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	Name of document
	NPL - ILNMP 12-05

	Full title
	IMPROVING LIVELIHOOD THROUGH NTFP MANAGEMENT

PROJECT COMPLETION REPORT

	Acronym/PN
	ILNMP

	Country
	Nepal

	Date of report
	December 2005

	Dates of project
	January 2004 -September 2005)

	Evaluator(s)
	SAGUN (Forestry/Buffer Zone) Program, CARE Nepal

	External?
	No (internal project completion report)

	Language
	English 

	Donor(s)
	Weyerhaeuser Company Foundation, USA

	Scope 
	Project 

	Type of report
	Other (project completion report)

	Length of report
	30 pages

	Sector(s)
	ANR, ICDP

	Brief abstract (description of project)
	Improving Livelihood through NTFP Management Project (ILNMP) was in

operation in Banke, Bardia and Kailali. The ILNMP was implemented as a complementary to on-going SAGUN (Forestry/Buffer Zone) Program that has been in operation since November 2002 in three above districts including other two districts viz. Dhading and Dolpa in hills. SAGUN is purely a software program that focuses on promoting good governance practices in the natural resource management thus the target audiences, particularly the poor

and the marginalized people, do not receive tangible benefits from it. Therefore, in order to address this gap, CARE-Nepal implemented ILNMP as an integrated and complementary component of this Program to improve the livelihood of selected poor target groups. (p.4)

	Goal(s)
	To contribute to improving livelihoods of poor women and Dalit of NFE graduates through sustainable management of NTFPs. (p.4)

	Objectives
	• Strengthen institutional, technical and financial capacity of NFE graduates focusing on poor women and Dalit to increase their income through NTFP management (conservation, cultivation to marketing)

• Strengthen institutional, technical and financial capacity of NTFP cooperatives, partners and service providers.

• Build capacity of contractors, cooperatives and partners to work together and develop linkage at district, regional and national levels for NTFP marketing

• Conduct action research on some potential NTFP for replication (p.4)

	Evaluation Methodology
	As part of a performance evaluation of ILNMP, a case study was conducted through external consultants. This evaluation was carried out to assess the relevance, efficiency, effectiveness and sustainability/replication of the project. Since quantitative information was inadequate for the evaluation, the assessment of the project was therefore accomplished based on qualitative

information. (p.19)

	Results (evidence/ data) presented?
	Section 4

	Summary of lessons learned (evaluation findings)
	Collaborating with CFUGs, use of participatory well being ranking, allocation of community forestland to poor, equitable benefit sharing mechanism, support to off/on-farm income generation activities and rights based approach to the programming were some of the best practices of the project. The major lessons learnt from the project are:

• CFUGs can be appropriate institutions for the conservation and management of NTFPs with the involvement of ultra poor households;

• Short-term NTFP project could not fetch the expected benefits of the target groups; and

 • The poorest households cannot wait for longer period to get benefit, alternative IGA  should therefore be supplemented to provide immediate benefits to them as the ILNMP did. (p.21)

	Observations
	A good example of a project completion report

	


	Additional details for meta-evaluation: [select]

	Contribution to MDG(s)?
	1a:Income / 7a:Environment / 8:Civil Society

	Address main UCP “interim outcomes”?
	Access to and distribution of environmental resources

	Were goals/objectives achieved?
	1=Yes (see p.21)

	ToR included?
	No 

	Reference to CI Program Principles?
	No 

	Reference to CARE / other standards?
	No 

	Participatory evaluation methods?
	Yes: participatory well-being ranking (see also pp.21, 27)

	Baseline?
	Yes (p.8) (however, unfortunately, no before-and-after comparative data given)

	Evaluation design
	Formative (process)
Post-test only (no baseline, no comparison group)

	Comment
	


