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1. Executive Summary

Project Summary Table

Project Title:

Managing the human wildlife interface to sustain the flow agroecosystem services and comt
illegal wildlife trafficking in the Kgalagadi and Ghanzi drylands (Kgalagadi and Ghanzi Dryla

Ecosystem Project)

FinalDraft
17/07/2021

GEF Project ID: 9154 at endorsement MTR
(USS$) (US$)
UNDP Project ID:  |5590 GEF financing: 5,996,789 1,784,311
Country: Botswana IA/EA own (UNDP corejn- | 1,000,000 Not given at
kind MTR
Region: Southern Africa Government: in-kind 21,000,000 614,483
Focal Area: MFA Other: BirdLife Botswana |500,000 2,755
Operational Global Wildlife Total cofinancing: 22,500,000
Program: Programme
Executing Agency: | MENT Total Project Cost: 28,496,789 2,401.549
Other Partners BLB (Birdlife Botswana] ProDoc Signature (date |01 November
involved: and Other CSOs project began): 2017
(Operational) Closing Dategl 31 December
2023

Project Description

Natural resources management in the Kalahari landscape is characterised by competition and
conflict between conservation goals, economic development and livelihoods. Home to large herds
of angulates and iconic predators, the landscape was dominated bylémsity wildlife with
hunter-gatherer livelihoods until borehole farming enabled cattle ranching a few decades ago.
The consequent rangeland degradation and ecosystem fragmentation threatens wildlib¢hend
livelihoods based on natural resources.g.subsistence livestoekeeping Wildlife Management
Areas (WMAs)which are meant to support wildlifebased economic activities and secure
migratory corridors linking the Kgalagadi Trdmmtier Park(KTPand the Central Kalahari Game
Reserve(CKGREontinue to be lost to livestock encroachment, due to delayed gazettement.
Wildlife is under additional threat from poaching, wildlife poisoning and illegal wildlife trade
(IWT). The recent ban on hunting has reduced benefits tommunitybased natural resousc
managementCBNRNI(which in the context of Botswana has largely been based on consumptive
use i.e. hunting) of wildlife, arguably reducing incentives for conservation. Stakeholders lack the
planning tools, institutional coordination and operational cejies to balance competing needs

and optimise environment, social and economic outcomes. In particular, there is weak
coordination in tackling poaching, wildlife poisoning and IWT, weak capacities for improving
rangeland management in the communal landsl dimited incentives for local communities to
protect wildlife. The projecis intended toremove these barriers using the following strategies:
Coordinating capacity for combating wildlife crime/trafficking and enforcement of wildlife policies
and reguléions at district, national and international levels (Component 1); Incentives and
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systems for wildlife protection by communities increase financial returns from natural resources
exploitation and reduce human wildlife conflicts, securing livelihoods aadiversity in the
Kalahari landscape (Component 2); Integrated landscape planning in the conservation areas and
SLM practices in communal lands secure wildlife migratory corridors and increase productivity of
rangelands respectively, reducing competitibetween landuses and increasing ecosystem
integrity of the Kalahari ecosystem (Component 3); and, Gender mainstreaming, knowledge
management, monitoring and evaluation (Component 4).

Project Progress Summary

All components are currently behind what svanvisaged in the Project Document and what might

be reasonably expected by the raierm. Progress has been poarhen measured against the

MTR targetsaand the rated criteriathe implementation has been slow and at the Aédm the

project faces significa challenges and without significant revisions, the project is unlikely to
achieve its objective2 S 1 ySadaasSa Ay (&sBategidBy asSwell &3 dperitiSrialA Iy
ambiguity¢ have contributed to this poor performanc&he project currently operates under a
Direct Implementation Modality (DIM) but was designed as a Nationally Implemented Modality
(NIM). This weakens thé&nited Nations Development Programme Country OffidRIDP Clas

the Global Environmental FUnGEFIY L)t SYSyY GAy 3 | 3Syo0eQa t Nepa2SOi !
GKS ylFraGA2ylFf 26y SNBKAL) 2 T Satiél &d Edk@rensnialiSargeniggs y S NA
Procedure $ESPwas inadequate and the 2014 hunting béikely resulted in a focus on
alternative liwlihoods and value chains in the project design which are proving to be both
inadequate and ineffectivimm achieving the project objectiv®ue, both to inappropriate selection

of activities and underlying weaknesses and inequalities within the commumnitiich, if left
unaddressed, will militate against any successful commdraged enterprises or value chains as

well as the wise use of natural resources and community cohe$ioe subsequent reversal of

the hunting ban has fundamentally changed thedseape that the projecoperates id. The

Project Management UniPMU) is undefresourced in terms of human resourdadgerms of skills
(e.g.sustainable land managemergl(M) and in terms of the magnitude of the tasftbe Project
Document describedhree component managersand in terms of slow recruitment processes

and high turnoverlt is alschampered by a diffuse reporting chain and decisioaking process

and this has also resulted in poor financial controls on budgeting

Monitoring and evaluation and adaptive managemepoes take placéut not at the speed that

is necessary to achieve the objective by the close of the progeetiuation is at times unrealistic
and there are basic compliance issues which should be hantlig #2MU/CQevel which are

not being followed before total budgets and work plans are approved by the Project
Board/Steering Committeevhile still not UNDRGEF complianand therefore compliance often
reliesheavily on the regional level of the UNIGERvhich increases the time taken for decisions

to be madeAt times there is an inertia which militates against adaptive management resulting in
a failure to act when interventions are not going as intended (e.g. a poor Value Chain Report
accepted and impleentation began despite considerable reservations at many levels of the
project). Whether this is due to a lack of authority in the PMU to make decisions based on
evidence or the diffused decisianaking across the project structure is not clear to the MTR.

1 Given this, and the fact that the GWP PFD stipulates that projects should exploomnsumptive use

options, any proposal to directly support hunting through this project would constitute a fundamental change
in the scope of the project and this wouldquire reformulation and resubmission to the GEF Secretariat for
re-approval- it is important that this is understood by all and creates specific challenges to the project going
forwards.
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All four components are currently wedehind where they might reasonably be expected to be at
this stage in the project cycl®©f the 15 log frame indicators 1 is Satisfactory, 3 are Moderately
Satisfactory, 1 is Moderately Unsatisfactory, 3 are unsatiefy and 6 were unreported on
Component 1 needs to refocus on a more consensual and collaborative approach to combatting
illegal wildlife use and refocus its efforts on the monitoring and interpretation of data to inform
management and pay cognisancette ESIA and ESMP because this is critical to its success.
Component 2 needs to be refocused. The delays in implementing this component have arguably
saved the projecgtat the same time setting it wellehind in terms of delivenhecause the whole
strategy needs to be r¢hought in line with the revision of the resumption in hunting and the
inherent weaknesses and inequalities in the CBNRM programme and hunting sector in Botswana
Empowerment of thé&KalahariKgalagadDrylands EcosysterKGDEcommunitiess critical to the

LINE 2SO0 Qa adz00S&aa o6dzi GKSNB | NB NBlFazpert S 0O2y
(see footnote 1 above)rhe resumption of hunting provides a motivation for the Trusts to- self
organise. However, a narrow focus on the revemdsm hunting without addressing issues
related to hunting and the CBNRM programme will likely take the projedtaxfk of its objective

and conflict with the originaGlobal Wildlife ProgrammeGWB Project Formulation Document
(PFD. Opportunities arepresent for the project to engage with the Trusts in terms of capacity
building and the inclusion of the full range of ecosystem goods and sevitlia the purview of

the Trusts. It is likely that the Trusts will focus on the revenues from hunting @hdat for the
project or GEF to prevent them from doing so; neither would either party consider doing so.
However, the opportunity now exists to engage with the Trusts renewed activity in order to build
social capital, internal governance and the capatd consider natural resource management
(NRM)in its entirety.

Component 3 is welbehind where it should be expected by this stage. Furthermore, the
sequencing of components 2 and 3 are out of sync. Component 3 should have informed
Component 2. The ILMP is now gaining momentum but it is a considerable undertaking and
meaningless unless the other components work. It needs to be accelerated and there needs to be
firm government commitment to addressing issues such as theodéing of the WMAs which will

have serious and detrimental repercussions the project and the entinued installation of
boreholes which is a slower but similar processK S& 020K SNRRS (KS LINR2SO
or by default.The extent and magnitude of any resultimgpactis dependent on which parts of

the WMAs are deoned, and whether@ne parts of the WMAs could be restored (as an offset

for the dezoning). Compromises must exist, and these need to be grounded in ecosystem
resilience, clearly articulated and recognised across all agencies involved in land management
issues in the KGDAt presentthe Integrated LandJse Management PlaiMPis a work in progress

by the project and as such it represents a technical approach to spatial distribution of land uses
which is extremely important. However, it is not being accompanied by a robost
representative forum of landisers and land agencies where sensitive topics, including the-trade
offs between land uses are discussed and considered against future plausible scenarios.

The commitment of the GoB is not cleasignalledby the apparenhesitation to decisively move

on gazzeting the WMAs and synergizing policies on issues such as borahdlesther
infrastructure

Component 4 is progressing reasonably well but it is critical that this component ties the other
componentstogether ¢ communication and advocacy amdplementing theEnvironmental and

Social Management PIg&ESMF.

The originaBESP did not identify all relevant risks and uswrdéxd the significance of most of the

risks that it did identifyThe situation has been revised to be a higgk project which has yet to

meet many of its objectives, including lack of having a grievance redress mechanism (GRM), and

3
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lack of confirmed-ree Prior and Informed Consent (FR&S)Its due to a lack of a feepresence
in the social safeguards work.
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Measure

MTR Rating

Achievement Description

Project Strategy

N/A

Progress Towards
Results

Objective Achievement Rating: LINR Y2 (i1 S |
landscape approach to managing Kgalagadi
Ghanzi drylands for ecosystem resilience, impro
livelihoods and reduced conflicts between wildl
O2yaSNBIGA2Y YR fAQDS3
ModeratelyUnsatisfactory

Targets for indicatr 1: selfreported to be on target af
mid-term. However, insufficient evidence provided to tf
MTR to demonstrate this.

there are 3 IDDCsoperational, butnot in the project
domain - instead they are in Chobe, Ngamiland &
Central DistrictThere are meant to be 3 in the proje
area. It is not clear how these structures can
2LISNI GA2Yy LT @6KSYy Riokla SRS
data available for Capacity Scdzards at this pot. This
target (associated with component 1) will require grea
PMU involvementaind better reportingto demonstrably
achieveby project end.

Targets for indicator 2: 300 peopeMid Term review
(MTR selfreported 37 people. Not on track. Will requi
significant adjustments to achieve by project end.

Target for indicator 3: No data available against base|
at MTR. Will require adjustments to achieve by proj

end.

The project has performed poorly in the first half and there anreumber of strategi
weaknesses in the design which, when coupled with weak implementation prever
4 components from mutually reinforcing each other. Additionally, there are
significant issues which either by default or decision will prevent the project achig
its objective. These are the dmning of the WMAs and the continued expansion
boreholes into the WMAs. A decision to-dene and/or continue borehole expansiq
would be an existential threat tof KS LINRP 2S00 Q& OKIyOS

Prevarication on the issue is a chronic but equally detrimental chall@rigeKGDE is
socigecosystem and its resilience against shocks and surprises lies in its divers
connectivity. The project lsthe ability to address the challenges to both of thesiee

draft ESMP and the ILMR both of which need to be addressed with urgen@n
inadequate SESP in the project design failed to identify numerous issues which n
be addressed in order to ake the system resilienill four components must embrac
the ESMP as a means to ensure that what emerges is socially, economical
ecologically resilient.

2 Reference is made to the ESIA (and elsewhere the ESM®&)mportant to note that these documents are still under development (i.e. they are in draft fbrwe not
yet been finalized and cleared, nor posted for public disclosateof which will stilhave tohappen).

0



Outcome 1 Achievement Ratincreased national an
District level capacity to tackle wildlife crime (includi
poaching, wildlife poisoning and illegal trafficking a
trade).

Moderately Unsatisfactory

Target for indicator 4: No data available at MTR.
Target for indicator 5: Ndata available at MTR.
As indicator 1 above.

A database; which provides a broad range of variak
and can track cases through the Coustsiecessary. Thi
database would need to be wdhought through and
produce data sets that could be compared agaitsier

socioepolitical, economic, ecological and policy variabl
Anti-poaching depends not just on identifying t
weaknesses in the enforcement system but also
understanding a complex system and a wide range of
dynamic motivating factors.
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Therehave been some successes in establishing the JOC, training and better
coordinationalthough the MTR did not see any clear evidence of th@vever, it is
not showing the adaptive changesn its approach to local communities and the u
of data to inform policy and not just operations. Rigorous data analysis and r(
examination of espoused policy and operational practices needs to take.pl

Outcome 2 Achievement Ratintncentives and system
for wildlife protection by communities increase financ
returns from natural resources exploitation and redu
human wildlife conflicts, securing livelihoods a
biodiversity in theKalahari landscape

Unsatisfactory
Target for indicator 6: Midi SNXY (I NAS{a

SelfiNBS L2 NISR an SO2 2 dzNR a-Y
term. MTR challenges migrm target (BOROVAST)

0SAYy3a M a@lftdzS OKIFAYyE |
projectarea.
¢ NBSG T2NJ AYyRAOLI (rpddted. Y

It is not clear how this is calculated and data 1
disaggregated by gender. Not on track. Will requ
significant adjustments to achieve by project end.

The initial conceptual approach to this outcome and an eediance on value chain
and an alternative livelihoods tradeff strategy was flawedThe identification of
projects was not screened against the theory ungaming the approach. There

considerable confusion within the project and the intended beneficiar
Implementation of th§ component has not taken advantage of the existing NGO s¢
in the KGDE. Furthermore, changes in the regulatory framework relating to hu
have fundamentally changed the dynamic of the local communities within the s
ecosystenwith many Trusts reprtedly seeking to obtain the hunting revenues withg
actually addressing some of the internal weaknesses within the sysfEhe
identification of the projects in this component does not address the huwmddiife
interface although a second round of pec identification is much better alignec
However, it remains that this component essentially tries to address an ada
challenge through a conventional rural development fix.

An alternative livelihoods approach suggestpuad pro quaowith resource users givin
up one opportunity in return for another. Regardless of the risks of exposur
untested markets, comparative values of replacement resources/opportunities,
needs and capacities; where biodiversity and ecosystem function $oasrésult of




Target for indicator 8: No datavailabé at MTR.The
means by which this indicator is monitored needs to
re-thought.

An adaptive management responsawithin this
component cannot ignore the economic value to t
Trusts of the hunting revenues. However, in line with {
project objectives, it should not focus on a single isg
(e.g. hunting) but should continue to develop tf
capacities of the Trusts, the unit of management,
consider the full range of natural resources (grazi
sustainable agriculture, veld products) as vaslthe basig
governance issues¢ authority and responsibility
equitable distribution of costs (e.g. HWC) and bene
0SdId AYONBI &aSR O02KS&aAz2y]
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competing land uses rather than direct exploitation of a resource, alterng
livelihoods, even where successful in economic terms, may not prevent fu
degradation.

dal NJ] SGd SR FLILINRIOKSa (2 O2yasSNiei
however, economists might want to simplify the equation by putting a financial v
on thequid pro quoof the tradeoff. But, it is important to bear in mind basic hum
nature in respect of determining a range of motivations and values:r&ilfce,
independence, the security to manage their resources and determine their future
characteristics of rural communities and can be strong motivational factor
encouraging sustainable management of natural resources. The alternative liveli
trade-off approach implies an element of conceding or relinquishing territory
resources, or authority and responsibility, in return for increased dependence ug
external provider. While this may not always be the case it is important to beant|
mind®¢ ¢ marginal and unpredictable systems (which arguably any arid syste|
livelihood strategies need to be based in a range of opportunities and it is likely th
single livelihood activitgn its ownprovides the hedge against stochasticdaryclical
risks.

Outcome 3 Achievement Ratingntegrated landscape
planning in the conservation areas and SLM practice
communal lands secures wildlife migratory corridors g
increased productivity of rangelands, reduci
competition between landuses and increasin
ecosystem integrity of the Kalahari ecosystem

Moderately Satisfactory

Target for indicator & 12 The ILMP is not ready. Wo
is ongoing and it will require considerable effort by t
PMU and partners to complete it. Fhdrmore, it will
need an adaptivapproachaccompanied by a robust an

representative forum of landsers and land agencie

There is broad recognition that the ILMP to be developed in this compone
desperately neededo prevent the presat dangers to the KGDE resulting frg
uncoordinated and conflicting land useg isnot alarmist to posit that if left unchecke
these dangers could easily, or inevitably, result in changing the system fr
biologically and process diverse system greatly simplified and depauperate syste
which carries a much higher risk of system collapse. However, this recognition h
translated into action and there has been a general inertia in getting the |
development moving. There are signs that thasnponent is beginning to move aheg
with the ILMP and, at least in part, develop a common vision. However, at thtemid
these do not amount to an achievement yet.

Indicators 10 and 11 refer to specific intervention which might reasonably be exp
to show evidence on the ground through the adoption of SLM technologies, approi
and practices at scale. There was insufficient data available at the MTR to demor
this and Capacity Score Cards were not evident.

3 Final EvaluationConservation and Stanable Use of Biodiversity in Dibeen Nature Reserve Project (JOR/02/G35, 00013204) Document submission date: 25th June 2007
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where sensitive topics, including the trad#s between
land uses are discussed and considered against fu
plausible scenarios.

Target for indicator 1& 11 No data is available. Th
narrative report does not reflect the magnitude of wh
the target is expected to reacby the midterm (e.g. 1(
farmers/technical officers on a learning exchange,
management and do noteflect a range of technologies
methodologies and adaptive changes necessary.
target¢g KA OK A& | YIF 22NJ LI NJ
of success will need to be driven harder and m
preciselyeither through a dedicated PMU position or
component nanager both of which now have significa
budget implications.

Target for indicator 13: No data provided on Score Ca
Needs to be done.
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Outcome 4 Achievement RatinGender mainstreaming
Lessons learned by the project through participatc
M&E are used to guide adaptive management, coll
and share lessons, in support of upscaling

Moderately Satisfactory

Target for indicator 14: On tracHowever, measuremen
needs to be improved in terms of quantifying bene
Participation is measured but benefit appears to
linked to a single exchange event number 5 women.
Target for indicator 15: Insufficient evidence of proje
generating lessonsComponent 1 lessons are either n
there or not shared. Component 2 has not genera
lessons. Component 3 ILMP has important data
emerging methodologies vis a vis effects of boreho

data collection and community participation (althoug

This outcome has achieved some things, notably a gender strategy. However, i
not provide a dynamic and advocative communication functiecessary to create
common vision and purpose amongst project partners and stakehaolders




KGDEP UNBBEF PIM5590/ GEF ID 9154. MTR Final Repduine 2021
FinalDraft
17/07/2021

this is lagely generated by existing initiatives) the Sl
elements have not generated lessons at this point.

Implementation has been poor with a number of operational and proced
weaknesses which have been slow to be resolved. The PMU has beenesaarced

E:gjlicr:;entation & . bgt t.here is weak financial .control which has affected 'ﬂBi\NP.. The PMU is currer!1
: Moderately Unsatisfactory within the UNDP CO and it should be (according to the Project Document) nati

Adaptive . :

Management |mpI_emented_._The curre_n_t manggement arrangemen_ts are diffuse and the U_NDP
not in a position to fulfil its project assurance oversight role. The PSC/PB is un
and does not provide the dynamic executive role necessaiyptementthe project.
Sustainability is uncertain. With improvements the project outcomes could contri
significantly to the sustainability/resilience of the KGDE system. However, the is

Sustainability ModeratelyUnlikely de-zoning parts of th&VMAs and the continued expansion of boreholes are both, &

together, critical issues which provide a binary decisioecosystem resiliencer a
certain future ecosystem collapse with clear implications for social and econ
sustainability.
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Summary of conclusions

The KGDEP is an important project. The basic strategy makes sense in terms of social, economic
and environmental resilience of the KGDE, although it is poorly articulated in the Project
Document. Resilience, rather than sustainability, is what the prajeistes for. Make the KGRE

the sum of its socigolitical, administrative, ecological and economic componemntssilient to

the risks, shocks and surprises, that changes in any one of these key drivers may bring, so that it
can continue to exist withoubss of the functions for which it is valued.

It would be expedient and negligent to present this as a traffdetween economic development

(in the form of the cattle sector) versus conservation (CBNRM and a wildlife sector). Such binary
arguments araleeply simplistic and offer little of value in solutions. Arguably, the t@ifie have
already been made at a national level between economic development and protecting vulnerable
ecosystem goods and services upon which any semimomic development isngderpinned.

These tradeoffs are represented in the national policy framework and sector agencies. The
objective of the KGDEP is not to determine a maximum or a miniqurlti-species or single
specieg; but rather to determine an optimum, spatially, etably, economically and ecologically

- in order to ensure that there is resilience within the systens dibout finetuning (or sometimes

even coarsely tuning) the details of how this done.

In order to achieve this and build resilience into the systeatonomically, socially, politically,
ecologically there needs to be a rexamination of the how the components interact with each
other and the processes involved in that. In particular the projeds to remember that its
objective is not to determin@ maximum or a minimung multi-species or single speciesbut
rather to determine an optimum, spatially, equitably, economically and ecologidallgrder to
ensure that there is resilience within the system. It Is about finetuning (or sometimes even
coarsely tuning) the details of how this done.

At the MTR the project is not progressing well. However, with remedial actions, taken swiftly it
still has an opportunity to achieve its nationally, regionally and globally important objective.

RecommendatiorSummary Table

Rec | Recommendation & Outcome Entity Responsible
No.

To be implemented byJNDP &
MENT

Timeline: Immediate

Priority: Urgent

The KGDEP is put under NIM within the MENT and the DEA in line with
1 arrangements outlined in the Project Document to be compliant with the|
DN} yid ! ANBSYSyid FyR !'b5tQa 2y Lk

Established a forum for state and nstate actors involved in land use in | To be implemented by:
the KGDE. The purpose of the forum is to openly discuss land useqssug MENTDEA.

2 land use planning, CBNRM, regulatory enforcement, resebased Timeline: Immediate
enterprises, huntingprivate sector involvement and JVPs. It should cut | Priority: Urgent

across all 4 components and inform the ILMP process.

To be implemented byWIENTC
Engage through a competitive process, a substantive Project Manager tf UNDP CO to confirm.

3 PMU Timeline: Immediate
Priority: Urgent
To be implemented byPMU¢
UNDP CO M&E frovide

4 Review the project SRF/LF indicators and targets. Consider: oversight¢ PSCPB to approve

RTA to confirntompliance with
GEF requirements
Timeline: Immediate
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Component 2; transfer indicator 8to Component 1 and rephras
according to ESIA. Use historical and disaggregated data colle
from DWNP to retrofit baseline.

Component 2 Indicator 6: Number of value chains and
ecotourism ventures operationalize@onsider maintaining the
indicator and use against the remaining livelihood projects to b
supported by the projecand addan additional indicator to
measure the capacity building with the Trustis be defined
through the ESlAsee below Recommendatics & 7.

Component 2 Indicator 7: Percentage increase in incomes deri
from ecotourism and value chairRemove this indicator and
NBLIE I OS 6A0GK Iy AYRAOIG2N (K
increased social capital and empowerment of Trusts.dfiethe
baseline.

Component 4; include an additional indicator(s) to reflect the
findings and recommendations of the ESIA, in particular the
effectiveness of the GRM (separate indicator)

Priority: Urgent

Review all the Component 2 proposed projects and reject those that do

To be implemented by?MU¢
PSC/PBo approve

Project Documenandshould includemore representation fronthe Trusts

5 cqntrlbute to the KGDEP objective (see Annex 20) andpatally aligned Timeline: Immediate
with the ILMP. I r——
Priority: Urgent
To be implemented byPMU &
Component 2 should be reviewed against the ESIA findings and an Out CTAQ P.SC/P.B (0 approveR TA
6 added to reflect support to capacity building with Trast to confirm with GEF.
Timeline: Shortterm
Priority: Urgent
To be implemented byPMU ¢
7 Under Component 2 identify and engage NGO partners to implement PSC/PB to approve
Component 2 activities (Recommendatidn& 6). Timeline: Shortterm
Priority: Urgent
To be implemented byPMUto
develop &ESIA Consultant to
Develop timebound Output Indicators (linked to the outcontevel confirm compliance with
8 AYRAOFG2NRO 6AGK  aiNX FFAO f A 3Kl ESIA/ESMP recommendations
of the projectimplementation. PSC/PB to approve
Timeline: Immediate
Priority: Urgent
9 Implement the findings of the ESIA and the ESMP including operational{ To be implemented byMENTC
the GRM for the project. All Component activities to demonstrate Free a8 UNDP CO to confirm.
Prior Informed Consent (FPIC) under the ESMP. Timeline: Immediate
Priority: Urgent
The PMU should, following the management response to the,M&@in to | To be implemented byPMUg
10 RS@St2L) I £ S3IF 08 LI I ¢ndaignédwithittieS L| PSC/PB to approve.
upcomingBotswanan Green Climate Fund project on rangeland Timeline: Medium-term
management (developed Bgonservation International) Priority: Urgent
To be implemented by: PMt)
11 The PSC/PB should be reduced to a small executive group according td MENT/DEA to approve

Timeline: Immediate
Priority: Urgent

4Number of CSO, community and academia members actively engaged in wildlife crime monitoring

and surveillance in community batians
5 Annex 21 provides a framework for monitoring Trusts which can be adapted by the prpjessibly as a
score card approach
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2. Introduction

2.1Purposeand Objectivesf the MTR

1. TheMid Term ReviewMTR is primarily a monitoringand adaptive management totb identify
challenges and outline corrective actions to ensure that a project is on &taitie midterm of
the projectcycleto achieve maximum results by its completion. The primary output/deliverable
of this MTR process is the MTR report. The MTR report will provide evitbasee information
that is credible, reliable and usefahd is intended to be used by the Implentimg Agency
(UNDP)the Executing Agen¢MENT andits PMU, in order to makepractical adjustments to the
LINEP2SO00Qa AYLIESYSYyiUlraGAz2y FNIYSE2N] I 2LISNIGAZ2Y L
allocations wherever necessary in order to achieve itdest objective. Once accepted by the
Implementing Agency the MTR Report becomes an integral part of the overall adaptive project
cycle management.

2.2 Scopeof the MTR

2. The MTR teameviewedall relevant sources of information including documents prepared during
the preparation phase (i.e2F0Q UNDP Initiation Plan, UNDP Social and Environmental Screening
Procedure (SESP)), the Project Document, project reports including Annual Project/R&sew
project budget revisions, national strategic and legal documents, and any other materials that the
team considers useful for this evidenbased review. The MTR teashouldreview the baseline
GEF focal area Tracking Tool (The Global Wildlife Pnogga(GWP) GEF Tracking Tool)
submitted to the GEF at CEO endorsement, and the midterm GEF focal area Tracking Tool (The
Global Wildlife Programme (GWP) G@EFacking Too§nd partner agency Capacity Score Cards

3. The MTR teameviewedand assesd the following four categories of project progress towards
NBadzZ Ga a 2dzif AYySR Ay (KS LINR2SO0Qa faBadz (a4
Conducting Midterm Reviews of UNSBpported, GEFinanced Projects

1 ProjectstrategyA y Of dzZRAYy 3 (G KS LINRP2SOGQa RSaAday FyR

f Progress towards resulissing the indicators selecté®R dzNA y3 G KS LINR 2SOl Q2
observations made during the field mission and desk work.

1 Project implementation and adaptive magement including the management
arrangements, work planning, finance and-famnce, projecievel monitoring and
evaluation, stakeholder engagement, social and environmental standards (safeguards),
reporting and, communication and knowledge management.

{1 Sustainabilityof the projec® outputs and outcomésincluding an assessment of the
financial risks, socieconomic risks, institutional frameworks and governance, and the
environmental risk$o sustainability.

6 These tracking tools were incomplete or still being completed or not presented to the MTR.

7 Ibid 2

8 Where information vas available.

S¢KS AYGSNDKIY3ISHOAtAGE 2F GKS G8N¥a a2dzi®2Y8é FyR a0
For the avoidance of doubt, the KGDEP has 4 Outcomes and 4 Components and there is equivalence. The MTR

dza Sa GKS GSNY hdrativeldecguSe/thiséappaays tolb&tle parlance used in the KGDEP.

2
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Additionally, the MTReviewedthe impactof the COVIEL9 pandemic on theverall project
management, implementation and results (including on indicators and targatspssessd the
LINE 2 S O Qicludidg arididof Brfited to responses related to stakeholder engagement,
management arrangemes, work planning and adaptive management actions.

2.3 Methodologyand Approach

5.

10.

11.

The MTR was carried out by a tperson team consisting of a National and International
Consultant between March?6March and the 2 of June 2021. Due to the current COMMD
pandemic the international Consultant was unable to visit Botswana and the field missions were
carried out by the National ConsultagNC)

The MTR utilizééthree sources of primary data and information:

Desk review:the documentation covering project design, implementation progress, monitoring
and review studies, local and national development plans, policies and regulatory instruments.
Particular attentim was given to théraft Environmental and Social Managemdtamework
(ESMP), Draft Environmental and Social Impact Assessmé&®If, and the Draft Indigenous
Peoples Planning Framewof#PFf which was developed during the period of the MTRis
coveaed, and elaboratel, on the documents listed in the UNDP TOR, a working list of which is
presented inAnnexb.

Interviews, stakeholder consultations and field missioredditional information collection and
validationtook place through remote andyherepossible) facdo-face consultations with a wide
range of stakeholders (se@nnex8), dza A y 3-4 d BBz20A dZNBR Ay (G SNIWASgaé
guestions in a conversation@rmat. The questions askedmedto provide answers to the points
listed in the evaluation matriin Annex2. An initial list of generic questions is providiedAnnex

9, which was refined according to specific stakeholder interviews during the fielitbméssd by
follow up communication through internet virtual tools and platforms and telepharadis as
necessary. Interviewsereconfidential and the informatiorsused discreetly withouattribution.
Information from interviewsvastriangulated and validated, where necessary, before inclusion in
the analysis and reporting. Interviews stdtwith an introduction about the aims and nature of
the review and informing the interviewee that they have the right not to respond if theyisl. w

Interviews and the information collected has been disaggregated to reflect the different
stakeholders (e.g. Implementing Ageng¥xecuting Agency PMU ¢ implementing partners;
beneficiaries). These are providedAnnex9 as an interview guide anabt a rigid questionnaire
form. Information from the interviews was collated and analyzed to provide evidbased
conclusions on the overall performance and impact of the project.

Direct observations of project results and activitieatherever possible from the project area
including consultations with local government and local agencies, local community
representatives, project partners, CSOs and participants in field activiidsgistical plan
designed to provide a robust samplinfjstakeholders is provideid Annex 10.

DSYRSNJ Sljdz f A @ YR wer iSessed thruyhLible&inglydensér
disaggregated results arising from project activities, inclusion of women participants and relevant

10 This was still under development during the MTR and is not yet finalized. It has yet to be posted for the
mandatory public disclosure period.
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g2YSyQa 3IANRdzLJA Ay (GKS a¢tw AYUSNWASsa | yR alLISOA

were includgd in projectmplementation and/or benAef‘i‘ted from thAe project. Specific attention
wasAA PSSy G2 FylfteaAiy3ad SEFYLXSas o6Said LINI O
SYLRSSNYSYyld FNRaAy3d GKNRdAK GKS LINR2SOiGQa

4

¢ &
O

12. Following the data collection phasthe MTR teananalyzedhe information according to the MTR
guidelines and theTerms of Reference (ToR) order to draw conclusions and propose any
recommendations. A draft MTR Repavias subsequenthcirculated to key stakeholders for
comment and feedbackThe final MTR Repoi submitted including an audit trail documenting
the feedback from stakeholdees a separaténnex

2.4MTR constraints

13. Due to the Covidl9 pandemic this MTR was delayed by approximately six weeks. In order to try
to recover some of the time lost and meet the wider GEF milestones the MTR team began detailed
analysis of the components of the project which did not need primary information from
stakeholders and project sites. In particylthis entailed discussions witthe PMU and CTA to
develop a collective understanding of the emergent complexities and emerging issues related to
the KGDEP system; the systeefated as opposed to the operational issues. Furthermore,
interviews with stakeholder in the field necessitatiagfield visit and those who could be
interviewed using remote means by intern&ok place concurrently. However, due to the
constraints of working in the field a number of interviews had to be sequenced following the field
mission to allow both team mendrs to be present (virtually).

2.5 MTR COWI® Risk Avoidance and Mitigation

14. TheMTR progressed on the basis of avoiding any raised risk of infection. The MTR followed the
Covid 19 protocols of th&overnment of Botswana5oB and UNDP guidance as wa#l that

provided by the World Health Organisation (WHO) (see
https://www.undp.org/content/dam/rba/docs/COVIEL9-COResponse/undgba-covid
botswanaapr2020.pdf and https://www.gov.bw/about-covid-19

https://www.who.int/emergencies/diseases/novaoronavirus2019/advicefor-public).

15. This includd:

Testing the NC before and after traveling to the projecesit

Providing sufficient hand sanitizer and an arntus cleaner to wipe down surfaces before
and after any meetings.

Providinga handthermometer to test body temperatures of any participants in meetings.
Maskswereworn at all times by all participants.

Social distancing of 2m apart. Meetings requiring seatiage arranged beforehand with
seating socially distanced.

1 All meetings held in dosmwerein a venue sufficient to comply with social distancing and
werewell-ventilated.

Meetings and interviewsvere held outdoors whenever practicable.

Wherever possible interviewsere carried out using telecommunications and internet
technology.

1 The NC ied to travel to community meetings (possibly entailing additional travelling)
rather than requinglarge numbers of people to travel to the meeting.

)l
)l

=A =4 =
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https://www.undp.org/content/dam/rba/docs/COVID-19-CO-Response/undp-rba-covid-botswana-apr2020.pdf
https://www.undp.org/content/dam/rba/docs/COVID-19-CO-Response/undp-rba-covid-botswana-apr2020.pdf
https://www.gov.bw/about-covid-19
https://www.who.int/emergencies/diseases/novel-coronavirus-2019/advice-for-public
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2.6 Structure of the MTR report

16. This report is structured in line with the guidance given on conducting MTRs ofGEBPProjects
and in accordance with the MTR ToR:

Section 1provides an executive summary which provides basic information on the praject,
brief description of the projeicand its progress$o date, the MTR ratings and achievement
table, summary of conclusions and recommendations.

Section 2provides a description of the review process and methodology.

Section Hdescribes the background and context of the KGDEP includingdbiems that the
project sought to address, the objectives, outcomes and means of monitoring and evaluation,
the implementation arrangements, a timeline and key milestones as well as a summary of
project stakeholders.

Section 4oresentsthe mainfindingg ¥ G KS a¢w 2y Ftf | aLISOGa
its progress towards results, the performance of its implementation and efficiency of adaptive
management as well as assessing the sustainability of the project outcomes.

Section 5provides the MR conclusions and recommendations.

Ay Ot

2.6.1 MTR ratings

17. The MTR uses the following ratings to assess progress and impact in the followingltaieas.
important to keep in mind the descriptive part of the rating.

Ratings for Progress Towards Resu(nerating for each outcome and for the objective)

. . The objective/outcome iexpected to acheve or exeeed all its end-of-project
Highly Satisfactory . : . o
6 (HS) targets without major shortcovmlvngAsThe progress towards the objective/outcom
can be presented asa 3 2@#akiO S ¢ ©
5 | satisfactory (S) The object!ve/outcome !expected to acheve most of its end-of-project targets
with only minor shortcamings.
4 Moderately The objective/outcome isxpectedto achievemostof its end-of-project targetsout
Satisfactory (MS) | with significantshortconings.
3 Moderately The objective/outcome isxpectedto achieveits end-of-project targetswith major
Unsatisfactory (HU] shortcamings.
2 | Unsatisfactory (U) The objective/outcome ixpected not to achieve most of its end-of-project
targets
1 Highly The objective/outcomehas failed to achieve its midterm targets,and is not
Unsatisfactory (HU] expected to acheve any of itend-of-project targets

Ratings for Project Implementation &daptive Management(one overall rating)
Implementation of all seven components management arrangements, wof
planning, finance and efinance, projectievel monitoring and evaluation system

6 (H|_||gsk;ly Satisfactory stakeholder engagement, reporting, and communicatigris leading to efficient
and effective project implementation and adaptive manageméhge project can
0S LINBaSyiGdSR Fa a322R LINI OGA OS¢ o
Implementation of most of the seven componenis leading to efficient ang
5 | Satisfactory (S) effective project implementation and adaptive managememntept for only few
that are subject to remedial action.
Implementation of some of the seven componerissleading to efficient ang
Moderately . : . . . :
4 . effective project implementation and adaptive managementith some
Satisfactory (MS) - ) .
components requiring remedial action.
Moderately Implemertation of some of the seven componerits not leading to efficient anc
3 | Unsatisfactory effective project implementation and adaptiveiith most components requiring
(MU) remedial action.
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2 | Unsatisfactory (U)

Implementation of most of the seven componenssnot leading to ef€ient and
effective project implementation and adaptive management.

Highly
Unsatisfactory (HU]

Implementation of none of the seven componerits leading to efficient anc
effective project implementation and adaptive management.

Ratings for Sustainability(one overall rating)

4 | Likely (L)

Negligible risks to sustainability, with key outcomes on track to be achieved Iy

AAAAA

LINE 2SO0 Qa Of2adaNB | yR SELISOGSR G2

Moderately Likely

3| (v

Moderate risks, but expectations that at least some outcomes will be sustg
due to the progress towards results on outcomes at the Midterm Review

5 Moderately Unlikely
(MU)

Significant risk that key outcomes will not carry on after project closurieoatth
some outputs and activities should carry on

1 | Unlikely (U)

Severe risks that project outcomes as well as key outputs will not be sustain

3. Project Description and Background Context

3.1Development Context

18.¢ KS YD59t t N& 28 04 £ K HZ/QoBaNwvildlife Prodgramhigd @M1 aunched in
2015, the GWR A Global Partnership on Wildlife Conservation and Crime Prevention for
Sustainable Developmentis a $131 million grant program funded by the Global Environment

Faciliy (GEF) and led by the World Bank Group. The GWP seeks to address the illegal wildlife trade
(IWT) across 19 countries in Asia and Africa by serving as a platform for knowledge exchange and
coordination, and supporting ethe-ground action§.

19. Botswana is an emerging midelecome country with a per capita GDP af$61 (2019¥ with a

total population of 2321291 people. Travel and Tourism is the secondary earner of foreign

exchange (after diamonds); it contributed 3.3% of total GDP in 2@flda preCovidl9 pandemic
forecast to rise to 3.8% by 2085However, these figures need to beeconsidered in light of the
2020 Covidl9 global pandemic. The photographic safari sector/wildlife tourism seatwt the
revenues that they may generateregpossiblygreatly reduced in the foreseeable futdfg®. The

MTR should not fix on one particular scenario other than to say that there is considerable
uncertainty across this, and other sectofg 2.6% of GDP, livestock production (mainly beef) is in
GKANR LX FOS® 2AftRfEATFTS YR oAt RSNySaa |

NB

to alarge proportiod®2 ¥ | ¥ NA O 128,008 1680)IKahdya grawing rhino populatiéh

rebuilt over the years from relocations from Soutfrica and ZimbabweThe Kalahari ecosystem
is particularly important covering an area of more than 22 million hectares across one of the

11 https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/publications/GWPBrochure WEB. pdf

12 hitps://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.PCAP.CD?locations=BW
B Source: KGDEP Project Docutmen
14 https://ec.europa.eu/newsroom/intpal/items/682079

15 https://annaspenceley.wordpress.com/2020/05/14/covid®-and-protected-areatourism-surveydraft-

analysisfor-comment/

% There are a nuimer of estimatesnter alia ranging from the peer reviewed and authoritative,

https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/documents/SSCR060_A.pdfto
http://www.greatelephantcensus.com/

17 Republic of Botswana Ministry of Environment, Natural Resources Conservation and Tourism, BOTSWANA

ELEPHANT MANAGEMENT PLAN AND ACTION PLARQ2621

18Soure KGDEP Project Documerit should be noted that both these species occur predominantly in the

North of Botswana and not within the project domain.
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largest sand basins in the worl@he Kgalagadi and Ghanzi districts are part of the Kalahari
ecosystem, which is@itical wildlife refuge

20. In addition to large herds of herbivores sucheakand, gemsbok,blue wildebeest,springbok,
giraffe, steenbok, red hartebeestostrich, kudu and smaller antelopeghe Kalahari ecosystem
plays a vital role in the conservatiof gix of the seven large African carnivores. It is home to the
third largest lionPanthera lep population, an increasing important population of the endangered
African wild dogl({ycaon pictus the third largest population of cheetah&dinonyx jubatus and
one of the two largest populations of brown hyenatyéena brunneg It is also a core country for
one of the five largest transboundary lion populations and one of the largest known resident
populations of cheetahs in southern Africa. LeopafBantlera pardug and spotted hyenas
(Crocuta crocutpoccur throughout thesystent®,

21. The landscape is host to two important conservation arédse Central Kalahari Game Reserve
(CKGR) and the Kgalagadi Transfronfark (KTP). The two are connected by Wildlife
Management Areas (WMAsg)designated as blocks KD 1, 2, 12, 15 (in Kgalagadi District) and GH
10 and 11 (in Ghanzi District), interspersed by communal grazeas Annex D). The Wildlife
Management Areas we introduced in the late 1980s and early 1990s to act as migratory
corridors and buffer zones between the protected areas and ranches/cattle posts as well as to
serve local communities primarily through sustainable wildlife utilisation. Indeed, the
maintenance of the Kalahari as a major wildlife system depends upon connectivity between the
Kgalagadi Transfrontier Park (KTP) and the Central Kalahari Game Reserve (CKGR) through
seasonal migrations to the mineral rich belt of pans known as the Schwelledhatitate an
important wet season calving area.

22.Botswana has strong political will and policies for conservatiém. the 2016 CITES
CoR0, Botswana strongly supported positions (within proposals 14, 15 and 15) which prohibit
the trade in ivory, breakinfrom the SADC position. Despite the fact that Botswana has put in
place a strong strategy to protect wildlife, poaching of lions, leopards and cheetah remains a
serious concern and is increasing, albeit at a lower rate than in neighbouring cotintkiethe
time of the KGDEP project design, the G@Bsed into legislation a moratorium on huntiimg
Botswan&? although this was effective only on state lakts

3.2 Problems the Project Sought to Address

23. Despite the strong commitment by the GoB amtipoaching and against wildlife crime and
trafficking misuse of poisons to kill wildlife is rapidly emerging as a key threat, often done
deliberately to kill the mammalian carnivores or Kill vultures, which are sentinels for poaching
incidence$'. Conthued poaching of the largkeodied carnivores and other iconic mammals would
reduce the viability of tourism at a time when Botswanaligersifyingits economy away from

¥ Source: KGDEP Project Document

2 CITES COP 13, Johannesburg, South Africa

21 Kholi, Adrian 2018aseline Assessment report on threats to wildlife in Botswana. UNDP Project

22 Joseph E. Mbaiwa (2018) Effects of the safari hunting tourism ban on rural livelihoods and wildlife
conservation in Northern Botswana, South African Geographical Journal, 40&1, DOI:
10.1080/03736245.2017.1299639

230n freehold lands and on land under TGLP commercial areas designated in communal areas, hunting
continued, though this was not widely publicised.

2Vultures circling over carcasses indicate possible cases dfipgaand so these birds are often directly
targeted so as to reduce/eliminate chances of poachers being caught.
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being dominated by diamonds, and risks foregoing the opportunity for rural economic
development based on wildlife tourism.

24. At the landscape level, wildlife, ecosystem integrity and livelihoods are threatened by loss of
wildlife migratory corridors due tmon-gazettementof the WMAs connecting CKGR and TP
land and range degradation, and humuaildlife conflicts; all othis; exacerbated by impacts of
climate change. The WMAs in Kgalagadi District are yet to be formally gazetted and expansion of
livestock into these and communal areas has led to severgettion for space between wildlife,
people and cattlewith correspondingescalating incidents of humauildlife conflicts. Wildlife
movements have been significantly curtailed due to a combination of factors, including the
encroachment of cattlegrazing,erection of fences, fragmentation of land for cattle ranching,
human settlements (which monopolise the open water sources), and, possibly, unmanaged
hunting.

25. Natural resources utilization in the landscape is characterised by competition and conflict at
SPHSNIt tS@Stay A0 0S06SSy tAGSaG201 LINRRAzOGA 2y
wildlife conservation. This is because livestnaknbers have increased significantly and beyond
acceptable limitsvithin the WMAs and have almost entirely bked critical wildlife movements
in the area,; ii) between commercial livestock production on ranches and subsistence livestock
rearing on communal lands, including within restricted areas within the WMAs. Residents in the
WMAs and communal lands, who coitiste some of the poorest in the country, are powerless to
prevent owners of large cattle herds, often from outside of the area, grazing their herds in the
WMASs. This is exacerbated by the dual grazing rights, whereby cattle owners can utilise both the
YOIX2yaQ YR GKSANI 26y LINAR G S NI-bidie &debratdsA A 0 & A
in 2014, a new conflict has arisen between communitieswitdife (as epitomised by increasing
cases of wildlife poisoning)nd negative dttudes towards willlife’®. The ban exacerbated the
market failure, which undermines wildlife conservation in many plagesildlife has high
international value but low or negative value at the local level where many important land and
resource use decisions are made. Ire tKalahari landscape, there are very limited viable
alternative wildlife based economic options for communities living in the WMASs, where livestock
based economic activities apgohibited de jureif not de facta Land Boards are allocating water
points, mainly to cattle owners, in contravention of the land use plans agreed upon in 2009 and
2012. The deoning process by the two distriaisll effectively provideadditional areas for water
point allocation and hence cattle post expansion

26. In the communal areas, land and rangeland degradation is a challenge to livelihoods, economic
development and biodiversity conservation. Land degradation is largely caused by interrelated
factors including overstocking, bush encroachment (particularly Aopcia melliferaand
Dichrostachys cinergaand invasion by alien species of flora (e.g. Prosopi€andhrus biflorys
over-extraction of groundwater and potential aquifer pollution, unsustainable harvesting of
natural resources, and unmanaged firesideatracts of Kgalagadi and Ghanzi District burn every
year or every several years. Fires are predicted to become more severe and extensive under the
El NifieSouthern OscillatiofENSQeffect?’. Governmened fire suppression approaches to fire
hazards €.g. prohibition of use of fire to openp rangelands,) raise questions of sustainability in
the long run and are also clearly failing as a fire management approach. This set of circumstances

25KGDEP Project Document, p. 9, para. 5.

26 |bicP

2 The El NifieSouthern Oscillation (ENSO) is a recurring climate pattern involving changles famperature
of waters in the central and eastern tropical Pacific Ocean.
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has led to the current situation where thecioecosystenresiience is erode@ndthe system
itself, is struggling to balance the provision of stoeconomic and ecologicgbods andenefits.

27. Of key concern is humanildlife conflicttHWC)n the WMAs and on communal lands, which fuels
retaliatory killing of predtors following stock losses, in addition to providing an enabling
environment for a trend observed in recent yeatiat of increased incidents of illegal live capture
of animals, which are trafficked to neighbouring countffesn many instances, subgnce
poaching has transformed into commercial poaching, with emerging trends such as the deliberate
poisoning of vultures, which alert law enforcement officers to illegal offtake sites. The baseline
study established that on average 68% of all wildlifedkannually in Kgalagadi district were killed
for game meat. A total of 70WCcases were recorded between 2012 and 2015 in the Kgalagadi
district while 496 were recorded for the same period in the Ghanzi district.

28. The lack of suitable groundwatertine area between the CKGR and KTP means that wild animal
biomass cannot be simply substituted by domestic stock dBlgeadationof the KalaharSchwelle
and connectivity between the CKGR and KTP would therefore result in several hundred thousand
hectaresof rangeland becoming unsuitable for large herbivores, without the possible replacement
of the wildlife bydomestic stock. The implications for the conservation of Kalahari wildlife as well
as rural livelihoods will be profound if fragmentation of theakalri System occurgurthermore
there are anew and emerging pressures such amimber of areas allocated to mining companies
where fracking is taking place, which contributes to a decline in the water table.

29. In summary, the Project Document identified a numbethwéatsto the resilience of the KGDE
which can be broadly characterised as:
1 llegal wildlife use including international wildlife trade, illegal hunting for local and
national consumption and the kilg of wildlife as a response to HWC.
9 Lack of livelihood opportunitieand inequalities in access to resourdes poor and
marginalised rural communities resulting in oxexploitation of natural resources
9 Conflicting and competitive land use practieessa result of inefficiencies and inequalities
within the agencies tasked with different sector management exacerbated by the absence
of a unified and coherent land use policy and pilizug.
1
30. Theprinciple barrierdo resolving these inequalities and inefficiencies were:
9 Poor coordination and communications amongst the multiplicity of agencies tasked with
combatting wildlife crimes.
1 Low capacities of local communities to access and benefit from alternative livetifzoal
support for livelihood development.
1 The absence of a unified, mufiector, integrated land use plan (ILUP).
1 Gender inequalities in accessing resources and services.

31. An additional barrier since the 2014 ban has been:
91 Further erosiorof the capacites of community trusts that has occurred since 2014 and
the ending of NGO support for CBNRM activitidgch has contributed the problems
faced by communities.

#See Republic of Botswana (2013) National Adaching Strategy: Jealously guarding our national heditage
natural resources
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3.3 Project Objective and Outcomes

32. The project sought to remove these barriers usingftiilowing strategies: Coordinating capacity
for combating wildlife crime/trafficking and enforcement of wildlife policies and regulations
at district, national and international levels (Component 1); Incentives and systems for wildlife
protection by commuities increase financial returns from natural resources exploitation and
reduce human wildlife conflicts, securing livelihoods and biodiversity in the Kalahari landscape
(Component 2); Integrated landscape planning in the conservation areas and SLMepractic
communal lands secimg wildlife migratory corridors and increase productivity of rangelands
respectively, reducing competition between landes and increasing ecosysténe integrity of
the Kalahari ecosystem (Component 3); and, Gender mainstregrkitowledge management,
monitoring and evaluation (Component’%)

33. The KGDEP project Objective as stated KS t N2 2SOl pr@notdznSnfegrateda G 2
landscape approach to managing Kgalagadi and Ghanzi drylands for ecosystem resilience,
improved livelihoods and reduced conflicts between wildlife conservation and livestock
productiore ®

34. This is anticipated to be achieved through four expected Outcandgen Outputs

Outcome 1: Increased national and District level capacity to tackdlellife crime (including
poaching, wildlife poisoning and illegal trafficking and trade).

35. Output 1.1: National strategy on int@gency collaboration and intelligence sharing for
combatting wildlife crime is developed and implementation started

36. Output 12: District level wildlife management and law enforcement agencies provided with
capacity to implement provisions of the National Strategy to combat wildlife crimes in Kgalagadi
and Ghanzi Districts (support to COBRA and algacampaigns).

Qutcome 2:  Incentives and systems for wildlife protection by communities increase financial
returns from natural resources exploitation and reduce human wildlife conflicts,
securing livelihoods and biodiversity in the Kalahari landscape

37. Output2.1: At least 4 value cives and 3 ecotourism businesses established to increase financial
benefits from biodiversity conservation for local communities; and

38. Output2.2: Strategies for communities, CSOs and academia to collaborate with law enforcement
agencies are established amgbplied to reduce HWC and increase local level participation in
combatting wildlife crimes in the two districts.

Outcome 3: Integrated landscape planning in the conservation areas and SLM practices in
communal lands secures wildlife migratory corridord entreased productivity of
rangelands, reducing competition between lamgks and increasing ecosystem
integrity of the Kalahari ecosystem

39. Output 3.1: Approximately 500,000 ha of conservation area recognized as WMASs protecting
wildlife migratory corridorsand managed in line with biodiversity conservation principles
(KD1/KD2 and GH11);

29 Source: Project Document
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40. Output 3.2: Approximately 100,000 ha of community lands around the Protected Areas (east of
KD1 and east of KD15/Bokspits) put under improved community rangeland manageantent
pastoral production practices (such as Holistic Range Management, bush clearance, rehabilitation
of degraded pastures, climate smart agriculture and commdpétyed fire management). This
integrates SLM into livelihood activities and reduces threatswildlife from the productive
landscape outside the PAs.

41. Output 3.3: Capacity of NRM support institutions and communities to sustain project initiatives
on integrated landscape planning, WMA management as wildlife conservation corridors and
mainstreamingpf SLM into communal areas develoged

Outcome 4:  Gender mainstreaming, Lessons learned by the project through participatory M&E
are used to guide adaptive management, collate and share lessons, in support of
upscaling.

42. Output 4.1: Gender strategy deveded and used to guide project implementation, monitoring
and reporting;

43. Output 4.2: Participatory project monitoring, evaluation and learning strategy developed and
implemented to support project management, collate and disseminate lessons; and

44. Output4.3:Lessons learned from the project are shared with GWP and other wildlife conservation
and sustainable land management programmes

45, Progress, performance and impact of the project is measured by fifteen indicators, two core GEF
6 programme indicators (for thebjective) and sixteen project specific indicators (for the four
expected outcomes). Their values at the rédm are assessed against the baselines provided in
0KS tNR2SOG 520dzYSyido® b2 NBOAaAAZ2ZYA 6SNB YIRS
performance against these indicators is discussed in section 4.2 and is pravidledexl1.

Objective indicators:

Mandatory Indicator 1 (for Output 2.5): Extent to which legal or policy or institutional
frameworks are in place for conservation, sustainable use, and access and benefit sharing of
natural resources, biodiversity and ecosystems

Mandatory indicator 2(for Output 1.3.): Numér of additional people (f/m) benefitting from

i) supply chains, ecotourism ventures ii) mainstreaming SLM practices in the communal areas
Indicator 3:Rates/levels of HumaWildlife Conflict (especially wildlifévestock predation) in

the project sites

Outcome 1 indicators
Indicator 4: Rates of inspections or cases, seizures, arrests and successful prosecutions of
wildlife cases
Indicator 5:Capacity of wildlife management institutions and law enforcement agencies to
tackle IWT (UNDP Capacity Scorecard)

Outcome 2 indicators
Indicator 6:Number of value chains and ecotourism ventures operationalized
Indicator 7:Percentage increase in incomes derived from ecotourism and value chains

30 There are 30 remote area communities within the KGDEP
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Indicator 8:Number of CSO, community and academia members activelygedga wildlife
crime monitoring and surveillance in community battalions

Outcome 3 indicators
Indicator 9: Area of landscape/ecosystem being managed as wildlife corridors (WMAs
formally established) KD1, 2, GH 10, 11)
Indicator 10:Area of community larglintegrating SLM practices
Indicator 11:Yields of three lead/most commonly grown crops
Indicator 12: Functionality of integrated landscape land use planning and management
framework
Indicator 13:Capacity scores for NRM institutions (DWNP, DFRR, DEA)

Outcome 4 indicators
Indicator 14:% of women participating in and benefiting from the project activities
Indicator 15:Number of the project lessons used in development and implementation of
other IWT and landscape management and conservation projects

46. In addition to these indicators there is the GWP 6 Tracking Tool, since KGDEP is a Child Project
under the largeiGlobal Wildlife Programnieand must report on mandatory indicators correctly
reflected from the overall programme indicators. In this instance:

1. Number of law enforcement and judicial activities at program sites (Select priority
activities)

b. # of patrolpersondays/month

c.# of arrests/patrol month

f. # of wildlife/wildlife product seizures at program sites

g.# of investigations that lead to arrests of wildlife/wildlife products smugglers

h. # of prosecutions of wildlife/wildlife product smugglers

2. Number of people supported by Global Wildlife Program activities at program sites (Select
priority activities)
a.# of people directly employed by the ecotourism sector within vicinity of program
site
b. # of people directly employed as staff ded&d to wildlife management
c.# of people employed in new enterprises within vicinity of program site
d. # of formal agreements with local communities on wildlife monitoring and
conservation established
e. # of registered members of communibased orgaizations and cooperatives

3. Number of target species poached at program sites (Select priority species)
1 Big cats.
1 And should include protected antbreatenedspecies

47. The principal results expected from the project would be more effectaetipoaching activity
including i) a revised National Strategy on Antipoachijray coordinating mechanism and better

31 https://iwww.thegef.org/sites/default/files/publications/GWPBrochure WEB. pdf

32The Project Document described a Strategy for katgency coopertion, collaboration and information

sharing with regard to poaching and wildlife crime, not an-pieching strategy. This has bearing on the

O2YYSyl Ay F2204y20S myXgogKAfad GKS ab ¥S3dzZ NRa NARala | 2
wildlife crime should certainly have been better addressed in the original SESP, and plans put in place to
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resourced agencieleading to reduced illegal hunting and wildlife crithei) a number of non
wildlife livelihood value chains and comnity-based enterprises established and providing
alternative livelihoods to hunting, iii) a comprehensive and unified lakPbetter capacitated
land management agencies coordinating land use practices within the K@Ddng increased
areas of land uner SLM and reduced land degradatiaand, iv) greater equality of access to
resources and services for women and disadvantaged groups.

3.4Project Implementation Arrangements

48. UNDP is the GEF Implementing Agency and the Ministry of Environment Naturakd®sso
Conservation and Tourism (MENT) is the projeaplementing Partner (Executing Agency)
through the Department of Environmental Affairs (DEA) number of local partners are also
supporting MENT with project implementati¢in These arénter alia Department of Range and
Forest Resources (DFRR), Department of Wildlife and National Parks (DWNP), Botswana Tourism
Organisation (BTO), Local Enterprise Association (LEA), Cheetah Conservation Botswana (CCB),
BirdLife Botswana, University of Botswana (\JJBnd Botswana University of Agriculture and
Natural Resources (BUAN).

49. According to the Project Documenthd KGDEP is a National Implementation Modality (NIM)
project, with the UNDP CO providing executgupport functions as detailed in the Letter of
Ageement (LOA) between Government and the UNDP CO and as outlined in the Delegation of
ldziK2NARGE [ SGGSNI GKIFIG 61 a AaadzsSR o0& (GKS | b5t
Director andsigned bythe UNDP COhe project management arrangements set auttie Project
Document (Diagram 1) are significantly different from those established at the start of the project
and still in place today (Diagram 2).

50.! OO2NRAY3 (G2 GKS LINRB2SOiQa LyOSLIWiAZ2Y wSLERNI:
ImplementingPartrer on behalf of the MENT. Its mandate is to coordinate project activities across
ministries, departments and other government and community related structures. These include
liaison with district structures such &istrict Land Use Planning Unit (DLUR®partment of

manage them, the project never set out to support directly the revision of the Rogiching Strategy, though

the safeguards risks associated with this Stggtshould of course have been considered, since the project
partners would be implementing the Strategy. The project should have set out to develop afyeiecy
cooperation agreement as the framework for establishing institutional mechanisms for emth@ooperation,
collaboration and intelligenesharing- in support of implementation of the new Strategy. Comment on first
draft report, Regional technical Support Team.

33 A more thorough and comprehensive SESP in the Project Document should have rieseittearing that

the National Strategy on Antipoaching would include protection clauses for communities, specific statements
saying that there will be no shoot to kill policies in place, and statements about no impunity for violation of
human rights by meabers of antipoaching units.

34 The terminology describing the project structure in a GEF project can be confusing given that different GEF
Agencies agencies accredited to implement GfalRded projects use different terminology which broadly

uses the ame terms such as implementation, execution, partners, etc. For the avoidance of doubt; the MTR
will use the term Implementing Agency to describe the GEF AgedtiDP. The Implementing Agency is
responsible primarily for oversight (which GEF terms impleatéon support). The costs for performing these
functions are covered by the GEF Agency Fee, which GEF provides. The Implementing Partner or Executing
Agency in this instance the MENT and other subsidiary departments such as the DEA are responsible for
executing the project, using the funds to deliver the outcomes as laid out in the Project Document. The term
implementing partners or project partners (written without capitals) are used to describe the other agencies
(e.g. the DWNADFRRBTO, MOA, etcgnd possibly NGOs which may have a role in the project but are not
directly responsible for the GEF grant.
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Forestry and Range Resources (DFR&hnical Advisory Committee (TA&Eg, as well as linking

district structures/ project activities with national structures to ensure that there is synergy
between project activities and national developnt plan activities. It is also responsible and
accountable for managingnd executinghe project including M&E activities and supervision of

the project manager in as far as implementation of project components is concernethand

effective use of finamial resource®. The project has since inception, established a Technical
Reference Group (TR®)provide a platform for the Distridevel government agencies and other

LINE 2SO0 LI NIYSNE LI NGAOALI GA2Y YR &KFLAYy3 27

51. Lastly, theProject Boardalso calledProject Steering Committ&éSC) will be responsible,
through casensus, for making management decisions when guidance is required by the Project
Manager, including recommendations for UNDP/Implementing Partner approval of project plans
FYR NBgAaAzyad Ly 2NRSNI (2 SyadzNB isidnsshapld  dzf G A
be made in accordance with standards that shall ensure management for development results,
best value for money, fairness, integrity, transparency and effective international competition. In
case of failure to reach consensus within the Bpdirthl decision shall rest with the UNDP
Programme Manager (i.e. the Resident Representative). The terms of reference for the Project
Board are contained in AnnéX. The Project Board is comprised of representatives from the
following institutions: MiniBy of Environment, Natural Resources Conservation and Tourism
(MENT)Pepartment of Environmental Affairs (DEA), Department of Forestry and Range Resources
(DFRR), Ministry of Agriculture, Land Boards from Ghanzi and Kgalagadi, Botswana Tourism
Organizaion, University of Botswana, Livestock/Game Ranchers, Community Groups/.NGOs

35 KGALAGADI AND GHANZI DRYLAND, ECOSYSTEMS PROJECT (KGDEP), Managiifdjifaerterfzae

to sustain the flow of agr@cosystem services amutevent illegal wildlife trafficking in the Kgalagadi and

Ghanzi Drylands. UNDP/GfaRded Project Project Inception Report.-28 NOVEMBER 2017

36 This report will refer to the Project Board as the Project Steering Committee (PSC) because this is the term
that is in common usage within the project partners and stakeholders.

37 Project Document p. 68, para. 123
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Diagram 1 Project Management Structure from Project Document
Project Board / Steering Committee
SeniorBeneficiary Multiagency JOC, DLUPUSs, Land Boa|| Executive MENT Senior Supplier UNDP

Project Support PMU
1) M&E, gender, communication exper

Project Assurance UNDP C PSR et 2) Finance & Administration Officer
Anti-poaching & IWT Combat Land Use & Rangelands Supply Chains & Ecotourism
Teamg TA (full time) Management Teang TA Development Teang TA (full

Diagram 2 Actual Project Management Structure

Project Board / Steering Committee

Senior Beneficiary: Executive: MENT Senior Supplier: UNDP
Multi-agency Joint Operations Centre [T I
(JOC),

District Land Use Planning Units
(DLUPUSs), Land Boards

| |

Environment & Climat€hange: Project Assurance /
Programme Specialist Chief technical Adviser
(CTA)

Project Manager

] ,
[ |
Gender, Monitoring & Project Technical Reference
Evaluation (M&E), group (TRG)
Communications Officer

l

Finance / Admin

|
Project Officer: Sustainable LaNthnagement (SLM)

52. The KGDER one in a portfolio of the Global Wildlife Program (GWP) projects. The!d®a4Pa
globaHevel mechanism for knowledge sharing, technology transfers and peer support amongst
the participating countries, and from the participating countries to the rest of the GEF, UNDP,
World Bank, IUCN programs and other participating institigion

38 https://www.worldbank.org/en/programs/globatvildlife-program/overview
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3.5ProjectTiming and Milestones

53. The project started in November 2017 and is in its third year of implementatitna planned
end date of the 3% December 2023.

54. The project document and strategy required a rational sequencing of the various contpdoe
with component 1 and3 beginning immediately and the outputs of componeditthe ILUP,
providing a framework for subsequent investments to be delivered by compor#@ftsThe
sequencing was important because the ILUP would decide spatially theotyipeestment and
guide the choice of livelihood interventions according to the spatial criteria of the newly
developed ILUP and therefore, assuring synergies between the land use plan, livelihood
investments and project objective.

3.6 Main Stakeholders

55. Stakeholders identifiedluring the design of the project are stratified stakeholders intalics
have been added by the MTERd were mostly identified during theSEA process

Primary Stakeholders at the Landscape lewdRM Priority: Sustainable livetibds, access to natural

resources

Individual resource users

Pastoral farmers

Arable farmers

Commercial farmers

Game ranchers

Communities (as harvesters of veld products such as grass, poles, medicines, wild fruits

and vegetablesand as producers of crafts for sale

=A =4 =4 =4 =4

Local institutions

Trusts (CBOs)

CFNXYSNEQ O2YYAGGSS
CINXYSNEQ aaz2O0Alk GA
Dikgosi (chieftainship)
VillageDevelopment Committees (VDC)
Kgalagadi and Ghanzi District Councils
[201f tS@St g2YSyQa | 4a20AlGA2ya o0SdId FI YA
parentsteachers association, and local enterprise committees such as organized craft
producers)

N Qx

y a

= =4 =4 =8 -4 -8 -9

Local husinesses

Butcheries

Shop keepers
Traders

Bakeries

Car repair businesses
Others

=A =4 =4 =4 -8 =9

3% Arguably a more logical sequence would have been to make component 3 the second component providing
a visual guide sequencing of plan first and then invest given the spatial aspects of land use planning.
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Secondary StakeholdersNRM Priority: System sustainability, efficiency in service delivery,
conservation

Wildlife Management and law enforcement agencies

Department of Wildfie and National Parks (DWNP)
Botswana Defence Force

Botswana Police Services

Administration of justic€including civil and customary courts)
Botswana Prison Services;

Directorate on Intelligence, Safety and Security (DISS);
Botswana UnifiedRevenue Services (BURS).

Community Rangers (to be convened)

=A =4 =4 =4 -8 =8 -8 9

Technical service providers

Department of Town and Country Planning
Department of Tourism

Botswana Tourism Organization

Land Boards

Local Authorities

District Land Use Planning Unit (DLUPU)
Depatment of Forestry and Range Resources (DFRR)
Social and Community Development (S&CD)
Department of Veterinary Services (DVS)
Department of Animal Production

Department of Crop Production

Department of Water affairs (DWA)

Water Utilities Corporation

Deparmment of Environmental Affairs (DEA)
Department of Wildlife and National ParkS\(/NP
Agricultural Resources Board (ARB)

= =4 =4 =8 =8 -8 -8 o8 ofoaoa oo

Tertiary stakeholderNRM Priority: System sustainability, economic growth (profit)

Experts (academics, private researchers)
Private sector or business community
International and national NGOs
1 Cheetah Conservation Botswana (CCB)

Botswana Predator Conservation Trust (BPCT)
BirdLife Botswana

Kalahari Conservation Society

Kalahari Wildlands Trust

Kalahari Research ar€onservation

Tanate Sustainable Development Foundation
Ditshwanelo, Botswana Centre for Human Rights

= =4 =4 4 -4 4 A

Politiciansandlocal leaders

56.¢ KS Y2ad adNAR]TAYy3I aLISOG 2F GKS tNR2SOG 520dz
secondary stakeholders comparedgomary stakeholders. This is significant because the analysis
does not convincingly link these stakeholders to the Social and Environmental Screening
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Procedure (SESP) which given the power differentials and asymmetry in access to services,
contested tenwe and a range of other historical and wdticumented socieultural issues it
might have been expectednnex13 providesa description of the stakeholders.

3.7 Social and Environmental Screening Template

57. The UNDFGEF Social and Environmental Screening Process was carriedleNA Y3 (G KS LINE €
design. The screening process did recognise indigenous people in the project area. It gives the
KGDEP a Low Risk rating and states that local communities wenepgioeinformed conserit
and does not identify any serious human rights isqéesiex14 providesa comparative analysis
of subsequent SESP).

4. Findings
4.1 Project Strategy

58.¢ KS LINE 2 S 8 8efQoiit indhié NdearyDBCGhangie TOC is usefim this sense, because
it sets out the causal pathways from intervention through to the koergn impacts?.

59. The KGDEP Project Document does provide a narrative, tabular and diagrammatic representatign
2F GKS tNerpe2SOiaqQ ¢h/ ® ¢KSasS AyOfdzRS GKS SELX A
Documentpp. 1ZM 0 @ | G 6dzZf F NI @S NEAE AvRled inBnfiexliBKS t N2 2SO0 Q

60. In the Project Document, the Theory of Change, is comptexnplicated evenput not
unreasonable. It postulates a foaomponent interventiong strengthening enforcement of
wildlife protection, increasing market incentives for wise mg@ment and the reduction in
humanwildlife conflicts, integrated land use planning and gender mainstreaming and adaptive
management resulting in midterm impacts: increased efficiency in protection of wildlife, which
taken together will result in four dead impacts: increased protection of wildlife caneduced
direct threats, incentives for those living closest to the wildlife resources to manage them
sustainably and a reduction in competing land uses, effective an@vtife spatial planning and
devdopment, and, improved governance with particular emphasis on the governance of natural
resources and social and ecosystem resilience.

61. The longterm impacts forecast in the theory of change are that: populations of threatened
wildlife in Botswana are stablor increasing, wildlife migratory corridors are continuous and
support seasonal migrations, and, rangeland areas are productive and“table

62. The MTR does question the notion of stability in any complex ecosystem and would suggest the
term resilientprovides a more meaningful measure wher® 8 & & arésifievice dan be defined
as the capacity of a system to undergo disturbance while maintaining both its existing functions
and controls and its capacity for future chaétfe and also wheredresilience is dermined not

40 Q.7.Have local communities or indiluals given the opportunityraised human rights concerns regarding #mject
during the stakeholder engagement process

“ Theory of Change Primer A STAP document, December 2019

42There should be caution in any notion of stability in ecosystems and there is certainly no data available
through the project to support even a notion of stability in wildlife numbers.

43 Gunderson, L.H. (2000). Ecological resilienicetheory and appliation. Annual Review of Ecology and
Systematics 31, 42539.
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only by a systems ability to buffer or absorb shocks, but also by its capacity for learning and self
organisation to adapt to changé&".

63. Therefore, the TOC provides a plausible causal pathway for the overall intervention from outputs
through proximal outcomes, intermediate states, impacts and ultimate outcomes. It does not use
this specific terminologybut the terms employed would broadly align with this providing these
causal pathway$. In this sense it may be useful by highlightingeakness in the overall strategy
GKAOK ¢l a f1FGSNI FEI33aASR dzlJ 6Ay (GKS t NB2SOG 52
high risk suggesting that the designer was aware of the assumption but it remained understated,
to the degree that no @mparative study or analysis was undertaken to establish plausible land
@t dzSa dzy RSNJ RAFTFSNByY (i -ORlyyal dAYYUSAYAIS ENBGIAA YRS 3A F0SS duiA]
FYR aO2yadzYLiA@SéeE At REATS dziAtAaldAz2yoo

64. Critically, itdoesnot provide informationy G KS f I NASNJ a RNAGSNEE 2F OKI
KGDEP systein its entirety A restated ToC is provided iAnnex17. The critical difference
between the two ToC is the inclusion of external drivers which can fundamentally influence the
course of he project, may not necessarily be evide#imsed and therefore may not follow a
logical rationale.

4.1.1Project Design

4.1.1.1 Basis for the interventiand strategy implications

65. The design phase of the KGDEP took place between 2014 and 2RA%41Botswana introduced
a moratorium on hunting (the hunting banyhis was based largely on a debate about the effects
of hunting on international photographic tourism and unsubstantiated claims about an increase
in the level and impact of huntifi§and in particular, contested data on the illegal killing of
elephants in Botswana. Furthermore, there was a focus of this debate on the north of Botswana
however, the implications were felt at a national levakgardless of their particular
circumstancesThedecision to ban hunting in 2014 is broadly considered a political one and was
not based upon scientific eviderfée

66. The focus of the GWP is directed to combatting the international wildlife crime (IWC) which
includes the illegal killing of wildlife andtémnational wildlife traffickingand addressing the
inefficiencies in the humawildlife interface which, if left unchecked, result in the loss of
biodiversity. In this instance, humamildlife conflict was the key challengalthough at the time

4 Gunderson, L.H. and Holling, C.S. Eds. (2002). Panarchy: Understanding transformations in human and
natural systems. Washington, DC. Island Press.

4 The terminology surrounding TOC is interchangeable and no criticism is implied

46 Inter alia Elephant Hunting and Poaching in Botswana: Politics, Popular Grievances and the Power of
Animal AdvocacyKeith Somerville. Conservation Frontlines, April 2008, M2, Editorial.
https://www.conservationfrontlines.org/2019/04/elephardbunting-and-poachingin-botswanapolitics
populargrievancesandthe-power-of-animaladvocacyf Joseph Mbaiwa, Effects of the safari hunting tourism
ban onrural livelihoods and wildlife conservation in Northern Botswan&he South African geographical
journal, being a record of the proceedings of the South African Geographical Society - MardREAET K.
Hitchcock, Nicholas Winer, and Melinda C. Kelly. Hu@&therers, Farmers, and Environmental Degradation

in Botswana, Conservation and Society ADP12, 2020.

47 Joseph E. Mbaiwa CommuniBased Natural Resource Management in Botswana. In: R. van der Duim et al.
(eds.), Institutional Arrangements for Conservation, Development and Tourism in Eastern and Southern Africa,
Springer Science+BusinessdieDordrecht 2015
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of design the pressure from land conversion was also rapidly increasing because the hunting ban
had dramatically affected the pricing and tenure of the wildlife resources within the KGDE system

67. These two things, théunting ban and the GWP objectiveave fundanentallyshapedhe design
of the project in the following ways:

1 Botswana has a long history of communiigsed natural resources management
(CBNRM) which haséeo  a SR dzLJl2y & O2y a dzY L3 Wod&ér, bp A £ RE A 7
the time of the hunting ban theCBNRM programme had beafeclining due to an
unsupportive government policy climate The UNDP CO was keen to continue to support
the CBNRM progamme because of synergies between it andUiRBP Guntry
Programme®.

9 The inclusion of the project under GWP relates to alignment with programmatic focal
areas under the GEF 6 Strategy; when Bmtswanasubmitted the initial concept,
programmatic alignment meant that the project would fall under G\R#?t of the GWP
objectives sgak largely towards protection and enforcement and combatting illegal
activity, Component 1.

1 CGomponent 2 and 3 relate more directly to the humuaiildlife interface objectives of the
GWR Frior to the hunting barcomponent 2 in particular mightavebeen more related
to the Trusts and hunting, and the likely HWC issues would not have been as pronounced
as they subsequently became. The hunting ban did not necessarily preclude a CBNRM
approach, which could have been aligned around grazing, veld proaudtscetourism.
| 26 SOSNE GKSNB Aa y2 RSyeéeAy3da (GKS AYLI OO GKI
preparedness to participate in the timmnsuming efforts necessary to develop and
maintain CBNRM; and this would be more challenging because the vate wildlife
resources through consumptive use was removed from the equation. Therefore, it is not
necessarily correct to attribute the issues that component 2 has faced on the hunting ban
alone. Poor design, an alternative livelihoods approach and asfoowalue chains (the
enterprise level of CBNRM and not the NREfgely committedcomponent 2to an
alternative livelihood approachvhich developed into the value chain analysis. It is
reasonable to posit thathe likely alternatives would venture into untried and untested
marketsand lack the linkages between wise resource management and benefit

T ¢KS aO02yadzYLWiA@S dza Suntil 204 métikate® pekhaS evarK A OK K
dominated,the development of the CBNRplogramme, thenanagemenbof wildlife, and

B¢KS ac¢w dzaSa GKS (SNNME2 yeaQ2YyLAldRALIiEA @RiEA THAYaR (GoAy22yy f 2 2 4 St o
between utilisation based upon hunting and photographic tourism versus utilisation based solely on

photographic tourism (i.e. unaehe hunting ban). In reality any use is consumptive.

4Elephant Hunting and Poaching in Botswana: Politics, Popular Grievances and the Power of Animal Advocacy,

Keith Somerville. Conservation Frontlines, April 2019, V2|.Bditorial.
https://www.conservationfrontlines.org/2019/04/elepharbunting-and-poachingin-botswanapolitics
populargrievancesand-the-power-of-animatadvocacyf Robert K. Hitchcock, Nicholas Winer, and Melinda C.

Kelly HunterGatherers, Farmers, and Environmental Degradation in Botswana, Conservation and Society AOP;

1¢ 12, 2020; Power dynamics and new directionstire recent evolution of CBNRM in Botswana, L. Cassidy,
Conservation Science and Practice, A Journal of the Society of Conservation Biology, WileycB2020
50 Government of Botswana and United Nations Sustainable Development Framework (UNSDF202017
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brought financial and materiabenefitS! to some rural communities There were and
remain contradictions in this approacihich are discussed subsequently in this report.
At the time of the hunting baall Trust8? were expected to convert to neconsumptive
forms of tourismdevelopment, such as photographic safzfiss an expectation of the
hunting ban and not a project requiremerdn indication of the dominance of tourism
related activities in the CBNRM progrme. This was despite the fact that there is a large
body of evidence to show that photographic safari tourism is very often not profitable in
areas of low wildlife numberspeciesompositionor monotonous scenery and in these
areas the balance of econdmO LINRPFAGFOAf AGEe aKATHZHA (261 N
measure of this can bdeducedfrom the lack of interest by established photographic
safari companies in taking up the blocks released from hunting by the 2014mbaiption

that would havesuited the joint venture partnership (JVP) approach of the Botswana
CBNRM programmeThe hunting ban in effect forced the project design to take an
alternative livelihoods approach by providing alternatives to hunting through the
development of value chias for nonwildlife veld products, crafts and other income
generating activities (Component 2). An alternative livelihood approach essentially
suggests guid pro qudn relinquishing one activity, hunting, in return for benefits equal
to, or greater, tha the activity relinquished. In theory thguid pro quoshould work if a
community or individuals are faced with a binary decispmunting versus basket
weaving, for instanceHowever, these situations are very raredydichotomyof choice

and when thereare other alternatives equally damaging for, or exclusive to, wildlife
livestock or cropping; then alternative livelihoods will struggle to provide the forgone
benefits, the motivation, to conserve wildlifn this sense component 2 would be better
aligned addressing issues of authority and responsibility, costs and benefits, the Trusts
internal governance and organisation, which might allow them to make rational decisions
Foz2dzi €FyR Iy Fe tekibbpuaNDollativeSmanagement of viddli
production is, however, only half of the picture. Equally important is the management of
people: the management of internal conflict and deviance; the management of external
relations; the management of market conditions; and fiscal management andueven
allocation$* The point being that a system that recognises the individuals within a
collective or community as thde factomanagers of the land and resources and provides
them with the authority and responsibility to make rational choices basedostscand

511t is important to note that in pecuniary terms, a benefits metric does not equate to a one size fits all. The
sport/trophy hunting sector is complex and aced market, for instance the range of species within the KGDE
place an emphasis on large carnivores but lacks the ungulate species such as buffalo, or elephants necessary to
put together marketable hunts. Furthermore, there are other challenges to theihg sector in Botswana

which are discussed in many of the citations (Cassidy, Martin, ULG, Mieaigld within his document, as are

the benefits of the sector, and are beyond the mandate of the MTR.

521n Botswana the CBNRM programme works throughstegéd community Trusts which can acquire the
NAIKGE G2 YIEylr3asS 662 a42YS SEGSYydGo YR 6SySTAlG FTNRBY 42
Principally this is a hunting quota which can thersbél or, in the past, kept for community use.

53 Jose E. Mbaiwa Communitased Natural Resource Management in Botswana. In: R. van der Duim et al.
(eds.), Institutional Arrangements for Conservation, Development and Tourism in Eastern and Southern Africa,
Springer Science+Business Media Dordrecht 2015

54Inter alia, Martin, R. B. (2008). Review of Safari Hunting in Botswana: Financial and Economic Assessment.
Report for Botswana Wildlife Management Association. Maun, Botswana. And, ULG. (2001). Economic Analysis
of Commercial Consumptive Use of Wildlif@8istswana. Botswana Wildlife Management Association.

December 2001. Final Report. ULG Northumbrian Ltd, United Kingdom.

55 Approaches to Community Participation, Marshall W Murphree. In: African Wildlife Policy Consultation, Final
Report of the Consultatigrp. 153189, Civil Service College, Sunningdale, Berkshire, United Kingdd®, 18

April 1996
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benefits, the equitable distribution of benefitshe management of internal risks and
resilience to external risks should be a prerequisite before considering value chains and
enterprises, hunting, cattle production or any other forms of landsus®orking with the

small number of Trusts is necessary whether they are deciding to apply for a hunting
guota, responding to externally imposed pressuresjculating tradeoffs between
livestock and wildlife/biodiversity or agriculture or any manner arid and resource
management issues.

68. What emerges from this design is a reasonable strategy under the circumsténtegith some
weaknessesComponent 1 speaks to the core issues of the GWP with a range of measures to
improve coordination andenforcement activities against wildlife crime and the illegal
international trade inwildlife! & GKS GAYS 2F (G(KS LINB2SO0Qa RSax3
popularly held to be true, an increasirgffort (although this did not necessariiyclude
coordination between the different services)antipoaching enforcement including, an increasing
militarisation of the activitiesas more DWNP AnBoaching Units moved into the area from the
north®®, Antipoaching enforcement was consideretighly sensitve andclassifiecbperationand
was largely given over to theVIIPM to designand relates to better coordination and
communication between agencies, capacity building and equipment

69. Component 2 is, to a large extent, disconnected by followingl@nnative livelihoods approach,
arguably; one which allowed tb move into value chains and activities which weaegely A
unrelatedii 2 G KS LINRP2SO0Qa 2@SNIff 2dzid2YSa FyR 20628

70. Component 3smore aligned with those dBEF Focal Areas such agansable land management
but they also speafiirectlyto the GWP objectives in terms of addressing inefficiencies in land use
that result in HWC Component 4 concerned itself with ensuring that gender equality was
mainstreamed throughout the project andhat there is a twoway process of knowledge and
experience transfer, especially between other projects under the GWP.

71. Component 2 \asto address poverty and vulnerability of communities in the project domain by:
(i) development and implementation of sustable naturebased livelihoods under the auspices
of a rejuvenated CBNRM programme; (ii) empowering people to participate meaningfully in local
level platforms for collaboration with law enforcement and NfRMnagement authorities; and
(i) implementationof effective strategies and technologies to reduce, mitigate and manage
humanwildlife conflict Component 3is to reduce land use conflicts and address land
degradation, and aligning the SLM activities with the CBNRM programrBetswana CBNRIi¢l
a comparativelymature programme and takes a more holistic approach towards conservation
through a range of principles that seek to internalise the authority and responsibility for natural
resources as well as the costs and benefithiw a legally, numerically and spatially defined
O2YYdzyAled !''a &adzOK AG REF dospSatecondiichalyadddlvingdzy A G & €
certain rightgthe quota)and responsibilitiegthe Management Plard a legal entity, in Botswana
this is the Tust. Although the Botswana CBNRM approach does not represent a full devolution of
authority and responsibilityit does provide a degree of motivation through the benefits for
internal organisation within the Trust to manage wildlife resources sustainably.

56 MTRkey informantinterviews; Evans, Segalome (201Rapid Assessment Report for the Department of
Wildlife and National Parks, 1 November 2@LBlarch 2019. Gaorone: Department of Wildlife and National
Parks; Dikobe, Leonard and Bolt Othomile (2@43luation of Botswana National Aftoaching Strategy
20142019. Gaborone: Department of Wildlife and National Parks, UNDP and Global Environmental Facility
(GEF).
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72. Component 3 was specifically intended to address inequalities and inefficiencies in the land
management system that was leading to competing land uses which were negatively affecting the
connectivity of the entire KalahaKgalagadi systermarticularlyKD1, 2, GH 10, 1through the
development of an Integrated LafldseManagementPlan (IMP) which would bring a cohesive
and rational approach to conflicting land use sectors and agencies.

73. However, there was an unstated risk that Component 2 could drifatds activities unrelated to
0§KS LINE 2SOl Qaln éféct iticQUR bezaimé Orairdl S8evelopment component largely
unconnected with the conservation of biodiversity and the objectives and outcomes of the GWP

4.1.12 Strategic esignweaknesses

74. While the project design recognises the issue of HWC, the focus on alternative livelihood
strategies and value chaimscomponent2i I { S& F aO02y @Sy A2yl £ NHzNI f
and misses an opportunity to focus on HWC mitigation andstisainable management of the
resource base itselfthe grazingwildlife and agricultureand agriculturelt is important to note
that this starts as a design weakness with a focus on value chains and entedgases/erthere
was a missed opportunitip realign this during the inception andhich wasfurther driven by a
gSI1 O fdzS OKIFIAY NBLRNIkadddzRed LG akKz2dzZ R | faz
there will invariably be a disproportionate amount of pressure on the project managetoent
deliver on incomegenerating micreprojects as they are often the most visible part of a project
on the ground and may speak to the immediate needs of a rural poor constitudasuch, they
may have a significantly distorting effect on the level b that any PMU must commit to the
project as well as distracting stakeholder interest away from more systemic challenges.

75. CBNRM consists of three major components, namely:
1. alyF3SYSyid 2F yFidz2NFf NBEA2NBNDSAEY | fi. BWKE0 ©2 Y'Y
2. Caacity building of community institutions, improved internal governance,
accountability and benefit distribution, etc.
3. Income generation and employment creation through SMEs (small/medium enterprises)
¢ the motivation for collective management and decisimakingtrade-offs.

76. Arguably, component Zocuses on the third component of CBNRM, the development of
enterprises and income generation, which is the activity that will provide the motivation, or
incentive, for sustainable managemdmnit does not address the management of the resource as
a common pool propertyln maty waysanysupport programme can implement this component
and this can take place when there is sufficient organisation at the community level to adequately
manage the natural resources upon which any of these enterprises are reliant. The organisation
of the community and the dynamics between what is a common pool property and what is a
common benefit or private benefit or enterprise as well as the sustainable management of
biodiversity, requires specialist knowledgeeablogy societyand theeconomy the essence of a
GEHinanced project

77. The unstated risk in this focus on the third level, the enterprises or value chains, is that the
intervention does not change the humanildlife interface (specifically HWE€onnectivity within
the system) and it doesot address the degradation of the resource base it®¢RMSLM. This
might manifest in the selection of projects which, even if successful in ingemeration, do not
O2y UNROGdzGS (2 GKS LINZ@&EIiredacing\HME SrgdRciidr rgetnizi O2 Y S &
degradation and ensuring continuity within the greater KGDE system.
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78. There are activities within Component 2 to address HWC and land degradation but these are
largely overshadowed by the incorgenerating/value chain activitiesnd the linkages arenly
weakly made. fie causes are likely manifoldter alia:the project designan emphasis on income
generation/enterprises, a failure to adequately communicate to communities the purpose and
possibilities of the investments, the value cha@port/study, a strong desire to make a project
LINS&ASyO0S FStidG |Y2y3ad O2YYdzyAaide aidl 1SK2f RSNEX
low-hanging fruits’é. One of the examples is salt production in Zutshwa which is proposed to
benefit from Componen2. In this instance, its hard to see any linkages with NRM, SLM and HWC
and the decisiormaking process regarding the grant appears to have been extremely long and
involved and related to &ont-loadingmachine for lifting saltA more effective stratgy would
KFI3dS 0SSy (2 gKzftfe dzasS GKS LINR2SOGQa O2YYdzy Al
interventions to directly address HWC and rangeland degradation within the body of the ILUP.

4.1.13 Budget and operational design weaknesses

79. There are waknesses and ambiguities in the e Document related to the budget and the
project PMU. In particular, this relates to tfroject Manager (PM) which appears to be inter
changed with the Chieflechnical Adviser (CTAJ® and the use of Component Managers
particularly in Component 2 and® These do not transfer through to the Project Budgand
Budget Note¥® | | gAYy 3 &ALR1SY 2F a4/ 2YLRYSyid alyl3SNEE
appeark & G ¢ SOKY A OF f rdjeR® mandgeiedt arkaggemeriksS(Didgiam 1). In
actuality, the PMU costs should have been allocated ut@mntractual Servicesdividualsbut
not as a CTAN effect the PM salary is allocated across various Consultancy lines. In the Project
Document budet notes (pp. 8@6) there is no mention of a Project Manager. When a substantive
CTA was appointed in 2019 this was compounded further. These ambiguities in the Project
Document have had consequences which are discussed in Section 4.3.2.

4.1.14 Sociabnd Environmental Screening Template

80. At the time that the KGDEP was being designed the use of the Social and Environmental Screening
Template (SE$Rvas relatively new for GEF projects and it is likely that the attention given to
screening was less detailed than it ought to have been and tinaigitt be expected to be today
Furthermore, Botswana does not recognise indigenous minoasesuch witin the Constitution
declaring that all Citizens aiatswanaand through the Tribal Land Aét. Whereas the United
Nations Universal Declaration on HumRights and the United Nations Declaration on the Rights
of Indigenous Peoplé&sare applicable, and Bsewana is a signatory to botirhe Project Document
recognises that there are indigenous peoplehia project area buappears to underplay the issue
although the SESP does recognise the presendéed@fenous people as defined under the UN

¢ KS S E LiNIBKe #ha lawhanging fruité A& | YSGFLIK2NI F2NJ I ljdzA O1 FAE
repeatedly during interviews especially in relation to the component 2 projects.

58 Project Document pp. 113/161

59 Project Document p. 103, para4&

50 project Document pp. 112/161

51 Project Document pp. 77/161

62 Project Document pp. 80/161

63 Republic of Botswana (1968) Tribal Land Act (1968)54 of 1968. Gaborone, Botswana: Government Printer.
Republic of Botswana (1986) Wildlife ConservatiolicPoGovernment Paper No. | of 1986. Gaborone,

64 United Nations (1948) The Universal Declaration of Human Rights. New York: United Nations. United Nations (2007)
United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples. New York: United Nations.
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Declarationt states that there is a Low Risk resulting from this and further, does not recognise

the inherent risks contained in ComponentThe project undertook a review of the SESP in 2020

and a further review and assessment in 20&%ely instigated by the RTahdin response to an
AYRSLISYRSY(l NBGASs 2F (KS LINE2S CaminviewhtA y I
fact that at least three other projects with the GWP portfoliorb@ncountered serious problems

with their SESRn particular, with regads to human rightsThere has been a total ofi4hanges

to the SESP screening template. All of them have raised thievisi{Annex18).

81. TheDraft Environmental and Social Impact AssessiériSIAcarried out in 2020 has confirmed
that there aresignificant risks across all three components but in particular, Components 1 and 2.

4.2 Results Framework/Logframe

4.2.1Projectobjective, outcomes and components

82. The overall project objectivésection 3.3)s both clear and aligned with the GWP conments
(See Table XXJhe project objective is clearly focusing on a systemic approach to addressing the
challenges faced by the larger KGDE system and linking this to the resilience of local community
livelihoods and the resultant conflicts arising at themanwildlife interface as well as addressing
continuity in the system. The four outcome/components hold together as a rational approach to
achieving thisand the Outputs are broadly in line with the exception of Component 2.

83. ArguablyComponents 2 and 3 are incorrectly sequeneed a more logical approach would place
Component 3 before Component 2 to reflect the sequerféiofhaving the ILMP in place to guide
the roll out of the incentives for wise management and reducing HWC, althdhig in itself, is
not enough to explain the challenges the projechaw facing with Component ZThese are
YSAGSR Ay GKS OANDdzvraidl yOSa LINE Oweakhessgdinthel (KS
design ofthis component, the inefficiency ahe indicators for the componenand a weak
adaptive management response during the implementation of the first half of the project.

4.2.10bjective andDutcome indicators

84. The RFM/LF indicators for Components 1, 3 and 4 provide a reasonable measu@mendfess
and impact and are largely related to ti@bjective andbutcome with the caveat that they still
need to be measured to achieve this.

85. The issues raised in Section 4.2ré furtherreflected inthe means of measurintipe progress and
impact of the Component 2 intervention®n analysis of component 2 indicatoend targets
shows these weaknesses:

Indicator 6:b dzZY 6 SNJ 2 F @I £ dzS OKIAya |yR SO020G2dz2NRaAY @Sy
f S & Wwith ncéclear idea of what a valuwhainmeant in terms of the project the indicator was

65 This was conducted by an independent SES Expert, as part of a broader safeguards strengthening process. The revision

of the SESP undertaken by the Project in 2020 responded to this independent review and a changing set of circumstances

in the project donain.

66 KGALAGABBHANZI DRYLANDS ECOSYSTEM PROJECT (KGDEP) ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT
(ESIA), ROBERT K. HITCHCOCK 15 May 2021

67 The number sequence of the Components need not imply a temporal sequence and while it would read more easily it

does not explain why the ILMP did not precede the component 2 interventions. This sequencing should have been made

explicit in the Project Document and should have been part of the implementation strategy used by the project.
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not specific or measurablét left ambiguities in the types of livelihood activities that the project
should engage iand the aspirations did not reflect the magrde of the challenge and the scale

at which the project was operatingFurthermore, as was demonstrated during the
implementation the value chains or enterprises developed might have little relevance to the
outcome. They did not address the HWNRM andSLM, or the conflicts occurring at the human

GgAt REAFTS AYGSNFIFOS IYyR Ay &a2YS AyaidlyoSa GKS
harm. Given that these were intended to be new enterprises and new markets r=the chances of
achieving the targets &re highly unlikely.

Indicator 7:Percentage increase in incomes derived from ecotourism and value chains & MTR
i I NH®4iinciease over baseline in incomes from CBNBM ¢4 beneficiaries anwomen) ¢

as with indicator 6 this lacks the specifiditgcause of its focus on value chains and (except for
ecotourism) without clear linkages to the outcortiese activities could succeed or fail without
any impact on the projects stated objectiv&¥ith regards ecotourism this was essentially being
driven by mlicy objectives and not by market realities.

Indicator 8:Number of CSO, community and academia members actively engaged in wildlife crime
Y2YAG2NRY3I YR AdzNDBSAT L yOS aklgastoR(eqyataymbéargof 6 I G G I
YI £ S |y Rcam®ré tetafed @nalysis of illegal wildlife activity and illegal hunting would

have been necessary to make this indicator more specific. There is an assumption that attitudes

to wildlife would change without any tangible benefits for the local commusigisimply put, at

the community level this might have entailed people informing on themselWgihout
disaggregating illegal wildlife activity this indicator wasorly thought throughand made
assumptions about the system which are diametrically oppasedeality. In many ways this

indicator was simply rstating Output 2.2.

Indicators 10 and 1Ifheseindicators (area of lands using SLM and increases in yillds)ate

the inappropriate thinking around Component 2 and unstated assumptions in the Project
Document. The term SLM issed without any effort to determine exactly what this means in a
complex system that is the KGDE. Clirateart agriculture, ecagriculture, SLM, conservation
agriculture, sustainable rangeland managemerdre all terms that are used, not necessarily in

the Project Document but in relation to SLM. The means to translate these into discrete and
FAYFYOSIoftS AYyUuSNBSyGA2ya Aa ly thélincddioR & thésy K S
AYRAOFG2NR AY [/ 2YLRYSYy(l o &adza33dsSaida GKIF& GKS |
was expected to be a passive approach simply happening because of the ILMP.

Component 1 lacks a necessary indicjto monitor the mpact of the intervention on attitudes
of local communitiesThe ESIfnakes it very clear that, at least in perceptions if not in actuality,
there is an imbalance @WNP antpoaching efforts whichveremphasize addressing subsistence
poaching by remote rea communities, to the apparent exclusion of dealing with -eigt
poaching by poaching gangs and poaching by people living on ranches and cattfé poists
possible that indicator 8 was meant to capture thidf that was the case it was a very iamd

68 SLM- Sustainable Land Magament is a welaccepted and widely understood term that includes a range of practical
technologies, principles and approaches for managing {&nd. See Liniget al, 2011 (a WOCARAO publication).

Furthermore, the Project Document (p. 25) descripedsfic approaches, e.g. Holistic Range Management, Climate Smart
Agriculturec all of which should have had baselines recorded at the start of the project. P. 32 and 33 provide specific
examples of HWC interventions.

69 KGALAGAEBHANZI DRYLANDS ECOSYBRENECT (KGDEP) ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT
(ESIA), ROBERT K. HITCHCOCK 15 May 2021. p. 15

70 The ESMFwhich will be developed in response to the ESIA, will include indicators of this type.
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misguided attempt. In order for the project to diligently address the ESIA it will be necessary to
fine tune the indicators to take account of the considerable risks identified in that report.

86. In a project of this complexity and multiplicity of stakeholdarsd an array of implementing
partners the SRF/Ldnly provides outcomdevel indicators as required by the GEF. An operational
plan with outputlevel indicatorsvould have been a useful tofdr the PMU to prepare during the
inception Only indicator 1 has elements of output indicators however, for the PMU to have
adequately tracked performance it would be necessary to have output indicatoran
implementation plan

4.3 Progress Towards RS

87. Progress towards results has been sldhe weaknesses and inconsistencies, especially in
Component 2, have exacerbated this because Component 2 has not held the other components
together in a coherent sategy. In many ways, Component 2 should hav Sy G KS a3t dzSé
would hold the other components together. In the context of the 2014 hunting ban; that glue was
never very strong. However, with the lifting of the hunting ban there was an opportunity to even
capitalise upon the delays aneplace the value chain approaclior a more nuanced and
sophisticated intervention with support more closely aligned to the national CBNRM programme.

88. Regardless, there have been delays in Components 1, 2 asda3esult of weaknesses in the
LIN2 2S00 Qa AYLX SYSyidlFdA2y YR FRIFILWGAGS YIyl3aSYS
(Section 4.3.2), monitoring and evaluation (Section 4.3.3), communications and reporting
(Sections 4.3.5 & 4.3.6).

89. The Draft SESP and ESIA have identified a number of critical risks which reach across all
components. These risks need to be considered by the project not just asatarelreputational
risks or risks to specific human rights, but also asddressed weaknesseshwii KAy G KS LINR 2
design which will need to be addressed strategically if the project is to meet its objective. That
these risks are identified within the framework of an environmeatad social impact assessment
is fundamental to understanding how résnce can be built into the KGDE systém

4.3.1 Progress towards outcomes analysis

Objective To promote an integrated landscape approach to managing Kgalagadi and Ghanzi
drylands for ecosystem resilience, improved livelihoods and reduced conflicts
between wildlife conservation and livestock production

MTR RatingModerately Unsatisfactory

90. The logical linkages between the componenteant to achieve the objective are not present.
Component 1 is to a large extent a standalone compomezftective inimproving the capacities
of the agencies involved in afgbaching (albeit with a strong focus on equipment). Furthermore,
data does not appear to be a priority in shaping the -@ataching efficiency. It is not showing the
adaptive approaches necessary dtign interests with resource users (legal and opportunistic)
which might develop a consensual approach to policing. There is still a widely held belief amongst
local communities that amfpoaching efforts are unfairly targeted at them and external
transgessors and organized poaching gangs.

71 Noting that this ESIA relates ONLY to the safeguards risks identified in the SESP that the project may trigger, however,
these can be used as the basis to developing an equitable system of costs and benefits, amongst others.
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The value changes approach which is largely an alternative livelihoodsdfiasteategy is weak.

In its current form it does not provide the linkages between benefit and wise management as well
as being poorlyimplemented to the point where it risks becoming a rural development
intervention without any ecosystem benefits. Weak implementation of this component without
cognizance to the sequencing of project interventions have resulted in confusion amongst the
communities and a focus on livelihoods rather than addressing some of the HWC issues through
this component mitigate against it realistically contributing to attaining the objective.

Component 3 has been delayed for a number of reasons including a geresti of the PMU
and the project partners. The ILMP should have preceded the livelihoods to avoid later confusion.
The ILMP is now behind but showing signs of strategic vison and momentum.

Component 4 has seen some achievements (e.g. the gender stréigigy)e project monitoring
and assimilation of knowledge is not visible.

Achieving the project objective depends upon several critical risks not materiatizimg de-

zoning of the WMAs and the continued expansion of boreholes. Furthermore, the project has
been slow to address critical risks in the social and environmentarepklating to the risks to
indigenous communities in the area. Although this is now being addressed unless it is used to
shape all four components in the remaining time of the projbetre is a significant risk thale
objective will not be achieveddnex 11 provides a detailed account of the progress towards
results as measured by the SRF/LF indicators

Outcome 1: Increased national and District level capacity to tackle wildlife crime (including
poaching, wildlife poisoning and illegal traffickingdainade).
MTR RatingModerately Unsatisfactory

Progress is slow and has focused on the procurement of equipment. Basic things such as the
digitization of records in Excel or a simple database for illegal wildlife activity have not been
developed. Theresifocus on a technical fix rather than an adaptive change in the way things are
done. There is apparently little analysis of illegal wildlife activity in terms of the key actors, driving
forces, specific threats and their relative urgency and scale/digidh (e.g. chronic or acute
threats), etc.TheDraft SESRnd ESlAave identified a number of issues which urgently need to

be included in thestrategic approach to this component because there are human rights risks and
opportunities of consensual collaboration on combating illegal hunting of wilelitiech, if
properly addressed and incorporated into the aptiaching strategy may provide lasg and
equitable solutions to combatting illegal wildlife activity.

Output 1.1: National strategy on int@gency collaboration and intelligence sharing for
combatting wildlife crime is developed and implementation started.

Progress: A draft strategy sanow been developed and theational Strategy on inteagency
collaboration has been completed and equipment for the 3@€CIDD@urchased and installed
However, the IDDC are not in the project area

One national interagency forum, the National ArBoaching Committee (NAChas been
operationalsince before the project and was set up under the National-Ratiching Strategyt
meets in Gaborone oafortnightly basis to share intelligence information on aptiaching, illegal
wildlife trading and dter wildlife crimes with key players e.g. DWNP, BDF, DISTB&8vised
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National AntiPoaching Strategy has been drafted and a capacity assessment study of the DWNP
carried out.Data is still collected in a MS Word format and not Eacekntral databae There is

no disaggregation or sifting of data for analysis to build a better picture of the different types of
poaching activity.

99. The Capacity Score Card for the DWPN was not available for the MTR.

100. Output 1.2:District level wildlife management and law enforcement agencies provided with
capacity to implement provisions of the National Strategy to combat wildlife crimes in Kgalagadi
and Ghanzi Districts (support to COBRA and algacampaigns).

101. Progress:The NA is supported by district ssdmmmittees and currently they are three
operational in Chobe, Ngamiland and Central district with the fourth one to be established in
Kgalagadi in 2021 biittis not yet operationalThere does not appear to have been priadtion
for the project area.

Outcome 2:  Incentives and systems for wildlife protection by communities increase financial
returns from natural resources exploitation and reduce human wildlife conflicts,
securing livelihoods and biodiversity in the Kalatsardscape

MTR RatingUnsatisfactory

102. The weaknesses in this component have been discussed earlierasEheptionsin the
project design around alternative livelihoodsd value chains as well # failure to use the
component to address HWCs in a practical way have contributed to this. Theesbban
considerableconsultation processes with the local communities kbere has been little
coherence between the consultations (value chain focyised the CBNRM policy (common pool
resources management)lThe component risks becoming a conventional rural development

AYUSNBSYylA2y 6AGK fAGGES O2yySOilAz2y (G2 YIFAYyGl

surprises and build resilience within @gjencies, institutions, communities and resource base.
This is partly due to the 2014 hunting hbavhich had a detrimental effect on the Trusistivities.
However, even withthe lifting of the ban in 2019 and the project still went ahead with vha&ie
chain approachwithout addressing the internal conflicts, inequalities and weaknesses in the
Trusts It is also partly due to a focus on value icisas opposed to common pool management
of resources which might support natural resowtz@sed enterpises and livelihoods, this could
be loosely termed empowering the Trusts to manage their resources with or withouiny.

103. Output 2.1: At least 4 value chains and 3 ecotourism businesses established to increase
financial benefits from biodiversity consation for local communities

104. Progresswork has been conducted og BOROVAST and BOROVAST. Regardless of the
appropriateness of the value chain/alternative livelihoods approach, the sequencing of this
component has not been well thought throughith comnunities consulted on livelihood
activities unrelated to theutcome and project objectives. The value chain report was of very
poor quality. The two value chains are effectively one enterpdOROVASGharcoal and
BOROVAS®dder production- therefore, their spatial and numerical impadcs very limited and
arguably they are one intervention. As already stated, the enterprises that have been identified
do not contribute to the (e.g. salt production, game farming) outcome and further, they do not
make thelinkages between common pool property and its management and the benefits of the
enterprise a result of the alternative livelihoods tradfs thinking that was contained in the
Project Document
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105. Itis possible that the BOROVASiGrcoal production froniProsopisvould be more aligned
with Component 3 as a means of cost recovery for land management in targeted araaeed,
those activities more closely aligned with Outcome 2

106. Campsites and ecotourism ap®ssibilities,but it is important to manage expectations and
critically, the level of investment. The potential for ecotourism is there but it needs to be
measuredagainst what is possibles well as local Trust capacities to manage such operations. The
high costs of etry and the need to create a markKéare significant barriers which would need to
be overcome.

107. Lastly, it would have been prudent to structure the initial approaches to the local communities
making it clear that there were some activities (e.g. saldpidion) that were not aligned to the
LINE2SO00Qa 202SO0GAQGS IyR GKSNBT2NB: y20 Ll2aarot

108. Output 2.2: Strategies for communities, CSOs and academia to collaborate with law
enforcement agencies are established and applied to reddeéC and increase local level
participation in combatting wildlife crimes in the two districts.

109. Progress: There is very little evidence of progress with regards this output. The output (and
indicator) should be revised against the findings of the SESP.

Outcome 3: Integrated landscape planning in the conservation areas and SLM practices in
communal lands secures wildlife migratory corridors and increased productivity of
rangelands, reducing competition between lamgks and increasing ecosystem
integrity o the Kalahari ecosystem

MTR RatingModeratelySatisfactory

110. During the first half of the project there has been very little progress towards the ILMP and
the introduction of SLM practice€bllaboration with the Ministry of Land Management water
and Sartation Service (MLWS) and Ministry of Environment Natural Resources Conservation and
Tourism (MENT) have developed a draft implementation workplan for the plan formulation and
also identifed teams to undertake different components of the process and KGDER will
collate the document and provide quality assurandeguably, the ILMP would have been better
placed as an output under this outcome/componenhe ILMP and the process of developing it
was recognized by the MLWS at the inception of the projedalse of its alignment with the
bl GA2Y I f {LIGALE tfFy HnocX AYy LI NILAOdz I NJ GKS
importance of ecosystem function, goods and services. The ILMP shoulstadickhis larger
planning process.

111. As acapacity development exercise for uptake of SLM, the project has facilitated a Holistic
Livestock and Land Management (HLM) learning exchange to Zimbabwe in May 2019, with 10
champion farmers from the community (three being female) and technical offi2déesr(ale) from
land management sectors. In addition to the above, theMP will identify areas for
implementation of SLMbut there is very little sign of the types of SLM activities that will be
introduced or even the areas identified (both critical to&hlLMP) Furthermore, the MTR
guestions the scale of these interventions given the sf2€GDE and the number of communities.

2 Marketing and agency feesaconsiderable, as much as 30% of the gross revenues in Zimbabwe are used in
marketing.
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112. The project does notup until recentlyseem tohavebeen challenging stakeholders in a way
that links current activities and future plans to the resilience of the system and creating a
realization that the entire KGDE system is now in a very precarious state. Issues Buasoass
FNBE Y2NB (KINVSHAY Ot IS MBISIOy RAOF 12 NAR 2F | adal
through overgrazing, compaction and soil exhaustion. There is no shared understanding of the
future scenarios, that water is not the limiting factor in the system, soil and vegetatithn
determine the future resilience of the system. The risks of system collapse are not shared equally
between ranches and communities and therefore the lowest common denominator, those who
will be impacted the greatest in the event of a stochastic stuwekdirectionakhift in the system,
should be thecommon denominator thawill steer the ILMP.

113. The DFRR has conducted fire management training for two (2) communities in Northern
Kgalagadi in Zutshwa and Ngwatle and the respective numbers are 7 femadé#$ and 11
female/5 male and a team to lead in the monitoring of incidents and reporting were formed:being
Yodzi AKgl CANBFAIKGAYI +22fdzyiSSNBAQ ¢SIHY FyR - 2YI

114. In the last half of 2020 the pace of implementatiof this component appears to be picking
up, but it still remains that the Inception Report for the ILMP was only completed in March 2021
and there are still concerns about the capacities, especially in relation to equipment, of the various
District secto agencies to really drive this process forwards. The ILMP is the critical component in
the KGDEP project. It will form the basis of all future {eaidted developments in the KGDE
system in the future and without this the remaining components of the gmojvill simply not
hold together.

115. Output 3.1: Approximately 500,000 ha of conservation area recognized as WMASs protecting
wildlife migratory corridors and managed in line with biodiversity conservation principles
(KD1KD2 and GH11)

116. Progress:Until recently there has been almost no progress on this other than that
documented above. Furthermore, there are serious concerns about the allocation of boreholes
and moves to deyazette parts of the WMA. The project is using some very good data to
demonstrate theeffects of boreholes and livestock interrupting the movement of wildlife
between CKGR and KTP. Arguably, the gazetting of thee WMAs should have been a condition in
receiving the GEF Grant.

117. ¢2 Sy KIyOS GSOKYyAOFft 2F7TFAOStNioe OUMRIprockss A Sa G2
training course (Land Use Conflict Identification SyqledCIS) in Felary 2020 wascarried out
for 20 (8 female/12 malesjfficers

118. The Ministry of Lands feels that the plan can be completed in,timgever.there are still
O2y&ARSNIo0fS O2yOSNYya | o2dzi GKS LINRP2SOGQa | oAf

119. Output 3.2: Approximately 100,000 ha of community lands around the Protected Areas (east
of KD1 and east of KD15/Bokspits) put under improved community rangeland management and
pastoral production practices (such as Holistic Range Management, bush clearance, rehabilitation
of degraded pastures, climate smart agriculture and commdoéiyed fire management). This
integrates SLM into livelihood activities and reduces threats tallwal from the productive
landscape outside the PAs.
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120. Progress: Other than the small number of farmers listed above and the trip to Zimbabwe it is
hard to determine much progress in this. Certajrslyneasure of uptake might have been the
inclusion of SLMractices in the Component 2 activities but this is not evid€here is, of course,

a seasonality dimension to this output however, there is no preliminary data available on the
numbers of farmers, types of SLM approaches and extent of the activitiésatee a more
balanced judgemenit. This may be a result of weak record keeping and monitoring or it may be
reflective of the output itself. The fire management has been successfill2 communities
receiving training in firefighting as well as equipmentl @notable involvement of women in the
firefighting teams (7 female/4 males and 11 female/5 mabMpre than 30000 hectares is
currently under surveillance for combatting veldfires.

121. Output 3.3: Capacity of NRM support institutions and communities toagugproject
initiatives on integrated landscape planning, WMA management as wildlife conservation corridors
and mainstreaming of SLM into communal areas developed

122. ProgressThere have been numerous consultations but the poor record keeping and reporting
make it hard to numerically define the level of effort that has gone into this output

Outcome 4:  Gender mainstreaming, Lessons learned by the project through participatory M&E
are used to guide adaptive management, collate and share lessons, in support of
upscaling.

MTR RatingModerately Satisfactory

123. Output 4.1: Gender strategy developed and usedua@e project implementation, monitoring
and reporting

124. Progress: A gender strateégyas been developednd a monitoring programme and there is
evidence that this is having effect wi#9% ofparticipants being womemnd benefiing from
activities of the projecf. However, theDraft Environmental and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA)
has identified a numbeof risks related to gendeaand indigenous people and how they may be
affected by the projecivhich the monitoring programme would need to consider and if necessary
be revised. As stated earlier, project reporting is weak and at times fragmented. Theimgport
commitments on a complex, multiagency and stakeholder project are considerable and time
needs to be invested in standardizing the reporting and ensuring that it is clear and accurate,
otherwise there is a risk that critical gendelated risks are I¢fun-monitored and unaddressed.

125. Output 4.2: Participatory project monitoring, evaluation and learning strategy developed and
implemented to support project management, collate and disseminate lessons

126. Progress: The project monitoring is weak (see alti@ex 4.3) There is no evidence of a
strategy having been developed beyond the normal structures of a project (e.g. SC, PMU
stakeholder consultationgind to a large extent these are tiriund within the projectit would

7 This is an important point and speaks to the need for better record keeping of community consultations and
training activities.

1. "UNDPGEFBotswanaManaging human idlife interface to sustain the flow of agi@cosystem
services and prevent illegal wildlife trafficking in the Kgalagadi and Ghanzi Dryzeniser
Assessment and Mainstreaming Strategydated

SWhile 49% of participants are women more informationtba type or manner of benefit would be useful to
support this indicator.
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be important to see something #t reflects the shared interests of the entire users of the KGDE
and will be a legacy of the project. However, there is as yet, no shared vision for the KGDE amongst
stakeholders and this will need to be sequenced following the Iakd would require the
sequencing of the field component of the social safeguards and FPIC activities implemented
quickly and ahead of this.

127. Output 4.3: Lessons learned from the project are shared with GWP and other wildlife
conservation and sustainable land management programmes

128. Progress: There is little evidence to report on this output. GWP indicators have nofudigen
reported on and it would be hard to see, given the poor progress in the first half of the project
what lessons and experience could be drawn from this andeshaith other projects. However,
the ILMP planning process is ngwoducinga number of useful observations and along with the
detailed work of theDraft ESIA these need to be developed into coherent lessons.

4.3.1 Remaining barriers to achieving thegebobjective

129. At the midterm there is some doubt as to whether the project will be able to achieve its
objective in the time remaining. There aesignificant barriers which need to be addressed:

i.  There areproposals to dezone or rezon€® parts ofthe WMAsc KD1, KD2, GH10 and
GH11". If this goes aheadlepending on the actual extent and areti® project objective
is extremely vulnerable

ii.  Continued construction of infrastructural barriers to connectivity within the KGDEse
include fencing of farms and game farms, 8&km fence between Kang and Hukuntsi
additional fencing along the tradsalahari highway and railway, drilling of boreholes,
amongst others.

iii. Decisioamaking is diffused across the projesntd affectsthe speed at which decisions
are made. The current implementation arrangements mitigate against efficiency (Section
4.3.1) andthe PMU being able to make decisions relegating them to an administrative
role, especially in relation to the PSC/PB.

iv.  Monitoring, evaluationand reportingis weakand needs to be strengtheneBection
4.3.3) without output indicators and is evaluation assessments are unrealistic in terms of
actual progress. This is critical because delays at this point due to unrealistic assessments
of progress prevent proactive management decisioaking.

v.  Financial managemeid poor and there are very real risks that the project overspends in
one area and does not have sufficient funds to complete other arRaslistic work
planning and budgetingand application of UNDP rules is essential to prevent this
occurring.

vi.  Any risk that the findings of thBraft SESP and recommendations contained inDinaft
ESIA are ignored for the sake of expediemegds tobe fully understood by all levels of
the LINEP2S0G Q& AYLX SYSyidlidAaz2y |yR SESOdziAzy o
dzy RSNX¥AYS (KS LINRP2SO0Qa 2dzi02YSad ¢KSNB ySS

6 The language surrounding this issue is unclearg@etting is a term used by many stakeholders, however,

the WMAs are not legally gazetted and-giening appears to be a more acate term. Clarity is needed on this
issue.

w Policy brief for the use of an Integrated Landscape Management Plan to conserve critical Wildlife Management Areas in

Botswana Undated 2021 an@onserving the Kgalagaalahari Wilderness as an Integrated Bstsm.Kgalagadi and
Ghanzi Drylands Ecosystem Project 1 June 2021
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these recommendations because they go to the very heart of the challenges facing the
KGDE systa.

vii.  The implementation modalitgurrently mitigates against a coherent national ownership.
Although there is clear national ownership of some components, there needs to be
national ownership of all the components and the overall project objective.

viii.  COVIBL9 Pandemidhe continuing pandemic is a major barrier to the project achieving
its objective. It affects the project implementation through restrictions on travel and
gatheringd Y R LINRP 2SO0 LI NIySNRa loAftAGe (g STFFSO
duties and activities. The pandemic also affects the economic and livelihood activities of
the communities in the KGDE as welpacting negatively on government budgets.

4.4 Project Implementation and Adaptive Management
MTROverallRating: ModeratelyUnsatisfactory

130. The KGDEP was designed under a Nationally Implemented Modality (WNti)the
arrangements outlined in Section 3.4 above. Diagrams 1 and 2 clearly demonstrate that the
implementation modality in use since the beginning of the project isUNDP CO Direct
Implementation Modality (DIM). This raises a humber of challenges in terms of:

1 Ownership of the outcomes and especially the overall objective. The four outcomes need
to be viewed as parts of a puzzle that when put together form a completangi Sector
agencies will naturally focus on their sector aremsd own the outputs of those
interventions. These need to be glued together through Heglel national ownership of
the objectivewhich is much less likely under a DIM.

1 Given the large nurndr of sector agency stakeholders it is impractical, in the sense that
NIM adds one more link in an already long communication chain, and mitigates against
rapid decisioamaking and preemptive actions.

1 All GWP projects, due to the nature of their focuspart, on combatting wildlife crime
carry an inherent human rights risk. Notwithstanding the issues raised iBE$ih&such a
risk has not yet materialised in the KGDEP, however, it remains a clear and present risk.
In the event that this risk is realidehen the processes, protocols and procedures to
address it need to be wholly within the remit of the Botswana ConstitudinshLegislature
and in line with UN safeguards policies

f The UNDP CO project assurance role is significantly diminished withbuSa cNJ & TA NB & | |
between Implementor and Executor. For the avoidance of doubt, this has not mamifest
in any critical events, but it may account for the weak budgeting and work planning or the
delays in implementing thBraft ESIA, etc.

4.4.1 Management aangements
MTR RatingUnsatisfactory

131. The critical changes in the project management structure between the Project Document and
implementation are:

1 The PMU is located within the UNOFO and not within the MENT/DE&Although it is
located in officeprovided by the District DFRR) with all PMU personnel Contracted by the
UNDP CO.

I Project assurance has been delegated to a Technical Assistance pestioanusual
situation and one that might be creatingfature risk of conflict of interesbetween
technical advice and project assurance.
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1 The Implementing Agency with the responsibility for project assurance is directly
responsible for the PMU. Without an effective firewall between project assurance and
operational aspects of the project theare substantive risks, more so when the stated
project assurance is delegated to a technical assistance position directly Contracted by
the UNDP CGQreating a risk of conflicts of interest between the operational component
and the assurance role.

1 As well & the obvious risks involved with project assurance, this structure results in
responsibility being diffused throughout the project. Decisinaking could be a lengthy
process, not because individuals are shirking responsibility, but simply becausesthere i
O2y FTdzaAy3d GaOKIAY 2F O2YYlIYyR¢O®

1 The technical capacity and human resources of the PMU has been severely reduced due
to the absence of the three sutbmponent technical positior$

1 DA@GSY GKS NRtS GKIFIG GKS | b5t /tluctukedwdud | & A y 3
appear to be a Directly Implemented Project (DIM) rather than a NIM project raising
legitimate questions of the degree of national ownership and possible conflicts of interest
between project assurance and project executfon

1 The ProjectManager and the PMU is substantially tasked with drivimgee of the
technical components: livelihoods,MP and mainstreaming/knowledge management
while being responsible for the antipoaching component but with little influence over it.

1 Itis not entiely clear to the MTR, but th®verstretch of the PM@ould have resulted in
other critical challenges to the project when linked to the weaknesses in the management
arrangements, such as, approving the Value Chain Study Report

1 Infact, theComponent lantipoaching has bedargely removed from the direction of the
PMU and is wholly under the DPWM.

132. It is reasonable to state that the overly complex and inappropriate project implementation
structure has substantially contributed to the significant delayisnplementation in the first half
of the project.

133. The PSC/PB is a large and unwieldy structure. A review of the PSC minutes of meetings reveals
that there are a large number of members, the last Steering Committee métitietuded forty
four participants but there was no representation by the Ministry of Agriculture. The description
of the PSC provided in the Project Document is very precise with around 10 members sitting. The
PSC/PB should be a hilglvel executive bodyapable of making strategic decisions about the
project quickly and efficiently. While the membership should be chosen on the basis of
representation and strategic guidance, it is not a forum for a much wider participation. The latter
should take place atie districtlevel through the TAC and other fora.

"8The Project Document is vague in relation to these positions suggesting that they might-benstazted

to suitable national NGOs but without substantive direction on how they should be arranged which appears to
have been carried through to the budgetin

" For the avoidance of doubt there is no indication that such risks have materialised however the risk remains
in place without a substantive firewall and it is unreasonable to expect this to be provided by external
Technical Assistance.

80Value Chain #alysis and Economic/Financial Feasibility study in the Kalahari Landscape, UNDP, 5 June 2019
81 Minutes of the 3rd Quarter Project Steering Committee (PSC) Meeting, Shi Hotel (Hukuntsi), 27th October
2020
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134. PSC/PB is chaired by the Permanent Secretary MENT aobaited by the Resident
Representative UNDP CO (or the Deputy resident Representative). Meetings have been taking
place regularly, although the panahéc has affected the number, timing and attendance in 2020
2021.

135. Ina project with such a diverse number of government departments as implementing partners
an effective PSC/PB is critical to the performance and the ability to achieve the project objectives
Furthermore, there are specific political decisions which need to be made in order for the project
to achieve its objective (e.g. the decision on the future of the WMAS). Therefore, the PSC/PB
should not be a general forum for participation. It needshtove highlevel representation and
the authority to make decisions quickly and decisively. At all times it should have a quorum of
members representing the key sector agencies so that it can fulfil its executive function.

4.4.2 Finance and efinance
MTR Riting: Moderately Unsatisfactory

136. The KGDEP has weak financial controls and budget management. Budget execution has been
low in the first half of the projectvhile there have been ovespendsin certain budget lineand
there is little evidence that the PMId capable of addressing this. There are a number of points
worth noting:
1 The unclear and ambiguous budget notes in the Project Document compounded by weak
financial capacities to interpret and manage the budget have contributed to this.

1 There has been vak fiduciary oversight from the UNDP CO and the PSC/PB. For instance,
annual total budgets and work plans (TBWP) have been approved at the CO and PSC level
only to be correctly queried by the RTA level due to overspending in either specific budget
lines orentire components/outcomes.

1 Approved TBWPs have not been adhered to (including the 2021 TBWP).

1 PMU salariegwhich are usually reserved for the PM, the Finance and ifdtration
Officer, and the Gender/Stakeholder/M&Eopition) should be charged to Contractual
Servicedndividuals budget lines unless they are not-firie staff - then they would
normally beput under Local Consultancy Budget lines (with contracts renewedtgear
year). The three Component managers either sdwdve been appointed under the Local
Consultancy budget lines (if they had been individuals) or Contractual SeBgogsanies
(if they had been NGOsgjowever, thePM salary in the Pject Documentbudget was
accounted for under a Chief Technical Advisite and the Component Managers were
referred toas 'Technical Advisordhis resulted imllocating the PM salary under various
consultancy budget lines as it seemed as if there was not provision for the PM salary. The
amounts allocated for some of thather positions (e.g. SLM Officer, Gendam quite
small and have likely contributed to the challenges of attracting and retaining candidates.

1 In addition to this the project has now engaged a CTA which must also come from the
Contractual Servicelmdividuals budget linddéd ¢ KSNBEF2NBX GKS NIFGS$S
Contractual Servicemdividuals budget liness much higher than anticipated@his might
leave a high probability of this budget line being expended on Consultancies with no

82The CTA has to be charged under an Internati@uaisultancy budget line, given that the CTA is form South Africa.
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provision of implemetation leaving the PMU to directly implement components without
any budgetary provisionn short, the project could run out of money.

137. In summary, there are serious weaknesses in the financial management which have caused
and further compounded delaysinK S LINE 2 S O (i Q ZespkcialyJivierosSiyined with 2 v
the other weaknesses in the projecthere are unclear lines of authority and approval between
project asswance and financial managemerithis manifesitself in poor project planning and
performanceand future risks

138. The recording of cfinancing is confusing. Clearly there isfitmncing in terms of human
resources, travel, etc. However, this is recorded on separate Excel sheets rather than bbgingle
of cofinancing. It is not possible to extract the data across all the sheets without risking double
entries or missing entries.

139. The UNDP C@ommitted $1,000,000in-kind co-financing. The remaining dmancing was
alsoin-kind contributions. There mvidence that cdinancing has been made terms of activities
and effort, however, it does not appear tbe recorded in a systematiand regularmanner.
Therefore, Table 1 provides the-financing recorded at the MTR but is unlikely to accurately
reflect the real cefinancing at the MTR
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Sources of | Name of Ce Type of Ce Coafinancing Actual Amount | Actual % ofExpected
Cofinancing | financer financing amount Contributed at | Amount
confirmed at stage of
CEO Midterm
Endorsement | Review (US$)
(US$)
Government | MENT MoA Inkind 21,000,000 614,483 2.9%
GEF Agency | UNDP Cash 1,000,000 ?|?
NGO Birdlife Inkind 500,000 2,755| 0.5%
Botswana
22,500,000 617,238 2.7%
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Table 2 Budget variance Project Document and actual
YR1 (1) YR2 (2018) YR3(2019) YR4 (2020) YR5 (2021) YR6 (2022) YR7 (2023) Totals
Component 1 Project Document $500 $249,278  $536,000 $553,500 $247,000 $62,000 $16,000 $1,664,278
Actual $192,330 -$31,615 $152,450 $528,561 $511,669 $274,833 $1,628,228
Variance $56,948 $567,615 $401,050 -$281,561 -$449,669 -$258,833 $36,050
7% -6% 28% 214% 825% 1718% 98%
Component 2 Project Document $500 $69,500  $523,000 $648,000 $473,000 $116,000 $20,000 $1,850,000
Actual $32,326 $190,413 $224,450 $546,444 $426,600 $356,500 $1,776,733
Variance $37,174 $332,587 $423,550 -$73,444 -$310,600 -$336,500 $73,267
47% 36% 35% 116% 368% 1783% 96%
Component 3 Project Document $13,000 $156,000 $426,000 $476,000 $476,000 $381,000 $72,000 $2,000,000
Actual $108,077 $194,832 $239,000 $577,370 $452,600 $350,228 $1,922,107
Variance $47,923 $231,168 $237,000 -$101,370 -$71,600 -$278,228 $77,893
69% 46% 50% 121% 119% 486% 96%
Component Project Document $0 $23,000 $82,000 $10,000 $11,000 $9,000 $61,950 $196,950
Actual $27,006 $77,575 $29,275  $101,552 $63,275 $112,570 $411,253
-$4,006 $4,425 -$19,275 -$90,552 -$54,275 -$50,620 -$214,303
Variance 117% 95% 293% 923% 703% 182% 209%
Project Management Project Document $7,500 $94,414 $50,189 $38,507 $39,679 $32,964 $22,308  $285,561
Actual $104,140 $35,813 $30,725 $30,384 $28,835 $28,563  $258,460
Variance -$9,726 $14,376 $7,782 $9,295 $4,129 -$6,255 $27,101
110% 71% 80% 7% 87% 128% 91%
Total Project Document $613,692 $1,617,189 $1,726,007 $1,246,679 $600,964 $192,258 $5,996,789
Actual $463,879 $467,018 $675,900 $1,784,311 $1,482,979 $1,122,694 $5,996,781
Variance $149,813 $1,150,171 $1,050,107 -$537,632 -$882,015 -$930,436 $8
76% 29% 39% 143% 247% 584% 100%
Variance Component 1 $57,448 $567,615 $401,050 -$281,561 -$449,669 -$258,833 $36,050
Component 2 $37,674 $332,587 $423,550 -$73,444 -$310,600 -$336,500 $73,267
Component 3 $60,923 $231,168 $237,000 -$101,370 -$71,600 -$278,228 $77,893
Component 4 -$4,006 $4,425 -$19,275 -$90,552 -$54,275 -$50,620 -$214,303
Proj Man. -$2,226 $14,376 $7,782 $9,295 $4,129 -$6,255 $27,101
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4.4.3 Projecllevel monitoring and evaluation system
MTR RatingModerately Unsatisfactory

140. Projectlevel monitoring and evaluation at the country level is weak and there appears to be
poor understanding of the monitoring and evaluation responsibilities at various levels within the
LINE 2 S O Q FhisdsteNdxtaeddnNBedpoor performanceRan 1 KS G RNA Fd ¢ G KI @
experienced in the first two years of its implementation.

141. The PMU, CO and PSC/PB do not appear to be using the SRHlLFeffect to monitor
progress and impact with a number of baselines unconfirmed, and other indidatgrsSCapacity
Score Cards) being largely ignored.

142. The weaknesses in the project SRF/LF have been discussed in Sediioa ddnittedly the
indicators lack sufficient utility to provide the firgrained detail necessary to track progress and
the absene of output indicators mean that a lot can happen, or not happen, before the project is
aware that something is not quite righMore detailed indicatorsn the GWP Tracking Tool
possibly reflecting anore nuanced perspective of illegal activity (e.gadgregating arrest data
FYR LINPFAEtAYI 2FFSYRSNEZEI RAFFSNBYGAIFIGAY3T 0S8
subsistence, retaliatory killings, etc..). Furthermore, if sample size (baseline and targets) are very
low then confidence limits are equally lomé therefore an indicator with a small sample size
lacks utility as a measurement for determinipgrformance and impactin a project with a
complex multiplicity of stakeholders this is a critical flaw in the monitoring and evaluation system.

143. The result of these weaknesses and inefficiencies means that the ReBimrsistems and
Biodiversity (AfricaNature, Climate and Energy Te@d 2 OSNBAIKG FyR G§SOKyYyA
guality assurance role nsiderableandtime-consuming

4 4.4 Adaptie management
MTR RatingModerately Unsatisfactory

144. Adaptive management has been limited in the project soifians much as project design
assumptionsor changes in circumstancéscome critical issues before action is takand to an
extent, solving one issue creates another. For examiph@ncial management challenges are
I RRNB & adsrowingfdm tadS G S NJ G 22 aldesiyn weakdeséin the Project Document
related to component 2, pressure from the community to detibenefits, a weak livelihoods
study, recognition of the capacity challengfghe Trustsbut Yy A Y SNI Al G2 da32 ol C
what wasnot working to reach out to the considerable, enviable even, academic and intellectual
resources and experiencetiwin Botswanand seek solutiongas not happenedhe DPWM data
stored on MS Word documents whighonly now being considered for entering into a database
however, there is nothing to indicate thatlthi G KS (& LIS 2F RI G &g A0 Qa
consideredThis inertia does not amount to a strong adaptive management approach.

831n this instance the phrase is used to describe the budget management where asparet in one budget
line is balanced by taking from another without necessarily having already comdpleteactivities in the
GR2Y2NE 0dR3ISH tAYySO®
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145. A number of factors may be contributing to this sucltresineffectiveness of the PSC/PB, the
diffuse decisiormaking in the project implementation arrangements, andwillingness in
government to commit to the project objectives.

146. One key contributing factor is the undezsourced PMU and inability to take decisions directly
to the PSC/PB and get on and implement them.

147. Examples of adaptive managemdmtthe PMU, UNDP CO and PSGifeB

1 TheESIAN response to weaknesses in the Project Document SESP, and indeed; in the
LINE2SO00GQa RSaAdayd ¢KS LINE 2 ESlhandkispeeserdyy RS NIi | |
strengthering G KS LINRP 2SO0l Q& &l Fab Intenalidhal exbetXpviith G S O G dzl
specialist knowledge and experience of working with indigenous peoples in Southern
Africa) has been contracted to upgrade the SESP and develop an ESIA and ESMP
Engaging a substantive CTA to dallet components and partitar component 3
The presentation to Ministers of the wilderness concept and ILMP in May/June 2021.
¢tKS ARSYGATFAOIGAZ2Y 2F [/ 2YLRYySyd w LINR2SOG:
objective (e.gperformancebased payments to Trusts, camEck patrols in WMA, etc.).

=A =4 =

148. Examples where adaptive management have not taken place:

1 A lack of critical analysis of the Project Document and SRF/LF and then to do something
about it.

1 Allowing issues such as tldentified weaknesses and inequalities in the Trusts to go
unaddressed by a project interventi@rto review the stakeholder engagement plan

1 A failure to address quickly, weaknesses in the PMU (e.g. turnover of personnel,
insufficient staff numbers, etg.

91 Delays in addressing the slow delivergtoing more of the same and expecting different
results.

1 A failure to address obvious weaknesses in the value chain study and report, including
accepting the report and not reviewing the emphasis on an alternditretihoods trade
off strategy in Component 2 after the lifting of the 2014 moratorium on huntifigs
should have causkthe project to pause, raccess the situatiog regardless of the need
to comply with the terms under which the GEF granted the afstne funds- basedon
the principle thatuse is us& KSG KSNJ 02y aA RSNB R-O& ¢ 2 fizZ¥ldd MBS @ S
the issues surrounding common pool resources management remain largely the-same
and propose a new, more rational Component 2 approach more lgl@adigned with the
principles ofCBNRM, more grounded in reality and utilising the experience coming from
the SESP review and ESIA.

1 No clear guidelines when discussing the value chain report findings with local
communities.

1 The slowness in addressing tBESP weaknesses and implementing the ESIA.

1 A lack of any clear policy until recently on the issues efaleetting the WMAs and the
continued installation of boreholes.

1 Afailure to identify the weak budget management and address the problem effectively.

BEKSNBE Aada y2 G2LISNFGA2Y It f& @I f kddsuRptizeiisebézduseahs 6 S oSSy
depends upon the objectives of the system. Many uses which arecapsumptive at the level of the

individual are consumptive at the level of the ecosystem. By the same token, certain uses which are
consumptive of individualsareneéd2 y & dzY LJGA @S 4 GKS S0O02aeaidSy tSg@gStXo o
ddzadl Ayl ofS |G (KSSusténgtd Use Bsties and Brin@pe® ahé SoiitBed sAfrican

Sustainable Use Specialist Group (SASUG), IUCN Species Survival Commission, undated.
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149. In the face of some of the issues highlighted ahdvés not unreasonable to say that the
project implementation, at least in the first 2 years, veered more towards administering the
project document and not managing its implementation.

445 Stakeholder engagement

MTR RatingUnsatisfactory

150. Stakeholder engagemeittas been high at an institutional and agency level. There is more
than sufficient stakeholder representation, at this level, on the PS@M@Bhrough theTACand
TRGalbeit ineficient in terms of directing the project to any effect (Section 4.3.1). Similarly, NGO
engagement has been highut the project has not capitalised on the idea of using NGOs as
component managers especially in relation to Component 2.

151. Component 1 stakeholdearticipation is reportedly high, although this is hard to confirm by
the MTRreviewbecause of issues of sensitive information related to-ppofiching It isalsohard
to see why this should be the case in relation to project relatath, and there idittle to support
the idea that local communities are engaging with this component in a manner that might be
picked up by indicator 8, for instance. This may also be interpreted in a different way; if the project
was using the SRF/LF correctly, indic&anight have triggered an earlier response to the non
engagement of local communities in combatting the illegal trade in wildlife.

152. However,and critical to the successful outcomes of the project, the stakeholder engagement
G 6KFEG Aa (228U AGBANEROBEKSAOY2NE ydzZ yOSR
Document did not provide sufficient informed analysis of the complexities of the CBNRM system,
the political climate prevalent at the time (understandablghd the historical dimensions and
socal tensions that are a part and parcel of any saiosystem, are what create the system and
drive it one way or another, the direction of travel being positive or negative depending on the
values that society places upon the system. In this instarai@ed to the GEF Grant and project
objective the key values were biodiversity, ecosystem resilience and the continued ability of the
KGDE to provide lifsupporting ecosystem goods and services.

153. Thereforei KNB dzZ3 K NBGASHAYy I (K Sdet aN@ysisard in lightdfGhezY Sy (i Qa
Draft ESIA (2020findings A i A& NBFa2ylofs d2 adlds GKIFG (K

stakeholder engagement was inadequate. It made assumptions about the communities and about
the Trusts which were not supported by evidenédemore detailed stakeholder engagement
process dzZNAy 3 (GKS LINRP2SOGQa RSaAdy ¢2dzZ R KI @S
subsequently emerged in the ESldnd have dogged the implementation of Component 2
because they had a long histaamnd, in most instances, were already documefitedo be faito

the KGDERNhis is not unusual in many GEF projects whistiallyhave the most perfunctory and
surfacelevel stakeholder analysis. Furthermore, the weaknesses in the Botswana CBNRM
programme have also been well researched including the weak capddte drustsand their
susceptibility to capture by internal and external interéStét is not possible to comment on
whether this would have been possiblgiven the political climate, at the time that the Project
Document was being put together. Certhi, the expectation that Trusts should move from
GO2yadzyLIi A @S ¢-0OR gz dzy phiatdghic toyfigm/wvas more of a hope than an

85 Inter aliafor a comprehensive analysis ddelale, Kutlwano, "The structural organization of CBNRM in Botswana "
(2005). Retrospective Theses and Dissertations. 1842.
86 This is documented by numerous Authors cited already in this report and summarised in the 2021 ESIA.
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assumption. If there was an assumption it was that Trusts based their decisions on a set of value
judgementsmore digned to popular thinkingrather than in part, hard economic and market
realities that determine whether an area is profitable for safari hunting, photographic ¥afari
livestock productiorand how that relates to the risk of system collapse overnbar, midterm

and longterm future.

154. It is not unreasonable to concludéhat an adequate stakeholder engagement plan in the
Project Document would not have gone down the route of a value chain and alternative
livelihoods approach in Component2hout putting in sufficient safeguards and more expligitly
highlighting the riski those communities in their entirety and providing the figeined analysis

GKFG A& LI NI FYyR LI NOSEt 2F ¢KIFIG Aa LI O1I1 3SR dz.

155. In the event, the stakeholders least able to influence the direction of the project, yet critical
to its successful outcomewere marginalised in the Project Documentd in the early period of
0§KS LINE 2SO0 Q gpatlyvdudftadSaYvéai siakehdidandlysis and partly due to a weak
SESh the Project Documenilhe two things should have been linkidm the start they should
have informed each other in the design and drafting

156. The ESIA identifies the asymmetries of power between different stalef®iwithin the
KGDEPThese asymmetries of power exist in all modern democré&tiasd stakeholder analysis
and engagemenareinherently political although this is rarely explititrecognised in project$n
the KGDE these asymmetries are particulprgnounced and to a large extent they have favoured
outside interests over those communities that have bdsstorically residingn the area.But,
these power asymmetrieare also what is driving the land use in the KGDE in a direction that
carries muchhigher risks of system failure in the near to Hiidure.

157. Given the history of the project area and the sensitivities surrounding the communities in the
KGDEt is critical that the project comes to ternapiicklywith these realitie® which areclearly
set out in the ESlAndthe project (in its entirety)ncorporates these into an effective stakeholder
engagement plan in its broadest termaad according to the project objectives, because this is
what has been agreed upon in the Project Documémparticular, this should include ensuring
the Grievance Reporting Mechanism (GRM) is integrated into the stakeholder engagement plan
andcomponed Qa4 LX H FYR o Fa LINL 2F GKS FRFLIAGS

158. From the interviews during the field mission and the ESIA it is now clear that Component 2
and especially the value chain study has not had free and prior informed consent{fer g
majority of activities which were proposed. In fact, it is highly likely that some of the activiities
implemented would create new, orexacerbate existing, community tensions which are
themselves the result of historical inequalitiesd ineffcienciesin the ways that these
communities have interreacted with agencies tasked with wildlife conservation and land
management.

87ULG. (2001). Economic Analysis of Commercial Consumptive Use of Wildlife in Botswana. Botswifena Wild
Management Association. December 2001. Final Report. ULG Northumbrian Ltd, United Kingdom.

BE5SY20NI O Aa (KS aSHMOBSLHAZNEN2ZF (A2 AEKEY NHAS £ d 1 |jdz2
Churchill.

8 For instance, p. 20 of the ESIA identifies that the game farms which were proposed at one point by the

LINE 2SO0G O2 dzf Reriésipiizks Bubidglpopdakich tisplacement, reduction of access to natural
NBaz2dzaNOSas FyR LRGSYGAlLf O2YYdzyAde O2yFfA0GA 2SN NR
OKGALAGAEBHANZI DRYLANDS ECOSYSTEM PROJECT (KGDEP) ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIAL IMPACT
ASSESSIENT (ESIA), ROBERT K. HITCHCOCK 15 May 2021. p. 20
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159. Stakeholder engagement in the KGDEP is critical to its successful outcoalelerels.
Without effective advocacy of thiecalcommunities,it is likely that external interests will, quite
legitimately, further erode the connectivity functions and processes of the proposed WMASs.
CBNRM should be viewed not as a scienca specific modeto impose on a systenbut rather
it is an approach to understanding complex ecological and social relationships in rurgl areas
perhaps evem philosophyWhileCBNRMs based on the logic that people will manage a resource
sustainably when the benefits outweigh the coatsd those benefitsnust accrue to those who
live closest to the resource and bear the greatest costs, including opportunity’cdsis also
worth noting that:

oBenefit is usually conceptualized in terms of financial revenue, and in unusual circumstances
this can besubstantial. Normally however natural resource production can only supplement
inputs from agriculture and other modes of production, and it is important not to regard
community participation in conservation as a panacea for rural poverty. Benefit shewlloea
understood in nowpecuniary terms, and when economic benefit is linked with authority and
responsibility large increments in social capital can r&sulp

160. Addressing the stakeholder engagement within the KGDEP is therefore critical not just to
Component 2 but also in ensuring that the outcomes of Components 1 and 3 is equitable and
effective.

4 4.7 Reporting
MTR RatinglUnsatisfactory

161. There have been 2 PIRs produced by the KGDEP (June 2019;Th@2@)have not conveyed
the urgency of the neceasy remedial actionsA similar situation exists with the reporting to the
PSC/PBwhich, while following the AWP and reporting on the indicators even as late as October
2020 the project has been reporting that some activities were normal and on track when quite
clearly, they have been delayed, disrupted the sequencing of interventicarsy financial
overspend risks and will only be completed if there are no further shocks and surprises to the
project.

162. There is an inertia in responding to issues raised in the PIRs andslaelack of awareness
of how precarious the implementation & the midterm.

163. Risks and remedial (adaptiactions appear to be driven from the regional level, the Resident
Representative and the CTA and not from within the project itself (PR&C/PB, UNDP CO
Environment and Climate Changeogrammg and the prop O A& y 20 dzaAy3I (KS
monitoring and evaluation capacities to their full extent to drive adaptive management and
increase the pace of implementation. The effect of this is to slow down degisaking and

91 Sustainable Use Issues and Principles, Southern Africa Sustainable Use Specialist Group, "IUCN Species

Survival Commission. Undated.

92 Communitybased Conservation: Old Ways, New Myths Bnduring Challenges, Proceedings of the

I 2y FTSNBYOS 2y da! FNROlIY 2AfREAFS alyl3SYSyiBased GKS bS¢
Conservatio¢ KS bS¢é adliKKEZ tNRFS&Ea2N al NEKFff 2 ®cadzNLIKNES.
15 December @00

9 PSC/PB meetings Q3 2018;0742019, 1909-2019, 1612-2019, 2707-2020 and 2710-2020
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project procedures and processes, fimistance through approving the value chain study or
engaging the ESIA experts, etc.

164. As a result, the project has not prepared clear output indicators which might better
communicate the implementation steps and relative urgency across the complex number of
stakeholders.

4.4.8 Communications

MTR RatingUnsatisfactory

165. The project has, in late 2020 and early 2021 managed to develop a vision for the’KGDEP
which is a prerequisite for the ILMP artkte is evidence that this is being addresseolwever,
it is late in the day, it needs to be clearly communicated to all the project stakeholders, balanced
against the findings or the ESIA acmimmunicated at a high level with sufficient urgency, to
deliver a higHevel prior informed consent, of theAra { & (2 GKS YD59 &de&ads
connectivity and future options for land use are lost.

166. Communications between agency stakeholders is more effective. However, communications
between the project and the communities within the project area are insieffit and there is not
enough feedback from the communities informing the decisieaking process. The ESMP and
the GRM should help this but delays in starting this whole process have exacerbated the problem.

167. While the project has made some communicasdhrough the UNDP website and media this
does not amount to a communications programiper se.The likely cause of this is the under
resourcing of the PMUHowever, this does not amount to a coherent communications strategy.
For instance, there are no kages to the UNDBEF Access and Benefit Sharing Proybath is
still under developmengiven that one othe areasof concern is the lack of distribution of the
access and benefit sharing legislafigrwhich results in a lack of information for commigs,
and constraints on another UNDP proj&caind potentially overexploitation of high value
resourcesvhich was one of the underpinning activities in the alternative livelihoods approach in
the Project documents Component 2

168. In sum, the project need® improve its communication across stakeholders, develop more
realistic reporting and monitor closely tir®ound remedial actions.

45 Sustainability

169. There are a number of decisions which will fundamentally affect the sustainability of the
LINEP2SO00GQa 2dz2i02YSa IyR Ala 202SO00AQ0Sd® ¢KSAS KI

94 Policy brief for the use of an Integrated Landscape Management Plan to conserve critical Wildlife

Management Areas in Botswana, Undated 2021 @odserving the ¢falagadiKalahari Wilderness as an

Integrated EcosysteniKgalagadi and Ghanzi Drylands Ecosystem Project 1 June 2021

9 KGALAGABBEHANZI DRYLANDS ECOSYSTEM PROJECT (KGDEP) ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT
(ESIA)ROBERT K. HITCHCOCK 13282y p. 16

9% United Nations Development Programme (2028bfess an8enefitsharing (ABS) ProjeePromoting

beneficiation and value addition from Botswana's genetic resources through enhanced capacity for research

and development and protection of triidnal knowledge Gaborone: United Nations Development

Programme.
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brief’” and the presentation to Ministe?® These arethe spread of cattle farming, especially by
individuals or interests not resident in the area, intetproposed WMAS, the possible-dening

of parts of certairWMAs (e.g. KD12, KD15, GH10 and GH11), the continued drilling of boreholes
in the proposed WMAs and the existing road fence along the Kamfukmntsiroad and the
proposed fences along the TraKalahari Highway and railway.

170. These four issues are acute threats to the connectivity within the system and therefore, its
social, economic and ecological resilience. They are urgent and represent splalfenges
which will undermine the sustainabili of the system and the projects outputs, outcomes and
objectives.

171. By comparison, hunting and even illegal killing of wildlife are chronic challenges, they are more
dispersed in nature and do not necessarily, by themselves affect the connectivity ofstieens
nor do they preclude futur@ise optionsAll attempts to forecast sustainability need to be viewed
through the lens of these four issues.

45.1 Risk management

172. The Project Document underestimated the risks to the project. In particular reggrds the
SESP which provided a Low Risk (LR) rating. Subsequent revisions of the SESP have raised the risk
to High Risk (HR) which have triggered an appropriate (ESIA) response. While the risk was quickly
identified, the project response, notwithstandjrthe effects of the global pandemic, have been
at2g G2 NBaLRYyR Ay 2NHIyAaAy3a GKS 9{L! ® ! NHdz o
relatively new to UNDISEF projects and its importance not waflderstood. However, it is
reasonable to sathat the KGDE had sufficient historical context with regards indigenous people
to have raised greater concerns in the SESPex14 provides a comparison of the SESP events
within the project®.

173. Additionally, the Project Document identifiésisks to the project outcomes:

Project Document risk IMODERAT.EPoaching pressure fuelled by the global and local demand
for wildlife products may decimate the wildlife population. At the same time, effeness of the
institutions mandated with wildlife protection may continue to be undermined by poor use of
limited resources available to tackle the problem if internal bureaucracies and-agecy
competition delay or derail establishment of nationabedination protocols.

MTRrisk analysisand rating MODERATEArguably this may provide an insight to some of the
thinking that went into the Project Document. In fact, the GWP is more nuanced than this and
recognises that there are other drivers of bieglisity lossHowever, it does demonstrate the risk

of focusing on one component of the system (wildliéad in particular poachingand not the
system in its entirety. It is not clear how urgent and severe a threat illegal hunting and the illegal
trade in wildlife is to the KGDE syststiil because the data and analysis does not exit, at least in
the project domainbut it is likely that at most it is a chrorticreat and not an acute hazard.
Borrowing from the early thinking of the CBNRM movemiargouthern AfricadSouthern Africa,
agreed that by far the greatest threat lies in natural systems being replaced by other land uses. In

97 KGDEP Information Brief, 14 May 2021

98 Conserving the Kgalagaidalahari Wilderness as an Integrated Ecosystem, PPP, KGDERe 2021

9 The current revision of the SESP has beeriathout using the revised UNDP SES Policy and SESP template,
which uses a different risk rating scale and set of categories form those used in the previous versions.
However, this alone does not account for the difference in risk ratings.
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our experience, tenure and pricing systems exert the greatest influence on biodiversity
conservation and, moreovarnsustainable uses are often due to institutional weaknesses in these
systems!®, In shortg pricing and tenure exert the greatest influence on biodiversity and it is the
inequalities and inefficiencies in the institutional and systemic management of fyssems that

drive overexploitation To take this argument to the'Ndegree, antipoaching could be 100%

successful and the wildlife component would still crash due to the conversion of the WMASs into

cattle rearing areas and the erection of fences befitreas realised that the wildlife, and the
communities that have relied upon it for their livelihogdsS NB G KS a OF y I N%.Sa Ay
The encroachment dProsopi? yii2 3INI T Ay3 flyR&E A& | faduely AYyR
to climate chang, overgrazing, soil compaction and depletion, and falling water taklestrol

of Prosopidy itself is arguably the equivalent of killing the canary to stop it singitiger than

addressing a real and present danger of ecosystem collapse on the glstabtangelands.

It is hard to understand why better recording of borehole distributions by the appropriate
YAYAAGNRSE AayQd GFr1Ay3 LXFOS o06SOFdzasS AG ¢2dz
seriousness of this problem earlier gn adroughtcd 1t S R2y Qi RAS (GKANRGET
In light of the ESIAt is probably more correct to rephrase the risk in terms of the focus of anti
poaching on subsistence and local livelihood huntifidpis isfurther alienating the local
communities from collabrative actions to reduce larggcale commercial poachingpecific illegal

activity directed towards international wildlife trade and, since the hunting ban is now lifted, bad
practices by operators in the formal hunting sectdn which case the ratingould be HIGH.

Project Document risk 2HIGH.Concerns with HWC: if ther@re) no incentives and financial
benefits associated with wildlife conservation, the local communities might escalate the current
trend of transitioning subsistence poaching to commercial poaching. It has been difficult to
establish noawildlife consumption baed CBNRM value chains.

Mitigation measures (Project Documentlackling this risk is the reason the project introduced a
new component dealing with establishment of nwidlife consumptionvalue chains and
establishment of ecotourism ventures, as well siong strategies to reduce human wildlife
conflicts (a change from the PIF st&de The project will work very closely with the Botswana
Tourism Organization and other projects and programs identified in the table of baseline projects,
and using the pdners outlined in the partnerships table to address this fundamental risk. Output
2.1 includes activities specifically designed to find the best solutions for HWCs using advanced
science approaches

MTRrisk analysisand rating HIGH The risk iglifficult to assess and poorly worded. It is hard to

see how the description relates to HWC and is, to a large extent, nonseiisieahange between
PFDand Project Document was to address the 2014 huntingharit did so largely through and
economic @proach and not through a systemic approadihe HWC strategy if implemented
should reduce this risk. However, weaknesses inherent in the CBNRM programme, failure to move

100 Conservation Beond Yellowstone: An Economic Framework for Wildlife Conservation. Luangwe Integrated
Resource Development Project, Brian Child, In African Wildlife Rbligultation, Final Report of the

Consultation, Overseas Development Agencyg 18 April 1996.

0ltk S ¢ OFyENE Ay GKS O2FtYAYySé Aa +y tfdzaazy G2 OF 3ISF
mine tunnels with them. If dangerous gases such as carbon monoxide collected in the mine, the gases would

kill the canary before killing the mineg¢defore the canary died it would start to sing, thus providing a warning

to exit the tunnels immediately. It has become an English idiom to denote an early warning of impending

disaster.

102 Actually, a Project Formulation Document (PFD) for GWP projects
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decisively on the WMAs and drilling of new boreholes continue to drive this risk.i$IW€ so
much a risk as an indicator, likrosopisof a system thats already under stresg socially,
economically, ecologicallpdministratively. Within a systemic perspectit®VC is not so much a
risk as it is a sign that the system is not wogkifihe risks may be in that the CBNRM approach in
Botswana does not provide the security of resource tenure to local communities sufficiently for
them to look at HWC through a balanced costs and benefits lens.

Project Document Risk 3:0W Financial ovetsetch / failure to secure required resources to

174.

175.

implement the National AmPoaching Strategy effectively. GoB may be reluctant to increase
investments into wildlife conservation and give higher priority to other needs such as
infrastructure developmentDonors may be reluctant to invest in Botswana at the same time as
a number of new initiatives are being launched or developed.

Mitigation measures (Project DocumentBotswana government has shown great
commitment to wildlife conservation. It recognizes that, beyond the conservation value, wildlife
presents a clear opportunity for diversifying its economy, and is the main source of livelihoods for
rural communities, gien the dry/deserilike nature of the its climate. It is therefore safe to
assume that with the project support, the government will do everything in its power to direct as
much resources to wildlife conservation as the national budgets can afford.

MTRrisk analysisand rating HIGH.The lifting of the hunting ban will have materially reduced

this risk. However, weaknesses and inequalities in the CBNRM programme may mean that
benefits from wildlife still do not come to those that are closest to the resaieeg. the local
communities. In which case the risk remains. The value chains that are suggested by the value
chain report are unlikely to offset the opportunity costs to local communities, nor provide the
motivation for communities to police the systefurther, rural communities are quite capable of
making complex livelihood decisions, especially communities that are adapt at managing risk (e.qg.
people who live in marginal areas). If they see that the end ofvildiife in these areais in sight

they may be motivated to exploit remaining wildlife resources, discounting them and converting
the illegal benefits into legal benefits from cattle, albeit with less resilience and more future risk,
trading one present certainty for another fute uncertainty.

176. Project Document Risk: LOW The revision of the size of, and gazettement of the Wildlife

177.

Management Areas will require political support from the local communities, Land Boards, cattle
and game ranchers and all levels of governments.

Mitigation measures (Project Document]he project will build on the work of the
Conservation International/GoB project that identified three potential migratory corridors. It will
use economic valuation of ecosystems services to demonstrate that thetgortbenefits being
derived by the beef industry from encroaching cattle production into the Schwelle are quite
expensive compared to the economic development in the {amg, and to the livelihoods of the
local people (due to the potential loss of wifdtbased tourism). The NRM planning framework
will provide a forum for participation in this debate by all sectors of sogatyanaged by the
DLUPU, which will be empowered by the project to be more effective at facilitating negotiated
land uses. The LdrBoards and community groups will be granted a forum to argue for a reduction
in the size of the WMAs weighed against the scientific findings of the optimum sizes and
juxtaposition of WMAs to secure migratory corridors. Outputs 3.1 has activities spigific
designed to manage this risk.
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178. MTR risk analysis and rating HIGH. The Covidl9 pandemic and its likely effect on
government budgets, including protected areas budgets is likely to significantly increase this risk
in the near future. Unless an effeei CBNRM process stimulates a consensual approach to
wildlife conservation and infers security of tenure for wildlife resources on local commuaities
conservation by the peoptethe costs of maintaining the wildlife resources in these areas is likely
to fall completely on the state and be significantly higher than they need to be.

179. The commitment of the GoB is not clearly signaled by the apparent hesitation to decisively
move on gazzeting the WMAs and synergizing policies on issues such as boreholest With
addressing underlying issues such as the weaknesses in the CBNRM and other means to offset the
high costs of wildlife management to the states much resources to wildlife conservation as the
national budgets can afforchay not be enoughThere is ndhard evidence that political support
is strong for the gazettment of the WMAs. The 2014 hunting ban has also very likely eroded the
support for WMAs by reducing the relative land values in favour of conventional development and
cattle rearing. External istests may have, quite legitimately, capitalized on this uncertainty.
Uncertainty or prevarication on a decision is as bad in the long term as no decision because until
gazettal these areas continue to be eroded by defaNtanaging this risk calls for greer
communication with government personnel and polioyakers than has occurred up to now
(though the recent, June®12021, discussion with the ministries was a step in the right direction)
but the KGDEP communication effort should be targeting thissmor

Project Document Rislb: MODERATHEDrought conditions and climate change may undermine
the NRM, conservation and livelihood improvement objectives of the project.

MTRrisk analysisand rating MODERATENo change and arguably mufipecies mixed use
systems with good interconnectivity and resilience are more capable of weathering stochastic
events, shocks and surprises than single use systeomszerselydezoningof parts ofthe WMAs
would shift this rik to HIGHand a very high likelihood that a stochastic event would be
catastrophic.It might be unwise, given climate change models to rely on an approximate
rhythm!%, Directional climate change would likely move the focus of livelihoods towards wildlife
and away from cattle, possibly even removing the external interest in cattle raising due to
increased riskDirectional climate change under a single use system (e.g. cattle raising) would
likely end in system failure or would need to match changes in @imih continuous reductions

in stocking levels/profits. In the KGDE water is probably not the limiting factor, vegetation/grazing
is.

Project Document Risk: MODERATHEPoachers and IWT criminals may change their tactics and
stay ahead of the newlgstablished capacities to protect wildlife

MTRrisk analysisand rating Not possible to gauge see risk 1A functioning CBNRM approach
with security of tenureinternalized costs and benefits and devolved authority and responsibility
is likely to redue the local community poaching activity and provide the necessary shared
/common interests between enforcement and communities.

103The Project Document states in the Risk 6 mitigati@There is an approximate rhythm of droughts now
established for the Kalahari region that shows there will be a serious drought at least once in ten years and
semiserious ones every 7 or so years. Thele/of the SADC region went through a serious drought in-2015

H n Mm.dMdsf climate change models stress that established cycles will become less predictable with an
increase in global temperatures.
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1 Financial risks to sustainability

MTR RatingModeratelyUnlikely

180. As outlined across many of the project risks, tis&s to financial sustainability are hi¢gee

Table 2 Budget varianceyhe KGDE isvast area and the agencies tasked with managing the
different policy sectors at the district level have limited financial resources making a collaborative
approach to eosystem management the most ceaffective way to do this. Trust is an important
component of any governance approach, it saves time and reduces the transaction costs. Without
trust between the different parties these time and fimzal costs are considally higher, if not
unaffordable.

181. The effect of the Covid9 pandemic has been brutal in most countries severely curtailing

45.

economic activity and reducing revenues going to the fiscus while at the same time necessitating
the diversion of revenues from noral spending streams to combat the pandemic. Assilt,

there is a high risk that the KGDE system will emerge from the pandemic with significantly reduced
financial support making it all the more important that the project puts in place a resource
protedion approach, a land use planning system and the means to learn and adapt which removes
the inequalities and inefficiencies from the system which drive up costs.

2 Socieeconomic sustainability

MTR RatingModerately Unlikely

182. The socieeconomic riskwere highlighted in the ESIA and they have been confirmed through

the MTR. Certainly, based on the Component 2 value chain approach there are considerable risks
to the social and economic sustainability of the project outcomes. A revised Componensifpcu

on building the capacities of the communities through the Trusts would reduce this risk to some
extent. However, the continued threat of dm®ning is crossutting. Even with aILMP in place

the uncertainty surrounding any decision on the WMAs miggathe type of investment
necessary to ensure the resilience of the system, effectively the resources would be abandoned
by default.

45.3 Institutional framework and governance risks to sustainability

MTR RatingModerately Likely

183. LIKELY: At anstitutional and agency level it is likely that there will be continued support for

184.

the planning process. These institutions in Botswana are strong anetaypatitated with good
human resources and commitment from the GoB. The presence of NGOs in éheilingersist,
agan, in Botswana there is a strong NGO sector and many of these are working in the KGDE.

MODERATEL UNLIKELY: The local communities that make up the focus of the KGDEP number

approximately 4,480 people in 9 communitieghin the WMASs The ESIA identifies that these
communities are often marginalised and furthermore, due to historical events and land use
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policies these communities face considerable internal governance challéhges well as
challenges in equitably negotiating with extelnaterests. The asymmetrical power structures

and weaknesses in the CBNRM programme pose many challenges to these communities which
the KGDEP in its present construct does not appear able to redress.

4 5.4 Environmental risks sustainability
MTR RatinglUncertain

185. The MTR is unable to rate this aspect of sustainability until a clear decision is made on the de
zoning of theparts of theWMAs and linked to the expansion of borehole drilling in those WMAs.
A decision to deoneparts ofthe WMAs is likely to lead to conversion of the WMAs into cattle
rearing and farming. In many ways this will simply transfer the pressures driving laradidiégn
in the other areas into the WMAs. A singlienplifiedland usesystent® as opposed to a mukti
aLSOASE fFYyR dz&aS FLIINERIFOK gKAOK 2LJXAAYAAS I yR
biotic and abiotic shocks and surprises is arguably moraisable or resilient than a simplified
system. The latter is the system envisaged in the Project Document and would be HIGHLY LIKELY
to be sustainable.

5 Conclusions and Recommendations

5.1 Conclusions

186. The KGDEP is an important project. The basic glyateakes sense in terms of social,
economic and environmental resilience of the KGDE, although it is poorly articulated in the Project
Document. Resilience, rather than sustainability, is what the project strivelyfonakingthe
KGDE; the sum of its sdo-political, administrative, ecological and economic components
resilient to the risks, shocks and surprises, that changes in any one of these key drivers may bring,
so that it can continue to exists without loss of the functions for which it is valued.

187. It would be expedient and negligent to present this as a traffebetween economic
development (in the form of the cattle sector) versus conservation (CBNRM and a wildlife sector).
Such binary arguments are deeply simplistic and offer little of valsmlitions. Arguably, the
trade-offs have already been made at a national level between economic development and
protecting vulnerable ecosystem goods and services upon which any -esomi@mic
development is underpinned. These tradffs are representedhithe national policy framework
and sector agencies. The objective of the KGDEP is not to determine a maximum or a mjnimum
multi-species or single speci@s terms of land use; but rather to determine an optimum,
spatially, equitably, economically ana@aogically- in order to ensure that there is resilience
within the system. It Is about finetuning (or sometimes even coarsely tuning) the details of how
this done.

104 The internal governance challenges of the Trusts are raised by numerousep@sred citations, some of

which have been referenced in this report. The projects own ESIA and Draft ESMP have also raised these

issues.

105 A single, simplified land use systenight be livestock rearing, game farming; essentially a single livelihood

optongi KS SljdzA @I £t Sy d 2 F & Lidzi possipB maximising prisiSbut3idc@untingtife 2y S o |
risks. A multispecies system would could include a rational and apatix of economic activitiesd K SRIA y 3 ¢
against uncertainty.
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188. Atthe MTR the project is not progressing well. However, with remedial actions, takily swi
it still has an opportunity to achieve its nationally, regionally and globally important objective.

5.1.1 Management conclusions

189. The project outcomes and objectives are waigned with the national policy framework and
the UNDPUnited Nations Suainable Development Goals, in particular: (SDG 1), improve food
security (SDG 2), improve economic growth and promote decent work (SDG 8), protect, restore
and promote sustainable use of terrestrial ecosystems, sustainable manage forests, halt or reverse
land degradation and biodiversity loss (SDG 15), and promote peaceful and inclusive development
(SDG 16)It is aligned with the GWPutcome 1: Reduction in elephants, rhinos, and bi¢f%at
poaching rates. Baseline established peparticipating country)and Outcome 4: Enhanced
institutional capacity to fight trangsational organized wildlife crime by supporting initiatives that
target.

190. The Project Document clearly sets out an implementation structure that fits a National
Implementation Modality. The management arrangements in place at the MTR are more
consistent with a Direct Implementation Modalitywhich the UNDP CO is the institutéd home
of the PMU and is directly involved in execution of the project (extended beyond the realm of
executionsupport as provided for in the LOAhere were possibly good operational reasons for
this chang&’ (e.g. UNDP procurement procedures, etc.} these do not outweigh the project
assurance risks that this poses to the KGDEP. There are insufficient fire walls between the
assurance role of the UNDP CO and the operational role of the PMU. Furthermore, this creates a
high risk in a GWP portfolio pegjt because of the nature of Component 1. These risks need to be
firmly embedded within the national Constitutional, Legislative and Institutional safeguards of
Botswana where, in the event that a risk is quite legitimately realised, it does not expddalibie
and the GEF, and it can be handled througiméparent national civil procedures, as well as being
AY Fdztf O2YLI AIFYOS 6A0GK ! b5tQa {9{ t2fArle

191. It is likely that this weakness in project assurance is also manifesting in other areas of the
LINE 2SO Q¥SW¥r GA2y &dzOK +a 6SI1 FARAZOAFINE O2yl
underspends in budget lines, etc.) and a slow delivery rate as the CO struggles to assert its
assurance over a complex myriad of project partners. One result of this appettisdfzssurance
role places a significant time burden on tmegional level® and at the national level thiss
assigned G tSFAad Ay (GKS Odz2NNBy (i LINE 2t&6theicOA Y y I 3 S

192. The PMU is undetapacitated and furthermore, the are unclear lines of communication
and decisiormaking processewith the PM currently reporting to the Programme Analyst in
UNDP. Component 1 is almost entirely implemented by the DWNP because of the sensitive nature
of the information and work. However, and as has been shown by the ESIA, it is not clear how this
component links to the other three components in a coherent way. It may even be undermining
the other components which is not necessarily a conclusion that can be drawn from the ESIA, but
is certainly a risk identified in that study and the MTR.

10610 the KGDEP this is limited to the issue of large carnivores.

07 ysually, direct execution support is only required when the HACT raggessment of the IP indicates
significant or high riss. In this case, no HACT miassessment was performed, and the maassessment
that was available at the time of the Project Document development indicated LOW RISK.

108 The regional support team is responsible for both technical and fiduciary qualityaage, providing a

second tier of oversight, after that provided by the UNDP CO.
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193. The PSC/PBumwieldy andappears not to exercise itsuthority as an executive body for the
project. The PSC/PB is a forum for participation but this should beldéwghparticipation and its
members should be able to make decisions on behalf of the project as laesteautive group.
Much of the participation that takes place in the PSC/PB would be batmymmodatedn the
TAC and TRG.

194. The project has undautilised the NGO capacity which is available in the KGDE and has not
used the component manager approachtned in the Project Document. Since 2020 the project
appears to have built stronger relations with these NGOs and this should continue.

195. There is strong support for the project across a range of stakeholders who almost universally
agree on the project gbctive and this is driven by higavel advocacy by the UNDP CO. This is
matched by stated government commitmemtowever, it isnot clear whether thiss matched by
actions to decisively address issues such as; theodeng of the WMA areas and the
establishment of boreholes in these areas. Iaisonot clear to the MTR whether these mixed
messages are the result of confusing contradictions in sector policies or whether they are a
determined policy to expand the cattle rearing sector into the WMAs.latter would certainly
carry considerable risk given the unpredictability of arid systems, the uncertainty of directional
climate change and the evidence that the KGDE system is already under considerable ecosystem
stress. The policy equivalent of puttialj the eggs in one basket.

5.1.2 Strategic conclusions

196. The original rationale for the KGDEP remains strong in terms of the national importance for
Botswana and the reasonably expected, and globally important, global environmental benefits
(GEBs), as Mleas the means to achieve these, as set out in the Préjeamnulation Document
(PFD which were reasonable. The recesubmission (Annet9) by the project to the MENT
outlining the national and global benefits of maintaining connectivity in the KGDR&swnd
buildingresilience has further confirmed the national and global importance of the KGDE as well
asoutliningin part, the means to secure the system and its globally important ecosystem goods
and services.

197. The other part of achieving this, whighas not provided in the Project Document, has been
outlined, at least in part, in the ESIA report produced by the independentT S 3 dxbeR & Q
contracted by the project, which together with the ILMP recognises and gives priority to the social
dimensionf ecosystem resilience.

198. It is important to determine, in some part as well, what is meanebgsystem resilience as;
dresilience can be defined as the capacity of a system to undergo disturbance while maintaining
both its existing functions arabntrols and its capacity for future charf¥> Y 2 NBe3ilg&chlr  «
is determined not only by a systefasility to buffer or absorb shocks, but also by its capacity for
learning and selbrganisation to adapt to changé&™.

199.  Thisis a reasonable description when dealing with a system which is dynamic and shaped in
large part by socigolitical, economic and environmental drivers over time, more so when related

109Gunderson, L.H. (2000). Ecological resilienicetheory and application. Annual Review of Ecology and
Systematics 31, 42539.

1oGunderson, L.H. and Holling, C.S. EX¥)2). Panarchy: Understanding transformations in human and
natural systems. Washington, DC. Island Press.
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to arid systems where the margins between system sustainabifity system failure are very
small.

200. At the design phase of the KGDEP, changes brought in by the 2014 moratorium on hunting
fundamentally affected the strategy set out in tR&-Dby altering the relative values of wildlife
against a range of other land usetiaities, not all of them compatible at least in intensity, with
ecosystem resilience. While at the same time; creating the conditions that have led to an erosion
of the efficiency and welbeing of the Community Trustd which already faced challengén
terms of equal access to benefits and a level playing field in negotiations with external interests
due to their weak internal capacities.

201. The design of the project attempted to respond to these changes, in line with the national
policy prevalent athe time by introducing an alternative livelihoods strategy in Component 2.
This took the form of a value chain analysis to identify enterprises which would support nature
based livelihoods that alleviate poverty, involve communities more actively in NRiVaati
poaching activities and reduce HWC. This has not been successful and the project risks straying
into conventional rural development without linking enterprise benefits to wise management of
0KS NBX&az2dzNOS 2NJ RSt AGSNE 2F (GKS LINRe2SOGQa Gl NH

202. The oiginal SESP carried out during the design phase was inadequate. Subsequent SESP
exercises have identified significant human rights and displacement risks either directly or
indirectly affected by the project. These are largely related to Component 1 dnd 2re also
crosscutting in the ILMP because land use zoning may have implicati@s®ofcetenure, rights
of access and their ability to pursue and preetiertain land uses.

203. Interms of CBNRM, the national policy framework has a number of thedrgtazmsistencies
and inefficiencies when compared to other CBNRM approaches in the region. The most important
of these are that; while it recognises and legitimises the communitycasmorate bodythrough
the Trust:
9 It does not devolve authoritgndresponsibility to the level of the Trust. The authority for
wildlife remains largely with the DWNR
1 It only transfers the benefits of wildlife to the Trust, however the wildlife remainssa
nullius resource, essentially controlled by the state. To some extent the community
become passive beneficiaries without the strong motivational needs to build their internal
capacities and social capital as well as including other livelihood resources anikactivi
within their collective management. Quota setting, wise management and the ability
(right) to use ornot use the resource, which effectively determines the strength of
ownership and therefore the duty of care (and investment), is effectively remaesal f
GKS O2YYdzyAideqQa 3aASyoeo
1 At least in the first instance the costs of entry are high and these are not necessarily
reserved for the communityexternal interests can access these resources. Therefore, it
does not imbue the sense of ownership or propristaip that is a feature of the more
effective CBNRM approaches.

1l1BJackie, I., & Casadevall, S. R. (2019). The impact of wildlife hunting prohibition on the rural livelihoods of
local communities in Ngamiland a@hobe District Areas, Botswar@ogent Social Sciences.

112power dynamics and new directions in the recent evolution of CBNRM in Botswana, Lin Cassidy,
Conservation Science and Practice, Wiley, 31 March 2020
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1 It exists more as a benefit distribution schelfi¢han as a strategy for managing common
pool resources for the benefit of a defined group who bear the costs of management
including the oppottinity costs.

204. In addition to this, the CBNRM programme has not experienced the sort efdomgsupport
to building the capacities of the Trust that has also been a feature of other Southern African
approaches. Whether this has been an oversight otieause a benefitenly system is deemed
not to need internal capacities to manage it, it is likely that this has had a deleterious effect on
0KS O2YYdzyAdGeQa loAftAdGe G2 2NBFYAAS 20KSNJ £ AGS
resource (e.g. grazg, veldt product harvesting, etc.) as well as their ability to organise internally
and negotiate with external interests.

205. The MTR is not intended to assess the status of CBNRM except to illustrate that there are
significant inefficiencies and inequadisi within a system which the project strategy is heavily
dependent upon. Until the ESIA in 202thoughthe issue of capacities within the Trusts were
discussed, little was done to the Component 2 strategaddressthese weaknesseghis was
essentiaB  {dtephant in the room™ It is critical that the KGDEP now puts in place strategies
to address these weaknesses in the project afellowing the guidance of thESlAand ESMP

206. The KGDEP is at its nt@m, performing poorly against the target®fihed in the Project
Results Framework, despite considerable effort and activity and albeit with some signs that
implementation has picked up latterly (e.g. the ILMP Inception Report and presentation to
Ministersand the ESIAHowever, unless the issuedated to dezoningparts ofthe WMAs and
the continued installation of boreholes are addressed quickly and decisively, unless the
weaknesses in the PMU are strengthened and it has better fiduciary control, unless the PSC/PB is
made more effective and &éwall between project execution and implementation is put in place
including utilising the UNDP CO monitoring and evaluation capacity directly within the project,
and lastly, unless the findings of the ESIA are used to strengthen all components including
establishing an effective Grievance Redress Mechanism which will continue post project; there
are considerable risks and it is questionable as to whether the project can achieve its outcomes
and obijectives.

207. Lastly, the 2019 lifting of the hunting ban has materially changed the regulatory framework
within which the Project Document was designed. In a CBNRM framework, the MTR would argue
that this is a change for the better because it provides wildlife resauirtenarginal areas with a
focused value to those who live with the resource and feel most acutely the costs of its
management (however that is defined), including the opportunity costs and the results of HWC.
However, there are concerns about the CBNRggptmme (outlined above) and the hunting
sector in Botswanger sé'®. These are legitimate concerns which could represent reputational

13power dynamics and new directions in the recewolution of CBNRM in Botswana, Lin Cassidy,
Conservation Science and Practice, Wiley, 31 March 2020

N4 Thecelephant in theNR 2 i¥"@&nEnglish idionfor an obvioudruth that is being ignored or goes
unaddressed. It is based on the idea thatedephantin a small room would be impossible to overlook. It
sometimes is used to refer to a question or problem that v@vyiously stands to reason, but which is ignored
for the convenience of one or more involvedrfies

115 There are numerous peeeviewed papers related to hunting in Botswana as well as reports (e.g. Martin,
Mead cited in this report). A useful discussion is provided in Joseph E. Mbaiwa (2017): Effects of the safari
hunting tourism ban on rural livelihoods and wildlife conservatioN@mthern Botswana, South African
Geographical Journal, DOI: 10.1080/03736245.2017.1299639. A review of the sector is also prd¥ided in
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risks to boththe UNDP andthe GERRE ¢ St f | a4 OKIFff SyaAay3d GKS LINR2S
and creating envonmental and social safeguarding risksirthermore, there is no consensus on

the effectiveness of trophy hunting as a conservation tool, although the recent hunting ban
appears to point towards it being more effective in terms of motivating stakeholdeheiKGDE,

it remains that there are many questions about the equitable distribution of benefits and of the
governance and efficiency of the sector itself as a conservation approach.

208. These concerns can be addressed outside of the project. However, they need to be addressed
before either the UNDP, or the GEF, would expose themselves in a populist climate which ignores
the full complexities of ecosystem management. Simply put, hard egaland shared values of
equitable benefit sharing, local empowerment, methods for determining quotas, ability to enforce
ethical standards, sustainability and the rights of rural people to a livelihood, considerations in
respect of CITES and possibledibletween legal and illegal trade are all issues that need to be
carefully unpacked, but they cannot do so when there are unresolved issues within the system
itself. Therefore, any work with the communities, who mostly wish to obtain their Head Leases
hasto be carefully nuancednd directed towards building their internal governance and capacities
rather than directed at obtaining the Head Lease.

5.2 Recommendations

209. The MTR therefore makes the followiti@ recommendations. They are all urgent and need
to be implemented immediately or within the neterm (4¢ 6 months) for the KGDEP to have a
reasonable chance to reach its objectives. This will likely requiretrasking many of the
procedures and it is important to realise that the pace of the prdjegs far will need to be greatly
accelerated to achieve these:

Recommendation IThe KGDEP is put under Nihin the MENT andoordinated fromDEA in line

with the arrangements outlined in the Project Document to be compliant with the Grant Agreement

ayR 'b5tQa 2y LR{tAOASE FT2N) bLa LINRB2SOGad ¢KAaA o
UNDP CO can better perform its oversight and quality assurance functions as the GEF Agency and
thereby reduce potential conflicts of interest and confused lioEsesponsibility and accountability.

By returning to an oversight role, the UNDP will be able to more effectively ensure that the project is
implemented in full compliance with the terms of the UNDP SES Policy

To be implemented byJNDP & MENT.

Timeline: Immediate

Priority: Urgent

Recommendation 2ZThe MENT/DEAstablished a forum for state and natate actors involved in

land use in the KGDE. The purpose of the forum is to openly discuss land use lssdese planning,
CBNRM, regulatory enforcemi resourcebased enterprises, hunting, private sector involvement

and JVPs. It should cut across all 4 components and inform the ILMP process. It should be separate
from the TAGand TRGNGOs and academics involved in wildlife, livelihoods and landlasgimpg
daK2dzf R 0S Ay Of dzRS Rhe puyposé &f e farrSisrtd @BoMidie K bladérd for land
users to discuss land use and land use planning in the broadest sense. A selection of experts from
academic institutions with strong applied socialdies departments should be invited to attend the
meetings. Meetings should be held quarterly and in the project domain. A highly qualified facilitator
should be engaged on a Contractual basis to i) develop the participatory methodology, ii) faciétate th

Lindsey, P.A. Roulet, S.S. Romanéch, Economic and conservation significance of the trophy hunting industry in
sub-Salaran Africa, Biological Conservation 134 (2007) @869, Elsevier.
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meetings, and iii) provide workshop reports/proceedings and communications for distribution to
project stakeholders and higlevel advocacy and general publication. The facilitator should be tasked
with deciding on the appropriate methodology, participat tools and approaches.

To be implemented byMENT& PMU

Timeline: Immediate

Priority: Urgent

Recommendatior8: Engage through a competitive processsubstantive Project Manager to the

PMU. The PM has to have a considerable and {hégkel advocacynd technicakole. The position

should be a manageriable, and not be an administrative one. A senior person with experience in
planning and CBNRM is required to fill this position. They sheplot through the Project Director
(MENT/DEA) to the PSC/PB. They should be engaged as soon as possible in order to drive through the
restructuring of the project.

To be implemented byMENT¢ UNDP CO to confirm.

Timeline: Immediate

Priority: Urgent

Recommendatiod: Review the project SRF/LF indicators and targets. Consider:

Component Z; transfer indicator 8% to Component 1 and rephrase according to ESIA. Use
historical and disaggregated data collected from DWNP to retrofit baseline.

Conponent 2- Indicator 6: Number of value chains and ecotourism ventures operationalized
Consider maintaining the indicator and use against the remaining livelihood projects to be
supported by the projecand addan additional indicator to measure the cajitgcbuilding

with the Trusts to be defined through the ESBee below Recommendation 6 & 7.

Component 2 Indicator 7: Percentage increase in incomes derived from ecotourism and value

chains Remove this indicator and replace with an indicator thatSeéll i & G KS LINRP 2SO0 ¢
on increased social capital and empowerment of Trugdigch can be derived from the ESIA

and ESRMRetrofit the baseline.

Component 4; include an additional indicator(s) to reflect the findings and recommendations
of the ESIAniparticular the effectiveness of the GRM (separate indicator)

To be implemented byPMU¢ UNDP CO M&E to provide oversigiRSC/PB to approweRTA to

confirm compliance with GEF requirements

Timeline: Immediate

Priority: Urgent

Recommendatiorb: Review all the Component 2 proposed projects and reject those that do not
contribute to the KGDE®bjective (see Annel0) and are spatially aligned with the ILMP. Urgently
communicate the decisions to the local communities and explaw. Belect those projesthat still

fit the criteria of the projecobr engage the community members again on the project rural appraisal
exercise and be guided by the project objectives, to build project ownerahiph;move quickly to
implement them (seeecommendatiors).

To be implemented by»MU- PSC/PB to approve.

Timeline: Immediate

Priority: Urgent

6 Number of CSO, community and academia members actively engaged in wildlife crime monitoring
and surveillance in community battalians
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Recommendatios: Component 2 should be reviewed against the ESIA findings and an Output added
to reflect support to capacity building with Trust. Thégse reputational risk associated with this and
related to the trophy hunting. The project should prepare a brief outlining the risks and explaining
that the principalinvolvement of the KGDEWth the Trusts is to build their internal capacities and
socal capital There are considerable weaknesses in the hunting sector in Botswana, many of them
are associated with the poor capacities of the Trusts to negotiate with external interests and markets
and to capture the economic benefits. This output, in pait| address these weaknessakhough

not necessarily with the view to the Trust obtaining its Head Lease. That is an internal and independent
decision for the TrustLifting the hunting banepresents a fundamental change in thegulatory
context for the project and th@roject Documenivould need to be reformulatethrough this output

if it were to specifically link capacity building with the Head Lease/huniiagher is it ethically right

for the project to ignore support to the Trudis build their internal capacities and build social capital,
especially as it relates to negotiating with external interests such as the private sectoell as
government agenciesThe output should clearly demonstrate how it addresses the existing
weaknesses and strengthens the Trusts capacities, especially in relatibegal huntingand their
relationship with the DWNP by linking this to the GRDA the surface,hte changesin legislation
creates a conundrum for the KGDEP. Support to the commarigtiabsolutely in line with the Project
Document and with the recommendations of the ESIA, arguably it is in line with the national policy
framework and is, inevitably, just the right thing to do. However, that support, if successful, will enable
the Trugs to access certain rights over resources on their land and they are then legally, and morally
entitled to use those resources within the Law. However, there are considerable and justified concerns
relating to the trophy hunting sectqrer se However, ihelps if the argument isot framed in a binary
manner-0 SG 6 SSyYy @& 02y a d2A0IRAY B @A 4 JEATYEES i ani#t @ould be framed in
terms of:

Protection: Given that the particular circumstances of a resourcich as scarcity, level of
threat, historic events etcg result in a precarious situation where utilisation of the resource
is considered too risky, protectianthrough legislation, protected area, etg.is a valuable

tool to ensure sustainability of the resource. However, this is a coptipn and these costs

¢ prohibition, enforcement, management, opportunity costs efcare both definable and
measurable and, therefore, sustainability can be measured against the ability of
society/national governments to meet these casi$is alreadyakes place in the KTP and
CKGR

Utilisation: Given that a resource can withstand a level of utilisation that is biologically
sustainable it is possible to establish a management regime, which maintains the resource at
an acceptable level providing that the who incur the management or opportunity costs are
able to benefit from its utilisation.

Abandonment: Given that a resource cannot be utilised sustainably and society is either

unable or unwilling to incur the costs of protecting the resource, then #swurce must be
GFrolyR2YySRéd ¢KIG AAT GKSNBE A& ' KAIK NRaA| 2
While it is unlikely that any society would knowingly advocate abandoning a resqurce

species, population or ecosystemwhen protective meass are applied without the

material resources or capacity to effectively carry this out, there is a high risk of abandonment

by default.

If wildlife passing through the WMAs is not given a focused value to those communities who share the
land then it idikely that they will abandon the resource in favour of other legitimate land uses. Neither
will they collaborate with the state, on whom the responsibility for protecting wildlife will fall in its
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entirety. Accepting the concerns about the hunting sedtoBotswanaregardless of whether use is

G O2y adzy LI A 98§ a @&XNIchimyi@® ulilisation by an empowered community with
strong internal governance and cohesion and a willingness to collaborate to safeguard their resources
carries less risk to thwildlife resources

To be implemented byPMU & CTA PSC/PB to approveRTA to confirm with GEF

Timeline: Shortterm

Priority: Urgent

Recommendatioi: Under Component 2 identify and engage NGO partners to implement Component
2 activities (Recommendations 6 & 3pme of these NGOs have been working in the two districts and
their knowledge and experience will be vital. This mawié necessitate the UNDEBO carrying out a
HACT on each N&Oand the PMU negotiating Contracts. The PSC/PB to set a milestone date for
completion of administrative procedures and include in Recommendation 9).

To be implemented byMU¢ PSC/PB to approveRTA to confirm.

Timelne: Shortterm

Priority: Urgent

Recommendatior8: Develop timebound Output Indicators (linked to the outconbevel indicators)

GAGK | GUNIFFAO tAIKGa¢eg O2f 2dzNJ O2RAYy3I aegausSy T2
Output indicators to be réewed bimonthly by UNDP CO and reported by the PMU to the PSC/PB
quarterly or on arad hocbasis as needed in order to ensure that things get done.

To be implemented byPMU to develop & ESIA Consultant to confirm compliance with ESIA/ESMP
recommendations; PSC/PB to approve.

Timeline: Immediate

Priority: Moderate

Recommendatio®: Implement the findings of the ESIA and the ESMP including operationalising the
GRM for the project. All Component activities to demonstrate Free and Prior Informed Coriziit (F

under the ESMP. ESIA and ESMP to be posted on the UNDP CO website once internally reviewed by
UNDP safeguards focal point.

To be implemented byMENT¢ UNDP CO to confirm.

Timeline: Immediate

Priority: Urgent

Recommendation @ The PMU should, following the management response to the MTR begin to
RS@St2L) I € S3F 08 LI I ¥ind ;Ainé With th& ScomiNgeGeeSrOdlintaée Furdl NI y' S |
project on rangeland management (developed by Conservation Internatidriadje is vy little time

left and many of the outputs will likely need longer term support beyond the end of the KGDEP.
Starting a legacy plan will ensure that there is a smooth transition.

To be implemented by»MU¢ PSC/PB to approve.

Timeline: Mediumterm

Priorty: Urgent

Recommendation I The PSC/PB should be reduced to a small executive groegrding to the

Project Document The Project Board is comprised of representatives from the following institutions:
Ministry of Environment, Natural Resources Coraem and Tourism (MENTDepartment of
Environmental Affairs (DEA), Department of Forestry and Range Resources (DFRR), Ministry of
Agriculture, Land Boards from Ghanzi and Kgalagadi, Botswana Tourism OrganlZati@nsity of

117 This depends on the amount of resource to be managed by the N@® the entry-level threshold
triggering a HACT requirement being $150,000 per annum.
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Botswana, Livestock/Gankanchers, Community Groups, NG@@addition to this the PSC/PB should

include represntation fromthe Trusts
To be implemented by»MU¢ MENT/DEA to approve
Timeline: Immediate

Priority: Urgent
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6 Annexes
Annexl: MTR Terms of reference

DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

D. MTR Approach & Methodolpg

The MTR report must provide eviderbased information that is credible, reliable and useful.

The MTR team will review all relevant sources of information including documents preparaty the
preparation phase (i.e. PIF, UNDP Initiation Plan, UNDP Social and Environmental Screening Procedure (SESP)),
the Project Document, project reports including Annual Project Review/PIRs, project budget revisions, national
strategic and legal doconents, and any other materials that the team considers useful for this evideased

review. The MTR team will review the baseline GEF focal area Tracking Tool (The Global Wildlife Programme
(GWP) GEF Tracking Tool) submitted to the GEF at CEO endorsemad the midterm GEF focal area Tracking

Tool (The Global Wildlife Programme (GWP)-&EFacking Tool) that must be completed before the MTR field
mission begins.

The MTR team is expected to follow a collaborative and participatory app¥Sasisurirg close engagement

with the Project Team, government counterparts (the GEF Operational Focal Point), the UNDP Country Office(s),
the Nature, Climate and Energy (NCE) Regional Technical Advisor, direct beneficiaries, and other key
stakeholders.

The specifi design and methodology for the MTR should emerge from consultations between the MTR team
and the abovementioned parties regarding what is appropriate and feasible for meeting the MTR purpose and
objectives and answering the evaluation questions, givenavailable resources and prevailing constraints. The
MTR team must, however, use gendesponsive methodologies and tools and ensure that gender equality and
62YSyQa SYLR g SN)YSYy i xutingisséeS d4nl SDGa are2intd¢pd itk dndBEREeport.

The final methodological approach including interview schedule, field visits and data to be used in the MTR
should be clearly outlined in the Inception Report and be fully discussed and agreed between UNDP,
stakeholders and the MTR team.

Engagment of stakeholders is vital to a successful M¥PBtakeholder involvement should include interviews

with stakeholders who have project responsibilities, including but not limitgi@DEP relevant structures (the
Project Management Unit, Project Stégg Committee, and Technical Reference Group), and other key
stakeholders including: i) Wildlife management and law enforcement agencies (B¥MNPJechnical service
providers (Department of Tourism, Botswana Tourism Organization, Land Boards, Lbceitiast Land Use
Planning Unit, Dept. of Forestry and Range Resources (DFRR), Social and Community Development (S&CD), Dept.
of Veterinary Services (DVS), Dept. of Animal Production, Crop Production, Department of Water affairs (DWA),
Dept. of Environmetal Affairs (DEA); and iii) Representatives of local communities and CSOs. Local institutions
G2 0SS O2yadzZ GSR AyOfdzRS ¢NHzaGA 6/ .haos CFENYSNEQ O2Y
Village Development Committees (VDC) and Ghanzi aathdéyli District Councils, Botswana University of
Agriculture and Natural Resources (BUAN) and Department of Agricultural Research (DAR). Additionally, the
MTR team (in this case, the National Consultant) is expected to conduct field missions to thegitegaa the
Kgalagadi and Ghanzi districts

The final MTR report must describe the full MTR approach taken and the rationale for the approach making
explicit the underlying assumptions, challenges, strengths and weaknesses about the methods andrepproa

the review.

usFor ideas on innovative and participatory Monitoring and Evaluation strategies and techniquébyBée
Discussion Paper: Innovations in Monitoring & Evaluating Re66ltdov 2013.

19For more stakeholder engagement in the M&E process, se&/ifieP Handbook on Planning, Monitoring

and Evaluating for Development Resu@hapter 3, pg. 93.

2 Beyond the DWNP, laanforcement agencies include Botswana Defence Forces, Botswana Police Forces,
Judiciary, Botswana Prison Services, Directorate on Intelligence Services and Security (DISS), Botswana Unified
Revenue Services (BURS).
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As of 11 March 2020, the World Health Organization (WHO) declared €O\ global pandemic as the new
coronavirus rapidly spread to all regions of the world. As travel to Botswana is not guaranteed to be open during
the MTR period, thaTR team should develop a methodology that takes this into account. This includes the
need to conduct the MTR virtually and remotely, including the use of remote interview methods and extended
desk reviews, data analysis, surveys and evaluation questi@sndihis should be detailed in the MTR Inception
Report and agreed with the Commissioning Unit.

Due to the travel restrictions, the International Consultant (Team Lead) will be ased and will work closely

with the National Consultant in engagingkéeholders via virtual consultations via telephone or online (Zoom,
Skype, etc.). During the planning of virtual stakeholder consultations, careful consideration should be given to
the coverage of mobile telephone networks, particularly in remote aredbheKgalagadi and Ghanzi Districts.
Where possible, the appropriate technical and ICT arrangements should be made in advance to support a
successful consultation processsupport on this will be provided by the PMU. Should virtual consultations not

be posible, the National Consultant will be required to travel to project sites to conducttéatace interviews

T in compliance with the relevant Government of Botswana C&MPegulations. Field missions to project

sites will be conducted by the Nationabiultant and findings shared with the International Consultant.
Furthermore, all stakeholder engagement will be strongly supported by the Project Team. Consideration should
be taken for stakeholder availability, ability, and willingness to be interviewetbtely and the constraints this

may place on the MTR. These limitations must be reflected in the final MTR report. No stakeholders, consultants
2NJ ! b5t &Gl FTF akKz2dzZ R 06S Llzi Ayt tis Wlvo@ &nsused By compliRng & | TS G &
gAGK it 2F GKS D2 @SH9reglafigns.2F . 20as6lyl Qad / h+L5

The final MTR report must describe the full MTR approach taken and the rationale for the approach making
explicit the underlying assumptions, challenges, strengths and weaknessesthéoutthods and approach of

the review.

E. Detailed Scope of the MTR

The MTR team will assess the following four categories of project progress. S@eittence For Conducting
Midterm Reviews of UND®upported, GEFinanced Projecter extended descptions.
1. Project Strategy

Project Design:

1 Review the problem addressed by the project dmel underlying assumptions. Review the effect of any
incorrect assumptions or changes to the context to achieving the project results as outlinedPirojbet
Document.

1 Review the relevance of the project strategy asmbsess whether it provides the most effective route
towards expected/intended resultsWere lessons from other relevant projects properly incorporated
into the project design?

1 Review howthe project addresses country priorities. Review country ownerstifas the project
concept in line with the national sector development priorities and plans of the country (or of
participating countries in the case of muttbuntry projects)?

1 Review dedionmaking processeswere perspectives of those who would be affected by project
decisions, those who could affect the outcomes, and those who could contribute information or other
resources to the process, taken into account during project design pses@s

1 Review the extent to which relevant gender issues were raised in the project d&sagnAnnex 9 of
Guidance For Conducting Midter Reviews of UNDBupported, GEFinanced Project$or further
guidelines.

0 Were relevant gender issugs.g.the impact of the project on gender equality in the programme
O2dzy GNR I Ay@2f @dSYSyid 2F ¢2YSyQa 3AINRdzLJAX Sy 3Al TA
Project Document?

1 If there are major areas of concern, recommend areas for improvement.

Results Fraework/Logframe:

f ! YRSNIF{1S I ONRGAOIE lFylrfeara 2F (GKS LINRa2SOiQa 2
midterm and endof-project targets are (Specific, Measurable, Attainable, Relevant,-bouad), and
suggest specific amendments/revis®to the targets and indicators as necessary.

T I'NB (KS LINp2SOiQa 202S0GA0Sa |yR 2dzid2YSa 2N 02 YL
frame?
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1 Examine if progress so far has led to, or could in the future catalyse beneficial developmerst @gffect
AyO2YS 3SySNIiGA2yT 3ISYRSNI SljdzZtftAde YR 62YSyQa
should be included in the project results framework and monitored on an annual basis.

1 Ensure broader development and gender aspects of the project amegbeionitored effectively.
55S@3St21LJ YR NBO2YYSYyR {a! w¢ WR-SisadytegatelYifdiCatars addy RA Ol
indicators that capture development benefits.

2. Progress Towards Results

1 Review the logframédicators against progress made towards #rel-of-project targets populate the
Progress Towards Results Matrix, as described inGhiglance For Conducting Midterm Reviews of
UNDPSupported, GEFinanced Projects O2f 2 dzNJ O2 RS LIKEIiINEBHREA SN¥E 0 & ERI 1
level of progress achieved; assign a rating on progress for the project objective and each outcome; make
NBO2YYSYRIGAZ2Y A

é\

FNRYW2 i KSy I NBMNBAS & (N3 SRS ' lA0OKA SGSRE 6
1 Compare and analyse the GEF Tracking ToolGldml Wildlife Programme (GWP) GEFacking Tool)
at the Baseline with the one completed right before the Midterm Review.
Identify remaining barriers to achieving the project objective in the remainder of the project.
By reviewing the aspects of the gect that have already been successful, identify ways in which the
project can further expand these benefits.
3. Project Implementationand Adaptive Management
Management Arrangements
1 Review overall effectiveness of project management as outlined iRtbject Document. Have changes
been made and are they effective? Are responsibilities and reporting lines clear? Is decigiog
transparent and undertaken in a timely manner? Recommend areas for improvement.
1 Review the quality of execution of the&cuting Agency/Implementing Partner(s) and recommend areas
for improvement.
1 Review the quality of support provided by the GEF Partner Agency (UNDP) and recommend areas for
improvement.
1 Do the Executing Agency/Implementing Partner and/or UNDP and othéregrarhave the capacity to
deliver benefits to or involve women? If yes, how?
1 What is the gender balance of project staff? What steps have been taken to ensure gender balance in
project staff?
1 Whatis the gender balance of the Project Board? What steps hagn taken to ensure gender balance
in the Project Board?
Work Planning
1 Reviewany delays in project stattp and implementation, identify the causes and examine if they have
been resolved.
1 Are workplanning processes resulbmsed? If notsuggest ways to rerientate work planning to focus
on results?
1 9EIYAYS GKS dzas 27
changes made to it since project start.
Finance and cfinance
1 Consider the financial managemt of the project, with specific reference to the ceffectiveness of
interventions.
1 Review the changes to fund allocations as a result of budget revisions and assess the appropriateness
and relevance of such revisions.
1 Does the project have the apppdate financial controls, including reporting and planning, that allow
management to make informed decisions regarding the budget and allow for timely flow of funds?
1 Informed by the cdinancing monitoring table to be filled out by the Commissioning ldnd project
team, provide commentary on efinancing: is cdinancing being used strategically to help the objectives
of the project? Is theéProject Teammeeting with all cefinancing partners regularly in order to align
financing priorities and annual wioiplans?

f
f

GKS LINP2S0O0iQa NBXadzZ Ga FNI YSg2N

Sources of
Cofinancing

Name of Ce
financer

Type of Ce
financing

Cofinancing
amount
confirmed at
CEO

Actual Amount
Contributed at
stage of

Actual % of Expecte(

Amount
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Endorsement | Midterm
(US$) Review (US$)

1 Include the separate GEF-Emancing template (filled out by the Commissioning Unit and project team)
which categorizesc8 A Yy I YOAY 3 | Y2dzyia o6& az2dz2NOS a WAy@dSadySy
(This template will be annexed as a separat fil

Projectlevel monitoring and evaluation systems

1 Review the monitoring tools currently being used: Do they provide the necessary information? Do they
involve key partners? Are they aligned or mainstreamed with national systems? Do theyistaey
information? Are they efficient? Are they cesffective? Are additional tools required? How could they
be made more participatory and inclusive?

1 Examine the financial management of the project monitoring and evaluation budget. Are sufficient
resources being allocated to monitoring and evaluation? Are these resources being allocated effectively?

1 Review the extent to which relevant gender issues were incorporated in monitoring sysSem#&nnex
9 of Guidance For Conducting Midterm Reviews of WSDpported GEFFinaned Projectdor further
guidelines.

Stakeholder Engagement

1 Project management: Has the project developed and leveraged the necessary and appropriate
partnerships with direct and tangential stakeholders?

1 Participation and countrgdriven processes: Do locahd national government stakeholders support the
objectives of the project? Do they continue to have an active role in project degiséing that
supports efficient and effective project implementation?

1 Participation and public awareness: To what exteas stakeholder involvement and public awareness
contributed to the progress towards achievement of project objectives?

1 How does the project engage women and girls? Is the project likely to have the same positive and/or
negative effects on women and megirls and boys? Identify, if possible, legal, cultural, or religious
O2yaiNIXAyiGa 2y 62YSyQa LI NIAOALI GA2Y Ay (GKS LINBES
benefits?

Social and Environmental Standards (Safeguards)

{1 \Validate therisksidenif SR Ay (G KS LINR2SOiQa Yz2aid OdaNNByid {9{t=x
needed?

1 Summarize and assess the revisions made since CEO Endorsement/Approval (if any) to:

o ¢KS LINRP2SOGQa 20SNIftft al ¥S3dzr NRa Nral OFGS3I2NRI
o The identified types ofisks?! (in the SESP).
0 The individual risk ratings (in the SESP).

1 5Sa0ONAO6S YR aasSaa LINRPINBaa YIRS Ay (KS AYLX SYSy
management measures as outlined in the SESP submitted atEGE@sement/Approval (recently
revised), including any revisions to those measures. Such management measures might include
Environmental and Social Management Plans (ESMPs) or other management plans, though can also
Ay Of dzRS | aLISO0 & &feéf to QuestibhPsan3He@ BESP teR@BalieAad g Jummaly of the
identified management measures.

I IAPGSY LINB2SOG &aK2dzZ R 0SS | aasSa

GAYS 2F GKS LINReSOGQa I LIWNRQOLT ®

Reporting

1 Assess howdaptive management changes have been reported by the project management and shared
with the Project Board.

1 Assess how well the Project Team and partners undertake and fulfil GEF reporting requirements (i.e.
how have they addressed pooitgited PIRSs, if ggicable?)

aSR 3lrAyad GKS GSNA

121Risks are to be labeled with boththe@P SES Princi ples and Standards, aClinatte he GEFOds 0
Change and Disaster; Disadvantaged or Vulnerable Individuals or Groups; Disability Inclusion; Advé&etatedrdegract, including

Genderfbased Violence as#gxual Exploitation; Biodiversity Conservation and the Sustainable Management of Living Natural Resources;

Restrictions on Land Use and Involuntary Resettlement; Indigenous Peoples; Cultural Heritage; Resource Efficieomcy esndt Rtidingi

Labor ad Working Conditions; Community Health, Safety and Security
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1 Assess how lessons derived from the adaptive management process have been documented, shared

with key partners and internalized by partners.

Communications & Knowledge Management

1 Review internal project communication with stakeholders: Is comigation regular and effective? Are
there key stakeholders left out of communication? Are there feedback mechanisms when
communication is received? Does this communication with stakeholders contribute tcatlianeness
of project outcomes and activities drinvestment in the sustainability of project results?

1 Review external project communication: Are proper means of communication established or being
established to express the project progress and intended impact to the public (is there a web presence,
for example? Or did the project implement appropriate outreach and public awareness campaigns?)

1 For reporting purposes, write one hdlflF 3 S  LJ- NI INJ LK GKF G &dzYYlF NRT Sa K¢
results in terms of contribution to sustainable developmennbfits, as well as global environmental
benefits.

9 List knowledge activities/products developed (based on knowledge management approach approved at
CEO Endorsement/Approval).

Sustainability

1 Validate whether the risks identified in the Project Documéminual Project Revielf?IRs and the ATLAS
Risk Register are the most important and whether the risk ratings applied are appropriate and up to
date. If not, explain why.

9 In addition, assess the following risks to sustainability:

Financial risks teustainability:

1 What is the likelihood of financial and economic resources not being available once the GEF assistance
ends (consider potential resources can be from multiple sources, such as the public and private sectors,
income generating activitiesnd other funding that will be adequate financial resources for sustaining
LINP2SOGQa 2dzi02YSaokK

Socieeconomic risks to sustainability:

1 Are there any social or political risks that may jeopardize sustainability of project outcomes? What is the
risk that the level of stakeholder ownership (including ownership by governments and other key
stakeholders) will be insufficient to allow for the project outcomes/benefits to be sustained? Do the
various key stakeholders see that it is in their interest that thequpenefits continue to flow? Is there
sufficient public / stakeholder awareness in support of the legn objectives of the projectAre
lessons learned being documented by fhmject Teanon a continual basis and shared/ transferred to
appropriate paties who could learn from the project and potentially replicate and/or scale it in the
future?

Institutional Framework and Governance risks to sustainability:

1 Do the legal frameworks, policies, governance structures and processes pose risks that raejizeop
sustenance of project benefits? While assessing this parameter, also consider if the required systems/
mechanisms for accountability, transparency, and technical knowledge transfer are in place.

Environmental risks to sustainability:

1 Are there anyenvironmental risks that may jeopardize sustenance of project outcomes?

Impact of COVIEL9

1 Review of the impact of COVID on overall project management, implementation and results (including
on indicators and targets).

f 1aasSaa (KS LINEEHNDIDMpacttlBcubifgyaadSnot lirgited to responses related to
stakeholder engagement, management arrangements, work planning and adaptive management actions.

Conclusions & Recommendations

The MTR consultant/team will include a section in the MTRmtejpr evidencebasedconclusionsin light of

the findings.

Additionally, the MTR consultant/team is expected to matlexommendationsto the Project Team.

Recommendations should be succinct suggestions for critical intervention that are specific, rbégsura

I OKAS@Io6tSET FyR NBtSGrylid ! NBEO2YYSYyRIGAZ2Y (lFofS akKz«

consultant/team should make no more than 15 recommendations total.
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Ratings
¢KS a¢w (SFY @Attt AyOfdzRS A (a efNdedtriptpasaof tReFassockitéd LINE 2 S
achievements in M TR Ratings & Achievement Summary Tablédne Executive Summary of the MTR report.
See the TOR Annexes for the Rating Table and ratings scales.
F. Expected Outputs and Deliverables
The MTR team shaltepare and submit:
1 MTR Inception ReporMTR team clarifies objectives and methods of the Midterm Rewvievater than
2 weeksbefore the MTR mission. To be sent to the Commissioning Unit and project management.
Completion date: 18 February, 2021
1 Presentation MTR team presents initial findings to project management and the Commissioning Unit at
the end of the MTR mission. Comiidm date: 2931 March, 2021 (exact date to be confirmed)
I Draft MTR ReportMTR team submits the draft full report with annexes within 2 weeks of the MTR
mission. Completion date: 9 April, 2021
1 FEinal Repoft MTR team submits the revised report with anndxand completed Audit Trail detailing
how all received comments have (and have not) been addressed in the final MTR report. To be sent to
the Commissioning Unit within 1 week of receiving UNDP comments on draft. Completion date: 20 April,
2021

*The finaIMTR report must be in Englisti.applicable, the Commissioning Unit may choose to arrange for a
translation of the report into a language more widely shared by national stakeholders.

G. Institutional Arrangements

The principal responsibility for managi this MTR resides with the Commissioning Unit. The Commissioning

Py Al T2 N (KA the Boibl@ug YRNDPTauntsy Office.A &

The Commissioning Unit will contract the consultants (support from UNDP Botswana CO will be provided for
the recruitment of a National Consultant from Botswana to support withr aliaconsultations, site visits and
translation) and ensure the timely pvision of per diems and travel arrangements within Botswana
(Gaborone, and Kgalagadi and Ghanzi Districts) for the MTR team. The Project Team will be responsible for
liaising with the MTR team to provide all relevant documents, set up stakeholder intargiegiuding virtual
interviews as possible), and arrange field visits.

H. Duration of the Work

The total duration of the MTR will be approximat@@ daysover a period ofl2 weeksstarting 12 February
2021, and shall not exceed five months from whtre consultant(s) are hired. The tentative MTR timeframe is
as follows:

31 January 2021Application closes (through existing roster)

8 February 2021Selection of MTR Team

12 FebruaryPrep the MTR Team (handover of project documents)

15 to 18Februaryd days:Document review and preparing MTR Inception Report

1 to 3 March3 days:Finalization and/alidation of MTR Inception Repelatest start of MTR

mission

1 10 to 26 Marchl3 days: MTR mission: stakeholder meetings, interviews, field vighse
international consultant will conduct remote interviews as possible, with the local consultant
T under the guidance of the international consultanttonducting site visits and fate-face
consultations where required)

1 29 to 31 MarchMissionwrap-up meeting & presentation of initial findingsarliest end of

MTR mission

1 to 9 April7 days:Preparing draft report

19 to 20 Aprik days:Incorporating audit trail on draft report/Finalization of MTR report

22 to 23 AprilPreparation & Issue of dhagement Response

30 April 2021Expected date of full MTR completion

The date start of contract is (12 February 2021).
I. Duty Station

=a =4 -8 -8 9

= =4 =4 =4
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The International Consultant (Team Leadewyill be homebased, leading the MTR remotely. A National
Consultant will e hired to support the International Consultant, being responsible for field site visits, arranging
and conducting interviews with stakeholders who cannot be interviewed remotely, and collecting data and
information not available digitally. The Internat@nConsultant must guide and oversee the work of the National
Consultant, being responsible for all final inputs into the MTR report.

REQUIRED SKILLS AND EXPERIENCE

J. Qualifications of the Successful Applicants

A team of two independent consultants will conduct the MTéhe team leader (a homebased International
Consultant with experience and exposure to projects and evaluations in other regions globally) and one team
expert (a National Consultant) from Botswanalhe consultants cannot have participated in the project
preparation, formulation, and/or implementation (including the writing of the Project Document) and should
y2i KI @S | O2yFtA00 2F AyiSNBald sA0GK LINRP2SO0Qa NBf I GS

The selectionofcandzt G yda Attt 6S FAYSR G YFEAYATAYy3 GKS 20381

Education
T ! alddSNRa RSINBS Ay yIFidz2NIf NBaz2dz2NOSa YLyl 3aSySyi
natural sciences, environmental management, environment, development studies, or other closely
related field;
Experience

1 Experience in evaluating developntgrartner/donor funded projects using restiiased management
methodologies. UMGEF project/programme evaluation experience will be considered an added
advantage;

Experience in project design, and implementation (including adaptive management), moniaoiing
reporting on CBNRM and biodiversity related projects. Experience in Botswana or the broader SADC
region will be an added advantage.

1 Demonstrated understanding of issues related to gender, other UN cross cutting issues and ecosystem
management;

1 Excdlent communication skills;

1 Demonstrable analytical skills;

1 Experience in conducting or supervising project/programme evaluations remotely will be considered an
asset.

Language

1 Fluency in written and spoken English.

K. Ethics

The MTR team will be helm the highest ethical standards and is required to sign a code of conduct upon
acceptance of the assignment. This MTR will be conducted in accordance with the principles outlined in the
'b9D WOUKAOIFIT DdzZARStAySa TF2N 9 Othd ritsiiah® gorflidentialitt 8f a ¢ w
information providers, interviewees and stakeholders through measures to ensure compliance with legal and
other relevant codes governing collection of data and reporting on data. The MTR team must also ensure
security of collected information before and after the MTR and protocols to ensure anonymity and
confidentiality of sources of information where that is expected. The information, knowledge and data gathered
in the MTR process must also be solely used for the MTRnabhdor other uses without the express
authorization of UNDP and partners.

L. Schedule of Payments

1 20% payment upon satisfactory delivery of the final MTR Inception Report and approval by the
Commissioning Unit

1 40% payment upon satisfactodelivery of the draft MTR report to the Commissioning Unit

1 40% payment upon satisfactory delivery of the final MTR report and approval by the Commissioning Unit
and RTA (via signatures on the TE Report Clearance Form) and delivery of completed TEilAudit Tra

Criteria for issuing the final payment of 40%
1 The final MTR report includes all requirements outlined in the MTR TOR and is in accordance with the
MTR guidance.
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1 The final MTR report is clearly written, logically organized, and is specific fardijest (i.e. text has
not been cut & pasted from other MTR reports).
1 The Audit Trail includes responses to and justification for each comment listed.

Ly ftAYS gAGK (GKS ! b5tQa FAYFYOAIFf NBIdzFdA2yas gKS
congiltant that a deliverable or service cannot be satisfactorily completed due to the impact of AOVID
and limitations to the MTR, that deliverable or service will not be paid.

Due to the current COVHD9 situation and its implications, a partial paymenay be considered if the
consultant invested time towards the deliverable but was unable to complete to circumstances beyond
his/her control.

APPLICATION PROCESS

M. Recommended Presentation of Offer

a) Letter of Confirmation of Interest and Availabilitysing thetemplate'?? provided by UNDP;

b) CVand aPersonal History FornfP11 forni®);

c) Brief description of approach to work/technical proposaif why the individual considers him/herself as
the most suitable for the assignment, and a proposed methodology on how they will approach and complete
the assignment{(max 1 page)

d) Financial Proposahat indicates the alinclusive fixed total contract e and all other travel related costs
(such as flight ticket, per diem, etgupported by a breakdown of costs, as per template attached to the
Letter of Confirmation of Interest template If an applicant is employed by an
organization/company/institution, and he/she expediss/her employer to charge a management fee in
the process of releasing him/her to UNDP under Reimbursable Loan Agreement (RLA), the applicant must
indicate at this point, and ensure that all such costs are duly incorporated in the financial proposétetibm
to UNDP.

N. Criteria for Selection of the Best Offer

Only those applications which are responsive and compliant will be evaluated. Offers will be evaluated

according to the Combined Scoring methpdhere theeducational background and expemnice on similar

assignmentsvill be weighted at 70%nd the price proposal will weigh as 30% of the total scoring. The

FLILIX AOFYy G NBOSAGAY3I (GKS |1 A3KSaG /2Y0AYSR {O2NB GKF{ F
will be awarded the contract.

Annex 2 Evaluation Criteria and Ratings

Ratings for Progress Towards Resu(@ne rating for each outcome and for the objective)
The objective/outcome iexpected to achieve or exceed all its end-of-project
targets without major shortcomingsthe progress towards the objective/outcom
can be presented asd 3 2@akiO S ¢ ®
The objective/outcome igxpected to achieve most of its end-of-project targets
with only minor shortcamings.

Highly Satisfactory

® (Hs)

5 Satisfactory (S)

4 Moderately The objective/outcome isxpectedto achevemostof its end-of-project targetsout
Satisfactory (MS)  with significantshortconings.
3 Moderately The objective/outcome isxpected to achieveits end-of-project targetswith major

Unsatisfactory (HU) shortcamings.

122
https://intranet.undp.org/unit/bom/pso/Support%20documents%2&P0IC%20Guidelines/Template%20for%20Confirmat
i0n%200f%20Interest%20and%20Submission%200f%20Financial%20Proposal.docx

123 http://www.undp.org/contet'dam/undp/library/corporate/Careers/P11_Personal_history_form.doc
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https://intranet.undp.org/unit/bom/pso/Support%20documents%20on%20IC%20Guidelines/Template%20for%20Confirmation%20of%20Interest%20and%20Submission%20of%20Financial%20Proposal.docx
https://intranet.undp.org/unit/bom/pso/Support%20documents%20on%20IC%20Guidelines/Template%20for%20Confirmation%20of%20Interest%20and%20Submission%20of%20Financial%20Proposal.docx
http://www.undp.org/content/dam/undp/library/corporate/Careers/P11_Personal_history_form.doc

2

Unsatisfactory (U)

Highly
Unsatisfactory (HU)
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The objective/outcome iexpected not to acheve most of its end-of-project
targets

The objective/outcomehas failed to achieve its midterm targets, and is not
expected to achieve any of itend-of-project targets

Ratings for Project Implementation &daptive Management(one overall rating)

Highly Satisfactory
(HS)

Satisfactory (S)

Moderately
Satisfactory (MS)

Moderately
Unsatisfactory
(MU)

Unsatisfactory (U)

Highly
Unsatisfactory (HU)

Implementation of all seven components management arrangements, wor
planning, finance and efinance, projectievel monitoring and evaluation system
stakeholder engagement, reporting, and communicatigris leading to efficient
and effective projectimplementation and adaptive managemeiithe project can
0S LINBaASYdSR a a¢322R LINI OGAOSe o
Implementation of most of the seven componenis leading to efficient anc
effective project implementation and adaptive managememtept for only few
that are subject to remedial action.

Implementation of some of the seven componerssleading to efficient anc
effective project implementation and adaptive managementith some
components requiring remedial action.

Implementation of some of the seven componefgsot leading to efficient anc
effective project implementation and adaptivejith most components requiring
remedial action.

Implementation of most of the seven componenssnot leading to efficient anc
effective project implementtion and adaptive management.

Implementation of none of the seven componernits leading to efficient anc
effective project implementation and adaptive management.

Ratings for Sustainability(one overall rating)

4

3

2
1

Likely (L)

Moderately Likely
(ML)

Moderately Unlikely
(ML)

Unlikely (U)

Negligible risks to sustainability, with key outcomes on track to be achieved b
LINE2SOiGQa Of2adaNB | yR SELISOGSR G2
Moderate risks, but expectations that at least somgtcomes will be sustainec
due to the progress towards results on outcomes at the Midterm Review
Significant risk that key outcomes will not carry on after project closure, althc
some outputs and activities should carry on

Severe risks that project outcomes as well as key outputs will not be sustain

Annex 3 Budget Execution at last PIR (June 2020)

Cumulative GL delivery against total approved amo

: ] 18.899
(in ProDoc):

Cumulative GL delivery agairestpected delivery as ol

) 28.639

this year:

Cumulative disbursement as of 30 JB@20(note: 113293
amount to be updated in late August): T
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Project Strategy: To what extent is the project strategy relevant to country priorities, country ownershi

Methodology
p, and the besertmwards expected results?

How does the project addresses country priorities
1 How strong is the country ownership?

I Was the prgect concept in line with the nationg
sector development priorities and plans of th
country?

Alignment of projects strategy and theory of chang
with country situation and national priorities,
alignment of project objective and outcomes with
other natioral programmes and projects

Project Document, UNDP
Country Programme,
sector policies and
regulatory frameworks,
regional agreements and
programmes

Document review,
interviews with
government agency
stakeholders and
project partners,
analysis.

How does the project addreslse GWP prioritie®
1 Howwell aligned with the GWP objectives
1 Is the project monitoring the GWP indicators?

1 How is the project staying on track to meet tk
GWP objectives?

I How were the objectives of the GWP amational
(GOB) priorities and objectives aligned?

1 How has the project participated in lesseharing
platforms managed by th&WP?

Alignment of projects strategy and theory of chang
with GWPpriorities and objectives. Alignment with
GWP themes.

Project odputs and outcomes.

Selection and applicability of indicators (GWP)
Interactions with other GWP Child projects
Outcomes and causal pathways of the TOC

Project Document, GWP
programme documents,
UNDPRGEF RTA, TOC

Document review,
interviewsRTA

To what exént weredecisionmaking processes
RdzZNAYy3 (GKS LINR2SOGQa R
priorities and needs?

1 Were perspectives of those who would &
affected by project decisions, those who col
affect the outcomes, and those who cou
contribute information or other resources to the
process, taken into account during project des
processes?

Effectiveness of partnerships arrangements since
inception, cefinancing budget execution

Project Document,
Inception Report, PIRs,
minutes of S@neetings
TOC

Document review,
interviews with
government agency
stakeholders and
project partners,
analysis.

How relevant is the project strategy to the situatior
in the project area?

Coherence between project design and
implementationg what changes have had to be

made. Level of project resources assigned to task

Project Document,
Inception Report,

/| 2yadg GF yiQa

Document review,
interviews with
government agency
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1 Does it provide the most effective route toward
expected/intended reults?

reports, minutes of
Steering Committee and

stakeholders and
project partners,

Technical Advisory Group| analysis.
9 Were lessons from other relevant projec
properly incorporated into the project design?
What was/is the problem addresd by the project | Suitability of spcific components of the project to | Project Document, Documents,

and the underlying assumptions?

9 What has been the effect of any incorrect
assumptions or changes to the context to
achieving the project results as outlined in the
Project Document.

9 Was the problem correctly identified?

address issues and achieve results areas. Change
the strategy, changes to the interventions.
Completeness of interventions by miterm.

Inception Report, Work
Plans, PIR and TAG
minutes of meetings,
Consultants reports.

interviews with
stakeholders, project
implementing
partners, PMU and
project Consultants.

525848 (KS LINR2SO0Q&a ¢ KS]Project TOC causal pathways, outputs and outcon TOC, Project Document | Discussion and
complexity, uncertainty and cause and effect emergent or unidentified risks, weak links in the | strategy, risk register, NC| analysis
relationships with in the KGDEP system cause and effect relanships field mission findings,

PMU and CTA
¢2 ¢KIFG RS3INBS Aa (KS | Genderdisaggregated data, level offamancing Project reports, PIR, Documents,

participatory and countndriven processes:

9 Do local and national government stakehalsle
support the objectives of the project?

9 Do they continue to have an active role in proje
decisionmaking that supports efficient and
effective project implementation? If so, how is
this achieved?

commitment/expenditure, workshop and meeting
attendance, degree of ownership of project
community-based initiatives

workshop reports, co
financing records

interviews with
stakeholders, project
implementing
partners.

Do the legaframeworks, policies, governance
structures and processes pose risks that may
jeopardize sustenance of project benefits?

National policy priorities and strategies, as stated
official documentsApproved policy and legislation
related to wildlife, land ge and land use planning,

budgets, etc.

National policy and
regulatory framework
documents

Document review,
interviews with high
level project
partners.

Progress Towards Results: To what extent have the expected outcomes and objectives pfdfeet been achieved thus far?
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What progress has the project made in each
component against the start of project baselines?

Review the logframedicators against progress
made towards the enaf-project targets

Logframe, PIRs, Annual
Work Plans, budget
execution, GEF Tracking
Tools

Analysis, interviews
with partners and
stakeholders

What barriers, if any, have delayed progress towa
results?

Review the logframe indicators against progress
made towards the enaf-project targets

Logframe, PIRs, Annual
Work Plans, budget
execution, GEF Tracking
Tools

Analysis, interviews
with partners and
stakeholders

What changes in implementation approachesla
outputs will increase the rate of delivery against
results?

Review the logframe indicators against progress
made towards the enaf-project targets

Logframe, PIRs, Annual
Work Plans, budget
execution, GEF Tracking
Tools

Analysis, interviews
with partners and
stakeholders

/I NPaa /dzidAy3a AaadzSay i
partnerships, innovations etc.

u 2

g KI EGSyid KlFa (GKS

LINR 2SO

rorRiRexaBoivérmeintKyButh! b

How did the project contribute to gender eglity
FYR 62YSyQad SYLRsSN¥YSyY

Level of progress of gender action plan and gende
indicators in results framework

Project documents
project staff project
stakeholders

Desk review,
interviews, field visits|

Ly ¢6KFG 6le&&a NB (GKS LI
advance or contribute to the effectiveness of the
LINE 2S00 Qa 2dzi02YSak

Existence of linkages between gender results and
project outcomes and impacts development

Project documents
project staf, project
stakeholders

Desk review,
interviews, field
visits anaysis

What assessments of climate change vulnerability
were used to inform project plans and activities?

Mention of climate change adaptation in project
plans, reports and deliverables

Project documents,
project staff, project
stakeholders

Deskreview, interviews,
field visits

In what ways was climate change adaptation
integrated into project plans, activities and
deliverables?

Inclusion of climate change adaptation in project
plans, reports and deliverables

Project documents,
project staff, prgect
stakeholders

Desk review, interviews
field visits

In what ways was climate change adaptation useq
inform the design and implementation of SLM and
NRM activities involving local communities

Inclusion of climatesmart agriculture practices,
climateresilient development practices for local
communities

Project documents,
project staff, project
stakeholders

Desk review, interviews
field visits analysis

72




KGDEP UNBPBEF PIMS590/ GEF ID 9154. MTR Final Repdune 2021

FinalDraft
17/07/2021

To what extent has the project increased local
capacity for communitjpased NRM and SLM?

Numbersof local community members provided
with training in CBNRM and SLM practices

Numbers/proportion of local community members
continuing to practice these methods

Project documents,
project staff, project
stakeholderslocal agency
records

Desk reviewinterviews,
field visits analysis

In what ways and to what extent has the project
contributed towards poverty reduction in the
targeted areas?

Tangible improvements to soeeconomic status of
beneficiaries (eg improved livelihoods, food securi
income

Project documents,
project staff, project
stakeholderslocal
government records

Desk review, interviews
field visits analysis

' @S GKS LINR2SOGQa aidNd
been mainstreamed, replicated or upscaled in way
that will contribute towads poverty reduction
beyond immediate project beneficiaries?

Project related CBNRM and SLM practices
incorporated into new sector policies and plans for
agriculture, rural development, environment, etc.

Replication or upscaling of project related CBNRM
andSLM to other areas

Project documents,
project staff, project
stakeholderslocal
government records, local
service
providers/extension
2TFTAOSNRA

NE

Desk review, interviews
field visits analysis

Project Implementation and Adaptive Management: Hase project been implemented efficiently, cossffectively, and been able to adapt to any changing

conditions thus far? To what extent are projeét S @ S f FYR S@FtdzZd A2y aeadSyasz NBLR NI

implementation?

Y2yAG2NAYy3

How has the project managed risks? What changg
to the projects risk have been made since the
project started? Are there new and emergent riskg
Have these been added to the ATLAS Risk
Management Log/Register? What has been done
mitigate the risk? What specific actions have been
taken to reduce specific risks?

Project monitoring or risks, adaptive actions to
address risks, correct recording protocols for
adaptive actions

Project Document risk
analysis, ATLAS risk
register, PIRs,NDP &
PMU staff including CTA,
SC and TAC minutes &
records, feedback from N(
field mission

Desk review,
interviews

I @S OKFy3Sa 06SSy YIRS
management (as described in the Project Docume
and are they effective? Are responsibilities and
reporting lines clear? |s decisiomaking transparent
and undertaken in a timely manner?

Management structure

Inception Report,

Quarterly Reports, AWPs,
PIRs, SC meeting minutes
internal memoranda

Review, interviews
with project partners

Has the MEN@nd theDEAprovided support,
facilitation, personnel, financial and material supp
in a timely manner and according to the Project

Document the LOAand cefinancing agreements?

Implementation of components and sub
components, cdinancing, outputs

PIRs SC minutes of
meetings, project reports,
stakeholder responses

Review, interviews,
analysis
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Have the other partners involved in implementatio
(DFRR, DWNP, BTO, LEA, CCB, BirdLife, UB ang
BUAN)provided support, facilitation, personnel,
financial and material support in a timely manner
and according to the Proje@ocument and co
financing letters?

Implementation of components and sub
components, cdinancing, outputs

PIRs, SC minutes of
meetings, project reports,
stakeholder responses,
feedback from NC field
mission

Desk review,
interviews

Has the UNDP CO provided support, facilitation,
personnel, financial and material support in a time
manner and according to the Project Document
those set out in the Project Document?

Budgets executiomMWPs, risk management,
adaptive management

Budgets, AWPs, PIRS, M|
mission reports, PIRs, SC
minutes

Review, interviews,
analysis

Do the Executing Agency/ImplementiAgency
and/or UNDP and other parers have the capacity
to deliver benefits to or involve women?

Genderbalance of project staftteps taken to
ensure gender balance in project stafender
balance of the Project Boal8IC, stepstaken to
ensure gender balance in the Project Bd&d

PR2S00Qa DSy
Strategy M&E mission
reports, gender
disaggregated data

Review, interviews,
analysis

What changes have been made to the budget set
out in the Project Documentrave there been any
budget revisions?

Where the components accuratetpsted?

Have there been unforeseen additional costs? Wh

Budget revisions, changes to activities on a cost
basis, efficiency in budget execution, value of worl
carried out

Project Document budget
and notes, CDR, TBWPs

Document review,
Interviews with PNU
and UNDP, analysis

Howefficientarepartnershiparrangementsfor
the project?

1 Towhatextentwerepartnerships /linkages
betweenorganizationgncouragedand
supported?

1 Whichpartnerships/linkages were
facilitated?Whichonescan beconsidered
sustainable?

1 Whatwasthe levelof efficiency of
cooperationandcollaboration
arrangements?

1 Which methods were successful or not and
in which way?

Specific activities conducted to support the
development of cooperative arrangemertietween
partners,examples of supported partnerships
evidence that particular partnerships/linkages will |
sustained types/quality of partnership cooperation
methodsutilized

Project reports,
Consultants reports, PIRs
SC and TAC minutes, NC
findings from field
mission, interviews with
participating organization
and agencies, TBWPs

Interviews with PMU,
interviews with
participating
organisations,
analysis

Did the project efficiently utilize local capacity in
implementation? Did the projectansider local

Quality of analysis to assess local capacities,

Project Document (and
budget notes)

Document analysis
and interviews with
PMU
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capacity in design and implementation of the
project?
What lessons can be learnt from the project Attitudes towardsefficiency, M&E, budget revisiong Project Document (and Document analysis
regarding efficncy? works not carried out, delays in implementation budget notes), TBWP, and interviews with
Couldthe project have more efficiently carried budget revisions, PIRs, MENT, UNDP and
out implementation (in terms of management reports PMU
structures and procedures, partnerships
arrangements)?
What changes could be
made (if any) to the project in order to improve
its efficiency?
Where there delays in thproject startup and PMU in place, budget execution, reporting, Inception report,budgets, | Review, interviews,
implementatior? Whatcausel themand havethey | timeliness AWPSs, PIRS,&E mission | analysis
been resolve@ reports, PIRs, SC minutes
Arework-planning processes resutmsed? If not, | PMU, Contracts, reporting, timeliness, budget Inception report,budgets, | Review, interviews,
how canwork planningbe re-orientatedto focus on | €xecution, monitoring of results and adaptive AWPs, PIRS,&E mssion | analysis
results? management reports, PIRs, SC minutes
l 26 KlFIa GKS LINR2SOGQa uasS 2F (GKS LINRP2SO0Q& NXH Inception reportlog Review, interviews,
been used as a management tool and what chang a management toolthanges made to the log frameg frame, hudgets, AWPs, analysis
have been made to it since project started? since project startReporting to RTA PIRS, ME mission
reports, PIRs, SC minutes
Is work planning timely, effective and towards Delays and causes of delays in project stgriand Inception report,budgets, | Review, interviews,
achieving results? implementation AWPs, PIRS,&E mission | analysis
Is work planning realistic? uaS 2F GKS LINR2SO0Qa NX reports, PIRs, SC minutes
a management tool
Changes made to the log frame since project start
Does the project have appropriate financial contro| Changes to fund allocations as a result of budget | AWPs, budget execution, | Review, interviews,
planning and reporting that allow management to | revisions and assess the appropriateness and financial reporting analysis
make informed decisions regarding the budget an{ relevance of such revisionSosteffectiveness (best
allow for timelyflow of funds? value for money) of intervention€ofinancing
commitments Meeting with all cefinancing
partners Alignment of cefinancing with priorities
with annual work planning
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How useful are the project monitoring and
evaluation tools in tracking progress towards resu
and infoming adaptive manageme#t

Use of the log framdnformation being monitored
Alignment with national system&Jse of existing
information, efficiency and cost effectiveness of dg
and data collectionParticipation in M&Eand
sufficiency of tools Fnancial management of the
project monitoring and evaluation budgagender
issues

Log framet N2 2 S O
Gender Inclusion Strategy
M&E mission reports,
gender disaggregated
data.PIRs, SC minut@aG
minutes and reports.

Review, interviews,
analysis

To what extent are stakeholders engaged in the
project? How inclusive it this?

Inclusion of stakeholders in project management g
decision makingStakeholder partnershipsSupport
of local and national stakeholders for the project
Stakeholder roles in projédecision making

Publicawarenesg 2 YSy Q& Sy 3l 3SYV
decision makingConstraints to stakeholder inclusiq
FYR Ay LJ NI AOdz I NJ 62YSy
decision making

PIRs, SC minutdAG
minutes and reports.
Responses to interviews

Review,nterviews,
analysis

Are adequate and appropriate social and
environmental standards and safeguards applied t
the project implementation and outcomes?

RRala ARSYUAFASR Ay GKS
Revisions made since CEQdorsement/Approval (if
Fygo G2 LINR2SOGQa 2 @SN
categorization and types of risks in the SESP
Progress made in the implementation of the
LINE2S0iQa a20Alt |yR Sy
measures

SESP, responses to
interviews

Review, intenaws,
analysis

Lol ety
@ R

(0p))
o
O Z
N 9
Z
> O
\<. [«N
wo

Q)¢
N =z

&
[N

(&
A~ N

Cn —
> —
< o
w

EU( (0p))

Adaptive management changésat have been
reported by the project management and shared
with the Project Board.

Fulfilling GEF reportingequirements (i.e. how have
they addressed poorlyated PIRs, if applicable?)

Lessons derived from the adaptive management
process and sharing with partners and stakeholde

Project Document M&E
plan, log frame, PIRs, SES

Review, interviews,
analysis

How effective is internal project communication

Internal project communication with stakeholders
including regularity of communicatiofeedback
mechanisms

Outreach and public
awareness campaigns
other visibility
mechanisms

Review, interviews,
analysis
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Stakeholder awareness of project outcomes and
activities and investment in the sustainability of
project results

Knowledge
activities/products
developed

Sustainability: To what extent are there financial, institutional, soed@onomic, and/orenvironmental risks

to sustaining lonterm project results?

How are risks monitored and managed?

Project risk log in ATLAS and management
responses, communication with partners and
stakeholders

Project Document, Annua
Project Review/PIRs and
the ATLAS Risk Register,
project communications
strategy

Review, interviews,
analysis

What is the likelihood of financial and economic
resources not being available once the GEF
assistance ends?

Public and private sectors, income generating
activities, and dber funding that will be adequate
FAYLFYOALFET NBaz2dz2NOSa F2
outcomes)

National policies and
plans, local policies and
plans, NGO feedback,
private sector feedback,
project exit arrangements.
Consultants and service
providers reports

Review, interviews,
analysis

What are the socigoolitical risks to the outcomes of
the project midterm and long term?

Partner and stakeholder ownershipublic /
stakeholder awareness in support of the letegm
objectives sharing of information on risk
adjustments to interventions to address specific rig

National policies and
plans, local policies and
plans, NGO feedback,
private sector feedback,
project exit arrangements.
Consultants and service
providers reports

Review, interviews,
analysis

Whatare the environmental risks to the

ddza Gl AyroAtAGe 2F GKS

these managed and mitigated?

Climate data and forecasthlational disaster risk
reduction strategies and plans

National data, policies ang
plans

Review and analysis
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Annex3: MTR Mission itinerary
2021
Project Activities March April May June July

1 Engagement of MTR team and
handing over of documents

2 Document Review ansulibmission
of Inception Report

3 Finalization and Validation of MTR
Inception Repor

4 MTR mission: stakeholder meeting
interviews, field visits

5 Site visits and facto-face
consultations/interviews

6 Wrap-up meetings & presentation
of initial findings of MTR mission

7 Preparing draft report

8 Incorporating audit trail on draft
report/Finalization of MTR report

9 Preparation & Issue of Manageme|
Response

10 | Expected date of full MTR
completion

Annex4: List of documents reviewed

Project Formulation Document

UNDRP Initiation Plan

UNDP Project Document

UNDP Environmental and Social Screening results

Guidance for Conducting Midterm Reviews of UNIDPported, GEFinanced Projects
http://web.undp.org/evaluation/guideline/covid19.shtml

Project Inception RepoRGALAGADI AND GHANZI DRYIERQSYSTEMS PROJECT (KGDEP), Managing the
humantwildlife interface to sustairthe flow of agreecosystem services and prevent illegal wildlife
trafficking in the Kgalagadi and Ghanzi Drylands. UNDFIBEEd Project Project Inception Report.
23-24 NOVEMBER 2017

Fff tNRP2SOG L YLX SYSgI019@addIuie 20012 NI A o0t LwQao
Quaterly progress reports and work plans of the various implementation task teams

Audit reports

Finalized GEF focal area Tracking Tools at CEO endorsement and midter@EE3WVrRcking Todl
Oversight mission reports

All monitoring reports prepared by ¢hproject

Financial and Administration guidelines used by Project Team

Project operational guidelines, manuals and systems

UNDP country/countries programme document(s)

Minutes of theSupport to the KGDEP Implementatooject Board Meetings and other meegs (i.e.
Project Appraisal Committemeetings)

Project site location maps

https://www.undp.org/content/dam/rba/docs/COVIE 9-COResponse/udp-rba-covidbotswana

apr2020.pdf
https://www.gov.bw/about-covid-19
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https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/publications/GWPBrochure WEB. pdf
https.//www.worldbank.org/en/programs/globalvildlife-program/overview

Policy brief for the use of an Integrated Landscape Management Plan to conserve critical Wildlife Management
Areas in Botswana, Undated 2021

Conserving the Kgalagadalahari Wilderness asmdntegrated Ecosystentgalagadi and Ghanzi Drylands
Ecosystem Project 1 June 2021

Republic of Botswana Ministry of Environment, Natural Resources Conservation and Tourism, BOTSWANA
ELEPHANT MANAGEMENT PLAN AND ACTION PLAR02621

Kholi, Adrian 201@aseline Assessment report on threats to wildlife in Botswana. UNDP Project

Botswana (2013) National Afeioaching Strategy: Jealously guarding our national heritangetural resources
https://www.thegef.ora/sites/default/files/publications/ GWPBrochure WEB. pdf
https://www.worldbank.org/en/programs/globatvildlife-program/overview

KGALAGADI AND GHANZI DRYLAND, ECOSYSTEMS PROJECT (K@ ER) hMaaagildlife interface to

sustain the flow of agr@cosystem services and prevent illegal wildlife trafficking in the Kgalagadi and Ghanzi
Drylands. UNDP/GH&nded Project Project Inception Report.-28 NOVEMBER 2017

Theory of ChangBrimer A STAP document, December 2019

Government of Botswana and United Nations Sustainable Development Framework (UNSDER @21 7

Republic of Botswana (1968) Tribal Land Act (1968)54 of 1968. Gaborone, Botswana: Government

Printer. Republic of @swana (1986) Wildlife Conservation Policy. Government Paper No. | of 1986. Gaborone,
1 United Nations (1948) The Universal Declaration of Human Rights. New York: United Nations. United Nations
(2007) United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigerféeoples. New York: United Nations.
KGALAGAEBHANZI DRYLANDS ECOSYSTEM PROJECT (KGDEP) ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIAL IMPACT
ASSESSMENT (ESIA), ROBERT K. HITCHCOCK 15 May 2021

Value Chain Analysis and Economic/Financial Feasibility study in the KalaharahenddDP, 5 June 2019
PSC/PB Minutes of Meetings 25/010/2018, 24/05/2018, 01/03/2019, 06/05/2019, 10/07/2019, 19/09/2019,
10/02/2019, 27/10/2020

TRG Minutes of Meetings 16/05/2018, 24/07/2018, 22/02/2018, 17/12/2018, 10/12/20128288/2020, 8
9/10/2020, 16/07/2020
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Evaluators/Consultants:
1.

Must present information that is complete and fair in its ass
decisions oractions taken are well founded.

ssment of strengths and weaknesses so that

Must disclose the full set of evaluation findings along with information on their limitations and have this

accessible to all affected by the evaluation with expressed legal rights to receive results.

Should protect the anonymity and confidentiality of individual informants. They should provide maximum
notice, minimize demands on time, and respect people’s right not to engage. Fvaluators must respect people’s
right to provide information in confidence, and must ensure that sensitive information cannot be traced to its
source. Fvaluators are not expected to cvaluate individuals, and must balance an evaluation of management
functions with this general principle.

Sometimes uncover evidence of wrongdoing while conducting evaluations. Such cases must be reported

“discrectly to the appropriate investigative body. Evaluators should consult with other relevant oversight entitics

when there is any doubt about if and how issues should be reported.

Should be sensitive to beliefs, manners and customs and act with integrity and honesty in their relations with all
stakeholders. In line with the UN Universal Declaration of Human Rights, evaluators must be sensitive to and
address issues of discrimination and gender equality. They should avoid offending the dignity and self-respect
of those persons with whom they come in contact in the course of the evaluation. Knowing that evaluation
might negatively affect the interests of some stakeholders, evaluators should conduct the evaluation and
communicate its purpose and results in a way that cleatly respects the stakeholders’ dignity and sclf-worth.

Are responsible for their performance and their product(s). They are responsible for the clear, accurate and fair
written and/or oral presentation of study limitations, findings and recommendations.

Should reflect sound accounting procedures and be prudent in using the resources of the evaluation.

MTR Consultant Agreement Form

Agreement to abide by the Code of Conduct for Evaluation in the UN System:

Name ofConsultant:@ HSE / 'TS / L\-/b/_ mHS "/"/4/"

— % T
Name of Consultancy Organization (where relevant): Mﬂ{ VCKJ '770 D/Z ﬂl) /5 WA NA

I confirm that I have received and understood and will abide by the United Nations Code of Conduct
for Evaluation.

Signed at M A (/(MD/IIS Wﬁ/\/ﬂ (Place)  on ﬂ 0 /D L/_ /aa 2/

(Date)

Signature: C —— ;—
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EvaluatorgConsultants:

1.Must present information that is complete and fair in its asses$mgahgths and weaknesses so
decisions or actions taken are well founded.

2.Must disclose the full set of evaluation findings along with information on their limitations and
accessible to all affected by the evaluation with exprességhlsgal receive results.

3.Should protect the anonymity and confidentiality of individual informants. They should provide n
notice, mi ni mi ze demands on time, and respec
right to providanformation in confidence, and must ensure that sensitive information cannot be trag
source. Evaluators are not expected to evaluate individuals, and must balance an evaluation of
functions with this general principle.

4.Sometimes uncover evidence of wrongdoing while conducting evaluations. Such cases must
discreetly to the appropriate investigative body. Evaluators should consult with other relevant overs
when there is any doubt about if and reswés should be reported.

5.Should be sensitive to beliefs, manners and customs and act with integrity and honesty in their rela
stakeholders. In line with the UN Universal Declaration of Human Rights, evaluators must be sens
addras issues of discrimination and gender equality. They should avoid offending the dignigspedt
of those persons with whom they come in contact in the course of the evaluation. Knowing that ¢
might negatively affect the interests of setakeholders, evaluators should conduct the evaluatio
communicate its purpose and results in -worthway

6.Are responsible for their performance and their product(s). They are responsibtdefar, taccurate and f
written and/or oral presentation of study limitations, findings and recommendations.

7.Should reflect sound accounting procedures and be prudent in using the resources of the evaluatig

MTR Consultant Agreement Form
Agreement to abide by the Code of Conduct for Evaluation in the UN:System

Name of ConsultanErancis Hurst

Name of Consultancy Organization (where relevant):

I confirm that | have received and understood and will abide by the United Nations Code of Conduct
for Evaluation.

Signed atvloncarapacho, Portugal offfl@tBMarch 2021 (Date)

Signature .

Annex6: MTRReportClearance Form

Midterm Review Report Reviewed and Cleared By:
Commissioning Unit

Name:

Signature: Date:

UNDP -GEF Regional Technical Advisor

Name:

Signature: Date:
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Interview Type
Org
Name Surname Department Designation EMAIL Contact Number | Gender District Type
STA/ Virtual
Strategic Advisor
Phemo K Kgomotso UNDP (Africa) phemo.kgomotso@undp.org | +90 552 883 4020 F Turkey CSO
Virtual
ESIA/SESP
Robert K. Hitchkock Consultant Consultant rkhitchcock@gmail.com - M USA CSO
Virtual
Country
Jacinta Barrins UNDP Representative jacintabarrins@one.un.org +267 36 33702 | F Gaborone CSO
Virtual
Mandy Cadman UNDP RTS (Africa) mandy.cadman@undp.org +27 41379221 F South Africa | CSO
Programme Specialist Virtual
Environment and chimbidzanbratonozig@undp.
Chimbidzani | Bratonozic UNDP Climate Change org 3633721 F Gaborone CSO
Virtual
Monitoring and
Bame Mannatlhoko UNDP Evaluation Analyst bame.mannathoko@undp.org 36 33729 M Gaborone CSO
Virtual
RTA/CEQ4 undefined Gaborone/
Anthony Mills UNDP EcoSolutions [anthony.mills@c4es.co.za] - M RSA CsO
Virtual
Botshabelo Othusitse DEA Director bothusitse@gov.bw 71386195 M Gaborone Gov
Virtual
Kabelo Senyatso DWNP Director kjsenyatso@gov.bw 77883940 M Gaborone Gov
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Gov Virtual
Adrian Kholi DWNP APUCoordinator akholi@gov.bw 3971405 Gaborone
Virtual
Lands/Town and
Tlamelo Tshamekang Regional Planning Coordinator of ILUMP | tetshame@gmail.com - Gaborone Gov
NONGOVERNMENTRRGANISATIONS
Virtual
r.klein@cheetahconservationb
Rebecca Klein CCB Chief Executive officery otswana.org 72621077 Ghanzi CSO
Development Virtual
Manager, Nidhi nramsden@cheetahconservat
Nidhi Ramsden CcCB Ramsden onbotswana.org - Ghanzi CSO
Virtual
Virat Kootsositse BirdLife Botswana Executive Officer virat2mk@gmail.com 76084866 Gaborone CSO
In person
Moses Selebatso KCR Principal Researcher | selebatsom@yahoo.co.uk 71639370 Hukuntsi CSO
GHANZI
Gov In person
Mapeu Gaolaolwe DEA PNRO mgaolalwe@gov.bw 75498972 Ghanzi
Kaone Lekolori DEA Environmental Officer | kleokolori@gov.bw - Ghanzi Gov In Person
Gov Virtual
maithamakot@gmail.com/tmai
Thatayaone Maithamako oDC DPO thamako@gov.bw 77482925 Ghanzi
Gov In person
Community Support &
Julious Rakose DWNP Outreach officer juluiosamorakose@gmail.com 73880838 Ghanzi
In person
Keletso Seabo DFRR District Coordinator mminatshwene@yahoo.com 76749114 Ghanzi Gov
Kenneth Selape DAP Senior Officer kselape@gov.bw 72517565 Ghanzi Gov In person
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Kesegofetse | Monyame Agric Business Senior Officer - - Ghanzi Gov
Kerekang Kelebileng Crops Senior Officer - - Ghanzi Gov Inperson
Chouzani Kenneth DAP Senior Officer - - Ghanzi Gov In person
Secretary for ILUMP In person
Gaege Tlotlego Crops Group - - Ghanzi Gov
In person
Teresa Kem DVS Veterinary Scientist tcalum@gov.bw - Ghanzi Gov
Xwiskurus&ommuniy In person
Trust/West Hanahai
Onosi Dithapo GH10 Chairperson - 73909159 Ghanzi CsO
West In person
Hanahai/GH1
Kgosi Xashe Tribal Admin Kgosi/Chief - - 0 Gov
East In person
Xwiskurus&€ommuniy Former Trust Board Hanahai/GH1
Keithabile Seleka Trust/East Hanahai Member - - 0 CSO
In person
Dausa Manka Tribal Admin Kgosi/Chief - - Kacgae/GH10| Gov
PSC member /VDC Inperson
Xwiskurus&ommuniy Chair/ Former Trust
Les&a Kamanyane Trust/Kacgae Chairperson N/A 73560082 Kacgae/GH10{ CSO
In person
Aushexhaulu Community
Gabamoitse | Lucas Trust Chairperson - Bere/GH11 CSO
KGALAGADI NORTH
In person
Kgalagadi Govern
Kgotso Manyothwane | ODC kgmanyothwane@gov.bw 72282233 North ment
Kgalagadi In person
North-
Banele Jongolizwe DWNP District Officer bjongilizwe@gov.bw Hukuntsi Gov
Kgalagadi In person
Community Support & North-
Busani Nyelesi DWNP Outreach Officer bnyelesi@gov.bw Hukuntsi Gov
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Kgalagadi In person
CropProduction North-
Phillip Tlhage Crop Officer - Hukuntsi Gov
In person
Kgalagadi
Kasekometsa | Ping Tribal Admin Kgosi N/A 73677497 North- Ukwi | CSO
Kgalagadi In person
Trust Board Member North - Ukwi
Qgwa Khobe Xega in charge of
Tlhokomelo Mhaladi Community Trust employment N/A N/A CSO
Qgwa Khobe Xega New Community Trust Kgalagadi In person
Otsile Moswagailane | Community Trust Board Member N/A N/A North - Ukwi CSO
Kgalagadi In person
North - Ukwi
Abbaton Kabatlhopane | Tribal Admin Kgosi/Chief N/A N/A Gov
Kgalagadi In person
Qhaa dhing Conservation North-
Tshegofatso | Koto Trust Trust Deputy Secretary N/A 73167756 Zutshwa CSO
KGALAGADI SOUTH
Virtual
Project Manager
Khulekhani Mpofu UNDP (former) khulekani.mpofu@undp.org 72133431 Gaborone CSO
Kgalagadi Virtual
Finance and Admin kagoetsile.motlokwa@undp.or| South-
Kago Motlokwa UNDP Officer g - Tsabong CsO
Kgalagadi Virtual
Gender & South-
Retshephile Johny UNDP Communication retshephilejohny@undp.org 75381162 Tsabong CSO
Kgalagadi Virtual
Mosimanegap mosimanegape.hengari@undf South-
e Hengari UNDP Intern org - Tsabong CSO
Gov In person
Kgalagadi
Bonang Timile DEA bonangtimile@gmail.com 73518058 South
Gov In person
Acting District Kgalagadi
Joseph Lesenya DFRR Coordinator - - South
Gov In person
Kgalagadi
Bigboy Mangwa oDC Ag DC bmagwa@gov.bw 71665140 South
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Gov Virtual
Kgalagadi
Nsununguli Maja DWNP beastbuddha@yahoo.com 73179665 South
Gov In person
Kgalagadi
Tsholofelo Kombani GenderAffairs Gender Officer tkombani@gov.bw 74756329 South
In person
District Head of Kgalagadi
J. Seitsang Gender Affairs Gender Affairs - - South Gov
Kgalagadi In person
TrustFormer 73447631/733924 South-
Titus Titus BORAVAST TRUST Chairpersorifember | N/A 62 Struizendum | CSO
Kgalagadi In person
73447631/733924 South-
Gelt Esterhuizen BORAVAST TRUST Trust Board Treasurer| N/A 62 Struizendum | CSO
Kgalagadi In person
73447631/733924 South-
Kgosi Matthys BORAVAST TRUST TrustBoard Member | N/A 62 Rappelspan | CSO
Former Trust Kgalagadi In person
MemberVDC South
Hildah Kamboer BORAVAST TRUST chairperson N/A 73189407 Vaalhoek CSO
In person
Kgalagadi
Moseka Seitshiro Khawa Kopanelo Trust | member N/A 76983000 South Khawa | CSO
In person
Council [Community Kgalagadi
Onalenna Ratshidi Development ACDO N/A 73893770 South Khawa | Gov
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Annex8: Generic questionnaire sampling
(these questions are for guidanperposes only)
Note: Some questions are repeated between different interviewees for purposes of triangulation and
to obtain a fuller range of views on key issues. The interview process is an iterative process and the
question lists will bdine-tuned and elaborated before each interview depending on the relevance
and level of involvement in the projea implementation, oversight, execution, management,
beneficiary, etc...
Theme | Questions
UNDP
Preparation

Describe the project preparatiorr@cess, how were stakeholders involved?

How was this project selected as a GWP project?

How does the project contribute to the CPAP and strategic goals of the CO?

How has the project addressed gender anchl peopleQ @quirements during

implementation? What oversight role has UNDP played in this regard?

Please summarize the role of the CO in relation to project oversight and technical g

M&E support. What chllenges have been experienced in carrying out these

responsibilities? What actions were taken to address such challenges? What were

outcomes?

1  What support was provided by the RTA throughout project development and
implementation? Describe the relatistrengths and weaknesses of such support.

1 How have the UNDP/GEF CO and Regional Office supported the projectiprojess
learning and knowledge sharing, especially with GEF projects with similar objective
the region?n particular, those withintte GWP programme?

1 How frequently has th&roject Board/'Steering Committeenet? Has the composition o
the Project Board been optimal to oversee implementation? Would it have been
beneficial to include any other stakeholders?

Linkage / 1 How is project implementation coordinated with other UNDP initiatives (list thefa)

stakeholder example SGRGovernance, etc-.and what benefits have been evident as a result?

engagemat 1  What other GEF and bilateral projects are relatetK@DERlist them), and how are
efforts being coordinated?

1 How do the stakeholders (state and netate)contribute towards the sustainability of
KGDEButcomes?

1 How are project relations with partnersfow would you characterise them?

Financing 1 5S8&O0ONRKGS ! suppbring prdjeBt findnciAgyHave GEF and UNDP financing

arrangements proceeded smoothly for implementatigoany delays or setbacks relate

to financing?Are there sufficient financial resources to implement the project as
described in the Project Documg

Has there been any impact of any shortfalls in project financing?

If so, how is UNDP addressing these financial challenges?

I & ! b Hinagkiég b&eh fully delivered, and what activities does it support?

What coT A y | ¥ O Argairiafskdiagtitiy?

Ly ! b5t Q& 2LAYA2VENTOERa tHe PMIU cOckdbatdl frajectk |

execution? What were the relative strengths and weaknesses?

Has the project been adequately resourced in relation to its planned activitigs,itsu

and outcomes? What specific resouneated problems have been encountered, and

how were these resolved?

T 1Fa GKS LINRP2SOiQa idSydazy (G2 adadl A

context?

What will happen to project equipment?

Howhave risks been logged and managed by the UNDP Office?

What risks have emerged since the project started?

Have these been logged and is there an appropriate response/mitigation?

What has been the overall impact of the Coet® pandemic?

What specific actins has UNDP put in place to mitigate these?

How haghe KGDEP projecontributed towardsa reduction in the loss of wildlife and

sustainable livelihoodm the Ghanxi and Kgalagadin Botswana®hat specific impactg

has it achieved?

Relevance /
mainstreaming

= —a(—a —a

M&E

E

E e I I

Execution

E ]

Risks

=a (=2 = —a —a 8|9

Results / Impacts
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1 Are the logframe targets achievable within the time and budget remaining?

9  If not what course of action should be taken?

1 2KFG YFAY fSaazya KIFI@S 0SSy fSIFENYySR ¥

Sustainability 1 Inwhat ways will UNDP continue to foster the sustainabilitt@DEButcomes post
project?

PMU

Information 1  Confirm the list of outputs / documents available to the evaluation

Relevance / 1 How have UNDP and GEF gerafe rural community.JS 2 LJf SaQ LRt A0

mainstreaming been addressed during project implementation. Could more have been done?

1 How is the project linked to crosmutting issues such as climate change, poverty
alleviations, etc?

Coadination / 9 Describe the coordination oversight mechanism betw8ENTDEAand the PMU.

M&E How well integrated was the PMU wilbEA How often were meetings held between
the NPD and PM / other PMU staff? How long were the meetings? Has this been
adequateto ensure smooth execution of the project?

1  What support have you received from UNDP CO during implementation? Was this
adequate? Describe relative strengths and weaknesses.

1 Please provide a project management diagram

Linkage / 1  Whatother GEF projects are related kiGDEPand how are efforts being coordinated?

stakeholder What are MBITDEAF YR | b5t / hQ& NRftS&a Ay O22NR

engagement 1  How have other sectors been involvedg.eagriculture tourism, forestry water
resources?

Financing 1 Financing; descrbe responsibilities for financial management among the team. Ho
accountability ensured in the management of GEF funds?

1 Any delays in receiving GEF funds cficancing inputsHow are these documented
and reportedAVhat were the impacts of any sucleldys? What action was taken to
address such problemd® the UNDP cinancing should be reported through the
normal budget reporting mechanism?

1 How is irkind cafinancing beingecorded?

1 Has the project been adequately resourced in relation to its planned activities, outp|
and outcomes? What specific resounegated problems have been encountered, and
how were these resolved?

 What issues remain?

1 What will happen to project equipment?

I  What audits have been doné®here any questions raised?

Execution 1 Have there been any changes in PMU staffing?

1 Why?

1 PMU Office locatioig what benefits / disadvantaged¥re there conflicts between both
areas of the project? How has an equitable distribution of project efforts been
achieved?

1  What have been the most significant challenges in implementing the planned activi

1  What process was followed to find nationarsultants? Was it difficult to find suitable
expertise withinBotswan&

1 Update on progress against top priorities identified in the PIRs, including:

0 Since June 2020
1 Update on other relevant recommendations:
0 Since June 2020
Risks 1 What risks face theustainability of the project outcomes?
1 Can you break them down:
o Financially
0 Intuitional
0 Sociepolitically
o Environmental
Information 1 Confirm what project related data is held and how it is managed (who is responsibl
Management what databases)? Whatilvhappen to these data after project closure?

1 Describe the backip and virus protection measures taken to protect project data. Hg
these been adequate? Any weaknesses that need to be addressed?

Results / Impacts 1 How hasKGDERontributed towardsintegrated landscape approach to managing

Kgalagadi and Ghanzi drylands for ecosystem resilience, improved livelihoods and
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reduced conflicts between wildlife conservation and livestock produétidfhat specific
impacts has it achieved?

Are the results framewdrtargets achievable within the time and budget remaining?
What lessons have been learned from your experience of implementing the project
Add specific questions relating to the status of results framework indicators. Check
assumptions

Sustainability

Has an)KGDEBustainability and Exit Plan been approved by the Project
BoardSteering Committe@ Is it being implemented?
Do you have any concerns about this plan?

MENT DEA

Relevance /
mainstreaming

How doesKGDERontribute towards national policy and strategic priorities? Could it
have done more®hat lessons have been incorporated into the National Strategy ta
Combat Wildlife Crime? The National CBNRM Policy?

How haghe KGDERontributed towardsGWPimplementation in theBotswan&

What relevance does it have to other national priorities and policies?

Has it improved coordination between agencies involved in combatting wildlife crim

M&E /
Coordination

= (=a —a —9

=

Describe the coordin&in oversight mechanism between the NEDEAand the RMU.
How often are meetings held between the N&i PM/ other PMU staff? How long
are the meetings? Has this been adequate to ensure smooth execution of the proje
What are the reporting requirementsetween thePMUand theMENT?

Linkage /
stakeholder
engagement

= —a

How isKGDERoordinated with related GEF and otherdébilateral) biodiversity/rural
livelihoods projects, and the other GWP projétts

What lessons from KAZA have been incorporated intokiEBDEP system?

How have other sectors been involvedg.eagriculture tourism,water resources
others?

Financing

Has the project been adequately resourced in relation to its planned activities, outp|
and outcomes? What specific resounegtated probems have been encountered, and
how were these resolved?

Execution

What progress has been made against tiye priorities identified in thePIRs including:

0 ThereportedunderSa GAYI GS 2F GKS O2aia 27
0N} GS3e Ay (KS HoINRePeShode EnstedR Bereitehger
offered? Was there a beneamarking exercise?

o Why was there andhitial delay in establishing the Project Managem®emit
(PMUP

0 What are the ballenges in coordinating the various implementing partners
and their contributing componen®&What organisational or structural
changes need to be made to improve coordination?

o Why are there dlays in mobilising the efinancingelement® Can the project
achieve its outcomes without this dmancing? What can be done to improv
cofinancing?

0 Why are there ballenges in recruiting and retaining PMU persoffnélhat
are the differences between the NIM modality described in the Rtoje
Document and the present arrangement? Why?

0 What have been the short to medium term impacts of the Cd#cpandemic
2y GKS LINR2SOGQa SESOdziAzyK 2K
outcomes?

0 What measures have been put in place to mitigate thpacts of Covid 9 on
the performance and long term impacts of the project?

Risks

=

What risks face the sustainability of the project outcomes?
Who needs to do what to mitigate these risks?

Results / Impacts

=

Overall, how ha&GDERontributedto the reducton in illegal killing of wildlife and the
IWT? In Botswana? In the regio¥hat specific impacts has it achieved?

How have the interventions reduced the incidence of HWC?

In what ways has it made rural livelihoods more secure?

How has it secured continyitbetween protected areas?

Are all the lograme targets achievable within the time and budget remaining?
What lessongre beingearned from the project?

Sustainability

=a(=a =4 —a —a -9

Has aKGDERBustainability and Exit Plarfbw will this play out? Triggers?
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What measures WiMENT/DEAake to ensure that the outcomes 6{GDERre
sustainable?

How will MENT/DEAeek to replicate / upscalé GDEResults to otherparts of the
KGDEP systemn

ProjectSteering CommittePSCinembers

Relevance /
mainstreaming

M&E /
Coordination
Linkage /
stakeholder
engagement

Execution

Risks
Results / Impacts

Sustainability

il

E ] = =4 =4 = =4 -8 =

E N

How hasKGDERontributed towards the implementation of national biodiversity
conservation policiege.g. on combatting wildlife crime, CBNRM, Sustainable
development, etc.3 How does this fit with the rural development context?
How frequently has th®SGnet? Was this adequate for project oversight?

Has the composition of theSZbeen optimal to oversee implementation?
Would it have been beneficial to include any other stakeholders?
Does the PSC represent local governtraaid community interests?
How have other sectors been involvedg.egriculture forestry, tourism water
resources?
Describe the nature of theS® & R $king pracyss
How effective was the $0n taking action on any difficult issues@daribe.
I'Fa GKS LINR2SOGQa FGiSydazy G2 adadl A
context?
How has the BCaddressed thd?IRrecommendations? Has this been effective?
0 On agency collaboration?
o0 Securing a land use plan?
What risks areghere to the sustainability of project outcomes?
How haghe KGDEPBontributed towards biodiversity conservation Botswan® What
specific impacts has it achievéelg. on combating wildlife crime, the IWT, sustainable
rural livelihoods reducing HWC, efc
Are the lograme targets achievable within the time and budget remaining?
What lessons have been learned from the project?
How will the outcomes dKGDEPe replicated to otheareas of the KG systeand
upscaled acrasthecountryas a whole?

National ConsultantsContracted Parties and CTA

M&E / 1  What are your reporting requirements? Could yHee improved in any way?
Coordination 1 How were your assignments coordinated? Were your inpug-coordinated with
other project activities? How could this have been strengthened?
1  Where the ToR relevant to the expected outcomes?
Execution 1 How smooth has the contracting process been? Any challenges involved?
Results / Impacts 1  Describe the main dputs and impacts of your specific assignments
1 How will the results of your work be used to support futaaion against wildlife
crime/reduction in HWC/CBNRM/the establishment of wildlife corridoBotswan®&
1  What lessons have been learned from youperiences?
 How hasKGDEontributed towardsa reduction in wildlife crime and sustainable land
use including wildlife a s a land use option in the KG sy&Mfhat specific impacts has
it achieved?
Sustainability 9 How sustainable are the results ydur inputs and why?
National NGOs
Relevance / 1 How relevant do you thinKGDERas been in terms of the needs thie KGDEBystem?
mainstreaming 1 Do your organisations objectives align to those of the KGDEP? How?
Linkage / 1  What related activities is your organization currently implementing or planning, and
stakeholder how have these been linked witkGDEFRif at all)?
engagement 1 Has the PMU been supportive of your work?
1 Have you had any concerns? Where you able to voice these conddiratavas the
outcome?
Financing I What cefinancing or other support has your organization provided?
Execution 1  What role have you played KGDEProject preparation and implementation? How

could this role have been enhanced for greater mutuhefits / synergy?
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Does the project pay sufficient attention to awareness raising and sustainable
livelihoods?

Does the project pay sufficient attention to issues of gender/equality?
Specific questions to be added for each organization

Results / Impacts

=a —a

=

How haghe KGDEPRontributed towardsreducing wildlife crime and IWC in Botswa&na
What specific impacts has it achieved?

Has the project provided greater security to rural communities in the project area?
Has it reduced HWC incidents?

Does the project adguately address landscagevel conservation approaches for the
effective management dhe KGDE system?

Any lessons learned?

Sustainability

= —a —a |—a

What should UNDPMENTbe doing to follow up the project?
Are there specific areas of the project which arere vulnerable?
What actions will your organization be taking to follow it up?

District Administration/ Local Government

Relevance /
mainstreaming

How relevant has the project been to ydurNJBdew@lapment priorities?
Wherethesd INA 2 NA GAS& AyOfdZRSR Ay (GKS LINR2
28SNB e2dz Ayo2t SRk O2yad# 6GSR 2y G(KS LN
Do you support the objectives of the project?

Linkage /
stakeholder
engagement

= =4 —a —a —a

= —a

How have other sectors been involvedg.egriculture livestock, tourism, forestry
water resources?

Are there specific conflicts between these sectors?

Are you satisfied with the PMU? Is there anything that needs to be changed?

Financing

Has youmdminstration provided any cdinancing or other contributions towards the
project activitiesan-kind?

Execution

=

How has the implementation dhe KGDEBeen coordinated with youadministratior?
What role has youadministrationplayed in the project?

Howwell has it been implemented within your territory? What relative strengths ang
weaknesses? What could have been improved?

Describe progress in implementation of capacity building fordbeentralised/district
level agencieand community groups

Risks

What risks may affect the sustainability of the project results locally?

Results / Impacts

What specific results and impacts has the project achieved?
How has this benefited the people of yocanea?
Whatlessonswverelearned?

Sustainability

= =4 —4a —a _a _a_a._a/.4-2=a

How can these benefits be sustained?

How do you think they can be replicated / upscaéetoss the KGDE

What should UNDPMENT/DE/Ae doing to follow up the project?

What actions will youadministrationbe taking to follow it up?

Have any of the actitiés or outputs from the budget caused you to include these in
your budgeting?

DWNP / BPS / BDF DISS / DCEC

M&E 1  How has coordination been maintained with tR&U How regularly are meetings
held? How often are field reports submitted?

Linkage /  To what extent have local stakeholders been involved? What mechanisms were us

stakeholder and how effective were they?

engagement 1  How effective are thectivities in addressingrésolving issues?

Financing 1 Have there been any delays or problems recgj\financing for project activities at the
site? How were they resolved?

Execution 1 What mainKGDERCctivities have been implementday your organisation/agenc¢yand
how well have they been implemented? What relative strengths and weaknesses?
could hare been improved?

1 Is your organisation/agency better capacitated to fulfil its duties now?

1  Describe progress in implementation of capacity building/tam organisation/agency.

1  Describe progress in the evaluation, documentation and readiness for replicatihe
outcome of the activityls this approach ready for replication? What else needs dong

Risks 1 What risks may affect the sustainability of project outcomes at your site
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What effectsof climate change at your site?

Results / Impacts

E ]

What specific results and impacts has the project achideegtour
organisation/agency

Will these be completed by 2023?

How has the project benefited local communities at the site?

How have women, minorities and disadvantaged people benefited?
What lesons have been learned from your experiences?

Sustainability

=4 —a & —a _a_a _2

How can these benefits be sustained?
How do you think they can be replicated / upscaldgthin your jurisdictior?
What should UNDPMENT/DE /e doing to follow up the project?

TargetCommunitie

s /Sakeholders

Financing

What contributions and / or support have you provided to the project activities
What support has the project provided to you?

Execution

= —a —a |—a —a

WhatKGDERctivities have been implemented with your involvement?

What was your role in these activities, and how were you engaged?

How well have they been implemented? What relative strengths and weaknesses?
could have been improved?

Did youencounter any problems with the activity? How were these resolved?

Results / Impacts

What specific results and impacts has the project achieved in this area?
How has the project benefited you (local communities)?
What lessons have been learned frogour experiences?

Risks

=20 O O |=

What risks may affect the sustainability of project outcomes at yourositef the
activity?

Sustainability

o o

How can these benefits be sustained?

How do you think they can be replicated / upscaled in your /tmeaher communites?
What should UNDPMENT/DEA district administratiorbe doing to follow up the
project?

Trustsq¢ Communiti

es / stakeholders

Financing 1 How did you become involved in the project?
1 What contributions and / or support have you provided to fhreject activitie®
1  What contributions have been made by the project?
Execution 1 WhatKGDERctivities have been implemented with your involvement?
1  What was your role in these activities, and how were you engaged?
1 How well have they been implemented? Whalative strengths and weaknesses? W
could have been improved?
1 Have you had any problems with the PMU? How were these problems resolved?
1 Have women and youth been involved in the activity? How?
Results / Impacts 1 What specific results and impacts has the project achieved in this area?
1 How has the project benefited you (local communities)?
1 How have these activities reduced specific threats to wildlife?
1 How have they reduced HWC?
1  What lessons have bedearned from your experiences?
1 Add further questions on specific activities
Risks 1  What risks may affect the sustainability of project outcomes at your site
Sustainability 1  How has the activity benefited your community/Trust?
1  How can these benefits be sustained?
1 How do you think they can be replicated / upscaled in your area?
1 Have any other trusts or communities expressed an interest in the activities you ha
implemented?
1 What should UNDPMENT/DEA district administratiorbe doing to follow up the

project?
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Annex9

Time/Venue

08:00¢ 08:50
Ghanzi

09:00¢ 10:00
Ghanzi

10:10¢ 11:00
Ghanzi

11:10¢ 12:00
Ghanzi

14:00¢ 14:45
Ghanzi

15:00¢ 15:30
Ghanzi

16:00¢ 16:30
Ghanzi

08:30¢ 11:00

14:00¢ 14:45

15:30¢ 16:30
Ghanzi

KGDEP UNBBEF PIMS590/ GEF ID 9154. MTR Final Repduine 2021

. Field mission logistical plan

Topic

Monday 19" Meeting with Executing Agency and implementing partners

Meeting DEA representative

Meeting with ODC personnel

Meeting with LandBoard personnel

Meeting with DWNP personnel

Meeting with DFRR personnel

Meeting with DAP personnel

Meeting with CCB field officer

Tuesday 20 April: Meeting with GhanZommunity Reps

Meeting West Hanahai and East Hanahai representative

Meeting with Bere representative

Meeting with Kacgaeepresentatives

Travel and overnight in Kang

Wednesday 21 April: Meeting with Kgalagadi North Rep

07:30¢ 11:00
11:00¢ 12:00
12:00¢ 15:00

15:00¢ 16:00

16:00-17:00

Travel to Ukhwi
Meetingwith Ukhwi Representatives

Travel to Zutshwa

Meeting with Zutshwa representatives

Travel and overnight in Hukuntsi
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Persons whom
mission team will
meet

Mapeu

Tlotleng, Setekia,
Maithamako

Tabengwa,
Seoleseng

Rakose, Bakane

Seabo

Selape

Mathaba

Kgosi West

Hanahai, Onosi
Dithapo, Kgosi East
Hanahai

Xhakare Leneke

Kamanyane

Kgosi Ping, Lucas

Kgosi, Koto(Trust
Rep)



Time/Venue

KGDEP UNBBEF PIMS590/ GEF ID 9154. MTR Final Repduine 2021

Topic

Thursday 22 April; Meeting with Kgalagadi Nantiplementing partners

08:00¢ 09:00
09:10¢ 09:45
10:00 11:00

11:10¢ 12:00

Meeting with ODC

Meeting with DWNP

Meeting with DFRR

Meeting with DCP

Overnight in Hukuntsi

08301700
Hukuntsi

08:30¢ 17:00

BORAVAST

07:00¢ 12:00

1400¢ 16:00

Summarization and collation of KG North and GH data/information

Saturday 24 April; travel and overnight in Tsabong
Sunday 25 April; Travel and overnight in Bokspits
Monday 26 April; Meeting with Boravast Representatives

Friday 23 April

Meeting with BORAVAST representatives and visit sites

Overnight at Bokspits

FinalDraft
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Persons whom
mission team will
meet

Manyothwane
Mogapi
Mathibidi

Besson

consultant

Kgosi Hendricks,
Titus, Kamboer,
Yster

Tuesday 27 April; Travel to Tsabong via Khawa to meet community representatives

Travel to Khawand meet with community representative

Travel to Tsabong and overnight

Wednesday 28 April; Meeting with Kgalagadi South IPs

0800- 0830

08:40¢ 09:40

09:50¢ 10:20
10:30-11:00
11:10¢ 12:00
14:00¢ 14:45
15:00-15:30

15:4516:15

08:30¢ 13:00

Meeting with DEA and DOT personnel

Meeting with ODC

Meeting with DWNP

Meeting with Gender affairs

Meeting with DFRR

Meeting with Water affairs

Meeting with Landboards

Meeting with Kgalagadi District Council

Meeting with PMU

Thursday 28 April; Meeting with KGDEP PMU
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Seitshiro

Timile, Annah

Mangwa,
Masuntlha

Maja
Kombani
Moshoeshoe
Makwana
Karabo

Ntereke

PMU/CTA
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and National Parks
(DWNP). Feasibility and
modalities of creating
other fora, especially at
district (Kgalagadi and
Ghanzi Districts) level will
be determined through

the ongoing NCA study.

law enforcement
agencies over
50%

The centres
will manned by
all the law
enforcement
agencies i.e.
DWNP,BDF,DI
S,BPS.
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Objective: To Mandatory a) National Not a. There is currently a a) National a 1 a) National e) The strategy is MU Insufficient data for
promote an Indicator 1: or strategy / reported | National Antipoaching strategy on b. 4 strategy on currently agencies to make
integrated Output2.5): Extent| protocol on strategy which is used as inter-agency c. 1 inter-agency under review informed decisions
landscape to which legal or inter-agency the National Strategy on collaboratio - collaboratio and upd on illegal hunting in
: pdate 4
approach to policy or collab Inter-Agency ncl n-1 . KGDEP area, raises|
) I X AT i process is i
managing institutional oration ¢ 0 Collaboration; this is in the| p) Inter-agency b) inter-agency ted that SESP risks and datg
Kgalagadi and frameworks are in | Inter-agency process of being reviewed|  forac 3 forac 3, expected tha needs to be
Ghanzi drylands | place for forag1 and its adequacy and ¢) Joint fully the be disaggregated to
for _eposystem consgwation, effectivgness will be operations No data functional2 ggmpfteld by inform rationale
_resﬂlence, sustainable use, ¢) Joint det_ermlned thrc_)ugh the Centre (JOC) | available for | ©) Joint pr_l _ land use (e._g. PAC
q’npfoved and access _and Operations national (;ap_acny Needs c1 Capacity operations 2021.This will HW(;, subsstence_
livelihoods anq benefit sharing of Centre (JOC) study which is ofgoing. d) District forac 2 | Score cards a  Centre (JOC) be supported huntlng, commercial
reduced conflicts | natural resources, o The study Capacity this point c 1, fully by the JOC and poaching, IWC,
between wildlife | biodiversity and recommendations will IS pol - SiOX0
. ) > scorecards for functional IDCC..In .
conservation and| ecosystems usher in opportunities for ildlif L terms of Overemphasis on
livestock d) District the improvement of the wiaie d) District fora erms o equipment
roduction forac 0 strate management ¢ 2, fully procurement- Un-convincin
P b O gY't ‘ institutions and functional All the id th ?
- One interagency forum | o eorcement required evidence that
Not updated exists at the moment and agencies over Capacit § approach is I!nked
this is based at the 09 pacity materials of to SESP findings or
headquarters of all the 40% scorecards for the JOC AND utilising consensual
agencies (Gaborone); it is wildlife IDDC have approaches i.e.
coordinated bythe mattrlta%ement q been procured supporting Trusts to
Department of Wildlife institutions an and installed. secure resource

tenure. No IDDC in
project domaing 3
IDDC developed are|
not in the project
domain

124 Fully functional under b, c and d mean that the legal provisions and capacities have been provided, hence capacitifigapiitenPPG have been addressed.
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This also applies to the
JOC. The NG#ll be
completed by December
2019 and work on the
establishment of relevant
structures will commence
in 2020.

f) One national
IAF (being the
National Anti
Poaching
Committee) is
operational
which meets
in Gaborone
on fortnight
basis to share
intelligence
information on
Anti
poaching,illegal
wildlife trading
and other
wildlife crimes.
The NAC is
supported by
district sub-
committees
and currently
they are three
operational in
Chobe,Ngamila
nd and Central
district with
the fourth one
to be
established in
Kgalagadi in
2021.

g)The ACT is
under Review
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and will be
finalised in May
,the review
process is
funded by
UNDP Procure
ment- All the
required
materials for
the JOC have
been procured
and installed.
The centre is
manned by all
the law
enforcement
agencies i.e
DWNP,BDF,DI
S,BPS.
h) Thereare
three
operational in
Chobe,Ngamila
nd and Central
districts.
SELF
REPORTED
Highly
Satisfactory
Mandatory 0 a. Itis too early to present| 200 (male: 18M/19F=3 | 500 (250male/ To date there are Value chain study of
indicator 2(for (male/female | Not any figures for delivery 100/female: 100) | 7 pple 250 female) only two poor quality &
Output 1.3.) ) reported | against this target, as no operational two utility
Number of new ventures have yet value chain busines NGOs active in
additional people been activated. How_ever being charcoal and project area
through a Value Chain supported by
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400/female: 400)
benefitting from i)
supply chains,
ecotourism
ventures ii)
mainstreaming
SLM practices in
the communal
areas

viable ventures that have
been recommended for
actualization by
communities. Thes
ventures are expected to
be launched in 2020
through facilitation of the
project and Implementing
Partners and the PMU.
b. To lay the groundwork
for uptake of SLM in the
communal areas, the
project has conducted
training of selected
community members40
total, 17 female/23 male)
in the control of Prosopis
(an invasive species in the
drylands) through its
harvesting and utilization
for livestock fodder
production; this is
fostering good rangeland
management (SLM). It is
too early to generate any
statistics regarding uptake
of SLM measures at this
stage.

750/female: 750)

in BORAVAST.
Though there was
consultant hired to
identify viable
profitable
ECOTOURISM,
challenges in
community
readiness and
sustainability of the
recommended
ecotourism
ventures were
guestionable and
therefore the re
consultation
process in Nov/2c
2020 after a six
months lapse in
activities in
activities due to
COVID-19
pandemic. Uther
scrutiny of the
identified projects
in underway with
the aim of devising
an effective way of
implementation of
these with
improved
community
ownership and
participation. This
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(f/m) 800 (male: study there are ten (10) 1500 (male: fodder producton project & providing

high quality suppdr
to communities.
Value chains &
enterprises are not
supporting the
outcome and GWP
project objectives
Lifting of hunting
ban likely to assist
process by
revitalising Trusts
SESP Risks not
identified early.

Project has good
linkages with NGOs
but is not yet
capitalising on these|

Failure to use NGOs
as Component
Managers in
Inception Phase
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process is to be
embarked within
the 2021 AWP
worth
$240,049.00.Thoug
h resources are
available in the
AWP,any lapse in
the facilitation
process might
cause adelay and i
the attainment of
the intend targets.
Training has been
done on basic
bushfire
management in six
villages in the targe
areas and
procurement of
bushfire fighting
equipment. This
training was geared
towards controlling
of wildfires within
the localities of the
villages in the targe
areas and this is on
of the SLM
practisesUther
more a total of 10
champion farmers
were taken on a
learning
/benchmarking trip
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to Zimbabwe to be
oriented on holistic
livestock and
rangeland
management
practises. The
farmers were then
to embark on

these practises on
their respective
practises ad also
impart what they
have learned to
other farmers in the
areas. As a follow
up to the
Zimbabwe trip the
MOA office in
Ghanzi supported
by the KGDEP
organised an open
day in on of the the
farms (Brahman
Farm over 75 local
farmers were
invited to havefirst-
hand experience on
how to HLM
practises are being
up taken in
Botswana. then
participated with In
an effort to upscale
the uptake of SLM
in communal areas
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through practises
such as climate
smart agriculture
and holistic
rangeland
management ,the
project is
embarking on a ne
community
engagement
strategy which
entails ,partnership
with agencies such
as FAO,BITRI &
MOA, Who have
been involved in
similar initiatives
elsewhere. This
approach will
enable tapping into
adaptation of best
practises frontheir
previous initiatives.
This collaboration
will lead to reaching
the target in 2021.
SELRREPORTED
Moderately
Satisfactory

Indicator 3:

Rates/levels of
HumanWildlife
Conflict (especially
wildlife-livestock

Annual
average =
404 incidents
Ghanzi =
165

incidents

Not
reported

Though the DWNP
continue to record such
AYyOARSY(G&kRI
been collated yet due the
fact that there are still on

Reduce annua
average number
of incidents by
30% by the end of
the project

No data is
available at
this point

going initiatives expected

The HWCS has
been developed an
was completed in
June 2020delays in
completion and roll

Reduce average
annual number of
incidents by 50%

i
25
&=
a 2
()
3
D
>
3

Bunel

10} UOREOLISNC

Positive & negative
data should be
recorded in the PIR
HWCSrategyis a
good start but HWC
will likely continue

102



KGDEP UNBBEF PIMS590/ GEF ID 9154.

MTR Final Repdune 2021

project sites

239 incidents
Not Updated

impact in this area. The
project has to date trained
thirty (30) technical
officers in¢uding officers
from the DWNP on
monitoring and evaluation
(M&E) and this resulted in
the development of a data
gathering template which
will be used to collect
monitoring data.
Furthermore, the project
in collaboration with
relevant IPs is developing
Human Wildlife Conflict
Strategy, which lays the
basis for reducing HWC
through facilitating the
adoption of locally
relevant strategies for
reducing HWC and also
facilitate HWC training for
communities through a
consultancy. This
consultancy is to
commene in August 2019
3. In addition, the project
has to date successfully
held two (2) multi
stakeholder forums (1st
Quarter dialogueGhanzi
and 2nd Quarter Dialogue
¢ Tsabong) with focus on
unpacking the HWC from

a0 1SK2t RSNA

-19 had been
encountered thus
the project. The
target communities
have appraised on
the existence of the
strategy however
its impact on the
HWC would only
be realised upon its
roll out as
recommended in
the implamentation
and action plan
which is to
commence in April
2021.Planning was
carried out with the
custodian IP being
DWNP to cater for
the roll out
activities which are
budgeted for in the
2021 AWR .This
parties like
NGOS's(CCB)are
inline to co facilitate
the roll out
facilitate with the
DWNP.
SELRREPORTED
TBR?

FinalDraft
17/07/2021
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predation) in the Kgalagadi = to have some notable out due to COVID to rise with increase

in boreholes and
incursions into the
WMA

Not able to report
on indicator
Objective indicator
& Outcome 2 are
tAY1SRD t
focus on value chain
misses opportunity
to invest in HWC
reduction through
micro-project
investment.
Activities are not
mutually
supportive.
Different aspects to
HWC:

Spatial organisation
¢ avoidance
Technical
interventionsg
mitigation

Rapid response
Compensation
(direct &
acceptance of costs
in return for
benefits)-no
evidence of this in
aglt dzS OK
response
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Outcome 1: Indicator 4:Rates | i) Seizures Not It is not possible yet to i) Seizures No data is i) Seizures - The HWCS has MU DWPM is a project
Increased of inspections or | Arrestsc reported | record any measurable Reduce by 40% available at | Reduce by 80% been partner & should
national and cases, seizures, 65 cases changes against these (should this point i)y Prosecutins- provide the data
District level arrests and per year targets, as the projectis | increase Increase to 95% | developed and was Progress in activitieg
capacity to tackle| successful ii) currently focusing on instead by iii)y Convictims - completed in June is positive but needs
wildlife crime prosecutions of Prosecutio laying the groundwork for | about 25% Increase by 85 % | 2020, to be accelerated
(including wildlife case¥® nsc 89% addressing wildlife cri@. | during the first iv) Pending del . Not able to assess
poachingwildlife i Important steps include: | 2 years or so cases Reduce elaysin i indicator due to lack
poisoning and Conviction L.As a basis for getting | gue to {0 less than 259 | COMAetion and ro ofdata
illegal trafficking sC11% active participation and improved Wildlife deaths out due to COVID Prosecutions take
and trade) iv) Pending involvement of Law_ _ patrol effort) from poisoning -19 too Iong_to process
casesc enf_orcement agencies in | iy posecutions Reduce by 75% had been _to t_)e reliable
their related activities, indicators.
75% ; i - Increase to encountered thus
- there is consistent o :
Wildlife o . 95% (marginal .
communication with them | X the project. The
deaths from ) . increase first 2 "
o on the functionality of target communities
poisoningg . > years as .
thd their legal and policy training and have appraisedn
Not frameworks. sutlElitg the existence of the
2.To date developments . strategy however
Updated geared towards making capacity occurs

some positive impact
include;

a. 1 Environmental
Compliance Training
course for sectors
implementing
environmental legislation
and law enforcement
agencies

b. 1 Forensic
training/Evidence
Preservation Traininfor

law enforcement agencies

on
investigations
gets underway)
iii) Gnvictiors-
Increase to 30
%

iv) Pending
cases- Reduce
to 50%

Wildlife deaths
from poisoning
Reduce by 30%

its impact on the

HWC would only
be realised upon its

roll out as

recommended in
the impleamentation

and actionplan
which is to

commencen April
2021.Planning was
carried out with the

custodian IRip)

125 DWNP does not have alatabasdor poachingnformation: HWC data captured in MOMS, hence the recommendation for this project to extend MOMS to include poaching. iitng isaubdivided into
independent operationaones exclusively assigned to different security agenciesnost cases keep poaching data to themselves (hence the need for aTl2@008 data likely underestimates 2016 poaching
levels because so many factors have changed since then notably heightened poaching, ban on hunting and intensifietiyphicbl efiv incorporates other security agencies. The database on poaching will be

established and baseline updated during the inception period
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c. Terms of Reference being DWNP to
development for National cater for the roll
Capacity Assessment stud out activities which
for law enforcement are budgetedar in
agencies which will the 2021 AWP.
establish the extent to This parties like
which project support is NGOS's(CCB)are
Z(t‘:&?ghzrexeof Inter inline to cofacilitate
agency Diffusion Ceéers the, roll OUt_
(IDC), equipping of the facilitate with the
National Veterinary DWNP.
Laboratory (NVL) and SELRREPORTED
supporting COBRA Satisfactory
operations and clean up
campaigns.
Specific and targeted
trainings will be provided
for in the next AWP and
resources for putting in
place necessary logistics
for operationalization of
relevant structures will
also be provided for.
Indicator 5: 28% Not The Capacity Developmen 40% No data is 50% SELREPORTED No | Not Scorecard is a very
Capacity of wildlife| Not Updated | reported | Scorecads will be updated available at Rating able to | specific aggregate
management ahead of the MTR. The this point report | measure across a

institutions and
law enforcement
agencies to tackle
IWT (UNDP
Capacity
Scorecard)

project is currently
undertaking a Capacity
Needs Assessment study,
which will amongst others:
recommend capacity
building requirements for
law enforcement agencies
and wildlife management
institutions; Present a
strategy for directing

capacity development

range of variables
MTR is not able to
report without the
Score Card
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