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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

This report is a mieterm performance evaluation of USAID/Ne@aHariyo Ban (HB) project. HB is
USAIDNepafs flagship project under the natural resources management and climate change sector. It is
a fiveyear project with a total budget just over USD 29.9 million that began in August 2011. The overall
goal of HB is to reduce adverse impacts of climate changehardts to biodiversity in Nepal. The HB
project is implemented in two nationally important biodiverse landscapes: Chitmaapurna Landscape
(CHAL) and Terai Arc Landscape (TALDB is implemented by the World Wildlife Fund, along with
CARE, National Tust for Nature Conservation (NTNC), and Federation of Community Forestry Users
Nepal (FECOFUN).

The purpose of this miderm evaluation was to:

1 examine how effective the project strategies and approaches have been in addressiatyuthe
resources managnent NRM) and climate change issues and achieving the project goals and
objectives

identify what needs to change in the project for the remaining period until August, 20th

provide inputs to the upcoming NRNElobal Climate ChangeGCC) project, which is under
design at the moment

= =4

EVALUATION QUESTIONS

This evaluation addressed six questions:

1. Which Hariyo Ban (HB) strategies or approaches currently underway need more time to reach a
successful outcome, and which could be replicated or expanded iriuthee based on their
success to date?

2. How effective have the proje@ partnerships with the Government of Nepal (GoN) and local
communities been in terms of implementing activities and delivering results?

3. What synergies or challenges can be observed wughe combination of multiple higlevel

objectives (biodiversity conservation, climate change mitigagiod climate adaptation) within a

single project?

Does evidence exist that the projeBtapproach to integration led to improved outcomes?

What arethe advantages and disadvantages of the pi@®janique approach to climate adaptation

planning and implementation (CAR4} the community level, as opposed to the higiherelLocal

Adaptation Plan of Actio(LAPA process implemented elsewhere?

6. What key gaps and challenges remain in terms of accomplishing the stated objectives of Hariyo
Ban?

ok

EVALUATION METHODOLO  GY

The teamcomposedf one UShased consultant and three Nepali consultants, worked over seven weeks
to undertake the evaluationincludingsix weeks in Nepal. The tea# data collection methodology
includedthe following

9 Desktop review of secondary data including HB project documents and progress reports,
Government of Nepal (GoN) documents, and related scientific and technical reports aad da

! Please note that the use of CAPI seems to be erroneous as the generally accepted @mrisunity Adaptation Plan of ActiqCAPA).
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prepared by donors and implementing partners in Nepal to understand and assess implementation
progress towards HBproject objectives.

1 Semistructured key informant interviews (KIIs) with relevant stakeholders, GoN officials, and
implementing partnersWith input from USAIDNepal and the Hariyo Ban core team, the team
identified and prioritized a list of key informants.

1 Focusgoup discussiong$FGD9 with community leaders, beneficiary groups, woi@egroups such as
cooperatives, communitybased organizemns (CBOs), and field level project staff. FGDs were
conducted using a standardized checkdased questionnaire. FGD participants were drawn from
districts and sites in which HB activities are being implemented, with primary focus on the clusters,
corridors, sites and districts where most activities have occurred to date.

1 Sitevisits andield observatiors were conducted irL4districts and utilized a structured data collection
protocol to observehow HB activities operate on the ground and to underslaand assess key
constraints and challenges as well as opportunities during the course of implementation.

FINDINGS

Progress in the three HB objectives is generally good, particularly at the site and output levels. The
communitybased activitiessuch asbiodiversity conservation and NRM grodpspacitybuilding are
showing goodarogress The activities for meeting different objectives are generally integrated as they are
mutually compatible and the funding streams allow for flexibility in meeting coityrand sitebased
needs. The weakest objective is 2 because it is working on -#oylee-defined framework and largely
relies on policy success witReducing Emissions from Deforestation and Degradaf®BEDD+ and
payment forecosystemservices PE$ medanisms, although the communligsed activitiessuch as
awarenessaising, improved cook stoves, biogas, ambmegenerating activitiedGAs) for the poor,

are successful.

Partnerships with GoN have been difficult because HB is funded throagigovernment organizations
(NGOs) with little to no direct support for the government, and took some time to establish the program
level partnerships with the central government. Alatthoughgovernment representatives participated

in the original design argkevelopment of the program with USAID, this did not ensure ownership of the
program by the GoN due to various reasons including weak communication strategy of the HB with the
GoN partners. Thehigherlevel coordinating mechanism withB 6 s ¢ o utmetMeistyy af Forest

and Soil ConservatiorMoFSQ, through the Steering Committee and Working Groups seems generally
to be functional. At regional and district levels, the coordination mechanism is unclear, patchy, and based
on personal rapport and relatiahips. Only in the Western Development Region, where CHAL is located,
are the HB activities relatively wetloordinated. At the cluster and site levels, the partnership and
collaboration is generally workifigalthough more clear and effective in TAL tharGRIALA but needs
more coordination and integration.

Partnerships with communities and CBOs are generally good and build on a long history of work with
Community Forest User GroupgCFUGs) andBu f f er Zone Us@®B2UGs by @lotmemi t t e e
partners. In sme cases, CFUGs are starting to network to achieve multiple objectives.

Synergies areazurring, particularly between jectives 1 and 3, which lend themselves fairly naturally to
integration. At the site level, many synergies are seen. One of the regmysdccesses is the creation,
strengthening, and expansion of savings and ccedjeratives, especially by women membersastFUG
that has an impressive buildup of capital for extending soft interess loamembers. Thisin fact is one
resource tha can help continue livelihood activities.

The HB consortium partners are producing better outputs and outcomes because of complementing
expertise and capacity of the partners. The synergies can be seen both among the partners in terms of
sharing knowledg and tools, and at the ground level, in terms of more integrated activities and
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collaboration with communities. However, the transaction costs required of such partnerships are easy
to underestimate, as it appears they were in HB, especially at the legiohthe program. A program

with four diverse partners and other multiple NGOs, CBOs, and GoN partners requires a tremendous
amount of coordination, convening capacity, and managementwkilth must be balanced with progress

on the ground. Joint plaring, monitoring, and reflective learning at all levels can ensure more synergy and
complementarities.

Experience of partners played a key role in HB success. However, partners may be overconfident in their
experience. For example, some components are astintegrated as they might have if the partners
wereld basically casuswiang amrtolvudimessswi th some t wea

CAPAs are a good complement to LAPAs, providing a commuased set of vulnerabilities and
adaptation activities focused orost vulnerable community groups and forest/biodiversity sites. The large
number of CAPAs in both TAL and CHAL is considered as an opportunity to develop integrated and
implementable LAPAs in future, especially in TAL.

PRIMARY RECOMMENDATI ONS FOR REMAINDER OF HB

Over the next 20 months, we recommerttie following forHB:

1 Learn lessons from integrated sites that are showing synergies to ensure their sustainability after
HB (e.qg., policy foclimate change adaptatioB CAs and CFUG networking).

9 Either phaseut 6 p at ¢ hfiytiloseghattareless integratecindsuccessfél or work to bring
them the full package of activities (e.g-deor support governance activities, strengthen or re
run CLACs, ensure appropriate technical backstopping).

91 Develop a clear sategy for strengthening and/or reframing the water basin approach by focusing
resources and activities at sites that have potential to show how water basin approach can work
(e.g., focus on strong and workable PES sites).

1 Use CAPAs as bottom-up planningool to prepare LAPAsand mainstream both int®illage
Development Committee YDC) plans using theMinistry of Federal Affairs and Local
Development (M&ALD) framework of environment friendly local government planning (EFLGP).

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE PROGRAMS

Incorporate lessons from appropriate previous experiences and projects . We could not find
evidence of lessons being learned and applied to the design and implementation of CHAL base&on TAL
experiences. From the USAID side, this is particuladgprising as USAID had invested in TAL through
the Global Conservation Partnership for 10 years. We did see lessons from the SAGStidhgthened
Actions for Governance in Utilization of Natural Resourcpgdject being incorporated.

Have a clear strategy for choosing activities and sites . Selection of activities and sites should be
clearly linked to program outcomes. The benefits of a few good models should be weighed against trying
out a variety of activities at many sites. If the project chooses talhjitspread itself over many sites and
activities at the beginning of the project, they should be explicit about the purpose and dangers of
spreading resources thin and the consequences for activity/site success. The program should also have a
programmatt strategy and framework for how to develop integrated activities that can be models for
future activities and sustainable over time. For example, HB spread itself thin in CHAL. However, now
some strategizing and investment of resources into certain sifght bring them to fruition and provide

models that can be a legacy, such as watershed management and PES opportunities.

Make sure the right experts are involved . A complex and integrated program with multiple
objectives requires multidisciplinary inpwasd interdisciplinary management. It is surprising that there is
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no watershed expert, preferably with experience in payments for ecosystem services, in HB. We are
aware that an infrastructure expert was recently brought on as infrastructure emerges emenctearly

as a threat to the landscape. However, river basins, watersheds, and catchments were explicit operational
units of HB from the outset, yet there were no water management experts with relevant knowledge
involved in the project. Make sure the higexpertise even exists at the field level to provide appropriate
technical backstopping for specific activities, from seedling choice to water control.

Focus on scaling up community -based organizations (CBOSs), especiallZommunity Forest User
Groups CRUGS9), which are the intervention point of both TAL and CHAL, and also for watershed user
groups where appropriate. The creation of policies and mechanisms to facilitate CBOs to formally
network to reach multiple objectives is the next generation of langeazonservation.

Invest more resources in building community capacity to run their own projects from the

ground-up.L o c all people should be trained and hired as
ecology, public health, appropriate technologiyd so forth either by projects or by the CBO networks
themselves. lthe buffer zone around Chitwan, for examplecal peoplehave the capacity to be doing

most of the HB activities if trainingvas available. For example, ttmnservation area managente
committees(CAMC) and BZMC (buffer zone management committees)ld have their own staff to

manage many activities and work in collaboration with national NGOs and government staff.

Get the relationship right with the government from the beginning . Dedsions made at the
central levels need to be transmitted to the regional and district levels, so that GoN staff at the lower
levels will have incentives to own the program and coordinate their regular activitieshage of HB.
Future programs should balignedwith the GoN& priorities and engage with Gd@\planning process at
the local level to the extent possiblgltimately, it is the successful implementation of activities in the field
that will ensure the sustainability of programs.
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;+rfng ePsf sfo{gmdx? cg'udg / d"NofFsg ug{ bftfx? / sfo{;+rfng ug]{ ;fel
;+:yfx?n] tof/ kf/]sf lyP .

1 vf, hfgsf/L Ibg] JoIStx?sf] nfluS<n¥{ ePsf] kj#fnlM o;df ;DjlGwt
ITst/jifnfx?, ;/sf/L kbflwsf/Lx? / sfo{;+rfng ugl{ ;fem]on&2nePsf]
K|Zgfinlcg';f/ cGU/jftf{ ul/Psf] lyof] Pd?cfO8g]kfn / xl/of] jgsf] d'Vo
6f]nL;+u 5Snkmn u/L vf; hfgsf/L lIbg] JoIStx?sf] kixrfg / k|fyld3i.sfPf u/]sf]

{1 ;d"x s]Gb|Lt 5Mdmd'bfosf g]tfx?, nfeflGjt ;d"xx?, dixnf ;d"xx? Hf:t}
xsf/Lx?, ;d'bfofdf cfwfl/t ;+:yfx?, / :ynut sd{rf/Lx?;+u ;d"x s]IGb|t Snkmn
ul/Psf] lyof] . of] SnieglZrt (:6}G88]sIni6dfigixt k|Zgfjmd?sfkf]
cfwf/df ul/Psf] lyof] . oL ;d"x s]Gb|Lt 5Snkmnx?sf nflu ;xefuLx? IhNnf / Ifjgx
sfo{gmdsf] ultliwL ;+rfng ePsf] cfwf/df ul/Psf] lyof] . o;df vf; u/L Sni6/,
sf)l/8f]/x?, :ynut :yfgx? / INNNffx?sf] cfwf/df Snkmn ug]{ :yfg 5gf}6 ul/P:
lyof] .

{1 :ynut e |dOf / cjnflsgM o; d"'NofFsg 6flnLsh]b:&$6f Ihnfsf] e|dOf
u/df lyP. :6}G88{ r]sIni6 / k|ZgfjnLsf cfwf/, :ynut cjnf]sg, / ;/f]sf/ifnfx?;+u
5Snkmn u/]/ :ynut ?kdf sfo{gmdx? s;/L ;+rfng ePsf] 5, sfo{gmd ;+rfngdf s
s] sI7gfO{, jfwfx?, ;jfnx?,jfix? /x]sf 5g\egL Snknmu¥/Psf]lyof] .

pKnlAY® Findings_

xl/of] jgsf] tLgj6} p2]Zox? ljz]iftM 7fFp / k|itkmn txsf] k|ult /fd|f] 5 . ;d'bfodf cfwi
ulthwLx? h:t} h}ljs Iljljwtfsf] ;+/IfOf / k|fs[lts >f]t Joj:yfkg ;d"xx?sf] Ifdtf
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ljsf;x?n] /fd|fKk|ult u/]sf] b]ivPsf\5djleGg p2]Zox? xfl;n ugl{ ;+rfint sfo{x?
;fwf/Oftof PsLs[t ?kdf g} ;+rfng ePalsgs ItgLx? Ps cfk;df IdNbfh'NbPHg

;d"x tyf :yfg ljz]ifsf] cfjZostf kI/k"It ug{ klg cfly{s >f]tsf] k|jfxddf nrstf /x]sf]
b]ivG5;jeGbf gihf]/ p2]Zo @ GfDj/ /x]sf] 5 Isgls of] p2]Zo cem} kl/eflift gePsf] 9
cGt/ut sfd ul/ /x]s]f 5/ w]/}xb ;Dd jg ljgfz Pj+ jgsf] IfoLs/Of sd u/L sfj{g pT;h{g
s6fitL ug}{ / aejftfj/Of ;]jfsf] e'StfgLA h:tf gLltut ;kmntfdf e/ kb{5 . ttklg ;d'bfodf
cfwfl/t Igmofsnfkx? h:t} ;rltgf hufpg], ;'wfl/Psf] r'nf], ufla/Uof; Ryf ul/L]
;LdfGts[t ju{x8f] nflu cfocfh{gsf sfo{gmdx? ;kmn g} 5g

xl/of] jg cfoflhgf / glkfn ;/sf/ jLr ;fem]bf/L cln sI7g h:t} 5 Isgls of] kl/oflhgfn] u}/
ST/l ;+: YT dfkm{t cfly{skifittng u/]s]f 5 / g]kfn ;/sf/sf Igsfox?nfO{ w]/}yf]/}
K|Tolf ;xof|u u/]s]f 5 . glkfn ;/sf/;+u sfo{gmdsf Ix;fjn] ;fem]bf/L .yfkgf ug{ klg s
;do nfUof] . ;fy} z'?df of]hgf th'{df ubf{ / sfo{gmd tof/ ubf{ ;/sf/L Igsfosf k|ltiglwx?:
;xeflutf eP klg,oltn] dfg} of] sfo{gmdnfO{ g]kfn ;/sf/sf] :jfldTjdf z'lglZrttf ePsf]
b]ivPg . o:tf] x'g'df w]/} sf/Ofx? x'ghsivBg] xI/of] jg ki/of]hgfsf g]kfn ;/sf/sf
;fem]bf/x?;+usf] sdhf]/ ;+rf/ /0fgLIt klg kb{5 . xl/of] jg kl/of]hgf / jg tyf e";+/IfOf
dGgfnosfllilgwLx? /x]sf Igb{zg ;IdIt / sfo{ut ;d"x h:tf dflyNNff] txsf] ;+oflhg ug]
K|lgmofx? IgmofzLn /X]sifl§go / IHnnf txdf ;+oflhg k|lgmof :ki6 5}g . JolStut
;XhLs/Of / ;DjGwsf] cfwf/df cflz+s |f I56|1>th6 ;kmntk|fKt Bsf] b]lvG5 .
kIZrdfGransf Ifjqdf dfq Irtjg &Ggk"0f{ e"kl/lwsf] sfo{gmdx? t'ngfTds ?kdf /fd
;+0of]lhg ePsf] kfOof] . Sni6/ / :yfg ljz]if txsf] s'/fubf{ ;fem]bf/L / ;xeflutfn] ;fdfGot:
sfd ul/ /x]sf] kfOof] / cem I8&gk"0f{ e"kl/lw eGbf t/fOf eflkk|igmof j9L
K|djsf/L /x]sf] b]lvG5 t/ b'j}df ;dGjo / PsLs|t sfo{x? cem j9fpg' kg]{ b]IvG5 .

J} ;fem]bf/x?n] w]/} ;dob]lv ;fd'bflos jg pkef]Stf ;d"xx? Tfyf dWojtL{ If]gsf pkef]
Aditx? ;+u} sfd u/]sf] nfdf] Oltxf; ePsfln] :yfgLo ;ldIitx? / ;d'bfodf cfwfl/t
;+:yix 2t sf] ;fem]bf/L ;fdfGotof /fd|f] b]lvG5 . s]xL :yfgx?df t ;fd'bflos jg pkef]:
;d"xx?n] cfkm} IdIn jxp'b]Zox? xfl;n ug|{ ;+hfn jgfpg] sfd yfigL u/]sf 5g

p2]Zo GIDj/ ! [ # |Lr |jz]iftM ¢@&t/jn tyf cGt/phf{-synergy k|fKEPST] b]IvG5

Isgls oL b'@2]Zox? jLr K|fs[lts ?kn] tyf :jefjn] /fd|/L Ast/Ofk'Gig 7fFp

ljz]ifdf t cem w]/} l;,ghL{x? bilv@Bp/fd|f] ;kmntfx? dWo] ;aeGbf /fd|f] ;kmntf t
fd'bflos jg pkef]Stf ;dxx? ljz]iftM dixnf ;b:ox?n] jgfPsf], ;'b[9f Kij}éf]

u/]sf jrt  tyf COf ;xsf/Lx? Gf\5@;n] ubf{ ufFp :t/df w]/} k"FhLsf] lj:tf/ ePsf] 5/
;b:0x?nfO{ sd Jofhdf COf nufgL ePsf] 5 .

xl/of] jg kl/oflhgfsf ;dfg Nflosf nflu ;xsfo{ ug}{ ;fem]b&xtkRmigdf |jz]if1tf /
Ifdtf pkofju u/]/ Ps cfsf{sf] ki/k"/ssf] ?kdif/fsl|f] pknlAw / ghLtf Igsfn]sf 5g
o:tf] I;ghL{ ;fem]bf/x?sf] jLrd} kig b]lvG5 h:t} 1fg / sfo{ut cf}hf/ Ps cfk;df cfbfg
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K|bfg ug]{ / :ynut :t/df ;d'bfo;+u IdNfL PsLs[t sfo{x?df ;xefuL e} sfd ug]{ . t/
;fem]bf/x? jLrsf o:tf ;xsfo{ ubf{ nfUg] sfi{]jsdvdxTj Ibg' ;Ihn} x'G5 h:t} xl/of]

jg cfoflhgfn] kig cfof]hgfsf] z'? ubf{ o:tf] b]lvPsf] lyof] . rf/j6f km/s ;fem]bf/x?n] «
w]/} ul /sl +:yfx?, ;d'bfodf cfwil/t ;+:yfx? tyf glkfn ;/sf/sf cGo ;fem]bf/x? ;+u
sfo{gmd ;+rfng ubf{ w]/} ;do, kjoGjb j}7s ;+rfng Ifdtf / Joj:ytkg Ifdtf

;DjGwL zLkdf nufgL ug'{ kg]{ x'G5 / o;f] ubf{ ub}{ :ynut txdf klg sfd ug]{ Joj:yf Id
kg { X'G5 . ;j} txdf ;+0'St of]hgf jgfpg], d"NofFsg ug]{, ljutsf ultljwLjf6 kf7 I;Sg] sfo
l;,ghL{ / kI/k"/stfsf] ;'lglztft ub{5 .

.fem]bf/x?sf] cg'ejn] xl/of] jgsf] ;kmn x'gdf d'Vo e"ldsf v]Nb5 . tyflk§ fem]bf/x?
cfkmgf] cg'ej K|It clt j9L cfTdljZjf;L x'g] 8/ klg 5 . pbfx/Ofsf] ?kdf s]xL sfo{x? cel
klg yf]/} Kl/jt{g u/]/ ;gftgL ?kdf ;+rfng ePsf b\ Goégf sfo{®sf ljrsf c+ux?

jr PsLs[t ePsf] b]lvb}g .

;d'bfodf cfwfl/t cg's'ng oflhgfx? :yfgLo cg's'ng of]hgfsf] nflu kI/k"/s. /x]sf 5g
;d'bfodf cfwfl/t cg's'ng oflhgfx? JfOL hf]lvd ;d'bfox? / h}ljs ljljwtf If]jqdf §]IGDb|t 59
/ o:tf of]hgfx? ;d'bfon] kIxXNofPbichtflgx? / cg's'ng sfo{x?;+u ;djiIGwt klg 59

. Irtjg cGGTk"0f{ e"kl/Iw / t/fO{ e"kl/lw b'a}df ;d'bfodf cfwfl/t cg's'ng of]hgfx?sf] lg
PsLs[t ?kdf ;+rfng ug{ pko'St :yfgLo cg's'ng of]hgf tof/ ljz]iftM t/fO{ e"kl/wLdf 7
cj;/ IdNg] b]ivG5 .

xVof] jgsf] jfFsL cjlwsf] ir{&y1dsl;kmfl/x?
xl/of] jgsf] jfFsL /x]sf] @) dixgfsf] nflu tkikméiz ulPst| M

1 xl/of] jg kl/oflhgf kIS Ibuflkgf sfodl;gb{{ b]lvPsf PsLs[t :yfep@s
jf6 kf7 1;Sgpbfx/0fsf] ?kdf hnjfo’ kl/jtf{g cg's'ng ;DjGwL gLlt / ;fd'bflos
jg pkef]Stf ;d"xx? jLr ;+hfn u7g9fif Ibg].

1 o:tf cflz+s ?kdf ;kmn ePsf 7fFpx? HfxfFsf sfo{x? sd} PsLs[t / ;kmn eP
blivGYgo:tf 7fFpx?df sfd gug]{ . cyjf To:tf 7fFpx?df k¥hd<ts]iu}
PsLs[t ?kdf sfd ugpfx/Ofsf] ?kdf km]/L ug]{ jf ;'zf;gsf sfo{x?nfO{ ;xof]u ug]
Snfs cLac_ x?nfO{ ;'b[9Ls/Of jf k'gM ;+rfng ugl{, pko'St k|fljlws ;xof]u
lglZrttf ug{_ .

1 tL 7fFpx? hxfFjf6tgbt Ifjgeasin_ ;DjQwsfo{gLlIt ;+rfng ug{ ;+efJo b]ivG5
To:tf 7fFpx?d} >f]t / ultljwLx? s]Gb|Lt ug[{ tehdlIfilasin_ ;DjGwL
sfo{gLIt x'b} /OfgLlIt ljsf; ug}{ .
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1 :yfgLo cg's'ng of]hgf tof/ ug{ ;d'bfodf cfwfl/t cg's'ng oflhgfnfO{ tNnf] txsf
of|ngf jgfpg] cfihf/sKd®? k|oflu ug]{ / o;nfO{ ufFp ljsf; ;Idltsf] of]hgfsf]
d"nk|jfxdf ;dfj]z ug]{ . ;+3Lo dfdnf tyf :yfgLo ljsf; dGgfnon] tof/ u/]sf]
Jitfj/Of d}qL :yfgLo zf;g vfsk|f?knfOdk|oflu ug}{ .

eljiosf] sfo{gmdsf nfkmfl/x?

flissf pko'St cg'ejx? / cfofigfx?sf] I;sfO{nfO{ ;dfj]lz MOI{fO{ e"kl/lwsf]
cg'ejx?jf6 k|fKt I;sfO{x?nfO{ &fegk"Of{ e"kl/lwsf] I8hfOg / sfof{Gjogdf pkof]u u/]s
vf; k|dfOfx? xfdLn] e]6fpg ;s]gf} . 0"P;PcfO8L sf] Ttkm{jf6 kig t/fO{ e"kl/lwdf nuf
1) jif{sf] Global Conservation ;fem]bf/sfo{cGt/ut nufgL ePtf kilg o0;jf6 k|fKt
|;sTO{x?sf k|fpkof]igePsf] b]Vbf cfZro{ nfUof] . olt x'Fbf x'b} kilg 0"P;PcfO8L sf]
-Strengthened Actions for Governance Utilization of Natural Resources - SAGUN_Sf] rflx| ;SfO{

ePsf] kfof} .

IkmN8sf sfo{x? / 7fFpx?sf] 59f}6df :ki6 /OfyLEfykglf pknlAwx? ;+u 5flgPsf
sfo{x? / 7fFpx? jLr :ki6 ;DjGw x'g" kb{5 . s]xL /fd|f df]8]nx'? f6 k|fKt x'g] kmfob
7fFpdf 51/P/ ul/g] sfo{x? 13fr 59f}6 X5 kg]oHy kl/of]lhgfn] cfkmgf sfdx? Kflxn] g}
w]/} 7TTFpxAfuglkf] eqg] jxfFx?n] o:tf] p2]Zo / vt/fjf6 51/g] >f]t / 0;};+u ;DjGwL
sfo{=:yfgx?sf] ;kmntf jf/] k|i6 x'g' h?/L 5 . PsLs[t sfo{x? Ijsf;sf IgIDt eljiodf
;+rfng ul/g] sfo{x? / Ibuflkg BiPpdf]s;/L ljsf; ug{ ;IsG5 eGGf]jf/] of] kl/of]lhgfn]
cfkmg} sfo{gmd /OfgLlIt / vfsf jgfpg' kgl{ X'G5 . pbfx/OfE@dki'0tjge"kl/Iwsf
sfo{gmdx? 5I/Psf.8&klg cIxn] s]xL IglZrt 7fFpx?df s]xL /OfgLlts sfo{x? / >f]tsf]
nufglL u/]df pknlAw kigKtIsG5 / s]xL df]8]nx? pknAw x'g Bti%]8]nx?n]
eljiodf s]xL 5fk klg S§)8Sb5dh:t} hnfwi/ Joj:yfkg tyf |ftfj/Of ;]jfsf] e'StfgL

h:tf sfo{gmdx? .

;+nUg X'g] pko'St lj1sf] ;'IglZrttfMgi{p2]Zox?sf] ;fy} hién Pj+ PsLs[t sfo{gmd
;+rfng ug{ pdjifout ljwf / cGt/ ljifout Joj:yfkgsf] cfjZostf kb{5 . xl/of] jg
kl/of|hgf cem}iigis' g} hnfwf/ lj3icem To;df klg kfl/l:yltsLo ;]jfsf] e'StfgL ;DjGwL
1fg ePdff sf Joj:yf gx'g nfli8dLx?nfO{ xfn} Pshgf ef}lts ;+/rgf ;DjGwL |j1 InOPsf]
klg h?/Lg} nfu]] Isgls ef}its ;+/rgfsf] Igdf{{¥tkl/lwsf] ;+/IfOfdf cem jOL hf]lvd
Nofpg] k|i6 5 . giilo Ifjoghnfwf/ / kfgLsf] ijj Iflgx? Tf z ? b]lv g} xl/of] jgsf] :ki6tM
sfo{lf]q leq} kb{5 . t}klg of] kl/of]hgfdf pko'St 1fg ePsf] kfglL kg yfkdJg

ePsf] kfOPg . kmN8 txdf klg vf; sfo{x? h:t} |j?jfsf] 5gf}6 b]lv kfgL IgoGqOf ugJ{ ¢
;xof]u ug{ pko'St K|fljlws lj1sf] pknAwtf x'g" kb{5 .

;d'bfodf cfwfl/t ;+:yfx?sf] sfo{ deyNnﬂ txdf j9fpgdf beg]t@]l .fd'bflos jg
pkef]Stfd %x? h' g b'j} IrtjgeGgk"0f{ e"kl/lw / t/fO{ e"kl/lw If]qdf sfd ubf{ k|j]z af
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h:t} 59\/ pko'Sttfsf] cfwf/df hnfwf/ pkef]Stf ;d"xx? klg . ;d'bfodf cfwfl/t ;+:yfx?
cfikrfl/s ?kihcfkmhfrdf jflwg ;xof|u k'/ofpg] gLlt tyf k|igmof Igdf{Of ug}{ sfo{n] cs
K':tfsf] e"kl/lw ;+/IfOf sfo{nfO{ ;3fp k'/ofpg] 5 .

tn}b]iv cfkmgf kl/oflhgf ;+rfng ug{ ;d'bfosf] Ifdtf j9fpg w]/} >f]t nufgL ug'{ kg
kl/of]lhgfx?n] jf ;d'bfodf cfwfl/t ;+:yféfingf} ;+hfnn] :yfgLo hgtfx?nfO{ tfinLd Ibg’
kb{5 / ltgLx?ntdh}ljs ;+/IfOf, |GohGt' ;+/IfOf, kfl/l.yltsLo k|OffnL, hg:j:Yo, pko'S
K|ljlw tyf o:t} cGo sfo{x?df kl/oflhgfsf aelj1 sf] ?kdf Igo'ISt ug'{ kb{5 . Irtjg /fli6«
lgs'Ghsf] dWojtL{ If]qdf, gbBaf, .yfgLo JolStx?n] pko'St tfnLd k|fKt u/]sf xI/of]
jg ;DjGwL w]/th;f] sfo{x? cfkm} ugl{ ;Sqg] \difjiidxaxsf] ?kdf ;+/I1fOf If]q
Joj:yfkg ;IdItx? / dWojtL{ If]q Joj:yfkg ;ldItx?n] cfkmgf] sd{rf/Lx? /fvL w]/} sfo{x?
Joj:yfkg ug{ ;SbbgpglLx?n] /fli6«o u}/ ;/sfIL ;+:yf [ ;/sf/L sd{rf/Lx? ;+u ;xsfo{
ug{ klg ;Sbsg

z'? b]iv g} ;/sfl;+usf] ;DjGw /fd|f] jdfisdb|Lo txdf ePsf Ig0f{ox? Ifl]gLo / InNnf
t/df ;+rf/ x'g' kg{ b]IvG5 . o:tf] ePdf tNnf] txdf sfd ug]{ sd{rf/Lx?nfl©{ sfo{gmc
ckgTj x'g] pTk]|])/Off k|fKt x'G5 / xl/of] jgsf sfo{x?;+u cfkmgf Igoldt sfo{x? ug{/ ;
ug{ ;lhnf] X'G5 . eljiosf sfo{gmdx? g]kfn ;/sf/sf k|fyldstf;+u d]nvfg] x'g' kb{5 . ;f
glkfn ;/sf/sf] tNnf] txjf6} z'? x'g] of]hgf th'{df k4lt;+u ;se/ Iddiggl/kb{5 .

cGTodfo{:yndfkmntfk"Of{ ;+rfng x'g] sfo{x?Nf] g} sfo{gmdsf] Ibuflkgf Nofpb5 .

*kkkkkkhkkhkk
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 PURPOSE

This report is amidterm performance evaluation of USAID/Ne@aHariyo Ban (HB) project. HB is
USAID Nepat fagship project under the natural resources management and climate change sector and
has beeractivesince August 2011. The results of this evaluation will be used by USAID to inform any
necessary changes to improve HB implementatisnvell agthe design of a neWRM project.

HB is in its third year of implementation. As HB is a complegjgct with multiple stakeholders with a
largescope, a significant amount of time during the first year was devoted to developing project strategies,
developing common understanding among partners and stakeholders, and conducting several studies to
inform the project planning. The actual implementation in the field mainly started towardatdrepart

of the first year and has since gained significant momentum firelddevel implementation. The purpose

of this evaluation is thus tb) examine how effetive the projec strategies and approaches have been in
addressing the NRM and climate change issmgkachieving the project goals and objectivasd 2) to

identify what needs to change in the project for the remaining pe¢iodil August 2015

Another important purpose of this evaluation is to provide inputs to the upcoming NRM GCC project
which is under design at the moment. The evaluation findings and recommendations will be directly
applicable to this new project. The evaluation will answer glaestions outlinethelow.

This evaluation covers the period since the project inception to date.

The main user of the evaluation findings and recommendations will be the USAID/Nepal Mission,
paticularly the EnvironmentTeam as well aghe implementingpartners (WWF, CARE, NTNC,
FECOFUN and their subgranees). The development communitypat is working in the area of
biodiversity, sustainable landscaesl climate change will also benefit from this evaluation. USAID/Nepal
will use the findings and cemmendations to make changes to HB in collaboration with its implementing
partners and also share lessons learned with other stakeholders. Furthermore, the evaluation will be used
to inform the ongoing design fomadNRM GCC project.

The full Statement dfVork can be found in Annex A.
1.2 EVALUATION QUESTIONS

This evaluation addressed six evaluation questions:

1. Which Hariyo Ban (HB) strategies or approaches currently underway need more time to reach a
successful outcome, and which could be replicated or expandéatie future based on their
success to date?

2. How effective have the proje@ partnershipswith the Government of Nepal (GN) and local
communities been in terms of implementing activities and delivering results?

3. What synergies or challenges can be obser due to the combination of multiple hidgvel
objectives (biodiversity conservation, climate change mitigagiod climate adaptation) within a
single project?

4. Does evidence exist that the projeitapproach to integration led to improved outcomes?
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5. What are the advantages and disadvantages of the p&jettjue approach to climate adaptation
planning and implementation (CAR4) the community level, as opposed to the higiherelLocal
Adaptation Plan of Actio(LAPA process implemented elsewhere?

6. What key gaps and challenges remain in terms of accomplishing the stated objectives of Hariyo
Ban?

The Evaluation Tea®approach to these questions (asdb-questiors developed) can be fourid the
Final Evaluation Plan (Annex B).

2 Please note that thase of CAPI seems to be erroneous as the generally accepted te@arisnunity Adaptation Plan of ActioqiCAPA).
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2. PROJECT BACKGROUND

Hariyo Ban (HB), Cooperative Agreement No. ABB7-A-11-00003, is a fivgear project with a total
budgetjust overUSD 2.9 million that began in August 200he overall goal of HB is to reduce adverse
impacts of climate change and threats to biodivergitiNepal. Over the fiveyear period the project
focuses on the following objectives:

1. Reduce threats to biodiversity in target landscapes

2. Build the structures, capacity and operations necessary for effective sustainable landscape
management, with a fosuon reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation
(REDD+) readiness

3. Increase the ability of targeted human and ecological communities to adapt to the adverse impacts
of climate change.

The project area includes two major landscapes in Nepamely, the ChitwaAnnapurna Landscape
(CHAL) and Terai Arc Landscape (TAB).map of the project area can be found in Exhibit 1.

Exhibit 1. Map of Hariyo Ban Working Area

Legend
[___I International Boundary

[T TAL - HBP Working Areas
[] CHAL - HBP Working Areas

Overlapping - HBP Working Are:
= pping ing Areas Kilometers
180

2.1 INTERMEDIATE RESULTS

In order to achieve the project goal and objectiydee HB project has three main components:
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Biodiversity Conservation
(IR 1: Biodiversity conserved)

The Biodiversity Conservation Component focuses on reducing threats to species and ecosystems at
landscape level. The focal species include tiger, rhino, elegiray wolf, snow leopard, gharial, musk
deer, red panda, swamp deer, giant hornbill, dolptic. The program will adopt a threatsased approach

to biodiversity conservation. The landscape conservation approach will continue to link protected areas
through biological corridors to meet the ecological requirements of focal species. Provision for land and
water corridors, sound river basin managemeantd climate refugia will be incorporated into landscape
conservation design, and strategies developedatilifate species movement, hydrological flpasd
continuation of other ecosystem functions.

Sustainable Landscapesfi REDD+ Readiness
(IR 2: Greenhouse Gas [GHG] emissions reduced and sequestration enhanced)

Deforestation and forest degradation are the oragources of GHG emission in Nepal. REDD+ presents

an opportunity to address the drivers of deforestation and forest degradation through sustainable
landscape management, at the same time enhancing the wellbeing ofd&peatdent communities
including rmority and socially excluded groups. During the initial years, this program supported
development of national policies for REDD+ Readiness, initiating capacity building on GHG emission
monitoring, identifying and addressing drivers of deforestation am$tfaegradation in both CHAL and

TAL, and initiating a feasibility study of payments for environmental services (PES) in both landscapes.

Climate Change Adaptation
(IR 3: Capacity to adapt to adverse impacts of climate change improved)

Climate change poseone of the greatest threats to sustainable development in Nepal, as climate hazards
are increasingly posing adverse impacts on vulnerable human as well as ecological communities. Human
vulnerability to climate change is linked with poverty rates, reéamt rainfed agriculture, lack of basic
services and limited livelihoods alternatives as well as gender inequality and social exclusion. Climate
change is projected to reduce the livelihoods assets of vulnerable people, especially those who are
dependenbn biodiversity and ecosystem services (access to food, waershelter), as well as increasing
disasters.

Hariyo Ban will enable better understanding of the nature of adaptation priorities for people and
ecosystemsdevelop processes focommunityled adaptation that are rooted in local institutions and
linked with ecosystem serviceglentify equitable, inclusivand costeffective actions for integrated
adaptation approacheand explore how best to link wittbottom-up andtop-down adaptation effos in
Nepal.

2.2 PROJECT AREA

The HB project is implemented in two nationally important biodiverse landscéjiésvanAnnapurna
Landscape (CHALand Terai Arc Landscape (TAO)he two landscapes cover 29 districts and intersect
at Chitwan, Makwanpur, Pal@ad Nawalparasi districts. The Hariyo Ban Program has-ee&l activities

in 23 districts (11 in TAL and 15 in CHAL, with Chitwan, Nawalparasd Makwanpur as common
overlapping districts). By third year, Hariyo Ban was working in 211 VDCs (C38ALAL-123), andfive
Municipalities (CHALL; TAL-4).

2.3 IMPLEMENTING PARTNER S

Four partner organizatioris WWF, as theprime awardee with CARE, NTNG and FECOFUN as sub
granteeé comprise the HB Partnershifhe roles and responsibilities of each patris listed n Exhibit
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2 below Each organization has their primary responsibilities, but due to the integrated nature of Hariyo
Banprogram they will provide inputs to all components.

Exhibit 2. HB Partner Roles and Responsibilities
Hariyo Ban Partner Role
World Wil dlife FuneuUS (WWF) Prime awardee
Technical leadership
Program management and reportjggant managemenand
monitoring & evaluation
Natural resource, biodiversity conservation, and ecosystem
related activities
Lead on biodiversity and sustainable lamaggccomponents

CARE Lead on climate change adaptation component
National Trust for Nature Conservation Protected area and buffer zone management

(NTNC)

Federation of Community Forestry Users | Mobilizes participation of Community Foress&r Groups
Nepal (FECOFUN) (CFUG)

Issueshased advocacy and governance
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3. EVALUATION METHODS &
LIMITATIONS

3.1 EVALUATION METHODS

In order to conduct the midterm performance evaluation of HB, ECODIT assembled a team of
knowledgeable, experienced, and accomplished Nepates&raerican forestry and environment experts

who are well versed with the latest conditions of the NRM sector in Nepal. The team completed the
evaluation within a nineveek timeframe, using methods that ensured gender and social dimensions were
consideredand emphasized. The methodology included a rapid review of project literature and team
mobilization to: 1) prepare the evaluation itinerary (Task 1); 2) collect data through site kisits,
informant interviewgKlls), andocusgroup discussions (FGDsJ.hese data were analyzed and used to
complete the first draft of the Evaluation Report (Task 2) and 3) complete the Final Evaluation Report and
share findings, conclusig@sd recommendations based on the inputs from USAID as well as the listening
sessios conducted by the tearfsee Annex E for summary of listening session feedback)

As outlined in the Statement of Work (see Anndy, the evaluation addressed six questions to determine
the relevance and effectiveness of project approaches and partnenshipgaments to date. These
guestions and specifics for addressing them are detail@aimex C,with specific questions for Klls and
FGDs developed for each evaluatismb-question In general terms, the team approached the evaluation
of the questionsas autlined Exhibit3.

Exhibit 3. ECODIT Team & General Approach to Evaluation Questions

Data Needed Project approaches, outputs, outcomes, and impacts. Government documents and di
Opinions and perceptions of stakeholders.

Data Collection Desktop reviews of secondary data, Klls, FGDs, site visits, field observation used pre
Methods and Tool s structured document review, data collection, interview and agenda protocols
Data Sources Primary Information collected during Klls and FGDs with community benefisia

stakeholders, project staff, USAID/Nepal officers, GoN officials, and during site visits
field observations

SecondaryReports policies, agreements, documents, workshop summaries, quarterly
annual project reports; projedPMP, including bakne data; Gbl reports; statistical and
financial data; GIS data; forest inventory datdions, decrees, meeting minutes;laws of
CFUG and NRM groups; media reports

Methods of When collecting information from individuals and groups, themeused a triangulation

Analysis strategy to increase the validity of responses. The team used standardized protocols
facilitate the triangulation strategy and the quantitative analysis of data. Project
achievements against goals were analyzed. Data disaggregéided gender, ethnic
group, and district, to the extent possible.

Geographic The team visited 14 districts to conduct the evaluation (two more than originally planr

Scope These sites represent a geographic diversity (Far Western, MidwesternijVastern
regions) as well as landscape diversity (CHAL and TAL). The district&ask&i, Lamjung,
Tanahu, Gorkha, Chitwan, Makwanpur, Nawalparasi, Bara, Rautahat, Dang, Banke, |
Kailali, and Kanchanpur

Our data collection methodology included:
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1 Desktop review of secondarydatg including HB project documents and progresports, GoN
documents, and related scientific and technical reports and data prepared by donors and implementing
partners in Nepal to understand and assess implementation pssgmvards HBproject objectives.

A document review and data collection protocol was utilized that allowed for quantitative and
objective analysis as much as possible given the limited time of the evaluation work.

1 Semistructured key informant interviewgKIIs) with relevant stakeholders, Gb officials, and
implementing partners, using a standardized KlI protocol (Annean@)a modified Kll for government
stakeholdersAnnex Q. With input from USAIDNepal and the Hariyo Ban core team, we identified
and pioritized a list of key informants (Annex D). Interviews were used to understand attitudes and
impressions on HB processes and performance and more specifically on its partnership mechanisms
of both HB partners and the GoN officials and field staff ine@lin the partnerships. This helped
explain project and partnership successes and/or shortcomings, and identify specific models for
improvement and scaling up in the future.

1 Focus group discussioiBGDs)with community leaders, beneficiary groups, woregroups(such
as cooperatives), CBOs, andfieldlevel project staff. FGDs were conducted using a standardized
checklistbased questionnaire. The aim was to explore unanticipatedessapparent issues, and
provide context for largely qualitative and igisiful analyses and understanding (An@x FGD
participants were drawn from districts and sites in which HB activities are being implemented, with
primary focus on the clusters, corridors, siteend districts where most activities have occurred to
date.

9 Sitevisits andfield observatiors were conducted inl4 districts (itineraryand site summarielecated
in AnnexC) and utilized a structured data collection protocol to observew HB activities operate
on the ground and to understand and assess keystraints and challenges as well as opportunities
during the course of implementation.

Our data analysis methodology, as mentioned above, included project and knowledge product review,
interviews, and site observation protocols to enable quantitative araditqtive analysis of findings. This
approach allowed the team to compare and ascertain trends based on factors such as gender or
social/ethnic group/caste. It also allowed for an examination of geographic trends as well as an
identification of emerging émes.

3.2 EVALUATION LIMITATIO NS

The Evaluation €am faced a number of limitations in carryig the evaluationespecially as ifurposes
are manifold from recommending improvement in the remaining project period to providing inputs to
the upcoming NRM GC project designThe first imitation was the sbweekfield visitduring whichthe
teamhad to cover two large landscapes spreamossalmost 37percentof Nepa geographic area. The
team observedsample activities in 12 out of the 15 distridtswhich HB has focused its activities. The
second limitationwas thecollection of quantitative data that requitea systematically drawn sample
survey of project beneficiaries. HB a complex project involving fouimplementing partners and a host
of partners belonging taovernment organization§&Qs), non-governmenal organizationsNGOs), civil
society organizationgJSO9, communitybased organization€€B0s), academic institutiongnd private
sector entities at different levels. Recognizing these coxitjge and challengethe team decided to
collect quantitative information largelyoin the secondary sources and gave more stresgjualitative
assessment using the standard tools of Kll and FG1i. third limitationwas fully comprehending the
overly mmplicated results framework of HBwherein three sometime contradicting objectives of
biodiversity conservation (largely biological), sustainable landscape (mix epebtealeconomic, bie
physical, and environmental) aoliilmate change adaptatiorai@ely local, behavioral, and technical) are
being attempted.
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Obviously there are tradeoffs,timeframe, and othelimitations involvedGiven these, lte teamusedits
contextual understanding, experienced learning, and multidisciplinary skills to qomehuthe best
analysis of the situation possible and suggest recommendations. Thadei@wed projectgenerated
outputs and initial outcome indicatotsut has not attempted to assess outcomes and possible imagcts

we believethat is the task otthe final evaluatiortHowever, the team acknowledges the limitations of our
success in fully deciphering the multidimensional, multisectoral and multilevel challenges HB faces in
implementing its activities and achieving progress.
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4. FINDINGS, CONCLUSION S, &
RECOMMENDATIONS

4.1 FINDINGS

4.1.1 FINDINGS FOR EVALUATION QUESTION 1

EvaluatiorQuestion 1: Which Hariyo Ban (HB) strategies or approaches currently underway need more
time to reach a successful outcome, and which could be replicated or expanded in the future based on
their success to date?

Sub-question 1.1: What strategies and approaches are currently being used by HB

HB is a large and complex project, coveringarly 40percentof Nepal and consists of many different

activites, from sitelevel activitieB such as dternative energy, income generatiogovernanceand

awareness to national and international policy activities, such as the National Biodiversity Strategy and
REDD+. The complexity of the project and landscape is reflected in the number of differentthatyisB

uses the terms oO0strategiesd and oOapproaches. 6 The
each of the two landscapes, each of the crostting themes, and each of the key threats, drivers, and
vulnerabilities.

For the purposes of thisnid-term evaluation, we will primarily consider strategies and approaches in
terms of the three objectives and three crosstting themes (Exhibit 4) and the two landscapes, CHAL
and TAL.We want to note that with a project of this size and scope, captgrihin its entirety would be

very difficult.Given the emphasis in the evaluation on visiting field sites and key informant interviews, the
findings result primarily from what we saw in the field from a select number of &@tes Annex E for
details)andfrom what stakeholders chose to share with us about the project.

Exhibit 4. Overall goal, objectives/strategies, and cross -cutting themes
Overall HB goal
To reduce adverse impacts of climate change and threats to biodiversity in Nepal.
Overall Objectiv es/Strategies
Reducethreats to biodiversity in target landscapes.

Build the structures, capacity, and operations necessary for effective sustainable landscapes managem
especially reducing emissions from deforestation & forest degradation (REDDdihesa.

Increase the ability of target human and ecological communities to adapt to the adverse impacts of clim
change.

Overall Cross-Cutting Themes

Livelihoods
Gender equality and social inclusion
Internal governance of natural resource managengeatips

Within each landscape, the strategies and approacheasafellows.
CHAL overall strategy:

Create a foundation for CHAL including formal recognition as a landscape by GoN, suppdite
production of an official landscape strategy, and estabknt of a base on which sound and clirrstteart
river basin/landscape conservation and development can be built in the future.

CHAL approach:
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Increase understanding of landscape through surveys, studies and piloting

Select three sulbasins to work in

Identify and tackle key threats, drivers, and climate vulnerabilities

Maintain/restore northsouth connectivity and promote large blocks of forest for conservation,
adaptation, and REDD+

1 Promote river basin approach at multiple scales, with appropriatititions

= =4 =4 =4

TAL overall strategy:

Support the first TAL strategy, complementing and enhancing ongoing efindsupport formulation
and initial implementation @fsecond strategy that is climasgnart, realistic, and takes account of Népal
rapid soab-economiepolitical development.

TAL approach:

Support TAL strategy to create original assemblages of key wildlife species in their original ranges
Support previously underfunded corridors and selected protected areas with major focus on
reducing threat&lrivers

Promote climatesmart approaches

Support development of subnational REDD+ project

Review effectiveness of TAL through landscape studies

Provide inputs to development of new TAL strategy

= =4

E R

Sub-question 1.2: Which strategies and approaches are ylding positive results and why?

Objectives

Based on the results of field site visits and key informant interviews, there is widespread agreement within
the Evaluation Teapnthe HB partners, and key stakeholders that biodiversity conservation (Objective 1)
and climate change adaptation (Objective 3) are the most succeasfefeassustainable landscapes
(Objective 2) is the weakest.

Objective 1 (biodiversity conservation) shows the most success because it i@pesitionalized and
builds on a long histgrin Nepal. Two of the four HB partners, WWF and NTNC, are experienced in
biodiversity conservatignand they have contributed in many ways to Népdlistory of success in
biodiversity conservation. Thus, HB is contributing to an already successfuhatiterallyrecognized,
communitybased approach to biodiversity and forestry conservation.

Objective 3 (adaptation) is the next most successful objective. HB has taken an innovati@dtwo
approach -$mantil mgnad ef oc us i n dgonmke biadivexrsityt andt ecogystenish at h
and humans and their communities more resilient to the impacts of climate change. Like Objective 1,
Objective 3 also has a strong partner, CARE, which is responsible in large part@®sitigess due tits
expertise ad experience in CCACAREhelped develop many of the key tools used to achieve this
objective) and becausé worked in several of the CHAL districts prior to HBt also ha established
partnerships with the government. The success of this objectivisisdue to the fact that communities

are integratingCommunity AdaptationPlars of Action (CAPAs) and Local Adaptation Pdaof Action
(LAPAS with local resource management plans. This integration is happening in community forests outside
of protected aras and in the Annapurna Conservation Area. With increasing awareness of the impacts
of climate change, communities are initiating activities to adapt to these impacts.

Objectives 1 and 3 are also successful because they complement each other well itactigities in

the field and synergies found between them. For example, it has been relatively easy for the partners and
stakehol der sclimates manmtte qairgadt ei nd o bi odi versity <conser
activities through CAPAs.
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Objective 2 (sustainable landscapes) is less successful than the other two objectives because its success
to a great extent relies on global and national policy formulation, changes, and agreermacitsas

REDD+ over which HB has limited controDn the polcy side, some progress has been made in REDD+
asthe Emissions Reduction Project Idea Note (ERPIN) for TAL has been developed and approved by the
World Bank However,the Emission Reductions Program Document (ERPD) has yet to be developed to
really implemat the REDD+ in TAL. HB has now seconded one of its stafthe REDD Cell of the

Ministry of Forests and Soil Conservation (MoFSC) to help the government in the preparation of ERPD
for TAL. The activities of Objective 2 that are successful at the commueniel overlap with activities of
Objective 1 that contribute to forest conservation, such as improved cook stoves, household biogas plants,
and incomegenerating activities.

Cross-cutting themes
Althoughall four partners seem to value and understahd tritical importance of the three crossutting
themes, they have had unevprogressin integrating them with program objectives and activities.

HB has been very successful in creating a process for strengthening the internal governance of natural
resource management groups in both landscapes. CAREphadouslydeveloped three community

tested toolsi the Participatory Governance Assessment (PGA), Participatory -dé#ig Ranking
(PWBR), and Public Hearing and Public Auditing (PAR®&)improve the intenal governance of
community forest user groups (CFUGahdconservation area management committees (CAMC#)én
Annapurna Conservation Area ProjedaCAP) and buffer zone community forests (BZCFs).These tools
were developed by CARE under the USAlhdedSAGUN (Strengthened Actions for Governance in
Utilization of Natural Resource) program. PWBR is also being used to identify the most vulnerable (poor
and socially marginalized members of the group) households for awareness raising and livelihood
intervenions. However, sustained practice of governance by NRM groups will be a challenge to sustain
postHB, and FECOFUR role in this will be critical.

Progress has been made aengler equality and social inclusion (GESI), but more at the central level than
in the field. For example, NTNC has hired its first GESI person due to its involvement il\k®ugh

there is enormous opportunity with these partners and their experiences and resources to make progress
on GESI, there seems to not yet be any quantifiabiults for GESISIme partners, particularly NTNC

in the buffer zones and protected areas, do not seem to have integrated GESI to the extent that they
could.We note that the GESI policy concerning protected areas is not as supportive as it is in community
forestry, but the lack of supportive policy should not limit what the HB partners do in protected areas to
support GESI strategies.

The least successful component in the crosfting theme is livelihoods. HB documents note that one
reason for this laclof success is that there were fewer opportunities for green enterprises in the target
areas due to lack of suitable noimber forest products (NTFPs) and/or markets to support them. We
want to highlight the difficulty of linking livelihood improvement h@diversity conservation, as
documented by the USAHunded Biodiversity Conservation Network. In HB, many of the livelihood
interventions consist of channeling revolving funds (direct payments or grants channeled through
cooperatives from HB) for livestk (goat, pig, poultry) and vegetable farming. However,-ggiaing can
damage forests and grasslands, and, while HB supportiestdilig and fodder plantations, it is not always
occurring in areas where communities are choosing to subsidize doass also be difficult to establish
sustainable market linkagd=or example, vegetable farming is markensitive and is not as profitable
becausecheaper productsan beimported from India. HB also has a skiised training component to

train people irskills such as electricity, plumbing, and carpentry that will enable them to gain employment.
Unfortunately, the impact of these trainings was not yet known at the time of this evaluAtimf.these
factors weaken the livelihood component of HB in batithe landscapes. In addition, the team found that
these activities can cause tension within communities because the amount of support is too small for all
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the deserving households benefit because there snly enough money in the revolving funds fdiea
households.

Landscapes

In general, the biodiversity conservation objective is yielding more positive results across TAL than the
other two objectives, while climate change adaptation is more successful in CHAL. Biodiversity
conservation in TAL, witlan approach focused on protected areas and corridors, is successful because of
Nepafs long experience working in TAL, which allowed HB to quickly achieve concrete progress by
supporting ongoing activities while incorporating some new, more innovative, @ueh as supporting
networking of CFUGs. Ecosystem restoration in terms of forests, grasslands, and wetlands in TAL is
making headway and also contributing to meeting the objectives of maintaining and promoting the
resiliency of the natural ecosystem.rests and grasslands are regenerating due to graftiegcontrol,

and communitygoverned regulations. Communibased antpoaching unit{CBAPUs)have also been
formed in most of thecommunitybased forest management areas (inside and outside of pexteneas

and buffer zones)leading to the reduction of illegal poaching of wildlife in these areas. HB has also
contributed to generating knowledge about the landscape that is contributing to the new TAL strategy.

It was also relatively easy for the pagts to integrate components of Objectives 2 and 3 into the activities
that were already occurring under Objective 1. One of the most vivid examples of success that the team
saw was in terms of biodiversity conservatidn Kanchanpur Districta communityforest (200 ha)is
beingmanaged by 530 former bonded labor@fiamaiya) households. This forest is becoming pristine
and endangered treetiKe Bijayasal) are now naturally emerging in this totally conserved forest.

AlthoughHB is integrating Objectiwe2 and 3, as well as the cresstting themesinto the Objective 1
approach, we caution that, to some extent, partn@ggior experiences in TAL may make them
overconfident about how well they are integrating certain aspects, such as adaptation, GESI, an
governance, into their activities. For example, NTNC has been slow to incorporate the governance tools
into their work in TAL.

CHAL is a much newer landscape and does not yet have an overall strategy for intervention. HB has
contributed to establishingasic information about the lasthpe that can be used to develop a strategy.

In general, in CHAL, the landscape concept and working framework are too broad, partners are
inexperienced, coordination among the partners is weak, and different norms are hyselifferent

partners. TheEvaluation Teamalso heard that there is a perception that HB sites are located only in
accessible areas. CHAL activities are organized around river basthsiB has chosen to work primarily

in three watersheds of the Seti, Daudi, and Marsyangdi rivers, which are each large areas. Unlike in TAL

and the protected areas in CHAL, there are no policies, partnerships, or models of success in place for

river basinsand it is taking some time to get activities and partnershipsaogahlthougha patchwork of
activities have been initiated in these watershed:
of interventions which need to be | inked and con:c
beyond. Many aciives are just now gaining momentum, such as some of the PES activities.

Sub-question 1.3 How can successful strategies and approaches be replicated or expanded (e.g.,
from one district to another, within the same district)?

This is a complicated questiato answer asmany of the most successful strategies and approaches
undertaken by HB are already replications of previous programs that were successful. For example, most
of the activities being carried out und#ne strategies and approaches of Objectivare not new, but

carry on work from TAL and from the protected areas in CHAL. For Objective 2, biogas and improved
cook stoves are established approaches to decreasing wood use. Many of the successful activities under
Objective 3 are also replicationd previous approaches. For example, Community Learning and Action
Centers (CLAC) were previously used by CARIEd CAPAs were first developed by the Livelihood and
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Forestry Program (LFP) supportedbyh e Uni t ed Ki ngdomds Depgmentment f ¢
(DfID). Other successful activities of HB that predated HB, and which HB is supporting replication of, are

the subwatershed management activities in Hadi Khola in Makwanpur District (first begun by WWF) and

the broomgrasglantingin Tanahyfirst garted by the DFO while he wagostedin Palpa District).

One area that HB has i nstdmartteidn gnée,w aarc tii rvd dri pecsr ats
into planningOne new acti-vimatwt iirsg @ cp ri ontaed et e dProtecteel areama na g e
management plans are now being required to incorporate a chapter on climate change. The Manaslu
Protected Area recently completed (with HiBhelp) the first protected area management plan to do this.

The above activities are already in the pess of replicationHowever, me emerging successes that could

be replicated is the scaling up of CFUGSs into networks, such as the Goral Conservation Area and the
Gyaneshwor forestThis approach would need to be driven by the communities themselves, buidwo

be more quickly replicated with support from HB, which could identify potential sites and raise awareness
and capacity of group&ne example of a site that is almost at this stage but would benefit from support
from HB is the Namuna Community Foresar(d the associated Vulture Restaurant). This CFUG is
informally netwoking with a handful of nearby community forester example, they are sharing wetland
and grassland management strategies and have negotiated a group rate with local resorts foheise of
community forestgor tourism as one groupAn example of a group of CFUGSs that is in the earlier stages

of networking (at this point, they have annual meetings together) but that might benefit from coordinating
activities is the 30 CFUGs in the Jibada Jhapri CFUG, Tanahu District, area.

Sub-question 1.4: Which strategies and approaches are proving less successful to date and what
modifications/interventions can be introduced to accelerate their progress?

Objective & success relies very heawly creating REDB policies, which are not within the control of
the partners. REDD+ is the weakest activity in 2RAlthough HB has contributed greatly to moving
REDD+ forward, especially in the international context, national progress is slow.

AlthoughHB may not be able to make much progress on Objective 2 in terms of REIPEBS schemes

have potentialProgress on PES schemes has been siwl the activities in this area are diverse and
exploratory,but there is potential if activities were more targat and some functional smattale models

could be established. For example, Hadikhola in Makwamthqughnot an example of PES, is a good
model for upstream/downstream linkages. Experiences from smaller areas can be consolidated before
bigger PES pregts are taken up for implementation. PES at Phewa Tal in Pokhara also seems to have the
potential to be established within the life of HB. However, it may be challenging to show success during
the life of HB for some of the PES activities. For exampledgwogress is being made in the Marhyangdi
area with communities and government. However, it is unclear hoi ldBtivities can address the larger
issues of the dam construction and lack of enforcement of environmental compliance.

We also suggest that nne understanding among the stakeholders of why sites are chosen for HB activities
would strengthen them on the ground. The process of choosing sites to work in during a given year
appears somewhat ad hoc to communities and government stakeholderg.earby-year planning at the

site level contributes to this problem of people not seeing or understanding the big picture and their
overall role in HB.

4.1.2 FINDINGS FOR EVALUATION QUESTION 2
EvaluationQuestion 2: How effective have the projétpartnerships withthe Government of Nepal
(GoN) and local communities been in terms of implementing activities and delivering results?

The four consortium partners each brought distinct types of expertise and existisgoseglationships
with GoN agencies on behalf of HBhe HB team and GoN officials interviewed felt that without these
existing relationships, it would have been even more difficult to get the project activities implemented in

USAID/Nepal Miderm Performance Evaluation of Hariyo Ban Project Page [L3



collaboration with GoN line agencies. However, both the GoN and HB partnerseatirat it took some
time for HB to develop its working partnership with GoN ministries atide agencieghrough
management structuresspecially steeringpmmittee and working groups.

Sub-question 2.1: What partnerships exist between the project and the GoN and local
communities?

Partnerships with government agencies

HB& partnership mechanisms with the GoN exist at different levietsm policy to implementation
functions. At the top level, the partnership arrangement is through the Program Steeringnifies

(PSC) chaired by the Secretary, Ministry of Forest and Soil Conservation (MoFSC). Members of the PSC
include the Joint Secretary of the Ministry of Science, Technology and Environment (MoSTE); the
Directors General (DGs) of the Department of ForesiSoF), the Department of Soil Conservation and
Watershed Management (DSCWM), the Department of National Parks and Wildlife Conservation
(DNPWC), and the Department of Forest Research and Survey (DFRS); USAID officials as observers; and
other partner orgaiizations that provide overall guidance and feedback to the program. The PSC endorses
an annual work plan, monitors program results, ensures program alignment with GoN policies and
priorities, and promotes and facilitates synergy with other national prograna relevant sectors. These
annual plans have to be approved by USAID. The PSC meets once a year.

In order to support the role of the PSC, a Working Group chaired by the Joint Secretary of Planning
Division of MoFSC has been created that providke GoN& inputs in planning, monitoring, and
implementation of program activities in consultation with concerned departments, consortium partners,
and other related stakeholders.

HB is currently in the process of developing a sepamtamorandum of understandilMOU) with the
Ministry of Federal Affairs and Local Development (MoFAWich is responsible for coordinating
decentralized activities at thdistrict and Village Development Committee levelB also has formal
partnership mechanisms with two GoMepatments within MoFSC. HB has signed an MOU with
DSCWM, and WWF and NTNC had preexisting relationships with DNPWC. Mechanisms with DoF,
DFRS, an®epartment of Plant ResourceBPR have not been formalized.

At the Regional Directorate level, there are seg@e arrangements for TAL and CHAL due to the latter
landscape being largely contained within the Western Development Region (one of five in Nepal). The
Regional Forest Director coordinates all the planning and monitoring activities, including that @f dono
funded projects (such as Hariyo Ban, thkilti-Stakeholder Forestry Programme, and the Ecosystem
based Adaptatioproject) in its area of jurisdictiorOn the other hand, TAL falls within four development
regions and no formal mechanisms exist betweerL BAd their Regional Directorates. This has been
compensatedor by a mechanism under which a forester is deputed by the Department of Forests to
coordinate program activities outside of protected areas, and also a DNPWC officagdpointedto
coordinate program activities with therotected areas (PAs)This mechanism was established between
GoN and WWF evenbefore HB.

At the district and PA management unit levels, a diverse range of mechafieam#&OUs to letters of
exchange/contractire executed tooperationalize the partnerships. Due to the preexisting arrangements
largely created under the TAL project, partnerships with protected areas, such as Chitwan and Bardia
National Parks and some districts and municipalities aredegihed and working.

HB partners have also developed partnership arrangements with different GoN agencies based on the
activities being implemented. For example, CARE Nepal has an MOU with the DSCWM. Under this
partnership, implementation of an integrated StMhtershed Managemerlan for five critical sub
watersheds within Daraudi, Seéind Marsyangi watershed areas are beiagied out in Kaski, Tanahu

and Lamjung districts.
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In order to increase GoN and local NGO involvement and to build further flexibility in the program
implementation, a special provision called Windows of Opportunity (WOO) was designed to fund
innovative activities through the government and NGOs to complement the core programs and objectives
of HB. Half of the total fund that is allocated for WOO is beidigbursed through NGOsand the other

half through GoN and its line agencies. WOOs have been used to improve the GoN partnership and
promote innovation in project activities. The GoN WOOs have been used at the central and field levels
to support governmenstaff and projects. Many of the funds disbursed at the central level have supported
senior staff to make international trips to view other relevant projects or attend conferences. At the field
level, for example, HB gavesabawardto the DFO of TanahuwDistrict for a grantbased partnership
through the WOO. The objective was to produce and plant seedlings of the endangered champ tree
(Michaelia champgcand broomgrass species to be planted, both in community leasehold forests and
private plantations. Tik partnership has greatly contributed to the restoration of a critical corridor,
rehabilitated shifting cultivation areas, and turned bare land dominated by invasive species into a massive
broomgrass plantation area that provides not only income to poouseholds but also acts as source of
forage for wildlife and livestock, increases biodiversity, and improves soil conservation on steep and
degraded slopes.

Partnership arrangements at community level

HB& partnerships with local communities primarily ocevith CFUGs and with other naturaksourced

based CBOs, such as soil conservation committees, collaborative forest management committees, buffer
zone management committees, conservation area management committees, leasehold forestry groups,
and buffer pne community forest user groups. One common feature of @Bommunitylevel
partnerships is that they are all with natural resouuased formal CBOs.

Sub-question 2.2: What influence did partners have on activities implemented?

Government partners

HB& partnerships with GoN agencies at the district level ranges from very effective (e.g., DFO Tanahu)
to less effective (e.d@istrict Soil Conservation Offic€DSCO Gorkha). These variations can be somewhat
attributed to different personalities. Some of tlgovernment staff perceive thasince the financing
mechanism does not go through the government, it is not their responsibility to actively work together
with HB partners. The other reason may be that a formal mechanism (such as the one that exists at the
MoFSC level) has not been institutionalized at the district level.

Local communities

Community groups such as CFUGs have influenced and supported HB activities through their participation
and contribution in mechanisms that HB uses to work with commasitiFor example, through their
participation in CLAC, women and marginalized groups are able to identify their priority activities that HB
then helps supportin CAPAs, communities identify and implement priority actions for adaptation.

Partnership with N GOs, academic institutions, and youth

HB partners work with different types of NGOs to implement activities on the ground through
subcontracts. The Evaluation Team interacted with a number of NGOs and academic institutions both in
CHAL (Pokhara and Bandiguand TAL (Dang, Kailali, and Kanchanpur) to understand the nature of HB
relationships with NGOs. The purpose of these partnerships is often either to implement the activities
using communitpased natural resources management (CBNRM) tools or to dissgmiand share
project-generatel information to wider audiences. For examplRGOs (such as the Machhapuchre
Development Organization in Phewdatershed and the Community Forestry Coordination Committee

in TAL) helped HB partners facilitate and implemeng tctivities by functioning as an intermediary
organization working on behalf of the particular HB partner. Academic institutions, such as the Institute
of Forestry (IOF) in Pokhara have organized Heglel conferences and meetings.
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Sub-question 2.3: Did sites benefit from having collaboration with partners?

HB sites where multiple HB partners work together are found more likely to show positive results and
outputs that contribute to multiple outcomes. This is mainly due to complementary and synerdistits ef
and is discussed in more detail in Evaluation Questibaldw.

Community partnerships

At each site, we found a mix of partners. Some sites had a primary HB partner implementing activities
whereasothers had all four partners actively working togethén general, regardless of the number of
partners at a particular site, HB partnerships with local communities are generally good and show
positive results. Descriptions @f few ofthese partnerships follow.

Goral Conservation Area, Nawalparasit this site, HE partnership is with the local NGO, Mahabharat
Biodiversity Concern Society, with whom HB has a service subcontract. This relationship is a good
example of a partnership between a local NGO, the local community, and HB in launching anwittivity
multiple benefits including species conservation, landscape conservatiorbagith conservation of
Kerunge Khola, and income generation from the broomgrass cultivation.

CFEUG at Dhikurpokhari, Kaskirhis site is one of the successful exampleshef partnership (WWF,
CARE and FECOFUN) with CFUGSs, located upstream of Harpan Khola of Phewa lake. This site included
a CLAC and active woméh participation; resource (seed money) mobilization fficcomegeneration
activities; preparation of a CAPA indimg climate vulnerability; protection of a forest from grazing and
illegal harvest of forest products; and establishment of a commbaggd antpoaching unit.

However, not all partnerships with local communities are successful. For exam@ep&tBershipbased
activities with two CFUGs (Raniban and Naule Charchare) at Bhadaure Tamagi VDC irDicas&i
demonstrate poor understanding of partnership challenges. A drinking water project aimed to supply
water to a school andalit community was compted, but water supply is not maintained due to demand

for both drinking water and irrigation. The community forests are also not well protected from open
grazing animals. The CLAC has not been operational since very few women were able to participate when
the first 16week sessions were organized.

This site had a number of ongoing donor interventions. These included the PEACE Program (a Canadian
NGO project), Ecosystenbased Adaptationg multidonor projecf), and Panchase Protection Forest
(MoFSC/GoN). hie community was overburdened with the projeGidemands and meetings. One
participant in the focus group discussion said,
for working here despite the number of other projects is that it is one of 8be VDCs that form part of

the Phew Tal Watershed and, thus, part of the Phewa Tal PES project that HB is supporting. We note the
need for better planning, coordination, and monitoriag well asnodification in schedules and activities

as per local needand agreement.

Sub-question 2.4: How do these partnerships correlate with the ability of the project to implement
activities and deliver results?

Government partnerships

The partnerships with the government agencies are critical for the success antetomgustainability of

HB activities. Where partnerships with the government are functioning well (e.g., Tanahu, Chitwan NP,
and Bardia NP), the activities have been easier to implement and delivery of results is quicker. The impact
of good government rel@nships is most clearly seen in the different performances of activities in TAL
and CHAL. As Joint Secretary of MFSC, Mr. Krishna Acharya noted, the partnerships in TAL began in
200Q and the partnership mechanisms with the MoFSC and other stakeholdedear and functioning.
However, as CHAL is a new landscape, working mechanisms have not yet been established.
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Thus, in the case of TAL, HiBrelationships with government agencig®uilt on existing relationships
that partners had already formednd he HB activities are well integrated with the governmentorsed
landscape plan. The government agencies in TAL have greater ownership of-thii#i@&d activities as
TAL strategy was jointly endorsed by MoFSC and WWF-.

In comparison, the CHAL landscapas been referenced in the National Biodiversity Strategy and other
government plans, but does not yet have a governmegiorsed strategy and action plan. The
relationships between HB and the government in this landscape have not yet been developkdelsal
from the landscape to community leyalith an aim of achieving sustainability and ownership. This gap of
partnership with the government has somehow been mitigated by the Regional Forest Director, who
seems to have taken leadership in coordingtactivitiesincluding that of HB at the regional level.

The team observed that at the site level where relationships with the GLAs are strong, the activities are
generally better implemented and deliyef results are better. However, where the partrarip is weak,
output quality and timeliness are not as good.

There are a number of challenges faced by HB partners in implementing partnership mechanism functions.
Although signinghighlevel MOUs might be a good outpuit, does not necessarily translatetio good

delivery of results in the field. For example, despite the MOU with the DSCWM, the DSCO in the Gorkha
District is reluctant to work with HB becausit is not satisfied with the process of work planning, design

and implementation. Particular issuthat the DSCO raised with the Evaluation Team are: an overly
bureaucratic process, delays in communication and approval, and @3wkyy compliance demands.

However, activities that build the capacity of the GoN are recognized and appreciated by &b

officials. A recent training on REDD+ Guidelines for the REDD Cell stdfSC, DoF, DNPWC, and

District Forest Offices was highlighted by GoN st&ther training for government staff has included
nursery management and seedling production, glpdbsitioning system (GPS) training to junior staff-fire
fighting training, CFOP revision and amendments, climate change adaptation plans, and supply of equipment
(GPS, camera, laptops).

There are limitations regarding the ability of HB to implement digis and deliver results in collaboration

with GLAs because funds do not support the government and because HB activities do not always align
with GLA priorities. For example, there are mixed results from partnerships, thragdrawards, with

DFOs. The Klali DFO said that, unlik&ulti-Stakeholder Forestry Programm@ISFF, funding for
activities related todScientific Forest Manageméris not forthcoming from HB. The Lamjurigocal
Development Officersaid that HBis more likely to chooseeasier activies rather than locallyeeded
activities that have been identified in thee-year plan of Lamjunistrict.

Local community

Both in TAL and, to some extent, in CHAL, the government and local community groups have received
support from HB to participatén a number of training and workshops that have helped better implement
the project activities. In particular, training of trainers (TOTQcal resource person (LRP) training,
facilitating CLACs, CAPA/LAPA preparation, formal training workshops, supp@bmmunity Forestry
Operation Planpreparation and revision have resulted in more lasting relationships since they create
awareness on wider issues, support diverse needs of communities, and develop |dertaisal capacity

to implement the activitie at community level.

4.1.3 FINDINGS FOR EVALUATION QUESTION 3

EvaluatiorQuestion 3: What synergies or challenges can be observed due to the combination of multiple
highlevel objectives (biodiversity conservation, climate change adaptation, and climateadtegptgéion)
within a project?
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Synergies can occur at different scales and loci. For this evaluation, we conceptualize synergies arising
from individual activities, among activities at the site level, among the three project objectives (described
here and &o briefly inEvaluatiorQuestion 1), and among the HB partners (described in more detail in
BEvaluationQuestion 4).

Sub-question 3.1: What site-implemented activities aimed at meeting more than one high level
objective?

Individual activities
Althoughit is difficult to exhaustively list particular activities that meet multiple objectives, we provide
some examples below.

1 Restoration of forests and grasslands through grazing and fire control have helped increase
biodiversity conserve forestsand mitigatecarbon loss.

1 Improved cook stoves and biogas both help to conserve forests and biodiversity and mitigate
carbon loss by reducing the need for fuelwood. They also provide social benefits. During the
Evaluation Teaf® site visits, women told us that biogasd improved cook stoves generate
multiple benefits for them, including less use of and dependence on fuelwood; time saved on
collecting (less) fuelwood; and health benefits due to the absence of smoke in the house.

1 Broomgrass plantations, such as in thegdhded area of TanahDistrict and the Goral
Conservation Area in Nawalparasi, are restoring ecosystems and connectivity, providing habitat
for wildlife, reducing natural resource use, and providing income to poor and marginalized people
who had relied orslash and burn agriculture.

Activities that aim to meet more than one objective but conclusive results may not yet exist include skills
training and revolving funds.

9 HB undertook skills training, such as plumbing and electrical work, for beneficimadsng on
the assumption that training of marginalized and-loeome groups will decrease these grodps
reliance on and extraction of natural resources, but it is not yet known if this is true.

1 Revolving funds in community forestry user groups helpsupport biodiversity conservation,
improve and increase forest habitat, and decrease natural resource use through improved
livelihoods. These revolving funds are channeled through user group mdrabsed saving and
credit cooperatives. Most of the fundseaused to support livestock (mainly goats, pigs, and
poultry) or off-season vegetable farming. Promotion of these cooperatives has helped to ease
access to credit in the rural areas. It is not yet known if and under what circumstances these
livelihood actiities actually reduce resource use and what the impact of increased livestock is on
the environment, especially if not integrated with stall feeding.

Synergies among activities at site level

The Evaluation Tearmaw at certain sites, especially where HRimming to meet all three objectives, that

HB activities are a synergetic package that stimulates positive feedbacks among activities. For example,
linking awareness and empowerment through siatictioning CLACSs, strengthening good governance
through the governance tools, promoting equitable resource allocation of CFUGs funds, supporting
biodiversity conservation through asfibaching units and native species replanting, mitigating carbon loss
through biogas and improved cook stoves (note that these &ieffvalso contribute to biodiversity), and
building the capacity of communities to adapt to climate ch@geugh CAPAs) are mutually reinforcing

in the best casesdMany of the synergies occur because activities are implemented by convhaséy
organiations (CFUGs, BZUCs, CAMCs, and CBAPUSs) with the support of the four main partners.

Often, the initial entry point for HB in community groups is to create awareness and reflection through
CLACs (informal clags of 25 women and sometimes a few men frdihe lowest ranking sulgroups of
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the community for a period of 16 weeks). Based on the outcomes of these classes, programs/activities are
formulated including various types of ecosystem restoration (forest, grassland, and, watemunity
based climate chage adaptationimprovement in the internal governance of these commuhaged

organizations, and incomgenerating activities.

Some of the best examples of sites that showed synergies among objectives tltatallbation Team

visited are described in Eidit 5.

Exhibit 5 . Examples of HB activities with synergy

Location

Synergistic activities

Barandabar Corridor, Chitwan
District

Protection forest declared, solar fencing built, wildlife and human conflict
reduced, and some climate adaptation activitiasied out.

Broomgrass plantation, Tanah
District

Shifting cultivation and invasive species controlled through broomgrass
plantation, income of the communities increased.

Bhakarjung CFUG, Kaski
District

Forest conserved, anpioaching activities carriealt, climate adaptation pla
prepared and somef its activities carried out.

Jum Dada Jhapri CFUG, Tang
District

Conserved forests, livelihood activities (elgaf plate making), annual
meetings with 30 other nearby CFUGSs, adaptation plan prepanedsame
of its activties carried out.

Jyoti CFUG in Gadwa, Dang
District

River bank conservation with plantation, forest and grassland rehabilitati
income from the sale of grass is increadimtjmate adaptation activities.

Pashupati CFUG in Kamdi,
Banke District

Forest restoration by controlling theft of fuelwood from outsiders (even
from India) received some support under LAPA.

Sadabahar CFUG in Kamdi,
Banke District

Increased grassland and established demonstration site (with bamboo,
asparagusind citronella plantation), CAPA prepared and soofiés
activities implemented.

Sarashwoti CFUG in Rajapur,
Bardia District

Plantation forest, CAPA prepared, suppressed alien species, NTFPs pla|
such as Pipla, rattan, and bamboos.

Neulapur BZCFUG, Burigau,
Bardia District

Various forest restoration activities carried out including bamboo planting
solar fencing to reduce human wildlife conflict, CAPA prepared and sgm
its activities carried out, efforts to link CAPA and LAPA.

Janahit Mahakali O& in Bani,
Kanchanpur District

Forest restoration with new natural and artificial regeneratiorBigayasal in
the area along with the neighborimgmmunity forest(Jan Jagriti) by 530 €x
Kamaiyas (free bonded labor) now havird «attha of land, CAPA
prepared and somef its activities carried out.

Gyneshwor BZCFUG, Chitwar
District

Plantation, electric fence, conservation of rhino and other wildlife from
Chitwan National Pak, ecotourism site.

Namuna BZCFUG,
Nawalparasi District

Vulture conservationtourist site, restoration of wetland and grassland,
electric fence, skills training.

Goral Conservation,

Nawalparashi Distict

Community mobilization and support from a local NGO, homestay,

biodiversity conservation, broomgrass.

However, at some sites, tci

Kanchanpur.

Sub-question 3.2: What are the benefits of implementing these activities across multiple objectives?

Biodiversity conservation (through ecosystem restoration) is generating benefits at the household,
community, and public leveAccess to fuelwood, fodderand timber collection to households and
communities is easier. In some cases, grass collection has been easier. Abundant grass has regenerated in

vities |l ook more |Iike Obusiness
sparked among activities. Sites in this category included: Raniban Chharchare in KaskiG &gt
SubWatershed in Mahadeva, CFUG in Dang, and Sundevi BZUC, SuklaphadtdieVREserve in

3 Also published in the National Newspaper (KANTIPUR) on February 6,.2015
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the Jyoti CFUG and adjoining community forests. They are generating incomettfeosale of grass.
Climateresilient activities andhcomegenerating activities have helped them to diversity and increase
income sources.

In general, although impact is inconsistent across sites, CLACs have empowered women and marginalized
groups. For eample, women and others have learned basic literacy so they can sign their names for official
purposes. Biogas and improved cook stoves have helped many women in reducing the time they spend
collecting fuelwood and also has reduced their harmful exposorsntoke from indoor cooking with
fuelwood.

Communities are now generating income from the sale of forest products and by enforcing rules they
designed themselves. The income generated is reinvested into activities that benefit the ecosystem and
also commuitiesd livelihood through incomgenerating activities. Communities are also establishing
saving and credit cooperatives and are taking leadership positions in these institutions. HB is helping them
to mobilize the money through their own saving and cdgatavided through a revolving fund.

Meeting multiple objectives at a project level may be encouraging synergies in other important ways at
sites. For example, the linking of the three obj e
biogasand improved cook stoves, are being pitched to communities in a more integrated fashion. We had

many focus groups tell us that biogas provides multiple benefits (e.g., improved health, less wood use,
greater ease of cleaning cooking pots). If people remgmultiple benefits, this could strengthen their

support for it. In the bigger picture, the objectives, if integrated, can demonstrate that the conservation

of forests is not just good for communities to extract resources, it is also good for biodtyeasid for

mitigating and adapting to climate change.

Sub-question 3.3: What challenges occurred from implementing activities across multiple
objectives?

HB has two landscapdbat are different in bigphysical features, soceconomic condition, previous
history of support in biodiversity conservation, and the rationale of designating them as landscapes.

TAL is an established easkst landscape in the teraikhereasCHAL is a newly designated nordouth
landscape located in the hills and mountains. TAdleisigned as a landscape based on the movement of
tiger and rhinoceros in the area and beyond. The designation of CHAL is based on the flow of water along
the river basin. TAL has had support from WWF for many yeafsereasHB is the first project operahg

at landscape level. NTNC has working in the CHAL area for a long time, but only in the Annapurna and
Manasluconservationareas. CARE has some previous experience working in some of the districts of
CHAL through SAGUN but in a very scattered mannerCEE-UN has worked in all parts of Nepal for
many years, but separately and outside of the PAs.

Implementing a new project with multiple objectives in the new landscape (CHAL) of such a large area
itself is a challenge. Activities selected in CHAL are sdhgegrated as in TAL. The selection of sites for
intervention does not seem to be based on river basin geography as they are scattered along the river
basins. The sporadic activities implemented at a site level in CHAL are successful in integrattogiy but
linkage at the watershed/river basin level has yet to be strengthened. Nonetheless, the project has
sensitized climate vulnerabilities in the area and climadaptatiorrelated activities are better
implemented than in TAL.

Interventions on Sustaibe Landscape Management are facing challenges as the workable policy on
REDD+ has not been formulated by the government. The project has helped to prepare ERPIN for TAL
and developed a forest carbon baseline for CHAL. However, a detailed proposal hasgetormulated

for final submission to the World Bank. The project is providing further assistance to the REDD Cell of
MoFSC to work on the project formulation.
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Despite the awareness activities that have been conducted, local commimiteegness of RED+ was

very limited at the sites that th&valuation Teamisited. The team notes here, though, that the benefits

of awarenesgaising at the community level for something that does not yet have a concrete policy
framework and/or tangible benefits is gtieaable and potentially raises expectations unnecessarily.
terms of payments for ecosystem services (PES), while groundwork has been laid and supported by HB,
real implementation at sites such as Phewa Lake and the middle Marshyangdi will take more tim

Becausehe scale of HB operation is so large, resources are thinly distributed. This is more so in CHAL
area where the interventions dhe landscape levalrein the initial stageand the project is just beginning

to find a way to synchronize its tigties in a coherent wayln contrast, TAL has a long history of
intervention and HB is contributing to filling the gaps in an established approach. The challenges also lie
in mobilizing government line agency field staff (except, for example, the r&#b and PA staff) in
carrying out activities in a coherent way.

Sub-question 3.3: Which high-level objectives show synergies?

Biodiversity conservation, climate change adaptation, and improved governance of natural resource
management groups show syniesy Restoration of forest, grasslarehd wetlands helps to provide
multiple benefits (products needed for livelihood, water and soil conservation benefits, ecotourism
benefits, climate resiliency). Similarly, initiatives to increase climate adaptatmnderhands the
restoration of ecosystem, and increased and diversification of income sources. Improved governance helps
to conserve biodiversity and climate adaptation througle-based resource management.

Biodiversity conservation is generating moredsts and greater capture of carbon through better growth
(higher growing stock) of the forest.

Sub-question 3.4: How might challenges be overcome to meet multiple objectives?

Prioritized planning at the corridor and watershed level and joint level monigoof these activities could

help to mitigate some of the challenges. Having a watershed management specialist could be helpful in
selecting watersheds for integrated interventionthia CHAL area. Extending the duration of the project,

at least in CHALwould help in consolidating the program activities and linking them to achieve synergy.

There is a lack of HB strategy for interventions in CHAp,it would be helpful to develop a strategy
ensuringthat activities are undertaken in a more coherent antegrated manner. Since most of the
activities under CHAL seem to be concentrated in Seti, Daraudi, and Marsyandi watersheds in a
fragmented and isolated manner, they need to be linked to have a synergetic effect.

Support to biodiversity conservation is iprarily provided through WWF and NTNC. CARE provides
support for the improvement in the internal governance of these forest groups through such programs as
Participatory Governance Assessment (PGA), Public Hearing and Public Auditing (PHtEA),
Participabry Well-Being Ranking (PWBR). These governance reforming tools were developed while
CARE was previously implementing the SAGUN program under USAID funding. CARE is also assisting
communities in climate change awareness (mostly related to adaptation) tneddreparation of CAPA

4.1.4 FINDINGS FOR EVALUATION QUESTION 4
EvaluatiorQuestion 4: Does evidence exist that the proj@&tpproach to integration led to improved
outcome?

Sub-question 4.1: What is the project® approach to integration?

Joint planning bthe four partners at the landscape level is the starting point of integration in the field. In
the CHAL area, that planning process is further shared with all the other stakeholders and line agency
staff at the regional level in the regional planning meebrganized by the Regional Forest Director in
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PokharaThe TAL area is located in foudevelopmentregions, and the process of integration in planning
at these four regional leveseems to bead hoc

The four partners voluntarily decided to work togethunder the umbrella of HB before the project was
awarded to them. In contrast, the MulBtakeholder Forestry Program (MSFP), funded jointly by three
donors, took more than one year to select the six national NGO partners to work in the field. Thus,
compared to MSFP, HB is better designed and more efficient in selecting the right partners in Nepal.

The four consortium partners had not jointly worked together before, although some of them had worked
together. For example, WWF had workedith CARE in Dolpaistrict before. WWF has been working
together with NTNC in protected areasfor over three decades. CARE and FECOFUN had worked
together in SAGUN(funded by USAID It took about a year to mobilize HB staff and understand the
expectations and working préces of each partner. WWF and NTNC weréy their mandate and
orientation, more interested in the bigphysical aspects of biodiversity conservatioshereasCARE and
FECOFUN were more oriented towards human dimensions of conservation and developmemtdTo a

all these factors, climate change adaptation was a new topic for the two national paiboersof for
WWEF and CARE). Thus, it took a while to devise a commondaildy of working together in the field.
Moreover, FECOFUN was a new partner in all thet up with its focus on advocacy.

FECOFUN seemed tbe hesitant to workwith WWF and NTNC, since they each had a reputation of
working closely with the government and FECOFUN is primarily an advduassyd organization often in
conflict with the governrant. In fact, the chairman of NTNC is the Minister of MOFSC, and most of its
members are thesecretaries of the Government of Nepal. Thus, in order to establish a working
relationship, FECOFUN and WWF signediapoint agreement before bidding for the gext. One of

the stringent points of the agreement was that WWF would not support the expansion of protected area
in the area under HB.

The advantage of HB is that each of the partners in HB has its own strength. In our discussion with the
partners, the ommon denominator of implementing the program was comparative advantage of expertise
and experience of each partner, and the cresarning from each other and its application in the field. For
example, FECOFUNs learning more about biodiversity conseri@t. NTNC is using governance
framework developed by CARE in ACAP area. FECOFUN and NTNC are learning climate change
adaptation from CARE in order to sensitize forest users on climate change adaptation. The knowledge,
experienceand comparative/competitvadvantage of each partner is used jointly at the community and
ecosystem level to implement the program in a systematic manner.

There are also some differences in where partners work, with NTNC primarily working in the protected
areas, while FECOFUN isarking outside of the protected areas. However, FECOFUN had also worked

in Neulapur BZCF for some timeand NTNC works in some corridor areas outside of buffer zones, such

as the Goral Conservation Area in Nawalparasi. The other advantage of working &gstthat every
partner is working with the local community through CFUGs, CAMCs, BZ|#osl BZCFUGs. At many

sites, although not all, the expertise and skill of each partner is used in an integrated manner to achieve
the objectives of the project.

The patnership with other organizations has been further expanded in the conservation of Phewa Lake
while designing a PES committee to protect the lake against excessive sedimentation for its watershed.
The other stakeholders involved include the Hotel Assdoiat the Pokhara sulmunicipality, six VDCs

that constitute the Phewa T&Vatershed the DFO, the DSCQand NGOs. Similarly, in developing a PES

for MadyaMarsyangdi Hydro Power Project (MMHPP), a national NGO was commissioned to undertake
a feasibility stdy of the area. Moreover, a local NGO (RCD®Rural Community Development Centre)
implemented a PES awareness program in 21 VDCs. Avi@reber technical committee has been formed

to work further on the PES model suitable for MMHPP. However, a lack ofogpiatte policy at the
government level hampered the implementation of PES. Even if a paligjeveloped, itwould take a
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long time to fully implement the PES mechanism since the watershed is too large, a newgouleo
company is constructing another dip-power project above the MMHPP, and debris is being deposited
along the river.

Sub-question 4.2: Has the project observed better than expected outcomes that can be attributed
to integration approach?

It took about a year for the HB partners to understaithe working malality and style of each partner as

well as to generate knowledge about CHAL upon which to basé&Hipproach. However, slowly, the
working madalites have been synchronized or nearly so. Now, they are generally working together in
most ofthe areas in a coordinated fashion. The combination of partners with their integrated approach
seems to be most successful at sites where the partners are working together to leverage their specific
expertise. Some sites that are good examples of partgaesgies are Janahit and Jailaxmi CFUGS, Goral
ConservationArea, and Dikurpokhari. Many of these sites are also described in Question 3 concerning
site synergies.

In many cases, an integrated approach has had the best success where HB is supportirgpluzations

to scale up and network across the landscape, such as in the Goral Conservation Area and the
Gyaneshwor Community Forests in Chitwan. The success is further amplified if funds are leveraged and
activities are integrated with those of otherapiners as evidenced in Mukta Kamai@ammunity in
Krihanpur VDC, Ward No. 2 in Kanchanpur, and also the broomgrass plantation area being cultivated by
SidhathanVillage in Tanahu District.

However, there is potential for more and better integration. Fexample, in general, protected areas in
TAL are proceeding pretty much as usual and not integrating new activities or approaches from the other
partners, such as governance and GESI, to the extent that they could. However, we note that in ACAP,
where commuity management is a very sensitive issue, NTNC is integrating the governance tools and
LAPA into its approach.

Another issue is that although planning is jointly decided at the landscape level, monitoring of activities is
not jointly carried out by the pdners in most of the cases. Thus, learning is patelmg it needs to be
strengthened.

The integrated approach could also achieve better outcomes if better linked to local priorities. For
example, the Local Development Officer (LDO) of Lamjumg said ti&apldks up the easier activities in

an ad hoc manner. Each District Development Committee has its owryéae plan, but there is no
coordinationnor evenanyreferral to these plans. Also, local institutions exist that could be incorporated
into HB& appoach.For example, under the local governance mechanism, there is a profasibaving

a Community Awareness Centre (CAC) in each of the Village Development Centre (VDC), but there is
no linkage of CLAC with CAC at the village level.

Additional supportfrom HB to communities supported by other donors has a marginal or even adverse

effect. In Naule Chharchhare CFUGs, the communities are so overwhelmed with outside support that
they say they haved 0a3nrbd nieheet i nmegsss ai gibre@glchas@mwyeltiple d t o t
organizations is just too much. This site also had one of the least successful Geédise otvomers

inability to participate due to time constraints. However, where donors are coordinating at largerf$cales

for example, the undetanding between HB and MSFP to support the renewal of CRQiRgcomes are

good.

In sum, when the activities are wdksigned and sequenced appropriagtahd the partnersroles are well
defined, there is a synergy in collaboration. Otherwise, the collatimm can lead to diminishing returns.
Fortunately, it seems the cases of productive collaboration under HB with positive returns are many
compaed to the ones with negative return cited above.
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4.1.5 FINDINGS FOR EVALUATION QUESTIONS

EvaluatiorQuestion 5: Whatare the advantages and disadvantages of the pf®jentque approach to
community adaptation plans of acti@APA) at the community level, in the context of the LAPA process
implementatior??

General understanding of the HBP & strategies and approachest o climate change adaptation

(CCA)
The overall goal of HB is to oO0Oreduce the adverse
Nepal .6 The climate change adaptation (CCA) compol

goal by undeanking a number of vulnerabikteducing and resiliendeuilding activities in both TAL and
CHAL. To achieve this objective, HB works closely with communities, local CBOs and N&ts
government partners. The strategies and approaches adopted in desighanning, and implementing
adaptation plans are based on a bottaim planning process ensuring the conservation and maintenance
of local natural resourcesespecially biodiversity and forest ecosystem seryiaes basis for planning
CCA. The CCA planimg process adopted by HB aims to build local institutional and technical capacity
improve the livelihoods of the most vulnerable pegpi#rengthen the management of CFUGs and
cooperatives;, raise awareness about climate change issapd undertakes sowhconservation and
management of local forests, watand livelihood resources by integratirgosysterrbased adaptation
(EbA) andcommunitybased adaptation (CBA) concepts together. The adaptation plans hinge on three
critical factors: 1) building locatsource base to support livelihood2) developing vulnerable peopies
knowledge, skills, and capabilifiesd 3 conservation and sustenance of biodiversity and ecosystem
services.

HB establishes links between improved capacity, local livelihaodgood governance of community
based organizations (CFUGs)hd forest and biodiversity conservation (through sustainable forest and
landscape management). This approach, it is presumed,diiefiase changadaptation and mitigation by
generating both adaption and conservation ebenefits through the integrated nature of project
interventions.

Specific approaches to adaptation planning and implementation

HB& general strategy and approach for adaptation planning and design is defined by the framework of
combined humaiecological systems wherein it is premised that both human and ecological components
are impacted by climatimduced stressors and therefore need an integrated adaptation intervention. The
reduction of vulnerability and the enhancement of lieeice of this combined system need an integrated
ecosystem as well as communiigsed approaches. Improvement in ecosystem resilience requires better
management of forest resources, community empowerment, and livelihood improvewtdoh is what

the integrated adaptation planning approach of HB has tried to achieve. The adaptation plans are prepared
by first building the awareness of community on local, nati@mal global climate change issues. It then
involves local peoplein identification and priorization of vulnerable groups and sites within the
community and identifies options to adapt to the prioritized climatic as well ascfioratic hazards and

risks to the combined system. Due to the forestrgndbiodiversityoriented nature of HB, the scaler

CCA planning is done at the community forestibwatershed, or buffer zone level.

Social mobilization, community empowerment, capacity building, and identifying appropriate livelihood
improvement activities for vulnerable groups are considered irtgydr prerequisites for successful
adaptation for communities. Participatory monitoring of changes brought about by the project both at the
forest, watershed, or combined humamvironment system level is an important part of the CCA
component. A tool thatidentifies the underlying causes of poverty and vulnerability (UCPV) is used to
conduct the vulnerability analysis. Hazards andns&ps as well as communiievel adaptation capacity

4 Please note this question has been revised slightly by the HoalTaam.
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are prepared and assesskedl an integrated adaptation plan tie es to combine elements ottesystem

based adaptation (EB), communitybased adaptation (CBA) and disaster risk reduction (DRR)
approaches into the integrated plan. Thigthodis considered ideal for a mountainous country such as
Nepal, which is facing rtidimensional hazards and risks such as floods, fire, erosion, and mudsdides
well as extreme weather events such as heat and cold waves and prolonged drought. These climate
induced drivers are exacerbating the changes brought about by the ongoingesaciomic and political
drivers in HB areas.

The assessment of HiBoverall approach of planning and implementing integrated CCA is considered an
appropriate strategy given the conservation focus of the prograorking primarily with NRM groups

such asCFUGs.HB has rightly used the local forest governing entities, such as community forest user
group (CFUG), Watershed User Committee (WUC), Ber Zone User Committee (BZUG)and others

to plan CAPA as an example of bottorap planning process. The CAPA® glanned to be linked up

with the VDG- or municipalitylevel LAPA.

According to the available records, HB has so far prepared around 327 CARIGSahAPAsas shown
in Exhibit 6 One-hundred and twentffour CAPAs and one LAPA in TAaAnd 203 CAPAs and4 LAPAs
in CHAL, have been preparedf the total, 224 CAPAs (68.percent)and 11 LAPAs (2percent) have
been implemented, althougtt varying degrees of completion

Exhibit 6. Number of CAPAs and LAPAs prepared, approved , and planned5

Vear CAPA LAPA
Prepared| Endorsed| Implemented| Prepared| Endorsed| Implemented
Year 1 (201812) | 12 9 9
Year 2 (201813) | 190 121 74
Year 3 (210814) | 111 114 103 30 23 8
Year 4 (201415) | 14 33 38 15 4
Total 327 277 224 45 27 11

The wide variation in the progresbetween TAL and CHAL areaaybe due tothe strong knowledge,
capacity, and presence afCCA team (CARE) in CHAL as compared to TAL. The difference is also
attributed to better management of CAPA planning and implementation activities in CHAL tharLin TA

In general, the following factors can be identified for greater progress in CHAL than in TAL: a)3CARE
past experience and presence; b) better natural resource management (NRM) groups (CFUG anj{ CAMC
and c) better partnership and synergy among HB mend and between HB and GOs. The regional
coordination mechanism in CHAL is also working better. HB staff suggested an additional reason for the
difference in progress could be local perceptions in TAL that deforestation and forest degradation in the
upstream Churia region are the source of their water and flooding issues rather than climate change.

Sub-question 5.1: What is HB& unique approach of preparing Community Adaptation Plans of
Action (CAPAs)?

HB& unique approaches to adaptation planning is basdtie use of tools that had been developed and
practiced by CARE elsewhere: a) assessing UCPV in the commionltgking adapt&n plan to the
resource based.g.,CFUGmanaged fore¥t c) prioritizing vulnerable groups (women, poor, abélit
communiies); d) giving due recognition to building ecosystem resilieara# vulnerable peopierights to

5 Prepared = Communities participated and supported; Endorsed = CFUG executive committee and General assembly
approved; Implemented Adaptation activities implemented with joint funding and support from HBP, CFUG, VDC and others.
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survive and 5) ensuring good governance in adaptation planning and implementation through bundled
tools of PGA, PWBR, and PHPA. CARE has shared these tatlisother HB partners, who are using

them to prepare CAPAs and LAPAs. This approach also ensures that the concerned community gains
ownership ofthe CAPA and LAPA once it is approved by the general assembly of the community group
(e.g, CFUG or other types of user groups). The approach also uses the National Adaptation Plan of Action
(NAPA) prioritiesand LAPA guidelines (sevstep planning guidelines) abasis to prepare CAPA and
LAPA.

Sub-question 5.2: Why are community forestry user groups (CFUGS) a appropriate institution for
planning?

The CFUGs are the most commonly used scale for the CAPA planning adopted by the HB because they:
a) ae resourcebased legal entitied)) meet the criteria for a combined humaatological system
framework;and c) aleady have functioning management and governing structures. CAPAs are done at
the CFUG level also since the HB mostly works with the MoFSC line agencies and CBOs involved in forest
management. In some cases, CAPA has also been done if a high concenfratioe@ble groups exist

such as in a micravatershed (e.g., GorkRglunicipality and buffer zones in TAL. The criteria for selecting

a CFUG site are governed by the BHBramework:biodiversityimportant areas (Bl#) including linking
north-south or eat-west corridor concept, location in the selected river basin, high vulnerability pockets
as determined by the Rapid CHAL/TAL Assessment. Ehaluation Tearobserved thawvhereasWWF

and FECOFUN prepare CAPAs, NTNC prepareAPAs onlyand CAREof late prepares both. This
difference is primarily because of HB partriéraditional institutional approaches. For examteCHAL,

the NTNC works with CAMCs that are formed at VDC level angiventhe low human density in high
altitude areasconsiders it moe appropriate to work at VDC levelsotherefore NTNC prepares LAPAS.
However, now CARE is also preparing LAPAs based on its reflections and learning. The latest trend among
partners is to prepare CAPAs first and then link them with LAP#sich is considred a sound approach

of bottom-up planning.

Sub-question 5.3: What types of training and capacity-building activities of CAPA planning and
implementation team s have been carried out?

The CAPA process starts with a 48eek CLAC course with women and mangiized groups that buid
awareness regarding climate change vulnerability and impactthe need for adaptation and disaster

risk reduction within the community. This helps ensure that these people, who are often among the most
vulnerable to climatewill be able to participate in and benefit from the CAPA. In the CLAC, the local
resource person (LRP), who facilitates the CLAC and also CAPA, presents adaptation as-euttings

topic to the community by stressing that the adaptation sectors seletdagdinhas to be based on the
NAPA priority sectors mentioned above) have to be made clirsatart, especially conservation sites,
community forests, watersheds, agriculture, and landscape. Once a CFUG is ready to prepare a CAPA,
the LRPs or hired expertsvork with the community by following the sigtep process (in line with the

LAPA process) that comprises: a) identification of vulnerable; ijesiinerability analysis and classification

of groups and sites) identification of adaptation optiond) prioritization and approval of adaptation
plans e) plan implementatigrand f) participatory monitoring, reflectionand learning. A welprepared

plan takes up to six weeks to completesingthe sixstep process. However, in practicthe CARE
prescribedsequencing and planning are heing usedy the HB partnersincluding CARE itselflue to
differential understanding and skills of the LRP and/or consultant hired by the partners. This has resulted
in large differencgin the quality of the CAPAs andAPAs, especially in terms of community participation

and ownership.

Sub-question 5.4: What are the methods used to prepare vulnerability impact analysis and ranking
of most vulnerable to least vulnerable social groups and ecosystems?
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The basic informatiorused for CCA planning is the output of the Participatory WR#ingRanking
(PWBR) done at the CFUG level that classifies a given community into four poverty classes: Ka, Kha, Ga,
and Gha groug® Ka being the wealthiest and Gha being the poor&se process then uses the UCPV

tool to identify the source and causes of poverty and vulnerability. Thus, two types of products are
generally produced by the planning processa Bazard and risks map based on recent climatic events,

and b)maps of areamhabital by poorest and marginalized groups. Both-pltysical and socieconomic
indicators are used to come up with a combined vulnerability classification that helps in selecting the forest
ecosystem site and population group with the highest vulnerabilitgxin@ihis methodin generalhas

been followed throughout the HB project area. However, the key features found in most of the CAPAs
and LAPAs observed ia low level of community participation, ownership, andost importantly
implementation budget.

Sub-question 5.5: How are CAPAs different from CFUG operational plans and LAPAs?

CAPAs focus on vulnerable groups of users such as landdedits, and those at risks due to climatic
hazards, as well as vulnerable forest sites, sudiress at risk from floding The focus of the CFUG
operationalplans on the other hanglis on forest resources development (afforestation and reforestation),
managemen(including fire contrgl, and good forest governance. However, there are significant synergies
and complemerarities between the two plans that need further strengthening.

LAPA is considered to be holistic and effective in terms of design and implementation ofevVEIC
adaptation activities by better coordinating the process. CAPA, due to its focus on fore&tiadiversity
resources of the community groups (CFUGs, BZUGCH)d because it is more participatory, is rather
narrowly focused. Botithe CAPA and LAPA process have advantages and disadvantagéwereas

CAPA has higher community ownership due to itarpling by legallgefined, local institutions such as
CFUGs, institutional ownership of LAPA is webkcausehe GoN recognizeshe VDC-level development

plars as well ad.ocal Disaster Risk Management Plans (LDRM®&yever, CAPA has better access to
resaurces sincein many cases, the CFUG itself allocates resources i@ gpme casesip to 35percent

of the CAPA budget is supported by CFUG). This makes CAPAs more able to reduce high vulnerability
and build both short and longterm resilience of foress resources and dependent people. CAPA
therefore, contributes more concretely tdahe HB objectives of biodiversity conservation, landscape
management, and sustainable forest management especially with REDD+ activities, all of which have high
adaptation cebenefits. However, both CAPAs and LAPAs are needed to achieve higher synergy,
integration and sustainability ¢l B & €A activities

Althoughmost of the CAPAs have been prepared at CFUG levels, a few of them have also been prepared
at the subwatershed(Khalte Gangate StNYatershedUser Committee, Gorkha) and Buffer Zone User
Groups (e.g., Buffer Zone area of Bardia National Park by Shree Ramnagar BZUC; Sundevi BZUC, Sukla
Phanta Wildlife Reserve area). However, if the group preparing the CAPA lacksstatus, such as a
watershed user committee, finding resources and establishing linkagekigtitdrlevel planssuch asa

VDC or municipality LAPAmMay pose additional challenges.

Sub-question 5.6: Is there a dedicated communitymanaged adaptation fund to ensure
implementation of most urgent activities identified by the community? If yes, how it is managed?

HB partners provide varying amount of funds to implement CAPAs and require a separate accounting of
the expenditure. Depending on the capacity bktcommunity groups, three fund mobilization and
management mechanisms have been observed: a) dedicated account; b) managed through by CFUG
accounting system; and c) managed by intermediaries, such as the Community Forest Coordination
Committee (CFCC) in AL. However management of the funds is done with the involvement of the
CFUG or other groups by the community and transparency is generally maintained although there are
some weaknesses in the management of funds by CFCCs (e.g., Jyoti and Mahadevdenrdy)&xre

proactive efforts for empowering CFUGs by the CFCC are felt necessary.
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Sub-question 5.7: How are CAPAs linked with higherlevel LAPAs and the VDC/municipality plans
to ensure that identified vulnerable people and ecosystems are included in thehigher-level plans
and local planning process?

The planning process of CAPAs is similar to LA Asly the scale varies. In fact, CAPA is a good example

of a bottomup planning process as it facilitates the preparation of LAPA. LAPAS, according to the MoSTE
guidelines, is more of a framework for local adaptation planning than a plan itself. A number of CAPAs can
be integrated intca LAPA. The HB team recognized these potential synergies and linkeagekas been
discussing with the MoSTE officials how CATaA be made an integral part of the LAPA process, especially

in locations with high value of biodiversity and ecosystem services. During the course of assessment, it
was reported thatanin-principle agreement to this effect has already been made by theecned GoN
agencies. CAPAtherefore, havethe potential to be used as planning tools to prepare LAPAs in both HB
landscapes. In many cases (e.g., Siddhthani CFUG, Tanahu; Shreeramnagar BZUC, Bardia; and Hardi Khola
VDC, Makwanpur)fundleveraging hassen made possible by linking CAPA and LAPA processes. Because
forests and biodiversity are the key resources to regevulnerability athe VDC level, CAPAs can
strengthen the success of LAPAs in HB areas.

Because forests and biodiversity are the keyorgses to reduce vulnerability at VDC level, CAPAs are
used to strengten the success of LAPAs whiclBHas been doing. In terms of fund leveraging it is a joint
efforts in which the HB partner works with the VDC Secretaries to include CAPA identifiedities in

the LAPAs and other VDC plans.

Sub-question 5.8: What are the challenges, gaps, weaknessesand opportunities of CAPA/LAPA
activities of HB?

The biggest challengfaced by HB CAPAs and LAPAare the high expectation raised in the community
groups during the planning process and the limited resources HB has been able to provide to implement
the approved CAPAs. In many cases, the most urgent and immediate adaptation and disaster risk reduction
needs are not fully metalthough HB has been makiefforts. The challenge is how to meet the high
financial and technological resources required by each CAPA and sustain the community participation.
Leveraging financial and technical resources from multiple sources in the ongoing government programs
(e.g.,Department of Water Induced Disaster PreventioMloFALD) and donor funded programs (e.g.,
National Climate Change Support ProjebtSFP, EbA) is the most viable option. In,fiacdCHAL, HB was
designed to work in coordination and collaboration with theSFRalthough there is not much evidence

of this happeningo far.

As mentioned above, out of the total 327 CAPAs and 45 LAPAs prepared, only 244 CAPAs and 11 LAPAs
are being implemented. However, HB has been organizing diverse types of activities toaaaiiiGAPAS

into LAPAs and other plans at the VDC municipality and DDC levels. A total sum of Rs. 10,846,360 has
been mobilized from different sources for the implementation of CAPAs in whicls HBare is Rs.
6,709,748 (62percent). Concerned VDCs, munipalities and other government line agencies have
contributed Rs. 2,890,775 (2fercent), and communities Rs. 1,245,837 (p&rcent). This type of
leveraging approach seems to be partially addressing the high expectations of the community created
through the CAPA/LAPA planning process.the future, more intensified and coordinated actions are
needed to address the funding gaps. This will allow HB to address urgent and immediate vulnerability
issues andbetter implement adaptation plans.

Some other gaps derved in the CAPA process are: a) inability to address larger source and types of
vulnerability while focusing on sigpecific risks and hazards especially in upstréawnstream siiation

and b) focusing only on 0s db@deldotdiothesvdineralility mappad or | vy
a forest, watersheds, river basin, landscape althdogtCHAL level rapid vulnerability assessment (VA)

was used for selection the CFUGHpwever, the topdown i.e, landscape level VAutputs and the
bottom-up (CAPA level) VA outputs have to be combined to come up with vulnerability maps which was
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not observed However, in some CAPAs (e,dBarandabhar corridor, Hardi Khola, and Phewa Tal), this
type of gap is being address€&APAs could also be linked to LDRBI& the VDC level A more recent
GoN policy is to link CAPA and LAPA with thenvironmentfriendlylocalgovernmentplanning (EFLGP)
process promoted by MoFALD. The CAPA and LAPA process of HB can be characteriadubtigm-
up vulnerability impact assessnt (VIA) and adaptation planning proctss provides a good opportunity
to bring together the topdown VIA process at the landscape and river basin levelsadottom-up VIA
process at community foresind subwatershed scales. However, for this pess to be of practical
significance, the tedown process has to be more based on scientific assessrdeawing knowledge
from global and regional models and scenarmsd the bottomup process should be informed by
historical local vulnerability ancbmmunity-basedperception andknowledge including indigenous and
local knowledge.

Sub-question 5.9: What are the lessons learned what activities seems to be doing well which are
having difficulties, and what is the way forward?

Preparing CAPAs before LAB by HB has helped leverage resources and achieve coordination with the
VDCs and municipalities at a number of locations (Shree Ramnagar, Hardi Khola, Chandrapur, and Lamki).
In Dahakhani VDC, Chitwan, six CFi§ased CAPAs led to one LAPA. The HB team & able to
mainstream LAPA with thelistrict-level Disaster Reduction Management Plan in Gorkha and Tanahu.
However, the ownership of LAPA has been a problem because at the VDC there are multiple plans and
dearthof elected bodies. Also, the DFOs pegfthe CAPAs sincehey areforest based. One lesson drawn
from the CCA component of HB is that linking CAPA and LAPA proesssith the largerVDC-level

plans carbetter leverage resources. This also helps communities to implement priority CAPA activities
In general, the HB team reported that the CAPA/LAPA activities are doing well in the following aspects:
a) promotinga strong science base, bdbust use of threats and drivers to identify vulnerable sites and
groups, and c) locally prioritized intervémhs. The elements that are not being successfully mainstreamed
are: a) broader thinking, b) joint planning, ¢) tackling-traditional threats and d) establishing linkage
with VDC- andmunicipalitylevels plans. Neverthelegshe HB team has been constiy learning from the

CCA process particularly how adaptation can contribute to both conservation and development
outcomes.

4.1.6 FINDINGS FOR EVALUATION QUESTION 6
EvaluationQuestion 6: What key gaps and challenges remain in terms of accomplishing the stated
objectives of Hariyo Ban?

Sub-question 6.1: Which objectives are on target to be met?
Sub-question 6.2: Which objectives have fallen behind proposed targets?

Sub-question 6.3: What are potential causes of delay in meeting stated objectives?

Project gaps and challenges

Overall, the project suffered delaypecausét took almost a year for the project to organize and begin to
harmonize the institutior@hinking, processes, and approaches. A great deal of time was spent on partners
getting familiar with ezh other, figiring out how to work together andconducting baseline work.
Althoughthe partnership between the four consortium organizations is one of its great strengths, it is
also one of its greatest challenges (see Evaluation Question 4). Other Isvesiso slowed down the
project, including delays in theubaward process for WWF funds in the first year, introduction of
compliance requirementsuch as th&nvironment Mitigation Monitoring PIZBEMMP) in the second year,

and the revision of WOO guielines and new construction guidelines in the third year.

In terms of meeting objectives, as discussed under the first evaluation question, the project has shown
good progress on Objectives 1 and Bith Objective 2 showing less progress. The causes fdamydin
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making progress in Objective 2 include its emphasis on REDD+ policies, over which HB has little control,
and its goal of creating new systems for payments for ecosystem system services (PES). PES is a rather
new concept in Nepal and is taking a wefib gain traction and clarity at policy as well as practical levels.

The other components of Objective 2, which are familiar activities at the community level, such as installing
biogas and improved cook stovese progressing well.

In term of crosscutting themes, HB is achieving success in improving the internal governance of natural
resources management groymsainly because there is strong policy support at the local |élalso

because CARE and FECOFUN have a history of working together onhiise. Both livelihoods and

GESI have weaknesses. Improving livelihoods requires locally tailored approaches and adequate resources,
and successes are difficult to scale up. For GESI, some partners have not integrated it into their activities
to the extent possibleand many activities are at the central lev&lich agnainstreamingsESIin four

national government policies on biodiversity conservation, REDD+ and climate change adaptation

In terms of two landscapes, CHAL has the least achievemaainly beausé besides being large, fragile,

and remotdi it is the newest landscape being supported by outside donors without any strategy jointly
agreed with the government. TAL has a long history and has a jointly agreed strategy worked out between
the governmentand WWF.

Sub-question 6.4: Can challenges be overcome in order to achieve project objectives?

We summarize our response to this question in terms of overall program activities, in terms of
strengthening communitgased organizations, HBrelationship withGoN, improvements in the CAPA
process, and lessons from TAL.

Overall program activities

We believe that one of the challenges facing HB in the next 20 months is to develop and strengthen
upstream and downstream linkages both in the TAL and CHAL landscapitical basin/subasin areas.

HB needs to show the visible results and to produce a convincing vision and model for scaling up sub
basinlevel work.

We recommend a commitment of more resources and expertise at theiseswhere it seems feasible to
have a working model in place by end of the HB program. Given the fragile nature of terrain and
ecosystems as well as varying degree of inaccessibility, a clearly focusetversukand
catchmentwatershedbased framework is needed to carry out focused wevkh a longterm ambition

of connecting critical landscapes in the nesibuth trajectory in CHAL. Instead, HB seems to have taken
the entire CHAL into perspective and used toown and bottomup approaches that do not always
address the critical threatsdlrivers and vulnerability at the site. Focusing on few-gubr basins with high
biodiversity valugsuch as Phewa Tal Watershed and the Panchase Protection Fmight be a better
approach to take.

It seems important to have some models of functi@nPES projects before the project ends. However,

HB does not seem to have a clear model for how to do PES given the wide range of approaches we saw
in CHAL. We recommend that HB put the necessary focus and resources on key sites that could come
to fruition before the end of HB. This leads to the suggestion that HB start from smaller watersheds and
then move to larger watersheds to replicate successes from the small watersheds following a structured
scaling up and scaling out models.

We find a gap in undetandingof the upstrearddownstream linkages from watdsiodiversity,and climate
change perspectives in the HB team. One indicator that the expertise is lacking for this component is that
the Evaluation Teanfiound no evidence of an experienced watershegbeat at HB at the central or
Pokhara Cluster OfficeSuch a person coulgush the conceptual, institutionadnd programmatic
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components of a watershed approach in the field. \Werefore, recommend that HB hire a watershed
expert.

We also recommend mar emphasis on providing appropriate and contextual technical expertise at the
site level. Although approaches (such as commurigsed conservation, participatory governance,
targeting vulnerable communities and sites) are strong, we saw at some sitagcdds& of technical
expertise, especially for PES backstopping and viatieiced disaster reduction/management (e.g.,
Ranikhola in Barandabar corridor, Sadabahar CFUG, Banke, and-&haljate suvatershed, Gorkha),

and nursery/seed/seedling selectmmd plantation (e.g., Ranikhola in Barandabar corridor, Sardikhola in
Kaski, and Chandrapur, Rautahat). Close collaboration with concerned DFOs ramgers is
recommended.

Another area that needs special attention and focus is policies relating to thegsoa of CFUGs and
associated CAPAs into networks or community conservation areas (CCAs) and LAPAs. These networks
havethe potential to be legacies for HB.

Strengthenin g community -based organizations

We heard in the key informant interviews and obsedvén the field that activities focused at the
communitylevel are very strong and synergistic in some sites and more patchy in others. Community
based capacity building is one of the most successful approaches for conservation irahtepaé
feedbackfron t he | i stening sessions emphasized stakehol
one of the most important aspects of HBde details in Annex)EWe recommend that HB in the last
months of the program continue to focus on activities that bulié tapacity of communities and their
organizations, such as governance, GESI,imtmmegenerating activities, at HB sites where these
activities to date have been patcby not well implemented, olare not sustainable over time. HB should
ensure that moe integration of activities takes place at these sitesl that the right HB partners are
involved at each site to ensure this.

Because livelihood improvement strategies and activities act as a strong incentive mechanism to ensure
sustained and involvegarticipation of local communities in conserving biodiversity, promoting sustainable
forest management (SMF), and mobilizing community members for collective actiossipptiBted
livelihood activities need to devise more dematri/en, tailored, and susteable activities. We observed

that at some sites improved cook stoves, {gias, and livestodkaising and vegetable farming have been
initiated without considering the package of local factors that make these activities successful. For example,
improved ok stoves and biogas make sense only where there is not an easy supply of fuel wood, where
family sizes are smaller, and where simultaneous banning of open grazing and promotion of fodder
tress/grasses and stall feeding systems are implemented. We recuaiim in the remaining period,
livelihood activities are consolidated, critical gaps filled, continuity and sustainability assured, and broader
partnership with programs funded by GOs and donors built.

One of the biggest gapsiis the crosscutting are of GESIAlthoughthere is enormous opportunityor
these partnerswith their experiences and resources, there is yet no quantifiable results for, G|
some partners, particularly NTNC in the buffer zones and protected areas, do not seem to hagesitetd
GESI to the extent that they could. However, we note that NTNC hired their first GESI person as a result
of their involvement in HB. Also, the success of the CLACs is patauhg we heard often that 16 weeks

is not long enough and that success dageon a good local resource person (LRP). It also appears that

a o-sizefegsal | 6 approach may be too common at the fiel
has been conducted with what seems to be fixed content. We were surprised to hear the ghrase,
nearly verbatim, from a | arge number of CLAC part.

to say our name n o wAltkongtithepeuate impartant skills,ghis anaylalscesigrify a
lack of true empowerment or understandj.W e were aware that one of thelesiredoutcomes of CLACs
was the implementation of posEILAC activities,but in our discussions witlCLAC attendeesthese

USAID/Nepal Miderm Performance Evaluation of Hariyo Ban Project Page B1



activities were rarely mentioned or discussed. It may be helpful for HB to considePNVomens
Empowerment Program in Nepabhichwas carried out about a decade ago and, due to is success, was
subsequently used as a model around the wérld.

Relationship with GoN

Another challenge that HB has faced is its poor relationship with the Government p&INplease see
Evaluation Question 2Althoughthe relationship with the central government agencies seems to have
greatly improved since HB began, there are many challenges remaining for the GoN to take responsibility
and ownership of HB programs andcsesses. This relationship is hamperingytharto-year results at

the field level and also will be a challenge for ensuring the sustainability of HB activities after funding ends.
At the end of five years, the target indicators may show HB was succdssfulithout ownership by the
government, HB activities are not likely to be continued beyond the life of HB.

HB needs stronger working relationships with GoN and GLAs. At minimum, HB should share its program
and annual plans with GoN and GLAs and enstivat all relevant MoFSC, MoSTE, and MoFALD
departments are included in the HB Working Group. Ideally, HB activities need to be integrated with
GoN& planning cycle and mainstreamed in GoN plans and programs by having joint planning and
monitoring. Procedugs or mechanisms need to it into placeto ensure transmission of the agreed
planned activities (at the central level) to the relevant GLAs at regional/district levels so that GoN field
offices and staff can coordinate their other activities with thenpled activities of HB.

For the remaining period of HB, we recommend focusing on strengthening coordination and collaboration
with GoN at sites where GoN ownership is necessary for sustainability ofleitel activities. Depending

on the site, GON ownerslp may need to be strengthened with different sets of GON ministries and
departments. We recommend for each site the necessary GoN unit be identified and worked closely with
to ensure GoN ownership. This is true of not only sites, but activities also, asgbolicies and PES. For
example, the partnership with MoSTE should be formalized if HB really wants to influence climate change
policy.We recommend that HB develop a partnership strategy so that all the four partners follow agreed
and similar processes.

However, we caution thatalthoughit is easy to recommend that HB plan and coordinate in a more
integrated fashion with GoN anlihe agencieshe tremendous transaction costs should be taken into
account. With the rapid turnover of GoN staff, HB neede strategically decide where and when
coordination is necessary to achieve outcomes and have sustainable impact. We suggest that sites have
strategic plans for where and when they need to coordinate with GoN larelagenciet achieve better
outcomes ando make the activities last beyond the life of HB.

Improvement of CAPA process

The emphasis in thisidterm evaluation on one particular activity, the CAPA process and its links to
LAPA, highlighted a number of possible ways to improve the CAPA prdngsarticular and CCA in
general.

Recognizing the unigueness of 8ECAPA approach, CAPAs should be mainstreamed into LAPAs and
into VDC- or municipalitylevel plans in a prioritized manner. Indeed, a number of newly formed
municipalities are already doiftgon their own. The integrated approacthat HB is usingvhere the
critical components okcosystem systerhased adaptation and communiigsed adaptationEpA and
CBA) are included in the preparation of CAPA and LAPA is in the right direction. HowekierLAPA
process should be integrated with tMDC-levelLocal Disaster Risk ManagemenbRM plans using the

5 One referenceabout this project that describes the reasons for its success and differences from other programs is:
http://www.onecountry.org/story/nepalovetproject-mixesliteracyandmicrofinancereachthousands
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framework of environmenfriendly local government5FLG planning of the MoFALD. This will ensure
the institutional mainstreaming and fund leaging for CAPAs and LAPAs.

Participatory monitoring in the implementation of CAPA/LAPA is critical. To achieve this, clear and locally
understandable indicators to measure and monitor vulnerability reduction and resilience enhancement
need to be defined. Ae newly introduced Environment Mitigation Monitoring Plan (EMMP) needs to be
truly participatory and uniformly used by all HB partners for which suitable training and capacity building
of local government agencies (LGAsidpartner NGOs and CBOs is necsary.

Fund mobilization and 4kind support leveraging from VDCs, CFUGs, L$MSIP, NCCSP, Ebsand
others need to bepriorities so that the most immediate and urgent vulnerability issues and adaptation
measures are taken care of after the endorsementtw plan by the concerned CBOs, VDCs and
municipalities. This will enhance community participation, local ownership, and continuity after HB ends.

Windows of Opportunity (WOO) funding for GoN should be strategically and selectively used to support
and conplement CAPA/LAPA interventions as a large number of CAPAS and LAPAs are either non
implemented or undeimplemented due mainly to lack of adequate funds. For example, WOO has the
potential to address issues such as shifting cultivation keagpmgrassin Tanahu) but also fill the critical
funding gaps of th&oN partners.

When fixing priority adaptation activities, more attention should be given to incgerwerating and
livelihood improvement activities. As with the other activities, leveraging resotirossother poverty
reduction, livelihood, water supply, and clean energy improvement schemes of government organizations
(e.g, Poverty Alleviation FundiPAR, Appropriate Energy Promotion CentrfAEPC] Rural Drinking

Water Support FUndRDWSH etc.) isnecessary to scale up and sustain CAPA/LAPA activities.

A lack of meaningful joint planning and monitoring among HB partners and between HB @&@uNhme
agencies is an identified isstiet is vitally important in CCA planning as well. A clear divisain
responsibilities among HB partners based on recognized capacity (for example, CARE has expertise and
coordinating role in managing the CCA component) seems to be missing in the current CCA pjanning
resulting in poor sequencing of activities and weakrdination. WWF has proven experience and
expertise on REDD+; NTNC has experience with commu#iysed conservation; and FECOFUN is
experienced in community mobilization and CFUG capacity building. This was recognized by the HB
designbut partnership andoordination among the partners &ill unequal, the norms are not uniform,
communication is patchyand as a resultcoherence, collective wjlland programmatic approach are
lackingwhich is affecting CAPA and LAPA implementatlomproving the reldbnship between partners
based onthe proven expertise and capacity of eaend allocating activitiesccordingly(for example

CARE has a good trainifaf-trainers program for preparing LRRa)ill bring increasedefficiency,
effectivenessand relevanceo the performance oHB. This will also help improve the partnership with

the line agenciedue to the expected improvement in the quality of work of HBtlire future.

Lessons from TAL

WhereasTAL evolved from originally being an NGO project to beingavernmentsponsored landscape,

we found little evidence that lessons were learned or applied to strategize and shape CHAL programs and
activities. We acknowledge that the landscapes are very different in many ways and, therefore, we are not
suggestinghat the model should be same, only that learning from TAL may be useful.

Lessons thatould have beetearned from TAL includéhe following

1 How to create governing institutions at landscape scale
1 How to coordinate among partners

1 How to manage transacin costs

1 How to work with communities
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1 How to prioritize sites
1 Most effective approaches to working with communities in terms of multiple partners and
sequencing of activities

We also wish to note that althougpheXAL appy omath, h &\
to be moving in this direction. Given that the overarching goal of TAL is to create anessttcorridor

that would link protected areas across the terai, this marks a rather large failure in many ways. What are
implications ofthis failure for CHAL? We believe that explicitly acknowledging this and other lessons

learned in TAL would help to focus the efforts in CHAL and other landscapes that the GoN is considering.

4.2 CONCLUSIONS

Progress in the three HB objectives is generally dyoparticularly at the site and output levels. The
communitybased activitiessuch as biodiversity conservation and NRM grdigagpacitybuilding are
showing success. The activities for meeting different objectives are generally integrated as they are
mutually compatible and the funding streams allow for flexibility in meeting community arahsed

needs. The weakest objective is 2 because it is working on #oyké defined framework and largely
relies on policy success with REDD+ and PES mecharafthmaigh the communithased activitids such

as awarenesmaising, improved cook stoves, biogas, and income generating activities for thié aaor
successful.

Partnerships with GoN have been difficult because HB is funded through NGOs, with little dorext
support for the governmentlt took some time to establish th@rogramlevel partnerships with the
central government.Although government representatives participated in the original design and
development of the program with USAID, this did notseme ownership of the program by the GoN due

to various reasonsincluding weak communication strategy of HB with GoN partners. fitgherlevel
coordinating mechanism with the nodal minigtryMoFSC through the Steering Committee and Working
Groupgdi seems gnerally to be functional. At regional and district levels, the coordination mechanism is
unclear, patchy, and based on personal rapport and relationships. Only in the Western Development
Region, where CHAL is located, are HB activities relatively weelbrdinated. Partnership and
collaboration are generally workingthe cluster and site levelalJthoughthey aremore clear and effective

in TAL than in CHAL but need more coordination and integration.

Partnerships with communities and CBOs are genegtlyd and build on a long history of work with
CFUGs and BZUCs by all the partners. In some cases, CFUGSs are starting to network to achieve multiple
objectives.

Synergies are occurring, particularly betwénjectivesl and 3, which lend themselves famturally to
integration. At the site level, many synergies are seen. One of the resounding successes is the creation,
strengthening, and expansion of savings and coediperatives, which havean impressiveamount of

capital for extending soft interesbhrs to members. Thisin fact is one resource that can help continue
livelihood activities.

The HB consortium partners are producing better outputs and outcomes because of complementing
expertise and capacity of the partners. The synergies can be sgkrabong the partnerdn terms of

sharing knowledge and tools, and at the ground level, in terms of more integrated activities and
collaboration to work together with communities. However, the transaction costs required of such
partnerships are easy tonderestimate, as it appears they were in HB, especially at the beginning of the
program. A program with four diverse partners and other multiple NGOs, CBOs, and GoN partners
requires a tremendous amount of coordination, convening capacity, and managditigniisich must

be balanced with progress on the ground. Joint planning, monitoring, and reflective learning at all levels
can ensure more synergy and complementarities.
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Experience of partners played a key role in HB success. However, partners magricerthdent in their
experience. For example, some components are not integrateduch as they might have if the partners
wereld basically casuswiang amrtolvudimressswi th some t wea

CAPAs are a good complement to LAPAs, providing a mamity-based set of vulnerabilities and
adaptation activities focused on most vulnerable community groups and forest/biodiversity sites. The large
number of CAPAs in both TAL and CHAL is considered an opportunity to develop integrated and
implementable LA®s in future, especially in TAL.

Over the next 20 months, we recommend that H® the following

1 Learn lessons from integrated sites that are showing synergies to ensure their sustainability after
HB (e.g., policy for CCAs and CFUG networking).

9 Either phae out patchy orless integratedand successful sites or work to bring them the full
package of activities (e.g.-de or support governance activities, strengthen orreen CLACS,
ensure appropriate technical backstopping).

91 Develop a clear strategy fotrengthening and/or reframing the water basin approach by focusing
resources and activities at sites that have potential to show ttwewvater-basin approach can
work (e.qg., focus on strong and workable PES sites).

1 Use CAPAs as bottorup planning tool to pepare LAPAs and mainstream botita VDC-level
plans using the MEALD framework of environment friendly local government planning (EFLGP).

4.3 RECOMMENDATIONS

In this section we provide some overall recommendations for HB as well as future USAdiorted
natural resource programs. Specific recommendations for the remaining period of HB are given in
Evaluation Question 6.

Incorporate lessons from appropriate previous experiences and projects . We could not find
evidence of lessons being learned and applieti¢adesign and implementation of CHAL based on AL
experiences. From the USAID side, this is particularly surprising as USAID had invested in TAL through
the Global Conservation Partnership for 10 years. We did see lessons from the SAGUN project being
incorporated. Thus, we hope that the new water program that USAID is designing will leverage the water
experiences of TAL and CHAL and build on the lessons learned.

Have a clear strategy for choosing activities and sites . Selection of activities and sites shad be

clearly linkedo program outcomes. The benefits of a few good models should be weighed against trying
out a variety of activities at many sitesHB chooses to initially spreails work over many sites and
activities at the beginninig,should [z explicit about the purpose and dangers of spreading resources thin
and the consequences for activity/site success. The program should also have a programmatic strategy and
framework for how to develop integrated activities that can be models for futatividies and sustainable

over time. For example, HB spread itself thin in CHAL. However, nhow some strategizing and investment
of resources into certain sites might bring them to fruition and provide models that can bedggach

as watershed managememnd PES opportunities.

Make sure the right experts are involved . A complex and integrated program with multiple
objectives requires multidisciplinary inputs and interdisciplinary management. It is surprising that there is
no watershed expert, preferablwith experience in payments for ecosystem services, in HB. We are
aware that an infrastructure expert was recently brought on as infrastructure emerges even more clearly
as a threat to the landscape. However, river basins, watersheds, and catchmenesxpic# operational

units of HB from the outset, yet there were no water management experts with relevant knowledge
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involved in the project. Make sure the right expertise even exists at the field level to provide appropriate
technical backstopping for sgific activities, from seedling choice to water control.

Focus on scaling up community -based organizations (CBOs) , especially CFUGSs, which are the
intervention point of both TAL and CHAL, and also for watershed user growbeere appropriate. The
creationof policies and mechanisms to facilitate CBOs to formally network to reach multiple objectives
is the next generation of landscape conservation.

Invest more resources in building community capacity to run their own projects from the

ground up. Localpeo@ shoul d be trained and hired as the
ecology, public health, appropriate technology, etc., either by projects or by the CBO networks
themselves. In buffer zone around Chitwan, for example, they have the capao#ydoing most of the

HB activities with local groups and people if trainivgye available. For example, the CMUCs and CMBZ
could have their own staff to manage many activities and work in collaboration with national NGOs and
government staff.

Get the relationship right with the government from the beginning . Decisions made at the
central levels need to be transmitted to the regional and district levels, so that GoN staff at the lower
levels will have incentives to own the program, and also coordirfediz tegular other activities with that

of HB. Future programs should be aligned with the @NHNriorities and engage withe GoN& planning
process at the local level to the extent possible. Ultimately, it is the successful implementation of activities
in the field that will ensur¢he sustainability of programs.
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ANNEX A: STATEMENT OF WORK

C.1 Purpose

The purpose of this contract is to conduct a midterm performance evaluation of USAID/8diatiyo

Ban (HB) project. HB is USAID Nej@alflagship projectinder the natural resources management and
climate change sector which began in August 2011. The results of this evaluation will be used by USAID
to inform any necessary changes to improve HB implementation and to inform the design of a new natural
resources management project.

C.2 Hariyo Ban Project Information

General overview

Hariyo Ban (HB), Cooperative Agreement No. AEB7-A-11-00003, is a fivgear project with a total
budget ofUSD 29.9 millionThe project started in August 2011. The overall goflHB is to reduce
adverse impacts of climate change and threats to biodiversity in Nepal. Over the five year period the
project focuses on the following objectives:

1. Reduce threats to biodiversity in target landscapes;

2. Build the structures, capagiand operations necessary for effective sustainable landscape management,
with a focus on reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation (REDD+) readiness; and,

3. Increase the ability of targeted human and ecological communities to taddnet adverse impacts of
climate change.

The project area includes two major landscapes in Nepal namely, the Chiwaapurna Landscape
(CHAL), and Terai Arc Landscape (TAL).

Project components
In order to achieve the project goal and objectives the ptBject has three main components:

Biodiversity Conservation (IR 1: Biodiversity conservEiag Biodiversity Conservation Component
focuses on reducing threats to species and ecosystems at landscape level. The focal species include tiger,
rhino, elephat) grey wolf, snow leopard, gharial, musk deer, red panda, swamp deer, giant hornbill, dolphin
etc. The program will adopt a threatsased approach to biodiversity conservation. The landscape
conservation approach will continue to link protected areas tgh biological corridors to meet the
ecological requirements of focal species. Provision for land and water corridors, sound river basin
management and climate refugia will be incorporated into landscape conservation design, and strategies
developed to faititate species movement, hydrological flows and continuation of other ecosystem
functions.

Sustainable Landscapes - REDD+ Readiness (IR 2: Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions, reduced and
sequestration enhanc&bforestation and forest degradation are thejor sources of GHG emission in

Nepal. REDD+ presents an opportunity to address the drivers of deforestation and forest degradation
through sustainable landscape management, at the same time enhancing the wellbeingdsderetint
communities includingninority and socially excluded groups. During the initial years, this program
supported development of national policies for REDD+ Readiness, initiating capacity building on GHG
emission monitoring, identifying and addressing drivers of deforestatiofioaest degradation in both

CHAL and TAL, and initiating a feasibility study of payments for environmental services (PES) in both
landscapes.

Climate Change Adaptation (IR 3: Capacity to adapt to adverse impacts of climate change improved)
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Climate changeoses one of the greatest threats to sustainable development in Nepal, as climate hazards
are increasingly posing adverse impacts on vulnerable human as well as ecological communities. Human
vulnerability to climate change is linked with poverty ratesarele on raiffed agriculture, lack of basic
services and limited livelihoods alternatives as well as gender inequality and social exclusion. Climate
change is projected to reduce the livelihoods assets of vulnerable people, especially those who are
dependnt on biodiversity and ecosystem services (access to food, water and shelter), as well as increasing
disasters.

Hariyo Ban will enable better understanding of the nature of adaptation priorities for people and
ecosystems, develop processes for commultdty adaptation that are rooted in local institutions and
linked with ecosystem services, identify equitable, inclusive and cost effective actions for integrated
adaptation approaches, and explore how best to link with bottom up and top down adaptatiots éffo
Nepal.

Project area coverage

The HB project is implemented in two nationally important {tiiverse landscapes defined by the
Government of Nepal (GoN): CHitwannapurna Landscape (CHAL); and Terai Arc Landscape (TAL).
The two landscapes overlap @hitwan and Nawalparasi Districts of the central terai region. The CHAL
extends from the Annapurna and Manaslu Conservation Areas southwards down through thélsnid
connect the Chitwan National Park through the Barandabhar forests. Within the CldAdlscape, HB
activities focus on theubwatersheds of the Marsyangdi and Seti Rivers as well as the lower part of the
Kali Gandaki connecting to Chitwan and Nawalpardbie HB project covers six districts in CHAL
Gorkha, Tanahu, Lamjung, Kaski, Chitvaad Nalwalparag which constitute the three sulwatersheds.

In TAL, the HB project coverhitwan, Banke and Bardia National Parks and Suklaphanta Wildlife
Reserve; their respective buffer zones; Khata, Basanta and Barandabhar Corridors; and Doaamnadnid L
Bottlenecks The districts that the HB project covers within the TAL landscapes inclGtéwan,
NawalparasiRupandehi, Kapilbastu, Dang, Banke, Bardia, Kailali and Kanchanpur

Project implementing partners and roles

Four partner organization8 WW F, as the Prime, with CARE, National Trust for Nature Conservation
(NTNC) and Federation of Community Forestry Users Nepal (FECOFUN) aggsalitees comprise the

HB Partnership. As Prime WWHF provides technical leadership and is accountable for program
management and reporting. WWF is mainly responsible for natural resource, biodiversity conservation
and ecosystem related activities and leads the biodiversity and sustainable landscape components. As a
prime, WWEF is also responsible for grant management arwhitaring programmatic progress and
impacts. CARE leads the climate change adaptation component while contributing to various elements
across the program. FECOFUN is responsible for mobilizing its huge network of Community Forest User
Groups CFUG) for effetive participation in the design, implementation and monitoring of the program.

It is also responsible for issue based advocacy and ensuring good governance among NRM groups. NTNC
is responsible for activities related to protected areas and buffer zomeagement. Each organization has

their primary responsibilities, but due to the integrated nature of Hariyo Ban Program, they will provide
inputs to all components.

Project context and issues

The state of biodiversity and the environment in Nepal is dipsgertwined with the wellbeing of Nepali
people. Hariyo Ban program is developed on the same premise and contains a mix of conventional and
innovative strategies that weaves the three objectives of biodiversity conservation, sustainable landscapes
and dimate adaptation into a single program that benefits biodiversity and people.

By any standard, Nepal is a biologically and culturally diverse country. Nepal has 118 ecosystems and 35
forest types that provide habitat for 9.3% of birds, 4.5% of mamma&% 2f butterflies, and 2.0% of all
flowering plant species known globally (NBS, 2002).
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Approximately 85% of Nepalese live in rural areas and depend on indigenous knowledge and traditional
agricultural technology. The natural resource base is closeldinkth traditional agricultural technology,

and the populations, especially the poor who have few assets, are heavily dependent on forests for their
subsistence livelihoods. Forests fulfill their water, fuelwood, fodder;timoper forest products, and
timber needs. Despite the importance of forests in maintaining ecological balance and supporting
livelihoods and economic development, Nép&brests cover is reducing over the years. Drivers of forest

loss and degradation include high dependency on foaastisforest products; unsustainable harvesting;
forest fires; encroachment; overgrazing; resettlement; and infrastructure development. Underlying causes
include increasing demand for land; landlessness; lack of alternative livelihood options; ineseca#nt u
resources; agriculture expansion; market failure; weak law enforcement and governance; new economic
growth prospects; and ad hoc policies and processes. Poverty and population growth play a critical
underlying role.

In both the landscapes of CHAL @ AL Hariyo Ban works with climate vulnerable communities and
natural resource management groups (including Community Forestry User Groups (CFUGS), Buffer Zone
Community Forestry User Groups (BZCFUGs), Suhtershed Management Committees, and
Community Canservation Area Management Committees. The program particularly focuses on poor and
excluded groups including women, Dalits and highly marginalized janajatis, who play a key role as the
custodians of natural resources and whose livelihoods largely dependtaral resources.

At national level, four key ministries, namely Ministry of Forest and Soil Conservation (MoFSC), Ministry
of Environment (MoE), Ministry of Local Development (MoLD) and Ministry of Agriculture and
Cooperatives (MoAC) and four key deqments - Department of Forests, Department of National Park

and Wildlife Conservations, Department of Soil Conservation and Watershed Management, Department
of Forest Research and Survey are the major stakeholders as well as beneficiaries of HariyagBan.pr

An important feature of Hariyo Ban is the combination of multiple funding streams (biodiversity; GCC
Adaptation and GC&Sustainable Landscapes) in a single program, with multipléek@hobjectives
corresponding to these three types of fundingariyo Ban is implementing a variety of activities, some
funded with only a single funding source and others using blended funding; in some cases activities were
implemented in the same geographies with the same stakeholders while in other cases thesgiivteere
distinct. This has presented both opportunities and challenges in program design and implementation, and
USAID/Nepal seeks to learn from this experience.

Evaluation rationale and p urpose

HB project is in its third year of implementation. As HBaigomplex project with multiple stakeholders

with a big scope, a significant amount of time during the first year was devoted to developing project
strategies, developing common understanding among partners and stakeholders, and conducting several
studiesto inform the project planning. The actual implementation in the field mainly started towards the
later part of the first year and has since gained significant momentum in the field level implementation.
The purpose of this evaluation is thus to examinevheffective the projects strategies and approaches

have been in addressing the NRM and climate change issues, achieving the project goals and objectives
and finally to identify what needs to change in the project for the remaining period until August 2016.

Another important purpose of this evaluation is to provide inputs to the upcoming NRM GCC project
which is under design at the moment. The evaluation findings and recommendations will be directly
applicable to this new project. The evaluation will anstier questions outlined in section C.4 below.

This evaluation covers the period since the project inception to date.

Audience and intended uses: The main user of the evaluation findings and recommendations will be
the USAID/Nepal Mission, particularlygEnvironment team, the implementing partners (WWF, CARE,
NTNC, FECOFUN and their sub grantees). The development community, that is working in the area of
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biodiversity, sustainable landscapes and climate change will also benefit from this evaluatioiNeép@AID

will use the findings and recommendations to make changes to the HB project in collaboration with its
implementing partners and also share lessons learned with other stakeholders. Furthermore, the
evaluation will also be used to inform the ongoirgsign for a NRM and Climate Change Project.

Evaluation questions
The evaluation seeks to answer the following questions:

Which Hariyo Ban strategies or approaches currently underway need more time to reach a successful
outcome, and which could be repdited or expanded in the future based on their success to date?

How effective have the proje@ partnerships with the Government of Nepal and local communities been
in terms of implementing activities and delivering results?

What synergies or challengesn be observed due to the combination of multiple Higvel objectives
(biodiversity conservation, climate change mitigation and climate adaptation) within a single project? Does
evidence exist that the proje@ approach to integration led to improveditcomes?

What are the advantages and disadvantages of the p@®jatiue approach to climate adaptation planning
and implementation at the community level, as opposed to the highved LAPA process implemented
elsewhere?

What key gaps and challengesnain in terms of accomplishing the stated objectives of Hariyo Ban?

Evaluation design and methodology

The evaluation design must consist of quantitative and qualitative methods that provide for a strong
analysis to address the evaluation questiongatian C.4. The design must describe in detail what data
will be collected for answering each question, what method will be used to collect these data, who will
provide the data and how the data will be analyzed to arrive at findings, conclusions andrendations.

The Mission expects the Offerors to propose creative suggestions in terms of methods of data collection,
beneficiary and stakehold@sngagement in the evaluation process, selecting samples for data collection
and analysis of data. The Offeratust complete the evaluation design matrix in Attachment 4. The
successful Offerd@ methodology will be adopted in the task order.

Tasks

The Evaluation Team will perform the following tasks in order to complete the evaluation. The tasks
maybe modifiedased on the successful Offerors proposal and also during finalization of the evaluation
plan through team planning meeting.

Task One: Prepare for Evaluation
Prior to Arrival in Nepal:

Review background materials. Prior to arrival incountry, the Evalu®mn Team must review
background materials on HB project provided by the Mission such as the project award document, work
plans, monitoring and evaluation plan, sammual and annual performance reports and other related
technical documents. See sectiorBGor a list of possible documents for review.

Hold conference call with HB evaluation staff at USAID/Nepal. If the contractor has any question
about the evaluation, the HB project or the logistics matters related to this evaluation, the Evaluation
Teammay hold a conference call with the COR who will coordinate the participation of other members
of USAID/Nepal staff.
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Conduct interviews with relevant POCs in Washington. The Evaluation Team leader will interview
relevant people from PPL, NRM/GCC team inghington as suggested by the CAORe interview may
be conducted in person or over phone.

After Arrival in Nepal:

Conduct an in -briefing. Upon arrival in Nepal, the Evaluation Team must meet with key USAID staff in
the NRM and GCC team, Program and Rrc Development Office, and the Front Office to provide
context for the HB evaluation and prepare for the team planning meeting. The COR will arrange the
schedule for these meetings.

Conduct a team planning meeting with USAID and HB staff. The evaluationTeam Leader will

lead a team planning meeting at the U.S. Embassy, facilitated by the COR who will also manage logistics
for this event. During this meeting the Evaluation Team will meet with USAID/Nepal and HB senior staff
who will answer any remaining gstions the Contractor may have, including clarify team mendeless

and responsibilities and developing a final schedule for data collection, analysis and report writing.

Deliverables for Task One

Final Evaluation Plan. Based on the inputs from teanigmning meeting, the Contractor will submit for

final USAID/Nepal approval its evaluation plan for carrying out this evaluation. The final evaluation plan
will include the methodology, a list of stakeholders to be consulted as part of any key infornsamatanis,

focus group discussions, surveys, etc. The evaluation plan will include a detailed timeline for carrying out
the evaluation and a breakdown of which party is responsible for coordinating logistics for the various in
country tasks. The evaluationgm must clearly document any changes made as a result of the team
planning meetings including revised evaluation questions. The evaluation will be managed by a staff member
in Program and Project Development Office (PPD). While the COR and HB will d@esidEvaluation

Team to arrange the necessary logistics to implement the final evaluation plan, the Contractor is
responsible for the costs associated withdountry travel, accommodations and other logistics for the
Evaluation Team members.

C.6.2 Task 2: Collect Data, Conduct Analyses, and Complete First Draft Evaluation Report

Based on the Final Evaluation Plan, the Contractor must complete data collection work, analyze the
guantitative and qualitative data collected, and prepare the first draft repbe data collection must take

place both in Kathmandu and the project districts and project sites as agreed in the evaluation plan. The
population data collected during the evaluation must be disaggregated by sex. During the analysis phase,
the Contractor must analyze the differential impacts on male and female project participants.

Deliverables for Task Two
First Draft Evaluation Report

The first draft evaluation report must include the following sections. The Contractor may suggest
additional contenbr changes to format which are subject to COR approval.

List of Acronyms

Executive Summary

Evaluation Purpose and Evaluation Questions
Project Background

Evaluation Methods and Limitations

USAID/Nepal Miderm Performance Evaluation of Hariyo Ban Project Page p1



Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations
Annexes:

1) Statemenof Work,

2) Evaluation Methods and Limitations,

3) Data Collection Instruments,

4) Sources of Information (list of persons interviewed, bibliography of documents reviewed,
databases, etc.),

5) Disclosure of any Conflicts of Interest,

6) Statement of Differencesf@pplicable), and

7) Final evaluation plan.

For additional guidance on the format of the report and how the report will be reviewed by USAID, see
Attachment 50Checklist for Assessing USAID Evaluation Reports

C.6.3 Task 3: Complete Final Evaluation Repo rt and Share Findings, Conclusions and
Recommendations

The Contractor must complete the following subtasks to produce the HB evaluation document:

Present preliminary findings, conclusions and recommendations. The purpose of this
presentation and discussi is to gather initial feedback from key USAID/Nepal staff and HB staff.

Hold three listening sessions with beneficiaries and stakeholders.  Listening sessions are a way to
report back to people who provided data for the evaluation. The main purposeasdlsessions are to
present draft evaluation findings, conclusions and recommendations to a representative group of
beneficiaries and stakeholders and solicit their feedback.

The Contractor must include a summary report of the listening session as arxdarthe evaluation
report. The Contractor may also revise its draft findings, conclusions and recommendations based on
these sessions. Of the three listening sessions, the Contractor will organize and host one in Kathmandu
and two outside the valley attss where the Evaluation Team will collect data during the evaluation. The
Contractor will gather information on whether the stakeholders agree with the findings, conclusions and
recommendations, whether or not they have additional or alternate conclusoxsrecommendations,

or whether they have additional information to share about the project. The Contractor must cover all
associated costs for the three listening sessions including, for example:

a. Four round trip tickets for the Evaluation Team membersowvill form pairs, each pair making
one trip to conduct a listening session outside of Kathmandu.

b. One-day rental of three venues, including a projector if requidathe in Kathmandu, two outside
the valley.

c. Transportation and meal costs for participards applicable.

Incorporate Mission feedback and submit final report. Revise first draft report to include both
stakeholder feedback from listening sessions and feedback from USAID/Nepal. Produce a final report in
accordance with the outline describedsgection C.6.3.a.1.

Deliverables for Task Three

Submit Final Evaluation Report for Mission to review. Produce the final report in accordance with
the outline described below:

USAID/Nepal Miderm Performance Evaluation of Hariyo Ban Project Page §2



The final evaluation report must include the following sections. The Contrati@y suggest additional
content or changes to format which are subject to COR approval.

List of Acronyms

Executive Summary

Evaluation Purpose and Evaluation Questions
Project Background

Evaluation Methods and Limitations

Findings, Conclusions andd@®emendations
Annexes:

1) Statement of Work,

2) Evaluation Methods and Limitations,

3) Data Collection Instruments,

4) Sources of Information (list of persons interviewed, bibliography of documents reviewed,
databases, etc.),

5) Disclosure of any Conflicts of Intest,

6) Statement of Differences (if applicable),

7) Summary of Listening Session Feedback,

8) Final evaluation plan,

9) Raw data from both the data collection period and listening sessions,

10) Nepali translation of the Executive Summary.

Electronic copies of Final Evaluation Report and Oral Presentation.  The Contractor must
provide the COR with electronic versions of the final report in both MS Word and searchable PDF format
via email.

Oral presentation and discussion. The presentation will include an oral presatibn and discussion

with all team members and other interested parties at USAID. The presentation and discussion will include
specific recommendations for USAID/Nepal on how to improve the HB and any potential future projects
in NRM and GCC areas. The Ctactor must take notes during this discussion and provide them to the
COR in Word format. The Contractor must provide the COR with a GROM and hard copy version

of the PowerPoint presentation in advance of the presentation. The notes, Power Point @tisenand

the act of giving the presentation itself would constitute fulfillment of the deliverable.

C. 7 Evaluation Team

The contractor must field a team composed 6fl3ndividuals comprising a range of skills directly relevant

to the purpose of the Hiriyo Ban evaluation. As a group, the team must have among them at least six
years of experience in biodiversity conservation, climate change, and rural development activities which
seek to improve local livelihoods. At least one person (preferably thexileeader) will be an evaluation
specialist with at least seven years of designing and implementing quantitative, qualitative er mixed
methods evaluations of conservation projects. At least one individual will have knowledge and experience
specifically retaed to planning and implementing rural climate change adaptation or mitigation activities in
developing countries. One of the team members should have experience with gender and social issues in
development, preferably in Nepal. The team should be compos$éuk following:
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Team leader/Monitoring and Evaluation Specialist:  The Evaluation Team leader is responsible for
the final deliverables. S/he must have a postgraduate degree, such as @Masgpere or PhD. The
Evaluation Team leader must have attisagsen years of experience leading and/or evaluating biodiversity
conservation, climate change or related development projects.

Climate Change Mitigation and Adaptation Specialist: This person will provide subject matter
expertise and must have experienconducting project/program evaluations or working on Evaluation
Teams. S/he must possess at least a m&stiegree in natural resources management, climate change and
have at least five years of demonstrated experience working on conservation anddawelbpment
projects, and at least 2 years of demonstrated experience in designing and conducting evaluations for
natural resources or international development projects.

Local Evaluation Team members & Additional team members (2) with at least five yea of
experience in biodiversity, natural resources management, climate change projects in Nepal as members
of the Evaluation Team or project management team. These individuals should be proficient in Nepali and
English. They should have experience workiith a range of stakeholders, including a keen understanding
and experience in working with the government of Nepal and at the community levels.

USAID staff members from Washington or Nepal may accompany the Evaluation team for all or part of
their work. The COR will notify the contractor about such participation in advance.

C. 8 Documents for review
USAID/Nepal will provide following documents to the Team leader for review:

91 Project Description Document,

M&E plan,

Progress reports,

Chitwan Annapurnd&andscape: A Rapid Assessment,

Climate Change Impacts on the Biodiversity of the Terai Arc Landscape and Chitwan Annapurna

Landscape,

1 Identifying Barriers to Dalit and Janajati WordeSuccessful Leadership in Community Based
Forest Management in Nepal,

1 Gender Equality and Social Inclusion Mainstreaming Strategy for HB Project,

1 Chitwan Annapurna Landscape: Drivers of Deforestation and Forest Degradation,

1 Baseline Study of Hariyo Ban Program.

=A =4 =4 =4

C. 9 Timeline for the Evaluation

The following is a tentate timeline for the evaluation tasks, the detailed timeline will be developed during
team planning meeting and as part of finalizing the evaluation plan.
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Tasks

*'Week 1
Week 2

Week 3

Week 4
Week 5

Week 6

Week 7

Week 8

Week 9
Week 10

Sign contract

Review Background materials

*

Hold conference call with HB evaluation statf at | *
USAID/Nepal

Conduct interviews with relevant POCs in *
Washington

Conduct an in-briefing *

Conduct a team planning meeting with USAID ®
and HB staff

Submit final evaluation plan ®

Collect evaluation data in Kathmandu and *
outside at the project districts and sites

Tasks

Week 1
Week 2

Week 3

Week 4
Week §

Week 6

*'Week 7

*'Week 8

Week 9

Week 10

Analyze data. submit First Draft Evaluation
Report to COR for review

Present preliminary findings, conclusions and
recommendations

*

Hold three listening sessions with beneficiaries
and stakeholders

Incorporate Mission feedback and submit final
report
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ANNEX B: FINAL EVALUATION PLAN

Methodology and Tools for Timely Completion of Tasks: ECODIT recognizes the complex nature

of the HB project, due to multiple funding streams with multiple Heglel objectives corresponding to
three components: 1hiodiversity conservation; 2) sustainable landscafEDD+ readiness; and 3)
climate change adaptatiorhe project also operates within a vast geographic scope in numerous districts
across two biodiverse landscapes that extend from teei across the Lower and Middle Hills to the
mountains of Nepal. Given the impact that the state of biodiversity andetfronment has on the
wellbeing of the Nepali people, the HB project and any successor NRM programs in Nepal can greatly
contribute to USAIOS objectives as stated in the Ageficy0142018 Nepal Country Development
Cooperation Strategy (CDCS).

For the midterm performance evaluation, ECODIT proposes a team that is extremely knowledgeable of
the Nepalese environment and conditions, and a methodology to complete evaluation tasks within a nine
week timeframe that ensures gender is considered and emphasigiesmobilization to 1) prepare for

the evaluation (Task 1); 2) collect data, conduct analyses, and complete the first draft of the Evaluation
Report (Task 2); and 3romplete the Final Evaluation Report and share findings, conclusiods
recommendatios

As provided by USAID, the evaluation will address six questions to determine the effectiveness of project
approaches and partnerships to date. These questions and specifics for addressing them are detailed in
Appendix A Evaluation Design Matrix, witkpecific questions for key informant interviews and focus
groups discussions explicated for each evaluaidiguestionin Appendix Bln general terms, the team

will approach the evaluation of the questions fEedhibit 1

Our data collection methodologwill use:

91 Desktop review of secondarydata including HB Project documents and data, Government of
Nepal (GoN) documents and data, and related scientific and technical reports and data prepared
by donors and implementing partners in Nepal to understandaasess implementation progress
towards HBproject objectives. A document review and data collection protocol will be utilized
that allows for quantitative analysis.

1 Semistructured key informant interviews (KlIs) with relevant stakeholders, GoN officialand
implementing partners, using a standardized interview protocol to allow for quantitative analysis
(Appendix C). Interviews will be used to understand attitudes and impressions of the HB project
and its partnerships, help explain project and partngrsguccesses and/or shortcomings, and
identify specific models for replication in the futdré!ith input from USAIDNepal and the WWF
Hariyo Ban we have identified and prioritized a list of key informants (Appendix D).

1 Focusgoup discussiongFGDs)with community leaders, beneficiary groups, women, and local
organizations. Focus groups will utilize a standardized agenda to explore unanticipated or less
apparent issues, and provide context for quantitative analyses (Appendix E). FGD participants will
be drawn from districts in which the HB project is being implemented, with primary focus on the
districts where most activities have occurred to date.

1 Sitevisits andield observatiors will be conducted in at least nine districts and utilize a structured
data collection protocol to observehow the HB project operates on the ground and to

" The ECODIT team welcomes input from HB project staf stakeholders to interview and/or participants to engage through FGDs, but likely
candidates includémplementingpartners (WWF, CARE, NTNC, FECOFUNand their subawardee} government partnersincluding the
Ministry of Forest and Soil ConservatigiMoFSC), Ministry of Environment (MoE), Ministry of Local Development (Mo Ministry of
Agriculture and Cooperatives (MoACJour key national departmens (Department of Forests, Department of National Park and Wildlife
Conservations, Department ofo8 Conservation and Watershed Management, Departn@rforest Research and Surveg@mmunity groups
(BZMC,CBAPU, CFUGSBZCFUGS), Sulwatershed Management Committeesid Community Conservation Area Management Committees
(with emphasis on womemalits, and highlymarginalized janajatis)
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understand and assess dayday challenges to implementation. Please see Appendix F for the
proposed itinerary.

Our data analysis methodology, as mentioned above, will stdizdadocument review, interview and site
observation protocols to enable quantitative analysis of findings, to allow comparison and ascertain trends
based on factors such as gender, ethnic group/caste and/or district, and to identify emerging themes and
trends and answer the evaluation questions. We will utilize parametric angha@metric statistics, and
benefit/cost and return on investment (ROI) analyses to quantifypkdigect impacts, and deviations in
impacts between gender and geographic regiotisizvthe project® major landscapes.

Exhibit 1. ECODIT Team & General Approach to Evaluation Questions 8

Workplan with Roles, Responsibilities , and Timeline for Implementation:  ECODIT proposes a
four-member team to conduct the evaluatidBxhibit 2outlines team membe@oles and responsibilities.
Appendix Bpresents the Level of Effort (LOE) Plan. ECODIT will conduct the evaluation over a nine
week period, starting on January 5, 2015. A detailed implementation timeline for all evaluation tasks and
delivemables is provided a&ppendix B

Exhibit 2. ECODIT Team Roles and Responsibilities

Team Member

Proposed Role s and Responsibilities

Team Leader, 9 Liaise with USAID COR
M&E Specialist, ¢  Provide overall technical projechanagement, evaluation design, andtdagay staff
and Biodiversity direction, including assigning individual data collection, analysisvriting duties
Conservation  Serve as principal analyst and author of all deliverables
Expert 1 Plan evaluation framework and methodology and lead dzbysis
9 Design collection instruments, with significant input from team members
9 Provide technical inputs on biodiversity conservation, rural development, and gen
concerns
1 Report to the Home Office (HO) Project Manager
Climate 1 Provide technical input on climate change adaptation and mitigation and evaluatic
Change (CC) protocols
Adaptation and {1 Contribute to refining evaluation design to Nefialocal context
Mitigation { Assist with grounetruthing, data analysis, and report drafting
Specialist 1 Supportthe team leader by establishing contact with relevant government officials
stakeholders, and in scheduling meetings in Kathmandu and elsewhere
Forestry and 91 Provide technical input on biodiversity conservation, PES, environmental easnom
NRM Specialist and evaluation protocols
9 Assist with data collection and analysis, understanding local context, logistics
management, and report drafting
Rural 9 Provide technical input on rural development, gender, and mllttontexts in Nepal,
Development and on evaluation protocols
and Social f Assist with data analysis and report drafting
g]géli?;?igt { Lead coordination of team logistics (e.g., arrange accommodations, transportatior

other logistics for site/field visits, as needed)

8 Please see Exhibit 3 in main report.
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APPENDIX A: EVALUAT ION DESIGN MATRIX
Please see the final Evaluation Design Matrix in Annex C of the main report.

APPENDIX B: FGD AND KIl QUESTIONS FOR EA CH EVALUATION SUB-QUESTION
Please see the final FGD and KII questions in Annex C of the main report.

APPENDIX C: LIST OF KEY INFORMANT INTERV IEWS BY PRIORITY
Please see the final list of Key Informants interviewed in Annex D of the main report.

APPENDIX D: SEMI -STRUCTURED KEY INFOR MANT INTERVIEWS
Please see Annex C in the main report.

APPENDIX E: SEMI -STRUCTURED SURVEY FO R FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSIO NS
Please see the survey for focus group discussions in Annex C of the main report.

APPENDIX F: PROPOSED ITINERARY
Please see the final itinerary in Annex C of the main report.
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ANNEX

Evaluation Design Ma trix

C: DATA COLLECTION

INSTRUMENTS

Evaluation Key
Questions

Elements of the

Questions
(Sub-questions)

Data Needed for
Answering the
Question/ Sub-questions

Data Collection
Tools/
Instruments

Sources of Data
(Primary and
Secondary)

Methods of
Analysis*

1. Which Hariyo Ban
(HB) strategies or
approaches currently
underway need morg
time to reach a
successful outcome,
and which could be
replicated or
expanded in the
future based on their,
success to date?

il

What strategies and
approaches are currently
being used by the HB
project?

Which strategies and
approaches are yielding
positive results and why?
How can successful
strategies and approaches |
replicated or expanded (e.g
from one district to another,
within the same district)?
Which strategies and
approaches are proving less
sucessful to date and what
modifications/interventions
can be introduced to
accelerate their progress?

Strategies and approaches
and current outcomes for
each strategy that HB is usin
to a) reducethreats to
species and ecosystems at
landscape level; b) ptement
sustainable landscape
management to reduce
drivers of deforestation and
forest degradation while
enhancing the wellbeing of
forestdependent
communities including
minority and socially
excluded groups; and c)
address climate hazards that
increasinty pose adverse
impacts on vulnerable huma
as well as ecological
communities.

Review literature
and data using
pre-structured
guides; conduct
standardized
interview surveys;
hold FGD using
guestionnaires an(
discussion guides;
perform site visits
and fied
observations using
pre-prepared
forms.

Primary Information
collected from
project staff; GoN
and USAID officials;
and the projecs
community
members,
beneficiaries and
stakeholders
through interview
surveys, FGDs, and
questionnaires

SecondaryReports;
policies;
agreement/MOU
documents;
workshop
summaries; quarterly
and annual project
reports; project
PMP, including
baseline data; GN
reports; statistical
and financial data;
GIS data; forest
inventory data;
actions, decrees,
meeting minutes, by
laws d CFUG and
NRM groups; media
reports.

Use transcribed
FGD proceedings;
compiled
interview findings;
and reports to
identify emerging
themes and
trends. Statistically
compare changes
in data over time.
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2. How effective
have the projeds
partnerships withthe
Government of
Nepal(GoN) and
local communities
been in terms of
implementing
activities and
delivering results?

What partnerships exist
between the project and the
GoN and local communities
What influence did partners
have on activities
implemented?

Did sites benefit from having
collaboration with partners?
How do these partnerships
correlate with the ability of
the project to implement
activities and deliver results

Official partnership
agreements/MOUs between
HB andGoN or
communities. Baselinaath
and current results from
performance reports.
Perceptions of effectiveness
from those involved in
partnership and key project
beneficiaries.

Review literature
using pre
structured guides;
conduct
standardized
interview surveys;
hold FGD using
guestionmaires and
discussion guides;
perform site visits
and field
observations using
pre-prepared
forms.

Primary Information
collected from
project staff; GoN
officials; and the
project® community
members,
beneficiaries and
stakeholders
through interview
surveys, FGDs, and
guestionnaires.

Secondary
Quarterly and annua
project reports;
agreements/MOUs
betweenGoN and
community partners;
workshop
summariesproject
PMP, including
baseline dataGoN
reports; statistical
and financial data;
GIS data; actions,
decrees, meeting
minutes of CFUG
and NRM groups

Use partnership
agreements/MOUS
and performance
reports to
determine partner
expectations
versus outcomes.
Compare types of
partnerships
across sites.
Compare success
of partners in
meeting project
objectiwes. ldentify
factors that
contribute to
successful or
ineffective
partnerships.

3. What synergies or
challenges can be
observed due to the
combination of
multiple highevel
objectives
(biodiversity
conservation, climate
change mitigation
and climate
adapation) within a
single project?

What site implemented
activities aimed at meeting
more than one higHevel
objective?

What are the benefits of
implementing these activitie
across multiple objectives?
What challenges occurred
from implementing activities
across multiple objectives?
Which highlevel objectives
show synergies?

List of sites where activities
aim to meet multiple high
level objectives. Baseline an
performance indicators and
results for each objective.
Perceptions from project
staff and project beneficiarie
regarding synergies and
challenges observed in each
site.

Review literature
using pre
structured guides;
conduct
standardized
interview surveys;
hold FGD using
guestionnaires ah
discussion guides;
perform site visits
and field
observations using
pre-prepared
forms.

Primary Information
collected from
project staff;GoN
and USAID officials;
and the project
community
members,
beneficiaries and
stakeholders
through interview
suveys, FGDs, and
guestionnaires

Use performance
report
assessmestand
data to identify
and compare
outcomes in sites
with activities in
one highlevel
objective versus
those with
multiple
objectives. Use
insights from Kils
and FGDs to

USAID/Nepal Miderm Performance Evaluation of Hariyo Ban Project

Page p0



1 How might challenges be

overcome to meet multiple
objectives?

Secondary
Quarterly and annua
project reports;
workshop
summaries; project
PMP, including
baseline datasoN
reports; GIS data;
actions, decrees,
meeting minutes of
CFUG and NRM
groups.

identify perceived
synergies with
highlevel
objectives and
address challenge
associted with
multiple
objectives.

4. Does evidence
exist that the
project® approach

to integration led to
improved outcomes?

What is the project
approach to integration?
Has the project observed
better than expected
outcomes that can be
attributed to integration
approach?

HB& stated approach to
integration. Data from
current project results versug
baseline data collected.
Perceptions of success (and
success factors) of the
integration approach from
project implementers and
beneficiaries.

Review literatue
and data using
pre-structured
guides; conduct
standardized
interview surveys;
hold FGD using
guestionnaires an(
discussion guides;
perform site visits
and field
observations using
pre-prepared
forms.

Primary Information
collected from
project staff;GoN
and USAID officials;
and the project
community
members,
beneficiaries and
stakeholders
through interview
surveys, FGDs, and
questionnaires

Secondary
Quarterly and annua
project reports;
workshop
summaries; project
PMP, including
baseline dataGoN
reports; statistical
and financial data;
GIS dataactions,
decrees, meeting
minutes of CFUG
and NRM groups.

Use project
reports to review
HB approach to
integration. Use
latest performance
reports to
determine HB
outcomes to date.
Document degree
of influence
integration
approach had on
positive outcomes

5. What are the
advantages and
disadvantages of the
project® unique

1 What are the key difference

between the community
level approach implementeg

HB and LAPA strategies and
approaches to CAPI. Resultg
of activities undertaken
utilizing each strategy and

Review literature
using pre
structured guides;
conduct

Primary Information
collected from
project staff;, GoN
and USAID officials;

Use reports to
identify key
differences
between HB and
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approach to climate
adaptation planning
and implementation
(CAPIl)at the
community level, as
opposed to the
higherlevel LAPA
process implementeq
elsewhere?

by HB as opposed to the
LAPA process?

What are the key aspects of
the HB/LAPA approaches tq
CAPI that have been
particularly successful in
achieving otcomes?

What are the key aspects of
the HB/LAPA approaches tq
CAPI that have been
particularly challenging?

data from results versus
baseline. lformation from
CAPI implementers regardin
perceived challenges.

standardized
interview surveys;
hold FGD using
guestionnaires an(
discussion guides;
perform site visits
and field
observations using
pre-prepared
forms.

and the projec
community
members,
beneficiaries and
stakeholders
through interview
surveys, FGDs, and
guestionnaires.

SecondaryLAPA
and HB strategy
docunents; project
quarterly and annual
reports; project
PMP, including
baseline dataGoN
reports; statistical
and financial data;
GIS dataactions,
decrees, meeting
minutes of CFUG
and NRM groups.

LAPAprocesses.
Use reports, Klls
and FGDs to
identify key
aspects of
HB/LAPA
approaches that
achieve CAPI
outcomes.
Compare
successes and
shortcomings of
activities
implemented using
the HB
communitylevel
approach versus
LAPA to identify
things that work
well or need
improvement.

6. What key gaps
and challenges
remain in terms of
accomplishing the
stated objectives of
Hariyo Ban?

Which objectives are on
target to be met?

Which objectives have faller
behind proposed targets?
What are potential causes o
delay in meeting stated
objectives?

Can challenges be overcom
in order to achieve project
objectives?

Data from performance
reports indicating current
results versus baseline data.
Information from HB
implementers regarding
perceived challenges.

Review lierature
and data using
pre-structured
guides; conduct
standardized
interview surveys;
hold FGD using
questionnaires an(
discussion guides;
perform site visits
and field
observations using
pre-prepared
forms.

Primary Information
collected from
project staff; GoN
and USAID officials;
and the projecs
community
members,
beneficiaries and
stakeholders
through interview
surveys, FGDs, and
questionnaires.

SecondaryProject
background surveys
and assessments,
quarterly and annual
reports; project
PMP, incluishg
baseline data;

Use project
baseline date,
implementation
plans, quarterly
reports and Klls
and FGDs to
identify and
comparestated
objectives at
project outset
versus stated
current targets
and assess
whether or not
project objectives
can be attained.
Document,
possibly as short
case studies,
noteworthy
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statistical and and
financial data; GIS
data;forest
inventory data;
actions, decrees,
meeting minutes of
CFUG and NRM
groups.

successes and
challenges at site
level.

* Data will be disaggregated bgxs ethnic group/caste, and district, as feasible.
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FGD and KIl Questions and Sub-question s

Questions 1 and 6iVhich Hariyo Ban (HB) strategies or approaches currently underway need more time
to reach a successful outcome, and which could be replicategikpanded in the future based on their

success to date?

Sub-question s

FGD Questionnaire

KIl Questionnaire

What strategies and approachg
are currently being used by the
HB project? (secondary
sources)

From secondary sources

From secondary sources

Which strategies and
approaches are yielding positiy
results and why?

What do you consider the greatesi
strengths/benefits of Hariyo Ban?
Which of the activities have yielde
the most positive results?

Why do you think these are most

successful?

Of the three goals of HB, which is
the most successful to date? Whig
is the least successful to date/nee
improvement? (Please rank on a
scale of ®4.)

How successfully has HB integrats
crosscutting themes (livelihoods,
GESI, governance) into its goals?
(Please rak on a scale ofd4.)

For successful ones:

Why do you think those aspects
are most successful?

How can successful strategies
and approaches be replicated
expanded (e.g., from one
district to another, within the
same district)?

Could these be replicad or
expanded to other sites? What
activities can be done in other
communitied next village?

For the successful ones, could
these be replicated or expanded t
other sites?

Which strategies and
approaches are proving less
successful to date and what
modificationsfinterventions can
be introduced to accelerate
their progress?

What do you consider the greatesi
weaknesses/challenges of Hariyo
Ban?

Which activities need improvemen
or show least progress? What
activities did not work well? What
activitieshad the most barriers?
What could be done to improve

their progress?

For weak ones (identified above):
Why do they need improvement?
What could be done to improve
their progress?

Question 2: How effective have the projépartnerships with the Governnm¢ of Nepal GoN) and local
communities been in terms of implementing activities and delivering results?

Sub-question s

FGD Questionnaire

KIl Questionnaire

What partnerships exist
between the project and the
GoN and local communitié&s

From secondary source

Which agenciesGoN,
community group) have signed
in MOU for the partnership?
What are the roles and
responsibilities of each partner
What are common objective of
partnership?

What influence did partners
have on activities implemented

In which actiities were this
community people involved in
HB as a partner?

Which activities have been
effectively implemented by the
partners?
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Did sites benefit from having
collaboration with partners?

What benefits communities

receive/ experience from the
HB (tangibé and intangible) as
partner?

Who benefited most in the
communities from HB and how,

What benefits did the
community or group get?
What site specific
improvements have been
observed so far?

How do you rate the benefits
(164 scale)?

How do these partneships
correlate with the ability of the
project to implement activities
and deliver results?

NA

What tangible and/or intangible
results have been produced by
the partners?

Question 3: What synergies or challenges can be observed due to the combinatimntgdle highevel

objectives (biodiversity conservation, climate change mitigation, and climate adaptation) within a project?

Sub-question s

FGD Questionnaires

Key Informant Questionnaire

What site implemented activities
aimed at meeting more than one
hightlevel objective?

NA

What activity or program
demonstrates multiple (more than
one) outcomes or benefits?

What are the benefits of
implementing these activities
across multiple objectives?

What are the types of benefits
from the activity/program?
What is the perception of the
people (CFUGs, etc) about
attaining these multiple benefits
with one intervention (activity)?
Is it possible? Under what
condition? What arrangements
are needed to achieve it?

To whom the additional benefits
of synergy accrue? Manglized
community poor, women, or to
wider beneficiaries including
those living further away?

What are the linkages or steps or
processes through which the synerg
is attained?

What challenges occurred from
implementing activities across
multiple objecives?

What are the challenges or
obstacles in implementing
activity/activities/program leadin
to multiple outcomes?

What types of challenges (obstacles
have you encountered in
implementing activities that yield
multiple outcomes (benefits) or
synergy?

Which highlevel objectives show
synergies?

NA

Which objective (among the three
objectives) is crucial (important) to
attain multiple outcomes?
Have they seen in any other project
or area that demonstrates this
synergy?
What is the most important factor
(external or internal) that leads to
multiple outcomes or benefits?
Technology
Organization
Community mobilization
Scarcity of products/services
Financial resources

St S v 3t 3
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How might challenges be
overcome to meet multiple
objectives?

How can these factors be
mitigded to attain synergy? Is it
possible? If yes how? If not why
not?

How can these challenges (obstacle
be mitigated?

Question 4: Does evidence exist that the proj@capproach to integration led to improved outcomes?

Sub-question s

FGD Questionnaire

Key Informant Questionnaire

What is the projec® approach to
integration?

NA

What is the process through which the
organizational/institutional integration
takes place?

Is the process initiated by the
partner/s? or other organizations or
individuals?

Has itbeen documented?

Has the project observed better
than expected outcomes that can
be attributed to integration
approacl?

Are there any sites that you know
where the project has integration
(organizational or institutional) of
more than one program actiwit
leading to improved outcome?

Are there any other examples around
which show improved outcomes due
to integration? Through the HB
project? Through other programs?
What are the challenges in promoting
integration?

How can we mitigate the obstacles?

Quedion 5. What are the advantages and disadvantages of the p@ojecique approach to climate
adaptation planning and implementation (CAPI) at the community level, as opposed to theléwgher
LAPA process implemented elsewhere?

Sub-questions

FGD Questio nnaire

Kll Questionnaire

What are the key differences
between the communityevel
approaches implemented by HE
as opposed to the LAPA
process?

How is the CAPA linked with
LAPA and other VDC level
plans?

managed Adaptation Rd to
support CAPA at CFUG level?

Have you established communi

Why community forestry
(CFUGQG) is suitable institution fo
planning CAPA rather than
LAPA?

What are the linkages of CAPA
with ongoing CFUG activities
such as OP revision/preparatior

What are the key aspects of the
HB/LARA approaches to CAPA
that have been particularly
challenging?

How are the CAPA activities
different from regular CFUG

preparation and revision?

What trainings and capacity
building activities have been
carried to implemeniCAPA?

activities such as operation plar

How and in which aspects has ¢
adaptation practice of
community forestry or
watershed or Leasehold groups
CAPA addresses better?

How can CAPA linked to LAPA
to make LAPA effective?

What are the key aspects of the
HB/LAPA approaches to CAPA
that have been particularly
challenging?

How did you prioritize the
vulnerability of poorDalits, IPs,
and other vulnerable people in
CAPA?

Is CFUG based CAPA is

issues better than LAPA?

addressing local climate change

How and in which aspects has ¢
adaptatiorpractice of
community forestry or
watershed or Leasehold groups
CAPA addresses better?

How can CAPA linked to LAPA
to make LAPA effective?

USAID/Nepal Miderm Performance Eval

uation of Hariyo Ban Project

Page p6



Key Informant Interview Questions

Name:

Title:

Organization:
Relationship to HB:
HB partners:

Introduction: Desribe HB overall goal, partners at site

The overall goal of thédariyo Ban Program it reduce adverse impacts of climate change and threats to
biodiversity in Nepal

These are the partners at this site in this program: xx, based on information from WWF

The objectives of the program are: t@duce threats to biodiversity in target landscapes to build the
structures, capacityand operations necessary for an effective sustainable landscapes management,
especially reducing emissions from deforestation &dodegradation (REDD+) readiness to increase the
ability of target human & ecological communities to adapt to the adverse impacts of climate change.

Evaluation Question 1

Of the three goals of HB, which is the most successful to date? Which is the leastssful to date/needs
improvement? Please rank on a scale o4,1lwith 1 being very successful (more than expected), 2
successful (as expected), 3 disappointing (less than expected), and 4 not at all.

For successful ones:

1 Why do you think those aspects @most successful?
1 Could these be replicated or expanded to other sites? (Which strategies?)

For weak ones:

1  Why do they need improvement?
1  What could be done to improve their progress?

For weak ones:

1 Why do they need improvement?
1 What could be done to impree their progress?

Three crosscutting themes: Has HB successfully integrated these -@aitisig themes into its goals?
Please rank on a scale @], with 1 being very successful (more than expected), 2 successful (as expected),
3 disappointing (less thaxpected), and 4 not at all.

9 Livelihoods
1 Gender equality and social inclusion
1 Internal governance of natural resourcenagement groups

For successful ones:

1 Why do you think those aspects are most successful?
1 Could these be replicated or expanded to ethsites?

For weak ones:

1 Why do they need improvement?
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1 What could be done to improve their progress?

Evaluation Question 2

Which agenciesGoN, community group) have signed in MOU for the partnership?

What are the roles and responsibilities of each parthe

What are common objective of partnership?

Which activities have been effectively implemented by the partners?

What benefits did the community or group receive?

What site-specific improvements have been observed so far?

How do you rate the benefits (4 scale with 1 very highly, 2 somewhat, 3 a little, and 4 not at
all)?

1 What tangible and/or intangible results have been produced by the partners?

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

Evaluation Question 3

1 What activity or program demonstrates multiple (more than one) outcomes or benefits?
1 What are the linkages or steps or processes through which the synergy is attained?

1 What types of challenges (obstacles) have you encountered in implementing activities that yield
multiple outcomes (benefits) or synergy?

1 Which objective (among the three objeees) is crucial (important) to attain multiple outcomes?
9 Have they seen in any other project or area that demonstrates this synergy?
1 How can these challenges (obstacles) be mitigated?
1 What is the most important factor (external or internal) that leads moultiple outcomes or
benefits?
A Technology
fi  Organization
fi  Community mobilization
fi  Scarcity of products/services
i Financial resources
i Any other
1 How can these factors be mitigated to attain synergy? Is it possible?
i If yes how?
fi  If not why not?

Evaluation Questio n 4

1 What is the process through which the organizational/institutional integration takes place?
9 Is the process initiated by the partner/®? other organizations or individuals?

9 Has it been documented?

91 Are there any other examples around, which show impgFdwutcomes due to integration?
fi  Through the HB project?
fi  Through other programs?

1 What are the challenges in promoting integration?

1 How can we mitigate the obstacles?

Evaluation Question 5

1 Why iscommunity forestry (CFUGa suitable institution for planninGAPA?

1 What are the linkages of adaptation plan with ongoing CFUG activities such as OP revision/
preparatior?

1 What are the postcapacity building/training activities?
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1 What are the limitations, gaps, and challenges in preparing CAPAs and implementingsthem a
compared to LAPA?

1 How and in which aspects has an adaptation practice of community forestry or watershed or
Leasehold groups CAPA addresses better?

 How can CAPA linked to LAPA to make LAPA effective?
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KII Checklist for Discussion with Government

Broader Evaluation Question: How effective have @&l Bartnerships with GoNbeen in terms of
implementing activities and delivering results?

Specific questions:

1.

What are the arrangements between MoFSC and HB to work in partnership, collaboration
cooperationin TAL and CHAL areas? Are they similar? If,wdtat are difference between TAL
and CHAL?

Are there any broad policy oguidelines circulated by the MoFSC to guide its line agencies at
regional and district levels to work in partnership with the HB pragrin TAL and CHAR €.g,
Guidelines given to the Depts. to sign MOU between them and the HB lead paktéf, and

other partners such as CAREhe DoSWC has signed a MOU with CAREpal to run the HB)

What are the strengths and weaknesses of@{Barhership approaches with the MoFSC and how
can the weaknesses be improved?

What are the key achievements in terms of tagarenesduilding,capacitybuilding andtraining

of the personnel of the MoFSC and its line agencies?

How HB is integrating or conlpmenting with other programs under the MoFSC? (drgsome
districts where HB is running, other donor funded programs such as MSFP and EbA are also
running; how does the MoFSC line agencies ensure that no duplication of activities happen and
different types and amounts of support and subsid[@oga$ are given which creates
misunderstanding among the people?

What in your views are the major achievements of HB and how can they be continued and further
built on? (e.g., Wildlife corridor connectivityahdscape approacand REDD+)

Which aspects of HB have showed the most successful collaboration with the GoN?

How hasHB contributed to MoFS@ program onclimate change andorestry, specifically in
adaptation andnitigation through forestry?
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Focus Gro up Discussion Survey

Group name: Location:

EvaluatiorQuestion 1

1
T
1
1
T

T
T

What do you consider the greatest strengths/benefits of Hariyo Ban?

What do you consider the greatest weaknesses/challenges of Hariyo Ban?

Which of the activities have yielded the mgzisitive results?

Why do you think these are most successful?

Could these be replicated or expanded to other sites? What activities can be done in other
communitief next village?

Which activities need improvement or show least progress? What activitieaatiwork well?
What activities had the most barriers?

What could be done to improve their progress?

EvaluatiorQuestion 2

T
1

What benefitsdid communities receive/experience from HB (tangible and intangible) as a
partner?
Who benefited most in the communés from HB and how?

EvaluatiorQuestion 3

1
T

T
1

T

What are the types of benefits from the activity/program?

What is the perception of the people (CFUGSs, etc.) about attaining these multiple benefits with
one intervention (activity)?

Is it possible? Under what coitidn? What arrangements are needed to achieve it?

To whom the additional benefits of synergy accrue? Marginalized comnpaoatywomen, or

to wider beneficiaries including those living further away?

What are the challenges or obstacles in implementutiyiy/activities/program leading to

multiple outcomes?

EvaluatiorQuestion 4

T

Are there any sites that you know where the project has integration (organizational or
institutional) of more than one program activity leading to improved outcome?

EvaluatiorQuestion 5

)l
)l
)l

= =4

How is the CAPA linked with LAPA and other VDIEvel plans?

Have you establisheal CommunityManaged Adaptation Fund to support CAPA at CFUG level?
How are the CAPA activities different from regular CFUG activities such as operation plan
prepardion and revision?

What trainings and capacityilding activities have been carried to implement CAPA?

How did you prioritize the vulnerability of poor, Dalits, IPs, and other vulnerable people in
CAPA?

Is CFUG based CAPA is addressing local climategeh@msues better than LAPA?
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Evaluation Team & itinerary

Day Date Location Team Remarks
1 181-2015 Pokhara Both
2 19-1-2015 Panchase Both
3 20-1-2015 Pokhara Both strike day
4 21-1-2015 Tanahu Split
5 22-1-2015 Tanahu Split
6 231-2015 Lamjung Split
7 24-1-2015 Lamjung Split
8 25.1-2015 Sauraha Both ;(aeaergnzgleaves for Nepalgunj after TAL
9 26-1-2015 Padampur Team 1
Banke Team 2
10 27-1-2015 Rautahat Team 1
Bardia Team 2
11 28-1-2015 Bara/Ruatahat | Team 1
Lamki Team 2
12 29-1-2015 Rautahat Team 1
Dhangadi Team 2
13 30-1-2015 Bharatpur Team 1
Kanchanpur Team 2
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ANNEX

D: SOURCES OF INFORMATION

USAID and HB partner informational meetings

Bhattarai

Date Name Designation Organization
12 Jan Mr. Netra Sapkota NRM & GCC Program | SEED/USAID Kathmandu
2015 Specialist
Meeting at | Mr. Shanker Khagi Environmental Engineer| SEED/USAID Kathmandu
USAID Mr. Gautam Bajaracharyi{ M & E Specialist SEED/USAID Kathmandu
Office Mr. John Stamm Head of SEED SEB/USAID Kathmandu

Mr. Murari Adhikari M&E Specialist USAID Kathmandu

Ms. Braawyn Llewellyn | Environment and Energy SEED/USAID Kathmandu

Team Leader

Mr. Ram Gurung AAA Specialist OAA/USAID Kathmandu

Mr. Prakash Gnyawali M&E Specialist USAID Kathmandu

Ms. Maneka Gurung Program Assistant SEED/USAID

Ms. Sadhana Suman Ya( Intern SEED/USAID
14 Jan Ms. Judy Oglethorpe Chief of Party WWF/HB, Kathmandu
2015 Mr. Sandesh Singh Hami Deputy Chief of Party CARE/HB Kathmandu
Meeting at | Dr. Shant Raj Jnawali Biodiversity Coordinator | WWF/HB, Kathmandu
HB Office | Dr. Rajendra Lamichhan¢{ M&E Specialist WWF/ HB, Kathmandu
with HB Ms. Sabitra Dhakal GESI Coordinator CARE/HB, Kathmandu
core team | Mr, Kapil Khanal PO-WOO Hariyo Ban/WWF

Mr. Keshav P. Khaha Sustainable Landscape | Hariyo Ban/WWF

Coordinator

Ms. Richa Bhattarai Communication Officer | Hariyo Ban/WWF

Ms. Shova Shilpakar Finance Officer Hariyo Ban/WWF
14 Jan Mr. Ganesh Karki Chairperson FECOFUN, Kattmandu
2015 Mr. Bhim Prakash Khadk Vice-Chairperson FECOFUN Kathmandu
Meeting at | Mr. Krishna B. Khadka | Team Leader FECOFUN Kathmandu
HB Office | Mr. Birkha B. Shahi Secretary FECOFUN, Kathmandu
with HB Mr. Shiv Raj Bhatta Director- FP WWF Nepal
partners Mr. santosh Mani Nepal | Sr. Director WWF Nepal

Mr. Dhan Rai Deputy Director WWF Nepal

Mr. Dev Raj Gautam Team Leader CARE Nepal/HB, Pokhara

Mr. Ganga Jung Thapa | Executive Director NTNC, Kathmandu

Dr. Naresh Subedi Sr. Coordinator NTNC, Kathmandu

Mr. Thakur Chauhan FSCC Advisor CARENepal, Kathmandu

Dr. Shant Raj Gnawali | Biodiversity Coordinator | WWF/HB, Kathmandu

Mr. Sandesh Singh Ham{ Deputy Chief of Party CARE/HB, Kathmandu
20 Jan Mr. Ashok Subedi Conservation Officer NTNC-ACAP, Pokhaa
2015 Mr. Kalidas Subedi Chairperson FECOFUN, Kaski
Meeting at | Ms. Judy Oglethorpe Chief of Party WWF/HB, Kathmandu
Pokhara [ Mr. Dev Raj Gautam Team Leader CARE Nepal/HB, Pokhara
with HB Ms. Subhekchha Sharmg Program Assistant Hariyo Ban/WWF
partners [ Mr. Hari Krishna PA Hariyo Ban/WWF

Mr. Lila Jung Gurung

Program Officer

Hariyo Ban/WWF

Mr. Dinesh Dhakal

FAO-WWF/CHAL

Hariyo Ban/WWF

Ms. Nabina Bajracharya

M&E Associate

Hariyo Ban/WWF
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24 Jan Mr. Shyam K. Shah Program Managy TAL-PABZ, Chitwan
2015 Mr. Parmanand Garg Program Assistant NTNC-BCC, Chitwan
Meeting at | Mr. Pradeep Budhathoki | PCM TAL/WWF, Sauraha
Bharatpur, | Mr. Mahendra Shakya | PA TAL/WWEF, Sauraha
Chitwan  ["Mr. Surbir Pokharel Chairperson FECOFUN, Chitwan
with HB ["Mr. Nunita Chhatkuli FPC FECOFUN, Chivan
partners  ["Mr. Chiranjibi P. Pokhera PC NTNC-BCC, Chitwan
Mr. Sandesh Singh Hami Deputy Chief of Party CARE/HB, Kathmandu
Mr. Shekhar B. Adhikari | FC CARE/HB, Chitwan
Mr. Surendra Ranpal FPA WWF/HB, Chitwan
Mr. Ram B. Mijar FO CARE/HB, Chitwan
Mr. Anil Kumar Rai M&E Associate WWEF/HB, Kathmandu

List of the FGD

SN | Date of Name of the Group Site (District, No. of
FGD VDC/Municipality) participants

1 19 Jan Bhakarjung CFUG Dhikurpokhari VDC, Kaski | 12
2015

2 19 Jan Naule Chharchhare CFUG Bhadaue Tamagi, Kaski 25
2015

3 21 Jan Sardikhola CAMC Sardikhola VDC, Kaski 19
2015

4 21 Jan Leasehold Groups (Broom Chimkeshwari VDC, Tanahy 22
2015 Grass)

5 22 Jan Sidhathani CFUG, (Old) Dharampani VDC, Tanahu | 24
2015

6 22 Jan Jum Danda CFUG Bandipur, Taahu 10
2015

7 23 Jan Vijay Laghubitta Bittiya Sansthi Sundar Bazar, Lamjung 11
2015

8 23 Jan Khalte Gangate Micro GorkhaMunicipality, 33
2015 Watershed Group Gorkha

9 24 Jan Ranikhola CFUG Dahakhani, Chitwan 25
2015

10 | 25 Jan Bhimwali CFUG PadampurChitwan 19
2015

11 | 25Jan Mahadeva CFUG Gobardiha, Dang 8
2015

12 | 25Jan Jyoti CFUG Gadhawa, Dang 12
2015

13 | 26 Jan Pashupatinath CFUG Kamdi, Banke 20
2015

14 | 26 Jan Sadabahar CFUG Phattepur, Banke 23
2015

15 | 26 Jan Bachhauli BZMC Sauraha, Chitwan 13
2015

16 | 26 Jan Gyaneshwar CFUG Mangalpur, Chitwan 5
2015
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17 | 26 Jan Namuna BZCF/Jatayu Kawasoti Municipality, 14
2015 Restaurant Nawalparasi

18 | 27 January| Saraswoti CFUG, Dipanagar | Rajapur Municipality, Ward | 34
2015 No. 12, Bardia

19 | 27 January| Bhimaour Electric Fence Mgt | Bhimapur, Bardia 28
2015 Committee

20 | 27 Jan Goral Conservation Area Dhaubadi, Nawalparasi 9
2015 Committee

21 | 27 Jan Kerunge Khola Committee & | Kawasoti, Nawalparasi 7
2015 CFUG

22 | 28 Jan Hadikhola BZCFUG Hadikhola, Makwanpur 6
2015

23 | 28 Jan Manharwa Jamun Plantation | Manharwa, Bara 7
2015 Group

24 | 28 Jan Halkhoriya Collaborative Fores| Gadhimai Municipality, Barg 7
2015

25 | 28 Jan Shreeramnagar Buffer Zone | Neulapur, Bardia 18
2015 User Committee,

26 | 28 Jan Chure Conservation Vdmen Lamki Chuha, Kailali 14
2015 Cooperative, (CFUG

associated)

27 | 28 Jan FGD with Lamki Municipality | Lamki Chuha Municipality, | 11
2015 Kailali

28 | 29 Jan Rangpur Collaborative Forest | Chandranagar Municipality,| 3
2015 Rautahat

29 | 29 Jan FGD with Chandanagar Chandranagar Municipality,| 13
2015 Municipality Stakeholders on | Rautahat

LAPA

30 | 29 Jan FECOFUN, Rautahat Chandranagar Municipality,| 4
2015 Rautahat

31 | 29 Jan Janahit Mahakali CFUG Krishnapur, Kanchanpur 16
2015

32 | 29 Jan Sundevi Buffer Zone User Jhallari, Kanchanpur 14
2015 Committee
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