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Introduction

The CARE Laos ‘Reducing UXO Risk and Improving Livelihoods of Ethnic Communities in Sekong Province Project’ has taken the initiative to integrate two important issues in rural development in the country, UXO contamination and reducing the vulnerability of populations living near UXO.  CARE’s work moves beyond the piece meal and reactive approach which has often been used in Laos by rural development NGOs when dealing with UXOs. The CARE LANGOCA project has acknowledged the fact that it is the presence of UXO which are contributing to the vulnerability of their partner communities. Rather than tackling this issue separately, CARE has incorporated UXO in their work and this has allowed the organisation to have direct involvement and partial control over UXO activities rather than passively working around the issue or simply requesting assistance when UXO are encountered. Doing this CARE can better guide its community development efforts in a safe and coordinated manner and decrease the  possibility of putting communities at risk as a result of project activities.  This approach has been a long time coming in Laos will be an example for other rural development organisations active in areas where there is UXO contamination. 

Given the unique approach of the ‘Reducing UXO Risk and Improving Livelihoods of Ethnic Communities in Sekong Province’
, it can essentially be broken down into two main components: i) reduced vulnerability to UXO and ii) improvement in rural livelihoods. The Midterm Review (MTR) to some extent used this approach but also recognized that these are inexplicitly linked. The project is now working in 19 communities in two district of Sekong Province, Lamam with good year round road access or a Wet Season Targer Area (WSTA) and Dak Cheung with partial access or a Dry Season Target Area (DSTA). The number and range of activities being implemented include: food security, livestock, cash crops and marketing, life skills, water supply, road construction, gender and UXO issues. Although the project is producing measureable results and stakeholders are generally pleased; diverse activities, covering a large area with many partner communities and limited staff is complex. 
The LANGOCA project has faced a number of challenges up until the time of the MTR. The Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) for the project was signed 6 months later than expected and at the start of the rainy season, setting back full scale implementation nearly one year. Then, in late 2009, Typhoon Ketsana struck parts of Vietnam and southern Laos. The districts and partner villages where LANGOCA was working were heavily impacted. To their credit CARE in cooperation with the GoL acted quickly and decisively in providing emergency assistance to communities. This did however, come at the cost. LANGOCA project activities were halted while staff gave their full efforts to the emergency response. Moreover, some of the previous LANGOCA activities were swept away in the typhoon waters. In many aspects this has meant restarting the project in the affected communities. A challenge CARE, the government and the communities have risen to.

Purpose of the Evaluation

The purpose of the MTR is to review the progress of the CARE LANGOCA Reducing UXO Risk and Improving Livelihoods of Ethnic Communities in Sekong Province Project.  Specifically and according to the ToR, the following aspects of the projects are reviewed:

· project logical framework;

· gender;

· project management; 

· sustainability 

The outcomes of the MTR are to be used as a guide for annual planning and decisions for project improvements. 

A less formal but equally as useful description of the review was provided by a project staff in the form of a question “Are we on track?” Reviews are meant to offer insight into if the project is expected to meet its intended goal and then provide recommendations on how to bring a project back on track. 

Methodology

As laid out in the ToR, the methodology included: preparation and literature review, field work and reporting. 

Literature review

Before starting a review of a project that is built upon a logical framework (LF), as LANGOCA is, it is important to establish at what level the review is to enter the log frame at (i.e.: output, outcome, purpose or goal). Following the ToR, the review began at the output level up to the project goal. It was by answering output level evaluation questions that higher level log frame (objectives) evidence was gathered to measure project progress against set indicators which, in turn show if the project is on a trajectory to meet its purpose and goal.  

The literature review included the project proposal, annual plans, monthly, 3 month, 6 month and annual reports, log frames, CARE policies, meeting minutes and various other supporting documents. Prior to field work, several telephone discussions with the CARE Sekong Provincial Programme Coordinator (PCC) were made to try and clarify expectations and confirm logistical needs. Unfortunately, during MTR preparation no senior CARE staff were in the Vientiane office to consult with.
 Team composition and roles (language)

The MTR team was comprised of two people:

i) One female Lao national gender and training specialist with 7 years experience with international non-government associations and local non-profit associations.
ii) One male non - Lao national fluent in Lao language with 10 years experience with international non-government organisations, non-profit associations and bi-lateral donors. He also has previous work experience in Dakcheung and Lamam Districts.

Interviews were lead by the Lao National in Lao language with supporting questions by the non-Lao team member. Translation into Talieng (Dak Cheung) and Alak (Lamam) were done by project field staff. Often there was a mixing of languages depending on peoples’ Lao language ability. The point stressed was that the person interviewed should feel comfortable with the language used. 

Individual interviews

Interviews, 1 -2 hours in duration, were held with CARE and government LANGOCA staff over a one and half day period and included various field staff and technicians and project management. See annex 2 for a list of interviews and annex 3 for the interview questions followed. 

Selection of communities

Selection of communities to visit for the MTR began with criteria chosen before arriving in Sekong. During each staff interview and through discussions with project management the criteria were refined in order to encompass the diversity in communities and activities of the LANGOCA project. Of 19 project partner communities 4 were selected, 2 in Dak Cheung District (Kialo and Dak Seng) and 2 in Lamam District (Pakayong and Songkone). The final criteria used to select communities are included in annex 4. 

Focus group interviews

Focus groups garner a wider range of opinions: this include the benefits that each person has received but, process the project has used to include people in village level planning, the communications with the VDC and those they represented (democratic aspects) and the camaraderie of those sharing the same involvement with the project.

Community level data collection was done mainly through focus group (men, children and women) which gained a wide range of opinions on the project and follow methods and experience from the baseline study. These showed that when in the presence of men, women were not forth coming with opinions about what they felt were important. Group size ranged from 4 to 6 and up to 12 with the children’s groups. The selection of participants of the focus groups, both men and women, were based on the project principle that those involved in project activities were the poorest in each community. Therefore, the focus groups represent these families. The Reviewers also requested that people active in project activities be represented. Before starting, reasons for the interview were explained as well as the rule of confidentiality. A comfortable atmosphere was set for the interviews and it was also stressed that there were no right or wrong answers. Responses from the community level were followed up with addition questions for project staff. 
Village Development Committee interviews

When possible the VDC was interviewed or as happened several time, members of the VDC were included in the focus interview groups. VDC focus group interviews gave the Reviewers a chance to ask detailed questions about their roles and responsibilities in the project. 

Gender

The ToR for this review stated gender as an important factor in the CARE LANGOCA Project. This is not unexpected give the commitment CARE International has shown to gender issues in its policy, programming and projects. 

A starting point to review gender in LANGOCA was to check if the ‘Activity Design Document’ had addressed it.  Next, it was checked weather a pre-project gender analysis was done, if a gender specific monitoring system had been designed and if CARE existing frameworks for gender were applied. The logical framework was checked to learn how well integrated gender was into the project.  

During interviews all staff were asked to discuss gender in general, the meaning for the project context and for the activities they are responsible for. Community level interviews were segregated and involved gender issues in both women’s and men’s focus groups. Numerous informal discussions with women were held. 

Village walks

In every village the Reviewers made walks throughout the villages with project staff, villagers and on their own. At times these were done separately by the male and female Reviewers. These were very useful to see LANGOCA activities, look at the surrounding physical environment and to gain alternative opinions on what the project was doing.
Sampling errors

To meet the objectives of the MTR, people directly participating in project activities were interviewed. The Reviewers therefore asked CARE staff to arrange focus groups that included these people. This does introduce a ‘sampling error’ as the groups interviewed do not represent the entire community. There was however no way to avoid this given the early stage of the project. 
Date analysis

Project progress measured quantitatively and qualitatively was based on monitoring of verifiable outcome indicators. However, data selection has focused on qualitative data for two reasons. One, most activities reaching the individual level were not expected to have resulted in any significant measureable change as these are still very new. Second, the LANGOCA Project has an up to date quantitative monitoring system in place already (e.g. areas cleared of UXO). Also, some of the qualitative interview information can be transformed into quantitative data. Individual activities were looked at for their appropriateness, what the villages had requested in the VDP, the extent and coverage and the impacts of the activities. As indicators at the objective and outcome levels have yet to materialize they will better suited for the EoP evaluation. Data analysis began in the field with end of day summaries with both Reviewers reviewing interview responses and discussing the responses. Complete data analysis was structured around “performance questions” (outcomes) and analyzed independently (men, women, children and VDC) and compared between focus groups of the same gender in different communities (women to women) and then within communities (women to men). Interview responses between community, project and government staff and project documents were also done. Trends in the data we expressed as attitudes and opinions or a majority, minority or near equal.  

Logical Framework Analysis

Meeting the requirements of the ToR, a results based approach for the project progress was applied at the outcome level. The expected outcomes supporting each project objective were used as evaluation questions. These are presented and discussed in the following section. In addition, a focus on the results orientation asked 4 main questions: 

· Is the project yielding the desired results?

· Are the objectives still clear, precise and measurable?

· Are the established mechanisms for M&E still adequate?

· The prospects for sustainability of benefits

Limitations

Several limitations were identified before, during and after field work was completed.

· Field time limited visits to only 4 of 19 partner villages. Village selection criteria was done to capture the various conditions and to review as many activities in the communities as possible. However, given the complexity of the project it is certain that the communities visited cannot represent the diversity found in all communities therefore; recommendations can only be generally applied to other communities.

· The reviewers were not fluent in any indigenous language and had to use translators thereby likely losing the context and meaning or some discussions.

· CARE Sekong has several projects operating in the same communities each with multiple activities. Understandably, villagers do not differentiate between projects and to which project activities belong. During discussions there was confusion with the other project’s activities even after the reviewers attempted to separate out the LANGOCA ones. Responses sometimes had to be rechecked to confirm accuracy. During document review it was also noted that “evidence against indicators” included outputs from projects other then LANGOCA (CARE and government projects). This again made pinpointing LANGOCA activities for review challenging.    

· The review is looking at a project that has essentially started twice as a result of Typhoon Ketsana. In communities impacted by the event some activities were started twice with the Ketsana CARE Emergency Response in between. This made it challenging for people to explain a liner progression of benefits received from the project.  

· The selection of communities was done in part based on a list of activities showing which communities had benefited. However, the list was not accurate and some activities expected to be reviewed were not.  
Findings and Discussion

Project Logical Framework

Below in table form are the results of the review set against each of the objectives and supporting outcomes from the LANGOCA LF. Each output is labeled with the Reviewers’ interpretation of progress towards the output and supporting evidence. Following each objective is a discussion explaining and further supporting the information in the tables.

Objective 1: Reduce physical risks and livelihoods constraints associated with UCO contamination. 

	Logical Framework
	Reviewers’ findings/progress towards outputs and objectives

	Output 1.1: Increased community awareness of UXO risk reduction strategies and effective child education messages.
	Progress: 

· All children’s focus group are able to explain the risk associated with UXOs and understood that they should be reported. There was a good understanding between safe and unsafe metal to collect.

· Short Term Activity: “Improving Support and Services for People with Disabilities and UXO Victims in Sekong Province”. Completed. Second STA MoU was signed on 26/8/10.  

· “UXO Risk Reduction Strategy” in place and being applied. 

	Output 1.2: UXO efficiently cleared from lands required for livelihood and market development activities
. 
	Progress: 

· The project has made very good progress in this area. There are however cases where lands related to supported livelihood activities (coffee and peanuts) were planted before UXO clearance.

· 31.7% of land request for clearance in 2011 had been included on the 2011 UXO Lao clearance plan. The remainder has not. 
· The change of UXO clearance provider from FSD to UXO has caused slower clearance and less land to be released. 

	Output 1.3: Quality of first-line medical treatment available to UXO Victims increased
	Progress:  

· The project has trained first aid volunteers but none have been required to use their new skills in a UXO related situation. They have been useful in other situations.  

· Village Health Volunteers able to answer questions on basic first aid and response. 


Discussion (facilitating and constraining factors)

Both men’s and women’s focus groups addressed UXO issues and the children groups looked specifically at this topic. In all 4 villages every group was able to identify and explain what UXO related work LANGOCA had done. Extension materials were displayed in villages at central points where community bulletin boards had been erected. More material was viewed in schools where UXO safety has been introduced into the weekly curriculum. Children were able to give a clear explanation of what to do if a UXO was encountered and give details of how livestock should be tethered to trees and not to stakes pounded into the ground. This was followed up by the children singing popular Lao songs that had the lyrics changed to educate them and others about UXO issues. 

Women and men groups explained to the Reviewers about the importance of having the project emphasize the dangers of UXO to their children. Something they had done but which they felt the project was better able to do by making the topic more interesting. Their own behavior had also changed as they now knew that reporting a UXO meant it would be removed whereas before this did not happen. Relations with the CARE junior staff responsible for UXO Education and the communities was very good; she was well known and people easily describe her role in the activity.

High risk groups such as women and children who collect metal for sale explained that only exploded ordinance should be collected. However, not all villagers are willing to give up metal collection given the contribution it makes to cash incomes. In one village it was report that some villagers still receive half of their income from metal sales.

Despite the clear success of the UXO education there were some instances where new knowledge was not being applied or was being selectively applied. In one case an unexploded mortar had not been reported by a youth in Lamam who was unable to explain why he had not done so. In another, a number of youth in Dak Cheung were observed leveling land for housing using hoes in an area not cleared of UXO, something the nearby UXO educational posters points out should be done with shovels to avoid powerful and direct contact with a UXO. When asked by a Reviewer why this was being done the house owner simply said, it is necessary work that could not wait for clearance. Interestingly, next to the house, CARE supported (not LANGOCA) latrine construction had not begun as clearance had not been done. This indicates that people will wait for UXO clearance if they know it is scheduled. What people consider to be essential land (housing or agricultural versus latrines) also determines their willingness to work unclear land. 
According to the last project report in December 2010 a total of 48.82 hectares of land had been cleared and released. However, the actual amount released has been 39.30 hectares. The inaccuracy was a result of confusion on the part of the Project Manager between areas requested for clearance and the actual amount released. This has been addressed by the project and reporting figures now equal actual UXO clearance levels. The land consisted of rice paddy fields, gravity fed water systems, village areas and coffee gardens which the families and communities said they have benefited from. The benefits vary in their equity with water systems and village residential benefiting all and paddy and garden clearance a small number of families. A change which has had an impact on the rate of UXO clearance is the switch from FSD to UXO Lao as the UXO clearance service provider. Although difficult to compare because of the influence of Ketsana and inconsistencies in UXO monitoring (see monitoring under project management section), the rate of clearance during the FSD (January – December 2009) – CARE period of cooperation was 23,807m3/month and 18,781m3/month under UXO Lao - CARE clearance (January – December 2010). Supporting this are CARE staff comments who told that when working with FSD they shared the CARE office during which coordination was easy and clearance was responsive. Whereas now UXO clearance requests from LANGOCA need to be added to the UXO Lao yearly plan. Staff also said that Norwegian Peoples Aid (NPA) had some involvement in UXO clearance and this is indicated in the 2009 January – June report. But, that NPA had to have their clearance approved by UXO. Later reports make no reference to NPA, only UXO Lao.  The Project Manager  and Field Coordinator did not know the details regarding changes in the UXO service provider; they said this was the responsibility of CARE Vientiane. As well as slowing clearance and release of land, it is creating a new unintended risk for communities.

In all the communities visited there were cases of people planting either peanuts or coffee which had been provided by the project in areas not cleared of UXOs. When asked, people replied that planting had to be done in time with the rainy season. By providing the materials the project had inadvertently encouraged the farmers to plant on land not cleared. Had prompt clearance been available, as demonstrated earlier in the project, people would prefer to wait. The report also shows that of 12 families, only one poor, have benefited from paddy clearance and 11 from coffee garden clearance. 

Of the UXO related activities, output 1.3 - Quality of first-line medical treatment available to UXO Victims increased – was the least known by people. This is not unexpected as the training was aimed at only 2 members of each community and none of the first aid trainees had been called on to treat a UXO victim. These individuals were better known in their role as the “Community UXO Educator” who works with the LANGOCA and government staff on UXO education. 

Ketsana caused problems with UXO clearance; several months of the 2009-2010 UXO clearance season were missed and areas cleared prior to Typhoon Ketsana have had new UXO washed onto them by the flood waters and UXO at deeper soil depth have been exposed through intense soil erosion.

Objective 2: Improve rural based livelihoods amongst ethnic communities with a direct measureable impact on the well being of women and girls. 

	Logical Framework
	Reviewers’ findings/progress towards outputs and objectives

	Output 2.1: Village-tailored livelihood development activities implemented
	Progress: 
· A wide number (26) of activities have been implemented.
· The village tailored approach is being applied but greater refinement would produce results; as suggested by those interviewed (i.e.: large livestock)
· Some activities (chickens, pigs, fish and coffee) are only reaching a small number of families/people in the communities. 

· Not all activities are tailored to meet the wants and physical environments of the community. 
· Poor families and women are being included in the activities. 

	Output 2.2: Women’s workload reduced and improved production capacity

	Progress:
· In general there has been only a minor reduction in women’s workloads. 

· Time saved on one activity by project activities is relocated to other livelihood activities.

· Reduced physical effort/exertion needed. 

· Production capacity of women and girls is unchanged.

	Output 2.3: Community market linkages strengthened.  


	Progress:
· Training in Agro-Enterprise Development Planning in 2 of the 4 communities visited but no products of market value being produced.
· AEDP provided for government and project staff.
· Markets for agriculture products far away and small amounts produced not viable.

· AEDP training for coffee growing groups in Dak Cheung not done before planting.

· Coffee growers did not understand provincial and regional markets or prices.


Discussion (facilitating and constraining factors)

Of the four project objectives number two contains activities that have the potential for the greatest direct impact on the partner communities. The Reviewers gave particular attention to this area and have been able to identify areas of success and the need for improvement. 

The approach used by CARE Sekong has been highly participatory with all stakeholders involved in creating the Village Development Plan (VDP). People were able to describe that these are a list of preferred activities that the communities selected through project consultations in gender segregated and combined groups. The implementation of the VDP is facilitated by Village Development Committee (VDC) in each community and is made up of 3 women and 3 men. These individuals are elected by the community and act as the bridge between the project and communities; they also provide leadership for some activities. The MRE training provided by LANGOCA to the VDC has increased their capacity to engage with the project rather than act as passive recipients. Monitoring by the VDC is done monthly supported by written reports which are submitted to the project or district coordinator. The VDC members interviewed showed a good understanding of their responsibilities and could be identified by most focus groups except for 2 women’s group who said the Village Head was responsible for activity coordination. The membership in one village was dominated by those holding political positions. In the Laman District villages which are larger and have a more turbulent recent history, the VDC were less well known, especially by the women’s groups. Comments from one government staff were that the VDP were too general and did not take into account each village’s ability and conditions to implement and sustain activities. The review found evidence to support this. In villages were there were water shortages, gardening was difficult and fish raising appeared limited by environmental constraints (temperature).  

Through interviews with focus groups, individuals and project staff, each activity implemented within the LANGOCA partner communities that the Reviews visited was reviewed. However, before doing so LANGOCA activities had to be separated from other CARE project activities which was challenging as peoples’ view of CARE encompasses all projects not just LANGOCA. The reviews had to repeatedly check what villagers said against the activity list from the project files (which was inaccurate) and make sure the LANGOCA projects activities were being discussed. Not all activities implemented by LANGOCA could be reviewed at the field level as no single community has implemented all project activities. 

The Reviewers looked at the appropriateness of the activities, what the villages actually requested, the activity extent or coverage (number of families and communities) and the impacts of the activities. Below is a list of activities reviewed followed by supporting comments in point form.  

Coffee Planting: goal for total project coverage 7 villages, 165 families (50% complete)

· Two (Dak Cheung) of the 4 communities visited had planted coffee.

· Villagers were very happy with the idea of increasing income.

· Coffee training methods are spreading to new families not supported by the project. 

· Community decided on who would plant, poorest families included. 

· In Kailo Village, if the trials of the first 5 families are success marketing may be a future challenge as one village is 39km from the main road to Dak Cheung District and does not have appropriate transport. To draw buyers in, large and attractive amounts (economies of scale) of coffee will be needed. Many new families will need to plant with support from another project or the government. 

· Villagers report that there was no time to clear UXO from fields but people dug carefully. UXO clearance data shows some land was cleared. 

· No local fencing materials available so difficult to keep livestock out.

· Coffee growing is already viable with buyers coming to villages. Wider support to poor families would have measurable impacts on income. 

· Knowledge of market and prices are needed, better communications with other producers and buyers in Xekong and Champasak Province would give the growers an advantage and greater options to gain the highest prices. 

Kitchen Garden: goal for 18 villages, 475 families (40% complete)

· The activity is reaching the largest number of villages and families. 

· Traditional planting methods have been improved on. 

· Seed can be collected and replanted for sustainability.

· Water shortages limiting activity although CARE has provided water supply from other CARE projects.

· Dry season vegetable source available for improved nutrition.

· Some evidence that less overall time is spent in gathering wild vegetable but upland gardens are still very important during the rainy season. 

· One group reported a small increase in income from the sale of vegetables.; contributing very little to household income. 

· Land shortages rice production and forestry quality in Lamam District mean communities are investing greater time in the gardens which are more important than in Dak Cheung.

Fish Raising Promotion (CFW) (70% complete)

· One village visited in Dak Cheung was raising fish.

· Wild fisheries traditionally make up a small portion of protein, fishing area over two hours away.

· Very slow growth because it was too cold.

· Most of the fish have died already. 

· No way to replace fingerlings purchased in Pakse. 

· No UXO clearance provided before digging fish ponds.

Villages Veterinary Improvements (80% complete)

· All villages visited had a trained village veterinarian. 

· People said that animals still died after vaccination except one village

· Not many vaccinated animals because of the price (3500kip/needle).

· Villagers penned animals and vaccinated after others in the village started dying. 

· Vaccination is a government not a community priority.

· Long delay in receiving vaccines. 

· Position fully dominated by men due to cultural reasons. 

Pig Bank: goal 14 villages, 28 groups. (40% complete)

· Two of four villages visited had received pigs. 

· Songkone 7 pigs 2 have died. 

· Pakayong 10 pigs 4 have died.

· The pigs alive are in moderate to poor health.

· There had been an increase in work for both men and women in feeding the pigs. Including caring for fodder trials. 

· Most families still free range feeding the project pigs.

· Families which already had pigs were included in the group.

· Some member so the focus groups thought they did not have to “rotate” the pig to other families (i.e. it belonged to them) which may cause conflict. 

Chicken Raising Promotion: goal 14 villages (40% complete). 

· Two of four village visited had received chickens.

· Mistakes were made in planning the activity and in the response to the initial die off of purchased chickens. 

· The death of all the local chickens has increased the economic and nutritional vulnerability of the villagers. 

· Purchasing and movement of livestock, especially in an era of H1N1, should conform to National or International standards. 

· Villagers’ feels efforts to revive/compensate local chicken populations by the project should be made. 

· Monitoring of the activity seems to have broken down. 

· CARE rules on purchasing (implementer cannot be buyer) may have contributed to selection of low quality chickens. 

· Description of the symptoms point to Newcastle’s disease.

Animal Forage plantation (30% complete).
· Two villages visited were participating in forage trialing. 

· This activity coincided with the upland rice season when families moved pigs to upland rice areas and no one tended fodder gardens. Interest is low on the part of the villagers. 

· Villagers say that no one has come to monitoring the activity.

Wheelbarrows

· All villages visited received wheel barrows.

· At a trialing stage.

· Three families shared one unit which needed planning. 

· They have reduced the physical exertion needed for some tasks for women, children and men. 

· They are limited to almost flat topography. 

The above summary of activities provides does show that livelihood activities have been implemented. It is however clear that given the multifaceted and complexity of rural livelihoods these have not yet had substantial impacts. To a large extent this is because the project is at a demonstration stage with several of the most import activities (livestock and coffee) only reaching a small number of families. One government staff also pointed out that as upland rice is the main agriculture activity this should be supported and that large livestock (cattle) would do more to reduce poverty and vulnerability than chickens and pigs. 

The raising of small livestock is facing several issues. Vaccination are being done but villagers are not convinced of the effectiveness, fodder and natural food is limited contributing to slow growth and poor health, pigs are mixed breeds and good performance has yet to be confirmed, fish raising may not be suited to environmental conditions and chickens have died. The last issue deserves extra attention. The agricultural output of villages in Lamam District is restricted due to land shortages and poor quality soils. Therefore, small livestock raising is an important alternative. As the LANGOCA chicken activity appears to have introduced or contributed to the death of preexisting village chicken populations; solutions are to this issue are needed and are addressed in the recommendations section.    

Regarding, reduced women’s workload, these can be interpreted as less exertion or less time needed to complete a task. Women never specifically stated that they had more free time but rather that it was easier to do some tasks. All women’s focus groups identified the wheel barrow as making their work somewhat less strenuous. Men and children also made use of the wheel barrows sometime for very strenuous task like moving timber. Women also pointed out that they still had to collect wood deep in the forest and carry it to the road and that some community water sources were at the bottom of long slopes.

 Although training in Agro-Enterprise Development Production (AEDP) have been provided to government staff it has not been for families involved with coffee, the main crop in need of market links. The men’s focus groups in Dak Cheung were not able to tell where their coffee was sold or about the prices at different purchasing levels. There was however non-LANGOCA coffee being sold in Dak Seng which the people had gained some market knowledge about. 

Objective 3: Build Village and district capacities to identify and address livelihood opportunities and risks. 

	Logical Framework
	Reviewers’ findings/progress towards outputs and objectives

	Output 3.1: Improved stakeholder technical and community planning skills. 

	Progress:
· District staff have been trained in 3 topics.

· Community level training very diverse and wide coverage.

· Villagers able to describe and explain new skills (coffee nursery, fish raising, kitchen gardens, wheel barrow)

· VDP and VDC in place and leading activities and monitoring.



	Output 3.2 Increased life skills of women in 20 targeted communities.
	Progress: 

· Women able to discuss roles of men and women and benefits of balancing work.

· Women are able to name options for birth control and where to access.

· Importance of complete diets.   

	Output 3.3 Increased stakeholder appreciation of the emergent opportunities and risks associated with road, mining, and hydro projects. 
	Progress.
· Risks external to communities need additional attention (hydropower environmental and social impacts)  

· Possible impacts (land, environment and social) of Dak Cheung road upgrade not addressed.

· No plan in place to compensate for the expected decrease in protein consumption and income from fisheries caused by the Xekong 4 Dam. 


Discussion (facilitating and constraining factors)

The number of villagers trained (1693 as of October 2010) and the diversity of trainings (19 topics) provided has been impressive. Those interviewed expressed their satisfaction with the trainings and were able to give details about what they learned and how it has improved their livelihoods. Women in particular were able to describe new skills as quoted “we now know you to grow more vegetables” and “when families become too large they become a burden to look after, it is better to have fewer children that we can provide for and who are healthier”. The second is particularly progressive as a connection between poverty and family size is made. 

New gardening techniques learned in the training were being applied and resulted in increased species diversity and yields of vegetables. Village walks by a Reviewer showed that nearly every family was planting gardens which exceeded the normal kitchen garden size in Laos and had higher diversity. This was in part the result of LANGOCA taking the initiative to respond to drought conditions in 2010. Outside expert consultation recommended increased vegetable production to offset the expected low rice yields. Consultation with another organisation (FAO) and several attempts made to procure open pollination seed varieties which allow for replanting were not successful but is being addressed again in 2011. Other skills such as aquaculture and peanuts and coffee nursery training were being applied in smaller groups. Discussion outside of the interview groups showed that people not directly involved in the training were learning from those attending. This demonstrates that training knowledge is diffusing within and possibly between communities. The reviewers visited one community where a group of men (5, two from poor families) attended training on paddy rice cultivation. This involved families that received UXO cleared areas and has been important in providing follow up support and adding value to the clearance activity. Training statistics show that of the total number of 1693 people trained 169 or 10% came from families classified as poor. This shows that the poorest families are participating and benefiting but as the data from the baseline study summarizes families and not individuals comparison are not possible. The percent of families ranked as poor in the baseline is however well over 10% indicating that the poor are not being proportionately represented.       

Of the 1683 people which attended trainings, 773 were women or 46%. This is a notable portion given that training in Laos is often dominated by men. The data also shows that men attended gender and family planning training. The total number of poor women included in training is 25 but there appears to be missing data in the training spreadsheet. 
Government staff have received training in three topics: Food for Work, Agro-enterprise Development Production and Improved Livestock Production. These are well suited for the needs of the villagers however, given the length of the project this calculates out to only one training per year since the start of the project. Additional training in areas related to project management (planning and reporting) and participatory methods (community organising) would increase sustainability and balance the technical training. Government staff interviewed expressed their interest in additional training if the project were to provide it. 

Planned infrastructure projects are already impacting some of the communities visited; in Lamam District at least one LANGOCA community (not visited) has been relocated for the Xekong 4 Hydropower Dam. This relocation is causing tension and conflict between other communities which claim that their land was given to the relocated community. The time line for dam construction and the expected impacts were not understood by people. This is an important issue as fish is the main protein source and provides income. The Reviewers were able to observe dozens of men in the late afternoon going to the Xekong to fish for their families’ evening meal. 

In Dak Cheung District the upgrade of the road from the provincial capital to the Vietnamese border is underway and advancing towards the LANGOCA target villages. Along with the benefits of the road, more negative aspects are likely to follow, including: land loss due to road expansion, possible increase in land value (especially in coffee growing areas), environmental (soil erosion, wildlife trade and high speed traffic) and social (increased risks from mobility in and out of the community).  

Objective 4: Efficient and effective project coordination and management.  

	Logical Framework
	Reviewers’ findings/progress towards outputs and objectives

	Output 4.1 Annual plans prepared reflect project learning’s. 
	Progress:
· Project reacts well to foreseeable and unforeseeable delays.
· Annual internal evaluation reflected in annual planning.
· Project plans continue as planned after major delays. 

· Responses to slow project progress not fully addressed. 

	Output 4.2 Timely achievement of project targets.
	Progress: 

· External factors (MoU and Ketsana) have disrupted planned implementation schedule.

· Internal factors (CARE activity approval delays, transport delays, UXO delays, CARE and government staff turnover) have delayed implementation schedule. 
· At present, the project is successfully making up time lost to external delays.

	Output 4.3 Effective engagement with other stakeholders.
	Progress:
· LANGOCA is coordinating well with all stakeholders (Provincial and district government offices, UXO related agencies, other LANGOCA INGOs)

· Coordination down to the community level is not fully effective as villagers, especially women are not aware of VDC. They are passive recipients of project activities. 


Discussion (facilitating and constraining factors)

Given the major challenges the LANGOCA project has met with and the delays caused, the project has remained remarkably on track and recovered as well as can be expected. Comparison of VDP prior to Ketsana and present activities shows some changes but for the most part the plans have remained relevant. Below are areas which the Reviewers identified which have impacted project efficiency and effectiveness.

The project has made good efforts to include ethnic groups in the field and management teams. This is very positive and supports clear coordination with communities; it can also act as an example for other non-governmental organisations working in Laos. 

All but one field staff and project management reported that there was not enough time to implement their work plans and that they often worked behind schedule. This is related to the number of partner communities and the distance between them. Staff felt they could not spend much time in each village and that this also had some effect on the amount of time they could give to monitoring. This also has implications on the quality of the relationships staff has with communities and their community specific knowledge. Although the VDC knew the project staff, many other people could not name them. The number of full time LANGOCA field staff (4) is also  low compared to the number of activities being implemented (28 in the December 2010 monthly report). It works out to 7 activities per field staff; a very heavy work load that is stretching human resources thinly which in turn effects quality and monitoring. Addition staff from long term national consultants and the government does reduce this workload to some extent.  

The turnover in the CARE Provincial Progamme Coordinator has had far-reaching impacts for the project. As stated by a project staff “Each CARE PPC has called for new field data, cancelled or added activities, changed working systems and have not fully been able familiarize with the local context and activities”. In general, this has had negative impacts on the project efficiency and effectiveness as project memory at the coordination level has been repeatedly lost. Government staff also said that it has been difficult continuously working with new people and that they were not notified of the changes in advance. In the Lao cultural context, where personal relations interact with professional success, this has likely had some effect on efficiency and effectiveness. Promisingly, government counterparts did state that the current CARE PPC has provided the best coordination thus far and understands the project well.      

LANGOCA Field Staff do not regularly attend the 3 month CARE – Government meetings, only the Field Coordinator. To build team capacity and cohesiveness as well as to share direct experiences from the community level, it would be beneficial to have them attend. This would also increase their understanding of budgets relating to their area of work. Currently they are requesting budget amounts with no knowledge of what budget levels are available. Staff are also not sure of the duration of the project with some thinking it closed 2010 rather than the actual date in 2012.  No community level representation, at any level of meeting, has been included; doing so would be beneficial for community relations and input. Oxfam Australia, another AusAID LANGOCA partner, share some meeting space and time with CARE. Which although efficient for the government this may not give full attention to detail the project requires.
Coordination within the CARE office regarding the LANGOCA project is operating well. All project staff work in the same office and communicate regularly informally and formally in weekly and monthly meetings. The Field Coordinator and Project Manager are also easily accessible to each other. Coordination with the CARE Provincial Coordinator has been more difficult as the first four people have not remained in the position long to build solid relation with the local staff. Languages barriers between foreign and local staff also limit direct coordination.

All the LANGCOCA staff said that coordination with the government is good with requests quickly addressed but that the two districts worked in have different coordination styles. This is not uncommon in Laos and the project staff have adapted well to this. Project- government coordination takes places regularly between field staff when planning activity implementation and in 3 month planning meetings. Present coordination is supported by the staff having a good understanding of their own and others roles and responsibilities in the project. All 3 government staff interviewed reported that coordination with the project and communities is easy. The difficulty of working in remote communities was said to be a challenge but that the project had provided what was promised and the villagers were happy which made coordination easy. One issue raised by a government counterpart was that the Project Manager is inexperienced and lacks understanding of the project-government work system which negatively impacts coordination. The provincial counters parts also did not know the budget available for LANGOCA. 

Community level coordination is operating well with direct visits by project and government staff. However, there is no community level representation at the 3 month meetings; if so this would further improve coordination. Coordination of project resources is well done but due to shortages (vehicles) there are delays.  

The LANGOCA MoU is with the Ministry of Labour and Social Welfare and Provincial level coordination is with the PLSW. However, at the district level this is done with the DAFO. The reasons give by LANGOCA project management is that most activities are related to DAFO and not PLWS. DAFO is also responsible for reporting on all activities, not only agriculture. This involves the crossing of information from one government body to another when reporting moves from the district to provincial level. Intuitively, this seems inefficient however it appears to be effective.   

As pointed out under the limitations section, the mixing of the results of other projects, including the Ketsana emergency response, into LANGOCA reporting is confusing. Project management stated that this was requested by a past CARE Provincial Programme Coordinator to streamline indicators which influence each other. Further explanations could not be articulated. This makes reporting and monitoring progress less efficient then if only LANGOCA results were included.  Some data is reported (page 5 of the December 2010 report) in an unclear context . Cattle are buffalo are reported on but have received no support and the increase in the number of chicken appears counter to the situation in Lamam District. The report does show a 60% increase in chickens but also points out that significant losses occurred due to pandemic. It is not stated if this increase is being measured against the pre-project baseline or a post pandemic assessment.   

The time needed for activities to be approved by the project was indicated by project staff as causing delays. In one case, a request for gender training made in 2008 was not approved until 2010. This has slowed activity implementation. The activity budget approval levels set for the Project Manager (500) and the CARE PPC (5000) were also linked to slow delayed activities as approval was needed from Vientiane (25,000).  

Although “other stakeholders” are not specifically identified in the LFA (4.1) the LANGOCA project has been in contact with other groups. This includes other LANGOCA partners Oxfam Australian and World Vision Australia to exchange project experiences. The UXO service provider is an important stakeholder in LANGOCA but lack of effective engagement has not replaced UXO Laos with a private provider, similar to FSD. Neither Field nor CARE Programme (province and central) staff could fully explain the present direction contractual arrangements were taking. 

Results orientation

The results for the above tables and narrative are summarized below and used to briefly answer 4 main questions taken from the ToR.

1. Is the project yielding the desired results?

The project is yielding the desired results but the present number of  beneficiaries thus far is small compared to the overall partner group population (6000 people in the logical frame work). As the project has only reached its mid-point and given the time needed for results to translate into observable and transformational change (> 5 years)  the impacts  are not unexpectedly, that deeply transformative in regards to poverty reduction. The results related to reduced vulnerability and UXOs have been better. Given the time remaining (16 months) the progress of the results needs attention. Referring to the December 2010 monthly LANGOCA report there are a number of activities behind schedule. In particular UXO clearance, bong tree planting, MRE Awareness Village Volunteer training, HIV/AIDS Training and road construction. 

2. Are the objectives still clear, precise and measurable?

The project objectives are still clear to project staff. Project precision through replicated activity implementation is occurring. Objectives continue to be measurable both qualitatively and quantitatively. 

3. Are the established mechanisms for M&E still adequate?

In general M&E mechanisms are adequate, robust and meeting the demands of the project. There are however, some activities that require increased monitoring such as coffee and chicken and fish raising. Monitoring focuses mainly on physical aspects and less on factors such as project outreach, effect and impact.

4. The prospects for sustainability of benefits

Sustainability of benefits will vary widely dependent on the activity. Infrastructure (water systems, roads and latrines) will have limited sustainability if not maintained. The risk to livestock sustainability is high if disease occurs and vaccinations are not done or are not effective. Crop and agriculture related sustainability is moderate. Kitchen garden will continue but due to time constraints animal fodder may not. Training and behavioural change sustainability is moderate.   

Project Management

A number of project elements specified in the ToR are discussed below. Some have been discussed in the previous section and receive less attention while others are new and are looked at in more detail. 

Efficiency

The conversion of project resources (human and financial) into results (efficiency) to date has not been high. The reason for this is that results are dispersed widely across many communities that are separated by nearly two hundreds kilometres of poor roads which are for parts of the year completely impassable. As the project is only at its midway point results still have yet to materialize therefore it can be expected that efficiency will improve as the project matures. 
Effectiveness

The effectiveness of the project (extent of achievement towards project goal) given the many delays and challenges the project has encountered is good. At the MTR stage of the project, effectiveness for the most part is materializing at the objective level. It is expected that as the project matures this will move to the purpose and goal levels. An exception is UXO removal and education which has been effective at all project levels.  The low number of staff responsible for the high number of partner communities further lowers effectiveness.    
Coordination

Coordination at most level is working well. Roles and responsibilities of all stakeholders are good. Clear and effective coordination between key positions, Project Manager and Government Provincial Coordinator are vital. 

Timely Implementation

As has been noted above, the project has dealt with a number of serious obstacles effecting timely implementation. The project has adapted and responded well to these and is now being implement at a high rate. As a result of the delays it will be difficult to achieve the project purpose and goals unless time and budget extensions are made. The table below tabulates the approximate time lost for activity implementation due to delays. 

	Event
	Impact
	Approximate time loss

	MoU delayed and signed late 


	Project start delayed, activities not able to start in dry season 
	6 months

	MoU signed in April 2008, during rainy season
	Activities postponed until after rains
	4 months

	Ketsana Typhoon
	CARE partner communities severely impacted, emergency response. LANGOCA temporarily shut down.
	4-6 months

	Change in CARE Provincial Programme Coordinator
	Change in plans and activities. Time to adjust and establish relations.
	Unknown but likely measured in months

	Change in UXO service provider
	Delay in UXO clearance
	Unknown

	Introduction of new LANGOCA Monitoring Evaluation Framework (MEF).
	Preparation, staff training, data transfer and organizing and adjustment to MEF operations. 
	Unknown but likely several months.

	
	
	14-16 months


Problem Resolution

The Reviewers encountered only a small number of problems as identified by several project staff (i.e.: slow activity approval within the CARE office and a shortage of vehicles) but to which resolutions had not been found after several years of project life. Problem resolution related to activities at the community level is being addressed but need more attention; specifically is the poultry situation. An overlooked problem resolution mechanism is inclusion of all field staff in government meetings when this is possible within their activity work-plans.   

Planning and Budgeting

The LANGOCA Project has made outstanding efforts to include all stakeholders in project planning. Local government partners expressed their agreement with the consultations. All the communities visited had VDP which were created from “activity menus”. These planning efforts at the government and community level have resulted in detailed annual work plans.

LANGOCA planning has contributed to smooth implementation and is flexible enough to allow for adjustments to meet changes in project context. The yearly planning meetings attend by government and project staff were named as important events. The planning has had to be adaptive and resilient as year one and two annual project work plans indicate that delays to the MoU were already resulting in impacts to the project implementation. The project responded well by working with the Provincial Governor’s Office to obtain approval to start baseline data collection before the MoU was signed. The arrival of Typhoon Ketsana completely halted the 2009-2010 work plans which reassumed implementation in early 2010.

General project planning is done in tandem with activity planning. This is later refined when quarterly plans are done. Individual activity budgets are then made by the particular field staff responsible for the sector and activity. Budgets were indicated by both project staff and villagers as being a limiting factor, half of the staff also pointed out that the large number of partner communities meant the budget had to be divided up many times. There were also cases of expensive activities like irrigation and road construction being declined due to budget constraints.    

Project Monitoring:

From community, government and project staff (Vientiane and Sekong) the level of commitment to monitoring has been high. Staff have been given intensive training on monitoring and evaluation and were able to refer to indicators in the LF as they were related to their activities. Progress is reported internally and to higher (district to province) organizational levels.  

At the community level the monitoring system, particularly in the DSTA, is based on VDC members who have been trained to do project monitoring thereby increasing participation and ownership. For UXO monitoring one man and women are selected as key UXO monitors, usually a UXO victim.

Monthly project reports show that monitoring of indicator for progress towards objectives is well established and feds into the annual internal project evaluation process. This involves further monitoring of project progress through beneficiary consultation. The Project Manager who is responsible for compiling all monitoring data has a strong understanding of the system.     

An important area where monitoring breaks down is on UXOs. The Reviewers attempted to follow the rate of clearance but indicators at different levels were used at different reporting periods. The m3/hr/section, m3/month, total area cleared and number and type of ordnances cleared are all used at output, object and purpose levels. This makes monitoring progress unclear. 

Risk Management 

The project has taken the first step in risk management by identifying and documenting risks in the ‘Risk Management Matrix’. A comparison of the ‘Source of Risk’ against what the Reviewers found was done. Political risks have been well managed but have still resulted in project approval delays. A technical risk not identified in the matrix which has occurred is a change in UXO clearance service provider. Slow UXO remove now poses a risk to other project activities and the project goal.  

Although not formally addressed by reviews and evaluations team cohesion and a good working environment is a key factor in successful project management. It is often over looked by a focus on coordination and management related to effectiveness and efficiency. However, it is through solid team work and understanding that these are founded.  Confidence of the team leaders also reflects on team members. In general, through interviews and observation, the Reviewer would rank team cohesion as good but in need of improvement. Staff Relations were described by some staff as not being “family like”. Reasons for this may be related to leadership and high foreign staff turnover but more concrete conclusions would need further research. 

Gender

The LANGOCA Activity Design Document does not contain a specific section on gender nor is it mentioned in the target groups section of the same document. There is however reference to gender in the logical frame work. Community baseline data was gender segregated but a pre-project gender analysis sensitive to ethnic variation was not done. At the CARE Gender Policy level- LANGOCA incorporates the priority points given in the document. CARE Sekong, which LANGOCA is part of, has also taken concrete action to mainstream gender and wisely done so in Lao language. This document is meant to guide a workshop and presents CARE policy, gives international examples and has participants critically think about gender in CARE work. Another document, “Strong Women, Strong Communities”, has also been produce by CARE Australia which is not available in Lao language. With all of the above efforts aligned, gender related goals in the LANGOCA project have a high chance at success. In addition, statistics from project monthly and 6 month reports track the numbers of women involved in each activity. The gender aspects of all activities are considered before implementing all activities and it is monitored at the family level. These are  good efforts on the part of LANGOCA staff which are invaluable and show that project’s results are reaching women. This does not however, show that gender is understood by project staff or that it goes beyond simply involving women in activities. Discussions with staff show that they have a basic understanding of gender and empowerment in rural development projects. This also includes the LANGOCA staff responsible for women’s activities  who expressed a lack of confidence in her gender related skills and understanding. Two examples from the project review help to demonstrate where gender could be improved on.

Gender training is standard practice for project staff on development projects, regardless if they are new or senior staff. LANGOCA has not been able to provide this for staff including the staff assigned specifically to work on gender, which as mentioned above would benefit from training. The result is that gender is mainly associated with the number of women involved in an activity which, from the above CARE documents is not indicative of how the organisation approaches gender. Fundamental changes such as giving women greater decision making power is lacking in the project. Discussions with women in Dak Cheung showed that they had to concede to men’s decision of who should eat with guests, when women should eat and who determined a family’s number of children.
 These are actions embedded in local society and culture and although seemingly minor they represent significant shifts in gender related power dynamics. The training provided to communities by the Lao Women’s Union supported by LANGOCA has produced standard results. Women and men asked to describe what they learned in the training said “we should work together and never get divorced”.  

Objective 2 of the LANGOCA LFA focuses project impacts or women and girls and is supported by the indicator “Women’s workload reduced”. This has been addressed in the project with livelihoods activities focused on women including wheel barrow construction and family gardens. Two of four women’s focus groups said that these activities had reduced their workload marginally. On this topic the Reviewers asked further and clearly observed that women spend much of their time pounding rice. Rice mills had been provided by the project but not in the communities visited by the MTR team. Discussions with women also showed that time saving activities caused husbands to change their behavior. Some husbands no longer assist their wives collect firewood as they now had the wheel barrows.      

Project Externalities

Community Relocation

Village relocation in Laos is an issue that practically every rural development organisation encounters as has LANGOCA
. The LANGOCA Project Manager stated that CARE will not build infrastructure in villagers which are planned for relocation but will support “moveable assets” such as training. An internal CARE meeting was held in 2010 to discuss relocation from which guidelines relating to assessment and activity planning in communities slated for relocation was produced. Relocation is an issue in both Dak Seng and Lamam Districts. Of the 4 LANGOCA partner communities visited 3 have relocation as a potential or present issue; below is a table summarizing their involvement.

	Village
	Relocation situation

	Dak Seng
	Under threat of relocation due to Chinese bauxite mine which, the Village Headman said had been canceled. Local relocation and land loss with road expansion.

	Pakayong
	Katu arrived in 1991-95 and Alak in 2001. Both from upper Kaleum District. No Ketsana related relocation. Possible ethnic tensions in community.  

	Songkhone
	After Ketsana they were relocated from along the Xekong River. Three groups, two Kriang and one Alak into 2 groups. Relocation of another village (Houang) from Xekong 4 hydropower area into their new village land has meant a loss of land and conflicts. Very poor soils and shortage of land.  


As CARE has decided to work in the village they have also taken on the responsibility, at least in part, to address the issues that may come along with relocation. In Pakayong Village, two ethnic groups have been combined, Katu and Alak. The Alak relocation came after the Katu which were able to select the best land from an area of very poor soils. All formal focus group interviews arranged by the LANGOCA staff in Pakayong Village were with Katu families rather than Alak even though there are only 10 Katu families compared to 31 Alak. Katu groups stated that the Alak are lazy and never want to participate. Discouragingly, this view was also shared by a LANGOCA team member who said so. This does raise concern regarding CARE staff and villager relations and project inclusiveness. There were very strong feelings shown by Alak village authorities regarding the previous relocation that government at higher levels had coerced them to move with promises of rice, tractors and paddy land which never occurred. 

Typhoon Ketsana prompted many villages to move in fear of another disaster and CARE responded admirably during this crisis. Other more avoidable causes of relocation and possible conflict will require a different approach. Songkhone Village claims to have lost land, some of which was being developed into rice paddy, to Houang Village after the later was relocated due to the Sekong 4 hydropower project. In an area where land is scarce, further enquiries into this topic would be useful to halt increased vulnerability. Checking with the GoL on future relocation plans and hydropower project upstream of the CARE partner villages would a preemptive strategy. 

 Typhoon Ketsana

The impacts of Typhoon Ketsana on the LANGOCA project cannot be over stated. This event impacted and altered, in some aspects permanently, the direction of the project. VDP had to be reviewed and adapted to meet the new circumstances in the communities. The relocation of LANGOCA project staff meant the project lost valuable time during the dry season and also changed the livelihood situation in the villages. Project management reported that the administrative structure needed to be changed doing this period and then return to its original form once LANGOCA activities restarted.  

Government staff changes

Changes in key government partners and the assignment of new people, nine since the start of the project, have meant that experience, capacity and time have been lost (e.g. the staff who attend the valuable AEDP) This is completely out of a project’s control but, the importance of staff continuity should be stressed regularly to government counter parts.  
Recommendations

Recommendations are an important aspect of a MTR as adjustment to activities can be applied to keep the project on track to achieve its goal. To make the lessons drawn from this MTR practical and easy applicable they are clustered around the LF objectives. The majority of the recommendations are aimed at the objectives which the Reviewers found needed the greatest attention.  

Reduce physical risks and livelihoods constraints associated with UXO contamination. 

· LANGOCA should more closely monitor and link livelihood activities related to land preparation and UXO clearance. Clearance needed prior to planting of crops in the rainy season should be specifically requested for those sights one year before. If farmers were injured while planting materials provided by LANGOCA this would put the project in a very undesirable position and may involve compensation. In the event clearance cannot be provided before planting there should be an emphasis on safe planting methods.

· To avoid further delays in land clearance and a low rate of land released as UXO free CARE Sekong should immediately and actively engage with a new UXO clearance provider which will give services and priority to CARE Sekong partner community clearance requests. This would address the previous recommendation. 

· UXO related activities, especially clearance are operating rather independently from the livelihood activities. Monitoring and reporting is not done through the Field Coordinator which results a detachment between the two and creates situation of increased risk; again related to the first recommendation. 

· Consistency in UXO clearance should try to be maintained. Some activities (latrines) receive clearance while others (fish ponds) do not. For activities that are implemented without clearance one possibility to reduce risk would be training project staff and villagers in the operation of standard metal detectors. Sites for project related digging could at least be checked and moved (marked and reported) if an object is detected. 

· A standardized UXO clearance monitoring system used consistently and made up of the same measurement unit should be used for easier monitoring of progress.  

Improve rural based livelihoods amongst ethnic communities with a direct measurable impact on the well being of women and girls. 

· To increase the effectiveness of the project, the addition of new and fully qualified staff should be considered (dependent on financial resources). Presently  a low number of staff are responsible for too many activities in too numerous communities. One option would be to create separate district teams. Establishment of CARE staff district teams would give staff deeper knowledge of the problems and challenges the communities face, build more solid relations with communities and address the district specific issues which exist in the project. Or, if resources are limited, focus fewer new staff positions on priority areas. This may mean a livestock specialist for each district.  

· As upland rice shortages are identified repeatedly in the baseline study this topic should receive more attention; especially as it is a primary livelihood activity (it was however not identified as a priority activity by the communities which is not uncommon in Laos for communities that are accustomed to this). The National Agriculture and Forestry Research Institute (NAFRI) and the National Agriculture and Forestry Extension Service (NAFES) have identified a number of simple techniques to increase rice yields. This would be particularly useful in Lamam District. With 2 planting season remaining in the project the results could be tested and repeated.  

· The appropriateness of activities should be carefully considered given the resources available in the community. For example, pigs in areas of low productively of natural fodder and rice for bran result in unhealthy animals. Larger, wider ranging and more self sufficient species (cattle or goats in Lamam if financial resources are available) would be more appropriate. In these areas pigs are better off free range and penning should only be supported if enough fodder is available.   

· The movement and introduction of all outside livestock, particularly poultry, by the project into the partner communities should stop until a recognized quarantine system is in place and staff are trained. The Livestock Division in the Provincial Agriculture and Forestry Office and donors (UNICEF or World Health Organisation) could offer assistance. 

· In cases where local livestock deaths are attributed to the introduction of project introduced livestock the possibility of providing compensation in the form of new animals or cash should be reviewed as small chicken raising groups will miss many impacted families. 

· When supporting future livestock the project should ensure that families participating do not already have livestock. Families without livestock (i.e.: the poorest)should be given the support (penning and fodder)  to participate Or, if not possible have people raise livestock in a traditional manner (free range) which the poorest families can do.
· CARE should review their policy on purchasing of livestock and materials to give the staff implementing the activity better control over quality. Or involve end users (villagers or community selected individuals) in the purchasing of livestock of their choice. 

· Community livestock groups need to fully understand the rules of the group in order to avoid future confusion and conflict. The groups should also receive more regular monitoring visits from project or government staff to reinforce the rules and check animal health.  

· Wild capture fisheries should be given more attention by LANGOCA given it is the number one source of protein for communities near the Xekong River. Scientific literature reviews to explain the impacts of the flooding caused by Typhoon Ketsana to villagers would be appreciated by them. Preparation for the expected changes in fisheries caused by the dam would also be valuable and preparing communities for official requests for compensation. Depending on the time schedule for the dam, consideration for establishing fish conservation zones should be given (see WWF Community Fisheries Project) 

· Livestock activities are at a demonstration phase (small number of families raising a small number of animals), but will need to be substantially scaled up to have measurable and significant impacts on livelihoods and decreasing vulnerability. Livestock will become increasingly import for the Lamam villages as the impacts from the hydropower project manifest. This recommendation is also related to the previous one regarding increasing staff. Livestock related activities need to be carefully designed so as to avoid bring in infection diseases into existing village livestock. 

· Given the reasonably healthy forests ecosystems in Dak Cheung and the presence of high value NTFPs (rattan), the potential of NTFPs for consumption and income generation should be exploited. A rapid appraisal with communities of priority species and marketing possibility would be useful.

· The project has only recently expanded into new partner communities (secondary beneficiary pool) in Dak Cheung District, in these communities the activities implemented should not draw further on already stretched human (financial resources) so as to focus on older partner communities thereby maximizing the impacts on smaller main beneficiary pool.   

· If environment conditions are suitable, longer term agricultural activities such as fruit tree should be considered. At a higher elevation, Dak Cheung would be suited to certain species. In Lamam this would serve at an alternative income source to rice land shortages. This should only be support if the government can guarantee no village relocation and environmental conditions are suitable.
Build village and district capacities to identify and address livelihood opportunities and risks. 

· The Xekong 4 hydropower project will impact both environmentally (loss of fisheries and water quality) and socially (increased migration into the area) communities near the river. Action plans and community preparedness will be important in offsetting this non-natural disaster. CARE should discuss with the government on the part of the communities how to deal with this. How communities can capitalize on being near the project site should be researched as well as the risks.   

· CARE staff should attempt to understand the complex histories of the villages they work in especially when relocation is involved.

· Communications between the project stakeholders is working well but there is a need to have VDC better engaged and representing the general village populace. Women’s focus group in particular showed only a basic understanding of what function they served. 

· Communities involved in project activities related to cash crops (coffee) should be included in the AEDP Training and efforts to link them with other producers and buyers made. 

· Training staff in community organising and mobilization (see CIDSE Laos) would offer an addition element of sustainability and self reliance to the project other then service provision.

· Increasing the life skills of women (output 3.2) should be revisited to diversity the topics on the topics already covered. This may include negotiation and conflict management, assertiveness skills, refusal skills, information gathering skills, evaluating future consequences of present actions for self and others and determining alternative solutions to problems. These would also have effect on gender in the project. The cultural appropriateness of such life skills should be taken into account. 

Efficient and effective project coordination and management.

· LANGOCA Project Manager should coordinate transport as efficiently as possible to avoid delays (staff waiting for transport) in activity implementation. 

· Impacts of activities should start with the project baseline data and what the villages were doing before project activities. Overlooking this has resulted in partially inaccurate interpretation of activity impacts. For example, communities have long planted kitchen gardens. Impacts from project gardens should be measured as this as the baseline; as it should be for all activities under similar conditions.  

· LANGOCA monthly, quarterly and six month reports should only include activities funded by AusAID to make monitoring easier and avoid misinterpretation. Government and other CARE project activities are presented in LANGOCA reports and some statistics report are not related to LANGOCA     

· The project should review the activity approval process to find how this can be sped up in order to avoid  delays. To better share practical lessons from the field, increase staff sense of value and overall participation and ownership project field staff should actively participate in 3 month meetings. Taken a step further, a formal space should be created for which community level representatives (VDC) can have input into the project with the government.  

· Revisit  and check the efficiency of the current government counterpart reporting mechanism at the district level as it is now assigned to an office other then the one responsible at the provincial level.  
Gender

· Gender and women’s issues should be addressed at multiple levels. Reducing women’s workload should continue but it should followed up with a rights based approach which attempts to make changes to gender related power and decision making. This is related to women’s life skills talked about above.
· To address gender related power issues the project should use tools such as: Women’s Empowerment Framework, Gender Analysis Matrix or Social Relation Approach. The results would reveal structural reasons for women’s disempowerment, give staff an alternative view on gender and support gender aware activity design.    
· A series of trainings on gender for the LANGOCA staff responsible for gender should be provided immediately.  

· General gender training should be provided to all project and government staff. 

· The project objective of reducing women’s workload should be revisited and monitored more closely. Project activities which may reduce the time spent on that activity but the review shows that this does not necessarily translate into overall reduced workloads as this time is then spent on other work. Physical exertion and time may be reduced (e.g. wheel barrels) but this should be monitored.   

Conclusion

The CARE LANGOCA ‘Reducing UXO Risk and Improving Livelihoods of Ethnic Communities in Sekong Province Project’ has shown that the integration of UXO risk reduction and poverty reduction can be done to in order to decrease the overall vulnerability of rural communities.  The project is providing a wide range of activities across a large and remote area under differing community level conditions and needs. This is being done with dedicated but limited staffing and having the project progress has taken strong internal and external coordination. 

When reviewing the success and project’s progress the fact that there have been extenuating circumstances brought on by forces beyond the control of the project needs to be fully appreciated. LANGOCA not only stopped operations due to Typhoon Ketsana but the staff took on emergency response duties. In the aftermath, LANGOCA had to adjust and respond to condition brought on by the storm. With the time remaining LANGOCA should carefully decide on a strategy and make plans which can be implemented efficiently and effectively. 

This MTR has been able to capture the project progress which is now occurring quickly. Partner communities have been thoroughly involved in the activity design and expressed their satisfaction in being consulted. This has meant that many of the basic livelihood activities important to communities are being covered. Some such as large livestock and upland rice have not been received support. New cash crops (peanuts) have been introduced and have had immediate positive impacts on farmer income. The benefits from high value crops such as coffee will take longer to materialize. Many of the livelihood related activities are in the demonstration phase and will need to be scaled up if they are to have wide spread positive effects. Due to budget limitations or cost effectiveness others (road and irrigation) have not been able to be widely implemented. The well designed and robust monitoring system of the LANGOCA has been able to link activity results with planning.

LANGOCA has made a serious effort to include women’s issues into the project. Specific attention at the planning, implementation and annual evaluation level has been given and activities designed to reduce women’s work load are having some positive impacts. Gender, as related to women’s rights, roles and decision making has not been fully embraced. 

Underpinning the project is UXO clearance and education. Partner communities now have an improved understanding of the dangers of UXO and how to react if they are encountered. Clearance of agricultural, village areas and water systems has resulted in immediate benefits to hundreds of people. It is important that this component of the project remain closely linked to livelihood related activities so as not to result in unneeded risk prone behavior. 
With approximately 1.5 years remaining in LANGOCA, CARE will need to maintain a high rate of activity implementation to complete plans. But as human and financial resources are limited; decisions on how to use these most effectively are needed. 
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UXO Risk Reduction and Livelihood Improvement for Ethnic Minority Groups in Sekong Province Project

Terms of Reference

External monitoring Consultancy for Project Mid-Term Review

Purpose

A Mid-Term Evaluation is required at year 4 of a 5 year project for reducing UXO risk and Improving Livelihoods of Ethnic Communities in Sekong Province, Laos, . 

The key purpose is to provide the following:

· Take stock of the achieved results and suggest corrective measures as necessary. 
· Inform decision-makers to make informed judgments regarding changes to project scope 

· Contribute to the long-term in the monitoring process (e.g. as reference for final evaluation)
Background

The Laos Australia Non Government Organisation Cooperation Agreement (LANGOCA) Program addresses the Laos-Australia Development Cooperation Strategy’s Objective 3: to reduce the vulnerability of the poor; 

3.1: to reduce the impact of natural disasters, and;

3.2: to reduce the impact of Unexploded Ordnance (UXO).  

The Goal of the Program is “To reduce the vulnerability of the poor by integrating poverty reduction and crosscutting issues with disaster management and UXO approaches in Laos”.
Within this is the CARE implemented project: “Reducing UXO Risk and Improving Livelihoods of Ethnic Communities in Sekong Province “. 

The project purpose is to reduce vulnerability of ethnic communities in Sekong province through integration of UXO and poverty reduction strategies. The Project’s principal partner at the national level is Ministry of Labour and Social welfare and Sekong Labour and Social Welfare Department 
Consultancy Outputs

The consultancy will undertake survey formulation, data collection, analysis and reporting with the following aim: 
i) To monitor and evaluate results and impact in relation to:

· Project logical Framework (see annex)

· Gender (Female stakeholders participation and monitoring)

· Project Management (Efficiency/effectiveness/Coordination/timely implementation/ problem resolution/planning/budgeting/risk management).

· Results Orientation 

· Is the project yielding the desired results?

· Are the objectives still clear, precise and measurable?

· Are the established mechanisms for M&E still adequate?

· The prospects for sustainability of benefits

ii) to provide a basis for decision making on necessary amendments and improvements

Methodology: 

Preparation

Literature review – including but not limited to: 

· Project proposal

· Review of LANGOCA baseline survey (Care project in same area)

· ‘Evaluation of Typhoon Ketsana Livelihoods recovery Activities with a focus on gender analysis’ – Suzie Albone

· Papers supplied by Care relating to relevant issues including Unexploded Ordnance
,  Care policy – including Gender mainstreaming

· Current reports – project report July 2010, monthly reports 

· MEF (monitoring and Evaluation Framework) documentation.
· Development of monitoring tools as necessary
Fieldwork

(review of project in relation to logical framework, gender objectives, etc)

· Interviews/ discussions with CARE field staaff

· Consultation with Care partners (inc. Provincial Labour and Social Welfare Office
, UXO Lao)

· Field visits to selected villages in two district (Lamam and Dakchueng)  including: 

· Review of activities

· Semi-structures discussions with beneficiaries.

· Debrief with Provincial Programme Coordinator and Assistant Country Director (Programmes) – including discussion of a draft report

Reporting

· Produce final report in plain English for the survey. The report should be produced in the knowledge that it will be translated and distributed to relevant stakeholders including NGOs, local government, etc. It will include following:

· Executive summary

· Introduction (including details of all participants involved)

· Methodology (to a detail which will enable replication during final evaluation stages if required, even if there is a lack of staff continuity), including limitations

· Results

· Discussion (including review of how objectives and results are being met; facilitating and constraining factors)
· Recommendations (to improve the Project performance and efficiency; for any required change / practical modifications to project scope in order to support effective implementation)

· Conclusion

Time Frame

The Mid-term review will take place over a 4-week period during December and January 2010. 

It is anticipated that the work requires a consultant for 20 days.  

The annex presents an example time line to guide the final work plan. 

Deliverables

As part of the application process, a basic work-plan and budget will be required, submitted in English electronically in Word format.

Report- The draft final report will be submitted to and accepted by the ACD Programs, CARE Lao PDR prior to final payment and within two weeks of completing field work. (Staff and partners in Sekong will have the opportunity to comment on the first draft). 
All documents are to be prepared in English electronically in  Microsoft Word to ACD Programs, CARE in Lao PDR

Selection Criteria

· At least 5 years experience in development and/or humanitarian response programming, with a focus on SE Asia preferable. 

· Related post graduate qualifications or equivalent experience of donor funded projects in related field (livelihoods/ monitoring/ evaluation//rural development/UXO programming).

· Experience in designing and implementing monitoring and evaluation tool.

· Experience in gender analysis 

· Excellent written and spoken English language skills.  

· Experience in Lao PDR and Lao language skills are preferred.

· A minimum of two referee contacts who have managed the proposed consultant previously 

· The consultant must be independent from both the policy making process and the delivery and management of assistance.

Annex 2: List of people interviewed

	Interview Requested
	Available
	Unavailable

	CARE Staff
	
	

	CARE Provincial Coodinator
	
	· 

	CARE Programme Manager
	
	· 

	LANGOCA Project Manager
	· 
	

	LANGOCA Field Coordinator
	· 
	

	LANGOCA Agriculturalist
	· 
	

	LANGOCA Livestock
	· 
	

	LANGOCA UXO Education
	· 
	

	LANGOCA Gender
	· 
	

	
	
	

	Government Staff
	
	

	Provincial Project Coordinator – PLSW Department
	· (telephone)
	

	Lamam District Project Coordinator
	· 
	

	Dakcheung District Project Coordinator
	· (telephone)
	


Partner communities (formal interviews)

	Village
	Women
	Men
	Children
	VDC

	Kailo
	1 group (5)
	1 group (5)
	1 group (8)
	Members included

	Dak Seng
	1 group (4)
	1 group (5)
	1 group (12)
	Full VDC

	Pakayong
	1 group (6)
	1 group (4)
	1 group (11)
	Members included

	Songkone
	1 group (4)
	1 group (4)
	1 group (7)
	Members included

	Total
	19
	18
	38
	12


Annex 3: Interviews guiding questions

	Interview Group
	Guiding interview questions/topics

	Women’s and Men’s Group
	Planning, Participation, Coordination, Monitoring

· Explain how you helped plan the project (VDP).

· What is the VDC?

· Who is on the VDC

· What is the role of the VDC

· Who selected the VDC

· How does the project and government coordinate?

· Do you know the project staff and what they do?

Activities

· Can you talk about the project activities?

· How have you benefited?

· Has you life changed before and after the activity and project and how?

· Which activities do you like the most?

· Would you suggest new activities?

UXO

· Are you worried/afraid about UXO?

· Has the project cleared land in your community?

· Do you feel safer now?

· Has the project taught you about UXO?

· What do you do when you see a UXO?

· What scrap metal do you collect?

Gender

· What did you learn in gender training?

· Have you applied it?

· How has it changed your home?

	Children’s Group
	UXO

· Are you worried/afraid about UXO?

· Why are you afraid?

· Who taught you about UXO?

· What do you do when you see a UXO?

· Has the project cleared land in your community?

· Do you feel safer now?

· What scrap metal do you collect?

	VDC
	Planning, participation, coordination, monitoring

· Explain how you helped plan the project (VDP).

· What is the VDC?

· Who is on the VDC

· What is the role of the VDC

· Who selected the VDC

· How does the project and government coordinate?

· Do you know the project staff and what they do?

Activities

· Can you talk about the project activities?

· How have you benefited?

· Has you life changed before and after the activity and project and how?

· Which activities do you like the most?

· Would you suggest new activities?



	Project and government staff
	Planning, coordination, implementation, monitoring and reporting.

· Is overall coordination good? (community, government, project and other outside agencies?

· Are the responsibilities of involved parties understood?

· Are project plans adjusted to meet changes in the project?

· How are communities involved in planning?

· How have VDP been used in annual planning?

· How are monthly, quarterly and annual work plans done?

· How are budgets created and who approves them?

· How does the monitoring system work (community, government and project)?

· Does monitoring fed back into annual planning, how so?

· What are the indicators related to your work?

· What are your reporting responsibilities?

· Is the project following the original timeline why or why not?

· Have delays been solved?

· What are the main challenges to implementing the project (personally and for entire project)?

· How can project progress improve within the project, with communities or government?

Gender

· What does gender in your work  ?

· Does the project use gender analysis?

· How do you monitor gender?

· How have women benefited from the project?

UXO

· How are UXO and livelihoods related?

· What is UXO risk education?

· Is it successful why or why not?



	Informal interviews
	General questions about livelihood systems (rice, NTFP, water, land availability and quality, markets, customs and rituals etc.)

	Village walks 
	Often combined with informal interviews: Observation of housing, gardens, livestock, hand tools and general village layout. 


Annex 4: Community selection criteria

· District. Communities from both districts were selected as this is where the project is being implemented. This all included WSTA and DSTA as designed by the project. 

· Year. The communities represent different years when the project started working

· Ketsana impacts: At first Ketsana affected communities were not included in the design. But, this event has had such a profound impact of the project and what is mean to the remainder of the project, excluding them would not be useful to any stakeholder. 

· Activity diversity: Although communities that have recently started project activities are informative, there is some urgency due to the delays in the project to learn what is being done well and what needs to be improved in order to apply these lessons in the short time remaining for the project. Therefore the review tried to select communities that had more activities. 

· Project staff suggestions. 

· Travel time. The review worked with the project staff to try and workout a travel schedule that would allow access to the furthest and newest communities. This was not possible give current road construction and the time allotted for the review.

· Impacts from relocation and infrastructure projects as related to objective 3. 

· Travel time; the communities in “upper Dak Cheung” were too far given the time allotted for the field portion of the review.   

� Amongst CARE and government staff ‘The Reducing UXO Risk and Improving Livelihoods of Ethnic Communities in Sekong Province Project” is called LANGOCA. This refers to the Lao Australian Non Government Organisation Cooperation Agreement which CARE is member to. When the MTR uses LANGOCA, it is referring specifically to the first mentioned project. 





� Several women told the interviews that they had to wait for the men and guests to finish eating after which they could eat the remaining food and that although they would like to, they could not eat with guests. 


� Baird, I. G. and B. Shoemaker (2005). Aiding or Abetting? Internal Resettlement and International Aid Agencies in the Lao PDR. Tronto, Probe International.


� UXO


� PLSWO
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