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Executive Summary and Recommendations

CARE Ghana commissioned a final evaluation of the CARE component of the Gwira Banso Joint Forest Management Project to assess extent of achievement, results and impact against Mid term review recommendations, the 3 result areas of the project and the log frame.

Project description and history

The Gwira Banso Joint Forest Management Project (GBJFM) is in its second phase.  DLH, GAP and SAX initiated and managed the first phase with DANIDA support.  It aimed to realize “a healthy forest capable of sustained production of timber and non-timber forest products” within the 16,000 ha timber concession lying between the Fure River and Draw Forest Reserve.  CARE became involved with the project in the second phase.  Its purpose was “increased ability of farm families and communities to implement sustainable land use practices in order to improve their livelihoods in the project area”.  The CARE component has three “result areas” as follows:

· Land use (management) guidelines for the project area agreed upon and implemented with the full and equitable participation of all stakeholders;

· Improved production and marketing of agricultural and Non Traditional Forest Products (NTFPs) from sustainable farm-forest system by farm families;

· Transparent and representative local social and political institutions organising together, to be able to articulate demands and access improved services from service providers

Findings – Project achievements against targets

Work following the 2002 Mid-term review and project management’s reorientation has been particularly successful.  Targets based on MTR recommendations and EOP projections were mostly met.  Comparatively more was achieved in development of Land Use Management Guidelines (Result Area One) and development of transparent and representative local social and political organisations (Result Area Three) than in improving production and marketing of agricultural and NTFPs (Result Area Two).  Substantial success in Result 3 was the pivot around which achievements could be realised for results 1 and 2.

Concrete results are:

· Community-level land use has been rationalised and documented in agreements between landowners and farmers, landholders and sharecroppers and in maps indicating the suitability of different areas for different types of crops.  Selected farmers were trained in the demarcation of farmlands and their plotting to produce the necessary maps that will be attachments to the agreements. 

· The rate of primary forest clearance has decreased while utilisation of secondary forest is on the increase.  This reflects increased land and tree tenure security and improved yields of plantain in the secondary forests.

· The knowledge base and skills of the farm families have increased.  They have been empowered to establish linkages with service providers.
· Livelihood diversification away from cocoa farming has commenced with positive market experiences in black pepper cultivation, cane, rattan, bamboo, and chewing stick production as well as beekeeping, fish-farming snail-farming, collection of allanblackia and thaumatococcus danielli.  This has improved commitment to conservation and protection of potential market winners. 

· A "Gwira Banso Communities Development and Natural Resource Management Foundation" has been established to manage the Community Development Fund and oversee natural resource management issues.  It has village level committees with defined roles and responsibilities.  It also has a Board, a Management Committee and a Project Advisory Group.
· The project has facilitated capacity building of farmer groups.  Through the process and rights-based approaches, farmers’ confidence and ability to negotiate with power brokers have been increased.  Farmers have demonstrated their ability to lead their own development process.  What is outstanding is increased demand for transparency and accountability from District level public officials.  The sharecroppers have also expressed commitment to reduction in the clearance of natural forest.
· Capacity in advocacy and participation in decision-making has been initiated by improving the communication between and among communities in addition to linkage with ​UCSON at the district level.
· Through the visibility of the GBJFM because of the organised and participatory nature of the farmers, natural resource management issues in the area are being considered in the DAs Medium Term Development Plan (MTDP) in addition to the Strategic Environmental Assessment of the GPRS.  In the same vein, the project area is benefiting from the DAs activities such as road construction and boreholes.  The Social Investment Fund (SIF) plans to build a clinic with nurses’ quarters.  The Village Infrastructure Fund (VIF) is being introduced to the area to build two (2) boreholes because the community can provide counterpart funds through the CDF.  The Community Water and Sanitation Department plans to build a 4-seater toilet for the school at Gwira Banso.  

There has been a win-win situation for project target group.  Project activities have benefited the primary target group.  Of course, men have benefited more.  However, there has been a massive improvement over what existed before.  The activities have raised gender equity and equality issues.  It has led to men becoming more responsive and sensitive to gender issues.  Women also are becoming more conscious, asserting themselves and demanding their rights but there is still more work to be done in a systematic ideological way.

Recommendations:

1. CARE should build efficiency indicators in the design of all ANR projects to facilitate monitoring and evaluation at different stages.

2. All tenancy agreements, sharecropper agreements, community landowner agreements developed through project interventions should be formally executed before the project ends.
3. A storage and retrieval system for agreements and important documents must be developed.
4. Land Use Management Guidelines should be formalised in a single document.  
5. To facilitate replication, the processes through which the LUMG were achieved should also be packaged for dissemination in various formats including reports for publication, manuals (including local-languages), visual documentaries and workshop presentations.  In addition, CARE must be proactive in working with CBOs and CSOs in replicating the project achievements.
6. CARE itself should adopt participatory processes in the components of its ANR programme.  
7. Clear and verifiable process indicators and M&E plan should be developed with appropriate follow-up mechanisms. Logframe designing should be considered seriously.

8. The CARE / FoN partnership and indeed future CARE partnerships need to be placed on a better contractual footing spelling out respective obligations and processes to be followed with greater clarity.  Successful partnerships with small local NGOs must proceed from recognition of capacity challenges and seek to develop this in the context of the overall partnership goal. 

9. Work should continue in growing the systems and structures of the CDF.  As an independent agency managing sustainable natural resource issues, it could become a CARE partner rather than protégé.  
10. SAX’ obligations to the CDF and communities should be properly documented and a scheme of reconciling felling and fund allocations put in place.  
11. More attention should be paid to recruitment, induction and training.  Project management should look for people with required technical competence and experience with participatory and people-oriented approaches to community development.  In addition, consideration must be given to candidates’ understanding of and commitment to combating inequality and inequity as the central drivers of poverty and underdevelopment.

12. Advocacy training needs to incorporate conflict resolution mechanisms.  This is because conflict is inherent in advocacy and training in advocacy or how to advocate for rights and access to resources alone is not enough.
13. Project communications with communities and stakeholders needs to be structured to prevent harmful misconceptions from spreading such as has happened in the chieftaincy dispute.  
14. In pursuance of collaborative partnerships, work should continue in strengthening UCSOND’s capacity and social outlook especially gender sensitivity and self-reliance.  
15. Training in cost/benefit analysis should be sustained and deepened to enable farmers apply principles to other ventures.
1.0 INTRODUCTION 

In November 2003, CARE Ghana commissioned Emelia Arthur (team leader) and Francis K. Odoom to conduct a terminal evaluation of the Gwira Banso Joint Forest Management Project (GBJFMP).  Both consultants are familiar with the forestry sector of Ghana and the GBJFMP.  Emelia Arthur was a member of the team that conducted the GBJFMP mid-term review in February 2002.  She also facilitated the project’s Stakeholder Review Workshop in September 2003.  Francis Odoom has worked in the forest sector for the past 28 years and was a member of the erstwhile steering committee of the GBJFMP.

This report sets out consultants’ findings.  Chapter 2 sets out the project context and design.  Chapter 3 describes the evaluation team findings on project implementation and performance.  Chapters 4 and 5 discuss the project implementation partnership and target group strategy respectively.  Concrete outputs and long-term effects are outlined in chapter 6.  Chapter 7 sets out project organization and management while chapter 8 analyses the monitoring and evaluation plan of project implementation.  Chapter 9 considers sustainability issues and chapter 10 outlines lessons learnt from project implementation.  Chapters 11 and 12 have conclusions and recommendations respectively.

The objectives of the evaluation
 were to:

a. assess extent of achievement of project implementation against Mid term review recommendations, the 3 result areas of the project and the log frame; 

b. assess results and impact against the project objectives and purpose using log frame indicators and baseline survey; 

c. assess the extent to which project implementation took into consideration poverty and gender issues; 

d. assess extent of sustainability, the ownership of project results by project communities and District Assembly and their ability to continue initiated activities and results beyond project period; 

e. assess partnerships developed in the project; 

f. evaluate factors which facilitated or hampered project implementation; and 

g. make recommendations to guide the formulation of future projects.

The actual evaluation was carried out between 13th November and 5th December 2003. 

Consultants’ reviewed the MTR report, the Baseline Survey, Revised Project Logframe (April 2001), the Stakeholder Review Workshop Report; six-monthly project implementation reports (PIR), post MTR activity plans and the Most Significant Change (MSC) stories prepared by the project team and several other pertinent documents.  

Evaluation Team also visited four operational project communities – Banso, Tabakrom, Jampere and Draw and interacted with a wide range of people (both project participants and non-participants), particularly in Draw.  Consultants’ visit to Tabakrom coincided with a training programme on surveying NTFPs.  This enabled Consultants to meet with a full cross representation of stakeholders from different communities, and institutions within the project area.
 They met with 46 (40 men, 6 women) stakeholders from 6 communities, and institutions within the project area.  These included members of the management structure of the “Gwira Banso Communities Development and Natural Resource Management Foundation” (previously known as the Community Development Fund, CDF) namely; the Management Committee (MC) and representatives of the Village Level Committees (VLC) and members of the Board; as well as the Project Advisory Group (PAG) at different times.  Meetings with the District Chief Executive (DCE), District Coordinating Director (DCD) and the District Planning Officer (DPO) of the Nzema East District Assembly (NEDA) were held as well.  The team also met with the stool landowners, the Regional Director of the Office of Administrator of Stool Lands (OASL), the regional directors of the Ministry of Food and Agriculture (MOFA) and the Forest Services Division.  The team also met with the United Civil Society of Nzema East District (UCSOND) as well as the coordinator for the GAP/DLH component.  The project team, and especially the project manager, provided invaluable information.

All persons contacted shared their assessments and opinions on the performance of the project enthusiastically with the team.  People demonstrated ownership of the process and results.  This facilitated the evaluation considerably.

2.0 PROJECT CONTEXT & DESIGN

2.1 Project Setting

2.1.1 Ghana’s Forest Resource Base

The total area of Ghana is about 23.9 million ha.  It is divided into two main ecological zones: the High Forest Zone (HFZ) of southern Ghana covering 8.2 million ha.  (34%) and the northern Savannah Zone (SZ) covering 15.7 million ha.  (66%). The high forest zone and the northern savannah merge into the forest transition zone (FTZ). 

Forest Reserves

The forest reserves in Ghana are forests specifically designated for management and protection by the Forestry Commission in perpetuity.  There are 266 forest reserves located in the HFZ with a total area of about 1.63 million ha.  Apart from the collection of NTFPs for subsistence use by the forest fringe communities, all other forest use rights within the reserves are controlled with permits that are issued at the discretion of the FC.

Non- Reserve Forests

Current government policy is to extend sustainable management practices to the forest areas outside reserves.  However, management plans are yet to be drawn to achieve this.  There is a high incidence of farming off-reserve, which can be expected to increase with population growth unless deliberately checked.  The off-reserve resource accounts for over 50% of timber and NTFPs. 

Deforestation
Ghana’s forests are fast degrading.  Total forest cover has shrunk from about 8.2 million hectares to 1.8 million hectares a decline of 84% in less than a hundred years.  The current deforestation rate within the HFZ is estimated at 220 km2 per annum, while the national rate is estimated at 650 km2 per annum.  About 85% of the forest reserves in the HFZ are in various forms of degradation and there is a great shortage of wood for all purposes.  Deforestation in the HFZ if unchecked will have disastrous consequences for the over 70% of the rural people that depend on the forest resources for their livelihood as well as the timber industry that contributes significantly to the national economy and generates employment for about 100,00 workers. 

Forest degradation has been caused by under-pricing of resources; poor institutional arrangements within the sector resulting in overlapping of responsibilities and black holes; alienation of the forest fringe communities through denial of access to resources and benefits e.g. exclusion and inequitable distribution of the revenue from forests resources and lack of rights to benefit commercially from forest resources.

Deforestation in the HFZ if unchecked will have serious consequences for the over 70% of the rural people that depend on the natural resources for their livelihood as well as the timber industry that contributes significantly to the national economy and generates employment to several workers.

Community Forest Management

Deforestation and forest fringe community poverty can only be combated by strategies that involve forest fringe communities in the decision making, control and management of the resource base, equitable benefit sharing schemes, and security of tree and land tenure.  This set of strategies is what is loosely termed Community Forest Management or CFM.

In 1994 a new forest and wildlife policy supportive of participatory forest management was promulgated.  The overall aim of the new policy is “the conservation and sustainable development of the nation’s forest and wildlife resources for the maintenance of environmental quality and perpetual flow of optimum benefits to all segments of society”.  Progress in institutionalising and mainstreaming CFM within the Forestry Services Division (FSD) of the Forestry Commission (FC) has been slow with low interaction levels between stakeholders.  The Commission’s CFM activities have focused on the establishment of community-based organisations (CBOs) referred to as community forest committees (CFCs) in pilot areas and the building of local capacity in support of sustainable forest management and sustainable livelihoods.  The process and relationship aspects (e.g., networking CBOs with each other, with markets, and with other government agencies) as well as the improvement of the political-legal environment in which CBOs operate are yet to be developed fully.

2.1.2 The Gwira Banso Forest 

The Area

The Gwira Banso Stool land covers about 50,000 hectares of the HFZ in the Western Region between the Draw River Forest Reserve to the south and the Fure Forest Reserve to the north.  Samartex Timber Company (SAX) has a Timber Utilization Contract (TUC) covering about 16,500 hectares to the north of the stool land.  1999 estimates indicate that there are about 600 farm families scattered throughout the SAX concession with an estimated population of about 4000.

The vegetation in the area is classified as wet evergreen with a bi-modal annual rainfall of about 1600mm.  The soils are acidic, poor in nutrients and highly leached particularly in areas cleared of the natural forest.  With the exception of alluvial soils in the riverine sites, the area is unsuitable for intensive agriculture.

Land and Tree Tenure

Land and tree tenure are issues for farmers in the project area.  Farm boundaries are not well-defined.  Tenancies are not properly documented.  Landowners do not have the capacity to monitor land use in respect of vast stretches of their land.

Farmers do not benefit from nurturing trees.  Timber rights are vested in the state, which has in turn allocated SAX a concession.  Timber harvesting damages farmers’ crops.  Farmers receive little or no compensation for such damage.

Landowners also recover forestlands not cleared for farming within three years of allocation.  This puts pressure on farmers to destroy the forest faster than they might otherwise have done.  Property owners prefer cocoa and even grant a three-year exemption from the payment of rent as incentive to cocoa farming.  Landowners do not have the capacity to monitor land use in respect of vast stretches of their land

2.2 Project Concept and History

The Gwira Banso Joint Forest Management Project (GBJFM) is a Danida-funded project initiated by Ghana Primewoods Products Ltd (GAP) and DLH A/S (a Danish timber trading company) in September 1995. 

A worldwide surge in environmental consciousness at the time had made sustainable forest management a tool for marketing timber and wood products.  This coupled with local social responsibility agreements (SRA) requirements for the allocation of TUC stimulated GAP and DLH to initiate the project.  The project was designed to encourage farmers to intensify agriculture, plant and nurture trees on their farms and improve their livelihoods.  This would eventually check deforestation and enable the companies to acquire the requisite certification of their products.

The project went through two phases. 

2.2.1 Phase 1 – DLH/GAP Component (1996 – 1999)

The first phase was initiated and managed by DLH in association with GAP and SAX.  DANIDA (Private Sector Development Programme)
, DLH and GAP provided funds.  The project aim was to realize “a healthy forest capable of sustained production of timber and non-timber forest products”. 

The objectives of the first phase component are as follows
:

1. Preparation of a land-use plan as a framework for forest and farming activities in the project areas

2. Development of sustainable forest management methods based on the reality of the project area

3. Development and implementation of technology for low impact logging.

4. Identification of lesser-used species to increase the number of timber species presently being used by GAP/SAX.

5. Based on the identification of some promising timber species develop initiatives on processing, trial shipments and other marketing activities designed to add value….  Link to produce, market and sell three new timber species

6. Test and adapt criteria and indicators for SFM being developed in Ghana in a GAP/SAX concession area.  … link to green certification

7. Identification of both exotic and indigenous timber trees which are suited for planting and transfer nursery and planting skills to farmers.

A project review in August 1998 concluded that Phase One had initiated a highly complex and sensitive process.  By 1999, the project was reporting progress towards: 

i. Defining and delimiting the timber resources;

ii. Developing a socio-economic and botanical profile of the area;

iii. Undertaking a survey of farm boundaries using chain and compass technique;

iv. Introduction of agro forestry interventions in farming areas (e.g. pepper and kola in association with timber trees);

v. Experimentation with alternative income generating activities for farmers (some of which related to forest management e.g. bee keeping);

vi. Providing a system of incentives to farmers to plant timber trees and protect standing timber;

vii. Initiation of a Community Development Fund (CDF) through contribution of $5 for every cubic metre of wood extracted from the concession (in addition to its statutory “social responsibility” obligations); and

viii. Successful negotiation with Gwira Banso Chief to stop a further inflow of migrants.

“The review projected that a further 3-year phase (1999 - 2001) would generate $165,000 annually from logging translating to USD 16,500 to the CDF every year.  This would render the project sustainable.  Accordingly, in early 1999 an application was made to DANIDA for support for an additional 3-year phase.” 

2.2.2 Phase II – DLH/GAP and CARE Components (1999 – 2003)

CARE became involved with the project in its second phase with funding from DANIDA NGO framework.  DLH/GAP focused on plantation management and the search for realistic and sustainable economic incentives to ensure that farmers maintain trees (and thus timber production) on their land.  CARE was tasked to address the agricultural, technical and community development needs of the project area and to increase the capacity of individual farmers and local institutions to implement economically, ecologically and socially sustainable land use practices, which support forest maintenance in an integrated forest/farm system.  Working guidelines agreed
 in June 1999 spelled out joint programming principles, management structure, functions and management principles.  The Guidelines emphasised that the links and synergies between the CARE and DLH/GAP components were “many and fundamental”. 

The DLH/GAP component ended in June 2003.  The CARE component ends in December 2003. 

The project goal, purpose and anticipated outputs (result areas) are as follows:

Goal:

To promote the management of natural resources which is ecologically, economically and socially sustainable in the Gwira Banso Stool area.

Purpose:

Increased ability of farm families and communities to implement sustainable land use practices in order to improve their livelihoods in the project area

Results Areas (Outputs):

1. Land use (management) guidelines for the project area agreed upon and implemented with the full and equitable participation of all stakeholders

2. Improved production and marketing of agricultural and Non Traditional Forest Products (NTFPs) from sustainable farm-forest system by farm families

3. Transparent and representative local social and political institutions organising together, to be able to articulate demands and access improved services from service providers

Mid-Term Review

A mid-term review (MTR) conducted in February 2002 noted that the CARE component had made significant progress and had a positive effect on the farm households and communities.  The MTR report concluded that:

· “Some important foundations have been established to support the work on land use management guidelines.” 

· There had been some progress in linking farmers with suppliers of farm inputs through farmers’ group formation.  Sensitisation work had also been done on NRM issues. 

· A start had been made regarding transparent and representative local social and political institutions organising together.  Some sensitisation work had taken place.  Communities had agreed approaches to percentage sharing of the CDF.  However, there was no clear programme for building a CBO voice on NRM issues. 

End of project (EOP) projections

Accordingly and with a view to evolving new strategies to move forward on all three result areas simultaneously, the MTR report recommended the following achievable end of project (EOP) position.

Process of land use management guidelines and farm/forest planning

· Guidelines (developed and endorsed by major stakeholders) available;
· Application of guidelines piloted across different land management situations –farmer level, group resource management, community level.
Improved production and marketing of agricultural products & NTFPs

· Farmers getting a better return on their investment through value addition e.g.  small farm based processing units operating;
· An across the project area approach to black pepper marketing;
· All farmers having access to information on improved technologies; and
· Resource surveys on NTFPs to complement timber tree information from stock surveys (96-99).
Transparent and representative local, social and political institutions

· Farm households through networked community level structures have increased visibility and voice (farmers groups may play a part in this); 
· CBOs on NRM stimulated in the 16 communities with effective links to decentralised government structures; and
· United Civil Society Organisation of Nzema East District (UCSON) would develop a working relationship with CBOs in project area.
3.0 FINDINGS: PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION & PERFORMANCE

3.1 Project Benchmarks

Project achievements were to have been assessed against targets derived from the project logframe, baseline survey, and MTR recommendations / EOP projections.  The Stakeholder Review Workshop report also served as a major basis for assessing performance. 

The project logframe and baseline survey were problematic:

· Neither the original logframe nor the May 2001 revised version described activities and set out measurable OVIs.  Thus, there was no clear link between activities undertaken prior to the MTR and project results.  Activities for the respective Results Areas were developed only after the MTR based on a view about what would be achievable by December 2003 but the OVIs were not reviewed as recommended by the MTR.  MTR recognised the lack of specificity and measurability of the OVIs and recommended a review for continued work.  Considering time limitations to end of project, the project team rather focussed on developing activities leading to the achievements of MTR EOP projections. 

· There was no Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) plan linked to the OVIs to allow for project implementation monitoring and evaluation based on the logframe.  However, the implementers of the project devised a systematic way of capturing lessons from project implementation and feeding them back into the project management process through Project Monitoring Tools (PMTs), Most Significant Changes MSCs), monthly reports, group meetings and several reflective events such as stakeholder workshops on project activities to document lessons learnt and monitoring impact of processes. 

· The baseline survey was conducted only after commencement of project implementation in March 2001.  The results of the survey therefore cannot form the basis for comparison of the state of affairs before the project began and at the time of completion.  It is however useful for a comparison and analysis of the status between then and now.

Targets based on MTR recommendations and EOP projections were largely met.  The evaluation team witnessed activities representing achievement of EOP targets such as training on NTFP Resource Surveys and preparations towards the inauguration of the CDF and its structures. 

3.2
General Observations

An important achievement has been the implementation of a participatory system for developing community-based Land Use Management Guidelines (LUMG).  This process has enabled a phenomenal level of community self-engagement, development of new channels of communication and vision sharing that has laid a basis for collective resolution of many fundamental social issues surrounding natural resource management in the area.  These include ownership of and access to resources, equity and tenure, dissemination of best practices and value addition and marketing. 

Another important achievement is the development of the capacity (skills and knowledge base) of community groups to collaboratively analyse problems, develop interventions and also demand and negotiate for services.  The process has developed local systems and structures for joint natural resource management.

Comparatively more was achieved in development of Land Use Management Guidelines (Result Area One) and development of transparent and representative local social and political organisations (Result Area Three) than in improving production and marketing of agricultural and NTFPs (Result Area Two). 

The period after the MTR has been particularly successful.  This is explained as follows:

· Project management was able to use the MTR to reorganise what was originally just an environmental awareness creation and extension service project towards a community-led development project using a process and rights-based approach.

· Management used the MTR to review staffing requirements to strengthen leadership in relation to the three key Result Areas.

· Management fully adopted a process approach involving joint problem analysis, and intervention structures.

· Project management developed a programme of activities to achieve MTR EOP projections.  This programme was derived from the project purpose and Result Areas set out in the logframe but were not necessarily linked to the Objectively Verifiable Indicators (OVIs).  In the execution of the activities however, achievable OVIs have been attained.  Others are more realistically attainable in the medium to long terms – post project period.

The guiding principle was a preference for a process of capacity building over service delivery, which restored people’s power and rights.  The strategy involved farmer group capacity building at various levels, collaboration and partnerships between CBOs and CSOs, and the promotion of equitable representation (gender, migrants, indigenes, landholders, landowners, sharecroppers, local government officials and technical officials).  The target group was mainly migrant farmers; sharecrop farmers and women - the most vulnerable and marginalized groups in the area.  However, activities were also directed at all other stakeholders in the project area especially the Traditional Authorities, District Assembly, FSD and MOFA.  The main collaborative partners were the five operational communities (and adjoining communities), MOFA, FSD, OASL, NEDA and UCSON.  The project had a contractual partnership with Friends of the Nation (FoN), a local environmental NGO.

3.3 Performance of main project components (Result Areas)

The level of achievements and reasons accounting for them are described below.  It is important to note though that the progress of one result area sometimes depended on the progress of another.  Substantial success in Result 3 was the pivot around which achievements could be realised for results 1 and 2.  Table 1 sets out the details of assessment of the result areas.

3.3.1 Result 1 - Land Use (management) Guidelines 

This component was a response to:

· inadequate understanding of the capacity of the soils in the project area leading to improper use (mostly cocoa cultivation) and poor farm outcomes and rapid destruction of the natural forest;

· unsatisfactory land tenure arrangements that discouraged farmers (especially tenant farmers) from investment of resources in sustainable NRM

· mass immigration to the area of settler farmers; haphazard development of farms often without the knowledge and approval of land owners and conflicts between farmers and landowners.

The project’s aim was to get stakeholders to discuss the above issues and agree on and implement a scheme of land use that would reduce clearance of the natural forest; improve land and tree tenure security for farmers and promote farm families’ diversifying their production systems to fit into the forest ecology based on short, medium and long term cash flow analysis.

.

Post MTR activities envisaged included:

· Workshops in 5 communities to discuss outcome of vision building exercise with key stakeholders and to get community inputs into vision building for Community Based Natural Resource Management (CBNRM) in Gwira Banso

· Facilitate communities and stakeholders to develop strategies, action plan and milestones for achieving vision

· Facilitate two stakeholder workshops to evaluate status of vision building
· Assess channels of communication and feedback systems among CBOs in 5 communities in project area

· Undertake training for representatives of CBOs, VLCs and communities to develop and improve upon local feedback systems

· Assess performance of feedback systems through quarterly community meetings

· Facilitate the formation of district-based project advisory group to oversee the management of the LUMG development process

· Capacity building workshop for the project advisory group and CBO structures

· Coordinate quarterly meetings of PAG and CBO to review performance

Activities planned under this result area were all undertaken with the exception of two stakeholder workshops intended to evaluate the status of the vision building process.  A process set in place to develop Land Use Management Guidelines was also to provide the opportunity for the people of Gwira Banso to evolve a common vision for community-based natural resource management. The process is in progress but they have not developed a common vision yet. Communities and stakeholders have developed strategies and action plan to achieve the common vision. The project did an assessment of and conducted training for CBOs and VLC representatives on communication channels and feedback systems as part of the process of developing effective communication channels and networking between and among CBOs and communities. 

This result area has mostly been achieved especially for the first part.   While an aggregated LUMG document does not yet exist the framework for developing one has been agreed by all stakeholders. Land use, land and tree tenure agreements and benefit sharing agreements between landowners and tenant farmers, tenant farmers and sharecroppers and community forest and the landowners, have been reached with full and equitable participation of all stakeholders. As indicated in box 1 below, all three chieftaincy factions have met in a workshop with migrant and sharecrop farmers and other stakeholders to discuss and negotiate the agreements.  These are yet to be formally endorsed and executed.  

Community-based land demarcation training has taken place although some further training on area measurement is needed.  While plan utilisation is not widespread, a small number of long-term residents, who have experienced the decline in cocoa yield, have planted black pepper and cola and have started matching species with site.  

A total of 254,295 different tree and cash crop species have been planted over the period.  As illustrated in Figure 1, the number of trees planted rose from an annual figure of about 20,000 plants in 1996 to a peak of 70,000 in 1998, declining to 19,000 in 2001 and picks up again to about 26,000 in 2002.  There is a growing interest in black pepper since the first harvest in 2003 was sold at a higher price per kilo than cocoa (¢30,000 compared to ¢9,000 for cocoa).

Figure 1.  Tree Planting pattern
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Box 1: Constructive engagement of power structures


The deforestation rate of the primary forests has increased since 1999 but at a slower pace from clearance of 3 hectares to a quarter of a hectare annually by project participants.  However, the rate of clearance and use of secondary forest has increased during the same period.

3.3.2 Result 2 – Improved production and marketing of agricultural and NTFPs

This component addressed the problems of low diversity in agricultural production; low income, low cocoa productivity and consequent extensive land use, lack of value addition options to farm and forest products and marketing opportunities.  This objective has been partially achieved.  Very important progress has been made in the introduction of new techniques.  Following successful sales of black pepper at favourable prices (¢30,000 / kilo compared to ¢9,000 / kilo for cocoa) black pepper production is developing across the project area.  Some of the farmers have also embarked on large scale NTFP production.  The NTFPs include canes, rattan, thaumatococcus danielli, allanblackia chewing sticks, snails, beekeeping and fish farming.

The post MTR envisaged activities included:

· Review information available on land/soil/crop suitability for project area in conjunction with MOFA and farmer groups

· Assist farmers to use information on crop suitability and cost benefit analysis of short, medium and long term production systems to design farm management plans

· Facilitate farmers’ ability to select and implement appropriate techniques for farm-forest integration

· Enhance farmer groups capacity to access new initiatives for on-farm NTFPs production

· Facilitate exploration of market opportunities and access to markets for value added farm produce, timber residues and NTFPs

· Undertake survey of cost effective value addition enterprises appropriate for farm produce, timber residues and NTFPs

· Facilitate farmer groups to acquire skills in adding value to farm and forest produce

· Facilitate farmer groups and federations to develop systems for sharing information on best practices

· Monitor and document successful farm – forest practices

· Compile relevant technical information in agro forestry to guide and give support to farmers

With the exception of compilation of relevant technical information in agro-forestry to guide and give support to farmers, all the activities planned under this section have been either partially or fully achieved.  Activities in relation to review of information on land, soil and crop suitability; facilitation of farmers’ ability to select and implement appropriate techniques for farm-forest integration and capacity building for new initiatives of on-farm NTFP production were fully executed.  Other activities fully executed were market surveys and cost benefit analysis as well as a survey on cost effective value addition enterprises (small levels of cassava processing – gari and cassava flour).  Assistance to farmers to use cost-benefit and crop suitability analysis for short, medium and long-term production systems is in progress.  Facilitating farmer groups to acquire skills in adding value to farm/forest produce and monitor and document successful farm/forest practices are also ongoing.  No substantive farm-based enterprise is going on yet except some cassava processing into gari and flour.

Significant progress was achieved in the area of improved agricultural production techniques.  Techniques have been adopted across project area and the different ethnic groups.  The greatest success has been amongst women engaged in planting plantain in secondary forest and vegetable farming.  Farmer-to-farmer extension has also been remarkably successful.  Farmer linkages with inputs and service centres have also improved.  For example, farmers are now able to travel to the Plant Genetic Resource Centre at Bunso to purchase nutmeg seedlings themselves rather than depending on the project team as they used to.  There has been some diversification of production.  Low volume high value products such as black pepper, cola and nutmeg farming have increased.  However, extensive cocoa cultivation continues and most farm families are still dependant upon cocoa production.  Collective marketing for agricultural produce is developing.  Training has been offered in market analysis and cost-benefit analysis.  Such skills are yet to be put into practice.  With the exception of some cassava, processing (gari and flour) small-scale, farm-based processing units are not in place.  Training in resource surveys including the inventory of NTFPs is ongoing.  Market surveys and training were conducted in collaboration with BARNET in respect of the cultivation, processing and management of bamboo.

3.3.3 Result 3 - Transparent and Representative Institutions 

This result area was in response to the weakness of local structures and lack of systems for local people to engage in decision-making processes concerning NRM.  Work in this result area improved remarkably after the MTR. 

Activities developed are:
· Making linkages between groups and external stakeholders

· Promoting regular meetings and interaction among farmer groups to share information on activities and social issues.

· Identifying service providers and facilitating linkages between groups and service providers

· Strengthening linkages between communities and Assemblyman and District Assembly

· Reviewing and finalising CBO constitution to include recommendations from PAG and added scope of support for NRM

· Capacity building for VLC, MC and CBO Board to implement and manage fund.

· Monitoring and reviewing performance of CBO and build capacity in relevant areas

· Stakeholders workshop to develop M&E plan for project and GBCNRM Foundation activities

· Capacity building for stakeholders to monitor implementation of project activities

· Quarterly community, CBO and stakeholders meetings to assess progress made and report changes in stakeholders’ domain 

· 2 Stakeholder workshops to review project activities in 3 result areas

· Quarterly partnership review meeting with FoN

· Final Project evaluation
All activities planned were undertaken.  The Community Development Fund established by SAX has been restructured into a “Gwira Banso Communities Development and Natural Resource Management Foundation”.  The establishment of the Foundation involved transferring management of the fund from a defunct steering committee to broader project area based management.  In practice, the Foundation’s scope of work has evolved from simple fund management to include natural resource management issues though this is not yet captured in the Foundation’s constitution.  An advisory board with representation from the chiefs, MC, DA and farmers has been constituted.  Their systems and ability to carry out their mandate are yet to be tested since the CDF has not been implemented yet.  It appears that the Foundation is ready to take up the challenge.

Subsequent to the CBO profiling and group dynamics exercises, the project organised group capacity assessment to ascertain 33 CBOs’ capabilities.  The CBOs were assisted to draw annual action plans and develop a directory of service providers.  The CBOs have made linkages with service providers, the DA and local government representatives.  

The project facilitated the networking of CSOs and CBOs in the district.  The 29 CBOs in Gwira Banso have now become the fourth zone of the United Civil Society Organisation of Nzema East District (UCSOND) that had served as an umbrella organisation of civil society and community-based organisations in the three other zones of the Nzema East district.  Gwira Banso has an elected officer on the district executive committee.  UCSOND and the project have collaborated in organising the district forum and citizen participation in DA’s operations.  DA officials were taken to the project area to explain the revenue, expenditure and budget processes of the Assembly.  The project and UCSOND jointly organised advocacy training for their member organisations.  They also participated in the market survey and analysis.  Cooperation with the Project has strengthened UCSOND.  UCSOND are involved in the DA’s fee fixing exercise for local levies on livelihood groups.  However, UCSOND is not showing any evidence for all the capacity building it has benefited from, which was aimed to make it proactive and dynamic in building a CBO voice at the district level.  There is need for more work in building their capacity and knowledge on gender and poverty issues to enable them advocate properly on behalf of their member organisations.

There is objective evidence of collective decision-making, regular consultation and collaboration among stakeholders.  All stakeholders expressed satisfaction with the level and extent of collective decision-making.  There are well-organised and networked community level structures and systems in place.  A newly constituted Project Advisory Group is in place.  Community relationship with the District Assembly has improved, though there is still some discontent about road construction.  According to the DCE, the responsibility for the road construction is with the Department of Feeder Roads.  The DA only presents the case of the project area to the latter.  This vital information appears not to be known to the farmers in the project area.  This reflects poor communication and resultant misunderstandings about the roles and responsibilities of the DA in road construction.  Collaboration with DA has led to integration of NGO activities and NRM issues into the DA’s medium term development plan.  The project will also be included in the DA’s Strategic Environmental Assessment of the GPRS.  The project also gives capacity-building support to UCSON.  Extensive capacity building has been done for the farmer groups.  They are now confident to articulate demands and negotiate access to resources.  For example, a group at Tabakrom has been accessing rural banking services.  There has also been considerable networking between CBOs/NGOs in forestry-related projects in the area – Forest Forum.

3.4 Unintended Outcomes

The project has witnessed some unintended beneficial outcomes.  For example, selected farmers have been trained in community-based land demarcation methods.  This drastically cuts down on cost and time and simplifies technical problems.  The process has fostered cooperation to the point where landholders involved in the programme have begun opening up their common boundaries to facilitate the survey.  The community has also achieved a consensus on change of certain local land use arrangements.  For example, Land owners no longer insist on recovering lands not cleared for farming within 2 to 3 years of allocation.  The need to execute agreements on landholdings with the tenant farmers and advance community forest management has spurred the resolution of the Chieftaincy dispute in the area.

A farmer has extended the technique of planting of Black Pepper to Nsokor in the Brong Ahafo Region.

Because of the level of organisation and dynamism of the farmer groups, the DA has promoted certain development projects in the area including the first borehole at Gwira Banso.  The Social Investment Fund (SIF) plans to build a clinic with nurses’ quarters at a cost of 360m Cedis with the communities bearing 10% of the cost in cash or kind.  The Village Infrastructure Fund (VIF) is to build two (2) boreholes since the community can provide counterpart funds through the CDF.  The Community Water and Sanitation plans to build a 4-seater toilet for the school at Gwira Banso.  

3.5 Factors Affecting Performance

Several factors have retarded progress.  These include the protracted Chieftaincy dispute that delayed the signing of the community agreements on tree and land tenure leading to increase in clearance of natural forest.  Farmer pessimism and uncertainty about the likely returns on alternative crops has also slowed the adoption of new crops such as black pepper, cola and nutmeg.  The failure of FDPC to fulfil promises made in the first phase of the project to support tree-tending costs affected interest in tree planting adversely.  The arrivals of new sharecroppers and increased demand for land for food crops have also created pressures that militate against project success.  It accelerated natural forest clearance Finally, until its recent abolishment, the 2-year rule and land and tree tenure insecurity greatly hindered community commitment to the project.

In addition, deplorable road conditions and an inadequate road network hamper marketing of especially food crops in the project area lying to the south of Tabakrom. 

On the other hand, the change in implementation strategy and process sped up project achievements in all the three result areas.  The farmers and other stakeholders (MOFA, OASL, NEDA, FSD etc) have been talking about contentment with the processes to date.

Table 1: Performance Review – Result Areas against OVIs

	Result Area
	Current status
	Factors affecting progress

	1. Land use (management) guidelines agreed upon and implemented with the full and equitable participation of all stakeholders
	Mostly achieved

· Largely for the first part of the result area

· A LUMG document does not exist yet

· Framework for developing LUMG agreed by all stakeholders

· Various land use, land and tree tenure agreements reached with full and equitable participation of all stakeholders but yet to be signed

· Community-based Land demarcation training done (some further training on area measurement needed)

· There is no empirical evidence of large-scale implementation of land use, however, a small number of people, mainly those who have stayed in the area long enough to experience the retrogression in cocoa yield, have planted black pepper, cedrella, mahogany, cola etc and have started matching species with site.

· Total of 254,295 different tree and cash crop species planted over the period (it rose from about 20,000 plants in 1996 to a peak of 70,000 plants in 1998 followed by a decline to 19,000 in 2001 and picks up again to about 26,000 in 2002)

· But there is a growing interest in black pepper when the first harvest in 2003 was sold at a higher price than cocoa (one kilo of black pepper is ¢30,000 compared to ¢9,000 for cocoa)

· Generally, there has been an increase in the reduction of natural forest but at a slower pace between 1999 and 2003.

· At the same time, there has been an increase in the clearance and use of secondary forest during the period 1999 to 2003.

Unintended Outcomes:

· Community-based representative land demarcation team - Trained local people for land demarcation who in turn train others cutting down cost, time and technicalities.

· Process has built cooperation to the extent that landholders are opening up their common boundaries because they are involved themselves.

· Consensus on change of certain local land use arrangements e.g. abolition of the 2 year rule 

· The project has assisting in the resolution of the Chieftaincy dispute in the area to facilitate the signing of agreements on landholdings with the tenant farmers in addition to community forest management.
	· Chieftaincy dispute
· Uncertainty of majority of the farmers about returns on alternative crops and therefore and accepted project concept
· Arrival of new sharecroppers
· Need for land for food crops
· Decline in trees due to unfilled FPDC promises to support tree tending costs, 2/3 year rule, land and tree tenure insecurity (mixed signals)


	2.Improved production and marketing Agricultural & NTFPs from sustainable farm-forest systems by farm families
	Partially achieved 

· Very important progress on improved production techniques (predominantly on agricultural crops) made.  Knowledge and Uptake of the techniques across project area (including new arrivals) is very high, particularly for planting of plantain in secondary forest and vegetables (women farmers).

· Farmer to farmer extension is remarkable

· Farmers have been linked with input service centres. 

· Livelihoods are still largely focused on extensive cocoa production.  Some diversification of production activities going on – low volume high value products such as black pepper, cola and nutmeg.

· Organised group marketing for agricultural produce

· Though farmer groups have been trained and conducted market surveys and cost benefit analysis, there is no evidence yet of direct application and benefit.

· Small farm based processing units not fully in place yet except some cassava processing (gari and flour)

· NTFPs (rattan, cane, thaumatococcus, allanblackia and bamboo) market surveys conducted and collaboration with BARNET in training in cultivation, processing and management of bamboo.

· Training on resource surveys on NTFPs ongoing. 

Unintended outcomes

· A farmer has extended the technique of planting of Black Pepper to Nsokor in the Brong Ahafo Region.
	· Adoption of techniques depends on farmers - some were pessimistic.  Practical field demonstration of techniques by progressive farmers is required for the uptake of the techniques.
· Deplorable conditions of the roads and poor road network in the area have hampered marketing of farm produce especially concerning food crops. 



	3. Transparent and representative local, social and political institutions organising together, to be able to articulate demands and access improved services from service providers
	Mostly achieved

· There is adequate evidence of collective decision-making, regular consultation and collaboration among stakeholders.  All stakeholders are content about the level and extent of collective decision-making.

· Well-organised and networked community level structures and systems in place: PAG, CDF implemented, scope expanded and foundation established for participatory and transparent fund management as well as dealing with CBNRM issues – constitution, Board, MC, VLCs and various livelihood groups.  VLCs and MC yet to be inaugurated.  Fund disbursement has not started yet so system not tested.

· Community access to District Assembly has improved, though some discontents exists, specifically on the road construction because of lack of understanding of role and responsibility of the DA and the DA not communicating effectively to the communities on this.  There is need for improvement of communication between DA’s office and the communities.

· Collaboration with DA has led to integration of NGO activities and NRM issues into the DA’s medium term development plan.  The project will also be included in the DA’s Strategic Environmental Assessment of the GPRS.

· Working relationship established between UCSON and CBOs.  Project also giving support to UCSON in capacity building.

· Extensive capacity building done for farmer groups leading to confidence to articulate demands and negotiate to access resources – group accessing banking services (loan)

· Networking with NGOs in forestry-related projects in the area – Forest Forum 
	· Improved collaboration between project team and stakeholders through different mechanisms – workshops, project visits etc


3.6 Achievement of Immediate Objective (Project Purpose)

Cocoa has been the mainstay of the project area for many years.  Due to soil unsuitability, yields have decreased steadily impoverishing the farm families in the area.  Farmers have responded with more intensive clearance of prime forest in search of more fertile land.  Farmers have not pursued the option of growing crops better adapted to soil qualities because of tenure insecurities and uncertainty about markets for new crops.  Coordinated progress in the three Result Areas is necessary to turn the situation around towards the achievement of the project purpose, which envisaged an “increased ability of farm families and communities to implement sustainable land use practices in order to improve their livelihoods in the project area”.

In project implementation the link between the three result areas and the project purpose has been made consistently.  The purpose can only be achieved in the medium to long term.  However progress on the various result areas indicate clearly that things are on track.  Many farm families have been exposed to Sustainable Agricultural Production (SAP) techniques, which is part of the LUMG yet to be aggregated.  There has been a general agreement among all stakeholders on Sustainable Resource Management (SRM) practices.  Many farm families have started implementing such SRM practices.  Total acceptance and implementation by the farmers is expected to happen after 2003 when the LUMG would have been aggregated and available to all and community agreements signed to ensure land tenure security.  CBOs and institutions necessary to facilitate sustainable land use practices are effectively participating in the management of natural resources through the VLCs, stakeholder workshops and LUMG process.  This has been one of the highlights of the project implementation.  The few farmers who were progressive enough to plant black pepper can be said to have some livelihood security for the next 40 years barring any unexpected happenings. 

Conclusions

It is too early to assess the achievement of the Project Purpose.  Implementation of activities under the respective result areas accelerated significantly after the MTR in 2002 (i.e. about a year ago) suggesting that within five-year period concrete and sustainable achievements can be expected.

Table 2: Progress: Purpose against OVIs

	Project Purpose
	OVI
	Current progress/status

	Increased ability of farm families and communities to implement sustainable land use practices in order to improve their livelihoods in the project area


	Farm families practising agreed sustainable agriculture practices (SAP)
	Partially achieved

Many farm families have been exposed to SAP techniques.  There has been a general agreement among all stakeholders on SRM practices, which are being implemented by many farm families.  The SAP is part of the LUMG under preparation.  Total acceptance and implementation by the farmers is expected to happen after 2003 when the LUMG would have been aggregated and available to all and community agreements established with the landowners signed to ensure land tenure security.

	
	Community based organisations/ institutions have effective involvement in the management of natural resources
	Fully achieved

This has been one of the highlights of the project implementation.  All identifiable CBOs are very well organised and deeply involved in project activities.

	
	Farm families reporting positive change in their livelihood security
	Partially Achieved

Though the LUMG and tree and land tenure/ benefit sharing agreements have been reached among all stakeholders, these have not been endorsed yet due to the chieftaincy dispute.  People have been talking about contentment with the processes to date.  The few who were progressive enough to plant black pepper are can be said to have some livelihood security for the next 40 years (black pepper has a 40-year life span).  This OVI however is achievable in the long-term.


4.0 PARTNERSHIPS

4.1 CARE’s Partnership Strategy

Partnerships – contractual and collaborative - in project implementation are a general strategy for all DANIDA funded programmes.  Not much had been achieved by GBJFMP in this direction prior to the MTR.  Hence, the MTR report recommended greater focus on partnership with civil society organisations.  As CARE moves from project to programme implementation, it plans to utilise a partnership approach to maintain linkages with GBJFMP in its new Forest Livelihoods and Rights for Sustainable Natural Resource Management (FOREST) programme. 

CARE’s partnership strategy is to ensure sustainability and create a multiplier effect and replication of project achievements.  CARE seeks to share its experiences and lessons learnt from the project about models for Community Based Natural Resource management (CBNRM).

CARE partnerships are to be based on a number of principles including equal commitment to a joint purpose and mutually agreed objectives, shared risk and reciprocity of rights and obligations.  CARE does not impose its policies and avoids undermining the independence of partner organisations.

The project collaborated with state agencies (MOFA, FSD, OASL), local government (NEDA), the private sector (SAMARTEX, GAP/DLH), local and international NGOs (INBAR, BARNET, ReC, SNV, FoN, WERENGO), CBOs and traditional authorities.  CARE entered a contractual partnership with FoN.

4.2 Partnership with DLH/GAP

DLH/GAP sought to profit from worldwide demand for lumber from sustainable forests.  GAP/SAX desired greater direct market access and knowledge while DLH wanted to widen its supplier base in Ghana.  The project was expected to increase business turnover between DLH and GAP/SAX and improve the environmental profile of the two companies.  The first phase 1996-1999 and its overlap with the second phase 1999-2003 consequently focused on increased timber production from sustainably managed forest.  Linked to this was the development of land use management guidelines, the introduction of intensive agricultural practices and alternate livelihood systems as well as the provision of funds for development to minimise the clearance of the prime forest for farming.  This is depicted in Fig. 2.1 below.
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The direct support to farmers (related to result 2) that was undertaken during the project’s first phase under DLH/GAP included:

· Introduction of farm technologies such as the use of organic fertilisers;

· Provision of free tree seedlings and training in tree nursery development;

· Introduction of black pepper and cola as alternatives to Cocoa.  Being shade tolerant, they can also be put under planted trees, and the

· Introduction of beekeeping, fish farming and snail farming.

These were mostly transferred to CARE during the second phase, as the Danida Private Sector Development Programme does not support direct assistance to farmers.  CARE also took over community development projects and local institutional capacity development.  Lacking a stake of its own CARE could play the role of honest broker in stakeholder negotiations.  The CARE and GAP/DLH components therefore overlapped about results 1 and 3 (see Fig. 2.2 below).  The log frame for the project (1999-2003) however is based solely on CARE’s component.  The other three result areas under GAP/DLH are not covered (i.e. sustainable forest management, promotion of lesser used species and the adoption of forest certification).
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One of the main assumptions in the project document (1999-2003) was that the JFM project staff would collaborate with the CARE staff.  This was based on the positive interactions between CARE and the JFM project during the design phase.  Unfortunately, that expected rapport between the two components did not materialise.  There were differences in the philosophy and the approach to the implementation of the project. 

For instance, the CARE team opposed the provision of free seedlings to the farmers as unsustainable.  CARE also favoured training of local community members to take over the management of the central tree nursery.  CARE’s approach was to support farmers' agendas.  Accordingly, they supported some of the farmers to plant oil palm in the project area.  This required clearing the forest contrary to GAP/DLH aim to manage the forests in the project area sustainably.  A decision on the location of the steering committee either at the senior level in Takoradi or in the field in the Gwira Banso area could also not be taken. 
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The lack of a coherent leadership was captured in the MTR.  However, the project document (1999) indicated that the JFM Project Manager would ensure the coordination of the JFM and CARE activities.  Before the MTR, joint meetings were held between the leadership of both components in 1999 and 2000 to harmonise their roles to improve collaboration to guarantee the success of the project.  CARE Ghana and DLH agreed on working guidelines in June 1999, on joint programme principles, management structure, functions and management principles.  They decided to share the office facilities at Gwira Banso and Takoradi; compile detailed implementation plans for transparency; jointly identify areas of joint support as well as develop good indicators for participatory M&E at the farmer level.  Monthly joint planning meetings to facilitate compatibility of the project activities as well as a consistent and joint approach in addition to quarterly meetings at the senior level were agreed upon.  Not all of these decisions were implemented.  However, the commitment of CARE as demonstrated by the consistent participation by all levels of the management of its component (see Fig. 2.3 above) in all project activities and the provision of backstopping support from the CARE Accra office was much more evident on the ground.

4.3 Partnerships with CBOs

CARE is working to empower communities, farmers’ groups and community-based organisations through the rights-based and process approach to lead their own development process.  The process approach ensures that the communities evolve the necessary development processes on their own through debates and discussions and at their own pace.  This ensures sustainability of the processes and their replication in other similar communities.  CARE’s role is limited to acting as a catalyst to stimulate civic energy for community action and facilitate training and other capacity development processes.

The rights-based approach assists the communities to:

· know their rights and responsibilities;

· organise together and be part of decision making on natural resource management and negotiate equity of benefits;

· analyse their own situations, access information and make their own decisions and implement them.

Examples of process approach include the compilation of agreements between the tenant farmers and the development of the LUMG.  A series of meeting and discussions have been held between the interested parties resulting in the agreements:

· between the landowner and the tenant farmers;

· between tenant farmers and the related share croppers;

· about community forest management.

The above-cited agreements include benefit sharing about planted trees and the naturally regenerated trees that are nurtured on farms.  Some farmers have been able to access loans from community banks through the farmer groups that have been formed.

The rights-based approach facilitated establishment of a rapport with the DA about service provision and public amenities.  The communities monitor road construction in the area and provide feedback on the bad quality and the slow pace of the work to both the DCE at Axim and the Regional Minister in Takoradi.

Because of the level of organisation and dynamism of the farmer groups, the DA has promoted certain development projects in the area including the first borehole at Gwira Banso.  The Social Investment Fund (SIF) plans to build a clinic with nurses’ quarters at a cost of 360m Cedis with the communities bearing 10% of the cost in cash or kind.  The Village Infrastructure Fund (VIF) is to build two (2) boreholes since the community can provide counterpart funds through the CDF.  The Community Water and Sanitation plans to build a 4-seater toilet for the school at Gwira Banso.  

4.4 CARE/FoN Partnership

CARE, the Forestry Commission (FC) and DFID organised a workshop on Collaborative Forest Management in May 2002.  NGOs, CBOs, Traditional Authorities, Development Partners and representatives of the FC attended it.  CARE used the workshop as a platform to introduce itself and the GBJFMP as well as its desire to engage in partnership as described above.  The eligible and interested NGOs were invited to submit an expression of interest.  The submissions were evaluated in June 2002.  Friends of the Nation (FoN) and Conservation Foundation were selected.  That was the entry point of FoN.  Conservation Foundation has not initiated the formalisation of the partnership with CARE.

A familiarisation field visit to GBJFMP sites and a series of discussion were held with FoN.  The partners agreed on a joint purpose of “committing resources for the empowerment of farm families and communities in the Gwira Banso area for sustainable land use management and livelihood improvement”.  The involvement of FoN is limited to results 1 and 3 where their strengths lie.  The objectives set include the extension of the necessary project activities to those communities not yet covered by CARE in the project area concerning:

· the implementation of the LUMG for those areas;

· the extension of the appropriate knowledge and skills for increased flow of resources from sustainable management of natural resources, and

· the building of the capacity of the communities concerned to develop linkages with the rest of the project area in developing community voice for advocacy.

In line with CARE’s process of implementing partnerships, FoN had an initial short-term contract (45 intermittent days) from October to December 2002, concerning the provision of specialists to support results 1 and 3.  Based on the results, an MOU and another activities contract was signed in August 2003, to continue from the final year of GBJFMP and flow into the FOREST programme.

The objectives listed above were not achieved and were somehow abandoned.  FoN attributes this to a lack of resources and says that the parties agreed at some point that rather than open up new communities FoN should work with CARE in communities already participating in the project as a means of building capacity.  CARE’s reaction is that it is it provided financial resources in accordance with the agreed budget.  CARE believes the problem is more a lack of commitment and transparency in the use of resources. 

Clearly assumptions and expectations underlying the partnership were wrong.  FoN’s currently lacks the capacity and orientation to meet CARE’s objectives.  CARE and SNV accordingly undertook a joint capacity assessment of FoN in July 2003.  Based on this FoN is to submit a capacity development plan.  FoN has also attended several workshops on CARE’s partnership principles and processes as well as on GBJFMP.  FoN Staff have been sponsored to attend external (foreign) and internal workshops.  However FoN is yet to undertake its own internal reorganisation and staff upgrades to improve efficiency. 

4.5 Collaboration Partnerships

CARE has interacted with some ministries, departments and agencies (e.g. MoFA, FSD, OASL and DA) and some networks (e.g. UCSON, WERENGO, NRM platform).  The state organisations have expressed their satisfaction about cooperation with CARE and their appreciation for the provision of an avenue to extend their activities in the project area, which would not have been possible without CARE support.

Collaboration with Local Government

The purpose of this collaboration is to ensure that the District Assembly has ownership of the project goal and processes to facilitate the sustenance and replication of the project concept after the provision of CARE’s inputs have ceased.  This of course assumes that the capacity of the DA would be improved to the extent that it is able to internalise the following required to fulfil its roles: 

· joint activity planning with the stakeholders in the agriculture and environment sector;

· strengthening of linkages between the DA and the CBOs in the project area, and

· the DA as a focal point for a district-based NR stakeholder and steering committee meetings.

Partnerships with Networks

GBJFMP has worked to develop collaborative partnerships with district, regional and national level civil society networks.  The purpose for such cooperation is to create platforms for dialogue with policy makers at all levels, networking and strengthening advocacy capacity for greater impact on poverty alleviation.  The respective intended purposes for the relationships with the networks of interest to CARE are:

UCSON: UCSOND is a body of all CSOs in the Nzema East District is promoting the capacity of the CSOs to advocacy with respect to good governance, transparency and accountability of the public officials in the district.  The purpose of CARE collaboration with UCSON is to improve its capacity to network with CBOs in the project area and the district to promote advocacy on local government issues and to deal with land tenure at the local level based on replication of CARE’s approach.  The project was instrumental in the zoning of Gwira Banso area as UCSOND’s 4th operational zone.  The UCSON board has one representation from the Gwira Banso Area.  No formal relationships have been established with the above organisations.

WERENGO:
to provide a forum for sharing, provision of feedback, adoption and replication of GBJFMP’s information and lessons learnt with other NGOs in the network.  These include CARE’s experiences with respect to the use of RBA and process approach; development and use of LUMG and local land administration; channels of communication; and feedback on CARE’s process.

NGO-NRM Platform:
to provide platform to influence national policies towards pro-poor by using the lessons learnt from the GBJFMP as tools (e.g. land tenure, CBNRM and community empowerment).

Conclusions

The partnerships with the CBOs have been the most successful of all the collaborations that have been attempted by the project probably because the results directly benefit farm families.  Positive project experiences such as access to credits, higher market prices obtained for black pepper and increased interaction among the groups seems to have spurred on the relationship with the CBOs.  The capacity of the CBOs in advocacy and participation in policy-making however requires improvement.  It is expected that this area would be developed in the future through association with UCSOND and eventual linkage to WEREGON.

The effectiveness of the GAP/DLH – CARE partnership appears to have been adversely affected by the failure to implement agreements that would have ensured greater harmonisation of project activities and collaboration between the two partners.  This is an indication of lack of adequate interest and commitment by GAP/DLH at some point.  It is also not clear why the GAP/DLH was not interested in ensuring that its three unique result areas were incorporated into the logframe to produce a composite one.  The conclusion of the JFM end of project report (June 2003) includes “The expected growth in business turnover between the partners did not materialise during the project period”.  Could this have had an effect on the level of commitment from GAP/DLH?  It is therefore necessary that the formation of such a relationship between the private sector and an NGO in the future be based on structures and systems to ensure the maximum transparency, commitment and cooperation from the parties concerned.

5.0 TARGET GROUP

The project’s primary target group is farmers, both men and women, made up of migrants, tenants, sharecroppers and landowners.  The secondary target group consists of NGOs, CSOs such as UCSOND and district and regional government institutions such as MOFA, FSD, DA and OASL.

The project challenged the status quo and the marginalisation of vulnerable groups.  After the MTR the project began to address gender issues systematically.  This was done through institutional structures such as the VLC, MC, Board and PAG for which women’s presence and participation is a constitutional requirement. 

Women participated enthusiastically in all project activities.  Most Significant Change stories (MSCs) capture testimonies of both women and men about the changes in the assertiveness of women and the resultant advantages gained by communities.  Women’s’ confidence has improved as has their knowledge and skill in their respective livelihood activities.  Some women described liberation from religious and cultural norms, which prevented them from speaking in public.  There are isolated brilliant performances of some women.  In a male-dominated heated community encounter (about 130 community members present) with staff of SAX in Jampere over pre-felling inspection and TUCs Yaa Semuah in a well-composed and confident posture cautioned the community leaders not to compromise on the community’s 10-year vision for natural resource management and demand accountability from SAX.  She then “warned SAX not to attempt carting the felled timber without community’s consent to avoid being sent to court”
 In another event, Esi Attaa’s presentation skill helped resolve a question of who keeps the LUMG raised by the DANIDA project evaluation team in September 2002.  Also since 2001, women in the project area have been awarded best district farmers in NTFPs.  This has been a major boost for the farmers.

General project activities under all the result areas benefited both men and women however some activities benefited women more and others were specially targeted at women.  Most women do not own land.  They farm on their husbands farms allotted them.  Most husbands are sharecroppers and face land tenure insecurity.  Consequently many women did not plant trees.  The development of agreed land use management guidelines and the various agreements gives them security and independence to embark on livelihood activities such as tree planting, black pepper farming, which will have economic and social long term effects on women’s lives, as well as other target groups. 

Farmer groups’ formation for group marketing of agricultural produce (particularly plantain) was helpful for women.  Marketing surveys and cost/benefit analysis undertaken has also been helpful to determine suitable investment choices and returns.  On farm black pepper marketing is most valuable considering the poor nature of the road network in the project area that is a major factor militating against the marketing of their agricultural produce.  Some of the project activities such as training on “home improvements” at the initial stages did not address gender concerns rather than perpetuate stereotypes about women’s work and role in society. 

Specific activities for women included: 

· Improved technologies in vegetable farming (chilli pepper, onions - women are mostly involved in vegetable farming. 

· Training in agro processing – women were trained in cassava processing into gari and flour, soap making

· Women only groups and capacity building fostering among others social interactions, which is “healthy for the soul” as one woman put it.  It also affords the opportunity for sharing ideas and knowledge. 

The women particularly expressed satisfaction with the approach of working on secondary forests with new crops such as nutmeg and black pepper.  This is because apart from assuring them of secure livelihoods independent of the men, clearing and working in the natural forest was a tough job for them due to the topography.  Though important milestones have been achieved in breaking women’s silence and engender their participation, the reality still exists that women’s work load prevent them from full participation of the project activities.  Comparatively few women participate in project activities.  A concern by the chair of “Nyame mmoa yen”, a CBO in Tabakrom led to a joint discussion and analysis of women’s participation
.  The outcome was change in meeting days and time, close from farm early on meeting day to enable women attend meetings; men help in house chores (helping bathe the children since they cannot cook!) and help pound fufu (a very tasking staple meal).  Consciousness about gender issues have risen however men outnumber women in the decision-making structures such as the VLC, MC and others established.  While the CDF constitution requires that women be represented on the CDF board and the MC it is silent on VLC. 

The constitutional requirements are minimal and call for a review.  For example, for the Board with a membership of 8, provision is made for only one woman (one of the two farmers’ representative).  The MC made of 13 members, the constitution provides for “two female representatives to be selected biannually from alternating communities”.  The idea of women’s representation came about when it was realised that men filled virtually all the positions.  This made it obligatory for women to be represented.  Women representation may increase when women get elected to fill the other positions men are occupying now but considering the gender dynamics in the project area it does not seem possible, at least not now. 

Women are still not as outspoken as their male counterparts in general meetings though in their own meetings they demonstrate great knowledgeable and ability.

On the other hand, migrant farmers as landholders and sharecroppers have greatly participated and benefited from project activities.  This is not surprising since migrant farmers largely inhabit the project area and have a greater interest at stake.  The landowners have also participated and benefited from project activities.  There has been constant consultation and negotiation between landowners and landholders in arriving at various land and tree tenure agreements as well as local-level land administration issues.  Landowners through the exercise will have a better sense of migrant population, land sizes and crops cultivated as well as collection of ground rent.  It has been possible to have all the three feuding factions in the disparaging chieftaincy dispute at a workshop to discuss land tenure systems, benefit sharing, NTFPs management and exploitation and monitoring of implementation of agreements and sanctions. 

Conclusion  

There has been a win-win situation for project target group.  Project activities have been most beneficial to the primary target group - both men and women - but less so for women.  Project activities have raised gender equity and equality issues and led to men becoming more responsive and sensitive to gender issues.  Women also are becoming more conscious, asserting themselves and demanding their rights.  There is still however more work to be done.

6.0 CONCRETE OUTPUTS AND LONG-TERM EFFECTS

6.1 Concrete Outputs

Concrete achievements summarised as follows:

Result Area 1

a) The building blocks for the compilation of a Community-based LUMG are documented in agreements between landowners and farmers, landholders and sharecroppers and maps indicating the suitability of different areas for different types of crops.  This is a remarkable achievement considering that Ghana as a whole is struggling to attain coordinated and coherent land management arrangements. 

b) Agreements have been drawn between landowners and tenants, between tenants and sharecroppers.  Agreements have also been drawn covering benefit-sharing for community forestry.  These agreements are expected to be signed by the landowners before the end of 2003.  Selected farmers have been trained in the demarcation of farmlands and their plotting to produce the necessary maps that will be attachments to the agreements. 

c) The rate of clearance of the primary natural forest has decreased while the utilisation of secondary forest is on the increase.  This reflects a sense of increased land and tree tenure security coupled with the introduction of techniques to improve the yield of plantain in the secondary forests.

d) Some of the farmers have commenced matching species with site.

Result Area 2 

a) The knowledge base and skills of the farm families have increased.  They have been empowered to establish linkages with service providers.

b) Crop diversification away from cocoa has commenced.  Experience shows that black pepper fetches higher prices per kilogram than cocoa.  Communities have also adopted beekeeping, fish farming and snail farming.  In addition, collection of allanblackia paid for at farm gate price by UNILEVER, thaumatococcus danielli, paid for at farm gate price by SAMARTEX.  With these farmers are beginning to see the importance of maintaining forest products, as nobody knows the next forest product that will have market demand.  On farm production of canes, rattan, bamboo, chew sticks are being promoted. 
Result Area 3
a) ​The "Gwira Banso Communities Development and Natural Resource Management Foundation" has been established to manage the Community Development Fund and oversee natural resource management issues.  It has structures going down to the village level with defined roles and responsibilities.  These are the Board, the Management Committee, the Village Level Committee and the Project Advisory Group.

​

b) Capacity building of farmer groups has been facilitated by the project.  Through the process and rights-based approaches, farmers’ confidence and ability to negotiate with power brokers have been increased.  Farmers have demonstrated their ability to lead their own development process.  What is outstanding is increased demand for transparency and accountability from District level public officials.  The sharecroppers have also expressed commitment to reduction in the clearance of natural forest.

c) Capacity in advocacy and participation in decision-making has been initiated by improving the communication between and among communities in addition to linkage with ​UCSON at the district level.

Others
a) ​The Tabakrom and Jempere groups have followed up poor road construction in the area from the District Assembly through the Regional Minster (Western) to the Minister of Agriculture.  Women and other marginalized groups have become more assertive about their needs – especially during meetings.  Some of the groups have been able to access credits from rural banks. 

​

b) The communities at Wodisie as well as Ampro and Abekuase near Jempere have taken decisions to address one of their community social needs by building schools in their areas.

c) ​The communities have also been negotiating with SAX about the payment of arrears about the CDF and the SRAs so much so that the impression is being created that ​“CARE mobilising communities against SAX”.

​

d) Through the visibility of the GBJFM because of the organised and participatory nature of the farmers, natural resource management issues in the area are being considered in the DAs Medium Term Development Plan (MTDP) in addition to the Strategic Environmental Assessment of the GPRS.  In the same vein, the project area is benefiting from the DAs activities such as road construction and boreholes.  The Social Investment Fund (SIF) plans to build a clinic with nurses’ quarters.  The Village Infrastructure Fund (VIF) is being introduced to the area to build two (2) boreholes because the community can provide counterpart funds through the CDF.  The Community Water and Sanitation Department plans to build a 4-seater toilet for the school at Gwira Banso.  

6.2 Long Term Effects (Impacts at Project area, District level, National level)
The following are the expected long-term impacts by the project:

· In terms of conservation the project will reduce clearance of primary natural forest coupled with its management to ensure sustainable harvest of timber and NTFPs as well as increase in the resource base.  It will also ensure the sustained provision of environmental services such as the protection of the soil, water bodies and the maintenance of the necessary microclimate for agriculture.

· Economically the project will improve the status of the farm families through the diversification of crops, increase in crop yields, increased access to credit and improved access to markets.

· Socially the project will provide scope for wider policy advocacy for good governance, transparency and accountability in the project area in particular and the nation in general.  It will generate social capital to address community development and livelihood needs possibly creating a silent social revolution in the project area!

7.0 PROJECT ORGANISATION AND MANAGEMENT

Following the MTR recommendations staffing was reviewed.  Currently the project is managed by the sector coordinator, project manager and three field staff.  The 3 field staff are responsible for the three respective result areas.  The project manager coordinates and provides leadership and direction.  Cohesion and synergy have improved.  The appointment of a new project manager with the technical competence, development orientation and understanding of the sector has made a huge different to project performance.

Though MTR recommended a unifying logframe between the CARE and GAP/DLH components, this was not developed due to a lack of interest on the part of the GAP/DLH component.  Nevertheless, collaboration between CARE and GAP/DLH field staff was effective and cordial.

With CARE Ghana’s general organisational changes, the project shared offices with other CARE projects in CARE’s regional hub office in Takoradi, the regional capital while maintaining the field office in Banso. 

Communication between operational communities, field office and management office is a challenge because of the distances involved and the absence of electronic communication systems.  The project has three four-wheel drives vehicles and three motorbikes.  The project manager prudently monitors expenditures.  The CARE financial officer efficiently carries out financial management of the project.  So far only 20% of original budget has been expended on the project without any changes to project objectives.

The “effectively moribund” Accra-based project steering committee as described by the MTR report was dissolved.  In its place, a district-based PAG was constituted.  This is made up of representatives of the relevant Ministries, Departments and Agencies (MDAs), representatives of traditional authority and farmers.  The PAG provides technical expertise to project implementation.

Planning for project implementation occur at different levels – with the project communities, VLCs, MC, PAG and project management team.  The mechanisms include community meetings, stakeholder workshops, M&E planning meetings for the various institutions and field visits.  Though they are not coordinated into a coherent document, they take their source from the project goal, purpose and three result areas.

8.0 MONITORING AND EVALUATION 

The logframe in the original 1999 project document was revised in May 2001.  The main revisions in 2001 were principally about the further clarifications of the project goal, purpose, the three (3) results areas and indicators.  In the process of revision, one of the most important indicators for Result 1 – “LUMG developed by…..”  was omitted.  The original and the revision did not incorporate the GAP/DLH unique result areas (i.e. “Sustainable forestry in a farming environment”, “Promotion of Lesser Used Species” and the “Adoption of a Forest Certification System”).  According to the MTR report, meetings had been held between the CARE and the GAP/DLH teams in 1999 and 2000 to rectify this and other flaws (see section 4.2.1 – last paragraph).  However this did not happen mainly because of lack of cohesion between the leadership of the two teams.  The CARE and GAP/DLH sections of the project however overlap with respect to Result Areas 1 and 3.  These have been considered in the logframes, which have been sighted by the evaluation team. 

The Logframe matrix structure

The logframe matrix is the spine of the project strategy.  It is a management tool, which requires continual adjusting to reflect current contexts and changing needs.  The impression was created that changing parts of the logframe (e.g. putting targets to the OVIs as recommended by the MTR) would have required renegotiation with the funders of the project.  This is true.  However, with good M&E data to explain why the changes are necessary increases the chances that the changes will be carried out.  The utility of the logframe to guide project implementation and provide an overview of how project performance would be monitored and evaluated is limited.  Some of the reasons are given below. 

Structure

The logframe is not very clear and targets are not developed at all.  There appear to have been very limited stakeholder contribution to its compilation.  The necessary output(s) for the various result areas were not indicated in the logframe.  An output is a specific deliverable product or service, whereas a project component (result areas) is broader and is achieved by the delivery of a series of outputs.  From the OVIs for Result 2 for instance, one gets the impression that the diversification of production activities both horizontally and vertically (i.e. a range of products and a range of crop processing systems) is required as well as capacity building.  The statement of Result 2 – “Improved production and marketing of agricultural and NTFPs from sustainable farm-forest systems by farm families” – does not give sufficient detail to define the necessary outputs to guide the contribution of the above-cited result area towards the project outcome at the purpose level.  No diversification can be inferred from the result statement yet there are indicators to measure them. 
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Result 1:

Land use management guidelines for the GAP

concession area are developed and agreed upon with the

full and equal participation of all relevant actors

Result 2:

Farm management plans are developed and implemented to assist 600 households to increase

the livelihood security through the diversification of agricultural production systems, intensification and

sust. prod. and marketing of food and cash crops, and sust. harvesting and marketing of NTFPs.

Result 3:

A transparent and participatory process for for the management

of a Community Development Fund by

a local institution is established

PURPOSE

To reduce pressure on forested land and promote sustainable

community-based management of natural resources in the

Gwira Banso Stool area

GOAL

To increase the capacity of individual farmers and local institutions to implement

economically, ecologically, and socially sustainable land use practices in the Gwira Banso

Stool area in order to improve their household livelihood security within the forest ecosystem
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Result 1:

Land use guidelines for the project area agreed upon

and implemented with the full and equitable

participation of all stakeholders

Result 2:

Improved production and marketing of agricultural

and NTFPs from sustainable farm-forest systems

by farm families

Result 3:

Transparent and representative local social and political

institutions organising together to be able to articulate

demands and access imporved serves from service providers

PURPOSE

Increased ability of farm families and communities

to implement sustainable land use practices in order to

improve their livelihoods in the project area

GOAL

Management of natural resources which is

ecologically, economically and socially

sustainable in the Gwira Banso Stool area



Outputs and Activities

It would have been better for each component/Result area to have had clear set of outputs as well as activities for each output to show clearly and exactly what the project is attempting to achieve.  For example, the outputs of Result 2 could have included the following and the activities developed for each one of them:

· Agricultural production increased and diversified;

· Post-harvest management improved;

· Value addition enterprises initiated;

· Marketing to local regions improved;

· Increased capacity for business planning;

· Farm forestry developed;

· Non-agricultural small business developed.

The activities parts together with the respective inputs required for their implementation were missing in both the original and the revised versions of the logframe.  Hence, even though activities were being undertaken prior to the May 2001 and the time of the MTR, their linkages with the project results appear not to be by plan.  It may therefore be necessary to confirm the relevance and completeness of the results and activities levels of the logframe during its next revision.

The activities were later developed for all the result areas based on MTR recommendations regarding what was achievable by the end of December 2003.  Hence their completeness in ensuring that the outcome at the purpose level is achieved is not certain.  It appears that the project was implicitly working with outputs for each result area without having them incorporated in the logframe before the MTR.  In the development of activities following the MTR recommendations, outputs (objectives) and related activities were compiled for each Result area.  However, further improvement by the inclusion sub-activities and OVIs for the outputs and the activities would be useful for project implementation.

Indicators and Assumptions

Most of the indicators for the results begin with the word “evidence” that gives the impression that they are more of “Means of Verifications” than “Indicators”.  Some of the assumptions are too general and do not indicate what to look for to see whether the project is likely to be sustainable (e.g. “no significant macro economic effect” for result 2). 

M&E Plan

There was no Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) plan linked to the OVIs to allow for project implementation monitoring and evaluation based on the logframe.  However, the implementers of the project devised a systematic way of capturing lessons from project implementation and feeding them back into the project management process through Project Monitoring Tools (PMTs), Most Significant Changes MSCs), monthly reports, group meetings and several reflective events such as stakeholder workshops on project activities to document lessons learnt and monitoring impact of processes. 

If the M&E plan had been developed and data gathering methods and capacities identified, it would have revealed the necessity, for instance, for the use of remote sensing imageries and interpretation techniques, for instance, to monitor the indicator “reduction of clearance of natural forest versus secondary forest” under Result 1.  Some of the project staff interviewed was wondering how this indicator could be monitored.

Proposal for Revision of the logframe

The revision of the logframe should include clearly defined indicators for monitoring the outputs and activities that have been developed, clearly identified means of authentic verification of the indicators and statements indicating the assumptions or underlying rationale for the various outputs and the desired external conditions needed for successful implementation.  Various components of the log-frame would have to be harmonised into a single authoritative reference document where all the other documents draw their source

CARE’s technique for project implementation is the use of the RBA and process approach.  In this respect, there should be an opportunity for the determination of the expected outputs, activities and indicators of the result areas with the primary stakeholders.  In such a situation, any outputs, activities and indicators that have or may be developed would have to be considered as indicative and should be discussed with the primary stakeholders to confirm them.

Comments on the approach adopted after the MTR

The approach adopted after the MTR appears to be a pragmatic and prudent one considering the time left for implementation before the project ends.  It may be better to have a product on the ground under such circumstances than having to spend the remaining time to revise the logframe.  However, if FoN has to take over from CARE after 2003, then the issue of the revision of the GBJFMP logframe would have to be re-visited as a matter of urgency to give proper guidance to the achievement of the project strategy in the future.

Reviews and Evaluations

The 1999 project document proposed two external evaluations.  These timings are two and half years into the project implementation (MTR) and during the last quarter of the project.  These requirements have been duly complied with.  The MTR was undertaken in 2002 while this evaluation takes care of the second one.

Conclusion

Even though M&E systems were not put in place, the project management has done well in ensuring that there were adequate reflective events such as workshops and meetings to discuss project activities.  These events however do not replace a properly developed M&E Plan, as they are generally appropriate for identifying ways to improve processes underway and do not take project outcomes and impact into consideration.  Such reflective events should rather complement the M&E plan. 

It is therefore necessary that future CARE programmes develop logframes and confirm them with the primary stakeholders before project implementation to ensure that the M&E is participatory.  A locally-based participatory M&E system needs to be designed and embedded within local institutions in the current project areas, which would also in the longer term provide a means to strengthen transparency and accountability of the local groups formed (something like this was done with the PAG, BOARD, MC, VLC, FSD AND MOFA and DA in April 2003).  Key to design of such a PM&E would be commitment to use and build on indicators identified by local people as relevant to their own needs, which they can assess themselves on a regular basis.

Properly designed M&E and impact assessment systems are useful both to track the overall project performance through qualitative and quantitative enquiries and data collection, review of work plans, timeframes, and financial issues, and ensure lessons learned will be fed back into project planning on a systematic basis to ensure the project remains responsive to ever-changing national and local conditions.

9.0 SUSTAINABILITY

Sustainability of project results is measured by the following factors:

· Ownership of project results

· Leadership in project implementation

· Extent to which target groups will continue initiated projects based their economic, technical and organisational status

· Replicability of project implementation process and results

· Efficiency and effectiveness including value for money and novelty of model

· Existence of assets, skills, facilities or improved services for an extended period after project completion.

One key question that arises in relation to sustainability is the ownership of the project results.  To all intents and purposes all stakeholders, particularly the communities, own the project results.  The Management and Village Level Committees talk about what they have achieved through the project.  MDAs such as MOFA, FSD and OASL as well as the District Assembly played significant roles.  There was shared management and ownership of results.  However none of the owners has the capacity to sustain project gains.  As much as communities, including the feuding chiefs and the CBOs would like to continue with project activities, there are constraints, which would prevent this.  Poor road networks and long distances were only surmounted by project provision of transport for the farmers’ representatives attending meetings and workshops.  Withdrawal of such support may affect future activities unless the condition of the road network is improved.  In the short to medium term, the communities cannot be self-reliant in this aspect.  Most of the established structures and systems (CDF, LUMG, MC, VLC) are yet to be properly tested.  The CDF when operational might grow into an independent organization with appropriate structures and resources to consolidate and expand the results achieved through community and group initiatives.

Another question relates to leadership.  Despite the involvement of all stakeholders, CARE has provided leadership to the project and it is not clear that anyone is ready to step in to CARE’s shoes when the project ends.  Animation of groups will have to continue working towards their taking up leadership.  This is where the CARE/FoN partnership is critical in continuing with components of GBJFMP within the FOREST programme.

Other sustainability questions relate to extent to which target groups will continue initiated activities based on their economic, technical and organisational status.  Though there is no change of present economic status, an assurance of future positive changes through black pepper and cola gives the farmers impetus to continue with initiated activities.  Technically, their capacities have been built in extension activities, new farming techniques, market surveys and cost benefit analysis so much so that the farmers can continue with initiated activities (but these are yet to be tested/applied).  Linkages have also been established with technical service providers to augment farmers’ abilities.  Their organisational capacity has been developed greatly.  Livelihood groups have been formed and trained.  Structures such as MCs and VLCs have also been established.  Based on the three indicators – economic, technical and organisation – the project is highly sustainable.

Project implementation and results are highly replicable.  Some of the project participants have extended project activities outside of the operational areas.  There are discussions going on now for tailor-made broad scale replication to other parts of the country by other organisations. 

Efficiency and effectiveness of project implementation is certainly key to ascertaining sustainability of the project results.  Efficiency includes project costs (value for money), replicability which has been discussed above, novelty and scope for wider policy implications.  It is difficult to ascertain cost efficiency since cost indicators were not set from project onset however; it is a fact that only 20% of original project budget has been used to date without changing project objectives.  Considering the results achieved, this is a remarkable feat.  In terms of efficiency the intended desired result has been achieved with least wasted effort.  This is more so in the later part of project implementation because of competent and productive project management team.  However, for the protracted chieftaincy disputes and pessimism of farmers to adopt new techniques and products much more would have been achieved within the timeframe.  The project process and approach may not necessarily be a novel model but the particular process and outcome of community-agreed LUMG and community-based land demarcations is novelties and provide opportunities for dissemination and wider policy advocacy. 

Generally, considering that project results were largely achieved within the last 18 months (after MTR in 2002) project activities and results will be most sustainable if assets, skills, facilities or improved services will exist for extended period beyond December 2003.  Fortunately, the GBJFMP forms a component of the CARE ANR FOREST 5-year programme. 

10.0 PROJECT LEARNING

The following describe lessons learnt from project implementation:

· It is essential to consider poverty alleviation alongside environmental concerns in NRM.  The poor find it difficult to invest their resources in reversing environmental degradation if their livelihood needs are not met.

· Where the executing agencies have different values/visions there should be binding agreements defining roles and responsibilities.  Though agreements may be allowed to “evolve” as the project progresses, there should be a conscious effort to streamline agreements consistently. 

· The time required to work the necessary attitude change, partner capacity and joint level operation for project effectiveness is long and requires enduring commitments by partner organisations.

· The development of a comprehensive logframe at the onset of a project is essential to guide the implementation of a project strategy.  The installation of an effective participatory M&E system is crucial for effective project implementation.  This includes the development of the logframes and M&E plans – including unique indicators for the activity and results levels, the methods, tools frequency and responsibilities for measuring the indicator – through workshops/discussions with the relevant stakeholders during the project design phase.  There should also be a system for feeding the lessons learned and feedbacks from stakeholders back into the project cycle.  It is important to develop process and cost indicators as well

· Erection of transparent structures at the outset is imperative to prevent the creation or fuelling of local disputes by suspicions.  The immediate cause of the protracted Chieftaincy dispute in the project area is suspicions regarding the management of the CDF precipitated by weak communication and feed back systems between the then chief and community

· Security in land and tree tenure coupled with agreements on benefit sharing of the future tree crop are the necessary incentives for encouraging farmers to invest their time, labour and land in tree planting as well as the nurturing of naturally regenerated economic trees on farms.

· Practical field demonstration of new farming techniques and crops by progressive farmers in a project area is required for their adoption by the other farmers.

· Awareness creation and capacity building at the farmer level in addition to flexibility in the development of processes are necessary for effective farmer participation in NRM.

· Processes of empowerment, advocacy and lobbying for change and improvement in service delivery has inherent conflict and requires that conflict resolution and management mechanisms are addressed in project implementation.

11.0 CONCLUSIONS

​

Achievements in specific project Result Areas are impressive even though not all EOP status benchmarks have been met.  It is in the nature of a social development project that results cannot be predetermined with laboratory-like precision.  The important thing is that there is an observable trend in the directions programmed.  This is definitely the case in Gwira Banso.

Beyond this a solid foundation has been laid for far reaching change in Gwira Banso.  There is an observable though not quantifiable change in the organisational culture of the people and the beginnings of the collapse of old ethnic, gender and class barriers.  The project impact will thus extend far beyond natural resource management issues to the general capacity of the community to develop. 

The rate of progress post-MTR has been phenomenal.  This indicates that with the project continued within the FOREST framework most of the targets are likely to be achieved in the near future.  

​The project has solved many basic community forestry problems in a manner that creates a model that could be usefully replicated to other areas and form the basis of CFM policy development.

12.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

We endorse the proposal that support for the Gwira Banso project be continued under the FOREST Programme and pursued through the CARE / FoN partnership.  Accordingly, we recommend the following:

1. CARE should build efficiency indicators in the design of all ANR projects to facilitate monitoring and evaluation at different stages.

2. All tenancy agreements, sharecropper agreements, community landowner agreements developed through project interventions should be formally executed before the project ends.
3. A storage and retrieval system for agreements and important documents must be developed.
4. Land Use Management Guidelines should be formalised in a single document.  
5. To facilitate replication, the processes through which the LUMG were achieved should also be packaged for dissemination in various formats including reports for publication, manuals (including local-languages), visual documentaries and workshop presentations.  In addition, CARE must be proactive in working with CBOs and CSOs in replicating the project achievements.
6. CARE itself should adopt participatory processes in the components of its ANR programme.  
7. Clear and verifiable process indicators and M&E plan should be developed with appropriate follow-up mechanisms. Logframe designing should be considered seriously.

8. The CARE / FoN partnership and indeed future CARE partnerships need to be placed on a better contractual footing spelling out respective obligations and processes to be followed with greater clarity.  Successful partnerships with small local NGOs must proceed from recognition of capacity challenges and seek to develop this in the context of the overall partnership goal.  Partnerships should be institutional rather than personal.
9. Work should continue in growing the systems and structures of the CDF.  As an independent agency managing sustainable natural resource issues it could become a CARE partner rather than protégé.  
10. SAX’ obligations to the CDF and communities should be properly documented and a scheme of reconciling felling and fund allocations put in place.  
11. More attention should be paid to recruitment induction and training.  Project management should look for people with required technical competencies and experience with participatory and people-oriented approaches to community development.  In addition, consideration must be given to candidates’ understanding of and commitment to combating inequality and inequity as the central drivers of poverty and underdevelopment.

12. Advocacy training needs to incorporate conflict resolution mechanisms.  This is because conflict is inherent in advocacy and training in advocacy or how to advocate for rights and access to resources alone is not enough.

13. Project communications with communities and stakeholders needs to be structured to prevent harmful misconceptions from spreading such as has happened in the chieftaincy dispute.  
14. In pursuance of collaborative partnerships work should continue in strengthening UCSOND’s capacity and social outlook especially gender sensitivity and self-reliance.
15 Training in cost/benefit analysis should be sustained and deepened to enable farmers apply principles to other ventures.
1. Annex 1.  Terms Of Reference For End Of Project Evaluation

The Gwira Banso Joint Forest Management Project (GBJFM) is a Danida-funded project, which has been in operation from April 1999 to December 2003.  The project is implemented through two components.  One component, which started in 1996, is managed by a Danish Timber Trading Company, DLH in association with two Ghanaian timber companies, with funding from Danida’s Private Sector Development programme. It is focused on sustainable timber production and community benefits in their off reserve concession area, which aims to interest local farmers in tree growing. This component ended in June 2003. The CARE component of the project is implemented by CARE Ghana under CARE Danmark’s framework agreement with Danida. The CARE component of the project seeks to increase the capacity of individual farmers and local institutions to implement economically, ecologically and socially sustainable land use practices which support forest maintenance in an integrated forest/farm system and improve rural livelihoods. 

Description of the project area

The project area on the Banso Stool land is an important biodiversity corridor situated between the Draw and Fure Forest Reserves. The Gwira Banso Stool covers an area of approximately 50,000 ha in the high forest zone of Ghana’s Western Region. Within the Stool’s boundaries, the Draw Forest Reserve covers around one fourth of the land area. Ghana Primewoods, Ltd (GAP) and SAX (SAX), sister local timber companies have timber extraction rights to a 16,500 hectares concession area in the northern part of the Stool and seek to promote a land use system where farming and timber production can be integrated.

CARE International is working in Gwira Banso with forest based communities whose rights of access to forest resources and benefits are minimal. Traditional regulations on land tenure promote deforestation and destruction of valuable forest resources. The Stool is governed by a chief whose residence is separated from the project area by a forest reserve. Authority is delegated to a sub-chief based in a community where majority are indigenes and ensure adherence to traditional regulations. The other villages are all made up of migrants, who also have their own village heads and community organisations. At the Stool level there is a long-standing chieftaincy dispute that affects the ability of the Stool’s community to manage their development plans and their relationship with the Timber Company and its social responsibility funds effectively. Farmers are excluded from the decision making process on natural resource management and access to forest resources and their benefits. This discourages farmers from engaging in practices which promote sustainable forest management. 

Migrant farmers have moved from other regions of the country into the off reserve forest area in Gwira Banso for agricultural purposes unaware of the rights and benefits they could access from forest resources. Farm sizes are large with most farms maintaining uncultivated forestland, cocoa plantations and food crop farms. They are enthusiastic about diversifying agricultural production (maintaining forest as well as nurturing and planting timber trees on their farms) due to poor yields from cocoa but are unwilling to invest in forest maintenance until they have a guarantee of accessing the benefits derived from forest resources. Settler farmers stand the risk of losing forest areas left unmanaged as the only security they have is to clear land for farming since cultivated land is not taken back for reallocation by the chief. Farmers prefer to clear virgin forest rather than secondary forests for new farms, leaving it to fallow after cultivation. 

The traditional inhabitants of the area farm, hunt and collect non-timber forest products (NTFPs) for domestic use. They are expected to receive ground rent from the settler farmers but the payment was stopped due to the long standing chieftaincy dispute. The population is dominated by immigrant farmers and was estimated in 1999 at 600 farm families scattered through the forest in 16 spread out village communities. 

NTFPs belong to the Ghana Government. Forest fringed communities are allowed to harvest NTFPs for domestic use how ever, to harvest NTFPs for commercial purposes, forest fringed communities must collect permit from the FSD offices (which are usually remote from the forest fringed communities) like any other external harvester. They (Forest fringe communities) find this arrangement cumbersome and have been unable to use it. Thus revenue from NTFPS nurtured by forest fringed communities have accrued to harvesters who are usually from outside the community and are able to access permits directly from the Forestry Services Division in the District Headquarters (HQ)  with no consultation with the farmer. There are no mechanisms in place to monitor what the harvesters collect and they end up often collecting more NTFPs than they paid for resulting in exhaustion of NTFPs on- and off-reserve. 

Until 2002, ownership of timber resources was vested in the state and subsequently, the timber company, which has rights over the concession in the area. The law have been amended to give the planter ownership of the planted tree but has been silent over trees that have been nurtured and maintained by farmers on their farms. Farmers own trees they plant but have no means of proving ownership. Revenue from timber accrues to the Forestry Commission, Stool and District Assembly hence farmers have no direct benefit from this. Currently farmers prefer to cut trees on farm and leave them to rot rather than risk damage to their farms with minimal compensation. 

PROJECT GOALS 

Goal:

To promote the management of natural resources which is ecologically, economically and socially sustainable in the Gwira Banso Stool area?

Purpose:

Increased ability of farm families and communities to implement sustainable land use practices in order to improve their livelihoods in the project area

Results:

Land use (management) guidelines (LUMG) for the project area agreed upon and implemented with the full and equitable participation of all stakeholders

Immigrant farmers have no security to land and forest policies and this prevents farmers from owning or making financial gains from timber trees and NTFPs. In 2002, the law on tree ownership which vested all timber trees in the state was reviewed transferring ownership of planted trees to the planter but did not make explicit provision for nurtured trees. There was a Cabinet review of benefit sharing from timber resources but this seems to relate to plantations rather than single standing nurtured trees. CARE has been facilitating key stakeholders in forest resources to analyse their interests, rights, responsibilities and commitments needed to increase the flow of benefits from sustainable forest resource management and promote equity in benefit sharing. This is to enable an understanding among different stakeholders of the real benefits possible from forest resources and raise motivation for them to strengthen relationships, organise together and negotiate for improved access to benefits.  Community members are being educated on Ghana’s forest policy to enable them provide feedback on the implications of implementing the policies to provide the basis for advocacy for policy reforms. The process of developing land use management guidelines is to contribute to consensus and vision building among stakeholders in addressing security of land and tree tenure, agreeing on land use management guidelines for forest and farm areas and community agreements on the use and management of specific resources with clear rules and regulations and procedures. The framework for developing the LUMG has been evolved with stakeholders and 7 objectives developed for putting in place LUMG this year. A Project Advisory Group has also been established to supervise the development of the LUMG. The framework has been established among settler farmers and stool land owners for community agreements on settler farmers land holding, share cropping arrangements and crop suitability for the area. In addition, community-based land demarcation teams have been undergoing training to demarcate farmers land as one of the requirements for security of land tenure.

2. Improved production and marketing of agricultural and NTFPs from sustainable farm-forest system by farm families

To ensure farms are ecologically and economically viable and use systems, which enable forest maintenance, individual farm families need knowledge and skills to move away from forest clearance for cocoa plantations to a diversified forest based farm systems, which also provide sustainable income. Farm families have been facilitated to do a cost - benefit analysis of their agricultural practices and potentials for diversification in a farm-forest system. Farmers’ capacities are being enhanced to develop their farm management plans for effective land use, improved farming practices including on-farm NTFP production, adding value to farm produce, timber residues and NTFPs so as to generate more income and improved livelihoods. Organised farmer groups are accessing markets for their produce and have established linkages with carvers and cane and rattan users. Due to the weak capacity of the Ministry of Food and Agriculture (MOFA) to provide extension services, it is promoting the dissemination of best practices through farmer led technology and information transfer.  A focus is on assisting farmers develop the diversity of their activities through greater knowledge of these opportunities for resource use, production, processing and marketing. The area is remote and relatively inaccessible making marketing difficult, under the assumption that there will be no guarantee for good prices. However, a recent market survey conducted by representatives of the farmer groups from the project area revealed that foodstuff prices in Banso were higher than in Takoradi. Farmer group representatives are being exposed to opportunities for value addition to agricultural and forest produce through study visits and linkages with such enterprises. 

3. Transparent and representative local social and political institutions organising together, to be able to articulate demands and access improved services from service providers

Farm families need access to appropriate resources, information and services as well as strong linkages with Local and District level institutions and service providers to succeed with sustainable forest based farm practices. The project is building the capacity of community based organisations to organise together for action, access information and services they need, link to other existing support institutions for greater access to development decision making. Organised farmer groups are evolving an umbrella body to facilitate the community representation, evolution of community voice for advocacy and input into the decision making process at community and district level. CBOs in the project area have developed linkage with the United Civil Society Organisation of Nzema East District (UCSOND), the umbrella body for CBOs in the district with the project area becoming the 4th zone under UCSOND. UCSOND is represented on the Nzema East District Assembly. A representative of the CBOs from the project area serves on the executive board of UCSOND which enhances the voice of the CBOs in the project area at the District Assembly. 

The capacity of the District Assembly is weak, with ineffective area councils/unit committees and assemblymen who are not fully conversant with their role. CARE is facilitating the project communities to develop their land use management guidelines and agreements within the institutional context of the local government structures and traditional authorities. Hence the project has also been building the capacity of the District Assembly and its sub district structures to respond to community demand and build linkages between them, traditional authorities and community groups. 

The Community Development Fund supported by SAX has provided motivation and a focus for Stool level community organisation, with village structures linked to the unit committees.  A CBO has been evolved to be responsible for community-based administration of the fund linked with support for sustainable land use and forest resource management which provides income to farm families and improve their livelihood. 

The project is a member of the Western Regional Network of NGOs, WERENGO whose objective among others are to raise awareness on sustainable development, create a platform for networking, strengthen advocacy capacity of members and influence policy on development issues with the view to reducing poverty.

RATIONALE FOR END OF PROJECT EVALUATION

The GBJFMP has been in operation since April 1999. A midterm review was undertaken in February 2002 which changed the strategy and approach to project implementation and envisaged the achievable end of project position as:

Process of land use management guidelines and farm/forest planning

· Guidelines (developed and endorsed by major stakeholders) available

· Application of guidelines piloted across different land management situations – farmer level, group resource management, community level

Improved production and marketing of agricultural products & NTFPs

· Farmers getting a better return on their investment through value addition e.g.  small farm based processing units operating

· An across the project area approach to black pepper marketing

· All farmers having access to information on improved technologies

· Resource surveys on NTFPs to complement timber tree  information from stock surveys (96-99)

Transparent and representative local, social and political institutions

· Farm households through networked community level structures have increased visibility and voice (farmers groups may play a part in this) 

· CBOs on NRM stimulated  in the 16 communities with effective links to decentralised government structures

· UCSON (United Civil Society Organisation of Nzema East District – working relationship with CBOs in project area

· CDF implemented with localized management.

In November last 2002, the project in conjunction with stakeholders developed the framework for arriving at LUMG for the project area. 7 key objectives were formulated by the stakeholders to guide the development of the LUMG. These are:

1. To develop a uniform and acceptable land tenure system

2. To establish the institutional structure for management and monitoring of rules and with authority to make natural resource management decisions

3. To strengthen linkages for information flow related to understanding and influencing forest policies, laws, decisions and practices

4. All stakeholders to develop, agree and understand a common vision for Gwira Banso

5. To put in place agreements on management and benefits of forest products

6. To develop and disseminate best practices for farm forest systems

7. To identify potential community forest areas and make an inventory of resources within.

The end of project evaluation is to assess the extent of achievement of the Medium Term Review recommendations and the 3 result areas in relation to the log frame.  

OBJECTIVES OF END OF PROJECT REVIEW

The objectives of the end of project review are as follows:

1. Assess extent of achievement of project implementation against Mid term review recommendations, the 3 result areas of the project and the log frame

2. Assess results and impact against the project objectives and purpose using log frame indicators and baseline survey.

3. Assess the extent to which project implementation took into consideration poverty and  gender issues

4. Assess extent of sustainability, the ownership of project results by project communities and District Assembly and their ability to continue initiated activities and results beyond project period.

5. Assess partnerships developed in the project

6. Evaluate factors which facilitated or hampered project implementation and make recommendations to guide the formulation of future projects.

Participants 

The following institutions will participate in the end of project evaluation

1. Traditional Authorities from the Gwira Banso stool and Bamiankor

2. Nzema East District Assembly

3. Office of the Administrator of Stool Lands (Regional and Nzema East District)

4. MOFA (Regional and Nzema East)

5. FSD (Regional and Tarkwa Forest District)

6. SAMARTEX

7. Farmer Groups and Gwira Banso communities

8. DLH

9. Project staff

10. Friends of the Nation

TASKS

1. Read background documents on the GBJFMP to get acquainted with project history and progress

2. Discuss scope of work with CARE ANR Coordinator and Project Manager to clarify any issues no understood

3. Develop process, methodology and plans for achieving the end of project evaluation as per the above evaluation objectives

4. In conjunction with project team and partners, develop over all programme for the evaluation to include briefing sessions, workshop to present findings to stakeholders and debriefing to CARE and partner

5. Take lead responsibility for facilitating the realisation of the objectives of the end of project review

OUTPUT

Evaluation Report outlining:  

· Degree of achievement of project objectives against logframe

· Concrete results and long term effects of GBJFMP

· Target group and gender – including specific categories and numbers of beneficiaries and nature of benefits 

· Sustainability of project results and impact

· Effectiveness of Partnerships 

· Factors which enhanced or hampered project implementation

· Lessons for use in future CARE projects, with recommendations and other options

TIME FRAME

The prospective consultant must be available to undertake the end of project evaluation from 1st to 14th November 2003

Expertise required

· Knowledge of social science and natural resource management 

· Knowledge and experience in community based NRM 

· Knowledge of Ghana’s forest policy 

· Knowledge and experience in community development processes

· Familiarity with GBJFMP and ANR would be advantageous 

Annex 2. Key Documents Used in the Evaluation Process

1. A Baseline of Survey of the Gwira Banso Joint Forest Mangement Project – CARE Component

2. Gwira Banso Joint Forest Management Project, Ghana, April 1999 to December 2003

3. Gwira Banso Joint Forest Management Project, Mid-Term Review Report

4. Project Implementation Report – January to June 2000

5. Project Implementation Report – July to December 2000

6. Project Implementation Report – January to June 2000

7. Project Implementation Report – July to December 2001

8. Project Implementation Report – January to June 2002

9. Project Implementation Report – July to December 2002

10. Project Implementation Report – January to June 2003

11. GBJFMP: An Anthropological Study of Ethnicity, Gender and Poverty in the Project Area

12. The Joint Forest Management – Gwira Banso Project, An End of Project Report

13. Draft Gwira Banso Forest Management Project Partnership Strategy

14. Stakeholder Review Workshop Report 

15. Report  on the Exercise to Develop Land Use Management Guidelines Within the Gwira Banso Joint Forest Management project

16. Most Singnificant Change Stories

17. Tripartite Agreement for Gwira Banso Community Forest Management Project

18. Ghana Revised Activiy Plan (Phase Out) April to December 2003, Gwira Banso Joint Forest Management Project

19. Project Advisory Group M&E Format

20. Developing Partnership with Friends of the Nation

21. Constitution, Gwira Banso Communities Development and Natural Resource Management Foundation

22. Community Agreements on Banso Stool

23. Agricultural Tenancy Agreement

24. Draft Land Use Management Guidelines

25. Post Midterm review Plans

26. Compiled Reports on Project Visits 

Annex 3. 2003 Activity Time Line

GWIRA BANSO JOINT FOREST MANAGEMENT PROJECT

ACTIVITY TIMELINE: JANUARY TO DECEMBER 2003

	RESULT AREA/OBJECTIVE
	IMPLEMENTING BODY
	JAN
	FEB
	MAR
	APR
	MAY
	JUN
	JUL
	AUG
	SEP
	OCT
	NOV
	DEC

	RESULT 1. LAND USE GUIDELINES FOR PROJECT AREA AGREED UPON AND IMPLEMENTED WITH FULL & EQUITABLE PARTICIPATION OF ALL STAKEHOLDERS 

OBJECTIVE 1:To facilitate the evolution of a common vision for CBNRM among stakeholders

	ACTIVITY
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Workshop in 5 communities to discuss outcome of vision building exercise with key stakeholders and to get community inputs into vision building for CBNRM in Gwira Banso


	CARE/FoN
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Facilitate communities and stakeholders to develop strategies, action plan and milestones for achieving vision
	CARE/FoN
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Facilitate 2 stakeholder workshops to evaluate status of vision building
	CARE/FoN
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	RESULT 1. Objective 2. To develop effective channels of communication and networking among CBOs and communities in project area

	Assess channels of communication and feedback systems among CBOs in 5 communities in project area
	CARE/FoN
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Undertake training for reps of CBOs, Village level committees and communities to develop and improve upon local feedback systems
	CARE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Assess performance of feedback systems through quarterly community meetings
	CARE/FoN
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	RESULT 1. OBJECTIVE 3: To establish institutional structures for management & monitoring of rules with authority to make NRM decisions & sanctions

	Facilitate the formation of District-based Project Advisory Group to oversee the management of the LUMG development process
	CARE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Capacity building workshop for project advisory group and CBO structures
	CARE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Coordinate quarterly meetings of Project Advisory Group and CBO to review performance
	CARE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Result 2. IMPROVED PRODUCTION & MARKETING OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS AND NTFPs FROM SUSUTAINABLE FARM-FOREST SYTEMS BY FARM FAMILIES

Objective 1: To find and disseminate best practices for integrated sustainable farm forest systems


	ACTIVITIES
	IMPLEMENTING 

BODY
	JAN
	FEB
	MAR
	APR
	MAY
	JUN
	JUL
	AUG
	SEP
	OCT
	NOV
	DEC

	Review information available land/soil/crop suitability for project area in conjunction with MOFA and farmer groups
	CARE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Assist farmers to use information on crop suitability and cost benefit analysis of short, medium and long term production systems to design farm management plans
	CARE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Facilitate farmers’ ability to select and implement appropriate techniques for farm-forest integration
	CARE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Result 2. Objective 2: To improve income level of farm families from farm and forest produce

	Enhance farmer groups capacity to access new initiatives for on-farm NTFPs production
	CARE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Facilitate exploration of market opportunities and access to markets for value added farm produce, timber residues and NTFPs
	CARE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Undertake survey of cost effective value addition enterprises appropriate for farm produce, timber residues and NTFPs
	CARE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Facilitate farmer groups to acquire skills in adding value to farm and forest produce 
	CARE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Result 2. Objective 3:To promote dissemination of agricultural techniques through farmer led information and technology transfer

	Facilitate farmer groups and federations to develop systems for sharing information on best practices
	CARE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Monitor and document successful farm – forest practices
	CARE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Compile relevant technical information in agro forestry to guide and give support to farmers
	CARE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Result 3. TRANSPARENT AND REPRESENTATIVE SOCIAL AND POLITICAL INSTITUTIONS ORGANISING TOGETHER, TO BE ABLE TO ARTICULATE DEMANDS AND ACCESS IMPROVED SERVICES FROM SERVICE PROVIDERS

 Objective1:Evolutionof umbrella body to promote information flow, participation in decision making and linkage between groups and external stakeholders

	ACTIVITIES
	IMPLEMENTING

BODY
	JAN
	FEB
	MAR
	APR
	MAY
	JUN
	JUL
	AUG
	SEP
	OCT
	NOV
	DEC

	Promote regular meetings and interaction among farmer groups to share information on activities and social issues. 
	CARE/FoN
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Identify service providers and facilitate linkages between groups and service providers
	CARE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Strengthen linkages between communities and Assemblyman and District Assembly
	CARE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Result 3. Objective 2: Community management of CDF is operational and supporting NRM

	Review and finalise CBO constitution to include recommendations from PAG and added scope of support for NRM
	CARE/FoN
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Capacity building for VLC, MC and CBO Board to implement and manage fund.
	CARE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Monitor and review performance of CBO and build capacity in relevant areas
	CARE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Result 3. Objective 3: Monitoring and Evaluation

	Stakeholders workshop to develop M&E plan for project and GBCNRM Foundation activities
	CARE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Capacity building for stakeholders to monitor implementation of project activities
	CARE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Quarterly community, CBO and stakeholders meetings to assess progress made and report changes in stakeholders’ domain 
	FoN
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2 Stakeholder workshops to review  project activities in 3 result areas
	CARE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Quarterly partnership review meeting with FoN
	CARE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Final Project evaluation
	CARE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Annex 4. Status of Activities (Actual vs. Planned) 

	Planned
	Actual/Extent of Achievement

	Result 1 – Land Use Management Guidelines

	Objective 1: To facilitate the evolution of a common vision for Community Based Natural Resource Management (CBNRM) among stakeholders
	This has been done partially through the LUMG development process. It is still ongoing.

	Activities:

· Workshop in 5 communities to discuss outcome of vision building exercise with key stakeholders and to get community inputs into vision building for CBRNM in Gwira Banso

· Facilitate communities and stakeholders to develop strategies, action plan and milestones for achieving vision

· Facilitate two stakeholder workshops to evaluate status of vision building
	· Still in progress. Workshops held in …. Communities

· This has fully been achieved

· This has not been done 

	Objective 2: To develop effective channels of communication and networking among CBOs and communities in the project area.
	Channels have been developed through the VLC and MC and UNCSOND zoning.

	Activities:

· Assess channels of communication and feedback systems among CBOs in 5 communities in project area

· Undertake training for representatives of CBOs, VLCs and communities to develop and improve upon local feedback systems

· Assess performance of feedback systems through quarterly community meetings
	· Assessment of channels of communication has been carried out

· CBOs, VLCs and communities trained.

· Assessment carried out but not on quarterly basis

	Objective 3: To establish institutional structures for management and monitoring of rules with authority to make NRM decisions and sanctions.
	This objective is mostly achieved. The structures (PAG, MC, VLC) have been established. What remains is empowerment and actual implementation of the rules. 

	Activities:

· Facilitate the formation of district-based project advisory group to oversee the management of the LUMG development process

· Capacity building workshop for the project advisory group and CBO structures

· Coordinate quarterly meetings of PAG and CBO to review performance
	· District-based PAG formed

· Capacity-building workshop held

· Quarterly meetings have been held but with PAG and CBOs together

	Result 2 – Improved Production and Marketing of Agricultural and NTFPs

	Objective 1: To find and disseminate best practices for integrated sustainable farm forest systems

	This is least achieved. Some best practices have been found and documented in MSCs but not disseminated

	Activities:

· Review information available land/soil/crop suitability for project area in conjunction with MOFA and farmer groups

· Assist farmers to use information on crop suitability and cost benefit analysis of short, medium and long term production systems to design farm management plans

· Facilitate farmers’ ability to select and implement appropriate techniques for farm-forest integration
	· Information reviewed

· Assistance for farmers to use information is still in progress

· Facilitation for farmers to be able to select appropriate techniques has been done. 

	Objective 2: To improve income level of farm families from farm and forest produce
	This is least achieved though a few farmers earned higher income from black pepper sales. 

	Activities:

· Enhance farmer groups capacity to access new initiatives for on-farm NTFPs production

· Facilitate exploration of market opportunities and access to markets for value added farm produce, timber residues and NTFPs

· Undertake survey of cost effective value addition enterprises appropriate for farm produce, timber residues and NTFPs

· Facilitate farmer groups to acquire skills in adding value to farm and forest produce
	Planned activities have fully been executed however, value addition to farm and forest produce has been partially been done.

	Objective 3: To promote dissemination of agricultural techniques through farmer led information and technology transfer
	

	Activities:

· Facilitate farmer groups and federations to develop systems for sharing information on best practices

· Monitor and document successful farm – forest practices

· Compile relevant technical information in agro forestry to guide and give support to farmers
	Apart from no work done on compilation of relevant technical information in agro-forestry, the two other planned activities have been executed. Monitoring and documenting successful farm/forest integration is still ongoing.

	Result 3 – Transparent and representative local social and political institutions

	Objective1: Evolution of umbrella body to promote information flow, participation in decision 
	UCSOND has been strengthened to work as the umbrella organisation.

	Activities:

· Making linkages between groups and

· External stakeholders

· Promote regular meetings and interaction among farmer groups to share information on activities and social issues.

· Identify service providers and facilitate linkages between groups and service providers

· Strengthen linkages between communities and Assemblyman and District Assembly
	All planned activities have been actually and successfully implemented

	Objective 2: Community management of CDF is operational and supporting NRM
	Partially achieved because CDF restructured but not operational yet.

	Activities:

· Review and finalise CBO constitution to include recommendations from PAG and added scope of support for NRM

· Capacity building for VLC, MC and CBO Board to implement and manage fund.

· Monitor and review performance of CBO and build capacity in relevant areas
	Planned activities carried out but capacity building for VLC, MC and CBO board has to be repeated periodically

	Objective 3: Monitoring and Evaluation
	Conventional monitoring and evaluation linked to the logframe has been weak but a lot has been achieved in using PMTs, MSCs, workshops etc to monitor and evaluate project activities

	Activities:

· Stakeholders workshop to develop M&E plan for project and GBCNRM Foundation activities

· Capacity building for stakeholders to monitor implementation of project activities

· Quarterly community, CBO and stakeholders meetings to assess progress made and report changes in stakeholders’ domain 

· 2 Stakeholder workshops to review project activities in 3 result areas

· Quarterly partnership review meeting with FoN

· Final Project evaluation
	All planned activities have been executed. Final Project Evaluation is ongoing.


Annex 5. List of Persons Consulted as part of Evaluation Process

NTFP Inventory Workshop, Tebakrom
-
18th November, 2003

	
	Name
	Village

	1
	Peter Agyeman
	Sikaneasem

	2
	Kwesi Francis
	Sikaneasem

	3
	Francis Nyame
	Sikaneasem

	4
	Samuel Effah
	Tebakrom

	5
	Elijah Osei Tutu
	Tebakrom

	6
	Theresa Tetteh
	Draw (VLC)

	7
	J.H. Boateng
	Tebakrom (MC)

	8
	Kwesi Ofori
	Tebakrom

	9
	Francis Agor
	Draw

	10
	Adjoa Adedzewa
	Jempere

	11
	Theresa Narh
	Draw

	12
	Comfort Sackey
	Tebakrom

	13
	Daniel Amponsah
	Tebakrom

	14
	Osei Owusu Ansah
	Tebakrom

	15
	Regina Paddi
	Draw

	16
	Eunice Boah
	Draw

	17
	John Manla
	Banso

	18
	Ohene Kwabena
	Jempere

	19
	Kwame Saah
	Jempere (VLC)

	20
	C.K. Ayimeh
	Tebakrom

	21
	Stephen Biadjoe
	Banso

	22
	Paul Addo
	Banso

	23
	S.K. Ayimeh
	Tebakrom

	24
	Benard Sackey
	Tebakrom

	25
	Yaw Agyiri
	Jempere 

	26
	Dickson Ocran
	Banso (MC)

	27
	Bless Tetteh
	Draw

	28
	D.K. Turkson
	Jempere (VLC)

	29
	Eric Agyare
	Jempere

	30
	Dominic Agyei
	Banso

	31
	J.K. Agbemi
	Tebakrom (VLC)

	32
	Stephen Awiah
	Banso

	33
	Anthony Law
	Banso

	34
	Kofi Mark
	Banso

	35
	Kofi Owusu
	Wadisie/Tebakrom

	36
	John Hans Adjei
	Draw (MC)

	37
	Yaw Kudom
	Tebakrom

	38
	Peter Addo
	Tebakrom

	39
	Kusi Anthony
	Wadisie/Tebakrom (VLC)

	40
	Boah Asante
	Tebakrom

	41
	Thomas Minla
	Banso

	42
	Yaw Botchwey
	Wadisie/Tebakrom

	43
	Patrick Twen
	Banso

	44
	Samuel Awiah
	Banso

	45
	Dauda Azumah
	Tebakrom (MC)

	46
	Alex Issah
	Jempere (MC)

	47
	Mumuni Seikuu
	Jempere (VLC)

	48
	Ramatu Dauda
	Tebakrom (MC)

	49
	Eno Mary Animah
	Tebakrom (VLC)


	Friends of the Nation – 17th November, 2003

	
	Name
	Title

	1
	Chris Mavuta
	Executive Director 

	2
	Kingsley Oppong
	NRM Programme Officer (GBJFMP)

	3
	Kwabena Obeng Hineh
	NRM Programme Officer (FOREST)

	
	
	


Banso Stool
-
18th November, 2003-12-04

	
	Name
	Title

	1
	J.B. Arko
	Stool Elder

	2
	Jacob Aduomin
	Member, MC

	3
	Paul Kakofie
	Chairman, MC

	4
	Emmanuel Ayarkwah
	Stool Elder

	5
	Thomas Kwofi
	Ebusua Panyin

	6
	Ben Simon
	Stool Elder

	7
	Emmanuel Aboagye
	Chief’s Representative


Jempere
-
19th November, 2003

	
	
	
	

	
	Name
	Title
	

	1
	Samuel Doomson
	Teacher
	

	2
	Musah Yaw
	Farmer
	

	3
	Kwesi Osei
	Farmer
	

	4
	Kwamena Amo
	Farmer
	

	5
	Kwesi Mensah
	Farmer
	

	6
	Stephen Archer
	Teacher
	

	7
	Kwabena Nyarko
	Farmer
	

	8
	Ama Yekua
	Farmer
	

	9
	Efua Akyelem
	Farmer
	

	10
	Abena Agyeman
	Farmer
	

	11
	Hannah Arnoh
	Farmer
	

	12
	Akosua Oppong
	Farmer
	

	13
	Afua Tawiah
	Farmer
	

	14
	Adwoba Amoo
	Farmer
	

	15
	Ama Kakra
	Farmer
	

	16
	Esi Ayensima
	Farmer
	

	17
	Esi Broni
	Farmer
	

	18
	Kojo Apaah
	Farmer
	


Draw
-
19th November, 2003-12-04

	
	Name
	Title

	1
	Cecelia Narkie
	Farmer

	2
	Damfowa Akua
	Farmer

	3
	Teye Nartey
	Farmer

	4
	Elizabeth Kodjo
	Farmer

	5
	Yaa Sophia
	Farmer

	6
	Richard Teye
	Farmer

	7
	Tetteh Daina
	Farmer

	8
	Kofi Asamoah
	Farmer

	9
	Martin Tetteh
	Farmer


PAG, Axim
– 20/11/2003

	
	Name
	Title

	1
	Stephen Blighton
	NEDA, Vice chairman – PAG foundation (DPO)

	2
	Eno Mary Animah
	Female farmers representative (FM/FR)

	3
	Paul A K Kotie
	M/C Chairman / PAG representative

	4
	Isaac E Kwofie
	Stool lands (PAG) – Member

	5
	Tony Kwenin
	NEDA (Deputy coordinator)

	6
	John Alidu Mahama
	Board Secretary

	7
	Nana Kwanza Ekuban I
	Board Chairman

	8
	Kwame Obeng – Hinneh
	FON (NGO rep – PAG) – Secretary

	9
	S A Nyantakyi
	F.S.D (Assistant district manager)

	10
	Judith Gyabeah
	F.S.D (Range supervisor)

	11
	Abraham Allotey
	F.S.D (C.S.O)

	12
	Gloria Amorin
	F.S.D (C.S.O)

	13
	Kweku Anderson
	F.S.D (C.S.O)

	14
	Eric Lartey
	FC (C.S.O)


UCSON, Axim
 – 20/11/2003

	
	Name
	Title

	1
	Osae Mantey
	Assistant Secretary

	2
	John Ayaovie
	Zonal Organizer

	3
	Betty Amihere
	Zonal Organizer

	4
	Wilfred Mensah
	Zonal Organizer

	5
	Joycelyn Blay
	Secretary

	6
	John King Arthur
	Financial Secretary

	7
	Ben Abakah
	CLUSA/GAIT – Facilitator

	8
	Wisdom Quarku
	President – District


CLUSA : Co – operative league of the U.S.A

GAIT : Government accountability improves trust program

GAP/DLH

Eddie Prah





Coordinator, GAP/DLH Component

 Annex 7. Project Logframe

	Hierarchy of Objectives
	Objectively Verifiable Indicators (OVI)
	Means of Verification (MOV)
	Assumptions

	Overall Objective (Goal):

Management of natural resources which is ecologically, economically and socially sustainable in the Gwira Banso Stool area.
	Stabilisation or improvement in key ecological indicators, including bio-diversity and vegetation cover

Effective collaboration among the major stakeholders in the management of natural resources.
	
	

	Purpose:

Increased ability of farm families and communities to implement sustainable land use practices in order to improve their livelihoods in the project area


	1. # of farm families practising agreed sustainable agriculture
 practices

2. Community based organisations/ institutions have effective involvement in the management of natural resources.

3. # of farm families reporting positive change in their livelihood security
	Baseline, mid term and final evaluations

On site observations, farm events

Project records

Focus Group Discussions

Community reviews

Interviews

Focus Group Discussions

Case studies, monthly reports
	- Chieftancy conflict in the Gwira Banso Stool does not degenerate into communal violence

- Political stability is maintained

- National/Local Government policy on forest, environment, and agriculture remain favourable for joint forest management

	Result #1:

Land use guidelines for the project area agreed upon and implemented with the full and equitable participation of all stakeholders.


	1.1 Reduction of clearance of the natural forest versus secondary forest;

1.2 # of farmers whose tenure rights of land and tree confirmed

1.3 Evidence of full stakeholder participation in agreeing to the guidelines and responsibilities

1.4   # of farm families following agreed rules and practices in  sustainable use of resources
	Sample farm assessments

Project reports

Reports of community meetings, titles and agreements

Monthly reports

Project and community reports

Meeting minutes

Interviews

Field observation
	- Forest policies regarding community participation and environmental protection are maintained and enforced

- Inflow of migrants does not lead to significant reduction of natural forest.

- Consensus is achieved amongst the different resource users.

- The Stool Chief remains supportive to the process

- Commercial timber companies remain supportive of the project



	Result # 2

Improved production and marketing of agricultural products and NTFPs from sustainable farm-forest systems by farm families.

	2.1   # of farmers practising agreed and improved 

         agricultural techniques;

2.2  # of farmers diversifying production 

       activities (vertical and horizontal);

2.3  # of farm families involved in new products and marketing options for agriculture and NTFP products;

2.4  # of people with access to required knowledge and skills for farm and forest management use

2.5 Evidence of improved benefits accrued from new agriculture practices and NTFP use.
	Documented farm management plans

Extensionists’ monitoring reports

Field observation

Focus group discussions

Farmer analysis records

Market analysis information 

Project reports

Interviews, FGDs

Observations
	- No major environmental disasters occur in the project area

- No significant macro economic effect on farmers

	Result # 3

Transparent and representative local social and political institutions organising together, to be able to articulate demands and access improved services from service providers  


	3.1 Evidence of collective decision making 

3.2 Evidence of regular consultation and collaboration between the stakeholders;

3.3 Evidence of information flow within a village and between the village and other stakeholders;

3.4 Evidence of good linkages and negotiating levels of the communities;

3.5 # of the new groups becoming self-reliant and accountable  in their operations and management;
3.6 Evidence of participatory and transparent community fund  management

3.7 Increased farm families access to appropriate services and resources from local institutions and net works 
	Group operation reports

Institutional assessment report

Monitoring reports (CARE/JFM)

Client survey

CDF Management Committee meetings’ minutes, FGDs

Group operation reports

Project reports and FGDs
	- Government commitment to Decentralisation continues

- Availability of services does not deteriorate




Annex 8. Expenditure against budget

Annex 9. Evaluation Schedule

	DATE
	ACTIVITY
	LOCATION

	Thur 13th 
	Consultants meet 
	Accra

	Fri 14th & Sat 15th 
	Project Document Review


	Accra

	Sun 16th 
	Am. Travel to Takoradi

10.00am Preparatory meeting with Project Team and FoN  

Evaluation Team Planning meeting

 
	Takoradi

	Mon 17th
	Meeting with key individuals with public and private sector

Regional Director, Office of the Administrator of Stool Lands

Mr. Eddie Prah, DLH Coordinator

Meeting with FoN

Travel to Gwira Banso
	Sekondi/ Takoradi

	Tues 18th
	Community Visits 

Meeting with representatives of Stool land owners in Banso

Meeting with farmer group and VLC in Banso

Meeting with Farmer groups, VLC and community demarcation team at Tabakrom

Evaluation Team and project team review and planning meeting 
	Project Area

	Wed 19th 
	Community Visits 

Meeting with farmer groups, VLC and community demarcation team in Jampere and Draw

Evaluation Team and project review meeting
	Project Area

	Thurs 20th 


	Meetings with key individuals within public and private institutions/ service providers

· Project Advisory Group, Management Committee and Board in Axim.

· District Assembly  - DCD, DCE, District Planning Office, Agriculture and environment Subcommittees, Agricultural Subcommittee

· UCSON

· Regional Director, MOFA


	Axim

Sekondi

	Fri 21st 
	Regional Manager FSD


	Sekondi

	Sat 22nd  & Sun 23rd 
	Evaluation Team develop initial conclusions
	

	Mon 24th 
	Evaluation Team work on preliminary findings and preparation of draft report
	Project area

	Tues 25th 
	Verifications/clarifications with stakeholders

Briefing to project team
	Project area

	Wed 26th
	Preparations for presentation of initial findings to Stakeholders
	 Project area

	Thurs 27th 
	Stakeholder workshop:  Presentation of draft findings from Evaluation Team to CARE and key stakeholders
	Busua

	Fri 28th  to 30th Nov
	Preparation of draft report to include inputs from stakeholder workshop

p.m submission of draft report
	Accra

	 Mon Dec 1st 
	Pm Debrief CARE International
	Accra

	5th Dec
	Presentation of final report
	Accra


A workshop in September 2003 brought together all 3 feuding factions and migrant and sharecrop farmers to address land tenure systems, benefit sharing, NTFPs management and exploitation and monitoring of agreements and sanctions. “the climax of the negotiations was when the stool landowners slammed an additional land rent of ¢3,000 per acre annually and ¢15,000 per acre before signing demarcated lands. This saw an interesting and orderly scenario of farmers and traditional rulers regularly taking time-outs to go and consult one another”. The farmers argued their case out and at the end a consensus was reached. “The levies were negotiated till they finally settled on ¢1,500 per acre per annum. The cost for signing land plans is to be negotiated individually based on affordability.  Other striking agreements were”


5% and 10% benefit respectively to traditional authorities and CDF on every tree planted/nurtured by the farmer


Consensus on all farmers to plant a minimum of 10 timber trees per acre on their farms for which a sanction would be imposed on defaulters








� See Annex 1.	


� Annex 2 has a list of documents used 





� Annex 3 lists people consulted.


� DANIDA providing 52% of a total 3 year project budget of 2,999,000 DK)


� The 2002 MTR team reconstructed these objectives from various project documents.


� “Complementarity and collaboration between CARE & DLH/GAP in Gwira Banso (a draft set of guidelines) was drawn up by Phil Vernon of CARE and Eddie Prah of DLH .


� Culled from MSCs titled “ Farmers nogotiate their way out” 


� MSCs titled “Samartex Taken to Task”


� Culled from MSC stories titled “Women Get Domestic Labour relief at Tabakrom”


�. Sustainable is defined as being economically viable, socially acceptable and ecologically sound.
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Trees Planted

		1996		1996		1996		7340

		1997		1997		1997		27019

		1998		1998		1998		46443

		1999		1999		1999		26254

		2000		2000		2000		13597

		2001		2001		2001		10905

		2002		2002		2002		4131



Total

Indigenous

NTFPs

Exotics

Year

Number

No. of Trees Planted - GBJFMP (1996 - 2002)

20140

12800

0

62149

28895

6235

72269

20900

4926

34756

7025

1477

19639

5415

627

18906

7865

136

26436

16016

6289



Data

		

										Total																														Total		Trees								NTFP

						Cedrella		Teak		Exotics		Mahogany		Edinam		Nyankom		Makore		Utile		Asanfena		Avodire		Sapele		Akasaa		Aprokuma		Odum		Kusia		Wawabima		Guarea		Indigenous		Sub-Total		Cola		Black Pepper		Gliricidia		Sub-Total		GRAND TOTAL

				1996		3,743		3,597		7,340		4,792		2,680		2,908		2,420																						12,800		20,140								0		20,140

				1997		24,489		2,530		27,019		12,084		4,973		7,283		996		2,951								100		199		23		10		276				28,895		55,914		1,531		1,407		3,297		6,235		62,149

				1998		45,243		1,200		46,443		10,850		5,567		2,591		1,495		287		5						105												20,900		67,343		4,457		325		144		4,926		72,269

				1999		26,254				26,254		3,288		1,991		1,067		397		116		124		42																7,025		33,279		542		935				1,477		34,756

				2000		13,597				13,597		3,634		1,179		417		112		6		10		13		44														5,415		19,012		387		140		100		627		19,639

				2001		10,905				10,905		3,807		2,609		341		770				22		36		280														7,865		18,770		136						136		18,906

				2002		4,131				4,131		7,279		4,998		1,896		1,647								10												186		16,016		20,147		205		4,324		1,760		6,289		26,436

				TOTAL		128,362		7,327		135,689		45,734		23,997		16,503		7,837		3,360		161		91		334		205		199		23		10		276		186		98,916		234,605		7,258		7,131		5,301		19,690		254,295
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