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53Photo 2  Summer pastures in Mokhotlong-Sanqebethu ERMA
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56Photo 8.  Wetlands with riverside willows (Salix spp.), Coleford Nature Reserve
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63Photo 22.  Denuded cover and impacted soil at wetland (see photos 21 & 23).


64Photo 23.  Degraded wetland in summer grazing area, highlands of Lesotho.


64Photo 24.  Government grazing area protected by fence at Mokhotlong.


65Photo 25.  Gabions halt gully erosion at Golden Gate Highlands NP.


65Photo 26.  Stone arrow tip at rock art site in Sehlabathebe National Park.
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66Photo 28.  Outline added to emphasise unusual tan head marking on springbok painting which is more extensive than forehead patch in current species.
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67Photo 30.  Two small runners form part of a panel of larger figures and elands at Game Pass Shelter.


68Photo 31.  Visitor developments at Lipofung rock shelter are informative and tasteful but also intrusive.


68Phtoto 32.  Detail from one of the information displays at Lipofung.


69Photo 33.  District Steering Committee meeting at Mokhotlong.


69Photo 34.  Jackal Buzzard with snake (possibly a  rinkhals, Hemachatus haemachatus) in Sehlabathebe National Park


70Photo 35.  Group of rhebok in Sehlabathebe National Park.


70Photo 36.  View from uKhahlamba Drakensberg Park to Sehlabathebe N.P.
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Note about Hyperlinks
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Executive Summary
1) The original design, which was predicated on the perception that a transfrontier approach to conservation is required to protect the ecologically fragile region of the Maloti Drakensberg Mountains, has been vindicated by the experience of this project. Events in one country impinge on the other; Lesotho and South Africa are interdependent over a wide range of social and environmental factors.

2) With hindsight, the original design was both overly ambitious and overly optimistic about what could be achieved by a five-year project. In a complicated project, which is dependant on the co-ordination and mobilisation of a wide range of disparate partner institutions, shortfalls are to be expected and are reflective of the challenging nature of the task. The project achievements to date are therefore a credit to the skills and commitment of the staff in the respective PCU’s. 

3) Justifiably, the approach chosen by the implementers in both countries was first to put quite detailed planning processes and procedures in place and then, once those detailed modus operandi were agreed by all partners,  to move on to the delivery and establishment of transfrontier projects. However, somewhere in this process, the delivery of tangible transfrontier projects receded as a priority. The work done on planning and processes is far from nugatory and will doubtless bear fruit. But it was too detailed at too early a stage in the project and, in the opinion of the Review Team, tended to exclude other activities.
4) Lesotho followed the logframe in implementation, but South Africa chose to adopt what the PCU described as “an adaptive management approach”, using “a hierarchical planning process” This provided flexibility, but it also led to an overly complicated project which proved to be slow to spend. The style of reporting by both PCUs occluded strategic issues and did not aid decision making by either the Bilateral Steering Committee or Bank Supervision Missions.

5) In Lesotho the project has a strong constituency. The project has sensitised communities to its objectives and raised their expectations of improved livelihoods, and caught the imagination of senior officials and ministers who see tourism as an answer to increasing levels of unemployment. Thus the project has champions at the highest level of government.

6) In South Africa the project is seen by senior officials as a planning exercise which does not contribute to the government’s objectives of economic development or employment creation. Expectations that it would deliver tangible outputs e.g. infrastructure or capacity are fading as the project reaches the half-way stage. There is not a strong constituency amongst the implementing agencies or communities and it is difficult to identify a project champion.

7) Unless the project can produce some tangible outputs other than plans (which may be incomplete when it ends) it will loose the constituency it has in Lesotho and fail to gain a constituency in South Africa.
8) The transfrontier approach to conservation remains sound, and a two year extension is justified to enable the project to achieve tangible transfrontier collaboration. To achieve this, project management will have to be strengthened and the project will have to be rephrased to focus on delivering a small number of priority transfrontier projects.

Summary of Main Recommendations:
· Grant project a two year extension

· Introduce a lightweight planning process for transfrontier projects

· Give priority to the following transfrontier projects:
Develop Sehalabathebe National Park and introduce joint management with UDP;
Develop Sani Top;
Introduce single brand for transfrontier tourism; 

Take forward a small number of pilot projects in South Africa that can be linked to community developments in Lesotho;
Security strategy.
· Prioritise a small number of the existing pilot projects

· Selectively strengthen PCU’s and some partner organisations

· Strengthen project management in PCU’s and improve project reporting

· Consider capacity building initiatives for partner organisations

I OVERALL PROJECT DESIGN
1.01 The original project appraisal and design contained in the project appraisal document, the Project Implementation Plan (PIP) and the Grant Agreement, envisaged a project in which there would be a mixture of planning, gazetting of additional protected areas, nature based tourism development and implementation of management on the ground. The latter covered such activities as alien species eradication, training in fire management, ranger training and training in tourism. Separate PIP’s were prepared for each country.
1.02 In retrospect, the original design was probably overly complicated, but it had the virtue of containing tangible outputs capable of generating support for the project from a range of institutions in each country.

1.03 The project co-ordination team in South Africa considered that the outputs of the design were outdated and impractical in South Africa, and that this required consequential changes in activities and tasks. They concluded that the most effective way of meeting the project objectives, of conserving the globally significant biodiversity in the Maloti Drakensberg Mountains and realising nature based (economic) development opportunities, was to emphasise the planning component and produce a planning process and associated procedures which could be implemented by the partner institutions. The implementation element would be reflected in fourteen small pilot projects, some of which could have a transfrontier character (Annex J). The change of approach was agreed through endorsement of activities in the project reports by the PCCs and the BSC and through exchanges of e-mails with the Bank, rather than the presentation of a specially commissioned paper to the Bilateral Steering Committee. It was put into place by a process of adaptive management.
1.04 In the opinion of the Review Team, the cumulative effect of this process was a de facto redesign of the South African component of the project. In fairness, the PCU faced the dilemma of choosing to implement a PIP which they considered to be flawed, or attempting to restructure the project. Understandably, the PCU opted to adapt the design. However, probably because it coincided with the project start-up, the process was incremental and, in the opinion of the Review Team, it allowed the project to drift away from the still valid core of the original design - the delivery of a transfrontier park. Furthermore, although the South African PCU has said it created a lightweight planning process and identified a few key transfrontier projects, this does not appear to be the reality on the ground.

1.05 Lesotho did not buy into this process of change to the same extent and utilised the logframe as a tool for project implementation and management. The PCU perceived its role as project implementation rather than redesign.

1.06 The decision to espouse a planning process with associated procedures which could be implemented by other agencies is logical in terms of South Africa, where so many agencies and organisations have an interest in conservation and land use. However it led to a complicated project and had a number of consequences, none of which have helped the project achieve its objectives. 

1.07 Firstly, it alienated some groups and organisations which believed they would benefit directly from project spending e.g. from alien species eradication or tourist development. Secondly it made it harder to develop a constituency for the project and achieve political legitimacy - planning processes do not bring the immediate direct tangible benefits expected by senior officials and politicians. Thirdly it moved the project further away from the South African government’s goals of economic development and job creation. Fourthly, it caused confusion with Lesotho over the nature of the project, the role of the logframe and the role of the PCU. Fifthly, it is likely to have reduced the significance of the transfrontier component because the inherent complexity of the process became a greater challenge to practical transfrontier collaboration.

1.08 In the opinion of the reviewers, with hindsight, a more appropriate model for implementation in this phase of the project would have been to first concentrate on identifying a lightweight planning framework which could protect the interests of both countries. At the same time a few key transfrontier and national projects, which would produce tangible benefits and enable the practical modalities of transfrontier collaboration to be established, could have been identified and promoted.
II PROJECT COMPONENTS

Component 1. Project management and transfrontier collaboration
2.01 This component is intended to provide for effective implementation of the project by both countries. A bilateral Memorandum of Understanding (MoU), which is a condition of project effectiveness, defines the parameters for transfrontier cooperation. There are six key elements:-

· A bilateral collaboration forum, the Bilateral Steering Committee (BSC), which consists of members of Project Coordinating Committees (PCC’s) from each country; 

·  Co-ordination offices’ Project Coordinating Units (PCU’s) in RSA and Lesotho with full-time coordination, financial management and procurement staff;

· Joint technical working groups to develop and implement action plans to focus on topics and issues of common interest;

· Joint workshops to present results and achieve consensus work plans;

· Communication linkages, including a GIS-based Knowledge Management system served by trained staff, and; 

· Joint management activities related to fire protection, rescue service, staff training and nature-based tourism such as marketing, booking and visitor planning. 

A budget of US $3.1 million was foreseen in the PIP (Table 1) for these activities.

2.02 The design is sound, but progress in implementing these elements has been uneven. Project Co-ordination Committees and the Bilateral Steering Committees have met on a regular basis, but joint meetings of the PCU’s are infrequent and there have been few joint field trips by PCU staff. Meetings by joint technical groups have been infrequent due to weak commitments to a collaborative approach, for example in biodiversity baseline surveys, conservation planning and protected area management.
2.03 There have been joint workshops but the achievement of integrated work plans for transfrontier projects is some way away. Similarly, joint management activities are more noticeable by their absence although there has been some progress on the key issue of cross border security.

2.04 There are a number of reasons for this lack of progress. Firstly, the philosophy behind the project is to prepare a sophisticated planning structure which can be applied over both countries, rather than to identify and implement a few key transfrontier projects and then establish plans and modalities on the basis of this experience. Lack of capacity in certain skills in Lesotho e.g. park management and tourism has highlighted the skills imbalance between the countries and hindered collaboration. Both PCU teams were established separately and have evolved separately thus inhibiting co-operation. Finally, significantly, no one person has responsibility of driving transfrontier collaboration.

Recommendations

1. In the opinion of the evaluators the best way to revitalise transfrontier collaboration is by appointing one person to drive the process.  A lightweight conservation planning framework could be agreed under the MoU which would contain sufficient safeguards to prevent actions in one country damaging conservation efforts in the other country. The project could then concentrate on delivering a small number of achievable transfrontier projects. To support this, both PCU’s should undergo joint training and mount joint field missions. The problems with capacity are harder to solve, but the project should adopt a flexible approach to providing capacity and capacity building.

2. There is a precedent for a transfrontier co-ordinator in the other South African transfrontier Parks projects, where such posts are already established. The job description for a Lesotho-South African projects post will be slightly different as it involves the establishment of a park and other projects rather than managing an existing entity.

Component 2. Conservation / bioregional planning.

2A. Biodiversity Conservation
2.05 Planning for biodiversity conservation involves a suite of survey, research and planning activities that are either in place, taking place or will soon be taking place across the project area. The reviewers have included planning and management activities for species conservation in this component. Protected area planning and management are reviewed under Components 3 and 4. Habitat management and control of alien species is reviewed under Component 5. A budget of US $1.9 million was foreseen in the PIP (Table 1).
2.06 A useful baseline of information on biodiversity in the region was compiled in the project preparation phase from expert institutions and other major conservation projects, particularly with relation to rare habitats and biodiversity hotpots. This included a listing of prioritised areas of global significance for biodiversity protection. This could have been used to locate transfrontier conservation projects but in the event has been largely ignored by the project. Given the absence of supporting data on species distributions, the SA PCU doubts the veracity of the analysis.  More extensive surveys are currently planned by both teams and in the case of South Africa, at least, and possibly both countries, these will include surveys of individual taxonomic groups by external specialists. 

2.07 There has been a slow start to biodiversity surveys which are only commencing halfway through the present project term in both Lesotho and South Africa. The design and methodology for biodiversity surveys has not been integrated between the two countries, although a recent agreement on vegetation mapping is a step in the right direction. There has been agreement by both PCUs on development of a systematic conservation plan. This aims to identify a conservation network which represents all important terrestrial and aquatic habitats and species, and which provides for continuation of ecological processes within the project area.

2.08 The substantial investment in biological surveys and research relating to conservation threats in the current project term promises to deliver quantitative information of direct relevance to management, but many useful outputs will only be realised towards the end of the current phase. The only species flagship projects considered necessary by the SA PCU  to highlight the work of the MDTP are the joint species conservation plans for the bearded vulture and Cape griffon (agreed upon during the mid-term review);

Achievements to date:

1. Agreement between Lesotho and South Africa to follow a systematic conservation planning approach in the MDTP bioregion;

2. GIS data layers of project area;

3. Experienced consultancy service providers have been chosen in both countries to undertake conservation assessments according to comprehensive ToRs. These will include: (a) spatially-quantified biodiversity surveys of species, habitats and ecological processes; (b) analyses of water quality, ecosystem health, and threats to conservation; (c) assessments of economic opportunities arising from the values associated with biodiversity; and (d) generation of conservation guidelines, targets and monitoring programmes.

4. Establishment of a field research programme into the impact of fire on biodiversity of grassland communities (SA);
5. Submission of 44 flowering plant species occurring within the to the IUCN for Orange listing;
6. Guidelines on best practice as regards fire management and conservation (SA);
7. Partnerships established for control of alien species, undertaking biodiversity surveys,  and conserving charismatic birds and mammals (SA);
8. Community-based and bioregional planning process developed in association with the Ministry of Local Government (Lesotho).

Recommendations (Conservation Planning):

1. Organise a joint workshop with PCU ecologists and consultant service providers from both countries (a) to harmonise as necessary the biological survey and GIS-analytical methodologies, (b) to avoid duplication of survey effort, and (c) to develop a joint biodiversity monitoring strategy based on biological indicators; (Lesotho and SA). Note: this recommendation was completed at the end of the review period.
2. As a joint PCU exercise, prepare and implement ten species conservation plans for endangered or vulnerable plant species, some of which should be present in the transfrontier area. Criteria for selecting species should be carefully considered. Species should be chosen partly for their taxon, partly for their rarity, partly for their intrinsic interest or worth, partly for their representation of a particular habitat, and partly for the nature of threat – over-collecting, rarity of niche, sensitivity to fire, alien species, climate change etc; (Lesotho and SA)
3. Prepare and implement ten species conservation plans for endangered or vulnerable animals, some of which should be present in the transfrontier area. As with plants, the criteria for selecting species should be carefully considered. Species should be chosen partly for their taxon, partly for their rarity, partly for their intrinsic interest, partly for their representation of a particular habitat, and partly for the nature of threat – illegal hunting, poisoning, pesticides or chemical pollution, fire, habitat change etc.; (Lesotho and SA)
4. Continue with programmes to control biodiversity threats and protect critical habitats; (Lesotho and SA)
5. Continue with programmes to involve communities and government stakeholders in conservation planning. (Lesotho and SA)
2B. Bioregional Planning

2.09 Although central to the conservation strategies of both countries, the reviewers found that the biodiversity planning approach was sometimes not clearly understood, even within the PCUs. Essentially, it comprises a spatial approach to conservation and rational land-use planning which incorporates baseline information on biodiversity and cultural heritage together with spatial information on demography, socio-economics and development. Areas of potential conflict can be highlighted either for immediate conservation action, or in the longer term, for adjustments in land-use planning that incorporate conservation requirements for biodiversity and cultural heritage. It is an overarching process in which Systematic Conservation Planning (SCP) plays a critical role.
2.010 Once implemented, the bioregional plan will enable implementing agencies and project coordinators to rationalise complex information into simple planning outcomes that can be applied to small parcels of land (such as paddocks and farms) to ensure proper accounting is made of the conservation of biological and cultural resources in any proposed changes of land-use or ownership. Despite this potential the concept has not been fully accepted within the PCUs; the reviewers encountered conflicting views, including a statement that the single bioregional approach taken by MDTP was flawed (presumably because there were thought to be two bioregions and not one).

2.011 In the opinion of the reviewers, the bioregional planning process currently suffers from an overly elaborate conception and presentation, nevertheless the approach is valid and promises to have considerable utility within planning agencies. 

Achievements to date:
1. Expansion of the project boundary to include the entire bioregion as currently recognised by project specialists;

2. All woody vegetation of the bioregion has been digitised from aerial photographs and captured as a GIS layer;

3. Results of extensive literature reviews for each of the biodiversity components have been recorded in an electronic reference system.

Recommendations (Bioregional Planning):
1. The MDTP should fully accept the concept of a single bioregion and joint conservation development project. The two countries in the project area share a common geology, common climate, common ecology, common biodiversity and common cultural heritage. They are interdependent in the supply and use of water resources, tourism resources and other natural resources. Sustainable management of these resources and of the many endemic species, rare habitats and important cultural sites requires an integrated approach to their conservation. (Lesotho and SA)
2. The bioregional concept should be simplified as far as possible by restricting its presentation and application to the currently available spatial data within the bioregion. (Lesotho and SA)
3. Implementation of the bioregional planning process should be trialled at an early date with one of the provincial or district authorities using the restricted data that are currently available. (Lesotho and SA)
Component 3. Protected area management planning

2.012 Despite the world class value of biodiversity in the Maloti Drakensberg Mountains, little more than 5% (c. 2194 km2) of the region is protected in the form of nature reserves, national parks and wilderness areas. It is this stark picture that forms the raison d’être of the MDTP and motivates the need for a transfrontier conservation initiative to expand and integrate protective measures. The project was designed to serve as a framework to consolidate the conservation efforts of two neighbouring countries and to promote the sustainable use of unique natural and cultural resources. 

2.013 The project area within Lesotho contains an especially low proportion of protected lands and some critically rare and unique habitats are poorly represented. The latter include the Subalpine-Afro Mountain Grassland which is almost confined to Lesotho, and areas of wetland within the Alpine-Afro Mountain Grassland habitat (photos 1-8). The project area within South Africa contains a higher proportion of protected lands, although further protective conservation is required. An official in Emzemvelo KZN Wildlife indicated that further protection was needed especially in the areas between Cathedral Peak and Royal Natal National Park (RNNP) and between RNNP and Golden Gate Highlands National Park (GGHNP) (see Map of Project Area). The SA PCU recognises that SCP may however show the needs to be elsewhere. 
2.014 The Protected area planning component of the project provides for the preparation of detailed management plans for existing and proposed conservation areas. A budget of US $1.9 million was foreseen in the PIP (PIP Table 1).

2.015 The project has experienced conservation planning officers in both Lesotho and South Africa and this component in general has proceeded well. Both PCUs have made good progress in preparing or contributing to the preparation of major management plans (for SNP and UDP) and in facilitating the process for expanding the PA network in the project area. Strong political support exists within Lesotho for the development of Sehlabathebe NP (Lesotho) and the establishment of a transfrontier park. However there is no consensus on the planning approach and SNP and UDP plans are now significantly different.
2.016 The PAMP management planning process developed by the South African team whilst fully participatory is necessarily structured. In the case of the UDP plan, detailed expert information is provided which captures the essence of the protected area and its conservation values. Other plans, not yet completed, have a long way to go before reaching an equivalent standard. 
2.017 Each Implementing Agency in SA proposes its own zoning system according to its needs. The management policy guidelines pick up on the aspects that they are concerned about. The zoning system adopted in the UDP (see section 5 “Zonation” of the draft of June 2005), and possibly to be adopted in management plans for Lesotho protected areas, is apparently based on the recreational opportunity spectrum of the US Forest Service and as such essentially reflects visitor experience only. It does not provide for management prescriptions that relate to biological criteria (such as habitat restoration, rare species conservation and alien species eradication) or to resource-use criteria.
2.018 Much work has still to be done in developing sources of conservation funding by both teams that will sustain the management of conservation areas. Whilst government has responsibility for managing its protected areas, the long term security of parks is enhanced if they generate external funds.
Achievements to date:
1. Protected Area Management working group established and meeting regularly (Lesotho);
2. Comprehensive draft management plan for Sehlabathebe National Park prepared by the PCU in association with Peace Parks Foundation advisor; (Lesotho)
3. Process for establishing two additional protected areas in Mokhotlong and Botha-Bothe initiated (Lesotho);

4. Development of a Protected Area Management Planning (PAMP) process which allows the project to prepare 5-year planning documents for state-run, private and community protected areas (SA). The process meets South African legal requirements and World Bank MDTP park planning criteria. It has been institutionalised by the provincial implementing agencies. 
5. The MDTP (SA) has received several requests for management planning assistance from municipal, private and community-based land owners.

6. The MDTP (SA) contributed to the development of a comprehensive management plan for the Ukhahlamba Drakensberg Park (UDP) which formalises the intention of establishing a transfrontier park incorporating UDP and Sehlabathebe National Park (SNP).
7. Inauguration of Joint Management Committee Meetings – SNP, Lesotho and UDP World Heritage Site, South Africa – with the objective of establishing a Transfrontier Park within the MDTP area. 

Recommendations

1. Drive forward the process of establishing a transfrontier park incorporating SNP and UDP (see Section IX). (Lesotho and SA)
2. Develop a consolidated and unified management plan and business plan for the SNP/UDP Transfrontier Park. (Lesotho and SA)
3. Shorten and edit the management plan drafted for Sehlabathebe NP to clearly reveal the most pressing and immediate management issues; (Lesotho)
4. Broaden the current zoning criteria used in the UDP management plan (and possibly to be used in SNP and other Lesotho protected areas) to include biological and resource-use criteria - after consulting additional management planning tools, such as the Eurosite Management Planning Toolkit:

<http://www.eurosite-nature.org/IMG/pdf/toolkitmp_en.pdf>. (SA)
Component 4. Conservation management in PAs

2.019 Interventions for protected area developments in Lesotho, including infrastructure, management and environmental interpretation, are included under this component.  However, interventions by the project in South Africa to manage fire, alien species, soil erosion and other threats which occur across the landscape (inside and outside of protected areas) are discussed under Component 5. Steps taken to address transfrontier security issues are also considered here. A substantial budget of $18.2 million was foreseen in the PIP (PIP Table 1) for project activities under Component 4.

4A Security

2.020 The roots of the security problems in the project area are in cannabis trafficking and stock theft, which constitute deeply entrenched problems within the region. 
2.021 The issue of security for visitors and management personnel in the transfrontier area was not addressed specifically in the Project Appraisal Document or PIP. Nor is it mentioned as a risk factor in the original or modified logframes. Yet it is widely appreciated that tourism, on which both countries are pinning their hopes for economic prosperity in general, and sustainable revenue generation for conservation in particular, is critically dependent on national and international perceptions of safety in the destination areas. Although deaths from security incidents are rare in the project area, criminal incidents involving visitors are not uncommon. Hence the lack of good security in the transfrontier region is an issue of the utmost urgency for the project. The PCUs are commended for initiating a process of developing a bilatreral security strategy but clearly much work still remains.

2.022 Security for visitors and park staff is mentioned within the UDP and SNP management plans, it is even listed as the second most important objective for the UDP Integrated MP, but in the opinion of the reviewers the importance and urgency of the issue is not highlighted sufficiently. Nevertheless the PCUs are clearly working at changing entrenched mindsets.
Achievements to date:
1. Bilateral Security Working Group established and operational;
2. Facilitators who will produce a joint strategy have been procured (SA) or requested (Lesotho).
4B Protected Area Management
2.023 The PIP plan envisaged a substantial investment in infrastructure within the Sehlabathebe National Park involving construction of a new office building, interpretation facility, school dormitory, upgrading of administrative, communication and power facilities, acquisition of vehicles and various park management activities. It also envisaged investment in fire management, ranger field force training and equipment, and wildlife management within South African protected areas. 
2.024 In South Africa, the project has chosen to manage conservation threats at the landscape level (i.e. by uniting Components 4 & 5). It has also reprioritized some of the envisaged management interventions, preferring to raise the capacity of the communities and implementing agencies rather than to implement management activities directly (see comments under Component 5). The advantage of this approach if successful is that it embeds the project within the IAs and communities which enhances sustainability.
2.025 In Lesotho, the project is following the PIP design more closely but has experienced delays in commencement of construction. Partly as a consequence of the different approaches in the PCUs, the drive towards creating a working transfrontier park on the ground has been weakened. It is essential to strengthen this area of project intervention as it forms one of the key deliverables. A critical need is for delivery of basic and advanced courses in park management for both junior (ranger) and senior staff.

2.026 The PCU (Lesotho) is considering the construction of a proposed road that would link SNP with Bushman’s Nek. Clearly this link would increase visitor access to the park; presumably it would also create potential for considerable through-traffic between Lesotho and South Africa. The PCU (SA) and the main implementing institution, the provincial Emzemvelo KZN Wildlife, are opposed to any such development which entails the construction of a road through the UDP which could precipitate, they fear, deproclamation of the area as a World Heritage Site. Furthermore the road would have to traverse a steep escarpment (photo 9) with associated difficulties in construction. The issue does not appear to be addressed in either the SNP or UDP management plans.

Achievements to date:
1. An elegant concept design for extensive Sehlabathebe NP infrastructure developments has been prepared. Proposed infrastructure will be as listed above with the addition of 12 up-market accommodation suites, an entrance gate and road improvements (Annex I). The total cost estimate for infrastructure within the Park is R28million. The GEF/World Bank budget for civil works is to be limited to R9million, a further R6.3 million is to come from the private sector and the rest from the Government of Lesotho. 
2. Little implementation of management by the project has taken place within protected areas in either country. 

4C. Information and Interpretation

2.027 The basis for transfrontier cooperation over the conservation of biological and cultural heritages in the Maloti Drakensberg Mountains ultimately rests on a mutual understanding of several critical factors: (a) the value of those heritages in the culture of each country and to the international community; (b) the role that biodiversity plays in ensuring a healthy shared ecosystem and sustainable supply of natural resources; and (c) the technical and scientific requirements for conserving that biodiversity in the long-term. The Maloti Drakensberg Transfrontier Project was designed specifically to support this mutual undertaking. 
2.028 The role of environmental education, through its interpretation of conservation information, is to bring these values to life and achieve a widespread understanding of their importance. The project has much work to do both in recovering biodiversity and in restoring an appreciation of its value. The mammal fauna of Lesotho, for instance, has been severely impoverished: 19 large mammals (comprising 23.2% of the 82 formerly indigenous mammals of Lesotho) have become extinct over the past 200 years whilst 35 other mammals species (42.6%) are listed as rare or only known from single observation records. The large mammal fauna on the South African side of the frontier appears also to have diminished.

2.029 In the absence of quantitative project evidence to the contrary, the assumption of a depleted fauna derives from three observations. Firstly, mammalian ecologists predict a high biomass of herbivores on savanna grasslands with rainfall around, or in excess of, 1000 mm per annum as is recorded in the Drakensbergs. In fact the peak population density of moist savanna mammalian species in Africa occurs on soils of low nutrient status and with rainfall of ≥ 1000 mm (R. East 1984. Afr. J. Ecol. 22:245-270). The main effect of dystrophic soils such as those in the Drakensbergs is to push biomass into the larger size classes (Olff et al 2002. Nature 415: 901-904), not to reduce biomass per se. Secondly, although the observation is incidental, nevertheless the reviewers noticed good populations of rhebok in SNP (photo 35) but not in UDP despite its lower mean altitude. Thirdly, the reviewers noted reports of hunting by Basotho with dogs on the escarpment and in UDP and have experience of how effective this technique can be in reducing and even exterminating large mammal populations. Scientists have suggested that the low biomass of ungulates in Giant’s Castle Game Reserve is related to specific habitat preferences of resident antelopes (Rowe-Rowe & Scrotcher 1986. S.Afr.J.Wildl.Res. 16:12-16). The anomalous mammalian biomass in UDP may be related to the absence of significant populations of larger grassland species such as hartebeest (a specialist of the Themeda grasslands which dominate on the slopes of the Drakensbergs) or one of the equids. Regarding the latter, the eastern limit of the Cape Mountain zebra was about 27o E. The quagga didn’t occur east of the Klei River. However, Burchell’s zebra is thought originally to have occupied most of KwaZulu Natal (W.F.H. Ansell in Meester & Setzer 1971. The Mammals of Africa: An Identification Manual). Given the apparent low biomass of grassland mammals, the project should consider assisting wildlife authorities to establish monitoring systems for mammals, and the extent of threats to mammals, as a transfrontier activity (see Recommendations, 9.08).
2.030 The PIP provides for construction of a nature interpretation facility in Sehlabathebe National Park but does not otherwise make specific mention of the role of information and interpretation in the project’s conservation programme. The revised Lesotho logframe includes as an output under Component 6 (Community Involvement): “Awareness strategy and materials prepared”. There is no mention of environmental education, information, interpretation or awareness in the draft South African logframe. However, the PCU (SA) has contracted a service provider to undertake an environmental education programme on its behalf.
2.031 The Environmental Education programme being developed by IES-WESSA is clearly an important component of MDTP’s South African programme. An equivalent educational programme could play a valuable role in engendering environmental awareness in Lesotho. However the reviewers do not consider that this work will fully cover the interpretation needs of the project in Lesotho, which must reach out to a wider audience that includes sophisticated urban dwellers, tourists and local communities. The project has to interpret for this constituency the intellectual wonder of the biodiversity, the glory and excitement of the rock art, the life-giving sustenance of the watershed for the surrounding sub-continent, and the lifestyle rewards accruing from  well-managed pastureland. These values will need to be shared by all who come into contact with the Mountains - whether schoolchildren, farmers, herders, tourists or senior politicians – if the work of the project is to live on in perpetuity.  

2.032 The reviewers recommend that Lesotho takes full advantage of the provisions in the PIP for constructing a nature interpretation facility at Sehlabathebe NP and, in addition, develop a complementary facility at Sani Top (photo 10; see Section IX). The preparation of information interpretation material for these two centres will be the most challenging aspect of this development.

Achievements

1. The IES-WESSA consortium has been contracted to implement an environmental education programme that will deliver environmental education courses, activities and materials to selected communities along the Drakensbergs (SA);

2. Concept design for an impressive environmental centre with a communal amphitheatre in Sehlabathebe NP.
Overall Recommendations for Component 4:
1. Continue to prioritise the formulation of a joint security strategy; (Lesotho and SA)
2. Give pre-eminence to security issues in PA management plans and especially in the proposed unified management plan for the SNP/UDP Transfrontier Park (Component 3); (Lesotho and SA)
3. Raise the capacity of the Park Authorities in Lesotho and SA to monitor illegal activities and to undertake effective law enforcement operations jointly with the police and army. It is recommended that a consultant in park security be engaged to undertake an assessment of security in the transfrontier region, an evaluation of ranger skills and training needs in each country, and delivery of joint courses in law enforcement at basic and advanced levels. (Lesotho and SA)
4. Raise the management capacity in Sehlabathebe NP to international standards through short term courses for rangers and senior staff, and by appointing an international counterpart to the senior manager (see Section IX); (Lesotho)
5. Develop a multilingual information and interpretation centre at Sani Tops that will complement the one planned at the environmental centre in Sehlabathebe NP. Both centres should be developed to the highest international standard and include interpretations of  biodiversity, cultural heritage, history, folklore and traditional uses of natural resources, current land-uses (from livestock herding to water services), conservation threats and their management, and information on ways in which visitors can become involved in conservation. Training of guides to interpret nature to groups of children and adults should be prioritised. (Lesotho)
6. The UDP management standards are already high but there remains room for significant improvements. It is recommended that management is improved further (for example with respect to wildlife protection; security; track, trail and hut maintenance; visitor experience and interpretation at the Bushman’s Nek gate; etc) to match the standards envisaged for SNP (photo 11); (SA)
7. Prioritize the development of business plans for SNP and UDP; (Lesotho and SA)
8. The reviewers endorse the recommendation of the PCU (SA) on reorganizing the management structure within UDP, such that all management areas are brought under the responsibility of a senior manager; (SA)
9. Instigate joint management in the SNP/UDP Transfrontier Park on the ground with field staff working together; (Lesotho and SA)
10. The issue of construction of a road to link SNP to Bushman’s Nek remains contentious. It has been completely rejected by EKZNW on ecological grounds. Nevertheless the issue still retains some support in Lesotho and there remains the possibility that the idea might regain political credibility. For these reasons, the road link should not be ignored but should be fully evaluated for its developmental and environmental impacts as part of the process of developing a joint strategy for managing the Transfrontier Park. The reviewers accept the position that the road would damage the scenic splendour of this exceptional area, and its transfrontier potential. Nevertheless, a fully justified recommendation on whether or not to proceed should be included in the joint management plan (see Recommendation 2 of Component 3) to add official technical weight in any future political debate over construction; (Lesotho and SA)
Component 5. Conservation management outside of PAs

2.032 Overgrazing is often associated with open access range management and it is one of the serious conservation problems that is affecting wide swathes of landscape within the transfrontier region. Other extensive conservation problems in the project area include frequent fires, gully erosion, hunting with dogs, invasive alien plants, and vandalism of cultural sites (photos 12-15). The two teams diverge in their approach to Component 5. In South Africa, EKZNW have a wide range of activities outside the borders of the UDP. The project’s emphasis is on tackling conservation threats through pilot projects in which MDTP collaborates with, or facilitates, a variety of community, municipal and private initiatives. In addition to the pilots, specific guidelines for management are planned once the results of biodiversity and cultural surveys and research (Component 3) become available. 
2.033 In Lesotho, the emphasis is on an application of Community-Based Natural Resource Management (CBNRM) to bring about improved and sustainable use of pastureland and other natural resources.  The project here has revamped the GOL/USAID Range Management Areas (RMAs) programme that was initiated in 1982. Under the former scheme, livestock keepers were registered with a Grazing Association - a cooperative body of livestock producers which set the goals and objectives and enforced the policies and regulations required to manage the communal rangelands. The main principals of the RMAs were to increase the productivity and income of rural livestock producers whilst initiating sustainable management in a manner that was socially acceptable to rural Basotho. By and large the RMA initiative was unsuccessful due to insufficient support in the community for the establishment of RMAs, subsequent problems associated with their administration, and an inability to control freeloaders (Report No: 2003/11Mkg.Mkg). A budget of US $1.7 million was foreseen in the PIP (PIP Table 1) for this Component.

5A. Biodiversity
2.034 For convenience Component 5 has been subdivided into Biodiversity and Cultural Heritage subcomponents. The Biodiversity subcomponent includes all the threats to biological resources in the project area.
2.035 The 14 pilot projects of South Africa range from the very good (cultural), to the complicated (Conservancies) and apparently wrong headed (Sentinel), although the project is funding a review of the potential of this project and the political pressure on the ground for such a development to take place. The rather mixed outcome appears to derive from the method of pilot project selection. All pilot projects were presented to the RSA PCC and to World Bank supervision missions, and were also subject to evaluation against multiple criteria to measure their strategic significance. The projects were also apparently chosen, at least to some extent, according to a “low hanging fruits” policy. In the opinion of the reviewers, this unselective system is likely to reduce the combined strategic impact of the pilot project programme.
2.036 Due to the number and geographical spread of pilot projects, progress has frequently been slow. 
2.037 In a small number of cases the pilots have no obvious connection to biodiversity conservation. At Sentinel, there is no linkage to potential ecotourism developments across the border in Lesotho, or to protection of biodiversity (photo 16; pilot project 3, Annex J). The proposed cableway will pass within a few hundred metres of an outstanding physical feature that forms a singularity in the landscape. The POCA fencing is designed to prevent stock thieves from raiding cattle on community land (photo 17; pilot project 9, Annex J). Whether it will prove effective when extended further is questionable. At best, it is likely that it will only divert cattle thieves to other stock areas. It is understandable why this development is popular at the community level, and that it affords a valuable buy-in for the project, but it is not adequately justified on technical grounds. Conservation projects often look for ways to remove extensive fences, particularly between farms with extensive grazing systems and adjoining wildlife areas. Useful reviews of fencing in relation to large herbivores are: (a) Hoare, R.E. 1992. Environmental Conservation 19:160-164 and (b) Boone, R.B. & Thompson Hobbs, N. 2004. African Journal of Range & Forage Science 21:147-158.
2.038 In Lesotho, the project has collaborated with the Ministry of Forestry and Land Reclamation and the Ministry of Local Government to establish “Environmental Resource Management Areas” (also referred to as “Environment and Range Management Areas”). These represent an expansion on the RMA concept which focussed exclusively on rangeland management to cover community management of all natural resources.
2.039 The ERMA concept is an important initiative in that it engages with local communities to solve the problem of overgrazing and land degradation in Lesotho, but these problems are deep-seated and solutions will be hard earned. On the one hand the project must contend with significant institutional challenges in trying to reinforce the roles and resources of Principal Chiefs in the cattle post areas and link their system of rangeland management with that of Community Councils in the adjacent areas (photos 18, 19; see also photo 2).  On the other hand, the project must accept that some of the drivers of the overgrazing problem depend on external economic modalities that are outwith its control. The GOL has struggled unsuccessfully for the past 20 years to improve livestock and rangeland management in mountain areas. Hence, improvements will not come in the short-term and are in fact likely to take decades of sustained effort. 
2.040 In the meantime if the biological heritage of Lesotho is to be safeguarded, other steps must be taken. A principal one of these is to expand the protected area network, and this is something that the project is endeavouring to do. It should be possible to take other steps to conserve biodiversity outside of PAs at specific locations. 
2.041 The extent of the overgrazing problem in the project area was clearly visible during this mission (photo 20). Furthermore villagers informed the reviewers that large areas of Themeda grassland no longer set seed causing them added concern for the future. Whilst Themeda triandra regenerates vegetatively, regeneration may nevertheless be limited by lack of seedling establishment over periods of 5 or more years (Belsky AJ 1986. J Ecol 74:937–951), which is why regeneration of grassland can be enhanced by introducing seed of T. triandra (e.g. Cole & Lund 2005. Ecological Management & Restoration 6: 28-33). These systems are fragile and sensitive and take a long time to recover once degraded.
2.042 A particularly severe problem as regards the conservation of biodiversity is the degradation associated with montane wetlands (cf. photo 4 with photos 21-23). According to the Lesotho PCU there is a tendency for cattle posts to be situated immediately above these biodiversity-rich habitats. The livestock are herded into the cattle posts for the night throughout the summer and consequently the wetlands are heavily utilised. The end result is a dramatic loss of plant cover and gully formation. One potential solution would be to site drinking troughs next to the most vulnerable wetland areas to reduce grazing pressure on the species-rich bogs and marshes. Cattle may of course graze in the wetland areas, but similar techniques have been successfully trialled on Kenyan and Mongolian rangelands. This is a conservation management technique that the project could usefully investigate.
2.043 In addition the project should investigate the feasibility of creating Community Botanical Reserves (CBRs) of perhaps 2.5 ha at each village within the three ERMAs. The purpose of the reserves would be: (a) to conserve the diverse flora of local montane pastureland across the country together with a healthy seed stock; (b) to provide a sustainable supply of herbs, medicinal plants and wild foods to the local community; (c) to provide a limited supply of hay as winter forage that could be collected after seed set; (d) to provide a visible reminder of the productive potential of the pastureland if carefully managed. The CBRs would need to be fenced with the project’s assistance and local personnel trained in botany as caretakers. Although it is sometimes thought that such fencing is not sustainable because of frequent vandalism, the reviewers noted that the fencing surrounding the Government Grazing Area at Mokhotlong is largely intact. The difference in standing crop inside and outside this area was marked (photo 24).
Achievements to date:
1. In Lesotho assistance given, including the drafting of the constitution, to establish three “Environmental Resource Management Areas” (ERMAs), one per district (Lesotho);

2. Study undertaken of past and current rangeland management initiatives in Lesotho;

3. Training given to Environmental Resources Management Committees in leadership skills, planning, administration, and monitoring and evaluation (Lesotho);

4. In South Africa establishment of community-based projects for improving community rangelands (e.g. bramble-clearing project at POCA and grazing management and gully stabilisation at Upper uThukela) (photo 25) (SA);

5. Ongoing facilitation to assist formation of Conservancies and Commonages amongst commercial farmers, municipalities and communal landowners (at Greater Clarens, POCA and Matatiele) (SA);

6. Ongoing facilitation of the establishment of a Community Reserve in the Ntsikeni-Coleford corridor (SA);

7. Ongoing facilitation of the development of public-private partnerships that will incorporate conservation into land-use planning (at: Hlatikhulu Vlei) (SA).

5B. Cultural Heritage 

2.043 Conservation of the cultural heritage of the project area was specifically provided for in the Project Appraisal Document and PIP (under the summary section of Component 5). Actions envisaged included: site management, staff training, community education, training of community guides, and an awareness programme. 
2.044 The cultural heritage component of the project is performing at a high achievement level (photos 26-28). Both the planning and implementation of conservation tasks have progressed well under the leadership of the cultural resources specialist in SA. Progress has been slower in Lesotho but the recent appointment of a cultural resources facilitator provides an opportunity for valuable joint work. 

Achievements to date:
1. Cultural Resources Management Working Group established and operational (Lesotho);

2. Cultural resources facilitator appointed in Lesotho;

3. Establishment of Indigenous Peoples Forum (SA);

4. Facilitation of an MOU between Amafa, Natal Museum and Ezemvelo-KZN Wildlife concerning the access to data and resources (SA);

5. Reconnaissance surveys with consultants (SA);

6. Development of cultural heritage sites for tourism and for local communities in Kamberg Valley (photos 29-32) (SA);

7. Finalising agreements between Ezemvelo-KZN Wildlife and Indigenous people regarding access to “Living Heritage” sites in protected areas (SA);

8. Facilitating cultural heritage pilot projects with communities at Upper Tugela, Polela-Oribi and Kamberg (SA);

9. Completion of first draft heritage management document (SA);

10. Finalising bilateral working plan including survey methodology (Lesotho & SA).

Recommendations for Component 5:

1. In Lesotho, continue to work with ERMAs but begin to focus on specific initiatives that have a finite implementation period. (Lesotho)
2. Assist the Department of Livestock Services in introducing a marking and registration system for livestock as a way of helping to curb cross border livestock theft (Lesotho).
3. Prioritise the ERMA monitoring and evaluation system so that the project can  establish a baseline on stocking density, cover, pasture state and erosion rate, against which it can compare progress in future years. It will be necessary to conduct monitoring both inside and outside of ERMAs to provide a control for annual fluctuations in climate. Professional assistance should be sort in designing and establishing the monitoring system (Lesotho). 
4. As a pilot project, install troughs with a piped water supply at five degraded montane wetlands to create drinking locations for livestock away from the marsh and bog areas (Lesotho);

5. In association with Recommendation 4, expand on the pilot project at Motete to rehabilitate the degraded wetlands using welded mesh gabions or other well-tested technology (Lesotho); 

6. As a pilot project, establish three Communal Botanic Reserves in village rangelands with the participation of chiefs and Village Grazing Management Committees (Lesotho) and train community members in botany and reserve management;
7. Build on the current strategy to lobby for an expanded PA network in Lesotho with a public awareness campaign for biodiversity and its public benefits (Lesotho);

8. Develop Sani Top as a conservation and tourism node through the following activities:  

· Provide community tourism accommodation, as planned;

· Construct the conference venue, as planned;

· Develop an information and interpretation facility in addition to the planned conference venue;

· With the participation of the local community, establish a community reserve to protect the rare alpine and subalpine habitats and associated endemic species. Assist in drawing up and fully implementing a management plan that should address all major threats including grazing, fire, plant collecting, and vehicular use of the area;

· Establish a stakeholder committee that will facilitate communications, manage threats to biodiversity and cultural heritage sites, and take responsibility for maintaining a clean and rubbish-free local environment. (Lesotho).

9. In South Africa, drop those pilot projects which have yet to make any significant progress or which are least effective with respect to biodiversity conservation (Section IX). In the case of the POCA pilot, it is recommended that the fence project is dropped (if this is still contractually possible) and instead that the project concentrate on establishing close relations between the community in South Africa and the stock owners on the Lesotho side to the south of Sani Pass. This could usefully be linked to the overall security strategy. Consultations should take place to identify alternative socio-economic benefits to provide a community buy-in. (SA)
10. Continue as planned with the cultural heritage programme. Joint surveys of cultural heritage sites, training and conservation operations should be facilitated by the project. (Lesotho and SA) 
11. Promote the construction of a tarred road from the Sani Pass Hotel to improve access by visitors, to provide a visible link between Lesotho and South Africa, and to signify the common aspiration for a healthy transfrontier environment (Section IX). This could be linked to the Concept Development Plan being prepared by the project for the relocation of the Sani Pass Border Control Post from within to the edge of UDP. (Lesotho and SA).
Component 6.  Community Involvement
2.045 The “Community” for MDTP consists of a range or different users of rangelands and other natural resources plus those groups with a stake or diverse interest in the project’s conservation and development activities. In trying to involve all these groups in its work, the project has developed representative and inclusive mechanisms that enable them to articulate their interests, needs and other inputs. It has also been involved in raising the capacity of communities to take on the challenges posed by inappropriate resource utilisation, legal constraints, institutional constraints or lack of knowledge. Without this essential work, it would not be possible to conserve biodiversity or improve the quality of rangelands across the bioregion. 
2.046 With regard to its modus operandi, the Community Involvement component is a cross-cutting function throughout all components of the MDTP. As such its main aim is to create an enabling environment within which the objectives of the MDTP are achieved. A budget of US $3.5 million was foreseen in the PIP ( PIP Table 1) for this Component.

2.047 In Lesotho, the network of community representatives established in all villages lying within the three ERMAs provides the project with unparalleled access to rural communities (photo 33). Working with this network, the project has created an awareness of natural resources and biodiversity in all three districts, and in Mokhotlong and Butha-Buthe they have additionally identified areas of tourism importance. However the project has not been able to bring about any substantial material improvements in rural livelihoods and this deficiency is recognised by the project as a major challenge to overcome, if it is to meet community expectations and realise its conservation goals. 

2.048 One location where it has an opportunity to improve livelihoods in the current term of the project is at Sehlabathebe National Park (photos 34, 35). This area was originally a cattle post that provided a rangeland resource for the local community. The grazing is no longer available but the local community does receive compensation. For example, some villagers are employed by the park on a temporary basis in road maintenance and firebreak management. However, unemployment in the community is high and the benefits accruing from the park are not perceived as sufficient to make up for the loss of grazing. In addition to the direct costs experienced by livestock keepers, the establishment of the park has apparently been associated with several indirect costs. For instance, herders now have to move flocks to remote pastures where their own security is more at risk. Although the project has succeeded in mobilising the local community, it is not yet perceived to have provided any material assistance. Several young men encountered by the reviewers in Ha Mavuka spoke excellent English, were interested in the park, were highly motivated to learn about tourism and wildlife, and yet were unemployed.

2.049 In South Africa the social ecologist has a mammoth programme of work to undertake involving 3 regional offices, 4 implementing agencies, 5 protected area community programmes, and 14 pilot projects spread out across 300 kilometres of project area. Some excellent progress has been achieved, but notwithstanding abundant drive, commitment and stamina, it is impossible for this officer to spend sufficient time at each site to drive forward the various initiatives at a pace that will ensure their completion during the current project term.

Achievements to date:
Community Involvement activities involve numerous meetings, consultations, training and awareness raising activities. Many of the achievements listed under other Project Components have received assistance from the social ecologists and their staff. A selection of significant achievements is included here:
1. Three regional offices in each country have been established and staffed (Lesotho & SA);

2. In Lesotho, a community-based resource user’s forum has been established in each of three districts, together with District Steering Committees (DSCs); training in integrated environmental management has been delivered to the DSCs and District Planning Units (Lesotho).
3. Establishment of a community forum for the  Sehlabathebe National Park (Lesotho);

4. Establishment of the national community working group (Lesotho);
5. Establishment of various herder associations (Lesotho);

6. In South Africa, initiation and partial implementation of integrated management planning structures for protected areas and adjacent communities (SA);

7. Initiation and partial implementation of 5 pilot projects involving local communities and one involving a municipality (SA);
8. The Environmental Education programme has been assigned to the IES-WESSA consortium and was initiated in June 2005 (SA).
Recommendations

1. Continue to prioritise the formulation of a joint security strategy which links the police and ERMA security working groups within Lesotho and the police, commercial farmers and local communities in South Africa; meanwhile press ahead with implementation of individual components of this strategy wherever possible (Lesotho and SA);

2. Prioritise joint community initiatives linking pilot projects in South Africa with community development nodes in Lesotho (See Recommendations in Section IX concerning Sani Top and Other  Joint Community Developments) (Lesotho and SA);
3. Strengthen the linkage between the community living adjacent to Sehlabathebe National Park and the park authorities by creating a Community Conservation Committee (CCC). This would be in addition to the existing community forum. Similarly in South Africa, establish a CCC to link a chosen community living adjacent to a national park with the park’s management authorities. An MOU should be agreed and signed between the CCC and the park authority with an emphasis on exchange of conservation responsibilities. This might entail an agreement to stop activities damaging to the park and its biodiversity (whether caused by people, cattle, sheep and goats, dogs or fire) in return for opportunities for generating revenue and some access to natural resources. By focussing efforts at one site per country, it is intended that the project should be able to mobilise sufficient resources to achieve the full implementation of one community conservation project. This will then serve as a model for other such projects. (Lesotho and SA)
4. Develop a package of assistance for conservation communities that includes the following (Lesotho and SA):
· employment of local community members by the park in skilled and unskilled posts;

· supply contracts of fresh meat and vegetables to park offices and tourist lodges;

· training of community guides to a high standard (possibly through the system of training and qualifications offered by the Field Guides Association of Southern Africa) with an emphasis on skilled interpretation of the biological and cultural heritages of the area;
· assist the establishment of pony trekking associations;

· assist in the establishment of a tourist shop and visitor centre in the community area;

· negotiate limited and controlled access to natural resources (medicinal plants, food plants, other plant products such as thatching grasses) with park authorities;

· provide training in the production of handicrafts - weaving of reeds and grasses into baskets and other grass-works, production of high-quality mohair and woollen products such as traditional tapestries, blankets and knitwear, and leather goods – and in the propagation and sale of herbal and medicinal plants;

· provide advice and assistance with transport and marketing of products;

· assist in the development of substitutional resources, such as woodlots using native species in place of former access to bitterbush (Chrysocoma ciliata) and other shrubs, and fodder crops (barley and oats);
· assist in restoring rotational grazing practises;

· assist in forming contacts between the local schools and societies and the park.

Component 7. Nature-based tourism / Sustainable Livelihoods 
2.050 With a shrinking local textile industry and falling opportunities for migrant labour in neighbouring South Africa, promoting nature based tourism is looked on  as a priority component of the project in Lesotho, where it is seen as a key element in the creation of jobs and the generation of investment opportunities. Lesotho has little experience of international tourism and is in the process of defining the tourist market. As a first step, it would appear logical to develop the tourist trade with South Africa, where domestic demand is high, but standards are more flexible, before attempting to take on the demanding international market. 

2.051 Similarly, Lesotho also has to define the market segments it can reasonably expect to attract. The project aims to deliver marketing and service skills to promote community ecotourism initiatives. It also aims to support local communities associated with protected areas to enable them to participate in tourism developments. In South Africa, where the national and international tourist market is well established, this component has been redefined as “Sustainable Livelihoods” and takes in payment for ecosystem services to finance conservation activities, in addition to tourism development. A budget of US $2.0 million was foreseen in the PIP (Table 1) for this Component.

2.052 In Lesotho the PCU has established a national tourism forum, attempted to assess demand, sensitised communities to tourist opportunities, undertaken planning and identified sites for tourist development in various forms. The latter range from the promotion of restaurants and individual bed and breakfast establishments to larger scale developments planned at Sani Top (tourist accommodation and an information centre) and in Sehlabathebe National Park (accommodation together with a visitor centre, Annex I). Attracting private investment is central to the success of these initiatives. Access to many transfrontier areas is also difficult and in some cases confined to pony trails.

2.053 This activity has taken place against the background of evolving plans to strengthen the sector with assistance from the World Bank through the forthcoming World Bank Private Sector Development project (FY06-07) and the AfDB-financed Highlands Natural Resources and Rural Income Enhancement Project (HNRRIEP). In a tourism strategy paper, the Bank has already recognised that it will be “challenging, but critical, to merge the three different drivers of these projects (biodiversity conservation, rural development, and private sector and enterprise development) to deliver a sustainable tourism strategy that is anchored to each”.   Undoubtedly there is now a need for further work to identify the target markets for different types of tourism in Lesotho to ensure the maximum added value from investments, and it is important that the project should be a party to this process.

2.054 In South Africa, the PCU has taken the lead on a transfrontier initiative aimed at a single brand and joint marketing strategy for the Maloti Drakensberg region. The overarching Tourism Master Plan comprises a “tourism development strategy” and an “investment and funding strategy”. The tourism development strategy contains a marketing strategy and product development strategy, part of the latter would be to develop cross-frontier activities like pony trekking, hiking and fly fishing. The Tourism Specialist in both PCUs are now taking this forward.
2.055 Supporting these strategic developments is a majority of the 14 pilot projects which either directly or indirectly involve tourism promotion (see Component 5). In addition the PCU in South Africa is promoting an initiative to run a pilot study of payments for environmental services. Central to this is the premise that water companies and municipalities will find it less expensive to pay for conservation works to protect the purity of supplies, and avoid silting of supply systems, than to pay for treatment and remedial works. 

2.056 Progress with planning the MDTP tourism component in both South Africa and Lesotho has been significant and worthwhile, but rapid implementation within the project time frame will not be possible without additional capacity to support the ecotourism specialists in both PCU’s. 

2.057 The developments at Sani Top and Sehlabathebe National Park both have potential to develop into significant transfrontier projects. Sani Top can be seen as a tourist destination in an area of outstanding natural beauty and significant alpine biodiversity, while Sehlabathebe National Park is an important conservation area which also has tourism potential. Both sites are fragile and will require careful management once developed. To realise both projects will require a great deal of effort and capacity building in the project.

2.058 The need for private investment has been recognised in relation to accommodation at Sani Top, but there is also a need for training and micro-credit to support small and medium sized enterprises, like craft centres, restaurateurs and bed and breakfast providers. This applies equally to the community adjacent to Sehlabathebe National Park. The project could also assist in a small but significant way by producing tourist maps for the Transfrontier Region of Lesotho that mark the location of attractions.

2.059 The single brand and joint marketing strategy being developed by the PCU (SA) for the Maloti Drakensberg region has the potential to be a significant transfrontier initiative, but it requires additional capacity in the form of a Marketing Executive if it is to be realised before the end of the project (Section IX). 
2.060 As a cautionary note, the Reviewers again stress that adequate security for tourists in the border region will be a prerequisite to many of these activities.

2.061 The Trade in Environmental Services initiative in South Africa appears to have considerable potential, particularly as forecasts suggest that the Maloti Drakensberg bioregion will play an increasingly important role in water supply for South Africa and a number of bordering countries. The disadvantage of this approach is that it is possible to preserve and manage clean water run-off with a variety of vegetative cover and there is no guarantee that preserving existing biodiversity will be the most economically viable option.    
Recommendations

1. In the opinion of the evaluators, the developments at Sani Top and Sehlabathebe National Park together with the single brand and joint marketing strategy should become priority transfrontier activities for the project. 
2. The option of handing over responsibility for all the tourism developments to the Private Sector Development project in Lesotho is superficially attractive, but it would inevitably lead to long delays, leaving the PCU’s in both countries weakened and disillusioned. This suggests that ways should be found to strengthen capacity in both countries through a redesign of the MDTP, rather than to shift responsibility of the component to another project. This will involve the appointment of a Marketing Executive for the single transfrontier brand and improved implementation capacity in Lesotho to ensure that developments at Sani Top are driven forward.

3. In South Africa, consideration should be given to adding payment for environmental services to the list of priority activities.

Component 8.  Institutional development

2.062 This component is intended to put in place the national and transfrontier institutional structures and trained staff required to ensure sustainability when the project is completed. In Lesotho the aim is to establish an effective nature conservation agency with supporting local structures embedded in the local government system. In South Africa, where well established conservation organisations already exist, the aim is to support the establishment of “local boards” for protected areas and generally to build capacity in the nature conservation agency, in the appointed board members and in the community at large. In addition, the project has to put in place processes and procedures to enable existing conservation, provincial and national agencies to work within a framework which supports bio-regional conservation. A budget of US $1.0 million was foreseen in the PIP (Table 1) for Component 8.

2.063 Progress has been more obvious in Lesotho where the PCU has taken advantage of a simpler structure of national and local government to make significant progress with the introduction of enabling legislation in the form of the Nature Conservation Bill.  Progress has also been good with the process of utilising local government structures to participate in conservation planning and nature based tourism developments, through District Steering Committees (DSC’s). This has been backed with a training programme for DSC members. The result is an impressive mobilisation of local people behind the project.

2.064 At a national level in Lesotho the PCU has effectively mobilised senior officials and ministers to support bioregional conservation and sensitised individual ministries to conservation planning and processes through the PCC.

2.065 In South Africa, progress has been less obvious. Some of the activities under this component have rightly been subsumed within other components e.g. Community Involvement and pilot projects. Obtaining agreements within a number of small local groups, for example some Conservancies (groups of local land owners in the vicinity of protected areas) and a transfrontier District Liaison Group, has been time consuming with as yet little to show for the effort.

2.066 Of more concern is the level of interest and support shown by the Provinces for the project and the processes it is attempting to introduce. Although three Inter-Departmental Provincial Working groups have been established, response has been uneven.  There is support in KwaZulu Natal through Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife. South Africa National Parks (SAN Parks) are also able to collaborate with the project.  In the Eastern Cape support is limited by a lack of capacity in the Provincial DEAT, while at the time of the evaluation there was a hiatus of support from the Free State DEAT. To some extent the problems encountered with the States reflect the evolving nature of their institutions and associated gaps in capacity. However, a significant factor appears to be a perception that the project is just about planning and a belief that they will not receive any tangible benefits from buying into the project.

2.067 National ministries also appear to share the impression that MDTP is about long term planning and as it does not appear to have a political pay back, they do not ascribe it a high priority. It is seen to be marginal to the government’s central concerns of economic development and employment creation, despite the fact that the project planning area covers a water resource of strategic significance to South Africa and the region.

2.068 On transfrontier processes, the most significant development has been the establishment of the Joint Security Working Group on cross border security and the development of a Memorandum of Understanding between the two countries on security issues. 

Recommendations

1. In the opinion of the evaluators, the mobilising of support at ministerial level and the putting in place of conservation planning processes at local and national level, have been major achievements of the Lesotho PCU. However, there is a danger that the project may not meet the expectations it has raised in all of the communities which are participating in the conservation planning process. 
2. The uneven success of embedding the project process within South African institutions gives serious cause for concern and, if not addressed, could threaten the future of the project. 

3. To meet the expectations it has aroused in Lesotho, and to garner institutional support in South Africa, the project now has to be rephrased to enable it to focus on a small number of tangible deliverables, including a lightweight transfrontier conservation planning framework and functioning transfrontier conservation institutions.

4. The level of use of consultancies in both countries, although necessary, has to some extent inhibited capacity in the partner institutions and the project should now take steps to reverse this imbalance.

III PROJECT MANAGEMENT EFFECTIVENESS

Introduction
3.01 The size and complexity of this project presents a particular challenge to effective project co-ordination and management. The Lesotho Project Co-ordinating Unit consists of twenty-eight fulltime staff including the Project Co-ordinator, professional staff, regional Community Facilitators and drivers supported by seven part time staff. The similar figure for South Africa is twenty one.

3.02 The project deals with a wide range of national, provincial and local institutions and also has to take account of the different physical and social conditions in both countries. In South Africa the project works with three Provincial Authorities, The Eastern Cape, Kwa-Zulu Natal and the Free State and the national Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism (DEAT). In Lesotho the project works through a simpler structure of national and local government. Organising the concomitant work schedules and implementing activities places heavy demands on the skills of the Co-ordinators and professional staff.

3.03 Both PCU’s are supervised by Project Co-ordinating Committees (PCC) consisting of representatives of the implementing agencies in their respective countries. Transfrontier co-ordination is provided by a Bilateral Steering Committee (BSC). The BSC has met seven times since the commencement of the project the latest meeting taking place in March 2005.

3.04 Against this inherent complexity, the perceived weaknesses in the initial baseline data and delays in procurement, the progress which the project has made to date is a tribute to the skills and dedication of the project teams in both countries, and all comments by the review team should be set in this context. Nevertheless, in the opinion of the reviewers there are areas where project management can be strengthened, and these are discussed below.

Location
3.05 Both PCU’s are embedded in their respective implementing agencies, the Ministry of Tourism Environment and Culture in Lesotho and the Ezemvelo Kwa-Zulu Natal Wildlife, the Provincial nature conservation service, in South Africa.
3.06 In Lesotho the unit is located in the ministry headquarters in Maseru on the same floor as the Minister and Permanent Secretary. 
3.07 Because of the geographical spread of the project operations and the Implementing Agencies, the optimum location of the South African PCU poses a problem – a location close to one area or agency would make access to the others more difficult. In South Africa the unit is located in Midmar, separate from the Ezemvelo Kwa-Zulu Natal Wildlife headquarters in Pietermaritzburg. A Project Manager, partly funded by the project is based in the Department for Environmental Affairs and Tourism (DEAT) in Pretoria. The role of this manager is to ensure that DEAT and other central government departments are aware of the project and ensure their co-operation. The advantage of this arrangement is that Midmar is central to the project areas, the disadvantage is that members of the PCU do not have direct or regular contact with decision makers in Pretoria and thus miss the benefits of socialisation offered by co-location. A higher level of socialisation with policy makers in DEAT would enable the PCU to have a better informed view of RSA government policy and perception of the project within DEAT. It would also provide an opportunity to develop a much needed constituency for the project at a senior level within government.
3.08 Both PCU’s have made efforts to establish working relationships with national and provincial government, local communities and other MDPT stakeholders, but this process has been more successful in Lesotho.

3.09 In the opinion of the reviewers, in addition to the very commendable efforts of the PCU and the Project Co-ordinator, the location of the Lesotho PCU has facilitated contact with ministers and senior officials. The location of the South African team, although convenient for access to the project area, has made influencing decision makers and establishing a constituency for the project more difficult despite the efforts of the Project Co-ordinator and the MDTP Project Manager based in DEAT in Pretoria.

Management styles and skills
3.010 There is a discernable difference in approach to project management in South Africa and Lesotho. In Lesotho the PCU has perceived its role as project implementation and not project redesign. It has utilised the project logframe as a point of departure and a management tool. 

3.011 In South Africa the logframe has had a reduced role in management. The team concluded that the original project design could not be implemented and adopted what is described as “adaptive management” modifying the project Outcomes, Deliverables and Impacts over time by an iterative process which is backed by a very detailed management information system in the form of a “Time Bound Action Plan” (TBAP). 
3.012 In the early stages of the project this adaptive approach enabled the South African PCU to respond to design issues which may not have been fully identified in the project appraisal or PIP. In the opinion of the reviewers it has led to a very complicated project in which shifting parameters may have inhibited implementation. It also appears to have been an inhibiting factor in co-operation between both countries in building and implementing a Transfrontier programme and projects. Finalising the logframe for South Africa and producing a unified logframe for the project including the transfrontier element is now rightly recognised as a priority by both teams.

3.013 In the opinion of the reviewers, there is a need for both PCU’s to introduce some basic project management techniques like critical path analysis (CPA or Pert) and utilise simple project management software in order speed-up implementation. Both countries have very good planning skills within their respective PCU’s. However, they both appear to lack some critical project management skills (e.g use of the logframe as a management tool, financial estimating) and this has impacted adversely on their ability to implement the programme and projects.
Management within the PCU’s

3.014 Team morale in both teams appears good and there are good working relations within the teams. Work schedules appear to be effective planned, particularly in South Africa which utilises its TBAP data base. Staff are highly skilled and well motivated in both PCU’s. The quality of work is high. However communications between the South African PCU and Community Facilitators could be improved, as the later feel they do not have sufficient guidance from and contact with Midmar.
3.015 In the opinion of the reviewers, the main significant scope for improvement in staff management may relate to the work of the Community Facilitators in South Africa where the project might benefit from more rigorous time based targets and on the spot monthly work plan reviews.
Management Information

3.016 In response to comments made by the reviewers, the Lesotho PCU has indicated that it considers that levels of management information within the project have been satisfactory. Nevertheless the PCU has introduced a new computerised M & E system, TECPRO. TECPRO is logframe related data base with real-time links to financial data which if used properly has the capacity to improve both monitoring and evaluation (M&E) and reporting. At the time of the evaluation, information was still being transferred to this new system and the reviewers were thus unable to view it in operation. 

3.017 The TBAP in South Africa is a very comprehensive data base which generates information about budgets, workplans and project progress. It gives the Project Co-ordinator an excellent day-to-day management tool.

3.018 The original project logframe has been subject to amendment in both Lesotho and South Africa. Whilst a revised logframe containing milestones and outputs for Lesotho has now been completed, in South Africa some work remains outstanding. A combined logframe to cover both the national and transfrontier elements of the project has yet to be drafted. 
3.019 Undoubtedly TBAP it is a very powerful management tool, but  in the opinion of the reviewers, its very sophistication can provide a false authority to inaccurate information (e.g. budgets, see below), while the sheer detail and span of the information may also detract from identifying strategic issues e.g. the chronic underspend on the project.  It is probably too embedded in the management structure to suggest a simpler approach should now be adopted, but care has to be taken to ensure that the TBAP does not become an end in itself. 
3.020 In the opinion of the reviewers, prior to the introduction of TECPRO, the information available to the PCU in Lesotho has been of variable quality or over detailed on minor issues and has not facilitated managing or reporting. 

3.021 Despite the use of the TBAP and the introduction of TECPRO in Lesotho, in the opinion of the reviewers the absence of an agreed transfrontier logframe with Milestones and clear quantified Outputs has inhibited effective project management of both the transfrontier and national projects and inter-country co-operation. The value of a clear logframe as a project management tool cannot be overstated.

Budgeting and Estimating

3.022 The budgeting and estimating processes in both countries lacks rigour. Currently the project is underspent by 48% on a cumulative budget of 12.1 m Rand in South Africa. In Lesotho the underspend is 46% on a cumulative budget of 11 m Maloti.

3.023 The budget is compiled by individual PCU members on the basis of their work programmes.

3.024 The process used in both countries does not take the time remaining in the project as a time base (i.e. the remaining financial years subdivided into quarters) or attempt to estimate the spending profile of an activity over quarters from its start to finish. Instead all spending associated with individual work programmes is allocated to the current financial year without regard to realities like e.g. procurement delays. Similarly no attempt is made to distinguish between the likelihood of activities actually resulting in spending in the current financial year, those where spending will occur over two financial years and those which may not realistically start spending until a subsequent financial year. 

3.025 There is no interrogation of individual staff members by the co-ordinators to establish the realism of their estimates and once these have been submitted at the beginning of the financial year, they do not appear to be revisited in conjunction with the co-ordinators.

3.026 A simple distinction between three categories of actions “certain” to spend (e.g. contracts already signed, meeting dates agreed etc.), actions “probable” to spend (e.g. contracts under negotiation, meetings still to be arranged etc.) and “possible” to spend (all others), coupled with quarterly budget meetings between co-ordinators and PCU staff would permit the creation of more realistic spending profiles, which if necessary could be rolled over into a subsequent financial year.

3.027  In the opinion of the reviewers, a distinction between the probability of spending and a timeframe in the estimating process would have highlighted the problems of spending slippage and underspend at an earlier stage. Co-ordinators could also benefit from a heightened sense of the importance of spending the budget coupled with a recognition that, despite legitimate reasons, an underspend to some extent represents benefits foregone by both countries.

Financial Management

3.028 Responsibility for financial management is vested in a Financial Management Committee in both countries. The financial accounts in both countries have been audited. The audit reports in both countries were unqualified.

Operational Communications between the PCU’s

3.029 These take the form of formal annual meetings of the PCU’s, regular contacts between the Co-ordinators, contacts between staff members in the context of specific programmes or projects and daily e-mail and telephonic contacts. Although the project has been established for two years there has been no joint training in team building and communication.

3.030 It was recognised by the Co-ordinators that there was a need to improve the collaboration between the teams, and in July 2004 a joint workshop was held to “identify and address some significant country-specific differences which impact on the efficient function of the project management and implementation mechanisms”.  It was hoped that this would “help the teams to work towards an enhanced understanding of the project from each others’ perspectives, as well as enhancing transfrontier collaboration at all levels.”

3.031 The workshop identified a number of differences in the operational environment in the two countries and between the teams. It touched on such sensitive social issues as stereotyping, racism, sexism and ethnocentrism, in addition to communications and decision making. It identified a number of weaknesses in the process of collaboration made a number of positive suggestions to improve understanding and communications between the teams, including joint team building exercises.

3.032 Because of dysfunctional traits observed by the reviewers in communications between teams (e.g. unnecessarily adversarial e-mails, uncertainty over the outcome of meetings) almost one year later, at a joint PCU workshop, the Review Team asked the group to identify three to five points that would facilitate transfrontier collaboration. The results showed that both teams understood the problem and were aware of solutions, but seemed to have been unable to implement them.

3.033  Team collaboration is not considered to be a problem by the Lesotho PCU, but in the opinion of the reviewers, the PCU’s should revisit the results of the July 2004 Bilateral Workshop and urgently arrange joint training for the PCU’s in team building, communication skills and negotiating skills.  

Reporting

3.034 Both PCU’s produce quarterly, six monthly and annual reports in differing formats. For example, in South Africa the reports follow the “format of the Time Bound Action Plan”.  In addition, the South African PCU produces an Excel work sheet showing planned and actual progress over six-month reporting periods on the basis of the percentage of the planned work achieved. The percentage of planned work achieved is a subjective measurement, which is more difficult to interpret in terms of project impact or the attainment of project objectives than well defined project milestones enshrined in an agreed logframe.

3.035 The reports list activities covering progress for each project component and forecasts future activities. They have enabled the PCU’s to obtain the mandates from the PCC and the BSC which are necessary to manage the project. However, they can be wordy, contain too much detailed information and, more importantly, fail to present information in such a way as to facilitate strategic management decision making by the BSC or World Bank Supervision Missions. For example, the underspend is only referred to obliquely in reports and minutes of the PCC and BSC. In addition, the evolution of the project design from the original Project Implementation Plan does not appear to be chronicled as a discrete act, nor do decisions to change the project logframe. The changes in the logframe are particularly important as there is a difference of opinion on this issue between Lesotho and South Africa. 
3.036 Although strategic issues like underspending and changes in the logframe  are dealt with in World Bank Supervision mission reports and individual exchanges of e-mails, it is the view of the reviewers that cogent arguments for such changes should have been made in separate reports or specially commissioned position papers for the BSC and Bank supervision missions. 

3.037 In the opinion of the reviewers the reporting system needs to be strengthened. This can be achieved by adopting an agreed completed project logframe as the basis for six-monthly and annual reports, the adoption of a common reporting format, and the introduction of a simple first page to all six-monthly and annual reports which highlights strategic issues and events which may facilitate or prevent the project Components achieving the project Outputs, and the project Outputs achieving the project Objectives. A special join report highlighting strategic country and transfrontier issues should be produced before every World Bank Supervision Mission. This report also should be circulated to the Bilateral Steering Committee.
IV PROJECT RISK

Internal risks 

Capacity: 

4.01 The main internal risk is that the PCU’s will lack the skills and capacity to implement a rephrased and re-prioritised project.

4.02 The recommendations on increasing the capacity of the PCU’s and partner organisations contained in this review are designed to reduce this risk.
External risks
Security: 

4.03 The main external risk is a failure to solve the problems associated with border security. Unless security is improved, it will not be possible to fully develop e.g. cross border tourism or secure protected areas.

4.04 The project has tackled this with its creation of the joint security working group and the funding the post of a joint security adviser However, it has to be recognised that there is very little the project can do directly to minimise this risk. The main responsibility rests with the law enforcement agencies on both sides of the border.
Constituency of support and political legitimacy:

4.05 In Lesotho the project has a constituency at two levels. By utilising the recently introduced local government mechanisms, the project has sensitised communities to its objectives and raised their expectations of improved livelihoods. At the same time the project has caught the imagination of senior officials and ministers who see tourism as an answer to increasing levels of unemployment. Thus the project has champions at the highest level of government.

4.06 In South Africa the project has less support. It is currently seen by senior officials as a planning exercise rather than as a project which will deliver tangible benefits on its completion. Outside the project there were expectations that it would deliver tangible outputs e.g. infrastructure or capacity, but these expectations are fading as the project reaches the half-way stage and it is perceived to have a bias to planning. There is no sense of a strong constituency amongst the implementing agencies or communities and it is difficult to identify a project champion.

4.07 The danger in this situation is that unless the project can produce some tangible outputs other than plans (which may be incomplete when it ends) it will loose the constituency it has in Lesotho and fail to gain a constituency in South Africa. The recommendations of this review are designed to reduce this risk.

Capacity of partner institutions:
4.08 The other external risk is that the partner organisations in Lesotho and South Africa do not have the capacity to deliver the project outputs. This risk can be minimised by the project focusing on a few key deliverables to lessen the demands on the capacity of the partners.

V GEF FUNDING ALLOCATIONS EFFECTIVENESS OF WORLD BANK

The Grant Agreement
5.01 The GEF funding provisions for each country are contained in separate Trust Fund Grant Agreements. Schedule 1 of these agreements contains a project budget based on the costing of the project components in the PIP, subdivided into the following six standard GEF categories:-

Table 1: Budget Allocation by Category

	Category
	Lesotho (SDR Equiv.)
	South Africa (SDR Equiv.)

	Works
	1,200,000
	950,000

	Goods
	700,000
	600,000

	Consultants’ Services
	2,350,000
	2,250,000

	Training
	600,000
	900,000

	Operating Costs
	200,000
	400,000

	Unallocated
	550,000
	600,000

	Totals 
	5,600,000
	6,000,000


Source: Grant Agreements

Schedule 6 of the Agreement gives a breakdown of the budget including national contributions against the eight original project components identified in the PIP:-

Table 2: Budget Allocation by Component

	Component
	Lesotho ($m)
	South Africa ($m)

	Project Management & transfrontier Co-operation
	3.1
	3.1

	Conservation Planning
	1.9
	1.9

	Protected area management planning
	1.9
	1.9

	Strengthening of protected area management
	18.2
	18.2

	Conservation management
	1.7
	1.7

	Community Conservation
	3.5
	3.5

	Nature based Tourism Development
	2.0
	2.0

	Institutional Development
	1.0
	1.0

	Totals
	33.3
	33.3


Source: Grant Agreements
5.02 The Grant Agreements also stipulate the use of the funds and the modalities of the appointment of consultants and the award of tenders etc. The Grant Agreements are legally binding to both countries and any major virement of resources between GEF spending Categories requires amendment of the Agreement. 

Underspending
5.03 The project is seriously underspent in both the Lesotho and South Africa. Underspending in Lesotho stands at 46% of the budget, while the figure for South Africa is 48%. 

Table 3: Cumulative Project Underspend March 2005 by Category

	Category
	Lesotho Mm
	South Africa Rm

	
	Budget
	Actual
	Var
	Budget
	Actual
	Var

	Works
	1.0
	0.0
	(1.0)
	4.2
	0.8
	(3.4)

	Goods
	4.1
	3.0
	(1.1)
	1.4
	1.0
	(0.5)

	Consultants’ Services
	13.0
	5.7
	(7.3)
	6.0
	1.8
	(4.2)

	Training
	3.3
	0.9
	(2.4)
	0.8
	0.5
	(0.3)

	Operating Costs
	2.6
	3.3
	0.6
	4.0
	1.6
	(2.4)

	Salaries
	-
	-
	-
	8.4
	7.2
	(1.2)

	Totals 
	24.00
	12.9
	(11.1)
	25.0
	12.9
	(12.0)


Source: Lesotho PCU; South Africa PCU (figures may not add up due to rounding)
Table 4: Cumulative Project Underspend March 2005 by Components

	Component
	Lesotho Mm
	South Africa Rm

	
	Budget
	Actual
	Var
	Budget
	Actual
	Var

	Project Management & transfrontier Co-operation
	9.4
	10.4
	1.0
	11.2
	10.3
	(0.9)

	Conservation Planning
	2.5
	0.0
	(2.5)
	3.9
	1.0
	(2.9)

	Protected area management planning
	1.7
	0.6
	(1.1)
	0.5
	0.2
	(0.3)

	Strengthening of protected area management
	2.7
	0.0
	(2.7)
	3.9
	0.2
	(3.6)

	Conservation management
	2.8
	0.7
	(2.0)
	0.8
	0.02
	(0.7)

	Community Conservation
	3.6
	0.7
	(2.9)
	3.1
	1.1
	(2.0)

	Nature based Tourism Development
	0.8
	0.4
	(0.4)
	1.3
	0.06
	(1.2)

	Institutional Development
	0.5
	0.05
	(0.5)
	0.4
	0.04
	(0.4)

	Totals
	24.0
	12.9
	(11.2)
	25.0
	12.9
	(12.0)


Source: Lesotho PCU; South Africa PCU (figures may not add up due to rounding)
5.04 As the project has evolved the PCU’s have found the original allocations constrictive and the process of attempting change irksome. Both PCU’s consider that the allocations do not reflect the requirements of the project they are implementing. In Lesotho Operating Costs have already been overspent against the budget estimate and, it has to be accepted that the current allocations are not optimal if the project is to focus on delivering priorities. However, the formal nature of the Grant Agreement protects all parties from informal changes which could distort the project objectives and permit the introduction of inappropriate procedures. 

5.05 The Bank has recognised that it will be necessary to redesign the project as part of the forthcoming mid-term review. This will provide an appropriate opportunity to redistribute funds between categories and components and amend the Grant agreement. Needless to say, this should be a transparent, well recorded process with clear supporting documentation.

5.06 Since the project commenced, the value of the Rand and the Maloti has decreased against the US$, but given the underspend, it is difficult to argue in favour of any increase in the US$ allocation to take account of currency depreciation at present. This may change if the project is extended beyond its current end date of June 2007 and it demonstrates it can achieve any prioritised outputs recommended in the Mid-term Review

VI INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS

6.01 The institutional arrangements for project implementation differ significantly between Lesotho and South Africa. In Lesotho the project works through a single national government department, the Ministry of Tourism Environment and Culture and a recently devolved local government structure based round district councils elected under proportional representation. There are three protected areas in Lesotho which fall within the project area but only one, Sehlabathebe NP, is a legally declared National Park that has been gazetted. 
6.02 The picture in South Africa is very different due to the multiplicity of public and private institutions and organisations involved in land use, conservation and tourism. Here the project is located in a parastatal organisation, the Ezemvelo Kwa-Zulu Natal Wildlife, a Provincial nature conservation service.  The project has to work directly with three Provincial administrations, The Eastern Cape, Kwa-Zulu Natal and the Free State, the national Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism (DEAT) which also has a provincial presence, South Africa National Parks, Ezemvelo Kwa-Zulu Natal Wildlife and, at a local level, municipalities and Conservancies (groupings of private land owners in gazetted protected areas). In South Africa, seven protected areas (3 national parks and 4 nature reserves) and several conservancies are encompassed by the project area, and the project has an active interest in one other nature reserve (Ntsikeni Vlei) and a municipal Commonage (Matatiele) which lie just outside the project area. 
6.03 The relative simplicity of the structure in Lesotho has enabled the PCU to ensure that the project is well understood and supported at ministerial level. It has also been able to prepare the ground for the planning procedures and processes to be devised by the project to be embedded in local institutions at a national and district level. What has taken place to-date is an enabling process, which has yet to deliver more tangible project outputs on the ground. There is a strong expectation in local communities that the project will deliver tourism based employment.
6.04 In South Africa the project has emphasised that its role is to deliver planning procedures and processes for adoption by the partner institutions. However the capacity of the partner institutions varies considerably and many of the institutions are evolving as part of a national process of change. For example, in the Eastern Cape whilst highly motivated at middle management level, staff were swamped with tasks. In these circumstances, overall implantation can only move as fast as the slowest ship in the convoy. 

6.05 Fourteen pilot projects have been initiated in South Africa to test varied aspects of the process, but in terms of project requirements they do not appear to represent an optimum choice and in reality they are overshadowed by the planning process (see section II, Component 5 A).

6.06 The emphasis on planning and procedures in South Africa, while logical in the face of a plethora of institutions, has made it difficult to garner external support.  National government expects the project to pay cognisance to national policies on economic growth and employment creation. Partner institutions look to the project to deliver tangible results on the ground like infrastructure, help with park management or long term employment. As a result, the project in South Africa has not been able to develop a broad based constituency of support. 

6.07 The reviewers consider that in Lesotho a major achievement of the PCU has been the way in which it has gained the support of Ministers and senior officials through well planned presentations. This has undoubtedly created a necessary political legitimacy for the project. On the other hand, the project has sensitised local communities at a level and complexity that may be difficult to maintain if the impacts of the project are seen to focus on only a relative small number of communities and types of activity. 

6.08 In South Africa the project has not generated a sufficient level of external support. The challenge for both PCU’s is to identify and avoid combinations of processes and institutions which will be time consuming and contribute relatively little to the project objectives. Post project sustainability will depend upon the extent to which the project can deliver activities which benefit local communities and convince local and national conservation authorities on both sides of the border that collaboration is in their mutual interest.

Project Co-ordinating Committees

6.09 In both countries these committees are meant to provide day-to-day support and guidance for the PCU’s. In reality they have generally been driven by the project reporting structure and the result has been support, rather than guidance. To some extent this is inevitable and welcome since it facilitates decisions and action. However, it may have meant that there has been less of a sense of ownership of the project within the Co-ordinating Committees.

The Bilateral Steering Committee
6.010 The Bilateral Steering Committee has overall responsibility for quality of the implementation of the project. The Committee has facilitated the work of the project, but as with the PCC, there is the sense that the process has been driven by the PCU’s and there is not a sense of ownership of the project processes. Strategic issues like the need to produce tangible deliverables have been raised in the committee, but discussion appears to have been absorbed into individual agenda items.

6.011 The South African PCU considers that both the PCCs and the BSC have been at fault for not taking over “ownership” of the project. However, this criticism fails to recognise the role of the PCU in structuring the way in which the BSC provides strategic guidance through the presentation of information in reports and meetings.. It could be argued that the detailed level of information and its presentation to the BSC encourages the Committee to focus on less than strategic issues and that it is to the credit of the BSC that it has not fallen into the trap of micro-managing the project.
6.012 In the opinion of the reviewers, the lack of a sense of ownership of the project by the PCC’s and the BSC may be overcome by a change in the way information is presented to both Committees. At present the Committees are asked to endorse activities within the context of progress reports and work plans. Although these are timely and well prepared, they do not highlight issues where guidance or strategic decisions are required. This lacuna can be filled by the presentation of papers to the committees which clearly identify those issues where guidance or a strategic decision is required and present the options identified by the PCU’s.
VII EFFECTIVENESS OF WORLD BANK TECHNICAL SUPPORT

7.01 The main vehicle for Bank supervision and support is the six-monthly supervision mission. Such missions are inevitably of short or limited duration, and project supervision and support is rightly seen by the Bank as a continuous activity. In many cases this takes the form of telephone calls or e-mails between the PCU Co-ordinators and the Bank Task Team Leader who can also act as a conduit for advice from other specialist officers in the Bank.

7.02 Supervision Missions have taken place in August 2003, February 2004, July 2004, January-February 2005 (South Africa) and April 2005 (Lesotho). A mid-term review is scheduled for August 2005. The average length of these Supervision Missions was 5.4 days. The Missions report separately to each country, but do not produce a report on transfrontier activities for both countries. 

7.03 Given the short duration of Supervision Missions good preparatory documentation is crucially important. However, as discussed in Section III above, whilst the operational detail in project reporting has been helpful, reports have not been particularly effective in highlighting strategic issues for either the BSC or for Supervision Missions. The absence of an agreed, quantified logframe must also have complicated the task of the Supervision Missions.

7.04 The effectiveness of Bank supervision was also reduced by the circumstances surrounding the postponement of the Supervision Mission to Lesotho from February until April 2005, where the use of informal channels of communication between the South African PCU and the Bank caused a potentially damaging misunderstanding between the Bank and Lesotho.

7.05 The regular contacts with the Bank outside the supervision mission are seen as adding value. There is also a feeling that at some points they have led to delays and on occasion they may have contained too great an element of micro management

7.06 Both South Africa and Lesotho have been critical of the procurement delays which they consider inherent in World Bank procurement procedures. The PCU in South Africa also considers that the training they received in procurement procedures was not sufficiently relevant. Both PCU’s also consider they would have benefited from more assistance with financial management.
7.07 In South Africa, a procurement specialist was employed in February 2003. Unfortunately, the appointment proved unsatisfactory and the specialist left in August 2003.With much difficulty and after advertising the post twice as well as head-hunting, a new procurement specialist was employed in February 2004. During the period August 2003-February 2004 there was no procurement specialist and ad hoc procurements, contracts etc were performed by the Project Accountant. The new procurement specialist who was sent for training in July 2004 considers the training she received did not follow a “hands on“ approach.

7.08 The financial training provided by the Bank was of a very low and basic level (as noted at the PCC meeting on 25th July 2003), and did not cover “hands-on” requirements by the Bank. In addition to this the Bank failed to send the South African PCU the initial disbursement letter which detailed the Bank requirements. Several changes in Bank disbursement staff did not make matters easier. Since these initial teething problems, the Bank has opened a local disbursement office and the lead time for disbursements has decreased.

7.09 The financial procedures and the terms of Grant Agreement have also come in for criticism, but it has to be recognised that these are standard Bank procedures and documents which are utilised and accepted world wide. The checks and balances contained in these systems are designed to protect against fraud and ensure effective disbursement of Bank funds, and all projects have to operate within these parameters. They have been built in to the Withdrawal Application workbook used by the Project Accountant and are now a routine operation.
7.010 On this project, the Bank has recognised that avoidable delays have taken place during procurement. As a result, the Team Task Manager has introduced revised procedures which it is hoped will accelerate procurement. The Bank is conducting its first Procurement Supervision Mission in August 2005 (half way through the project). The PCU hope that as a result the way forward will be much easier.
7.011 Although they do contain clear agreements on further action, Supervision Mission reports tend to be reactive. However, in the opinion of the reviewers the style of presentation of information by the project has weakened the effectiveness of the Missions. Moreover, this effectiveness has been further weakened where incremental decision making has taken place on important issues (e.g. changes to the logframe) through a series of e-mail exchanges rather than as a result of a cogently argued specific case put to the BSC and the Bank.
7.012 The professional skills mix in the Supervision Missions is appropriate given the nature of the project. But with hindsight, it might have provided useful insights if, for example staff, with community development skills, tourist development, or the field management of biodiversity conservation had been included on missions.

VIII CONCLUSIONS

8.01 The original design was rightly predicated on the perception that a transfrontier approach to conservation is required to protect the ecologically fragile region of the Maloti Drakensberg mountains. The wisdom of this approach has been vindicated by the experience of this project which shows that events in one country impinge on the other and that both Lesotho and South Africa are interdependent over a wide range of social and environmental factors.

8.02 With hindsight, the original design was both overly ambitious and overly optimistic about what could be achieved over the relatively short time span of a five-year project. Because of the differences in levels of economic development, conservation practices and institutions in each country implementation was always going to be challenging. In a complicated project which is dependant on the co-ordination and mobilisation of a wide range of disparate partner institutions, shortfalls are to be expected and are reflective of the challenging nature of the task. The project achievements to date are therefore a credit to the skills and commitment of the staff in the respective PCU’s.

8.03 The relatively slow speed of actual, as against planned implementation, and the consequential underspend have their roots in an underestimation of the time it takes to recruit staff, get a complicated project up and running and commission work. However, in the opinion of the reviewers this has been compounded by an approach to implementation in South Africa which, although well intentioned and justifiable in the institutional context of that country, has caused the project to become overly complicated.

8.04 For quite justifiable reasons, the approach chosen by the implementers in both countries was first to put quite detailed planning processes and procedures in place and then, once those detailed modus operandi were agreed by all partners,  to move on to transfrontier collaboration. Somewhere in this process, the delivery of tangible transfrontier projects moved further into the distance on the project horizon.

8.05 In the view of the reviewers, overly detailed reporting which does not highlight strategic issues has made it difficult for the Bilateral Steering Committee and Bank Supervision Missions to form a clear picture of the progress of the project.

8.06 The PCU in Lesotho has been very successful in generating a constituency for the project with ministers, senior officials and local communities. However, the project has raised expectations with this constituency and must now deliver tangible benefits which meet these expectations.

8.07 In South Africa the picture is very different and it is hard to discern a constituency or a project champion. A conscious decision was made to eschew a formal launch of the project and to adopt a low key approach emphasising the planning element and its associated processes coupled with fourteen pilot projects. This approach can be justified, but in many ways it is more appropriate in a line ministry which by definition will have ministerial backing and a long time horizon. A project funded by an external donor is seen as having a defined short lifetime in which it is expected to deliver. In South Africa the project is currently seen by senior officials as a planning exercise that will not deliver tangible benefits in terms of economic development or employment creation.

8.08 The pilot projects scheme in South Africa provides an imaginative mechanism for implementing conservation actions.  Collectively they constitute a veritable potpourri of conservation-related endeavours. The main areas of application are in improvement of community pastureland, establishment of community reserves, facilitation of conservancies and commonages, and tourism. By adopting an unselective policy of picking “low hanging fruits”, in other words of taking on those pilot projects from which there has emanated a strong reach from the stakeholder, the project has been left with a strange mix of projects without any obvious strategic connection. Nevertheless, amongst this potpourri are to be found some fine blooms, such as the project at Kamberg and the bramble clearing project at POCA.
8.09 Others show promise but are mired in administrative complications, as with the Ntsikeni-Coleford Corridor and the Matatiele Commonage, or are yet to show their full potential, as with Upper uThukela. By spreading its effort over so many sites, the project has more often than not come to play the role of occasional facilitator, and consequently progress in the complex pilots has been overly slow or in some cases almost non-existent.
8.010 In yet other projects, there is no discernable connection with biodiversity conservation. The Sentinel cableway and the POCA fencing project are examples of the latter. When a philosophy of picking “low hanging fruits” is used unselectively, there is always a risk of finding rotten fruit at the bottom of the conservationist’s basket!

8.011 Whereas conservation institutions and skills are well developed in South Africa, they have had a relatively recent gestation in Lesotho. It was recognised in the project design that both would have to be strengthened in the latter country. A start has been made with the drafting of the Nature Conservation Bill, but there remains a need to focus on practical skills to improve management in the national parks. A strong training programme covering all aspects of management and all tiers of staffing from senior management to patrol rangers is required.
8.012 The project design also recognised the importance of improving livelihoods through nature-based conservation. This is a key feature of the project in Lesotho where plans have been made to develop the Sani Top area and Sehlabathebe National Park. Both the Sani Top and Sehlabathebe developments offer opportunities for transfrontier tourist development. It is now important that these development plans are effectively transformed into action, and that the action includes the local communities so that the expectations of local people can be met and support for the project continued.

8.013 The proposal for a “single brand”, to promote the cross-border tourism that is being developed by the South African PCU, has significant potential to build on and legitimise existing cross-border informal tourist activity. This could provide much needed income to rural communities and thereby benefit the programme of improved rangeland management being strongly advocated by the Lesotho PCU. The work being done to develop cultural heritage sites for tourism and as “living heritage” sites for local communities is commendable.
8.014 In South Africa where tourism is more developed, this component has been expanded to explore other ways of raising rural incomes, including through payments for environmental services. This seems a promising concept if some initial reluctance in government can be overcome.

8.015 Security is central to the success of all cross-boarder activities in both conservation and tourism. However it has to be recognised that this is outwith the direct control of the project.

8.016 If it is to retain the constituency it has established in Lesotho and gain a constituency in South Africa, the project must now be rephrased and concentrate on delivering a small number of transfrontier projects.

IX  RECOMMENDATIONS

9.01 This section highlights some of the more important recommendations of the reviewers; other specific recommendations are give in Section II under individual Project Components.

General
9.02 The MDTP should be extended by two years and rephrased to permit concentration on a few achievable transfrontier initiatives. These should comprise tangible deliveries which will increase and consolidate the constituency for transfrontier collaboration in general and for the project in particular. 

9.03 The reviewers foresee several benefits accruing from the implementation of prioritised transfrontier initiatives:

· a framework for collaboration and teamwork between experts in the two PCUs;

· creation of transfrontier parks with effective management systems that fulfil GEF’s global objectives;

· improved security with knock-on benefits for ecotourism in both countries;

· revenue generation from tourism that will provide sustainable support for conservation;

· recognition and support for the project from central government in both countries and from provincial government, district government and local communities;

· prospects for project extensions that will provide time for the integration of the conservation planning process into government agencies.

9.04 A lightweight planning framework which can facilitate the above whilst protecting the conservation interests of both countries should be identified and agreed.

Projects to be Prioritised
9.05 The following projects should be prioritised for attention over the remaining life of the present project. An opportunity will arise at the bank supervision mission in August 2006 to identify whether there is capacity within the project to take forward other projects which can make a useful contribution to the project development objectives and which can be recommended for implementation in the event that the project is granted a two-year extension. 

Trans-border security;

9.06 This has a very high priority since lack of security could threaten the whole attempt to introduce transfrontier tourism. However, it has to be recognised that this is a problem outwith the control of the project.

Developments at Sehlabathebe National Park;
In addition to the ongoing programmes of infrastructure development and management planning, priority should be given to securing:
i. the appointment of a senior park manager with proficiency in PA management, conservation science, administration, computational skills and communication; 

ii. delivery of a package of support to the local community (Section II, Component 6); and
iii. development of a multilingual interpretation and education centre at the main gate to the highest international standard.

9.07 The long-term sustainability of SNP rests on the value discovered in its natural and cultural heritage by local people and others who visit from Lesotho and beyond.  For this reason, information and interpretation are fundamental to the work of the Park Authority. The reviewers note that the consortium of WESSA:KZN and SADC Regional Environment Education Support based in Howick have impressive skills in rural and urban environmental education which makes them ideal for the purposes of undertaking the Environmental Education programme designed by the MDTP in South Africa,. However they have relatively little experience in developing information and interpretation materials from scratch to an international standard for interpretation centres associated with parks or wilderness areas. The PCU should look at a number of potential service providers in the region and request proposals, in the form of illustrated concepts, before making their selection of service provider for the interpretation centres at SNP and Sani Tops.
Joint management operations in SNP and UDP;

9.08 The project should develop a consolidated and unified management plan and instigate joint management on the ground with field staff working together. Management of UDP in the Bushman’s Nek sector should be raised to match the high international standards envisaged for Sehlabathebe National Park by improving wildlife protection, security, tourist accommodation, and track, trail and hut maintenance (photo 36).
Developments at Sani Top;

9.09 Sani Top provides an opportunity for significant conservation and development activities. In addition to the ongoing community tourism and visitor developments, the project should prioritise:

i. the establishment of a Community Reserve to protect Alpine-Alti Mountain Grassland and Subalpine-Afro Mountain Grassland habitats;

ii. implementation of controls on recreational use of the area and measures to clean up the local environment; and

iii. development of a multilingual interpretation and education centre to complement the one at SNP. This is likely to require additional building space to that planned for the conference centre.

In addition, the building of a tarred road to Sani Top together with movement of the border post should be promoted by the project. It would provide a visible link between Lesotho and South Africa and could be presented as an icon of cooperation and joint ecotourism development. 

Other joint community/tourism/security transfrontier developments;

9.010 A small number of pilot projects in South Africa that can be linked to community developments in Lesotho should be prioritised. They include:

· Upper uThukela/Senqu Tlanyaku;

· Pholela/Oribi Conservation Area and Neighbouring communities in Lesotho between Sani Top and SNP;

· Mehloding/Qachas Nek.

In compiling the short list for prioritisation, consideration should be given to other possible transfrontier sites, such as Phofung (Mont-aux-Sources) and Royal Natal National Park; Monontša (and Liqobong?) and the Golden Gate Highlands NP/Qua Qua NR. Further to the south, Ongeluksnek and the neighbouring wetland on the Lesotho side should be reconsidered for inclusion in project activities as their exclusion from this project owes more to expediency (in relation to a previous World Bank project) than to scientific or conservation merit.
Other pilot projects;

9.011 The following additional pilot projects are recommended:

· POCA (alien plants, community capacity-building and conservation management);
· Matatiele Commonage Procalamation and Management Plan;
· Ntsikeni-Coleford Corridor Development.
Planning and implementation of measures for conserving cultural heritage;

9.012 The current conservation and educational programme that is being developed by both countries (including the pilot project at Kamberg) is fully supported by the reviewers. The PCUs should facilitate the coordination of surveys, training and conservation activities between the two teams. 

Development of a single brand and joint tourism marketing strategy;

9.013 This should be given a high priority as it will offer tangible benefits to communities and enterprises on both sides of the border. It will require strengthening the capacity of tourist organisations in the area.

Preparation and implementation of conservation plans;

9.014 Priority should be given to conserving rare endemic species (Section II, Component 2A) and habitats as previously identified in the preparation phase study (CSIR Report Task 2), and to countering the major threats to biodiversity. 

9.015 The design and methodologies employed by consultants in undertaking biological surveys should be harmonised between Lesotho and South Africa.

Payment for environmental services in South Africa.

9.016 If it is considered that the South African PCU has the capacity to take this forward, then consideration should be given to introducing a pilot project to test the viability of this proposal.

Raising PCU Capacity

9.017 The capacity of PCUs to deliver tangible transfrontier outputs needs strengthening in some areas. The following expertise could be provided by recruitment of skilled staff or from external service providers, as indicated. Some of these posts may be more appropriately located in partner organisation rather than the PCU’s.

Transfrontier Project Coordinator (Bilateral: fulltime post)
9.018 Responsible for driving, coordinating and facilitating activities relating to the planning, development, implementation and management of transfrontier conservation and sustainable resource use initiatives in the MDTP area. The successful candidate will have experience in transfrontier park management and will be skilled in team building, communication and negotiation.
Joint Dissemination Officer (Bilateral: fulltime post)

9.019 Responsible for press releases, disseminating the project to the media, presenting the project at public forums, editing and writing articles for the project magazine and project web site, soliciting articles from project staff and consultants for the project magazine and web site, liaising with the environmental awareness programme, maintaining a library of hardcopy reports in each office, preparing and maintaining an index of digital reports. (Note this task description should take cognizance of recommendations on information awareness by the consultant from Rhodes University.)
International Park Management Consultant (Lesotho: 18 months)

9.020 Responsible for working with a counterpart to plan and implement park and transfrontier conservation management in Sehlabathebe National Park and at Sani Top. Also responsible for liaising closely with consultants to ensure that the environmental interpretation and conservation education centres in these locations provide accurate historical, cultural and scientific information in a world class presentation. Also responsible for liaising closely with development programmes in adjacent communities.
International Consultant in Park Security (Lesotho and South Africa: 3 months)

9.021 Responsible for undertaking an assessment of security in the transfrontier region, an evaluation of ranger skills and training needs in each country, and delivery of joint courses in law enforcement at basic and advanced levels with an emphasis on working with communities.
International Consultant in Project Management (Lesotho: one month followed by 2 days per month back-up over 12 months)

9.022 Responsible for delivering training in project management techniques like PERT and project management software. The contract should allow for one person-month to train all staff in the techniques and software including maximising the effective use of the TECPRO system followed by twelve person-days support which can be drawn down by the PCU as required over the next 12 months for specific assistance.
Marketing Executive  for the Tourism Master Plan Single Brand Strategy (South Africa & Lesotho: 2 years)

9.023 Responsible for the development of an institutional framework i.e. the creation of a board of directors, a fee structure and a marketing strategy for the Single Brand and for securing sufficient funds so that the infrastructure and the marketing efforts can be sustained from the end of 2007 onwards.

9.024 While the post would be funded by the project, the expenses for the infrastructure should be carried by the Provincial Tourism Authorities and Lesotho Tourism Development Corporation. The location of the post should be agreed between these organisations.
Project Manager Tourist Development Sani Top (Lesotho: 2 years)

9.025 Responsible for implementing the tourist development planned for Sani Top. The person selected should have a proven track record in putting in place a tourist development including negotiating with and supervising the work of building contractors and developing and supporting small tourism related enterprises e.g. Bed and Breakfast, restaurants etc. through e.g. micro-credits.
9.026 This post can be located initially in the PCU but could be subsequently transferred to the Lesotho Tourism Development Corporation to strengthen the capacity of that organisation.

Consultant in Marketing and Product Development (Lesotho: 12 months) 

9.027 Responsible for training the local communities at Sehlabathebe National Park and Sani Top in the production of high quality goods and services for local and national tourism markets. The post should be located in the Tourist Development Corporation.
Community Development Project Manager (South Africa:  2 years)

9.028 Responsible for engaging with and facilitating community projects and driving forward their implementation. This person will have to work with the three provincial agencies and SANParks. It may be necessary for the project to fund counterparts in these organisations over the same period who can be trained by the project manager.

Improving Project Management
9.029 If changes to the project are agreed at the mid-term review in August 2005, as a matter of urgency the South African PCU should explain the revised project and its redefined deliverables to senior officials and ministers.
9.030 A quantified logframe with milestones for South Africa should be finalised and agreed as soon as possible.
9.031 A quantified logframe with milestones covering the transfrontier element of the project should be prepared and finalised as soon as possible.
9.032 Monthly targets and work plan reviews should be introduced for community facilitators in South Africa.

9.033 A revised budgeting procedure should be introduced in both PCU’s to ensure greater accuracy in estimating and budgeting.
9.034 The co-ordinators should arrange joint training for the PCU’s in team building, communication skills and negotiating skills.  
9.035 The first page of six monthly reports and annual reports should highlights strategic issues and events which may facilitate or prevent the project Components achieving the project Outputs, and the project Outputs achieving the project Objectives.
9.036 A special joint report highlighting strategic country and transfrontier issues should be produced before every World Bank Supervision Mission. This report also should be circulated to the Bilateral Steering Committee.

9.037 Strategic issues should be dealt with in specially prepared issue papers which should be submitted to the BSC and the Bank. A similar procedure should be used for the PCC where appropriate.
Additional Capacity Building

9.038 Greater thought should be given to building the capacity of the partner organisations in Lesotho and South Africa. The use of consultancies in the project means that partner organisations may receive sound technical advice but they may do so at the cost of not enhancing in-house skills.

9.039 The project could tackle this in a number of ways. For example, postgraduate training in various aspects of conservation and overseas secondments for competitively selected graduates from both countries could be funded by the project. One year internships with the PCU’s could be provided for staff who would then go on to work with the partner organisation.

9.040 At another level, training (including overseas training) could be provided for park managers, rangers and tour guides. Postgraduate courses are available overseas for senior managers who frequently choose a conservation-related research topic from their protected area as part of their research. The courses provide a stimulating atmosphere for study and the chance to meet counterparts from all corners of the globe. In the case of tour guides, the system of training and qualifications offered by the Field Guides Association of Southern Africa is highly regarded and provides flexibility in scheduling.
X PHOTOS
Photo 1  Looking across Afromontane grassland meadows to The Three Bushmen., Sehlabathebe NP.
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Photo 2  Summer pastures in Mokhotlong-Sanqebethu ERMA
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Photo 3  Tussocks of Merxmuellera macowanii in subalpine zone near Sana Top.
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Photo 4  Wetlands in Sehlabathebe National Park
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Photo 5.  Cliffs and rocky gorges along the edge of the Drakensberg escarpment
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Photo 6.  Mixed Themeda grassland (red oat grass) in Golden Gate Highlands National Park.
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Photo 7.  Protea savanna occurs at an altitude of 1400 – 2000 m in uKhahlamba Drakensberg Park.
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Photo 8.  Wetlands with riverside willows (Salix spp.), Coleford Nature Reserve
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Photo 9.  Steep escarpment above Bushman’s Nek on way to Sehlabathebe NP.
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Photo 10. Accommodation units next to chalet at Sani Top. 

[image: image12.jpg]



Photo 11.  Gate at Bushman’s Nek leading into uKhahlamba Drakensberg Park.
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Photo 12.  Gullies like this one at Upper uThukela are exacerbated by intensive grazing.
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Photo 13.  Under heavy grazing dwarf shrubs such as bitterbush (Chrysocoma ciliata) encroach into the highland pastures of Lesotho.
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Photo 14.  Wattle encroaching in the south-east of the project area.
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Photo 15.  Not all plants are so tolerant of fire as these proteas
[image: image17.jpg]



Photo 16.  The imposing Sentinel Peak.
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Photo 17.  Anti-stocktheft fencing at the Pholela/Oribi Conservation area.
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Photo 18.  Year round grazing on summer pastures in Lesotho is commonplace.
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Photo 19.  Chief’s house, Mohlanapeng Village, Mokg.-Sanu. ERMA, Lesotho
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Photo 20.  Sheet erosion near to Mohlanapeng Village.
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Photo 21.  Gully in wetland on summer grazing area, Lesotho highlands.
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Photo 22.  Denuded cover and impacted soil at wetland (see photos 21 & 23).
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Photo 23.  Degraded wetland in summer grazing area, highlands of Lesotho.
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Photo 24.  Government grazing area protected by fence at Mokhotlong.
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Photo 25.  Gabions halt gully erosion at Golden Gate Highlands NP.
[image: image27.jpg]



Photo 26.  Stone arrow tip at rock art site in Sehlabathebe National Park.
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Photo 27 Small painting of a springbok at a rock shelter in Sehlabathebe National Park
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Photo 28.  Outline added to emphasise unusual tan head marking on springbok painting which is more extensive than forehead patch in current species.
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Photo 29.  Game Pass Shelter is developed for visitors without intrusive fencing or walkways except for a weather station that is recording the microclimate.
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Photo 30.  Two small runners form part of a panel of larger figures and elands at Game Pass Shelter.
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Photo 31.  Visitor developments at Lipofung rock shelter are informative and tasteful but also intrusive.
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Phtoto 32.  Detail from one of the information displays at Lipofung.

[image: image34.jpg]B = b L tramoe.
opics n shamant o ‘sl in trance.  bofubelu. Ligha le metca bararo be
e San. cland hso bona ¢ hakile hantle. Ho na le \
et oanis‘a e inamens e meno @
matice hatolo, Tas,k o ¢ eore, \
e et he line above the  hona e phoofolo_ed mohlolo ¢ \
e snd e sows onJarelesen mets € mengata, ha o
o S back, where, the San  potang. ha secafat e lena. Hiokomela
e aperatus power ntred e lisbe sz cona mahlo. mopo e manala |
oy, Ths cland may be sccn as & anchocho menoanerg |
|

transformed ain shaman.

Sets‘ounts o se selelele sa motho 0a
ngaka, ea llhako isa phof. 0 mocers
oubonohe. o bonalhala @ nanabela phoft
ka nko, Hoa tschaala hore ho Baroa.
phofi ke sesupo sa Khora, bophelo bo
ol le pula. Phofiv ena ¢ bonahala ka
o balelilhako tsa morao tsa phoofolo

metsi, kubue. Baroa ba lumela hore,





Photo 33.  District Steering Committee meeting at Mokhotlong.
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Photo 34.  Jackal Buzzard with snake (possibly a  rinkhals, Hemachatus haemachatus) in Sehlabathebe National Park
[image: image36.jpg]



Photo 35.  Group of rhebok in Sehlabathebe National Park.
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Photo 36.  View from uKhahlamba Drakensberg Park to Sehlabathebe N.P.
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ANNEX A. TERMS OF REFERENCE    
Mid Term Review of the Maloti Drakensberg Transfrontier Conservation and Development Project

TERMS OF REFERENCE
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TERMS OF REFERENCE:

Mid Term Review of the Maloti Drakensberg Transfrontier Conservation and Development Project. 

1.  BACKGROUND TO THE PROJECT
The Maloti-Drakensberg Transfrontier Conservation and Development Project (MDTP) is a collaborative initiative between South Africa and the Kingdom of Lesotho to protect the exceptional biodiversity of the Drakensberg and Maloti mountains through conservation, sustainable resource use, and land-use and development planning. This area encompasses distinct landscape and biological diversity. It is quite rich in species and high in endemism. Excessive livestock grazing, crop cultivation on steep slopes, uncontrolled burning, alien invading species and human encroachment threatens this asset. This five-year project takes a regional and ecosystem approach to conservation and development, and serves to promote biodiversity conservation through linkages with community development based on realization of the region’s high potential for nature–based tourism.

The project is funded by the Global Environment Facility (GEF) with its main objective being to conserve globally significant biodiversity in a transfrontier mountain range. A secondary objective of the project is to contribute to community development through nature-based tourism.

The vision for this, the first phase of implementation, is as follows:

A framework for co-operation between Lesotho and South Africa is to ensure the protection and sustainable use of the natural and cultural heritage of the Maloti-Drakensberg Mountains for the benefit of present and future generations.
2.  PURPOSE OF THE ASSIGNMENT 

It has been agreed that an independent mid term review of the implementation of the Maloti Drakensberg Transfrontier Conservation and Development Project needs to be undertaken. The aim of the review is to provide both Lesotho and South Africa as well as the World Bank with recommendations for strengthening project implementation in order to achieve the project development objective (PDO). The project is approaching mid term and it is essential that any significant design changes are effected now in order to provide sufficient time for these to take effect. Whilst the assignment should not be confined to the issues listed below, these provide a minimum TOR which must be met. 

a) OVERALL PROJECT DESIGN.

The overall project design must be assessed and the extent to which it has and can be expected to achieve the PDO.  The project currently consists of 8 components which in some instances have been combined for implementation purposes. Importantly the consultant should assess the extent to which the project design is being implemented in order to achieve the PDO, i.e. are the recipients and the Bank correctly interpreting and implementing the project design in order to achieve the PDO. In this regard the consultants should test the following project conceptualization for achieving the PDO:

i) “Design a 20 year Maloti Drakensberg Transfrontier bioregional conservation and development strategy (the transfrontier conservation and development framework)”.  The strategy is expected to identify 3-4 key phases or iterative cycles with emphasis on clear goals/targets to achieve impacts, monitoring and evaluation systems, funding and implementation arrangements.  It will also describe examples of best practice emerging from this project to support implementation in subsequent phases.

ii) Support South Africa and Lesotho to design and implement a series of key/critical enabling interventions which are needed now to secure important conservation and socio-economic objectives and which can be monitored and scaled up and replicated in subsequent project phases.  These enabling activities include: (a) establishing the transfrontier park between Sehlabathebe National Park in Lesotho and the uKhahlamba Drakensberg Park World Heritage Site in South Africa; (b) establishing a permanent transfrontier conservation mechanism with Lesotho; (c) establishing the necessary institutional infrastructure in Lesotho to implement the transfrontier conservation and development strategy and (d) supporting a number of key pilot interventions in the bioregion.  These will be designed and implemented to: (a) keep critical conservation options open where there are significant development pressures; (b) develop strategies through learning to address key threats in the landscape, and (c) Develop economic opportunities for communities to benefit from conservation opportunities (natural and cultural heritage)”.  

b) PROJECT COMPONENTS

Firstly the consultants should review the design of each project component and the extent to which there is a clearly defined component design and implementation strategy (objectives, outcomes, verifiable impact, methodology, and budget).  Secondly implementation progress should be assessed (approximate level of completion) and to what extent the design and implementation approach is sustainable and where required, replicable. The latter questions are particularly important for on the ground project implementation activities where capacity needs to be built. It is therefore suggested that the consultant reviews some of the key on the ground activities in both countries.  The consultants should be in a good position to select the most appropriate of these once having completed their initial review as discussed in (a) above.  Without derogating from the above, some of the substantive questions to review per component (1-8) are as follows:

i)

Project management and transfrontier cooperation and development.

· List the key transfrontier issues to be managed and review how the two countries are working towards this and could strengthen transfrontier cooperation. In addition confirm the understanding of the desired tranfrontier outcome by the two countries.

· Review the capacity  of the PCU’s, sub-agencies and key consultants  to implement the project.

· Review the GIS component and its status of development.  

ii)
Bioregional Planning.

· Review the methodology for developing the bioregional plan, its draft content and the methodology, and the various national planning processes underway.

· Review how the two countries are cooperating to implement this component and how this can be strengthened. 

iii)
Protected Area Management Planning

· Review the methodology for the park planning processes underway and actions being undertaken to ensure sustainability and to build capacity for future updating. 

· Review progress on implementing the plans, the appropriateness and the sustainability of these interventions whether underway or planned.

iv & v)
Conservation management both inside and outside of Protected 


Areas.

· Review the strategy, methodology and approach being undertaken for implementation and the anticipated impact, replicability and sustainability of such interventions. Identify all the interventions underway with support of GIS map, to be provided by the recipients.

· Review in more depth 2-3 key interventions.

vi)
Community Involvement.

· Review the community involvement strategies, work plans and the effectiveness and impact on implementation so far for the whole project as well as through more detailed assessment of 2 -3 cases per country. As this is a cross cutting issue it should be analysed accordingly.

· Assess the level of involvement of stakeholders and propose mechanisms to facilitate participatory reflective processes in which a learning environment for SH/PCU could be achieved.  

vii)_
Sustainable Livelihoods (for South Africa)/Nature based tourism (for 

 Lesotho).

· Review the progress on nature based tourism including the strategy and methodologies being applied. In the case of South Africa, which has a mature eco-tourism sector, the component has been widened to include payment for ecosystem services in order to support financing for conservation actions.  Lesotho is nationally at less mature stage of eco-tourism development and the approach being taken to design and implement this component must be reviewed. In particular the anticipated benefits for conservation finance, which is a key rationale for GEF support, must be reviewed. 

viii)
Institutional development.

· The Project Appraisal Document has defined institutional outcomes to be achieved. These have in some cases been integrated into the project components which is supported. The consultant should identify the strategies and outputs, the impact of progress and the extent to which they are appropriate and will result in sustainable and effective planning and conservation management in particular.

c)
PROJECT MANAGEMENT EFFECTIVENESS
Review the efficiency and the effectiveness of the current project management systems at national level and the extent to which they accurately support project monitoring, progress reporting and work plan development.  Advice on how these systems can be streamlined and simplified for (i) national project management purposes, (ii) high level reporting to the Bank at six monthly intervals on work plan and progress and (iii) strengthening of Monitoring and Evaluation at micro (National) and macro (Bioregional) levels.

d)
PROJECT RISK
Review key project risks and measures to reduce these.
e)
GEF FUNDING ALLOCATIONS
· Review the current GEF allocation of funds per component and per procurement category, actual disbursement and % disbursement per category of expenditure and the implications for the grant agreement and project implementation.
· Assess whether the allocation of funds is optimal to implement the project 
f)
INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS
Assess the overall institutional arrangements for implementation.

· In Lesotho assess the extent to which government ministries and the local communities are practically implementing project activities and the likelihood of post project sustainability.

· In the case of South Africa review how and the extent to which agencies are supporting project implementation. Review the timeliness of work plans, the quality and progress reporting. Review the role of the Bilateral Steering Committee and national Project Coordinating Committees in terms of accountability for supporting project implementation.

g)
EFFECTIVENESS OF WORLD BANK TECHNICAL SUPPORT
· Asses the adequacy of Bank technical support to the project, including the quality of inputs provided, gaps in support, how to strengthen support and client responsiveness. In addition asses the requirements of the grant agreement and how these might be streamlined to reduce transaction costs to the client.

· Review the effectiveness of financial and procurement systems drawing from audit reports and interviews with implementing agencies and the Word Bank. 

3.  SCOPE OF WORK
The review will entail the following activities:

a)
 Finalization of the methodology for the assignment including timeframes, milestones and associated budget.  This should be captured in a spread sheet format using either MS Excel or Project Manager.

b) Familiarization with all project documentation, i.e. Memorandums of Understanding, Grant and Project Agreements, Project Appraisal Document, Implementation Plans, Progress Reports, Time Bound Action Plans, periodic reports, supervision mission reports (Aide Memoirs) work plans, News Letters, Website, etc. In addition the consultant will review key work products and undertake site visits accompanied by project staff. The consultants will interview key staff in the PCU’s, key government staff and undertake a telephone interview with World Bank staff.

c) Produce a draft report for presentation to each agency which will be reviewed and commented on for technical accuracy.

d) Presentation of the final technical report to the Bilateral Steering Committee.

Note. It is suggested that the Steering Committee then prepares its response to the report including recommendations which both countries and the Bank should adopt.

4.  TIME FRAMES AND REPORTING
The final report must be completed by July 15th 2005 as the report will be provided to the World Bank for the joint mid-term review of the project that is scheduled for 1 August 2005.

5. OUTPUT
The output of this assignment will be an executive summary highlighting key findings and recommendations supplemented by a detailed technical annex. The report will be provided in digital format on disc (10 copies) and in hard copy A4 format (30 copies).

6. SKILLS REQUIRED
Consultants are expected to be able to field a multi-disciplinary team which has extensive proven experience in evaluating complex medium size multi-stakeholder projects with a focus on high level capacity building and implementing on the ground demonstration and pilot projects capable of being scaled up and replicated. The team should include proven mature experience in project design and supervision, project evaluation, capacity building and institutional strengthening as well as community driven development. Working knowledge of both Lesotho and South Africa will be an added advantage. 

7.  SUBMISSION AND REVIEW OF PROPOSALS
Proposals including a methodology, timeframes, cost estimates, composition of the consulting team and previous experience must be submitted electronically and/or delivered to the MDTP offices located at Midmar, KZN, by 16h00, 31 May 2005 for the attention of Ms. Eshana Singh. It is important that the technical proposal is packaged separately from the financial proposal and each should be marked “Technical Proposal” and “Financial Proposal” respectively. Ms. Singh can be contacted at 033 239 1889, or email: eshana@maloti.org for guidelines re: information to be included in the proposal. 

The proposals will be reviewed jointly by both the Lesotho and South African MDTP procurement teams and the successful proponent will be informed within two weeks of submission.

Consultants who are currently contracted to the project, who are involved in bids under evaluation or who may wish to bid on project work prior to September 05 are excluded from this contract.  
ANNEX B.  CVs OF REVIEW TEAM    
SHORT CURRICULUM VITAE

1.  NAME:


MURRAY, Martyn Greer,





PhD Zoology (Zimbabwe) 1980.

2.  PROFESSION:
Natural Resources, Rangeland and Protected Area Management, Biodiversity and Community Conservation, Environmental Protection,
Project Review and Evaluation, Scientific Research and Policy.

3.  DATE OF BIRTH:
19 July 1949, Prestwick, Scotland
4.  NATIONALITY: 

British

5.  EDUCATION:
	Institution

[ Date from - Date to ]
	Degree(s) or Diploma(s) obtained:

	University of Edinburgh (1969-1973)
	BSc (hons) Zoology

	University of Zimbabwe

(1974-1980) 
	PhD Zoology


6.  LANGUAGE SKILLS: Competence indicated on a scale of 1 to 5 (1 - excellent; 5 - basic)
	Language
	Reading
	Speaking
	Writing

	English
	1
	1
	1

	French
	3
	4
	4

	Swahili
	5
	4
	5


7.  MEMBERSHIP OF PROFESSIONAL BODIES:
British Ecological Society, Society for Conservation Biology, IUCN European Sustainable Use Specialist Group, IUCN Antelope Specialist Group, Darwin College, Cambridge, Member of the Senate – University of Cambridge, Scottish Wildlife Trust.

8.  OTHER SKILLS: Word processing, spreadsheets, databases, graphics applications, PowerPoint, statistical analysis, GIS anaylsis, ecosystem modelling, photography (digital video and 35 mm), author of popular and technical books and articles.

9.  PRESENT POSITION:
(a) Director, MGM Environmental Solutions ltd., (b) Visiting Fellow, University of Edinburgh.

10. YEARS WITH ORGANISATION:
(a) 15 years
(b) 13 years

11. KEY QUALIFICATIONS:  Martyn Murray has 30 years of experience in management, monitoring and evaluation of natural resources, biodiversity and protected areas, ecosystem planning, rangeland management, forest conservation and ecotourism on over 50 technical and development projects in 33 countries, and also in regional and global programmes. Professional and geographical experience in a total of 49 countries in: Africa, Central Asia, South and South-east Asia, Europe and North America. From October 1978 until 1991, he was the Nuffield Research Fellow at the University of Cambridge; in 1991 he established MGM Environmental Solutions, a company specialising in biodiversity conservation. Presently, he combines work as an independent consultant, company director and Visiting Fellow at the University of Edinburgh. He has extensive experience leading multidisciplinary teams in project identification, design, technical and institutional appraisal, monitoring, review and evaluation in the natural resources, protected area, ecotourism and biodiversity sectors (Botswana, Ethiopia, Ghana, Kazakhstan, Kenya, Mongolia, South Africa); in appraising and reviewing participatory, biodiversity, forestry and rangeland projects (Afghanistan, Jordan, Malaysia, Mongolia, Nigeria, Tanzania, Pakistan, Zimbabwe); in assessing and developing national, regional and pantropical biodiversity plans in DEFRA (Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs), international agencies (European Commission, World Bank/GEF, FAO, UNDP, WCMC-UNEP), international and national NGOs (GWS, IUCN-Belgium, IUCN-International, IUCN-UK, WCS, UK Wildlife Trusts); in preparing PA management plans (Africa, Asia & Europe) and in facilitating and organising ecosystem modelling workshops (Mongolia, Tanzania, Sumatra, UK). 
12.  RECENT PUBLICATIONS:
Murray, M.G. (MS). The Storm Leopard. (Manuscript of a book about journeys and conservation philosophy - further info at: http://www.mgmsolutions.com/storm_leopard/leopard_home.htm). 

Murray, M.G. & Baird, D (MS). Resource competition in herbivore communities. Submitted to American Naturalist, February 2006.

Murray, M.G. & Yelland, J.A. 2005. Biodiversity: involvement of local people is crucial. Nature 438: 282.

Olson, K.A., Fuller, T. K., Schaller, G. B., Odonkhuu, D. & Murray, M. G. 2005. Estimating the population density of Mongolian gazelles Procapra Gutturosa by driving long-distance transects. Oryx 39: 164-169.

Murray, M.G. (2003). Overkill and sustainable use. Science 299: 1851-1853 (Available at:   http://www.mgmsolutions.com/martyns_publications.html).

Murray, M.G. (2003). Sustainable yield and conservation goals. Science 301: 309.

West, S.A., Murray, M.G., Machado, C.A., Griffin, A.S. & Herre, E.A.  2001. Testing Hamilton’s rule with competition between relatives. Nature (Lond.) 409: 510-513. 

Murray, M.G. & Baird, D. 2001. The influence of large animal diversity in grazing ecosystems. Proceedings of the XIX International Grasslands Congress.

Murray, M.G. 2001.  Solving the Masai Mara Mystery – What drives the great ungulate migrations? In: The New Encyclopaedia of Mammals (ed. By David Macdonald), Oxford University Press, Oxford, pp556-557.

Murray, M.G. 2001. Regional approaches to biodiversity management. Biodiversity Brief 5. IUCN, Gland.

Murray, M.G. 2001. CITES and wildlife trade. Biodiversity Brief 20. IUCN, Gland.
13. CONTACT DETAILS:

Martyn Greer MURRAY

40 Green Apron Park, North Berwick, East Lothian, Scotland, EH39 4RE, United Kingdom.

e-mail: m.murray@ed.ac.uk
Web sites : www.mgmsolutions.com  and  www.icapb.ed.ac.uk/people/murray.html 
JAMES AITKEN

E-Mails: jamesaitken@3beulah.freeserve.co.uk

james.aitken@wanadoo.fr
CURRICULUM VITAE

PROFESSION:

Consultant in Institutional Development, Project Cycle Management and Evaluation.

PROFILE:
Institutional strengthening and development in multilateral, bilateral donors, NGOs and partner organisations. Aid management systems in multilateral, bilateral and NGO donors. Development project cycle management – identification, formulation, implementation, monitoring and evaluation, including process projects, participatory natural resources, wildlife conservation and forest management.

DATE OF BIRTH:
21 May 1942

NATIONALITY:
British

LANGUAGES:
English (mother tongue); French (basic reading and spoken)

COUNTRIES OF
Botswana, Côte d’Ivoire, Fiji, Ghana, India, Indonesia, Kenya, Lesotho, Malawi, Rwanda, 
WORK
Sri Lanka, Republic of South Africa, Tanzania, Uganda, Africa, Zambia, Zimbabwe
EXPERIENCE:



KEY EXPERIENCE:
Over 30 years’ experience in formulating development policies, institutional development, project cycle management and evaluation with multilateral and bilateral aid agencies, NGOs and  partner organisations


Advice on institutional strengthening and management issues in UK (DFID), international agencies (FAO, UNICEF, and European Community), International and national NGOs, (UNAIS,WWF International, BVALG, GWS, DFGF) and bilateral and multilateral projects (Botswana, Ghana, Kenya, Rwanda, South Africa, Uganda, Zambia, Zimbabwe, Sri Lanka and India)


Leading multidisciplinary teams in project cycle management  (project identification, design, appraisal, monitoring and review) in wildlife conservation, forestry, environment, water and transport sectors (Ghana, Kenya, Rwanda, Uganda, Zambia, Zimbabwe, India and Sri Lanka)


Multilateral and inter-governmental negotiations at Ministerial and senior official level (FAO, UNICEF, European Community, OECD, Kenya, Uganda, Tanzania, Sri Lanka, India, USA, Canada, Nordic Group, Germany, France, Ireland, and the Netherlands).

Multilateral and inter-governmental negotiations at Ministerial and senior official level (FAO, UNICEF, European Community, OECD, Kenya, Uganda, Tanzania, Sri Lanka, India, USA, Canada, Nordic Group, Germany, France, Ireland and the Netherlands).

Preparation of policy position papers and analysis of development issues for Ministers and senior officials (UK Australia, New Zealand, USA, Canada, Germany, Nordic Group and the Netherlands).

Impact evaluation and preparation of baseline studies of forestry and conservation projects (Botswana, Côte d’Ivoire, Lesotho, Sri Lanka, Kenya Uganda Zambia and Zimbabwe) including production conservation, participatory and environmental aspects. Design, appraisal and review of participatory and conservation forestry projects (India, Malawi and Sri Lanka).




Preparation of project frameworks, mission reports and supporting documentation.

ANNEX C. ITINERARY AND PROGRAMME OF MEETINGS    
	Date
	Time
	Programme

	12 June
	p. m.
	MM & JA arrive Hilton

	13 June
	a. m.
	Project Briefing K Zunckel/R. Porter

	"
	a. m.
	Presentation and Workshop SA PCU

	"
	p.m.
	Document Review

	14 June
	a.m
	JA Meeting B. Corcoran

	
	a.m
	MM Meeting R Uys, R. Lechmere-Oertel

	
	p.m
	MM meeting D. Heard

	
	p.m
	JA meeting Kevan Zunckel

	
	pm
	Discussions with Project Co-ordinator

	15 June
	am
	Survey flight over RSA Drakensbergs with R. Porter

	"
	pm
	Travel to Golden Gates National Park

	16 June
	am
	Briefing by MDTP Regional Officer S. Gumede

	
	
	Visit to wetlands rehabilitation site

	
	
	Meeting with T. Mofutshanyana, DEAT, District Municipality, Phuthaditjhaba

	
	pm
	Visit to Clarens

	17 June
	am
	Discussions with P. Farrell, Chairman of Clarens Bioconservancy

	
	am
	Discussions at Free State Department Of Tourism and Environmental Affairs

	
	
	Discussions with Superintendent S.P. Kubhela on cross border security issues

	
	pm
	Visit to Pilot Project area at Sentinal rock carpark

	18 June
	am
	Discussions with Leonore Beuks, MDTP Tourism Planner

	18 June
	pm
	Documents review

	19 June
	am-pm
	Travel to Maseru, Lesotho

	20 June
	am
	Project briefing and meetings with C. Mokuku, the PS Mr. Tebello Metsing, and Director S. Damane, Ministry of Tourism & Culture

	20 June
	am-pm
	Presentations and Discussions with Lesotho PCU and PCC 

	21 June
	am
	Discussions with MDPT Project Team, Maseru

	21 June
	pm
	MM & JDA Meeting with G. Groenewald, Peaceparks/PCC

JDA meeting at Tresuary

	21 June
	pm
	Travel to Mokhotlong

	22 June
	am
	Discussions with MDPT Project Team at Sani Top


Mid Term Review of the Maloti Drakensberg Transfrontier Conservation and Development Project. 

Itinerary and Programme of Meetings, 12 June -13 July 2005

Itinerary and Programme of Meetings, 12 June -13 July 2005, continued

	22 June
	pm
	MM: Discussions with Chief Lebusa Letsoara and representatives from Mohlanapeng Village; JA: Meeting with District Extension Officer & Co-ordinator Forestry and Land reclamation

	23 June
	am 
	Meeting District Steering Committee, Mokhotlong

	23 June
	pm
	Return Maseru

	24 June
	am
	Helicopter to Sehlabathebe National Park

	24 June
	am-pm
	Tour of Park ; Discussions MDPT Project Team

	24 June
	pm
	Meeting with Community Representatives of Hamavuka Village, just outside SNP

	25 June
	am-pm
	Return Maseru via Qachas Nek & Mohale’s Hoek

	26 June
	am
	Meeting with C. Mokuku

	26 June
	am-pm
	Return Midmar via Clarens & Golden Gate

	27 June
	am
	Meeting Myles Mander, Environmental Economist

	27 June
	pm 
	Document Review

	28 June
	am
	Meeting with K. Zunckel

	28 June
	am-pm
	JA & MM: Document Review

	29 June
	am-pm
	JA: Document Review

	29 June
	am
	MM: Meeting with Eastern Cape PA staff (F. Mjali, Reserve Manager Ongeluksnek; M. Gxashi Reserve Manager Ntsikeni; D. De Villiers, Regional Manager), and MDTP staff (E. De Beer & M. Mkhulisi)

	29 June
	am-pm
	MM: Management Forum Meeting and tour of Ntsikeni Vlei Nature Reserve; overnight at Masakala Guest House

	30 June
	am-pm
	JA: Document Review

	30 June
	am
	MM: Meetings with District Conservation Officer (P. Laurie) and Municipal Manager (E. Putzier) in Matatiele; tour of Matatiele Commonage with PL and M. Mkhulisi

	30 June
	pm
	MM: POCA meeting with stakeholders of Pholela Biosphere and Oribi Conservancy and representatives of Kwapitela, Stepmore and Mqatscheni communities; Followed by 2nd meeting in Stepmore with more local representatives.

	1 July
	am-pm
	JA: Pretoria Meetings DEAT & World Bank; Video conference with Chris Warner, World Bank Washington; Meeting DIFID Regional Office

	1 July
	am-pm
	MM: Visit to Kamberg Valley & Game Pass Shelter; Meetings with Project Staff (L. Beukes, F. Prins & E. De Beer), visitor guides at Kamberg and a traditional healer. 

	2 July
	am-pm
	JA: Meeting DEAT; Return Midmar

	2 July
	am-pm
	MM: Meeting with representatives of community groups at Upper uThukela and MDTP staff (E. De Beer); tour of donga erosion/reclamation sites; return to Midmar

	3 July
	am-pm
	JA & MM: Workshop Planning, Midmar


Itinerary and Programme of Meetings, 12 June -13 July 2005, continued

	4 July
	am-pm
	Joint PCU Workshop Golden Gate Highlands NP

	5 July
	am 
	Return Midmar

	6 July
	am-pm
	JA & MM: Document Review & Report writing

	7 July
	am-pm
	JA & MM: Document Review & Report writing

	8 July
	am-pm
	JA: Report writing

	8 July
	am-pm
	MM: Meeting with M. Taylor, Regional Chairman WESSA & M. Ward, Project Manager SADC Reg, Env. Educ. Sup. & Document Review

	9 July
	am-pm
	JA: Report writing

	9 July
	am-pm
	MM: Visit to Bushman’s Nek & Approach to Sehlabathebe NP with MDTP staff (R. Uys)

	10 July
	am-pm
	JA: Travel to Durban and return flight to UK

	10 July
	am-pm
	MM: Meetings with project staff, Midmar

	11 July
	am
	JA: Arrive UK

	11 July
	am-pm
	MM: Meetings with project staff, Midmar

	12 July
	am-pm
	MM: Document Review

	13 July
	am-pm
	MM: Document Review & round up meeting with SA PCU


ANNEX D.  PEOPLE CONSULTED    
World Bank:

	Name
	Position

	Chris Warner
	Senior Environmental Specialist


Lesotho:

	Name
	Position & Organisation

	Mr CC Mokuku
	Project Coordinator    MDTP PCU

	Mr TF Tesele
	Conservation Planner MDTP PCU

	Dr PW Mamimine
	Ecotourism Specialist MDTP PCU

	Ms T Parrow
	Social Ecologist MDTP PCU

	Mr T Mabote
	GIS Specialist MDTP PCU

	Mr T Lepono
	Project Ecologist MDTP PCU

	Mrs T Sekoati
	Project Accountant MDTP PCU

	Mr M Rabolinyane
	Procurement Manager MDTP PCU

	Ms L Dube
	Assistant Accountant MDTP PCU

	Mr. Tebello Metsing
	Permanent Secretary, Ministry of Tourism & Culture

	S. Damane
	Director, Ministry of Tourism & Culture

	Chief Lebusa Letsoara
	Mohlanapeng

	G. Groenewald, 
	Peaceparks/PCC

	Khotso Moleleki
	Principal Finance Officer Treasury

	Tsecso Nteso
	Deputy Chief Finance Officer

	Thagiso Nkune
	B&B owner Mokhotlong

	Cliesets Ntsiki
	District Extension Officer

	Malfestane Nthimo
	Conservation Forestry & Land Reclamation

	Khotso Kobisi
	Field Technician Sehlabathebe National Park

	
	


Republic of South Africa:
	Name
	Position & Organisation

	Kevan Zunckel
	Project Coordinator MDTP PCU

	Brent Corcoran
	Senior Planner MDTP PCU

	Elna De Beer
	Social ecologist MDTP PCU

	Duncan Heard

	Protected Areas Management Planning Facilitator MDTP PCU

	Richard Lechmere-Oertel
	Biodiversity Ecologist MDTP PCU

	Evaristo Musonda 
	Information Manager MDTP PCU

	Frans Prins
	Cultural Resource Specialist MDTP PCU

	Leonore Beukes
	Tourism Planner MDTP PCU

	Roger Uys
	Grassland Ecologist MDTP PCU

	Carl Ollerman
	GIS Specialist MDTP PCU

	Nisha Singh
	Project Accountant MDTP PCU 

	Eshanna Singh
	Procurement Officer MDTP PCU

	Charmaine Pollock
	Project Secretary MDTP PCU

	Mazwi Mkhulisi
	Community Facilitator MDTP

	Sikhumbuzo Gumede
	Community Facilitator MDTP

	Sibusiso Tsanyane
	Community Facilitator MDTP

	Rabson Dhlodhlo
	MPTP Project Officer, DEAT Pretoria

	Ernest Mokadeni
	Deputy Director DEAT Pretoria

	T. Mofutshanyana, 
	DEAT, District Municipality, Phuthaditjhaba

	Roger Porter
	Head of Planning Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife 

	Derek Potter
	Former Director Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife 

	P. Farrell, 
	Chairman of Clarens Bioconservancy

	J. E.Ibdina
	Manager Q Q N R

	Superintendent S.P. Kubhela
	RSA Police, Free State

	Myles Mander, 
	Environmental Economist, Future Works

	F. Mjali, 
	Reserve Manager Ongeluksnek, Eastern Cape PA

	M. Gxashi 
	Reserve Manager Ntsiken, Eastern Cape PA

	D. De Villiers, 
	Regional Manager, Eastern Cape PA

	 P. Laurie
	District Conservation Officer

	 E. Putzier
	Municipal Manager, Matatiele

	 M. Taylor
	Regional Chairman WESSA

	M. Ward
	Project Manager SADC Reg, Env. Educ. Sup. & Document Review

	Leone Swart
	DFID Regional Office Pretoria


ANNEX E.  KEY DOCUMENTS CONSULTED    
	Document
	Originators
	Publisher

	Project Implementation Plan RSA


	
	IBRD

	Project Implementation Plan Lesotho
	
	IBRD

	Project Appraisal Document RSA
	
	IBRD

	Project Appraisal Document Lesotho
	
	IBRD

	GEF Trust Fund Grant Agreement between RSA and IBRD
	
	IBRD

	GEF Trust Fund Grant Agreement between Lesotho and IBRD
	
	IBRD

	World Bank Supervision Mission Reports RSA
	
	IBRD

	World Bank Supervision Mission Reports Lesotho
	
	IBRD

	Memorandum of Understanding between Government of Lesotho and the Republic of South Africa
	
	Lesotho and RSA

	Quarterly Reports Nos. 1,2,3,5,6,8
	MDTP Lesotho

	

	Six Monthly reports Nos. 1,2
	MDTP Lesotho

	

	Minutes of Bilateral Steering Committee Meetings 2,3,4,5,6,7.
	MDTP Lesotho & MDTP RSA

	

	Project Management Reports Nov2003-April 2004, April-Sept 2004, October 2004- April 2005
	MDTP RSA
	

	Report of the Bilateral Strategic Planning Workshop
Didima hutted camp – 25-28 July 2004


	Dugan Fraser

Lipalesa Sissie Matela


	MDTP Lesotho & MDTP RSA


	Towards a private sector-driven tourism development: April 2005
	Shaun Mann
	MDTP Lesotho 

	Community-Based Management of Eco-tourism Lesotho, June 2005

	African Institute for Community  Driven Development
	MDTP Lesotho

	Environmental Resources Management Areas (ERMAs): Concept Development and Implementation Strategy
	
	MDTP Lesotho

	Mokhotlong District Rangelands Assessment: Principal Chief of Mokhotlong Jurisdiction – Final Report
	
	MDTP Lesotho

	Environmental Report for Maloti-Drakensberg TCDP. Task 2: Biodiversity Assessment 
	
	CSIR, Pretoria

	Management Plan Sehlabathebe National Park Lesotho


	Taole Tesele (Conservation Planner, Lesotho PCU)

Lampies Lambrechts (Management Advisor seconded to the Lesotho PCU by the Peace Parks Foundation)
	MDTP Lesotho

	Ukhalamba Drakensberg Park World Heritage Site – South Africa: Integrated Management Plan 2006-2011 (Final Draft)
	Park Planning Committee, Ezemvelo KwaZulu Natal Wildlife
	Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife


ANNEX F.  ORIGINAL PROJECT LOGFRAME    
 Project Design Summary (PIP, November 2001)

	Hierarchy of Objectives
	Key Performance

Indicators
	Monitoring & Evaluation
	Critical Assumptions

	Sector-related CAS Goal: 

1. Ensure environmental

Sustainability

2. Promote growth and higher employment

3.Enhance sub-regional integration
	Sector Indicators:

1.Red Data classification

2. Real GDP growth and labor force growth

3. Export - import data
	Sector/ country reports: 

1. National State of the Environment Report

2. National Accounts: Real GDP growth and labor force data

3. Trade statistics
	(from Goal to Bank Mission) 

1. Poor benefit the most from

better environmental quality

2. Poor people gain

employment

3. Poor regions benefit

	GEFOperational Program


	
	
	

	Global Objective: 

GEF Global Objectives:

To conserve globally

Significant biodiversity in the

Maloti-Drakensberg

Mountains within a

Transfrontier conservation and

Development area framework

Stakeholders work together to

Realize nature-based

Development opportunities.


	Outcome / Impact

Indicators:

Endemic species maintained.

Viable populations of

threatened species.

Improvement in terms of

IUCN categories of threat

Protected area system in place,

benefit transfers in $ terms,

number of people employed as

a result of project increased ,

number and size of

entrepreneurial activities in

response to project initiatives


	Project reports: 

State of the Environment

Reports. Survey reports. Red

Data Reports

Project progress reports,

Supervision missions


	(from Objective to Goal)

Sustained financing and

political commitment 

Bilateral political harmony;

Continued growth in

international tourism to

Southern Africa;

Stable energy prices



	Output from each

Component:

1. Project Management and

Transfrontier Collaboration

2. Conservation Planning
3. Protected Area

Management Planning

Conducted

4. Conservation Management

in Pas


	Output Indicators:

1. Bilateral Memorandum of

Understanding. Steering

Committee established.

Project Coordination

Committees, Project

Coordination Units and

Financial Management

Committees constituted.

Recruitment of senior PCU

Staff. Timely delivery of

Project milestones.

Endorsement of Cash

Forecasts. Financial

Management System in place.

2. Completed biodiversity

surveys in priority areas.

New PAs identified and

delineated. Biodiversity

conservation program

finalized and implemented

3. Revised Development and

Zonation plans for PAs.

Initiated process of

development and zonation

planning for the identified

proposed conservation areas.

Completed Management and

Business plans for PAs, using

a participatory approach.

4. No populations of

threatened species in decline,

extent of alien plant invasion

reduced significantly,

sustainable range management

in key areas. Rock art sites

protected. Effective

anti-poaching, visitor

management and rescue

service, prevention of illegal

grazing, institutionalized

social fencing


	Project reports:

1. Minutes of meetings of

Steering Committee, PCCs,

And PCUs.

Minutes of quarterly FMC

Meetings to consider the

PMRs.

Project Annual Reports.

Disbursement Reports.

Audit Reports.

Evaluation Reports,

Supervision Missions,

Mid-term Review.

2. Survey Reports. Protected

area maps. Local knowledge

on biodiversity documented

through participatory

involvement

3. Development, Zonation,

Management and Business

Plan documents

4. Implementation Agency

Reports. Patrol logs, visitor

Statistics per area, rescue

Reports, stock counts.

Supervision missions


	(from Outputs to Objective)

1. Bilateral and domestic

administrative coherence

2. Compatible regional

land-use plans. Local

agreement to supply data and

allow surveys.

3. Agreement on conservation

priorities among stakeholders.

Agreement on area

designations, and effective

conservation management

institutions in place.

Competent technical

leadership.

4. Effective conservation

management institutions in

place. Competent technical

leadership supported with

adequate local representation.



	5. Conservation Management

improved ex-Pas


	5. Improved range condition

and basal cover. Education

program on grazing

management implemented.

Resource management plan

for improved range condition

and animal productivity in

place within two years of

project implementation.


	5. Results of vegetation

surveys undertaken every two

years in areas of intervention.

Education program report.

Resource management plan

And survey of implementation


	5. Agreement on area

designations, and effective

conservation management

institutions in place.

Competent technical

leadership supported with

adequate local representation.



	6. Community Involvement
	6. Recruitment of 1 social

ecologist/country. Creation of

3 community conservation

centers with curio shops by

end of year 2. Recruitment of

community extension officers

(EOs) for the centers as

completed. Not less than 10

community facilitators per

community center, before the

end of year 2. Preparation of

training materials, visual aids

within 12 months. Annual

training of trainers’

workshops for EOs and

community facilitators.

Workshops with at least 50

herdboys p.a. At least 1

training workshop for

principal and local chiefs &

VDCs and livestock owners

p.a.


	6. Recruitment records.

Existence of community

Centers. Forum records.

Training programs and

Evaluation reviews


	6. Community interest.



	7. Nature-based Tourism
	7. At least 200 people

employed in local

nature-based tourism

enterprises by end of year 2

and additions of 300 p.a.

Nursery output. Local tourism

plans community areas

finalized. At least 100

community entrepreneurs and

10 civil servants trained each

year starting in year 2.

No. of km hiking & 4x4 trails

installed p.a. At least 2 village

nurseries installed by end of

year 2, with additions of 2

every year thereafter.


	7. Local tourism plans,

records from workshops.

Trail maps & verification

Walks/drives. Nursery visits

And accounts. Local

Employment surveys. Visitor

Counts and client feedback

Surveys.


	7. Communities and private

commercial sector derive

benefits from investment in

nature-based tourism and

respond will to the enabling

environment.



	8. Institutional Development
	8. Establishment of

Community Conservation

Forums. Support development

of national and local

institutions for nature

conservation and land use

planning measures in priority

areas. Staff training program

implemented.


	8. Community Conservation

Forums documents. Gazetted

Establishment of national

Conservation institution in

Lesotho. Training programs

Reports.


	8. Agreement about

institutional models and staff

interest in training.



	Project Components /

Sub-components:


	Inputs: (budget for each

component)


	Project reports:
	(from Components to

Outputs)



	1. Project management &

transfrontier cooperation:

Bilateral MoU, PCCs & PCUs

with FMCs, GIS capacity
	$3.1 Million
	1. Bilateral MoU. PCC

minutes. PCU Coordinators’ progress

reports


	1. Bilateral harmony

Institutional commitment at

national and provincial levels.

Agreement on storage &

access to information.



	2. Conservation planning:

Design of protected area

system. Conceptual

development planning.

Participatory planning

Comprehensive biodiversity

surveys. Participatory data

collection


	$1.9 Million
	2. Strategy Plan

Participation Plan. Survey

Reports.


	2. Compatible regional

land-use plans. Local

agreement to supply data and

allow surveys.



	3. Protected area management

planning


	$1.9 million
	3. Strategy documents and

progress reports from

implementing agencies


	3. Institutional basis

established in Lesotho



	4. Strengthening of PA

management, including fire

management, security

management and wildlife

management programs


	$18.2 million
	4. Conservation Agency

Reports


	4. Acceptance of effective

grazing protection and

anti-poaching measures

and inter-agency support



	5. Conservation management

· Addressing threats and

impacts posed by alien plants,

soil erosion and unsustainable

range management


	$1.7 million
	5. Project annual reports
	5. Alien eradication and

erosion control technically

effective, and community

cooperation in enforcing

agreements.



	6. Community conservation

program: Community

conservation centers,

Conservation Forums and

Local Boards


	$3.5 million
	6. Strategy plan

Extension staff installed.

Forum bylaws.


	6. Benefit transfer to

community effective

Local community acceptance

of local forums and programs.



	7. Nature-based tourism

development: Community

training and entrepreneurial

development


	$2.0 million
	7. Records from training

courses.
	7. Synergy between the

project and other nature-based

tourism promotion exercises.



	8. Institutional development

including comprehensive

nature conservation staff

development program

effective.


	$1.0 million
	8. Regulations and bylaws for

conservation institutions.

Progress reports
	8. Agreement on institutional

reforms and counterpart

funding.



ANNEX G.  MODIFIED PROJECT LOGFRAME (Lesotho)    
	Project Development Objectives (PDO)

To implement the first 7 years of a 20 year transfrontier strategy (to be designed) to conserve and develop the Maloti Drakensberg Mountains 
	Outcome / Impact

Indicators

Concept paper on bioregional planning;

Bioregional planning system documented;

20 year strategy;

Project design for the next project phase prepared;

Planning methodology and manuals prepared..

First year of a 5 year bioregional conservation and development plan implemented with tangible benefits for scaling up and replicating successful project outcomes.

	Project reports:

20 year strategy.

BR planning concept paper.

Bioregional planning system.

2nd phase project design.

Planning methodology and manuals 

 Legislation review reports, progress reports, results of M and E. 
	Comments



	Global Objective: 

GEF Global Objectives:

To conserve globally

Significant biodiversity in the

Maloti-Drakensberg

Mountains within a

Transfrontier conservation and

Development area framework

and

Nature-based business/ eco-tourism opportunities realized 


	Outcome / Impact

Indicators:

Transfrontier indicators for whole area

XX ha and xx % of  the footprint of the Maloti Drakensberg conserved (xx ha and xx %  off reserve and xx ha and xx % in protected areas

Improvement in terms of

IUCN categories of threat

Xx ha and xx improvement in rangeland

Heritage sites: number, xx%  conserved 

Tourists:  number, xx% increase

Jobs created: number, xx% increase

Businesses created: number, % increase

Income generated: gross income, % increase 

For Lesotho

2 PAs established.

173 008 ha and 8.87 % of  the footprint of the Maloti area
 conserved 

Maloti area conserved (150 358 ha and 7.71 %  off reserve and 22 650 ha and 1.16 % in protected areas

3 ERMAs operational .

4 PAs gazetted.

Nature Conservation Law drafted, gazetted and implemented.

Heritage sites: number,  % conserved 

Tourists: Three tourism nodes
 operational; additional 5000 tourists visitors in three nodes.

Jobs created: 20 to 25 Jobs created in each node.

Businesses created: 3-5 businesses created in each node.


	Means of verification/ project reports: 

Results of  M and E, surveys, progress reports, govt gazette 


	Review at mid term whether the GEF objective on the Lesotho side needs to focus more on sustainable land management : ie depends on biodiversity targets which are attainable in Lesotho

Lesotho and RSA to allocate biodiversity targets for whole project area and  each country once surveys are completed 

Targets will be set for the whole project and for each country

	Component:

1. Project Management and

Transfrontier Collaboration


	Output/ Performance indicator  

Concept paper on bioregional planning;

Bioregional planning system documented;

Planning methodology and manuals prepared.
20 year  transfrontier conservation and development strategy produced (conservation management, socio-economic, security, eco-tourism sub-strategies, M and E and  implementation)

First year of the 5 year conservation and development plan implemented.

SC and key bilateral working groups established and operational

Permanent, bilateral institutional mechanism (legal) established to implement the strategy

Transfrontier conservation area established between  RSA and Lesotho 

PMU, PCC, FMC,  established and operational, line function ministry MOU’s signed and line functions implementing key project activities 


	Means of verification/project reports

 20 year strategy.

BR planning concept paper.

Bioregional planning system.

2nd phase project design.

Planning methodology and manuals 

 Legislation review reports, progress reports, results of M and E.
Progress Report 

Bilateral document

6 monthly progress report, work plan, supervision mission findings, procurement plan, FMC reports, PCC minutes, training plan, audit report, mid term report, project closure report
	

	2. Conservation Planning

	Planning position paper produced  to describe the linkage between the planning levels and content and methodology for planning (transfrontier/bioregional, district including ERMA, zoning, protected area etc)   

Biodiversity (C Plan), cultural heritage (and 3 site management plans), socio-economic, range management and animal husbandry assessments and strategies produced. 

Community biodiversity monitoring program established and implemented in three districts

Three 5 year district strategic plans prepared (Botha Bothe, Mokhotlong, Qacha’s Nek).

 District work plans produced annually in three districts 

15 electoral division plans prepared??

3 ERMA environmental  reports and management plans  produced in pilot ERMAs 

)

  
	C Plan and report and specialist reports

Report with targets, results of M and E surveys, supervision missions 

3 district strategic plans

3 District annual work plans

15 electoral division plans. 

3 ERMA SoER and 3 ERMA management Plans

	Animal husbandry/range management assessments/strategy  required at District levels 

Could be linked to animal husbandry/livestock improvement program for strategic/community buy-in considerations

Planner will need a clear work plan and method for managing consultants to integrate the specialist work into one pilot District strategic plan



	3 & 4. Protected areas 

Protected Area

Management Planning

Conservation Management

in protected areas 


	Management effectiveness report produced for 3  PAs  (Sehlabathebe, Tehlanyane, Bokong,)

Position paper on protected area management plan content/process produced 

4 management plans   produced

3 – 4 year prioritized actions of  management plans implemented with focus on Sehlabathebe (threats: alien species, fire management, anti- poaching; conservation rehabilitation;  Infrastructure developed   and PPP projects established in Sehlabathebe.
	Management effectiveness surveys for 3 PAs  (current state)

Position paper (proposal)

4 management plans

Progress reports/supervision missions


	

	5. Conservation Management

outside of protected areas 


	Implementation of the 3 ERMA plans (primarily includes  biodiversity, range management/animal production, and community nature based tourism initiatives (5 nodes
)

Management plans implemented at 3 cultural heritage sites

Cultural Heritage Strategy prepared
	Progress reports, supervision missions, M and E report 

Progress report, supervision missions 

Progress reports; Cultural Heritage Strategy.
	

	6. Community Involvement

Cross cutter
	3 regional offices established  to support stakeholder planning involvement and conservation management outside of protected areas 

Stakeholders efficiently and effectively engaged in  planning processes/implementation (socio-economic surveys, transfrontier, district, ERMA, park planning and implementation actions etc )

Community engaged to support implementation of 4 park plans (reduce threats and other aspects) 

Awareness strategy and materials prepared.

3 Herders associations established.


	Progress reports and supervision missions

Annual public engagement calendar, progress reports, supervision mission findings

Progress reports, possibly M and E survey 

Progress reports; Awareness strategy and materials.

Progress reports; constitutions; minutes; action plans.
	

	7. Nature-based tourism/ nature based business 
	Eco-tourism master plan produced for MDTP area and   National Tourism strategy informed by growth pole study produced .

Up to 10 nature/eco-tourism based businesses established (private sector, community, joint),   Establish National Guidelines for PPP projects (community nature based businesses) and proposal calls for private sector initiatives supported

Community Tourism Infrastructure developed at Sani Top.


	Study, plan, supervision mission findings

Progress report, supervision mission, PPP models, MoUs and Concession agreements.
	Sani Top, Liphofung, Tśehlanyane, SNP, Botha-Bothe Plateau .

	8. Institutional Development
	Legal reform: EA regulations, Environment Act, Nature Conservation Act to be adopted and ERMA included into local govt planning system & legislation, and in Environment Act.

Functional nature conservation service.

Transfer 4 PAs to MTEC

Conservation: national park management function/system established for 4 parks, staff trained at HQ and in the field in park planning and management

(link with Management Plans)

Govt staff trained on planning – transfrontier/bioregional, District level and ERMA planning and implementation support 

Community trained in implementation of ERMA activities (addressing biodiversity threats, range management, animal productivity improvement)    

Small business training provided to feasible enc-tourism/nature based businesses   

Govt staff and communities at commercial/threatened  sites trained in rock art management 
	Acts gazetted

Needs assessment, business plan for the function and training plan reports

Supervision mission

Needs assessment and, training plan and outcomes reports, supervision mission findings

Needs assessment, training plan and outcome reports and supervision mission findings

Needs assessment, training plan and outcome reports, supervision mission findings

Supervision mission findings

 
	


ANNEX H. MODIFIED PROJECT LOGFRAME (SA)   
	PDO

To implement the first 7 years of a 20 year transfrontier strategy (to be designed) to conserve and develop the Maloti Drakensberg Mountains 
	Outcome / Impact

Indicators

20 year strategy, first 7 years implemented with tangible benefits for scaling up and replicating successful project outcomes

	Project reports:

20 year strategy, key position papers, key strategies, legislation, progress reports, results of M and E 
	Comments



	Global Objective: 

To conserve globally significant biodiversity and cultural heritage in the Maloti-Drakensberg mountains within a

transfrontier conservation and development area framework

and

Nature-based business / eco-tourism opportunities realized
	Outcome / Impact

Indicators:

XX % increase in land (also area) under statutory protection (i.t.o. RSA Protected Areas Act).
XX % increase in land under appropriate biodiversity conservation management (identified as having an operationalised management plan).

XX % increase of cultural heritage sites under appropriate management (identified as having an operationalised management plan).

XX % increase in land that has been cleared of alien invasive plant species with a follow-up clearing programme in place.

XX % increase in river stretches that have been cleared of alien fish.

XX % decrease in arson and invasive fires.

XX % increase in land under FPA.

XX % increase in PA management effectiveness.

XX % increase of critical habitats rehabilitated.
Bioregional institutional mechanisms established and operational
Bioregional Strategy adopted and implemented
XX nett increase in jobs created through conservation management

XX tourism jobs created through pilot projects

XX % increase in occupancies of products in previously disadvantaged areas

XX number of black-owned businesses developed and operational
	Means of verification/ project reports:

Business plans, feasibility studies, proclamation documentation and project reports

Operationalised and resourced protected area management plans

Operationalised and cultural heritage site management plans

Resourced clearing plan and project report with fixed point photos before, during and after.

Resourced clearing plan and project reports including baseline data and indication of progress made.

Protected Area managers records, GIS-based data interpreted from satellite images.

Formal FPA agreements.

Evaluation records showing improvement in scores between subsequent evaluations.

Project reports including monitoring data demonstrating improvements relative to baseline data

Endorsements from all 3 tiers of project management structures with international and national bioregional planning teams in place.

Project report showing where recommendations have been integrated into planning mechanisms at all 3 spheres of governance.

Project report including all appropriate statistics.

Project report including all appropriate statistics.

Project report including all appropriate statistics.

Project report including all appropriate statistics.


	Comments




	Component:
	Key deliverables
	Means of verification / project reports
	Comments

	1. Project Management and Transfrontier Collaboration
	Effective project steering / coordinating mechanisms established
Establish and maintain a bioregional information management system
A bioregional communication strategy

A functional PCU
All legal covenants fulfilled
	Secretariats in place, ToR for each structure and minutes reflecting all actions taken.

Information management system fully functional and up to date.

All stakeholders fully informed through up to date media (website, news letters).

Performance contracts fulfilled.

All reports completed and submitted on time.
	

	2. Bioregional Planning
	A bioregional conservation and development planning process
A bioregional strategy and implementation plan
An integrated biodiversity and cultural heritage systematic conservation plan
Contextual data layers (security, socio-economic, tourism, legal/institutional, and any others as may be required by the BRP)
	Endorsements from all 3 tiers of project management structures with international and national bioregional planning teams in place.

Project report showing where recommendations have been integrated into planning mechanisms at all 3 spheres of governance.

All recommendations well documented and integrated into IA implementation strategies.


	

	3. Protected Area Planning


	Integrated Management Plans, Concept Development Plans and Business Plans for each of the formally protected areas.

Integrated Management Plans, Concept Development Plans and Business Plans for all additional protected areas (i.e. informal, private and community-based).

A Transfrontier Park between Sehlabathebe National Park and the uKhahlamba Drakensberg Park World Heritage Site.


	
	

	4. Conservation Management


	Best practice guidelines and strategy for range management (fire and grazing) developed and mainstreamed.

Best practice guidelines and strategy for alien species control developed and mainstreamed.

Best practice guidelines and strategy for cultural heritage conservation developed and mainstreamed.

Best practice guidelines and strategy for path and track development and maintenance developed and mainstreamed.

Best practice guidelines and strategy for extractive resource use developed and mainstreamed.

Fifteen (15) community based pilot projects established.

Conservation strategies for species and habitat of special concern developed and mainstreamed (bearded vulture, oribi, forests, wetlands, cranes, threatened traditional-use taxa).

Conservation strategies for the conservation of cultural heritage sites of special significance.
	
	

	5. Community Involvement
	Establishment of EE program in the 4 IAs

Effective involvement of community structures in 15 pilot projects

Effective liaison between 6 formal PAs and affected communities


	
	

	6. Sustainable Livelihoods
	A bioregional tourism development plan

Business plans and funding for selected development opportunities and related infrastructural development requirements.

Markets and relevant agreements for the payment for environmental services.

	
	

	7. Institutional Development
	A capacity building programme for MDTP implementation within the Implementing Agencies and relevant stake-holders and roll-players.

Three inter-Departmental Provincial working groups formally established.

An exit strategy including the establishment of a facilitation agency. 


	
	


ANNEX I.  INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT AT SNP, LESOTHO    
Infrastructure Concept for Sehlabathebe National Park (Sample Only)
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ANNEX J.  PILOT PROJECTS (SA)    
Pilot Projects - MDTP, June 2005
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1. GREATER CLARENS STRATEGIC ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

· Implementation of a Strategic Environmental Assessment as a guard against injudicious land use tendencies, i.e. up-market housing estates with golf and equestrian centres.

· The potential of the area lies in the maintenance of the existing natural and cultural resource base and the current rural atmosphere that will accommodate appropriate nature- and culture-based tourism as an economic driver for the area.

2. GREATER CLARENS CONSERVANCY

· Six existing conservancies have the potential of consolidating a large portion of land in this strategically important portion of the MDTP area.  

· This will give us the opportunity of influencing management planning towards the conservation of natural and cultural resources while assisting with planning towards related tourism development.

· Other aspects such as security are also relevant to the area. 

· It is important to note that the SEA will assist to advise and prioritise our inputs into this area.

 16 June 2005. Met with: 

Sikhumbuzo Gurmede, Regional Office of MDTP, Free State;

Khumalo Nhlanhla, Department of Environmental Affairs & Tourism (DEAT);

Sipho Zulu, Water Issues, SANP, Golden Gate

Dtrek, Manager, Qua-Qua NP

We discussed DEAT and SANP community projects and then drove to Clarens.

There we met Mashinini who is helping to set up a second conservancy at Clarens which represents the township below the "White Village". The problems he mentioned were:

The project appears to have had virtually no impact and made only minimal inputs into this initiative. Sikhumbuzo has had little training in community development and gets little support from MDTP central office.

 3. SENTINEL CAR PARK/AMPHITHEATER NODE TOURISM CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

· The Traditional Authority in the area has been managing this facility for some time now and are keen to enhance its income generating potential of the facility through the development of a cableway to the top of the escarpment.

· This involves EKZNW as they manage the top of the Amphitheater, and Lesotho as part of the area to be accessed lies in Lesotho.  

· The MDTP have recognized their role as facilitators of the necessary process towards a sustainable solution to the dynamics associated with this initiative. 

4. UPPER uTHUKELA COMMUNITY-LED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PROJECT 

· Six communities involved in initiative led by FSG in collaboration with Bergwatch and UKZN Grassland Science focusing on land use and grazing management.

· Contract assigned and project commenced 1 December 2004.

5. UPPER uTHUKELA SOCIO-ECONOMIC ASSESSMENT

· The Mnweni cableway has been proposed for the area with a peer review of the feasibility study (stakeholder-driven) being completed. 

· The KZN Tourism authority ignored the recommendations of the steering committee and have proceeded to apply to DBSA for funding a second feasibility study. 

· MDTP have proposed a socio-economic assessment of the area to determine the most viable landuse options. 

· MDTP is trying to influence DBSA to broaden the KZN TA’s proposal.

6. NGELENGELE COMMUNITY CONSERVATION RESERVE

· Community conservation reserve – initiated by EKZNW – currently being assessed for intervention. 


7. HLATIKHULU VLEI LANDUSE ZONING

· The Hlatikulu Vlei Valley (HVV) buffers the uDP WHS and is a critical biodiversity and cultural hotspot and is subject to several development applications.

· Landowners have begun collaborating towards a holistic vision for landuse in the valley. 

· MDTP is funding the initial stakeholder process and baseline surveys leading towards a valley-wide landuse plan agreed to by all stakeholders. 

· This project will be used as an opportunity to develop public private partnership models and associated legal agreements (firstly the consolidation of the land itself and thereafter incorporation into the uDP WHS).

8. KAMBERG HERITAGE MANAGEMENT AND TOURISM DEVELOPMENT

· The Kamberg Valley is an important cultural heritage hotspot. 

· The project involves formalizing linkages between existing tourism initiatives, commercial farmers, local communities, heritage agencies and uDP WHS. 

· It will investigate the development of cultural heritage sites for tourism and formalizing agreements between the relevant stakeholders, including securing access to sacred sites by the local community members (living heritage sites). 

· The project will use this as an opportunity to develop a model of cultural heritage management.

9. PHOLELA/ORIBI CONSERVATION AREA

· The POCA is an initiative between commercial farmers and communal landowners working towards integrated landuse plan and conservation management. 

· Smaller projects within this initiative are being developed, focusing on: 

a) alien plants 

b) community-based capacity building for leadership 

c) anti-stocktheft fencing, and 

d) conservation management.

10. NTSIKENI-COLEFORD CORRIDOR CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN AND FEASIBILITY STUDY

· Ntsikeni and Coleford Nature Reserves are separated by a corridor of communal and private land in the Eastern Cape and KZN. 

· An existing initiative, The Umgano Project, has examined the tourism feasibility in part of this corridor resulting in a proposal to extend the feasibility to the entire corridor. 

· This initiative is very well supported by the community and stakeholders. 

· The MDTP will fund the broader feasibility study aiming towards a tourism development and landuse plan.

11. ST. BERNARD’S PEAK LANDUSE FEASIBILITY ASSESSMENT

· The area has been identified as critical towards achieving conservation targets for KZN and the bioregion and is potentially a southern extension to the uDP WHS and a buffer to Sehlabathebe National Park. 

· Existing landuse is primarily extensive stock farming but has become unviable due to stock theft problems. 

· This has resulted in a change in landuse to plantation forestry with resulting impacts on biodiversity and water production. 

· The potential exists to establish tourism as the preferred biodiversity-friendly landuse and the MDTP hopes to fund a feasibility study to examine these options. 

· This will include MDTP influencing the potential formalizing of the Thule Pass Road by Dept of Transport.

12. MATATIELE COMMONAGE PROCLAMATION AND MANAGEMENT PLAN

· The Matatiele Commonage (MC) is currently undergoing a process leading towards formal proclamation as a protected area by the local municipality and EKZNW. 

· The MDTP is facilitating an integrated management planning process and the appointment of an operational manager in collaboration with municipality by mid-2005. 

· MDTP budget has been assigned towards the salary of the manager and for conservation management for a year on condition the municipality agrees to continue paying thereafter.

13. MEHLODING/QACHAS NECK TRANSFRONTIER COMMUNITY TOURISM INITIATIVE

· The Mehloding Community Tourism Trust (MCTT) has been utilized in transfrontier contact with the Qacha’s Neck community in Lesotho to assess the feasibility of extending the Mehloding Horse and Hiking Trail Project into Lesotho. 

· The first meeting has taken place with another planned for Jan 2005. 

· The MDTP is facilitating transfrontier contact and will assist in necessary planning activities.

14. SOUTHERN DRAKENSBERG TRANSFRONTIER CONSERVATION AREA

· The SDTCA is an existing initiative to formalize transfrontier collaboration in the high-lying land between Rhodes and Ongeluksnek Nature Reserve, which is on the boundary of the MDTP project domain. 

· The SDTCA also includes a more regional tourism aspect in the Ugie, Maclear, Rhodes, Mount Fletcher area. 

The MDTP is currently assessing the feasibility of the SDTCA looking towards a possible extension of MDTP project domain to reflect the bioregion more accurately.
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� For Lesotho this component is combined with component (iv) Conservation Management inside protected.


� Maloti area = 1950000ha (65% of Lesotho land area)


� The three nodes include Sehlabathebe, Tśehlanyane and Sani Top.


� The five nodes are Botha-Bothe plateau, Tśehlanyane, Sehlabathebe, Sani Top and Liphofung.





