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	Objective level indicators are not particularly SMART (specific, measurable, achievable, realistic and time-bound)
i) The area of wetland, where user groups are actively taking measures to protect biodiversity as part of production practice 
ii) Populations of wetland indicator species sustained.

	The indicator is based on the following assumptions:

- The whole of Ngamiland is divided into Controlled Hunting Areas (CHAs), with defined boundaries.
- The project area was well defined at formulation stage, and its area coverage is 18,210km2.
- User groups that participated in the project were/are well defined and these user groups could be easily linked to specific CHAs and specific production practices (livelihoods).
- This therefore meant that an intervention facilitated by the project in collaboration with a specific user group could have its area coverage tracked within specific defined CHA or within the defined project area of 18,210km2.
- Production practices for user groups linkages to livelihoods: user groups that have adapted their production practices to be biodiversity friendly as a result of project influence could be counted in as part of this indicator.
- This therefore meant that all user groups (and replicated work) that partnered with the project could be easily tracked and measured to inform us on the “area of wetland where user groups were/are actively taking measures to protect biodiversity as part of production practice/or LIVELIHOODS”

- All work piloted and best practices that emerged under Outcomes 2, 3 and 4 of the project formed the basis of the measurement of area coverage of the indicator. The sum total of work done under Outcomes 2, 3 and 4 gives us an indication of what was achieved from this Objective level indicator within the context of the defined project area of 18,210km2. Outcome 1 was more general and most of its impact was at national level i.e. it operated beyond the defined project area of 18,210km2.

- Yes, the indicator is cognizant of the fact that populations of indicator species might fluctuate independent of project related impacts. We all agree that the baseline is the near-pristine wetland system that we had when we started the project, as characterized (among others) by the given populations of the indicator species e.g. slaty egret, red lechwe and others.

- This objective-level indicator recognizes that the Okavango Delta is a natural variable system, and that is why the baseline and End of Project targets are set in the Log Frame as “No more than 20% drop in Numbers (of indicator species)”. Again this assumes that we are starting with a near-pristine wetland system, and the numbers (of indicator species) that we are seeing reflect a healthy system. The aim therefore is not recovery but maintenance within Limits of Acceptable Change.
- Proceeding from the foregoing, and assuming/knowing that numbers can drop as a result of natural fluctuations, we set ourselves (based on knowledge of the system) a threshold of 20%. Any variation of numbers (of indicator species) within 20% is allowed and is intrinsic to the wetland system. However, if the drop in numbers exceeds 20%, then other factors, specifically anthropogenic, would have pushed the system beyond its limitations. So anything beyond 20% drop in numbers (from our current understanding of the system) would not be a result of the natural fluctuation that we are used to, it would be something abnormal.
-Good baseline population figures existed for these indicator species at project inception, mainly from DWNP (department of wildlife and national parks) wildlife aerial surveys and BirdLife Botswana birds survey reports.
	N/A
N/A


	N/A
N/A



	
	
	
	

	Many of the groups visited during the TE expressed some frustration with the results that had been achieved, but, most showed great appreciation for the positive outcome of Biokavango, especially in terms  of reducing tensions between competing resource users 
	As part of its exit strategy, the Biokavango project ensured that the following was put in place with regards to community groups/champions:

i) Through the facilitation of the project and Natural Resources and People (NRP) Consultants, Tubu Joint Management Committee (JMC) produced an Integrated Management Plan that detailed the action plans for resource management, conservation and socio-economic up-liftment of the people of Tubu. Implementation of the Management Plan is supervised by the Joint Management Committee (JMC). So far a legally registered community company called GREEN VISIT (GV) has been started to undertake commercial activities on behalf of the community. The company has already acquired two plots, one for Campsite & Agro-forestry and the other for Cultural Village. The Company has also formed alliances with local and international institutions to undertake different activities identified in the Management Plan. GV has partnered with the DARMA (Defragmenting African Resources Management) project of UB-ORI to continue Management Orientated Monitoring Systems (MOMS) that were initiated by the Biokavango project. The community Company (GV) has also been linked up and is partnering with Youth at Heart Organization of South Africa to provide tourists for Tubu Campsite and Cultural Village. This is cutting greatly the cost of marketing whilst providing a steady flow of tourists to the community tourism ventures. The Department of Cooperatives has now registered the Tubu Fishers Cooperative which is about to venture into fishing business by Tubu Fisher people. Discussions have been concluded with SAREP (Southern Africa Regional Environment Program), a new USAID funded project supporting the implementation of OKACOM’s Strategic Action Program (SAP), to take up this model and upscale it to the Basin level.     

ii) Shorobe women’s basketry group has been assisted to form a functional Multi-purpose Cooperative, registered with the Department of Cooperatives. The Basketry Centre (with a curio shop) has been refurbished and has been re-opened for business after being closed for two years. Biokavango assisted the basketry group to fence the plot for Palm plantation. In the Palm plantation, Palm trees Hyphaene petersiana (and dye species Berchemia discolor  ) which are the main materials for making baskets have been planted so that they can be obtained easily and also to reduce pressure on the wild Palm population (in the long-term). The Basketry Centre is attracting tourists bound for Moremi Game Reserve and Chobe National Park. They have started recording high levels of profits (e.g. the audit report for the 5 months-June-October 2010 showed that the Co-operative has been operating well and recorded a net profit of BWP11, 751).  SAREP has also picked up the Shorobe Basketry as a model to pursue and upscale to the Basin Level; SAREP has already started providing capacity building initiatives to the Group e.g. book-keeping, diversification of the business, leadership, and business management, among others.
iii) Improved fisheries management at the Upper Panhandle has (i) reduced conflicts among resource users, especially between commercial and recreational fishers; (ii) the project did put in place a functional OFMC (Okavango Fishers Management Committee) where all different stakeholders discuss issues related to co-management of the resource, where shared decisions are made to safeguard their conduct and other aspects of their livelihoods; and (iii) put in place a long term fish monitoring system. DWNP is the main collaborator and the project has strategically engaged with DWNP from the component inception’s to ensure that sustained interventions for a co-management and improved fisheries management systems are implemented. The adoption of the Code of Conduct for Responsible Fishing and ‘set aside area’ (fishing-free zones)" for fish rejuvenation and fish monitoring have had positive impact on conservation and sustainable use of the fish resources in the Upper Panhandle. Fish is an important source of revenue and source of livelihood sustenance for many fishers; for instance the Boiteko Syndicate/Trust, a commercial community fishing project, makes on average P4,000.00/month/individual (in 2010), compared to an average P1,200.00 (in 2008).
	SAREP/DWNP
	Ongoing

	
	
	
	

	BioKavango provided such support, resulting in well-attended meetings with positive outcomes, but the sustainability of this process is not planned. Training workshops with, for example, the OFA/OFMC have emphasized the need for community groups to take ownership of responsibilities such as fund-raising to ensure continuity, but it does not appear that this advice has been followed. This message does not seem to have been taken to heart by many stakeholders, at least in the Shakawe area or at Shorobe (although in other areas, such as Ngarange, there is a higher level of motivation and confidence).


	-Details provided in the previous section indicate how sensitive the implementation process was to sustainability of interventions. The process ensured that other partners with related mandates were brought on-board as early as possible, so that they would continue when the Biokavango fades out. For instance the stakeholders at Shakawe, Ngarange and Shorobe will continue with support from the Department of Cooperatives, SAREP and DWNP. DWNP specifically has and will always assist in the Fisheries Division activities as it’s their mandate to   assist in the conservation of the national fish resources. However, their limitation is funding within the national budgeting system.
- The Okavango Wetland Management Committee (OWMC) was initially set up to guide the formulation of the Okavango Delta Management Plan (ODMP), but later its mandate refocused through project support to oversee the implementation of the ODMP and function as a forum to mainstream biodiversity objectives into planning and developments. The OWMC was adopted by the District Development Committee to become its sub-committee where environmental issues will be discussed and forwarded to the DDC (district development committee) and to other institutions such as the Tawana Land Board. 

The OWMC is chaired by the Tawana Land Board (TLB) and its Secretariat is the Department of Environmental Affairs (DEA). Budgets for the continued support of the OWMC will come from the DEA office. The Tawana Land Board will also support the activities of the OWMC through the Land Use and Natural Resources division and through DLUPU. The quarterly meetings of the OWMC (which were supported by the Biokavango) will now remain a mandate for the secretariat (DEA), as part of its mandate to pursue the implementation of the ODMP

- A newly incepted project, Southern African Regional Environment Program (SAREP) has taken off. The SAREP works with OKACOM and regional counterparts (in Angola, Botswana and Namibia) to improve trans-boundary natural resource management in the Okavango River Basin under funding from USAID. Its technical approach derives from critical and creative thinking about the political economy of the Southern Africa water and natural resources sector; it leverages best practices in community-based natural resource management and capacity building for the supply of safe water and sanitation; and anticipates the increasing need for effective responses to climate-related disasters and water-centered conflicts. There is hope and commitment from SAREP that the program will support the Biokavango Delta initiatives and up-scale some to the basin level (e.g. water quality monitoring, MOMS, liquid waste monitoring). The program is taking on board most of the SAP (strategic action plan) and NAP (national action plan) activities with a broader regional objective of building capacity for water governance.
 -At a bigger scale, the issue of community ownership can be traced to the prevailing development model of the country, something that is beyond the immediate influence of the project. However, there has been recognition through other programmes of the UNDP of the limitations of the current model and a new model is being piloted in parts of the country. The new model is called Local Economic Development (LED) and will facilitate village-level integrated planning that takes into account the community resources (human, natural, cultural) to develop economically viable regimes. This will address issues of sustainability of committees as they will gain control of natural resources and levy the resource users to cover management costs. LED is rolled out by the Ministry of Local Government as part of the UNDP support.
	SAREP/DWNP/DEA, UNDP, Ministry of Local Government
	Ongoing

	
	
	
	

	The Project Document indicated co-financing of US$12,130,000, while by the time of the TE, commitments stood at US$17,620,700. Actual disbursements were estimated by the PMU to correspond to this latter figure, but it was not clear to the Evaluator whether all in-kind commitments were in fact disbursed.


	All in-kind commitments were disbursed, except for the University of Virginia as reported in the previous PIRs. The University of Virginia (UVa) was providing co-finance (US102, 000) to the project through funding of a PhD student, responsible for the characterization and mapping of riparian woodlands in the Okavango Delta, using remote sensing.  
	N/A
	N/A

	
	
	
	

	One weakness of the project design was that there was no specific budget or staff provision allocated to M&E within the project itself. The NPC was responsible for managing all M&E, with no specific project staff member assigned this role.
	-In the Project Document, it was clearly stated that the project monitoring and evaluation would be conducted in accordance with established UNDP and GEF procedures. The service would be provided by the PMU (project management unit) and the UNDP CO with support from the UNDP Regional Office. This therefore meant that the NPC (national project coordinator), as leader of the project, assumed the responsibility of M&E. The Project Log Frame formed the basis for project planning on a continuous basis, and internal assessments (quarter reports, annual/PIR) considered performance and impact. 

- Monitoring responsibilities were also a function of the PSC (project steering committee), through strategic guidance and communication to relevant stakeholders.

- Future projects of the same magnitude will have a specific M&E function that will be pooled together with that of other projects as a means of strengthening the M&E function.
	N/A

UNDP
	N/A

Jan 2012

	
	
	
	

	Within Botswana, where the development of an enabling environment of improved legislation and of individual and institutional capacity is a primary element of the project, the replication of best practice should be relatively uncomplicated. This direct transfer will apply most readily to projects in other wetland areas, such as the Chobe – Linyanti and the Makgadikgadi. It should be noted that a preparation phase, similar to the ODMP development process, would be needed.
	- In the context of the Bio chobe, the PPG (project preparatory grant) is very small ($100,000) to undertake detailed work similar to the one done in formulating the ODMP (which formed the base for the Biokavango). The Biokavango formulation phase was unique in that it coincided with the preparation of the ODMP, a multimillion dollar exercise that delivered an over-arching plan for the wetland system. 

- The ODMP has been replicated for Makgadikgadi wetland system (Makgadikgadi Framework Management Plan). This framework will form the basis for work to be carried out as part of Bio – Makgadikgadi project (yet to come).
	N/A
	N/A

	
	
	
	

	A budget of US$1,165,000 was apparently proposed for the implementation of the replication strategy, but funds for the strategy were not included in the existing project budget.
	- Funds for the replication strategy were part and parcel of the devised implementation process, funded by both the GEF Grant and co-financed activities by the Government of Botswana, private sector and others. For instance funds were invested (during implementation) on the review/revision of policy instruments that have application not only to the Okavango Delta but to the whole country. The reviewed Lease Agreements (for concessions) and the WMA regulations, while their preparation was focused on concessions in the Delta, their application is at national level. The aquaculture guidelines were drawn by the project and were adapted and applied elsewhere in Botswana. Other examples include the Botswana Eco-certification System (BECS), whose development was anchored (mainly driven) in the Delta, but their application is throughout the country. All these efforts and others should be viewed as replication of project initiated interventions to other areas of the country. 
	N/A
	N/A

	
	
	
	

	The MTE advised that actions be taken to mobilize the replication strategy, at least for activities within Botswana, primarily to retain the skills developed in BioKavango but also to test the wider application of lessons learned. It is not clear whether this recommendation for a specific replication was followed, but certainly the “BioChobe” has been recently developed to approval of its Concept document.
	- The Makgadikgadi Framework Management Plan was developed for the Makgadikgadi wetland system, and the process heavily relied on best practices from the ODMP. The Framework Management Plan provides a basis for Bio-Makgadikgadi (yet to be put in place) as the ODMP did for the BiOkavango.

 - The Department of Environmental Affairs (DEA), through the National Biodiversity Authority (NBDA), with representation from the project, is initiating and facilitating the development of a national biodiversity policy. This will further provide an enhanced systemic framework for project initiated interventions and guide subsequent formulation of legislation to enhance biodiversity conservation in Botswana.
	DEA
	Ongoing

	
	
	
	

	There was an intention to replace the Biodiversity Coordinator supplied by BioKavango with an appointed TLB staff member. By the end of the project, this appointment had not been made and it is not clear when (or whether) such an appointment will be made.  


	- At the Inception of the Project, a Biodiversity Coordinator (BDC) was employed and seconded to the Tawana Land Board (TLB), to assist with the development of necessary tools and procedures for biodiversity mainstreaming into land management. Following this a Land Use and Natural Resources Division was established at the TLB, currently staffed with a Senior Land Use Officer, with possibility for a position equivalent to the project’s BDC whose contract expired in March 2011. However, even to date the TLB has not yet fulfilled its agreement on filling up the BDC’s position with a suitable officer. This was partly due to the fact that the Botswana Government suspended or freezed the filling of vacant positions until 2011, as a result of the economic meltdown and budgetary constraints.  It is hoped that when the suspension is lifted off, the TLB would be able to hire a Senior Natural Resources officer, a position which is considered to be equivalent to the project seconded position of Biodiversity Coordinator (BDC).

- The Director of DEA who is/was the PSC Chairperson for the Biokavango Project escalated the issue to the Permanent Secretary of the Ministry of Lands and Housing who is the Accounting officer in charge of all Land Boards. It is anticipated that the issue will be addressed amicably soon.
	DEA/TLB
	Ongoing

	
	
	
	

	The provision for development of a sustainability plan was considered during project formulation, but was deemed unnecessary in view of the infusion of project activities amongst stakeholder groups. This decision shall be examined further below (see 7.3.2).
	- Sustainability was built in (during the formulation phase of the project) to be part of the implementation process, such that costs related to enhancing sustainability of project interventions are reflected in the  planning process of the project (i.e. budgeted annual and quarter work plans).  Examples include work carried out with Botswana Tourism Organization, Department of Water Affairs, the private sector, Tawana Land Board and others. However, a few interventions (specifically for communities) are still faced with sustainability challenges. SAREP and others (as argued elsewhere) have been approached and have committed to leverage further support. 

	SAREP/DWNP/DEA/Cooperatives Dept/TLB/DWA
	Ongoing


N/A = Not Applicable
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