strategy

	Monitoring and evaluation
	MS
	 Quarterly reports and PIRs are good.  Need a new strategic plan with budget until end of project.  Midterm evaluation in reasonable time with regard to end date. 

	Execution and implementation modalities
	S
	 Government support appears to be strong.

	Management by the UNDP country office
	S
	Full support from country office. Capable, experienced program officer. 

	Coordination and operation issues
	MS
	Coordination is facilitated by supportive Steering Committee SC - SC, PIF and C-SIF country group need rationalization and sustainability / exit strategy.

	Identification and management of risks (adaptive management)
	MS
	Project management team needs strengthening and readjustments.  Project requires a new strategic plan for finalization.

	Results
	
	

	Attainment of objective 
	S
	Project can be on track if mid-term recommendation are enacted and work processes enable rapid action in this regard

	Prospects of sustainability
	ML 
	Project will deliver key sustainability outputs, NAP, CSIP etc. More work needed to make these outputs processes and ensuring institutional arrangement for them. “On-the-ground” impact is depended on a goo model and much remains outstanding as per evaluation.  


	Ratings for Outcomes, Effectiveness, Efficiency, M&E, I&E Execution
	Sustainability ratings: 

	Relevance ratings

	Highly Satisfactory (HS): no shortcomings 

Satisfactory (S): minor shortcomings

Moderately Satisfactory (MS)

Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU): significant  shortcomings

Unsatisfactory (U): major problems

Highly Unsatisfactory (HU): severe problems
	Likely (L): negligible risks to sustainability
	Relevant (R)

	
	Moderately Likely (ML):moderate risks
	Not relevant (NR)

	
	Moderately Unlikely (MU): significant risks

Unlikely (U): severe risks
	Impact Ratings:

Significant (S)

Minimal (M)

Negligible (N)

	Additional ratings where relevant:

Not Applicable (N/A) 

Unable to Assess (U/A


2. ACRONYMS
	CA
	Conservation Agriculture

	CAADP
	Comprehensive Africa Agricultural Development Programme

	CBO
	Community Based Organization

	CBNRM
	Community Based Natural Resources Management

	CC
	Community Council

	CMBSL 
	Conserving Mountain Biodiversity in Southern Lesotho

	CSO
	Civil Society Organization

	DAO
	District Agricultural Officer

	DC
	District Coordinator  

	DRRM
	Department of Range Resources Management

	FAO
	Food and Agricultural Organization

	GEF
	Global Environment Facility

	GOL 
	Government of Lesotho

	GTZ
	German Technical Cooperation

	IFAD
	International Fund for Agricultural Development

	IP
	Implementing Partner

	KM&L
	Knowledge Management and Learning

	LDC
	Least Developed Countries

	LHDA
	Lesotho Highlands Development Authority

	LISP
	Local Initiatives Support Programme

	LUPD
	Land Use Planning Department 

	MAFS
	Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security

	MCA
	Millennium Challenge Account

	MDTP
	Maloti Drakensberg Transfrontier Project

	MFLR
	Ministry of Forestry and Land Reclamation

	MoAFS
	Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security

	MoLG 
	Ministry of Local Government

	MRA
	Managed Resource Area

	MSP
	Medium Sized Project 

	MTEC
	Ministry of Environment, Tourism and Culture

	NEPAD
	New Partnership for Africa Development

	NGO
	Non-Governmental Organization

	PIMS
	Project Information Management System 

	PTC
	Production through Conservation

	SIDS
	Small Island States

	SIF
	Strategic Investment Framework  

	SIP
	Strategic Investment Programme 

	SLM 
	Sustainable Land Management

	SOWACO
	Soil and Water Conservation

	UES
	Unified Extension Service

	UNCCD
	United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification

	UNV PMO
	United Nations Volunteer—Project Monitoring Officer

	UNDP
	United Nations Development Programme
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1. INTRODUCTION 

“Capacity Building and Knowledge Management for Sustainable Land Management in Lesotho” (PIMS 3044), a medium-sized UNDP/GEF project, officially commenced in September 2008 and is scheduled to conclude at the end of December 2013. It clearly follows the guidance of GEF’s Operational Programme 15 (which funds it), particularly Strategic Priority One, “targeted capacity building for sustainable land management.” Part of the UNDP/GEF Least Developed Country LDC and Small Island States SIDS Targeted Portfolio Approach for Capacity Development and Mainstreaming of Sustainable Land Management, this project is executed nationally through the Ministry of Forestry and Land Reclamation (MoFLR). The PMU is situated within the Department of Range Resources Management. 

A mid-term project evaluation (MTE) was conducted in December 2012 in line with the GEF Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) policy with four objectives: 

i)   to monitor and evaluate results and impacts; 

ii)  to provide a basis for decision-making on necessary amendments and improvements; 

iii) to promote accountability for resource use; 

iv) to document, provide feedback on and disseminate lessons learned. 

A mid-term evaluation is intended to assess the relevance, performance and design of the project thus far. It looks at early signs of potential impact and sustainability of results, including the contribution to capacity development and the achievement of global environmental goals. It will also identify/document lessons learned and make recommendations that might improve design and implementation of this project or other UNDP/GEF projects.

Project Description 
The goal of the project is for sustainable land management to provide a strong base for sustainable development in Lesotho while providing a range of global benefits to the region (Project Document 2009). In order to overcome the barriers and address the corresponding programmatic gaps, the specific objective of this Full Sized Project FSP is that, supported by a Knowledge Management network, Lesotho will be equipped at local and national levels with the techniques, approaches, capacity and strategy for upscaling successful SLM in support of national biodiversity conservation, food security and poverty reduction strategies.
 By building a proven, replicable SLM model for Lesotho and strengthening the capacity and knowledge needed for its subsequent use across the country, implementation of this project is expected to make a direct contribution to the Kingdom’s Poverty Reduction Strategy, to its Food Security Policy and to the fulfillment of its National Action Program in response to the UN Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD). 

The total budget planned was US $6,394,500, of which the GEF would contribute US $1,724,500 or 26.9%. GoL, communities and GTZ jointly were expected to contribute the co-financing of US $4,695,000.

Three project outcomes are intended to achieve the stated objective:

· Proven, strengthened, participatory, replicable models and techniques that successfully overcome current institutional and governance barriers to SLM are to be ready for national implementation; 

· Adequate local and national capacity for adapting and upscaling proven SLM models and techniques are in place; 

· SLM Policy Enabling Environment of enhanced awareness, dialogue, understanding and analysis of SLM best practices at resource user, community, local government, NGO and national government levels across the country is to be reflected in the relevant policies, strategies and programs.

2. METHODS 

An International independent consultant with extensive experience conducting design, implementation and management of GEF projects globally, teamed up with a Lesotho National Plant Scientist to undertake this mid-term review.  The international consultant is trained in international and comparative public administration with specialism in ecosystems and land management, environmental justice, energy and environmental science for policy as background. The local consultant added the national contextual understanding and also scientific rigor to the study.  The team approached the evaluation by working closely with project team and also the beneficiaries to plan the evaluation and to review the recommendation for implementation. The owners of the evaluation must take forward the recommendations and therefore their involvement was essential to forming conclusions and making implementable recommendations.

.

A desk study including review of the project documentation provided by the UNDP office was conducted in advance of a field visit to validate the situation and findings. The documentation reviewed included:
 UNDP and GEF MTE evaluation policy, the project document, annual project reports, project steering committee minutes and decisions, budgets, work plans, files, reports, PIRs, UNDP guidance documents, national legislation relevant to the project and any other material considered useful (see list provided in TOR). A survey was also developed and provided to the PMU to self-report on the project’s accomplishments and lessons (list of documents and persons interviewed is in Annex).

Stakeholders consulted included the UNDP (Head of Energy and Environment Unit), Energy and Environment Programme Manager, member of the Project Steering Committee, Project Management Unit, Member of the Project Implementation Forum Representative from the Ministry of Forestry and Land Reclamation, other relevant ministries, National NGO representation and the primary project beneficiaries in the project area. Semi-structured interviews were designed to ensure that all aspects were covered. Focus group discussions, using guiding questions with project beneficiaries and a questionnaire, were developed for this purpose. Participatory evaluation techniques and other approaches for the gathering and analysis of data were employed. 

In general, the evaluation explored the following criteria:

· Relevance: the extent to which the planned activities were suited to local and national development priorities and organizational policies, including changes over time;

· Effectiveness: the extent to which an objective has been achieved or how likely it is to be achieved;

· Efficiency: the extent to which results have been delivered with the least costly resources possible, also called cost effectiveness or efficacy;

· Results: the positive/negative and foreseen/unforeseen changes to and effects produced by a development intervention to date. In GEF terms, results include direct project outputs, short-to-medium-term outcomes and longer term impact, including global environmental benefits, replication effects and other local effects;

· Sustainability: the likely ability of an intervention to continue to deliver benefits for an extended period of time after completion. Projects need to be environmentally as well as financially and socially sustainable.

Limitations

The main limitations included the challenging logistics and travel, as well as difficulty accessing some information in a timely manner, largely due to the pending Christmas holiday. The evaluators had problems accessing financial information and a signed copy of the project document with the original log frame in a timely manner.

3. THE PROJECT AND ITS DEVELOPMENT CONTEXT
3.1. Context 

The integral functioning of Lesotho’s mountainous ecosystems is vital not only to the livelihood and welfare of its people, but also for the delivery of ecosystem services and global environmental benefits to a large part of southern Africa. The mountainous kingdom is the source of rivers that reach the Atlantic Ocean in the west and supply an increasing proportion of the water consumed in South Africa’s industrial heartland. SLM in Lesotho is therefore a significant ingredient of broader environmental wellbeing. Unfortunately, the Kingdom is largely characterized by inhospitable terrain, harsh climate, dense populations and intensively utilized and highly degraded natural resources. Despite numerous attempts and extensive but fragmented technical knowledge, barriers in capacity, knowledge and SLM models continue to obstruct efforts to adopt effective sustainable land management practices and action. As a result, land degradation continues to impoverish local livelihoods and to impose broader environmental costs on the region beyond Lesotho’s borders (Project Document 2009).

Many developing countries are facing financial constraints to meet their obligations under the convention. Since 2003, the Global Environment Facility (GEF) has been providing funds to developing countries, under its Operational Programme 15 is to build capacity for Sustainable Land Management. As the GEF OP 15 funds were limited and involve lengthy procedures, the UNDP/GEF initiated the Targeted Portfolio approach where 48 Least Developed Countries LDCS and Small Island States SIDs were offered financial assistance to meet some of their obligations under the convention.  

The goal of the project is for sustainable land management in Lesotho to provide a strong base for sustainable development while providing a range of global benefits to the region (ProDoc). In order to overcome the barriers and address the corresponding programmatic gaps, the specific objective of this project is that, supported by a knowledge management network, Lesotho is equipped at local and national levels with the techniques, approaches, capacity and strategy for up scaling successful SLM in support of national biodiversity conservation, food security and poverty reduction strategies. 

By building a proven, replicable SLM model for Lesotho and strengthening the capacity and knowledge needed for its subsequent use across the country, implementation of this project is expected to make a direct contribution to the Kingdom’s Poverty Reduction Strategy, to its Food Security Policy and to the fulfillment of its National Action Programme in response to the UN Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD). 

The Total Budget planned was US $6,394,500, of which the GEF would contribute US $1,724,500 or 26.9%. GoL, communities and GTZ jointly were expected to contribute the co-financing of US $4,695,000.

The project was formulated and finally approved by the GEF in 2008. The project document was signed by the Lesotho Government, represented by the Ministry of Forestry and Land Reclamation. The implementation started in earnest post inception workshop July 2009.

Lesotho FLM Full Sized Project FSP project satisfies the requirements under the Strategic Priorities for SLM Strategic objective I. It is part of the GEF TerrAfrica’s Strategic Investment Program (SIP) for SLM in Sub-Saharan Africa and is expected to contribute to the SIP’s Goal, by reducing land degradation in Lesotho--thus supporting the country in improving its natural resource-based livelihoods. In addition, it will contribute to the SIP's Development Objective of phases I and II, as it will on the one hand support Lesotho in designing, implementing and managing suitable SLM policies, strategies and on-the-ground-investments, and on the other hand support efforts to pursue a programmatic approach to SLM scale-up. More specifically, the project will foster system-wide change through the removal of institutional, technical, capacity, policy and financial barriers to SLM, in line with the LD SO 1, 2 and 3. 

As per the project document, the SLM project will build capacity for achievement of SIP Intermediate Result 1: SLM applications on the ground are scaled up in country-defined priority agro-ecological zones. It will work directly towards Intermediate Result 2: Effective and inclusive dialogue and advocacy on SLM strategic priorities, enabling conditions, and delivery mechanisms established and on-going. Its objectives also coincide with Intermediate Result 4: Targeted knowledge generated and disseminated; monitoring and evaluation systems established and strengthened at all levels.
SIP M&E processes are to be adhered in this project context and will contribute to the data collection on indicators selected by the GEF Global MSP on KM land. 

 Key indicators include the following:

· 250,000 ha under direct SLM (project pilot area) and 500,000 ha impacted by up-scaling in next 2 yrs. Of the 250,000 ha under direct SLM, at least half registers reduction in land degradation by at least 20% as measure by reduction in soil erosion, improvement in soil organic matter and structure, increased ground cover and other indices to be determined during the formulation of the M&E action plan (during inception period).

· At national level, the country attains at least a 75% score on Composite Index for the SLM Enabling Environment
 against baseline as measured by policy changes, availability of finance resources to address SLM at national level, functionality of SLM institutions etc. 

· At the project level, the at least 50% increase over the baseline on social and economic indicators for households, such as diversification of incomes, reduction in poverty index, reduction in food vulnerability, etc. For SLM to be successful, short-term benefits need to be experienced by land users themselves. This indicator will rely on periodically replicating cost-effective household surveys in selected villages, compared against control groups, to assess household variables directly related to land management (economic factors, yields, access to land and wood, fuel, water availability, etc.).

· At pilot project level, at least a 25% increase in biological productivity (vegetation cover enhanced with rainfall use productivity) by end of Project Year 3.
· Efforts will be made to measure and monitor the percentage change in soil carbon, particularly if the project succeeds in adding a carbon finance layer to the project. 

Land Degradation in Lesotho  

Lesotho’s environment is intensively populated and used, considering the inhospitable terrain and harsh climate. A 1968 study
 estimated that 8.6% of the kingdom’s land area was primarily suitable for semi-intensive cultivation, and 4.2% was suitable for extensive cultivation. Following further decades of land degradation, it is currently estimated that 9% of the country is arable. Although the national population density is about 61 per square kilometre, the 1996 census calculated a national mean of 588 per square kilometer of arable land, ranging from 313 in mostly lowland Mafeteng district to 911 in Mokhotlong district, which lies entirely in the mountain zone and has less arable land. In Mafeteng, the overall population density in 1996 was 100 people per square kilometer; in Mokhotlong, it was 21
. FAO (2005) estimated that 76.9% of the land is under pasture (20,000 km2), with livestock contributing 51.4% of GDP. Although livestock densities vary widely, they are generally high, exceeding 60 Livestock Units
 in the mountain zone (Project Document). 

'The threats to land in Lesotho (according to the ProDoc analysis) are classified along the two major production systems: cultivated lands and the range resource complex.  Cultivated lands are threatened by water and wind erosion; declining soil fertility; sediment deposition on and outside cultivated areas; increasing variability in stream flow and lower water tables. Similarly, the range complex is threatened by reduced ground cover due to over-grazing and fuel collection; wind and water erosion of soils; declining soil fertility affecting pasture productivity, woody biomass and biodiversity; and hydrological instability leading to variable stream flows and off site sediment deposition within and beyond Lesotho (ProDoc, para. 26 p 12) 

According to the project document, the SLM project focuses its pilot activities in the mountain zone. In this zone, as has just been shown, there is high pressure on available arable land but intensive use also of the much larger grazing areas. These provide not only pasture, but also fuel, wild vegetables and medicinal plants, as well as sheltering globally significant biodiversity and generating important environmental services as the catchment for some of southern Africa’s major river systems. At the same time, the mountains are where Lesotho’s poverty is most extreme and where the condition of natural resources can make a vital difference to livelihoods.

The SLM project takes a broad view of the SLM challenge. The SLM project document names several sectors as being responsible for land degradation in Lesotho. It established a detailed matrix of land degradation threats and root causes (attached for reference Annex 1) and baseline for project strategy and design. The land resources that must be sustainably managed comprise cultivated land as well as the ‘range resource complex’ --the set of communally owned and managed resources that generate local livelihood benefits as well as global environmental benefits. 
The two types of land resource are integrated in the rural Lesotho landscape, and the threats to them have intertwining causes and impacts: 1. degradation of the range resource complex can damage; 2. cultivated land, and vice versa. Furthermore, as the root cause matrix shows, both landscape elements are threatened by unplanned expansion of residential and commercial land uses. 
This expansion, currently rampant in the lowlands but noticeable in the other agro-ecological zones, too, not only takes land out of crop and livestock production but can have damaging consequences for hydrology, biodiversity and air and water quality. Because of the low levels of industrialization in Lesotho, land being taken over by unplanned urbanization tends to be lost to agriculture without compensatory returns. The poorest and most vulnerable people in Lesotho are found in such unplanned urban settlements. Stronger governance through land use planning and zoning is thus required. The new local authority system of Community Councils creates potential in this regard. The project document 2009 identifies ‘overgrazing’ in Lesotho as the most significant contributor to land degradation.

3.2. Immediate and Development Objectives of the Project

The objective of the SLM project (Project Document) is to 'build capacities for sustainable land management (SLM) in appropriate government and civil society institutions/user groups in Lesotho and SLM mainstreamed into government planning and strategy development.' 
The project was designed to benefit a land surface area estimated at 250,000 ha and contribute towards the achievement of the long-term goal for the agricultural, pasture, forest and other terrestrial land management in Lesotho to be sustainable, productive systems that maintain ecosystem productivity and ecological functions while contributing directly to the environmental, economic and social well-being of the country. The principal national benefits are the enhanced capacities for economic and financial sustainability of the agricultural, pasture and forest use systems of the country. 

The project’s stated long term goal (development objective): ‘Sustainable land management provides a strong base for sustainable development and ecosystem restoration in Lesotho to support better livelihoods and provide a range of global environmental benefits’.
The project’s stated immediate objective: ‘Supported by a knowledge management network, Lesotho begins to alleviate poverty, achieve more sustainable livelihoods and deliver global environmental benefits on the basis of enhanced local and national techniques, approaches, capacity and strategy for up scaling successful SLM.’

3.3. Main Stakeholders

As per project design, the key stakeholders relevant to the promotion of SLM in Lesotho include natural resource users, Community Councils, Chiefs, several GOL Ministries, the National Environment Secretariat, UNDP, CARE, NGOs, parastatals and development agencies. Annex xox summarises the original SLM stakeholder’s analysis, including their capacity and relevance to this project’s SLM objectives, their potential interest’s conflicts that might arise and the roles they are likely to play in execution of the project. 

The main stakeholders involved in the actual SLM project implementation (and consistent with design), included:

· Ministry of Forest Land Reclamation--Through  Range Management, Soil Conservation and Forestry Department, can provide technical knowledge and practical/programmatic experience;

· Ministry of Local Government—Responsible for guiding the decentralisation process and the establishment of the new local government system in Lesotho; should advise and facilitate Community Councils’ development of SLM byelaws, which must be approved by the Minister of Local Government;

· Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security–Increasingly active in promoting on-farm soil and water conservation through soil fertility and soil structure management, conservation and organic agriculture techniques etc.; 

· National Environment Secretariat–Policy coordination role, with particular reference to Lesotho’s global obligations and commitments;

· UNDP--Extensive experience of sustainable rural development strategies and challenges in Lesotho; experience of GEF project delivery; involved in several other GEF and SLM-related activities in Lesotho; key agency for channelling and supervision of GEF resources and advice on procedures; 

· Community Councils--Legal authority for SLM.--still exploring all aspects of their new role as local authorities.-Likely to embrace user group concept as a way of fulfilling their legal responsibilities. Could enact bylaws for this purpose.

· Various NGO’s and Private Enterprises:  ranchers, farmers, etc.

· Chiefs: Traditional NRM authorities; some have extensive technical knowledge; some are respected leaders. Two chiefs are elected by their peers as members of each Community Council and can thus play a formal role in Councils’ NRM decision making.
3.4. Results Expected

Outcomes and Outputs: The project’s results are summarized in three major outcomes and several key activities (Project document, p.20-25). 

Outcome 1: 
Proven, strengthened, participatory, replicable models and techniques that successfully overcome current institutional and governance barriers to SLM are to be ready for national implementation. 

Actual project activities planned in the original project document include:

a. Review of current resource management practices and SLM techniques to identify strengths and weaknesses;

b. Review of best practices in the region (and the world) and assessment of suitability as part of the Lesotho SLM model and selection of pool of techniques to include in the SLM model, ensuring that selection criteria includes an assessment of the effect of potential change in climatic conditions;

c. Identification of and pilot of viable income generating activities to reduce pressure on the natural resources as part of the SLM model;

d. Review of institutional set-up for resource management and identification of ‘optimal’ institutional arrangement for the effective implementation of the ‘optimal SLM’ model; 

e. Facilitation of the formation of resource user groups (including those for livestock) and the formulation of governance principles (constitutions agreed in 7 CC areas); 

f. Facilitation of the promulgation of SLM by-laws by the 7 CCs and approval by Minister of Local Government; 

g. Assistance to resource user groups to test the SLM model by implementing all its elements in the pilot areas ensuring that activities are climate proofed; the project will train resource users on the SLM techniques and provide on-going support and monitoring in the project areas;

h. Monitoring of implementation of the Model, learning lessons and using them to refine the model for wide-scale application in the rest of the project area.

Outcome 2: 
Adequate local and national capacity for adapting and upscaling proven SLM models and techniques are in place 

a. Undertaking a capacity assessment of institutions and communities responsible for natural resource management in the pilot areas;

b. Developing and implementing a capacity development programme to bridge the capacity gaps identified in the above assessment, ensuring gender balance in the delivery. This will largely include these items:

a. Developing training material on SLM for the various groups from farmers to technical officers to policy makers. Parliamentarians will be particularly targeted to secure their buy-in and support for the policy reform process necessary for the success of this project;

b. Updating extension package to comply with requirements to effectively support implementation of the SLM model;

c. Strengthening the extension service delivery.

c. Upscaling training on SLM country-wide by refining the training material developed and tested at the pilot project site and making them available to all agents dealing with SLM in the country. A programme of support for implementation of the training programme will be agreed, and the project will co-finance some level of the training;

d. Develop a strategy for upscaling the implementation of the model in similar districts in the country, in collaboration with the CSIF development (under outcome 3).

Outcome 3: SLM Policy Enabling Environment of enhanced awareness, dialogue, understanding and analysis of SLM best practices at resource user, community, local government, NGO and national government levels across the country, reflected in the relevant policies, strategies and programs.

a. Review knowledge sharing mechanism (sources of knowledge, linkages between resource managers and institutions of higher education, etc.); identify strengths and weaknesses;

b. Formulate a strategy to strengthen knowledge sharing between those who generate and those who need to use (resource managers at all levels) to ensure that SLM is backed up by ‘living relevant cutting edge knowledge and knowledge management systems, including lessons from the project pilot initiatives’;

c. Initiate a National Dialogue Process at Provincial and National levels bringing together SLM stakeholders;

d. Review national policies and identify opportunities for strengthening policy support for SLM; 

e. Prepare a Country Strategic Investment Framework for SLM (includes several technical analysis):

f. Design and implement a communications strategy to ensure national outreach;

g. Develop a joint roadmap between TerrAfrica Partners for supporting the government to pursue and implement a country programming approach for SLM; 

h. Review and suggest feasible factors and process/es for alignment and harmonization with the country CAADP implementation process (including suggestions to advise development partners on how they would be expected to fit and support the alignment and harmonization process).

Objective Level Indicators:  The project has two impact indicators (objective level indicators):

Objective Indicator One:
SLM learning network 

Objective Indicator Two:
Best practices and guidelines for SLM are broadly disseminated and used for development planning, zoning and agricultural extension.

Specific indicators to be refined during inception report (Project Document) are the following:

· Number of policies and planning frameworks are harmonized, reflecting four SLM principles: (range management, soil and water conservation, forestry and development planning at local government level);

· Number of legal and regulatory frameworks are revised/developed, promoting SLM (range management, Managed Resource Area management by Community Councils and cattle post area management by Community Councils on behalf of Principal Chiefs);

· Number of institutions with improved/sustainable capacities for SLM (as a direct result of project interventions) is nine (seven Community Councils, Ministry of Forestry and Land Reclamation, Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security);

· Hectares of land directly impacted is 255,900;

· Number of direct beneficiaries is 200,000
;
· Number of indirect beneficiaries is 1,500,000
;

· Number of innovative and best practices for sustainable land management in demonstration/up scaling areas applied is 1.

GEF Alternative/Global Benefit:  
The GEF alternative for this project is the enhanced capacity for ecologically sustainable land management in Lesotho and across the region.

……………………………………………………………………………………………
4. FINDINGS
 4.1. FORMULATION RATING: (S) SATISFACTORY 
Project Strategy/Log Frame Analysis (Annex 2 –Log Frame)
The project was developed (2006-2009) based on a series of studies including a rigorous  root cause analysis seeking to contribute to tackling the shifting challenges of SLM, spanning revised extension approaches–including basic training for the new local authorities and various project-based initiatives in soil and water conservation and Community Based Natural Resources Management (CBNRM). Significant gaps were identified and a design exercise was conducted to present the incremental progress and global environmental benefits within Lesotho’s reach. 
The primary barriers to SLM identified in the SLM included: governance, capacity and institutional/knowledge/learning gaps (SLM ProDoc) after which the document outlined three core work elements (1) the development of viable, replicable SLM models and techniques; (2) the building of the local and national capacity needed for these models, once proven and prepared, to be upscaled across the country; and (3) the servicing of national SLM-enabling environment, including policy dialogue and legislative efforts with Knowledge Management that optimize the distribution of facts and ideas across the sector and the nation. The project strategy intends to respond to these, outlining a comprehensive theory of change effort and employ simultaneous actions towards a national SLM management outcome. Interviews with all groups of stakeholders, confirms that the project strategy is appropriate addressing the principle barriers to SLM in line with the root causes analysis. 

The project design includes three broad outcomes directly addressing the root causes of land degradation matrix and are as such, found to be adequate. 

Project Revision February -March 2010 

The extended project management team, including the key project stakeholders, Government, Civil Society Partners, the UNDP Programme officer, GEF and the Project Manager (PIR 2010, confirmed by interviews MTE 2012), determined early during implementation - during the project inception workshop (February 2010) that the project scope was too large in terms of area of coverage (250,000ha), given the budgeted resources and the timeframe envisioned. As per Project Inception Report 2010: “it was decided that the project should, in 2010, refocus on assembling the technical and institutional elements of the Lesotho Sustainable Land Management
 model” (p. 52). Also refer to Project Review Consolidated report 17Aug11.

The pilot outcome originally covered seven districts including the Community Councils of Likalaneng (A03), Nyakosoba (A04), Rapoleboea (A05), Ribaneng (A12), Semonkong (A13), Mokolometsane (A14), and Telle (A15).  A project scope downsizing process reduced the scope to one Council 9 Mokolometsane and eventually to a larger area on Makhoalipana Council following delimitation of new Council boundaries. 
The project indicators (see project description) , were unrealistic, and  reduced, vetted by the project management team, including the GEF technical advisor, through the ARP and PIR process. The PMU guided the review process with the Steering Committee and UNDP GEF to streamline the log frame indicators and monitoring mechanisms, bringing them in line with the reality in the country (and pilot areas) as follows: 

First, the target for land to be managed was reduced from 250,000 down to 40,000 ha. The reasoning was “to concentrate utilization of the resources therein” (PIR Project Manager 2010). The PM stated that the reduction was based on findings from an assessment of past experiences in the country, which determined that the USAID Range Management Programme of the 1980s and early 1990s, comprised of four projects with a total inflation-adjusted expenditure of almost USD $130 m, established and supported four grazing associations covering 20,000-35,000 ha each. These projects were predominantly focused on range management, breed improvement and livestock marketing. The four grazing associations were within the suggested upward boundary of manageability of 20,000-35,000 ha or 10-15 villages. This was perceived as helpful because resources are concentrated in a smaller area, allowing the project to have some impact and for scaling purposes. 

Second, the target on the Composite Index (CI) was reduced from 75% to 10%. This reduction, according to the project manager, was based on the results of testing the SIP-proposed SLM-Enabling Environment Composite Index. The tool was tested on a small group (Steering Committee and a few others) and is yet to be administered to a wider number of groups. The CI had so far only been tested in Nigeria. 

Third, the socio-economic (poverty reduction) index was reduced from 50% to 10%; the reasoning put forth was that the figure is still considered to be too ambitious, given recent experiences on poverty reduction in Lesotho. For instance, the Household Budget Survey (1994/95-2002/03) recorded a 10% improvement in the poverty level in eight years in a positive macro-economic environment. This constitutes a 5% average improvement over four years as a result of all government programming. 

Fourth, the change in biological diversity was revised to 10% from a target of 25%, based on the finding that the last reliable record of improvement, at Sehlabathebe 1983-1990, was reported to reach 6.5% in seven years. Similarly, the target for reduction in land degradation in pilot areas was reduced from 50% to 10%, based on the latest reporting from MFLR, which indicates negative coverage trends at established transects in planning/booking between 1996-2002 (57%-37%). It will be a challenge for the project to overturn these national trends. The original project design comes into question in these situations. Was there proper scoping during the design? Were there proper and extensive consultations at the design? What was the basis of the planned intervention in terms of scope? 

The project  was  premised on the idea that it would scale up existing CBNRM models . The original plan according to the ProDoc was to scale up proven NRM models, such as the Maloti Drakensberg Transfrontier Conservation 
and Development Project (MDTC). The project had already promoted the reformulation of selected grazing associations as Managed Resource Associations (MRAs) that would bring together organized groups of resource users, such as livestock owners, medicinal plant collectors and handicraft makers, to manage natural resources on behalf of and with the legal authority of, Community Councils (ProDoc p 15). This idea was discounted after the project because,  it was not an applicable model for upscaling and not suited for realities on the ground.  According to the PM, the Council did not have a budget and were expected to hire and remunerate monitoring officers from this budget; natural resources management plans were complex and sophisticated for Councils to implement; and Councils proposed bye-laws that have never been gazetted. 

The MTE endorses the changes. The implementation of the strategy is focused on piloting and not addressing sufficiently the systematic institutional and capacity gaps for the longer term enabling environment change perspective including influencing policies, planning and coordinating government extension services across sectoral mandates on SLM. Changing NRM practices at national and local level involves setting up formalized user groups, showing good practice in conservation agricultural and pastoral management   and the same time as enacting institutional mechanism for cross-sectoral planning.

4.1.1. Country Ownership Rating: (S) Satisfactory   

The project is firmly embedded in the 1989 National Environmental Action Plan (NEAP), an environmental policy which identified rangeland degradation as one of the kingdom’s key environmental problems, along with erosion and fertility loss of cultivated soil. Enhanced natural resource management on pastures and cultivated areas was consequently one of the main programmes of action proposed by the NEAP, linked to improved training and extension initiatives. Lesotho’s Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP) identifies protecting the environment as one of its eight national priorities. Its strategies for this purpose include a “production through conservation” approach to crop farming, better biodiversity conservation, the promotion of renewable energy technologies, agro forestry, afforestation and more grazing associations. 
The PRSP’s commitment to more user groups as key agents in sustainable land management (SLM) is particularly pertinent to this project.
 This resonates well with the new role of the Community Councils and the promotion of user groups that would work with and on behalf of these Councils. One of the NAP’s programme areas concerns KM and includes environmental monitoring, the coordination of information and knowledge, the integration of local knowledge and experience and understanding land tenure and customary rights for natural resource utilization. The NAP thus embodies the favorable policy climate for achieving SLM in Lesotho.

Since the local government elections of April 2005, the new Community Councils have legal responsibility for and authority over, natural resource management (NRM) in their areas of jurisdiction. It was on this basis that the Ministry of Local Government (MoLG) at the time of project conception, with support from GTZ and UNDP, was training Community Councils in land administration under the 1979 Land Act (another of their responsibilities) and in community-based development planning and management. The arrangements for these are currently being piloted. The processes of decentralization of central government services and of strengthening local government through Community Councils are of central importance to Lesotho’s current development strategy. It is on this institutional capacity basis that the project was designed. 

In 2005 Lesotho finalized its Food Security Policy as a complement to the Poverty Reduction Strategy, building on the National Agriculture Sector Strategy, one of whose goals was sustainable environmental management and conservation. The Food Security Policy included conservation farming and land conservation and rehabilitation as key measures to promote one of its strategic fields of action, the promotion of agricultural and food production. The policy is currently being converted into a National Plan of Action on Food Security. Of the four main programmes that make up the Plan of Action, two are being given priority: Commercial and Household Food Security and Natural Resource Management. This project is contributing directly to the latter programme.

In accordance with the project document, a CBNRM scoping exercise was undertaken in 2011 and supported the idea and confirmation that Lesotho has striven for many years to combat land degradation with programmes of soil and water conservation (SWC) and afforestation. Many related SLM programmes are now the primary responsibility of the Ministry of Forestry and Land Reclamation (MFLR), which has been consolidating them into an Integrated Watershed Management (IWM) approach in collaboration with GTZ, UNDP, FAO and the World Food Programme. When the SLM project began, (MFLR) was implementing a series of IWM activities in the Maseru, Mafeteng and Mohale’s Hoek districts with other work recently completed in Qacha’s Nek district. These largely technical interventions in soil and water conservation, rangeland rehabilitation and tree planting, under the auspices of Community Councils, are directly complementary to the institutional strengthening approach of the SLM project. This supports the strategy and also the implementation arrangements of the SLM project. 
This project does, therefore, assist the Government and people of Lesotho to implement their policy commitments to resource conservation and sustainable land management through community-driven planning and programmes under the authority of the new local government institutions. It is expected to complement existing technical programmes and link into other institutional initiatives in such a way that the resultant agreed sustainable land management approaches will be subsequently scaled up across the country. In so doing, it would also contribute to achievement of Lesotho’s NAP and PRS. The PS MFLR is actively involved in all Steering Committee meeting as an expression of this ownership.  

At the regional level, as a member of the New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD), Lesotho expects to participate actively in the emerging TerrAfrica partnership to scale up harmonized support for effective and efficient country-driven SLM approaches and to implement the best practices identified by the new partnership. Through the project/partnership, the government and stakeholders are facilitated to adopt a programmatic approach to SLM. TerrAfrica was commissioned to support the development of the SLM-Country Strategy Investment Plan developed in partnership with SML as a core project activity, Outcome 3. This is ongoing.

The lead Government Implementing Agency, the Ministry of Forestry and Land Reclamation, is very involved in the project oversight and decision making process through the steering committee and day to day work of the department of forestry. The Principal Secretary, a key SLM influencer, is very involved and committed. As per discussion and review of PC minutes, she liaises periodically and whenever the need arises with the UNDP country team on environment and sustainable livelihoods. She has been supportive of results-based project implementation and, as chairperson of the steering committee, has influenced and seen many changes in the project, including the extensive review of Project downsizing. The key stakeholders, including Agriculture and Local Government, are involved with her in the project steering committee. This ownership and leadership is reported as being very positive for the project. 

Recommendations:

· Continue to develop important synergistic relationships/ linkages for policy and reinforce through KM, communications and advocacy towards all SLM expected outcomes including the overall enabling environment and mainstreaming across sector.  
4.1.2. Stakeholder Participation in design rating: (S) Satisfactory 

As per the project document formulation, key stakeholders relevant to the promotion of SLM in Lesotho include the natural resource users; Community Councils; chiefs; several GOL Ministries; the National Environment Secretariat; UNDP; CARE; NGOs; parastatals; and development agencies. A project document matrix that summarizes the stakeholder’s expected capacities and relevance project’s SLM objectives; their potential interests, and conflicts that might arise; and the roles they are likely to play in execution of the project.

The broad involvement and ownership of project by stakeholders and for broad cross-sectoral policy learning, public awareness and positive environmental impacts is essential. By design, project is intent on promoting inter-sect oral collaboration between the Ministry of Forestry and Land Management, the Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security and the Department of Environment within the Ministry of Tourism, Environment and Culture.
 Important sectors, such as Department of Land Use Planning, the Ministry of Education and the Department of Tourism, are also very important stakeholders, but not necessarily active members of the steering committee or the PIF. The project might do well to also focus on capacity building of these ministries and agencies more broadly to foster inter-sector collaboration for SLM.

Civil Society Organizations (CSO) stipulated by ProDoc were to be important stakeholders and actively engaged in the project formulation and implementation.
 The original plan was implementing a medium-size project by CSO execution. It was changed to National Government Execution when the budget scaled to a full-size project (FSP) through TerrAfrica's involvement with the Strategic Investment Programme (SIP). CSOs are however an active part of the Project Steering Committee and maintain a central role in the development of the SLM model. CSOs played a critical role during the panel appointed by the government to scale down pilot areas in 2010 (SC minutes). Various CSO groups have participated in workshops and are beneficiaries/benefactors of the project. There are several CSOs operating in the pilot area with whom relationships might be developed and local capacities strengthened. 

The private sector is a second category of project stakeholders that were expected to contribute to the overall outcome through income-generating activities for the improvement of local economies; however, efforts made in 2011 to engage a private sector group in one village did not materialize according to project interviews. Meaningful engagement with the private sector seems to continue to elude the project even as the income-generating activities are rolled out in the pilot area. This poses a risk to sustainability (Interview with Project Manager and UNV Monitoring officer, Nov. 2012). The engagement of decision makers and the users or landowners is very important to evoke the necessary long term mindset changes needed for ecosystem management. 

Recommendations:

· Find meaningful ways to engage private sector, other UN agencies and the CSOs in projects activities at the field and national level. 

4.1.3. Replication approach   Rating: Marginally Satisfactory (MS)
 

The project was designed to be a model for SLM learning and management at the national, district and local levels, creating a robust cross sector learning network and to support the demarcation of the local level of boundaries in order to address important governance issues that stem from a dual governance system not linked at the community council to village level. 
The project purpose is to develop a SLM model for replication across Lesotho (ProDoc 2009, P31) and showcase a good practice of a national-level SLM system to the world. Outcome 1 is particularly focused on national replicability–through the development of a user group's empowerment model. Dealing with institutional linkages at the village to community council/district level is core to the internal change management approach. The SLM model development approach focuses on institution strengthening, generating knowledge and innovation processes, information sharing systems and tools, and influencing development planning. Replicability is facilitated by the project’s institutional strategy of linking natural resource management into Lesotho's core local government policies and structures (ProDoc 2009, p 31). The local and national SLM demonstration also supports national and global replication through knowledge sharing including with NEPAD and the GEF global network (see project achievements assessment in section Finding below). 
Recommendations:

· Document and communicate the project approach through the written case studies, knowledge and communication products including press.

4.1.4. Other aspects 

Knowledge Management and Learning (KML) and Strategic Communications for Policy Learning and Public Awareness/Engagement 

According to the project strategy, a number of Knowledge management-related activities were expected to commence soon after project inception. KM strategy intended to provide the modality to address the full spectrum of the SLM upstream and downstream challenges in recognizing the need for integrated work and for learning to tackle them. KM related activities were envisioned (to be a  modality and approach in order to stimulate awareness, adaptation and exchange of information about SLM for cultivated and uncultivated land, in order to counter the compartmentalized or silo analysis and operations of the MAFS, MFLR and the NGOs active in the sector. MTE learned that KM was not put forth as an important implementation strategy of the project. However thinking about KM has been reinvigorated in early 2012 with CSIF. KM might be rolled out now in line with work completed around the country strategy investment framework C-SIF.   

Recommendation:

· PMU employ a KM /Communication advisor to develop KM component and link it to the C-SIF framework.  

Decentralization and Capacity Strengthening Co-financing–Changes in Resources Available 

A key issue for SLM is that the boundaries of the Community Councils overlap the jurisdiction of principal chiefs or vice-versa (UNDP, SLM draft model document)
. The design assumed that modeling and/or scaling was hand-in-hand with decentralization, which would be ongoing, complementary and supported by other projects and agencies, including GTZ’s work with community councils and decentralization. The SLM project experienced a lapse of time between the original concept and the actual start date. By the time the project was signed, the GTZ project was out of synch with activities and planning; thus, the synergies were not realized. 

In addition, recent analysis presented by the C-SIF (the institutional political and economic scoping for a Programme on SLM–a core activity undertaken within scope of this project in 2012) suggests that it is the Local Government Act 1997 that defined the powers of all local authorities and which includes, inter alia, control of natural resources and environmental protection, public health (including waste collection and disposal), physical planning, land/site allocation, grazing control, water resources and services for involvement of agriculture and forestry. However, decentralization remains to be completed, and many of these functions have not yet devolved to local authorities. Most line ministries are yet to define the functions that will be developed at the local level. A major challenge related to this is thus fiscal decentralization, without which it is impossible to secure effective sectoral decentralization in districts responsible for the management of catchment areas in their areas of jurisdiction, including producing catchment management plans and promoting community participation. However, catchment plans are not yet developed and their respective functions are yet to be delineated and devolved (from MEMW). This posed a problem for the project team, who needed to focus energies and develop a strategy for engaging community councils as part of the work on developing sustainable and gazette grazing associations.

Conflict Resolution 

MTE learned the project design did not account for the risk of possible disputes which eventually arose to outright conflict, in the pilot area between villages regarding grazing boundaries between adjacent communities in the project pilot area. The conflict involved community members, chiefs and community councilors from both communities. 

UNDP worked with the implementing partner to mobilize a community conflict resolution process to mediate the conflict. This was not accomplished, though initiated, but is still in pipeline with different approach. The tension has abated somewhat, and project work is being carried out in relative safety. However, strong animosity between the two communities could still  lead to another skirmish if long lasting solution is not put in place. The government and the PMU are on high alert regarding the danger posed to both lives and the project achievements by the continued animosity. The Ministry will engage its own conflict resolution expertise to train community leaders.

Recommendation:

· Include conflict mediation capacity strengthening as part of the activities and lessons learned for scale-up.

4.2. PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION - RATING:  (S) SATISFACTORY
4. 2.1. Management and approach 

The project document was signed in 2008 (Project Manager Interview 19 Nov. 2012), and the inception workshop /work plan was developed March 2010, when activities formally began. The revision of project indicators would take place within the first year of implementation according to the Project Manager. In many instances, UNDP project implementation is guided by a project implementation manual (PIM) entitled the POPP which has replaced the former Global Programming Manual). The manual was developed by UNDP and the host government, and stipulate that the execution and implementation arrangements in the case of national execution are preceded by a capacity assessment.

Project Management Unit (PMU) 

According to the project document, the Project Management Unit (PMU) will consist of a Chief Technical Advisor, Project Manager, a Project Officer, an Administrative Assistant and a driver/messenger, as the core technical team for the project. The CTA and PM will be senior, experienced individuals, recruited on the basis of substantial documented performance in environmental and development planning in Lesotho or similar contexts. Overall technical supervision of the PMU by the Responsible Partner (selected institution) will be provided through part-time inputs from the organization.

Under the Ministry of Forestry and Land Reclamation (MFLR) is the Range Management Division RMD, the lead agency for the project which has vital experience with promoting under group concept of SLM through the Grazing Association. The PMU would be located within the MFLR RMD and is the main body for guiding and monitoring project implementation.
The philosophy underpinning the project implementation was to be that the PMU would not take lead in implementation – but rather would facilitate the relevant technical staff of the departments/ministries involved to take on project activities, which would be part of their regular work, and implement them using the budget provided through the project. 

The key positions on the SLM Team include the following: 

Based at MFLR 
· Project Manager; 

· Project Officers (2): one hired by UNDP and another from staff of Range Management Division–focuses on field level pilot implementation; 

· Finance/Admin. Officer has been with the project since inception; 

· Technical Advisor, as agreed during Tripartite Review Meeting 2012.
· Driver
Based at UNDP

· Programme Assistant; 

· UNDP UNV Project Monitoring Officer :  A second UNV has been on duty since Oct. 2012; 

· UNDP-GEF Regional Technical Advisor (South Africa).

· UNDP Head of Energy and Environment Unit ( overall strategic oversight  and monitoring ) 

	NAME
	DESIGNATION
	Engagement DATE(s)
	Termination of contract

	Bore Motsamai (Mr.)
	Project Manager
	01/02/2010
	Ongoing

	Mamorakane Makhetha (Mrs)
	Programme Assistant
	01/06/2010
	Ongoing

	Stephen O'Dwyer (Mr)
	UNV SLM Officer
	01/03/2011
	03/07/2012

	Rethabile Matlanyane (Mr.)
	Driver
	02/06/2010
	Ongoing

	Majosias Leonia Thulo (Mrs)
	Project Officer
	07/06/2010
	31/05/2012

	Lechesa Nthulanyane
	Project Officer (MFLR)
	Secondment from Government
	Ongoing

	Malefetsane Qabalatsane
	Driver (MFLR)
	Secondment from Government
	Ongoing

	Thetso Ntsapi (Mr.)
	Finance and Administration Officer
	01/07/2010
	Ongoing

	Gutema Kussa (Mr)
	UNV SLM Officer
	01/09/2012
	Ongoing

	Prof.  Qalabane Chakela
	Technical Adviser
	August 2012
	On-going


The PMU has been weakened by a number of factors outlined below. A new UNV has recently joined after a period of vacancy and a national SLM technical advisor has also joined.  The project strategy was intent on robust PMU with positions identified to help achieve the three project outcomes towards the overarching outcome goal–SLM learning network, including supporting coherent SLM services delivery, institutions for empowered resource-level user groups and learning for changes in destructive environmental behaviors and practices. The  PMU focusing its effort on range extension and reflects that rather insular project scope.  MTE learned that a decision was taken early–during the inception period by the Executive–not to hire a CTA because it was not seen to be important or needed (interviews Nov. 2012). The decision was reversed (2012) and filled with a local project technical advisor. 
A CTA in hindsight would have a substantive role to guide and support the implementation of the project (ProDoc 2009 p24). The recent hiring of a TA is therefore a very positive move, although late, as technical inputs for implementation were needed. MTE learned the project had originally staffed two project officers; one hired by UNDP and another on secondment from government, but was currently operating with only one (see matrix above). 
According to the GEF technical advisor (email correspondence January 2013 and as per review of PIRs) an important aspect affecting the implementation and the monitoring was a decision not to hire a technical advisor at the start of the project which has created a vacuum in technical capacity of the PMU. Bundling the role of the PM and TA in one person had weakened the capability of the individual to function effectively either as PM or TA; this problem had been exacerbated by the absence of the project officer. As the regional technical advisor, the requests for technical input from the project had been overwhelming and felt strongly that many of these would have been better tackled by an in-country technical advisor. The regional office tried to respond as speedily as possible and to make the advice as relevant as possible, but view was that this was inadequate.

The second project officer requested a disability leave of six months for recovery from a chronic back complaint. As UNDP service contracts do not have provision for leaves of absence, the contract was not renewed in May 2012, leaving a gap in terms of capacity to undertake work-related inputs, project management and planning for the overall project. One programme officer is left focused on field-level inputs and considered for decentralization to the pilot area based on a decision taken during a Steering Committee meeting (interviews Nov. 2012).  

In relation to the above, there is a vacuum identified at the PMU for strategic communications, KM, strategic planning ensuring important capacity strengthening and linkages between all outcomes. The PMU staff should be augmented with KM and communications in order to support cross sector institutional strengthening and enabling environment for SLM. Inputs are needed to support a knowledge network and develop products to “sell the C-SIF” by sharing project-related information/products for policy learning. Vacancies at PMU are barriers for the upstream work of the project and institutional framework within the context of the SIF. The UNV position has been vacant for several months during which monitoring were performed by the UNDP Unit Head and the Project Assistant. 

Institutional Learning 

The project implementation strategy inherent with the overall design however, is found to fall short in relation to how inputs in outcome two and three are linked to the role of the Steering Committee, Project Implementation Forum or Country-Strategic Investment Framework working group processes... The Steering Committee was intended to guide implementation and to provide overall support for the enabling environment including pushing forth an agenda for enacting legislations and policies and cross sector learning for SLM. The Project Implementation Forum was expected to be a platform for engaging broad cross sector / vertical stakeholder involvement including local ownership of SLM decision making and as a forum to be institionalized as the SLM project sustainability measure. The C-SIF group overlaps in that it does similar work of Steering Committee and the Project implementation Forum PIF.  All three are important mechanisms for results around capacity building and the overall enabling environment for SLM across sector. 

· PMU to revisit the three planning mechanisms for ensuring project effectiveness for mainstreaming and sustainability. 
·  The SLM governance strategy vis-à-vis the outcomes might also be reviewed.  The arrangement for institutionalizing either as the core inter-sectoral participatory planning mechanism for SLM should be discussed.
Rural pilot area

The pilot area is at Semonkong and the surrounding areas, some +/-100 kms southeast of Maseru. The implementation arrangements are well understood and functional at the Headquarters in Maseru, where there is a Project Manager, Finance and Administration Staff, a Project Monitoring Officer, a Project Accountant and support staff. There is also a full-time Project Officer within the department. However, the implementation arrangements at the project site are very thin and dependent on the officers coming from Maseru on an irregular basis.

PMU staff members are often deployed to the field and there were reports about serious delays in implementation (SLM project officer interview Nov 21, 2012).  For the staff to get to the field they must access the DSA, which is purportedly not always timely and the travel cost at times was too great compared to the outputs on the ground. 

The production and dissemination of information generated by the project

Other than the production of the draft SLM model document, the project has produced no documents for sharing (and imparting learning). The SLM model is being discussed at greater detail and many of its components are still stand-alone items. In effect, there has been little attempt to implement activities dealing with outcome 3, to the detriment of the project strategy. There is, however, evidence that the project has been trying to establish an information sharing approach through the establishment of the Project Implementation Forum.

Procurement (including fiduciary and process related results monitoring)

The UNV is supporting the M& E framework, including providing quality assurance. Together with the financial officer and the programme assistant based at UNDP this completes a comprehensive system of checks and balances for the operational results. 
The financial officer is an accountant responsible for the payments and procurement, also overseen by the UNV. Accordingly (note to the file), whenever a request is made by the project Implementing Partner (IP) to make a payment to a given vendor or supplier, these requests are then approved by the UNV PMO. Approval is based on the required supporting documents being supplied. As well as satisfying the officer that the documents are present, the UNV PMO ensured that each activity is in the Annual Work Plan (UNDP SharePoint folder) for the project and that there was sufficient available budget to carry out the activity. After approval by the UNV PMO, the documents are passed to the Programme Assistant for further processing (Handover note and interview with the outgoing UNV).  This seems to work (for fiduciary monitoring) however, the MTE felt that there was need for a more strategic and risk management approach. This type of oversight is struggling. 
4.2.2.   Adaptive Management Rating: (MS) Marginal Satisfactory
The project modality is enacting the adaptive management approach through learning and iterative planning. Mechanism for implementation and project learning include the Project Steering committee (SC), the Project implementation forum (PIF) and the community-based user associations. The Steering Committee provides important oversight and guidance to national and district level implementation with active support by members, including the Director of Range, Director of Forestry and Director of Soil and Water Conservation. Others vocalize their options and participate in important substantive decisions, such as the reduction of scope for results and the redesign of the project to develop a new SLM model as opposed to using the trans-boundary model to provide support to the decision-making process in the project outcomes. 
Baseline Assessment and Monitoring SLM

The project document included activities for core baseline research including a range inventory to establish the basis for rangelands management. 
The activities planned included a cost intensive rangeland inventory survey to map out the problem and to enable decision making around the institutional arrangement for monitoring and decision making. A second research activity was the socio-economic study - meant to establish the human economic conditions prior to implementation of the pilot and would be used to determine the changes the intervention had had on the population post Project implementation.  The third was the monitoring and evaluation systems design which was not done to the satisfaction of the Project management. In realization that the rangeland inventory was very costly, the Project management in consultation with the stakeholders; including the MoFLR stopped it in December 2010 because of serious ‘draining of the budget’ - a legitimate reason due to disproportionate expenditure. 
The termination was an executive decision by all parties including UNDP, GEF and GOL. Although well understood and the reasoning for termination of the activity, data collection and monitoring system for rangeland is essential for the project outcome and the MTE thus expresses the importance of improving and finding solutions for rangeland monitoring and data collection as part of the project. The Team visited the Department of LUP who expressed their wiliness to participate and have some related capability, i.e. satellite imagery and GIS, to support SLM map boundaries and input data for land use planning and this could be explored as an important partnership. 
Recommendation:

· Engage with Land Use Planning department  in order to study feasibility of developing a GIS or  data collection and monitoring system for rangeland management and broader natural resources management issues;

· Include DLUP in the Project Implementation Forum PIF. 

Electronic information technologies 
The project is employing basic office technologies for day-to-day project management; however, it could be using technology as part of the communication and community organization and overall learning approach for SLM across sector. This is not apparent. 
Recommendation:
· Consider more creative ways to employ technologies as part of the learning approach with policy makers, farmers and resource users for strategic communication of project learning and day-to-day institutional development work.
4.2.3.   Project Monitoring - rating:  (MS) Marginally Satisfactory
Log frame as a management tool

The projects logical framework defines the project strategy and the expected project’s impacts, in this case a Lesotho with less poverty, having achieved sustainable livelihoods and delivered global environmental benefits. The Sustainable Land Management (SLM) Logical Framework Approach (LFA), although having been designed during project implementation, is seemingly robust. It has captured many aspects of the project strategy and approach, and the evaluation team find positive. However, a logical framework, to be a functional management tool, should be supported by a strong and practical M&E system that captures events as they happen and in an iterative manner, i.e. it must support building blocks from inputs, activities, outputs, outcomes and impacts. Every stage of the way must be monitored and evaluated so as to gauge progress towards the ultimate goal. 
Since the design of both the LFA and the M&E system were done while the project was already being implemented, there are concerns about the influence of these management tools towards attainment of the project objectives and whether it will realize its goal for the long term. The baseline surveys were partly undertaken, including socio-economic and vegetation, but the variables to be included in the survey may have been open-ended and not finally supporting the project’s design and mandate. Currently the project is supporting a “National Monitoring of Processes of Landscape Change” consultancy, an exercise that needs to feed into the overall institutional monitoring system for SLM.

Commonly, projects allocate between 5% and 10% of the overall budget for activities of monitoring and evaluation, including the baseline surveys. MTE did find an M&E table in the ProDoc with a budget stipulated.  This still did form the basis of the work planning but at a much reduced project scope (in terms of impact indicators) 
Project Review 2010 –Inception workshop 

The in-country review undertaken in 2010 to downsize the scope of the project area, including the targets, was a noble thing, given the resources and the time allocated for the project to operate. As a pilot project, the original SLM project was to large i.e. land area to be covered and so indicators were reduced in order to work towards success. The results of the review were sanctioned by the Regional Office.

Consultancy M&E 2010

The project management deemed the M&E consultancy to be problematic, so the consultancy was terminated. This created a number of problems: first, the time the management afforded the exercise and catering of such a person; second, the resources used; and third and perhaps the most important, denial of the management tool which would have enabled a smooth running of the project, especially in gauging progress towards the intended goal. 

GEF regional office support 

The GEF Regional office provided sufficient technical support and backstopped the local decision making processes including a number of substantive changes stakeholders wished to undertake. This included a major review undertaken in 2010. (Minutes of the workshop held at Mohale’s Hoek to review the Project implementation 2-3 August 2011).  

Project Steering Committee (PSC) 

The Project Steering Committee was set up to guide the development of the project and provide intra/inter-sector guidance and oversight to the overall project implementation (ProDoc 2009, p 31). Its functions were extended to perform functions for the full-sized project on SLM. The SC is chaired by the Principal Secretary, MDLR. The core membership includes the MoLG, MAFS, the National Environment Secretariat, UNDP, FAO, the Lesotho Council of NGOs and PELUM Lesotho. The SC has met nine times. 

The SC is performing several important functions. For example, in addition to planning and monitoring functions for the implementation of  the project, it also serves as the main mechanism to facilitate the business case for SLM to higher-level officials and counterparts. According the project document and interviews during MTE, the Steering Committee was not, however, designed as a day-to-day  planning operational mechanism.  It was to be strategic and is an important part of the project mainstreaming strategy as per the philosophy of the PMU.   

Project Implementation Forum (PIF)

A second monitoring and planning mechanism envisioned by the original project strategy was the project implementation forum (PIF). The PIF was intended to shadow the participatory SLM institutional cross-sector planning approach. The PIF has met three times since project inception (Project Manager, Interview 18 Nov. 2012). PIF meetings actually held in Sept 2010 and March 2011. The last meeting was held in November 2012. 

Team felt there seems to be confusion between the expected roles and outcomes of each, and duplication is weakening both forums for planning (as an institutionalized input) as a result. 

The SC may be overwhelming the intended functions of the project implementation forum (PIF), which was envisioned to be the institutional participatory planning mechanism for planning SLM, and for guiding stakeholder input into decision-making and for learning (ProDoc 2009).

Thus, the Steering Committee is not functioning in the broader knowledge sharing and institutional learning role, nor is it performing particularly well in a primarily a technical or policy role. It was envisioned to be an important forum for demonstrating inter-sectoral collaboration to higher level officials for sustainability. Consideration might be given to setting up a more operational Technical working group or TAG, to facilitate the day-to-day work in team piloting and policy change activities.

UNV officer: Project M&E support 

The employment of UNV officers has been a good input to the SLM project. Since inception, the project has had the services of two capable UNVs. MTE learned that the previous UNV was very good and participated fully, during the management meetings, the PIF or the Steering Committee. The present UNV has recently arrived, (two months in the country) and is actively working with the project, Promoting volunteerism is one of the UNV focuses and so this might become on area of substantive focus for the new UNV. MTE find room to promote volunteerism especially at the community level toward project SLM outcomes. The UNV might also begin to study how to expand the SLM project partnerships with CSOs and make changes.

UNDP Head of Energy and Environment Unit:

Project roles include provision of overall project implementation oversight as well as integration of the project into national strategies such as the National Strategic Development Plan; integration  of the project into   UN and UNDP strategies and frameworks such as the United Nations Development Assistance Framework ( UNDAF) and the Country Programme Document; recruitment and procurement in  liaison with the  PMU and the Implementing Partner  as well as daily supervision of the UNV and the Programme Assistant.  

Recommendations: 
· The project management unit meetings be held regularly (weekly) and roles clearly defined. 
· UNV promote concrete linkages (conduct training if necessary) to local volunteer and CSO organizations (project activities especially at the community level )
4.2.4. Stakeholder Participation and Implementation Rating: (MS) Marginally Satisfactory

The key stakeholders relevant to the promotion of SLM include natural resource users; Community Councils; chiefs; several GOL Ministries; the National Environment Secretariat; UNDP; CARE; NGOs; parastatals; and development agencies. The matrix below summarizes their capacity and relevance to this project’s SLM objectives; their potential interests, and conflicts that might arise; and the roles they are likely to play in execution of the project.

	Who
	Capabilities/current role for promoting and/or practicing SLM
	Potential interests and conflicts with regard to SLM
	Role in project

	Natural  resource users
	· Extensive indigenous technical knowledge

· Familiarity with concepts of group action, committee operations etc.

· Commitment to SLM because of livelihood interests in a sustainable environment
	· Strong potential interest in achieving SLM

· Different resource users may have different SLM priorities

· Gender differences may arise in SLM decision making

· Political and other factional differences may hinder consensus and decision making in some local contexts
	· Leading agents of SLM through user groups or associations

	Community Councils
	· Legal authority for SLM

· Little capacity to exert this authority at field level

· Committed to fulfilling their NRM responsibilities, but currently uncertain how to go about this

· Still exploring all aspects of their new role as local authorities
	· Likely to embrace user group concept as a way of fulfilling their legal responsibilities

· Could enact byelaws for this purpose

· Decision making could be hindered by (party) politics or other internal differences
	· Locus of legal authority for SLM

· Supervise government field staff who, under the newly decentralized system, are administratively answerable to Community Councils

· Supervise and guide resource user groups acting on their behalf

· Provide modest levels of resourcing to these groups for their daily operations

	Chiefs
	· Traditional NRM authorities

· Some have extensive technical knowledge

· Some are respected leaders

· Two chiefs are elected by their peers as members of each Community Council and can thus play a formal role in Councils’ NRM decision making

· Principal Chiefs retain legal authority over high altitude cattle post areas
	· Many chiefs likely to resent their loss of formal NRM authority to Community Councils

· Some chiefs may foment political opposition to Community Councils’ or user groups’ SLM efforts

· Some chiefs may play constructive roles in new SLM dispensation

· Principal Chiefs’ cattle post management needs to be harmonized with the SLM practiced by neighboring Community Councils and user groups 
	· Some chiefs can contribute as Community Council members

· All chiefs, if so inclined, can contribute as leading and knowledgeable members of their communities

· Principal Chiefs have vital role in cattle post management and the integration of this function with SLM by user groups and Community Councils

	Ministry Forest Land Reclamation
	· Through its Range Management, Soil Conservation and Forestry Divisions, can provide technical knowledge and practical/programmatic experience

· Has domestic budget that can be used for co-financing with GEF contribution
	· Mandated to facilitate and support SLM in Lesotho

· Inevitably challenged by the decentralization process and by the new legal NRM mandate of local authorities
	· Leading technical agency

· Chair of Steering Committee

· Source of co-finance

· Should participate actively in knowledge management and networking activities

	Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security
	· Increasingly active in promoting on-farm soil and water conservation through soil fertility and soil structure management, conservation and organic agriculture techniques etc.
	· Has a shared food security commitment with MFLR whose achievement depends partly on SLM
	· Should be an active member of project Steering Committee

· Should participate actively in knowledge management and networking activities

	Ministry of Local Government
	· Responsible for guiding the decentralization process and the establishment of the new local government system in Lesotho

· Consequently responsible for supporting MFLR’s decentralization process and assisting Community Councils as they grapple with their NRM role

· Has only recently formed NRM Task Group and started to focus on SLM issues
	· Vitally important in developing the overall local institutional context within which SLM must be practiced
· Has many priorities and policy demands on its limited resources, and will have to be encouraged to give NRM issues the necessary attention
	· Should be an active member of project Steering Committee

· Should participate actively in knowledge management and networking activities

· Should advise and facilitate Community Councils’ development of SLM byelaws, which must be approved by the Minister of Local Government

	National Environment Secretariat
	· Policy coordination role, with particular reference to Lesotho’s global obligations and commitments
	· Committed to Lesotho’s fulfillment of its Convention obligations

· Committed to implementation of Lesotho’s UNCCD NAP
	· GEF focal point: key liaison role

· Member of project Steering Committee

	UNDP
	· Extensive experience of sustainable rural development strategies and challenges in Lesotho

· Experience of GEF project delivery
	· Involved in several other GEF- and SLM-related activities in Lesotho
	· Key agency for channeling and supervision of GEF resources, advice on procedures

· Key member of project Steering Committee


Small Grants Programme (SGP)

The Small Grants Programme inputs have been accessed. A community at Boreipala has been granted a sum of M 388,000 to assist with marketing infrastructure; especially when they start implementing their management plans which, among others, call for the reduction of the herds. The poor breeds or low performers among their flocks will be culled.  The grant will assist with locations for marketing the culled animals as they plan to build marketing kraals.

According to the PIR 2012 report (verified by field visits of the MTE), the project has assisted one community-based management of natural resources users association in the project pilot area in the framing of a GEF-SGP project concept, which has since been recommended for full proposal development. The proposal relates to the purchase of breeding stock to allow association members pursuit of a quality-over-quantity approach to livestock production. This reduces the grazing load on the landscape.

The MTE team believes it is better to advise the community to build the kraals at or near Semonkong town rather that at their place, which is a 1½-hour drive on an inhospitable road. Additionally, the building in this location will also assist other communities within the pilot area and beyond to access the marketing facility.

NGOs’ participation 

The project success was premised (during design stage) on the active participation of Civil Society Organizations and the resource user themselves.  Despite being recognized in the Project Steering committee as its members (Project Doc 2009 page 32), however not much effort to utilize the NGOs as partners in implementation has emerged (in the pilots in particular ( According to PSC Meeting No. 1 did 28 Apr 2010 made decision not to engage CARE as implementing agency because of implications of prohibitive costs. The view was that CSOs in activities are not sustainable i.e. that they rely on donor funds that may not be available and threaten the models success. Serumula Development Association operating in Semonkong has that experience.

The Project Manager however should utilize these groups as envisaged at the design and advocate for them as active participant in SLM.  Bringing CSOs on board in implementation of the pilot and for strategic communication and advocacy immediately will support sustainability... 
The project has had thus minimal participation or capacity strengthening of the NGO beneficiaries, the NGOs. This was observed where CB inputs were delivered to beneficiaries to construct a water tank. Without the presence of the technicians, the tanks weren’t built. This was a great opportunity to strengthen the capacity of learning and funds could be justified for such as CB. In some cases, the cement had even expired because it sat for a long time. In essence, therefore, there are weaknesses in efficiency of the operations. 

Other than upstream participation at the Steering Committee meetings, NGOs have been co-opted in the Project Implementation Forum. Their role in the project has been limited to Steering Committee meetings and Project Implementation Forum (PIF) forums and not in concrete implementation and learning activities.

Local resource users

The project is actively developing a model for SLM with resource user groups and this is having success and is the subject cof the mid -term evaluation in general. This is especially demonstrating success when employing 'learning'.
Recommendations

· Bring CSOs into project activities where feasible and develop a plan their sustainability during the course of partnering.     
· Continue to support the intensification of knowledge, learning and partnering activities for enhanced multi-stakeholder collaboration and learning.   

· Continue to employ a strong learning by doing approach with the user groups for conservation agriculture and pastoral management and livelihood generation.

Government Counterpart Contribution–IGAs and Extension services 
The Government Trust Funds for the Income Generating Activities (IGAs) and extension have not been forthcoming until this year, when an estimated M 500,000 has been released to support the IGAs. One would consider that for the project to lay proper foundation of improving sustainable livelihoods while taking pressure away from the rangelands, the issuing of the Government Trust Fund should have been done at the onset as was premised. Therefore, this delay in providing support may have undermined the attainment of the project’s objectives within the specified time.  According to the Project Manager, the PMU responded to a call for proposals from NEPAD Spanish fund for income generating activities for African women empowerment in 2011. Submission was not successful. 
Recommendations:
· The lead agency must allow participation of all key stakeholders so as to allow ownership of the SLM learning process. To note that there are members who are no longer attending meetings is a source of concern.
Important partnerships for scaling and sustainability 

A National Conservation Agricultural Task Force is active and providing extensive research and analysis. It has developed and published an ambitious up scaling Strategic Framework 2012-2017 (FAO 2012). The project team can become more engaged in this task force.

FAO Adaptation Project 

FAO is currently preparing a proposal, entitled “Strengthening Capacity for Climate Change Adaptation in the Agricultural Sector,” for submission to the GEF. It deals with conservation agriculture, use of crop cover and use of trees in a wide range of systems (agroforesty, woodlots, on pasture gardens/orchards, alley cropping windbreaks and hedges), and plans to support a wide range of SLWMM technologies, e.g. drip irrigating systems, rainwater harvesting. The project intends to include inventory of location-specific adaptation practices and setting up field demonstrations, as well as implementing training programmes to strengthen technical capacity to address climate-related vulnerabilities at national, district and community levels. This project is a good match with regard to SLM project scale up ideas. These ideas need to be explored now before the end of project.  

EU Decentralization Project

The EU support to governance issues in Lesotho was seen as important to leverage resources in support of the SLM. The community councils were premised to be, among other things, responsible for land management in rangeland situations. It was therefore imperative that the two interventions could work together to assist communities in the management of their land resources. As a governance issue, the EU was to assist with the training of the councilors on issues relating to range management as part of devolution of powers from the centre. The SLM model, also premised on the support and participation of the Community Council as a third tier of its branch, recognizes the full participation of the councils, the chiefs and the user groups or resident communities in agreeing on the management of the range resources at all times. This did not happen but the project can continue to explore relationships with this project post mid-term. 

4.2.5. Cost Effectiveness - Financial Management (S) Satisfactory 
Management and Implementation 

Cost-effectiveness vs. time equals outcome. MTE learned the project manager has been active in push starting implementation beginning in 2010. The project has been aggressively delivering its planned activities (see outputs analysis in findings section in terms of piloting and CB training activities). The project implementation was not delayed, and in comparison with the project globally, the Project Manager used GEF funds from start-up.  
The financial monitoring arrangements of the project are integrated with the financial procedures of UNDP with the stipulation that all disbursements must be requested by Principal Secretary MFLR. Team finds however that only one UNDP/ NIM audit had been conducted in 2009-2010 but none since. This should be followed up on immediately post mid-term. Annual work plans were found to be employed as effective project management tools and also for budgeting monitoring purposes.

Table 1. Financial Status- Also see financial break down by activities in the Outcomes finding section. 
	Co-financing (Type/Source)
	IA (Own Financing)

(Mill US$)
	Government

(Mill US$)
	Other Sources

(Mill US$)
	Total Financing

(Mill US$)
	Total Disbursement

(Mill US$)

	
	Proposed
	Actual
	Proposed
	Actual
	Proposed
	Actual
	Proposed
	Actual
	Proposed
	Actual

	Grant
	1.7245
	1.7245
	1.97
	0.087345
	0.3
	0.3
	3,9945
	2.111845
	3.9945
	1,354907

	Credit
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Loans
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Equity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	In-kind
	
	
	
	
	0.4
	0.0
	0.4
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Non-grant instruments
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other Types
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	1.724,5
	1.7245
	1.97
	0.087345
	0.7
	0.3
	4.394,5
	2.111845
	3.9945
	1.354907


The cost-effectiveness (Has the project been cost effective?)

The project has spent a combined US $252,578 on consultancies of the socio-economic baseline survey, development of an M&E system and on daily subsistence allowances for the staff to undertake data collection on rangelands in the pilot area. These are substantial amounts of financial resources with little or limited documented gain in terms of Cost Benefit and impacts on environment... Although the socio-economic baseline survey was completed to the satisfaction of the project management, its usefulness is limited because the data derived was in the first place not informed by the parameters in the logical framework. For an example, among its important yardsticks, the LFA stipulates that by the end point, there shall have been an increase over the baseline socio-economic score of at least 10%. The study did not measure this parameter. How would the project determine the impact of its interventions if the required information is not available? Unfortunately, the costs have been incurred.

The project strategy (expressed by the log framework analysis (finding section)) stipulates how the means must justify the end. Thus the inputs, the activities and their subsequent outputs, should feed timely and efficiently to the outcomes. The data collected through the baselines and other studies however have not been employed to determine the direction the approach must take or to inform the future activities- strategic level outcomes inflicting the SLM around enabling environment. There isn’t an apparent cost-effectiveness being achieved by the project. The team recommends strongly that there must be a deliberate attempt by the implementers to evaluate the influence of future activities. Therefore, it is important that the parameters within the LFA are well articulated and data to prove them be collected, analyzed and interpreted.
Co-financing 
While the GEF had disbursed all project funds by 30 June 2010, the government counterpart funds have not been forthcoming as was expected. The first year, 2010, the government did not disburse the funds to enable implementation of the activities based on committed support. This was also the case in the second year. When the funds were finally made available, the project could not readily access them. Government funds have supported IGAs activities in 2012 however been delayed. In discussions with staff, it became clear that there is a residual problem of availing government funds in a timely manner.  MTE learned that UNDP procurement procedures have been very slow i.e. for at least a week or two after the initial request has been made, delaying implementation in the field. This was not very useful as the project attempted to deploy staff to the field on a regular basis to develop the pilot model. 
Financial Situation for planning at Mid-term 

Base on the table above and below, the project has spent GEF funds US $1.354, 907 out of US $1,724, 500 awarded.  Of the US $300, 000 UNDP committed - US$ 300,000 are available (interview with UNDP). The original idea that GTZ would also co finance activities related to the community councils CB proved unrealistic and so this was dropped for budget planning. With unspent GEF budget, the funds remaining are however significant and can support project results if the project management including the SC wishes to take into consideration the recommendation of the midterm evaluation.    

Budgetary allocations to outcomes were not done during project design.  Annual work plans were produced for budget monitoring purposes. Expenditures have been incurred across all four outcomes including Project Management Unit; with the bulk of the expenditures in outcomes 1 and 4.

	Outcome
	Initial/planned allocation
	Expenditures to end December 2012 (USD)
	Percentage expenditure

	
	
	
	Of the Proposed Financing amount
	Of the Disbursed amount

	1. Proven, strengthened, participatory, replicable models and techniques that successfully overcome current  institutional and governance barriers toi SLM are to be ready for national implementation
	-
	546,122.62
	12


	26

	2. Adequate local and national capacity for adapting and up-scaling proven SLM models and techniques are in place
	-
	66,069.10
	1.5


	3.1

	3. SLM Policy Enabling Environment of enhanced awareness, dialogue, understanding and analysis of SLM best practices at resource user, community, local government, NGOs  and national government across the country reflected in the relevant policies, strategies and programmes
	-
	71,477
	1.7
	3.4

	4. Project Management and Coordination
	-
	631,762.76
	14


	30

	Total
	4,394,500.00
	1,315,431.48
	30
	64


Team learned that the initial budgetary planning exercise as per project strategy and log frame re- original project strategy was not conducted. In hindsight, this may have provided a basis for the Project Management Unit to plan and monitor simultaneous activities including implementation and inter linkages between outcomes.  Without the exercise, the PMU seem to have concentrated its strategic work on the pilot. 

The Financial management of the PMU rests with the Project manager.  Although the Project hired the finance and administration officer, the PM has been forced to function as an accountant - less of strategic manager to guide decision making due to capacity issues. The Finance and administration officer clearly did not understand the project strategy behind the funds and not able to even extract the financial situation quickly attesting to the budgetary picture at a given time - How much disbursed and how much expended.  The project assistant also was unable to share this information quickly. The MTE recommend that the assistant at UNDP share the finances and related activities with the staff at the PMU.  The UNV officer must ensure that this happens.

4.2.6. Execution and implementation modalities   (S) Satisfactory
NEX is a suitable implementation modality toward the project’s environmental and natural resource management ‘learning’ objectives, evident from the learning by doing support it provides through the project base at Department of Range Resources Management of the Ministry of Forestry and Land Reclamation, including negotiating commitment and regular involvement of key technical people in the diverse ministries, departments, agencies and units involved. The UNDP fiduciary support is robust and it is appropriately active in strategic support to implementation and monitoring (based on interviews and PSC minutes). 
The SLM project is implemented by the Department of Range Resources Management of the Ministry of Forestry and Land Reclamation.  The team felt that the demonstration  pilot should have full time field support  to support the integration of SLM services and work with the under groups and community council closely for project outcomes . This will also deal with the procurement issues around with DSA and logistics that are clearly hindering results   Secondly, for better support of UNDP in terms of monitoring for results and accountability, the PMU can consider the closer integration of the work of the UNV and the project assistance based at UNDP in terms of strategic planning around outcomes which is warranted.  
Recommendation: 
· Project Management Unit deploy a field officer as full time resident within the project area who can attend to extension and governance related issues and also impact local relevant day to day capacity strengthening. 
· PMU begin meeting for strategic planning on a regular basis and involved UNDP resident staff including UNV and project assistant. 

 …………………………………………………………………………………………………….
5. RESULTS 
5.1. Attainment of Outcomes/Achievements of Project Objective Rating: (MS) Marginally Satisfactory 

PROJECT OBJECTIVE–TO CREATE A KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT NETWORK FOR SUSTAINABLE LAND MANAGEMENT 
Based on the review of the activities, 2010 and 2011 PIRs and discussion with stakeholders involved in implementation, the MTE verified that just 50% of the activities related to developing a SLM learning network are completed (In summary Outcome 1 is 80% completed. Outcome 2 and Outcome 3 are 20% completed.

	Outcome and Outputs Description
	Activity
	Total Cost per Activity (US$)
	Progress, Achievements, Contraints, observations, etc.

	Project Objective: Supported by a Knowledge management network, Lesotho begins to alleviate poverty, achieve more sustainable livelihoods and deliver global environmental benefits on the basis of enhanced local and national techniques, approaches, capacity and strategy for up-scaling successful SLM

	Total Project
	1,315,431.48
	


OUTCOME 1–SLM GOVERNANCE MODEL DEVELOPMENT 

	Outcome 1. Proven, strengthened, participatory, replicable models and techniques that successfully overcome current institutional and governance barriers to SLM, strengthen country partnerships and integrate SLM into country programmes are ready for national implementation

	Output 1.1. An institutional arrangement for resource governance that builds on traditional systems and accommodates local authorities developed
	Activity 1.1.1. Review current resource management practices and SLM techniques to identify strengths and weaknesses
	759.97
	Scoping exercise done. Although completed, it has not informed the next step(s) to be undertaken towards attainment of the objectives and overall goal.

	
	Activity 1.1.2.  Review the SLM best practices in the region (and the world):- 

  a).  Local Study Tour by Project Team

b).  Beneficiaries’ in-country study tour

 c).  International study tour    
	19,566
	The beneficiary local study tour was done and the beneficiaries found it good and were pleased. Beneficiaries also saw the land management techniques – CA. International tour was done to Namibia; 6 officers (UNDP, Agriculture, DC, Project Office and the Project Manager). For each trip there had been reports produced. PM visited the NEPAD Terra Africa Website and seems to have acquired most of the approaches from this interaction. 

	
	Activity 1.1.3.  Review institutional     arrangements  for natural           resource management in Lesotho
	
	Scoping exercise to produce the model had been done. 

	
	Activity 1.1.4.  Facilitate the development of  guidelines for effective working relations between Community  Councils and resource users Model workshops held:-

· Semonkong 

· Workshops 1 and 2 at Maseru Sun
	31,436
	Completed. The model had been developed through a consultative process (a series of w/shops). One at community level and two at the national level. Guidelines for development of the model have been formulated.  For purposes of sustainability, the desire/plan is to leverage the NEPAD funds; SLM is also included in the NDSP. Institutionalization of this process (based on the Terra Africa network) is underway. The Ministry is also the first to implement parts of the NSDP using the developed model.

	
	Activity 1.1.5.  Facilitate user group formation:-

· Sensitization and constitution formation questionnaire administered

· Election of committees

· User group constraints

· Capacity building through training of user groups on management

· Registration of user group

· Management plan (phase I)
	46,011
	General gatherings in various villages. Guidelines for formation of the user groups have been formulated. User Group mobilization has been done effectively. Five (5) user groups in the pilot area have been formed. The degree of their understanding of the issues however varies. Other groups have moved their attention to Income Generating Activities at the expense of the main focus, which is the management of the land and land resources in their areas. It may require that project officer revisit them to make them understand why the project is there in the first place. 

User Groups have been trained in issues of land management but not on the development of the governance model being proposed.

	
	Activity 1.1.6.  Facilitate the formulation of resource governance bye-laws by Community Councils
	20,607
	This activity was put on hold pending the election of the new Councilors in February 2012. However, the activity was not continued following the elections. It is important to note that the project design had recommended the implementation of the model to be along the lines of the MDTP model. However, upon further investigations, the project found that the MDTP model was artificial (on paper rather than on the ground).  MDTP model was complicated as it was developed by the consultant without a consultative process.  Secondly, the MDTP model monitoring of the program was to be done by the Community Councils thru/with a hired technician. CCs however do not have the funds to run their programmes. The current project’s approach is to develop own processes–develop own by-lays.  There is a need for the national government to enact laws to enable local processing.

	
	Activity 1.1.7. Farming techniques implemented:

Pigs

Dual purpose poultry

Conservation farming
	13,270
	In support of the income generating activities.

	Output 1.2. Resource users identified and their groups formed
	Activity 1.2.1.  Assess livelihood support systems to determine types and numbers of resource user groups necessary.
	72,340.38
	The socio-economic study was conducted through a consultancy. The question then remains as to what effect had the study had on the choice of the support systems that the project is providing to the individuals and groups.

	
	Activity 1.2.2. Undertake assessment of each resource and identify sustainable management/harvesting principles (e.g. for livestock, rangeland productivity assessment/carrying capacity.
	154,814.27
	The vegetation study had been taken but was stopped by management before it complete its survey.  The assessments were thus incomplete.

	
	Activity 1.2.3.  Facilitate formation of resource user groups.
	
	The project has assisted in the formation of six user groups in the project pilot area.

	
	Activity 1.2.4.  Develop user group governance principles; facilitate formation of resource user groups’ constitutions and legal registration–(constitution includes management principles/harvesting regimes, rules and regulations, monitoring and conflict resolution mechanisms, etc.).
	
	Out of the five user groups formed, two have their constitutions completed and have been constituted legally by the Law Office. The other four are still preparing to register but one group of Rapoleboea is having second thoughts as to its composition and formulation.  The project Officers are encouraged to visit this group as it seems to have a multitude of problems including shared range resources.

	
	Activity 1.2.1. Prepare project M&E framework (in the 2011 AWP)
	
	This deviation in the project activity schedule appears in the 2011 Annual Work Plan. The activity schedule in the revised implementation schedule points to the above approach. The project’s annual report therefore presents as follows: The revised indicators framework was done during project review and was then agreed upon with new set of indicators.

	
	Activity 1.2.2. Undertake natural resource Assessments:-

· Mapping;

· Grazing management plan;

· Soil carbon and erosion studies (in the 2010 AWP)
	
	Mapping of geographical and topographic features of the project area, especially in the Mokolometsane Community Council was completed during the reporting period. The soil and erosion studies were not undertaken as funds to undertake them were used elsewhere to develop the Soil and Water Conservation policy.

	Output 1.3. Income generating activities identified, researched and piloted
	1.3.1. Undertake assessment of potential IGAs, identifying potential markets (national, regional. International) and challenges to accessing markets/developing business around the IGAs.
	158,182
	

	
	Activity 1.3.2. Pilot viable IGAs to reduce pressure on natural resource.
	2,076
	Training of communities on sustainable agricultural practices was undertaken. The government counterpart funds amounting to M500, 000.00 was made available to user groups for purchases towards poultry, pigs, and construction of water harvesting tanks to enable production of vegetables and fruits in the community gardens and orchards. The issue however remains of market accessibility.  Whether the project has undertaken to iron out this and other market related issues present a greater challenge.

	
	Activity 1.3.3. Forestry techniques were implemented.
	13,117
	

	
	Activity 1.3.4. Livestock marketing
	10,287
	

	
	Activity 1.3.5. Wool processing machinery and materials for one (1) Wool and Mohair Growers Association completed.
	3,656
	

	Total Outcome 1.
	546,122.62
	


The project strategy intends to deal with the important governance issues as barriers to SLM. 
“The primary barrier to SLM in Lesotho is the lack of proven, replicable governance models for the management of natural resources by contemporary community institutions,” (ProDoc p 13).
The original plan was to scale up the NRM model work completed under the GEF supported MTDP but it was not found to be applicable (see related discussion in section on design).  

Developing a viable new SLM model for Lesotho involves not only the new and unfamiliar Community Council, but a subsidiary, a representative body of resource users–all functioning in synergy with a newly decentralized set of government services that are now answerable to local authorities. Many assumptions were inherent with learning by pilot approach. Resource users, local authority members and staff, civil servants and workers in NGOs and other development agencies would have much to learn if they are to make SLM work in this new context and on a national, rather than pilot, scale. Even when trained in how such new models should work, the various stakeholders must identify the operational modalities they will deploy to make SLM a national reality.  Enacting by-laws are a very important part of the instituting local ownership process. The governance barrier responses are comprehensive, conceptual, educational, operational and inter-linked and require such approach for SLM capacity strengthening and enabling environment. 
Outcome one activity centers on the demonstration of a SLM Governance model in the selected remote local area. MTE reviewed the process and believe the strategy-forming range user groups is the appropriate approach because it deals with important, challenging dual governance realities–community councilors and chiefs are involved. The attention on the empowerment of user groups is correct for actually instituting trust in local ownership of resources and for modeling a solution for dealing with the destructive 'tragedy of the commons' occurring over rangeland resources. However, in addition to forming user groups, an important part of effective range management is coordinating and integrating extension services (learning services) involving conversation about agriculture, range management and water management–integrated service delivery.  Outcome two activities also reinforce outcome one by capacity strengthening work on improving extension services. The  PMU have been taking this aspect forward by linking the improvement with extension services and capacities to the governance  and piloting work falling largely under outcome one..  

Improving field extension work is a very important aspect of the model but the team fined outstanding issues with the right convergence of extension services at national, district, council/user area level–agriculture, forest/range and water for SLM. The model is unfinished at the bottom although it is premised on a strong bottom-up approach. For example, the important work on bylaws for the resource user groups to become instituted. The pilot also is spending many resources on income-generating activities and livelihoods which are commendable however, it might be shifting the demonstration focus from the problem of rangeland governance, monitoring extension services right - to conservation agriculture in villages (Noting however that most project activities are directed to range management as evidenced by amount of work done on establishing grazing association). It might be better to partner with Agriculture or FAO to undertake more of the end of project resources on range management and user groups. 
Team also learned there is very little conservation agriculture is actually being practiced – out of 30 Chinese-made hoe planters only 13 were distributed to recipients. This would not be a problem, but the budget and time to demonstrate success is limited. The common land driver being addressed by the project is unsustainable range management. The work on livelihoods is creating undue expectations, and the activities piloted are not being finished for any result. For example, the water project was stopped, the pigs are proving too costly, and there is no market for the villages to sell the fruits of their labors. There is definitely a need for a communal local market in the pilot area. One of the user groups has accessed small grants programme with the support of the project and discussed the development of the cattle kraal market. This, however, will present risk of even more conflict and instability because it does not promote the communal ownership or use of the market but empowers one group over the other. Although MTE find accessing SGP a process result for the user groups, market ownership by one group must be reconsidered as it may cause more conflict.  
Recommendations on this outcome are included in the final section.
OUTCOME 2–CAPACITY STRENGTHENING 

	Outcome 2. Adequate local and national capacity in place and is adapting and scaling up proven SLM models and techniques

	Output 2.1. Training on SLM techniques and resource governance are delivered to local communities, technical officers and policy makers
	Activity 2.1.1. Undertake training needs assessment.
	
	The activity, though planned to be carried-out in the logical frame-work, hasn’t been undertaken. Therefore, the trainings including trainings on the IGA for alternative livelihoods may proof to be an uninformed undertaking.

	
	Activity 2.1.2. Formulate training materials to address identified needs.
	33,291.50
	No further inputs in regards to production of training materials were undertaken. The implementers source the training materials from the Ministry of Agriculture 

	
	Activity 2.1.3 Facilitate delivery on SLM training.
	8,738
	In 2011 training on SLM practices was undertaken for communities in the pilot area. A total of 91 persons (77 men and 14 women) were trained in SLM techniques. However, training for management committees of the five user groups was to be undertaken in 2012. A further training of 20 technical/extension staff (14 women and 6 men) of the Ministries of Agriculture and of Forestry was undertaken for Conservation Agriculture at Growing Nations in Maphutseng. 

	
	Activity 2.1.4. Undertake capacity Building for User Groups through training.
	18,964
	

	Output 2.2. Lessons learnt from the project are made available nationally.
	
	5,075.60
	No activities had been planned for this activity for the past two work planning and budgeting periods. However, a trip for FA officers to Climate Change Conference was undertaken.

	Sub-total Outcome 2.
	66,069.10
	


The development context problematic in that range management is a matter of national security from the governance, climate change and disaster risk perspectives. The project requires comprehensive capacity strengthening for planning and integrated work processes. In retrospect, it might have been better put forth as a longer term learning programme (GEF PIR 2010). Understanding these linkages is part of the process about strengthening capacity .This was confirmed in interviews with project stakeholder groups, including the Project Management team who led the redesigning of the original plan during inception workshop in 2010. The project document log frame - at strategic level, and the PMU was tasked to develop a new operational one. That was supposed to have been done at design stage, but team learned was omitted.  This impacted on the strategic level thinking and how to get most out of the activities in this area to contribute across all three outcomes.  
Capacity strengthening activities centered thus on the demonstration of the governance model rather than on strengthening the institutional and individual capacities for cross sector work and enabling environment. More CB synergies with the public, i.e. communications are required, with clear advocacy and work related linkages made to food security, climate change and disaster risk reduction work in-country.  
MTE did not observe SLM public awareness activities in Maseru or any of the villages visited, nor were there links made to SLM informal or non-formal education at the vocational, primary, junior and higher levels to agricultural extension college or university.

Field Extension Services  

The UNDP/GEF National Execution’s (NEX) capacity strengthening approach does work well in terms of strengthening capacity of the Department of Range Services DOR. Extension workers, for example, such as those in forestry/range, water and agriculture, need joint field-level training to build teamwork and understand the SLM holistic approach. 

There has been plenty of training for farmers/pastoralists, Chiefs and councilors, stakeholders, etc. happening however, the result and intent of the trainings is not clear vis-á-vis outcomes. The reports from the end users are that the best practice for imparting learning is by doing and local demonstration projects. Village-to-village sharing visits were reported to have worked.

Recommendations on this outcome are included in the final section.

OUTCOME 3–ENABLING ENVIRONMENT: FRAMEWORK AND KNOWLEDGE NETWORK FOR SLM  
	Outcome 3. Lesotho adopts a programmatic approach to SLM–the enhanced awareness, dialogue, understanding and analysis of SLM best practice at resource user, community, local government, NGO and national government levels across the country, is reflected in strengthened synergistic, multi-sectoral policies, strategies and programmes that achieve an integrated approach to natural resource management. If the model is successful it can then be rolled out

	Output 3.1. SLM is mainstreamed into relevant national sectoral policies
	Activity 3.1.1. Establish SLM Country Team.
	
	The Project Management Unit had recognized that formulation of the SLM country team would be difficult as it may be an organization running parallel to the Project Steering Committee. However, the activity is underway and is being implemented as per design.   

	
	Activity 3.1.2. Build a broad-based SLM coalition, holding at least 2 national SLM Forum events per annum:-

· Project Implementation Forum.
	4,678
	A project review meeting was held and it enabled the downsizing of the indicators and the overall project approach. Steering committee meets as per schedule and has since the project inception met nine times.

	
	Activity 3.1.3.  Convene District Implementation Forum meetings
	
	These were held in, one in 2010, two in 2012 (the most robust in terms of issues, discussions and outcome thereof, and attendance)

	Output 3.2. National coordination mechanism for SLM established
	Activity 3.2.1. Review national policies, institutions and financing for SLM and identify opportunities for strengthening SLM:-

MFLR Conservation Policy development
	33,485
	Conservation policy has been developed. Ninety one (91) participants attended the workshop. However, there are implementation issues which will be iterated in the field  to see if they are compatible with the model.

	Output 3.3. Country strategic investment Frameworks (CSIF) for SLM formulated
	Activity 3.3.1. Prepare a Country Strategic Investment Framework (CSIF) for SLM. 
	33,314
	CSIF  process commenced at the beginning of 2012, bringing on board Nepad/TerrAfrica collaboration. Draft report awaits outcome of other independent studies (cost benefit analysis and financial diagnostic)The management team was advised by the Country Support Tool for mainstreaming and up-scaling of SLM in Sub-Saharan Africa by FAO.

	Output 3.4. Knowledge Management Framework and strategy formulated to disseminate lessons
	Activity 3.4.1. Develop and implement knowledge management strategy to support all project outcomes.
	
	The project has been revised from the original design where the scope and performance indicators to allow a result based performance over a short period of time allocated to this project.

	Total Outcome 3.
	71,477
	

	Total Project
	1,315,431.48
	


An important strategy underpinning the project (Project document 2009) is the mechanism and capacity strengthening approach for inter-sector collaboration and partnerships for sustainable land management. Achieving SLM nationwide requires setup of a participatory planning and collaboration mechanism at the national, district and community  and individual  levels, complemented by capacity strengthening for a shift in national mindset at all levels around the concept of SLM. The case for a cross-sector approach to SLM is an important aspect of the learning network approach. Achieving SLM will require capacity at three levels (individual, institutional and organizational) and affecting a suitable mechanism for intra-sectoral planning. Conceptual linkages, including those between SLM, land and environmental degradation, disaster risk reduction and climate change, are thus an important aspect and need to be articulated and communicated clearly by the learning network.. 

In accordance with SIP/Terrafrica guidelines, the project by design intended to facilitate Lesotho to adopt a programmatic approach to SLM. Working closely with NEPAD, the project was to initiate a National Dialogue Process bringing together SLM stakeholders (land managers, donors, government departments) at Provincial and National level to collectively identify SLM issues and formulate a CSIF (Country Strategic Investment Framework on SLM). The C-SIF is the vehicle to upscale the SLM model, particularly the ‘Best Practices” generated in the pilot sites. Through the CSIF process, national policy is expected to be reviewed to identify areas of conflict and disincentives to SLM. Stakeholders are to be facilitated to formulate recommendations to mainstream SLM considerations into national development processes, which will be promoted by the National Dialogue Process. 

Team felt that many SLM project activities for this outcome, in actuality did not support an explicit focus on knowledge sharing and support the sharing of local innovative practices  effectively (development and/or for sharing and scaling). Good practices from the project including the studies and products for SLM beyond the field levels inputs are not evident, documented and/or being shared effectively. To build the political capital and/or the public and individual human capacity through non-formal/formal education and other means of public awareness and to initiate or solidify the business case, mindset and regulatory changes must be made for awareness that the project is after a broader scope than the pilot site. 

The positive findings related to the activities supporting the enabling environment for SLM include collaboration through a joint project implementation forum, the discussion around  national legislation and local bylaws and a budget for which C-SIF has been drafted. The exercise was undertaken through a  broad-based meeting to guide CSIF process and this can be  be augmented with a cponsulation  process for broader public learning and /or institutional development.

The project has a  weak policy change focus. The delays in related activities are accounted as being related to the late start of the process related to a Country Team (the SIF is still on paper), holding back learning and institutional strengthening, delay in programming KM and strategic communications, weak communications for policy and multi-sector learning objectives, a need for intensified coordination across ministries and a learning network developed servicing for all levels of SLM. Activating a stronger and more engaged PIF might be a start.

Knowledge management, capacity strengthening and learning are related and reinforce SLM outcomes, including the good governance, institutional development and learning framework expectations. In this sense, the PMU must also focus on the SLM learning network perhaps by engaging in a process around SLM project sustainability and through the TerrAfrica-C-SIP exercise, which outlines the institutional framework and investment for SLM nationally.

Recommendations on this outcome are included in the final section.

6. SUSTAINABILITY    Rating: (S) Moderately Likely 
A focus on national demonstration solves critical problems, promotes public environmental education and reduces immediate risks, while the global demonstration of ecosystem management as governance and management issue works towards a main project objective of sharing good practices and a national sustainable development of risk reduction systems and policies. Ecosystem management is cross-sectoral, sustainable development and risk reduction planning. Downstream demonstration solves critical problems, providing economic and social valuation and supporting the data collection process for building the government-wide monitoring system for SLM. This project was meant by design to focus specifically and entirely on sustainable actions. Its primary purpose is to assist the key stakeholders to adopt a programmatic approach to SLM and to develop an SLM model that can be feasibly replicated and sustained across Lesotho thereafter, using the capacity and knowledge that the project will develop. In addition, its key achievement can be the enhanced governance of the range resource complex in the seven Community Council areas of one district where its field work will concentrate

As a first step, the project may immediately develop “toward end-of-project strategy” with MoLG and revisit the targets and work plan in light of recommendations arising from the MTE, reframing the project implementation approach and strategy may be necessary. 

The project’s sustainability is thus dependent on combination of five contributing elements: continued availability of financial resources for process and structural changes, the socio-political dimensions, the will for conductive institutional framework for SLM (new processes, systems and structures), the governance environment and environmental risks. At the mid-term, the project has done little to enable achievement of the policy change outcome. The main issue is enabling talks on the issue of policy change to begin. The project seems to be off course for this, and it may not be significantly accomplished at the end of the project. It needs extensive coordination and consultations at the local and national levels, including at community level. Two user groups have formulated their constitutions and have been registered as Grazing Associations. However, their bylaws seem to lack continuity to the national level where a definite policy change is required.
Overall the project’s sustainability is contingent on the project delivering results.  

	Financial resources 
	Moderately Likely (ML). There are moderate risks that affect this dimension of sustainability. 



	Socio-political:
	Moderately Likely (ML). There are moderate risks that affect this dimension of sustainability. 



	Institutional framework and governance:
	Moderately Likely (ML). There are moderate risks that affect this dimension of sustainability. 



	Environmental:
	Moderately Likely (ML). There are moderate risks that affect this dimension of sustainability. 




PROJECT RATINGS SUMMARY 

	Key Findings
	Rating
	Comments

	Project formulation
	R
	Design is comprehensive and linked to root causes 

	Implementation approach
	S
	Project has been effective implementing activities.  For example it has produced many trainings and outputs including research.  Strategic approach is weak and might be strengthened by aligning key remaining outputs and dealing with critical PMU capacity gaps and institionalizing a cross sectoral planning and learning approach for SLM.

	Country ownership/Driveness
	HS
	Support and appreciation for project activity is high. 

	Stakeholder participation
	MS
	Government involvement is high.  Project should consider how best to involve “on the ground” resource users, Private Sector and NGOs.

	Replication approach
	S
	Stronger replication strategy needed, including project “exit strategy”

	Cost-effectiveness
	MS
	Financially responsible but need better f financial monitoring linked to project strategy.  

	UNDP comparative advantage
	S
	Project is in line with UNDP’s strengths in Lesotho

	Linkages between project and other interventions within the sector
	MS
	Donor, NGO and Government links need work.  

	Management arrangements
	
	

	Implementation
	MS
	Project management team can be strengthened.  Work processes need work.

	Financial planning
	MS
	Many expenditures need to be rethought in a strategic planning for end of project strategy

	Monitoring and evaluation
	MS
	 Quarterly reports and PIRs are good.  Need a new strategic plan with budget until end of project.  Midterm evaluation in reasonable time with regard to end date. 

	Execution and implementation modalities
	S
	 Government support appears to be strong.

	Management by the UNDP country office
	S
	Full support from country office. Capable, experienced program officer. 

	Coordination and operation issues
	MS
	Coordination is facilitated by supportive Steering Committee SC - SC, PIF and C-SIF country group need rationalization and sustainability / exit strategy. .  

	Identification and management of risks (adaptive management)
	MS
	Project management team needs strengthening and readjustments.  Project requires a new strategic plan for finalization.

	Results
	
	

	Attainment of objective 
	S
	Project can be on track if mid-term recommendation are enacted and work processes enable rapid action in this regard

	Prospects of sustainability
	ML
	Project will deliver key sustainability outputs, NAP, CSIP etc. More work needed to make these outputs processes and ensuring institutional arrangement for them. “On-the-ground” impact is depended on a goo model and much remains outstanding as per evaluation.  


7. RECOMMENDATIONS
Project Formulation/Strategy 

· An optional approach for institutionalizing and garnering important stakeholder participation in SLM plans and decision making must be realized. The arrangement for institutionalizing the PIF, SC and/or the CSIF as an inter-sector participatory planning mechanism for SLM should be discussed and activities planned to reinforce this planned.

Project Implementation 

The PMU has been weakened by a number of factors outlined in detail in the report. It needs to be augmented in the following ways: 

· Engage a strategic level communications and knowledge manager adviser possibly from within government  in order to support  strategic planning and km work around outcome two and three; 

· Focus on developing knowledge products and knowledge dissemination practices (including a project website) in order to advertise the good practices and knowledge products emerging from the project, including cost benefit analysis, technical reports, C-SIP, etc. Use of policy advocacy, community gatherings and media is encouraged; 

· Document and share the project approach through development case studies and other knowledge and communication products and modalities, including the press and media and booklets based on trainings;

· Employ information technologies where appropriate for strategic communications around project learning and for day-to-day institutional development work; 

· Deploy the range project field officer within the pilot area in order to best impact local relevant day-to-day capacity strengthening and inter-sector services delivery model. 

Monitoring 

· PMU is to hold meetings regularly (biweekly) - define staff member roles; 

· UNV is to take a substantive role in UNDP thematic weekly meetings on behalf of the project manager; 

· PMU is to undertake an audit immediately in January 2013;

· UNV, on behalf of PM and UNDP, is to become more active in oversight of these matters.

Stakeholder involvement, planning and monitoring 

· PMU is to revisit the Steering Committee SC vs. Project Implementation Forum PIF membership; including others as appropriate  on the Steering Committee and/or in the Project Implementation Forum PIF or the new country team ; 

· PMU  is to involve Land Use Planning in the project for data, planning and policy advocacy purposes and to include DLUP on the Steering Committee, Project Implementation Forum PIF and/or CSIP; 

· PMU is to find meaningful ways to engage private sector, other UN agencies and the CSOs in projects activities at the field and national level. 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………..

OUTCOME 1–PILOTING SLM GOVERNANCE MODEL 

· PM/TA is to engage with the Department of Land Use Planning to develop monitoring and data collection strategy for  pilot project (rangeland) and for policies concerning the broader natural resources management issues; 

· PM/TA is to devolve more resources  to the institutional arrangement for participatory planning and engagement between two tiers of governance–chief and Westminster system at national and local level; 

· PM/TA is to explore the possibility for government co-financing to support IGAs and immediately consider ways to develop a communal local market in the pilot area;

· PM/TA is to develop a MOU with agriculture and water extension services, i.e. MOU to help effectiveness;

· PM/TA is to arrange a Small Grants Programme–MOU and discuss a formal relationship with SGP as a strategic SLM  partner in line with project aims, including SLM-related livelihoods and land-related conflict resolution; 

· PM is to decentralize the SLM project officer to the field to provide extension services to range management and demonstrate inter-sectoral services delivery approach with agriculture and water resource. 

· The newly decentralized project officer can engage local level CSOs in activities as implementing agencies and for learning and communications purposes. MTE suggests intensification of work at the bottom through decentralization of a project officer to the field to support hands-on learning and learning activities as well as conversion of support between various ministries for SLM;

· PM/TA/UNV  to find meaningful ways to engage private sector, other UN agencies and the CSOs in projects activities at the field and national level;

· PM is to consider IT as part of the learning approach with policy makers, farmers and resource users;

· PM is to involve other ministries to consider feasibility of setting up teaching and learning activity in a school in the project area. 

OUTCOME 2–CAPACITY STRENGTHENING

· PMU is to enhance joint capacity strengthening on SLM with extension workers in water, forests and conservation agriculture; 

· PMU is to conduct more farmers’ field schools;

· PMU is to include conflict mediation capacity strengthening as part of the activities and lessons learned for scale-up;

· PM is to undertake policy learning–SLM Capacity strengthening activity for the steering committee and the project implementation forum members. 

OUTCOME 3–ENABLING ENVIRONMENT: FRAMEWORK AND KNOWLEDGE NETWORK FOR SLM 

· PM/UNDP 2013 work plan focus more resources on capacity strengthening and enabling environment towards development and institutionalization of the national SLM learning network linked to C-SIP and utilize the mechanism already introduced including SC and PIF; 

· SC should employ a strategic knowledge management/ communications/environmental education officer/communication adviser to support dissemination of the project’s knowledge products. This position is linked to the institutional development and overall SLM learning agenda. To sustain results and garner greater communication and participation of local level interest groups and beneficiaries in general, both must begin immediately;

· SC should engage national level champions to provide visibility to the project and mobilize the communities. Since he supports the project, MTE discussed the possibility of reaching out to the king's son, a principal chief in the mountains, as a champion. His input can be strapped to critical public outreach/messaging and a programme for communicating sustainable land management. This is just one idea for mobilization;

· PMU/TA should revisit the rationale and membership in the SC, the Project Implementation Framework and the Country Investment Team to rationalize against the end of project goals. Currently, the only mechanism for inter-sectoral planning is the Steering Committee. This is not being discussed in terms of project sustainability

 Sustainability 

· As an immediate action, the PMU must immediately develop “toward end-of-project strategy” with SC and revisit the targets and work plan in light of recommendations arising from the MTE. Reframing the project goals to those of sustainable SLM programme development may be necessary. 
8. LESSONS LEARNED 

In general, the project has generated excellent lessons.

· The importance of good SLM project design and strategic management for results. 

This project has an excellent design rooted in root cause analysis. With its reduced scope it can be very successful with strategic management and good communication and knowledge management strategy. 

· SLM Monitoring system - SLM Information  management  is a core activity for improving enabling environment and learning network for SLM results 

This project - like most good SLM projects - is demonstrating the need for establishing cross sector monitoring system for SLM including baseline research, inventories and tools (GIS, GPS) to make informed decisions for SLM.

· SLM requires cross sector collaboration and mechanisms/platforms to enable good conditions for SLM results. Such mechanisms must be multi-stakeholder and beyond government  sector if the private sector and NGOs are to get involved in services delivery.

This is the main challenge of this and all other SLM projects.  

· Mapping and then use of local technologies where appropriate is recommended. 

In the pilot areas, the project, together with local communities, recognized that uprooting the shrubs and lining them as strips along the slope traps soil as much as stone lining. They adopted this approach to help prevent soil erosion after uprooting the invader species and as a way to enable the reseeded grass to germinate and grow.

· There is a need for conflict management in community-based natural resource management projects where boundaries are in dispute.

The project has a mellowing effect as indicated by the fact that two communities formerly in conflict over the use of the land resources, especially the range lands, are now having discussions and not fighting. Mediation by the Project Officers to enable talks to continue between these communities has been taken as a positive thing by the people, including the Principal Chief, under whom the two communities fall.

· Policy change requires a strong business case to decision makers concerning costs benefits with evidence to support SLM programs.

The project design has recognized the importance of policy change for sustainable land management and allocated resources to enable its formulation. 

· Farmers learn best from each other and through ' learning by doing' approach.

The project demonstrates that the local capacity building approach for changing practice is the interchange between farmers. Local study tours have been very useful, producing good results in this regard. In fact, study tours between villages were perceived by farmers interviewed as most effective for learning and sharing new technologies and innovations for changing their current practices and for the community organization work.

Key Evaluation References 

· UNDP Project Document, 2009
· UN Country Assistance Framework 
· Country Strategic Investment Framework, 2012
· GEF /UNDP Evaluation Guidelines 2011

· Policy paper on decentralization in Lesotho first draft, Francis K. Wagaba, CTA/LLDP Maseru. November, 2009.

· Program for Implementation of Local Government in Lesotho: Concept, Structure and Roles. December, 2003

· MOLGC’s Decentralization Action Plan for Lesotho, 2009/10-2010/11

· National Land Use Policy DRAFT: April, 2011.

· Vegetation assessment for SLM project area (preliminary report) Ministry of Forestry and Land Reclamation Department of Range Resources Management, 28th January 2011

· National Monitoring of Processes of Landscape Change Review of on-going national monitoring processes and methodologies for each of the UNCCD indicators.  Inception report for the Ministry of Forestry and Land Reclamation (DFLR) Government of Lesotho, 2012
· Socioeconomic Baseline Study in the mountains of Maseru district, Final Report, Government of Lesotho United Nations development programme pims 3044: capacity building and knowledge management for sustainable land management in Lesotho, May 2011
· Sustainable Land Management project capacity barriers for rural income generation activities in Lesotho final report, Capacity building and knowledge management for sustainable land management in Lesotho, prepared  Kevin Kane, April 2011

ANNEX 1–LIST OF DOCUMENTS REVIEWED BY THE EVALUATORS 
1. Project Document 

2. Auditors Reports for  2010 

3. Mission Report Summary – Preparatory Field Assessment for SLM Project Implementation Review May 2012

4. PIR for 2009 and 2010, 2011 

5. Project Inception Workshop report 

6. Project Steering Committee meetings report (9)

7. Project Implementation Review Exercise and Recommendations

8. UNDP Evaluation Guidance for GEF-Financed Projects – version for External Evaluators March 2011

9. Draft SLM model Document November 2011

10.  All project outputs to date. 

ANNEX 2–MONITORING AND EVALUATION–THE PROJECT’S LOGICAL FRAMEWORK.
	Project Strategy 
	                     Objectively Verifiable Indicators
	Means of Verification
	Critical Assumptions

	
	Key Performance Indicator
	Target
	
	

	Long Term Goal: Sustainable land management provides a strong base for sustainable development and ecosystem restoration in Lesotho to support better livelihoods and provide a range of global environmental benefits

	Project Objective: Supported by a knowledge management network, Lesotho begins to alleviate poverty, achieve more sustainable livelihoods and deliver global environmental benefits on the basis of enhanced local and national techniques, approaches, capacity and strategy for upscaling successful SLM.
	Improved score for the socio-economic index 
	By the project end point, there shall have been an increase over the baseline socio-economic score of at least 10%

	Socio-economic survey administered by consultant.
	-The project does not propose disbursing funds directly to project beneficiaries. It is relying on improved management practices in the rangelands to deliver these improvements.

-The availability of grant funding from other sources for IGA participants

	
	Reduction in extent of land degradation  
	By project end point, at least 50% of the project pilot area registers reduction in land degradation of 10%
	-Vegetation survey administered by MFLR, Dept of Range. Presence of desirable species relative to undesirables to be used as a proxy for land degradation.

-Soils studies to be established by MFLR to complement this.
	Four years is sufficient time to allow for community mobilization, leading to the implementation of management plans, leading to vegetation recovery.

	
	Increase in biological productivity of the land
	By project end point, at least 50% of the project pilot area registers an increase in biological productivity of 10%
	Vegetation survey administered by MFLR, Dept of Range. Soil cover to be used as proxy for biological productivity.
	As above.

	Outcome 1: Proven, strengthened, participatory, replicable models and techniques that successfully overcome current institutional and governance barriers to SLM, strengthen country partnerships and integrate SLM into country programmes are ready for national implementation.

	
	Land area under SLM model (including viable income generation options). 

	-By the end of PY 3, at least 40,000 ha under direct SLM (project pilot area).

-By project end point, at least 80,000 ha impacted by up-scaling (i.e. an additional 40,000ha) 
	Maps and administrative reports of PMU.
	-Effective collaboration between technical agencies established.

-User group and IWM concepts can be harmonized.

	Output 1.1: An institutional arrangement for  resource governance that builds on traditional systems and accommodates local authorities developed
	Model that establishes governance arrangements for NRM at community level is developed. This should include 

Community Councils, Chiefs and resource users and include cattle post regions. 
	-By the end of PY 2, schematic model is framed and agreed among stakeholders.

-By the end of PY 2, implementation of the model has begun at the pilot sites.
	-Model schematic document

-Administrative reports of PMU
	-Harmonious working relationship can be established between chiefs, community councils and resource users.

-Governance institutions through which the project can operate are in place.

-Principal chiefs responsible for high altitude cattle posts participate actively in the project.

	Output 1.2: Resource users identified and their groups formed
	Communities mobilized to participate in NRM and baseline activities performed.
	-By the end of PY 1, community mobilization has taken place in the project pilot area.

-By the end of PY 2, at least 5 baseline studies have been completed in the pilot area. 
	-Consultancy reports

-Administrative reports of PMU
	Communities see the value of the NRM proposition and work proactively with the project.

	
	Number of resource user groups established  and legally empowered to manage ‘range resource complex’ & other local plant resources (liremo)
	By the end of PY 3, resource user groups established and legally empowered to manage pilot area. 
	-User group constitutions and legal registration

-Council byelaws
	Resource users willing to participate in communal arrangements for NRM.

	
	Resource management plans developed and incorporated into Local Government community action plans and budgets
	-By the end of PY 3, resource user plans developed over the entire project pilot area.

-By the end of PY 4, Community Council action plans incorporate resource user plans over the entire project pilot area.
	-Resource user plans

-Community Council action plans
	-The community council boundaries have been legally gazette and newly elected community councils are functional.

-Processes of community council action planning are implemented by local government institutions which the project can feed into.

	
	Resource user groups reporting livelihood benefits from SLM model.
	By the end of PY 3, at least 3 stories of community livelihoods benefits accruing from participation in model piloting have been gathered.  
	Impact study/Interviews
	Model implementation demonstrates livelihoods benefits

	Output 1.3.: 

Income generating activities identified, researched and piloted 
	Number of households engaged in IGAs, reducing stress on natural resource complex
	-By the end of PY 1, at least 5 IGAs identified and market linkages and value chains researched.
-By the end of PY 3, at least 150 households engaged in IGAs
	-Consultancy reports on IGAs

-Administrative reports of PMU.
	-Additional donor funding can be mobilized for IGA activities.

-Willing community members can be identified and market linkages established.

	Outcome 2: Adequate local and national capacity in place and is adapting and scaling up proven SLM models and techniques

	
	Improved techniques and tools being applied to land management
	-By the end of PY 2, an assessment of the technical tools being used for land management in Lesotho has been conducted and recommendations made for updating where required.
-By the end of PY 3, improved techniques are being applied to addressing and monitoring SLM
	-Study of technical tools used

-Administrative reports of PMU
	Government institutions are willing to submit to examination of processes and methods.

	
	Improved knowledge and active promotion of SLM among resource users, key technical personnel, NGOs and Parliamentarians.


	- By the end of PY 3, a National Dialogue has been convened and the importance of the promotion of SLM has been acknowledged by relevant stakeholders
- By the end of PY 3, Parliamentarians have begun to create national visibility of SLM expenditures and advocate for increases
-By project end point, technical personnel, resource users and NGOs understand and promote SLM in their day to day activities
	-Joint statement from National Dialogue Process

-Statements of Parliamentarians

-NGO and resource user work plans
	Robust, well-tested tool is available to perform this assessment.

	Output 2.1. Training on SLM techniques and resource governance delivered to local communities, technical officers and policy makers
	SLM techniques and resource governance being used by local communities, technical officers, NGOs, local government and policy makers
	-By the end of PY 2, at least 2 SLM training workshops have been delivered to priority stakeholders.
-By project end point, relevant training has been administered to all stakeholders.
	-Attendance records of training workshops

-Monitoring visits indicate practices are being employed
	-Sufficient resources are available to fund delivery of training.

-Training is applied to land management practices after is has been administered.

	
	Training packages that are aligned with SLM model and policies developed for all stakeholders
	-By the end of PY 2, SLM training package developed for extension officers.
-By the end of PY 2, SLM training package developed for resource users/community members.
-By the end of PY 3, SLM training materials developed for all stakeholders. 
	Training packages
	Functional local government institutions in place to allow training to be conducted.

	Output 2.2

Lessons learnt from the project made available nationally

	SLM up-scaling strategy available and nationally promoted
	-By the end of PY 3, up-scaling strategy finalised.
-By project end point, SLM up-scaling being implemented from national resources.
	-SLM Up-scaling strategy document 

-MAFS, MTEC, MFLR, MoLG work plans (to include SLM content)
	-Effective inter-ministerial collaboration for SLM

-Current levels of GOL domestic resource allocation to MoLG and MFLR are maintained

	
	Lessons learnt documented and disseminated 
	-By the end of PY 3, and in all subsequent years at least 4 dissemination sessions take place per annum to share success stories and lessons learned. 
	-Lessons learned documents

-Administrative reports of PMU
	The project produces positive examples of technical practice to disseminate.

	
	Mechanisms established for intra community exchange of lessons and experiences


	-By the end of PY 1, Community Councillors across the pilot participate learning mission to areas where NRM best practice is being implemented
-By the end of PY 3, coordinating body/civil society institutions established for sharing of experiences.
	Administrative reports of PMU
	-Communities see applicability/benefits of SLM model

-There are existing farmers/NRM/ community-based institutions which can be leveraged for experience sharing/networking at national level

	Outcome 3:  Lesotho adopts a programmatic approach to SLM - The enhanced awareness, dialogue, understanding and analysis of SLM best practice at resource user, community, local government, NGO and national government levels across the country, is reflected in strengthened, synergistic, multi-sectoral policies, strategies and programmes that achieve an integrated approach to natural resource management.

	
	National agency responsible for SLM coordination established and has skills, mandate and authority to facilitate SLM; or inter-ministerial/inter-sectoral mechanism for SLM coordination established. This agency should be able to articulate its priorities and establish linkages to sources of funding within and outside government.
	By the end of PY 3, an inter-sectoral mechanism for the coordination of SLM activities has been established and is functional.
	Administrative reports of PMU.
	-Active and effective inter-ministerial collaboration is established

-The availability of donor or government funding for follow-up SLM projects.

	
	National SLM Knowledge Management System and Knowledge Management Strategy established

	-By the end of PY 3, a Knowledge Management Strategy for SLM finalised.
-By the end of PY 3, a synthesis of technical studies undertaken by the project available for discussion and mainstreaming.
-By project end point, SLM Knowledge Management System institutionalised and functional without project resources.
	Administrative reports of PMU
	-Active collaboration can be established at government, civil society, and donor and community levels.

-Cost-effective mechanisms for community-level networking can be established in the context of low penetration of communications technologies and limited literacy.

	
	Local, District and National strategic planning frameworks include SLM 
	-By the end of PY 2, SLM integrated into at least 2 government sectoral policies.
-By the end of PY 3, SLM integrated into one national-level planning document.
-By project end point, SLM integrated into Maseru District plan or inputs provided for next planning window opportunity.
-By project end point, there has been a 10% improvement in the score obtained on the TerrAfrica Composite Index Scorecard which measures the enabling environment for SLM
	Local/District/National planning docs, sectoral policies
	-Planning windows at local/district/national/sectoral levels are open during the course of the project lifecycle to provide the opportunity for input to be made.

-Sufficient data pertaining to the costs and benefits of SLM is available to make the importance of the recommended interventions and funding levels resonate with policy makers.

	
	Communities are empowered to make NRM decisions with the support of local government and extension services. Funding for SLM activities should come from a combination of these sources (progress towards community empowerment goals measured under Output 1.2)
	-By project end point, at least 15% of Community Council activities have SLM content or relevance.
-By project end point, at least 5% of Community Council funding is dedicated to SLM.
-By project end point, at least 0.6% of recurrent national budget is SLM related.
	-Community Council work plans and budgets

-National Budget

-Documents of incorporation of community NRM institutions
	

	Output 3.1: SLM mainstreamed into relevant national sectoral policies
	Relationships between sectoral policies clarified and SLM integrated into relevant sectoral policies.
	-By the end of PY 3, a synthesis report is available for discussion among government agencies, NGOs and development partners, detailing lessons learned and recommending strategies for mainstreaming these into national policy documents.
-By project end point, SLM integrated into at least 2 national sectoral policy documents.
	-Sectoral policy documents

-Policy synthesis


	Opportunities to integrate SLM into sectoral policies exist.

	Output 3.2:  National coordination mechanism for SLM established
	National coordination body formed which establishes the linkages and respective roles and responsibilities of fractured NRM players leading to improved coordination and overall coherence of activities in SLM.
	-By the end of PY 2 a national coordination platform for SLM has been established.
-By the end of PY 3, corresponding bodies have been established at civil society, community and donor levels.
-By project end point, there is joint programming of government resources previously allocated to single line ministries.
	-Minutes of meetings of coordinating bodies. 

-Ministerial budgets
	-Ministries can be convinced of the value of jointly programming resources.

-Institutions exist at the civil society and community levels which can facilitate this process.

	Output 3.3:

Country Strategic Investment Framework (C-SIF) for SLM formulated
	Improved coordination in the programming of investments in SLM and improved resource mobilization. 
	-By the end of PY 3, a consolidated cross-sectoral, multi-stakeholder framework for investment in SLM is articulated and the interventions prioritised.
-By project end point, a SLM Lesotho Programme is established, consisting of at least one follow up project from the CSIF.
	-CSIF document.

-Signed Project Document for follow-up project or Programme.
	-Commitment of stakeholders to participate in the formulation of the Investment Framework.

-The availability of donor or government funding for follow-up SLM projects.

	Output 3.4: Knowledge Management Framework and Strategy formulated to disseminate lessons  
	Knowledge Management Framework (including knowledge gathering, consolidation and dissemination strategy) formulated and providing actionable information to policy makers, community members, donors and civil society actors
	-By the end of PY 3, Knowledge management strategy formulated and implemented nationally

-By the end of PY 4, Mechanism for gathering and centralizing reports of SLM related projects established and institutionalized within national agency
	-Knowledge management strategy document.

-Document centre (physical or electronic) established and actively used.


	Relevant agencies at all levels are willing to participate proactively in the knowledge management network during and after the project.


ANNEX 3–OUTCOME AND OUTPUTS DESCRIPTION
	Outcome and Outputs Description
	Activity
	Total Cost per Activity (US$)
	Progress, Achievements, Constraints, observations, etc.

	Project Objective: Supported by a Knowledge management network, Lesotho begins to alleviate poverty, achieve more sustainable livelihoods and deliver global environmental benefits on the basis of enhanced local and national techniques, approaches, capacity and strategy for up-scaling successful SLM

	Outcome 1. Proven, strengthened, participatory, replicable models and techniques that successfully overcome current institutional and governance barriers to SLM, strengthen country partnerships and integrate SLM into country programmes are ready for national implementation

	Output 1.1. An institutional arrangement for resource governance that builds on traditional systems and accommodates local authorities developed
	Activity 1.1.1. Review current resource management practices and SLM techniques to identify strengths and weaknesses
	759.97
	Scoping exercise done. Although completed, it has not informed the next step(s) to be undertaken towards attainment of the objectives and overall goal.

	
	Activity 1.1.2.  Review the SLM best practices in the region (and the world):- 

  a).  Local Study Tour by Project Team

b).  Beneficiaries’ in-country study tour

 c).  International study tour    
	19,566
	The beneficiary local study tour was done and the beneficiaries found it good and were pleased. Beneficiaries also saw the land management techniques – CA. International tour was done to Namibia; 6 officers (UNDP, Agriculture, DC, Project Office and the Project Manager). For each trip there had been reports produced. PM visited the NEPAD Terra Africa Website and seems to have acquired most of the approaches from this interaction. 

	
	Activity 1.1.3.  Review institutional     arrangements  for natural           resource management in Lesotho
	
	Scoping exercise to produce the model had been done. 

	
	Activity 1.1.4.  Facilitate the development of  guidelines for effective working relations between Community  Councils and resource users Model workshops held:-

· Semonkong 

· Workshops 1 and 2 at Maseru Sun
	31,436
	Completed. The model had been developed through a consultative process (a series of w/shops). One at community level and two at the national level. Guidelines for development of the model have been formulated.  For purposes of sustainability, the desire/plan is to leverage the NEPAD funds; SLM is also included in the NDSP. Institutionalization of this process (based on the Terra Africa network) is underway. The Ministry is also the first to implement parts of the NSDP using the developed model.

	
	Activity 1.1.5.  Facilitate user group formation:-

· Sensitization and constitution formation questionnaire administered

· Election of committees

· User group constraints

· Capacity building through training of user groups on management

· Registration of user group

· Management plan (phase I)
	46,011
	General gatherings in various villages. Guidelines for formation of the user groups have been formulated. User Group mobilization has been done effectively. Five (5) user groups in the pilot area have been formed. The degree of their understanding of the issues however varies. Other groups have moved their attention to Income Generating Activities at the expense of the main focus, which is the management of the land and land resources in their areas. It may require that project officer revisit them to make them understand why the project is there in the first place. 

User Groups have been trained in issues of land management but not on the development of the governance model being proposed.

	
	Activity 1.1.6.  Facilitate the formulation of resource governance bye-laws by Community Councils
	20,607
	This activity was put on hold pending the election of the new Councilors in February 2012. However, the activity was not continued following the elections. It is important to note that the project design had recommended the implementation of the model to be along the lines of the MDTP model. However, upon further investigations, the project found that the MDTP model was artificial (on paper rather than on the ground).  MDTP model was complicated as it was developed by the consultant without a consultative process.  Secondly, the MDTP model monitoring of the program was to be done by the Community Councils thru/with a hired technician. CCs however do not have the funds to run their programmes. The current project’s approach is to develop own processes–develop own by-lays.  There is a need for the national government to enact laws to enable local processing.

	
	Activity 1.1.7. Farming techniques implemented:

Pigs

Dual purpose poultry

Conservation farming
	13,270
	In support of the income generating activities.

	Output 1.2. Resource users identified and their groups formed
	Activity 1.2.1.  Assess livelihood support systems to determine types and numbers of resource user groups necessary.
	72,340.38
	The socio-economic study was conducted through a consultancy. The question then remains as to what effect had the study had on the choice of the support systems that the project is providing to the individuals and groups.

	
	Activity 1.2.2. Undertake assessment of each resource and identify sustainable management/harvesting principles (e.g. for livestock, rangeland productivity assessment/carrying capacity.
	154,814.27
	The vegetation study had been taken but was stopped by management before it complete its survey.  The assessments were thus incomplete.

	
	Activity 1.2.3.  Facilitate formation of resource user groups.
	
	The project has assisted in the formation of six user groups in the project pilot area.

	
	Activity 1.2.4.  Develop user group governance principles; facilitate formation of resource user groups’ constitutions and legal registration–(constitution includes management principles/harvesting regimes, rules and regulations, monitoring and conflict resolution mechanisms, etc.).
	
	Out of the five user groups formed, two have their constitutions completed and have been constituted legally by the Law Office. The other four are still preparing to register but one group of Rapoleboea is having second thoughts as to its composition and formulation.  The project Officers are encouraged to visit this group as it seems to have a multitude of problems including shared range resources.

	
	Activity 1.2.1. Prepare project M&E framework (in the 2011 AWP)
	
	This deviation in the project activity schedule appears in the 2011 Annual Work Plan. The activity schedule in the revised implementation schedule points to the above approach. The project’s annual report therefore presents as follows: The revised indicators framework was done during project review and was then agreed upon with new set of indicators.

	
	Activity 1.2.2. Undertake natural resource Assessments:-

· Mapping;

· Grazing management plan;

· Soil carbon and erosion studies (in the 2010 AWP)
	
	Mapping of geographical and topographic features of the project area, especially in the Mokolometsane Community Council was completed during the reporting period. The soil and erosion studies were not undertaken as funds to undertake them were used elsewhere to develop the Soil and Water Conservation policy.

	Output 1.3. Income generating activities identified, researched and piloted
	1.3.1. Undertake assessment of potential IGAs, identifying potential markets (national, regional. International) and challenges to accessing markets/developing business around the IGAs.
	158,182
	

	
	Activity 1.3.2. Pilot viable IGAs to reduce pressure on natural resource.
	2,076
	Training of communities on sustainable agricultural practices was undertaken. The government counterpart funds amounting to M500, 000.00 was made available to user groups for purchases towards poultry, pigs, and construction of water harvesting tanks to enable production of vegetables and fruits in the community gardens and orchards. The issue however remains of market accessibility.  Whether the project has undertaken to iron out this and other market related issues present a greater challenge.

	
	Activity 1.3.3. Forestry techniques were implemented.
	13,117
	

	
	Activity 1.3.4. Livestock marketing
	10,287
	

	
	Activity 1.3.5. Wool processing machinery and materials for one (1) Wool and Mohair Growers Association completed.
	3,656
	

	Total Outcome 1.
	546,122.62
	

	Outcome 2. Adequate local and national capacity in place and is adapting and scaling up proven SLM models and techniques

	Output 2.1. Training on SLM techniques and resource governance are delivered to local communities, technical officers and policy makers
	Activity 2.1.1. Undertake training needs assessment.
	
	The activity, though planned to be carried-out in the logical frame-work, hasn’t been undertaken. Therefore, the trainings including trainings on the IGA for alternative livelihoods may proof to be an uninformed undertaking.

	
	Activity 2.1.2. Formulate training materials to address identified needs.
	33,291.50
	No further inputs in regards to production of training materials were undertaken. The implementers source the training materials from the Ministry of Agriculture 

	
	Activity 2.1.3 Facilitate delivery on SLM training.
	8,738
	In 2011 training on SLM practices was undertaken for communities in the pilot area. A total of 91 persons (77 men and 14 women) were trained in SLM techniques. However, training for management committees of the five user groups was to be undertaken in 2012. A further training of 20 technical/extension staff (14 women and 6 men) of the Ministries of Agriculture and of Forestry was undertaken for Conservation Agriculture at Growing Nations in Maphutseng. 

	
	Activity 2.1.4. Undertake capacity Building for User Groups through training.
	18,964
	

	Output 2.2. Lessons learnt from the project are made available nationally.
	
	5,075.60
	No activities had been planned for this activity for the past two work planning and budgeting periods. However, a trip for FA officers to Climate Change Conference was undertaken.

	Sub-total Outcome 2.
	66,069.10
	

	Outcome 3. Lesotho adopts a programmatic approach to SLM–the enhanced awareness, dialogue, understanding and analysis of SLM best practice at resource user, community, local government, NGO and national government levels across the country, is reflected in strengthened synergistic, multi-sectoral policies, strategies and programmes that achieve an integrated approach to natural resource management. If the model is successful it can then be rolled out

	Output 3.1. SLM is mainstreamed into relevant national sectoral policies
	Activity 3.1.1. Establish SLM Country Team.
	
	The Project Management Unit had recognized that formulation of the SLM country team would be difficult as it may be an organization running parallel to the Project Steering Committee. However, the activity is underway and is being implemented as per design.   

	
	Activity 3.1.2. Build a broad-based SLM coalition, holding at least 2 national SLM Forum events per annum:-

· Project Implementation Forum.
	4,678
	A project review meeting was held and it enabled the downsizing of the indicators and the overall project approach. Steering committee meets as per schedule and has since the project inception met nine times.

	
	Activity 3.1.3.  Convene District Implementation Forum meetings
	
	To date the activity has not been undertaken as it has been deferred to the next year.

	Output 3.2. National coordination mechanism for SLM established
	Activity 3.2.1. Review national policies, institutions and financing for SLM and identify opportunities for strengthening SLM:-

MFLR Conservation Policy development
	33,485
	Conservation policy has been developed. Ninety one (91) participants attended the workshop. However, there are implementation issues which will be iterated in the field during 2012 to see if they are compatible with the model.

	Output 3.3. Country strategic investment Frameworks (CSIF) for SLM formulated
	Activity 3.3.1. Prepare a Country Strategic Investment Framework (CSIF) for SLM. 
	33,314
	The activity was deferred for implementation in 2012. The process is deemed to be too lengthy and very involved to allow full participation by all concerned. The management team was advised by the Country Support Tool for mainstreaming and up-scaling of SLM in Sub-Saharan Africa by FAO.

	Output 3.4. Knowledge Management Framework and strategy formulated to disseminate lessons
	Activity 3.4.1. Develop and implement knowledge management strategy to support all project outcomes.
	
	The project has been revised from the original design where the scope and performance indicators to allow a result based performance over a short period of time allocated to this project.

	Total Outcome 3.
	71,477
	

	Output 4.1. Project Coordination and management
	
	631,762.76
	The Project Management Unit (PMU) has been in place and function very well. The Project Manager has been with the project since its start and understands issues as well as having the ability to leverage funds from other sources. The project has also engaged the services of a technical advisor to assist with the development of the SLM model and the support legislative environment. The project also leverages the assistance of the UNV monitoring expert who ensures that funds are disbursed as per schedule and timely. However, the team has noticed a slightly skewed implementation of the Programme in favor of outcome 1. There seems to be limited time allowed for the second and the third outcomes and more so on outcome 3. The project is about learning and sharing. Thus issues dealing with knowledge management and networking are important. The team is of the opinion that a knowledge/information management could be of greater importance to the project especially to iterate issues before the project roll-out. There is also an observable void of a project officer at the project site. This the Steering Committee has observed and has made recommendations to alleviate the problem

	Total Project
	1,315,431.48
	


ANNEX 4–LIST OF CONSULTANTS ENGAGED SINCE PROJECT STARTUP TILL MTE
	ACTIVITY
	CONSULTANT TYPE
	QUANTITY
	PERIOD

	Income Generating Activities 
	International
	1
	May 2011

	Socio-Economic Baseline Study
	Local
	1
	May 2011

	Monitoring and Evaluation
	International
	1
	

	Formulation of an Integrated Land and Water Investment Programme in Lesotho
	International
	1
	August 2012

	Lesotho Landscape Change Monitoring
	International
	1
	October to November 2012

	Cost Benefit Analysis 
	International
	1
	In progress

	Mid-Term Review 
	International and Local
	2
	In Progress


ANNEX 5–LIST OF MINUTES OF SLM PSC MEETINGS SINCE PROJECT START-UP TO 19 NOVEMBER, 2012 
	Minutes Number
	Date

	1
	28.04.2010

	2
	10.06.2010

	3
	10.08.2010

	4
	09.11.2010

	5
	12.04.2011

	6
	-

	7
	25.10.2011

	8
	-

	9
	24.05.2012

	10
	19.11.2012


	
	ANNEX 6. THREAT AND ROOT CAUSES MATRIX FROM PRODOC2009 
Threat

Bio-Physical Impacts

Causes

Response Measures being tested as part of the Baseline

Response Measure to be Developed by GEF Project

Degradation of cultivated land

· Soil erosion by water

· Soil erosion by wind

· Declining soil fertility

· Sediment deposition outside cultivated areas

· Increased hydrological instability

· Lower water tables

· Although soil and water conservation structures have been built on arable land since colonial times, soil cultivation practices do not adequately address soil and water conservation because appropriate methods are insufficiently known

· Cultivation practices do not address retention of surface runoff because soil conservation programmes have traditionally promoted disposal of runoff through the construction of graded channel terraces and other structures

· Soil and water conservation structures inadequately maintained on cultivated land, partly because ownership and commitment were inadequately fostered when they were constructed and partly because their technical design does not optimize benefits to the farmer

· Land degradation on uncultivated areas up slope from fields

· Insufficient return of organic matter to soil

· Extension content of limited relevance to SLM

· Extension delivery does not reach enough of intended audience in effective formats

· Extension co-ordination fails to deliver integrated messages on SLM

· Conservation knowledge management is not integrated into SLM process

· Promotion of (renovation of) soil and water conservation structures; biological soil and water conservation measures; conservation farming techniques such as minimum tillage; small and micro-scale water harvesting and spring harnessing (MAFS, IFAD); MFLR (Mafeteng district))

· Land use planning and Community Action Plans under UES at household and village levels for SWC initiatives by individuals and communities (MAFS, IFAD)

· Conservation Farming Network Group (facilitated by FAO)

· In-field elements of Integrated Watershed Management approach in Maseru and Mohale’s Hoek districts (including physical and biological soil and water conservation measures and conservation farming techniques) will complement the project’s main focus on the rangeland resource complex and provide the necessary landscape integration of SLM measures

· Knowledge management to stimulate awareness, understanding and analysis of best practice in SLM on cultivated land

· GEF incremental funding will focus on curtailing degradation on uncultivated fields up slope from fields

Degradation of range resource complex

· Reduced ground cover

· Soil erosion by water

· Soil erosion by wind

· Declining soil fertility

· Sediment deposition outside range land areas

· Increased hydrological instability

· Lower water tables

· Decline in plant biodiversity

· Decline in woody biomass

· Management of range land is not sustainable: effective governance often lacking, so that power struggles over resources not controlled; legal framework not clear enough, does not sufficiently clarify responsibilities and boundaries

· Institutions for management of range land (the new Community Councils) have legal authority but lack resources to operate at local level. 

· There is little effective co-ordination of planning structures at national and district levels.

· Increasing demand for wood fuel and lack of affordable alternative fuels

· Lack of affordable, accessible, efficient heating and cooking technologies

· Invasion of alien species

· Wood resources not effectively managed: Community Councils have legal authority but lack resources to operate at local level

· Ag Extension content of limited relevance to SLM

· Ag Extension delivery does not reach enough of intended audience in effective formats

· Ag extension co-ordination fails to deliver integrated messages on SLM

· Conservation and governance knowledge management is not integrated into SLM process

· National training of Community and District Councils in development planning and management (MOLG, GTZ)

· Pasture rejuvenation, range management, combating of invasive species and afforestation initiatives in Mafeteng, Mohale’s Hoek and Quthing districts (MFLR, IFAD)

· Promotion of Integrated Catchment Management in five pilot sub-catchments in Thaba-Tseka district (LHDA)

· Support for Managed Resource Associations in Butha-Buthe, Mokhotlong and Qacha’s Nek districts until end 2007 (MDTP)

· Enhanced institutional arrangements for SLM through user groups operating on behalf of and with the legal authority of 7 Community Councils in Maseru district

· Integrated Watershed Management approach developed in selected pilot areas in Maseru and Mohale’s Hoek districts

· Enhanced extension content and delivery by MFLR and MOLG in support of these institutional arrangements

· Capacity created and modalities negotiated for scaling up these enhanced arrangements across Lesotho as a whole

· Knowledge management to stimulate awareness, understanding and analysis of best technical conservation practice for SLM on range land

Uncontrolled expansion of residential and commercial land uses

· Increased hydrological instability

· Lower water tables

· Water pollution

· Decline in plant biodiversity

· Degradation of cultivated land

· Settlement planning systems and structures lack capacity to address this issue effectively

· Development controls not functional

· Local government institutions do not manage spatial planning and land administration effectively

· Governance knowledge management does not build the required awareness, understanding and commitment

Not directly addressed by this project; not a significant threat in mountain areas; mainly a concern in lowland areas which have less grazing land

Not directly addressed by this project. However, strengthened SLM capacity and procedures at Community Council level will sharpen local authorities’ awareness of the environmental implications of the issue and their ability to plan and enforce land use controls.

ANNEX  7.   STAKEHOLDERS – PRODOC 2009 
The key stakeholders relevant to the promotion of SLM include natural resource users; Community Councils; chiefs; several GOL Ministries; the National Environment Secretariat; UNDP; CARE; NGOs; parastatals; and development agencies. The matrix below summarizes their capacity and relevance to this project’s SLM objectives; their potential interests, and conflicts that might arise; and the roles they are likely to play in execution of the project.

Who

Capabilities/current role for promoting and/or practicing SLM

Potential interests and conflicts with regard to SLM

Role in project

Natural  resource users

· Extensive indigenous technical knowledge

· Familiarity with concepts of group action, committee operations etc.

· Commitment to SLM because of livelihood interests in a sustainable environment

· Strong potential interest in achieving SLM

· Different resource users may have different SLM priorities

· Gender differences may arise in SLM decision making

· Political and other factional differences may hinder consensus and decision making in some local contexts

· Leading agents of SLM through user groups or associations

Community Councils

· Legal authority for SLM

· Little capacity to exert this authority at field level

· Committed to fulfilling their NRM responsibilities, but currently uncertain how to go about this

· Still exploring all aspects of their new role as local authorities

· Likely to embrace user group concept as a way of fulfilling their legal responsibilities

· Could enact byelaws for this purpose

· Decision making could be hindered by (party) politics or other internal differences

· Locus of legal authority for SLM

· Supervise government field staff who, under the newly decentralized system, are administratively answerable to Community Councils

· Supervise and guide resource user groups acting on their behalf

· Provide modest levels of resourcing to these groups for their daily operations

Chiefs

· Traditional NRM authorities

· Some have extensive technical knowledge

· Some are respected leaders

· Two chiefs are elected by their peers as members of each Community Council and can thus play a formal role in Councils’ NRM decision making

· Principal Chiefs retain legal authority over high altitude cattle post areas

· Many chiefs likely to resent their loss of formal NRM authority to Community Councils

· Some chiefs may foment political opposition to Community Councils’ or user groups’ SLM efforts

· Some chiefs may play constructive roles in new SLM dispensation

· Principal Chiefs’ cattle post management needs to be harmonized with the SLM practiced by neighboring Community Councils and user groups 

· Some chiefs can contribute as Community Council members

· All chiefs, if so inclined, can contribute as leading and knowledgeable members of their communities

· Principal Chiefs have vital role in cattle post management and the integration of this function with SLM by user groups and Community Councils

Ministry Forest Land Reclamation
· Through its Range Management, Soil Conservation and Forestry Divisions, can provide technical knowledge and practical/programmatic experience

· Has domestic budget that can be used for co-financing with GEF contribution

· Mandated to facilitate and support SLM in Lesotho

· Inevitably challenged by the decentralization process and by the new legal NRM mandate of local authorities

· Leading technical agency

· Chair of Steering Committee

· Source of co-finance

· Should participate actively in knowledge management and networking activities

Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security

· Increasingly active in promoting on-farm soil and water conservation through soil fertility and soil structure management, conservation and organic agriculture techniques etc.

· Has a shared food security commitment with MFLR whose achievement depends partly on SLM

· Should be an active member of project Steering Committee

· Should participate actively in knowledge management and networking activities

Ministry of Local Government
· Responsible for guiding the decentralization process and the establishment of the new local government system in Lesotho

· Consequently responsible for supporting MFLR’s decentralization process and assisting Community Councils as they grapple with their NRM role

· Has only recently formed NRM Task Group and started to focus on SLM issues

· Vitally important in developing the overall local institutional context within which SLM must be practiced
· Has many priorities and policy demands on its limited resources, and will have to be encouraged to give NRM issues the necessary attention

· Should be an active member of project Steering Committee

· Should participate actively in knowledge management and networking activities

· Should advise and facilitate Community Councils’ development of SLM byelaws, which must be approved by the Minister of Local Government

National Environment Secretariat
· Policy coordination role, with particular reference to Lesotho’s global obligations and commitments

· Committed to Lesotho’s fulfillment of its Convention obligations

· Committed to implementation of Lesotho’s UNCCD NAP

· GEF focal point: key liaison role

· Member of project Steering Committee

UNDP

· Extensive experience of sustainable rural development strategies and challenges in Lesotho

· Experience of GEF project delivery

· Involved in several other GEF- and SLM-related activities in Lesotho

· Key agency for channeling and supervision of GEF resources, advice on procedures

· Key member of project Steering Committee

CARE

· Almost 30 years’ development experience in Lesotho, including some NRM projects

· Recent experience with on-farm soil and water conservation activities and techniques

· Recent active experience with extension and networking activities

· Widespread linkages into GOL and NGO community, and experience of joint operations with both

· Strong experience with HIV/AIDS and gender policies and programming

· Committed to supporting the implementation of SLM in Lesotho

· Committed to participatory approaches

· Committed to livelihoods-based approaches that are gender sensitive and HIV/AIDS mainstreamed

· Implementing agency

· Staff and consultant recruitment and supervision

· Technical and administrative oversight

NGOs

· Strong technical and institutional expertise in SLM and related fields

· Detailed understanding of local development needs, opportunities, constraints

· Currently engaged in various SLM-related activities, notably on-farm

· Links to TerrAfrica

· Long standing interest in the environmental and SLM sectors

· Members of project Steering Committee

· Potential collaborator in SLM model development, training and knowledge management/ networking activities

· Linkage of this project into the TerrAfrica initiative

Parastatals

· LHDA has almost 20 years’ experience working on highlands environmental issues

· LHDA is now piloting ICM in selected sub-catchments

· LHDA has vital interest in maintaining ecosystem health in its highland catchments

· It will be necessary – and is feasible – to harmonies or integrate the ICM approach with other SLM models that are emerging in Lesotho, and to ensure a good fit between ICM, resource user groups and Community Council responsibilities

· Active field collaborator across the Maseru district – Thaba-Tseka district boundary

GTZ

· Technical expertise in NRM 

· Technical expertise in local government and institutional development 

· GTZ is strongly committed to IWM and to building effective local government in Lesotho – including the effective governance of natural resources

· Active collaborator in joint IWM-SLM programming

· Source of co-finance

FAO

· Technical expertise in IWM

· Technical expertise in conservation agriculture

· Committed to promoting IWM and conservation agriculture

· Can make technical inputs, subject to resourcing constraints

· Coordinator of conservation agriculture network

· Potential collaborator in networking and knowledge management, with particular reference to on-farm SLM
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Programme Period: October 2008-September 2012


Programme Component:_________


Project Title: Capacity Building and Knowledge Management for Sustainable Land Management in Lesotho 


Award No: 00050861


Project ID: 00063046


Project Duration:	48 months 


Management Arrangement: National Execution (NEX) 








Total budget: (Million US$) 6.419,500 million		 


Allocated resources:	 


Regular (GEF)	 1.7245 million


Government		 1,97 million


Other: in Kind 	0.4


Donor	UNDP    0.3 million


Donor	GTZ  2.025 million


Donor	_________











�� Purportedly (interviews Nov 2012) there was an error in not changing from MSP to FSP. Time frame of the project changed from 3 years (per UNDP CO letter of support) to 5 years (per adverts for Project Manager and CTA in Sept 2009—�HYPERLINK "http://www.undp.org.ls/"�www.undp.org.ls�) and finally the current 4 years).


� GIZ in-kind support would be recognized through their in-country training of the Councilors as they empower them on issues of local governance in general.�



� According to the project document 2009 and the assessment to develop it, threats to land in Lesotho can be classified along the two major production systems: cultivated lands and the range resource complex. Cultivated lands are threatened by water and wind erosion, declining soil fertility, sediment deposition on and outside cultivated areas, increasing variability in stream flow and lower water tables. Similarly, the range complex is threatened by reduced ground cover due to over-grazing and fuel collection, wind and water erosion of soils, declining soil fertility affecting pasture productivity, woody biomass and biodiversity and hydrological instability leading to variable stream flows and off- site sediment deposition within and beyond Lesotho.


�� Purportedly (interviews Nov 2012) there was an error in not changing from MSP to FSP. Time frame of the project changed from 3 years (per UNDP CO letter of support) to 5 years (per adverts for Project Manager and CTA in Sept 2009—�HYPERLINK "http://www.undp.org.ls/"�www.undp.org.ls�) and finally the current 4 years).


� GIZ in-kind support would be recognized through their in-country training of the Councilors as they empower them on issues of local governance in general.�



� Actual documents reviewed included:


The approved project document 2009;


Project revision 2010; 


The auditor’s report 2010;


PIRs 2010-2011, QOR; 


All documents generated as an output of the project;


Country Programme Action Plan (CPAP);


United Nations Development Assistance Framework; 


GEF focal area strategic programme objectives.





� This is a tool developed by TerrAfrica to measure changes in policy enabling environment, presented as annex 


� Bawden, M.G. and Carroll, D.M., 1968. The land resources of Lesotho. Tolworth: Land Resources Division, Directorate of Overseas Surveys Land Resource Study 3.


� Bureau of Statistics, Government of Lesotho, 1998, 1996 population census analytical report: volume IIIA: population dynamics.


� Livestock units Densities based on total land suitable for production; Livestock Units Conversion Factors are cattle – 0.5, sheep and goats -0.1, pigs – 0.2 and poultry 0.01 Source – Lesotho Livestock Briefs (FAO – 2005a)


� This is the estimated population of the seven Community Councils in which direct field implementation will take place. Results of the 2006 Census are not yet available.


� This is the estimated rural population of Lesotho. Results of the 2006 Census are not yet available.


In addition, the five programme areas of Lesotho National Action Programme (NAP) in Natural Resource Management, Combating Desertification and Mitigating the Effects of Drought (2005) include a series of technical measures to alleviate pressure on the natural resource base (such as conservation farming practices and promoting the participatory management of natural resources through Grazing Associations). Another objective is “to build capacity for village communities to take charge of their development and management of their resources” through “a decentralized approach to land resource management.”


� Key Government counterparts of SLM project 


Ms. Nkareng 'Mota, Principal Secretary, MFLR


Mr. Seetla Mabaso, Director Conservation Dept., MFLR


Mr. Elias Sekaleli, Director Forestry Dept., MFLR


Mr. Claude Ratsele, Director Range Dept., MFLR


Mr. Nchimo Maile, PS, MAFS


Mr. Stanley Damane, Director Environment Dept., MTEC 





� Steering Committee Minutes No. 1 of 28 April 2010, para. 4.6 regarding decision on involvement of CARE as a CSO/NGO


�     Taken from draft model document - Community Council Land Allocation with Form C


 Section 14 of the Land Act states that: “...the power to allocate and to revoke              allocations to land shall be exercised by the local council having jurisdiction in the area in consultation with the chief having jurisdiction in the area”. This implies that a grazing association can be allocated land by a community Council, without any limitations as to the size, as the latter applies to limits on     size of land under a lease. Community councils do not have the power to allocate under a lease. In this respect, non-members may be excluded from grazing their livestock in an   area allocated to a grazing association. It may open doors for controversy and a much disputed approach by some groups. However, the law will have covered the much needed legal protection for grazing associations to operate with            fighting endless court battles of the past.


� HAC


� Does appear in the project document. Steering Comm. Decision to create PIF made per minutes meeting No.2 dated 10 June 2010.
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