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	Full title
	The Participatory Environmental Management Programme

Summary End of Phase I External Evaluation

	Acronym/PN
	PEMA

	Country
	Tanzania

	Date of report
	May 2006

	Dates of project
	2004 - 2006

	Evaluator(s)
	Kate Forrester Kibunga

	External?
	Yes 

	Language
	English 

	Donor(s)
	CARE Denmark 

	Scope 
	Project 

	Type of report
	Mid-term (end of Phase I)

	Length of report
	9 pages (summary only)

	Sector(s)
	ANR, ICD (integrated conservation & development)

	Brief abstract (description of project)
	The Participatory Environmental Management (PEMA) Programme is enhancing the productive integrity of landscapes in Tanzania’s Eastern Arc Mountains and Uganda’s Albertine Rift – some of the planet’s most important 'hotspots' for biodiversity and biological distinctiveness. PEMA is being implemented in two phases. The goals of the first, running from 2004 to mid 2006, are primarily about participatory planning and the piloting of methodologies to scale up during Phase II. (p.3)

	Goal(s)
	To improve the livelihood security of poor, natural resource dependent households, to conserve biodiversity and environmental services of national/international importance, and to enhance the capacity of civil society and government institutions to work together to manage forest resources. (p.3)

	Objectives
	

	Evaluation Methodology
	This evaluation was conducted through one-on-one interviews and focus group discussions held in Tanzania and Uganda. In order to gain a broad perspective on the programme, a wide range of people were selected for interviews. Field work was conducted in villages where PEMA has been piloting its approach to Participatory Forest Management (PFM). A basic checklist of questions was drawn up for each type of discussion with space for following up new or unexpected issues. Each person or group was also asked what they felt had been the “most significant change” as a result of PEMA's presence in the landscape. (p.3)

	Results (evidence/ data) presented?
	

	Summary of lessons learned (evaluation findings)
	PEMA’s landscape approach, collaborative action planning, landscape coordination committees and different impact monitoring methodologies all address real needs in realistic ways. It is already evident that PEMA’s pioneering work is having a favourable impact in the South Nguru and Kasyoha-Kitomi landscapes. At the same time, PEMA’s ideas are spreading and, as a result, may make substantially broader contributions to Alliance members’ ambitious development and conservation goals. In this sense, PEMA represents great value-for-money in addition to its other accomplishment. (p.9)

    In many respects, PEMA’s work was highly participatory. Government, CSOs and even the private sector routinely participated in programme activities. However, the poorest people (and women more generally) in its landscapes were not involved in PEMA’s processes to the degree aspired to in its programme document. There are a number of reasons why this seems to have occurred, including lack of staff “sensitisation” (e.g. gender training) and the fact that the “poorest of the poor” are notoriously difficult to engage in such new initiatives. For instance, PEMA recognises that poorer villagers are often the ones most dependent on forest resources and most vulnerable to changes in forest management. Yet when they were invited to workshops, etc. they were consistently the least likely to attend and speak out. In such circumstances, additional staff training – especially for those whose background isn’t in the social sciences (e.g. the foresters and biologists) – may be vital. (p.5)

	Observations
	Just a summary of the evaluation

	


	Additional details for meta-evaluation:

	Contribution to MDG(s)?
	7a:Environment

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

	Were goals/objectives achieved?
	2=somewhat

	ToR included?
	No 

	Reference to CI Program Principles?
	No 

	Reference to CARE / other standards?
	No 

	Participatory evaluation methods?
	?

	Baseline?
	No 

	Evaluation design
	Formative (process)
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