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This document is one of 18 assessments done in 18 African countries under the aegis of the
PVD-NGO/NRMS project. Broadly speaking, the assessments cover:

• the general context and issues impacting NGDs and NRM in each given country;
• the content of NGD work in NRM in each respective country;
• the needs of NGDs in NRM in each country
• types of activities that could be feasible in NRM in the given country; and
• the overall feasibility for a project like PVQ-NGO/NRMS to opernte in each

given country.

The focus of the assessments is on institutional and technical programming issues rather than
natural resources issues as might be addressed in a formal natural resources sector
assessment.

It is important that readers of Ole document understand that the individual country
assessments in both the executive summary document and the papers encompassing full
length assessments are not 'by any means exhaustive of the NGO situation in N&M in any
country. Rather, the PVo-NGO/NRMS assessment attempts to render an accurate overview
of active and potential opportunities in the naturnl resources sector. Far more information
could have been provided in the assessments than was, had time and funding permitted.
Nevertheless, we feel the thrust of the overall analysis would probably not have changed
significantly.

The information and analysis provided is felt to accurntely portrny the current situation in
each country. This should prove to be useful to help orient both potential donor and NGO
programming in NRM in each country. For those ultimately interested in a;,,~g a
particular country's situation in greater depth for programming purposes, we hope this
assessment will provide a strong foundation from which to begin.

To provide a sense of the limitations under the assessment we note the following:

• 14 of the countries assessed were covered in six or less days in the field;
• One country (Tanzania) for logistical reasons benefited from an assessment over

a 10 day period;
• Two countries and one region - Namibia, Ethiopia, and Eritrea (a region under

its own independent provisional government) - were covered by 'desk'
assessments due to logistical reasons, each over a five day period.

Other full length country assessments are also available from the PVQ-NGOINRMS project.
Requests for either the entire full length document, or individual sections relevant to the
readers interest may be made to the PVo-NGOINRMS project. Comments on the
assessments are welcomed.
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Throughout the assessments, community-level groups are distinguished from NGGs; the latter
refer to service-providing or membership organizations which work for the benefit of
communities. Private voluntary organizations (PVOs), for simplicity, is the equivalent term
for U.S. NOOs working internationally.

Finally, for comparative purposes, the introduction and overview of findings section of the
18 country synthesis dCJCumeni is provided as an annex (1) to this country-specific document.

Michael Brown
Project Director, PVO-NGO/NRMS
Washington, D. C.

March 22, 1993



RWANDA
Country Assessment

DISCUSSION

I. The Context of NGO Work in Natural Resources
Management (NRM) in Rwanda

NGO EXPERIENCE:

There is a long history of NRMIsustainable agriculture projects in Rwanda implemented by
the international NGD and bilateral donor community. With few exceptions, local
involvement mthese projects has not gone beyond hired field staff, and extension into the
surrounding communities has been largely minimal, if not ineffective. The highly-publicized
mountain gorilla project, while doing a great deal to sensitize Rwandans to the importance of
conservation, has yet to really involve local NGDs.

With a relatively liberalized political environment, Rwandan NODs working in agricultural
production through cooperatives and relizious organizations working in rural development are
numerous. Most were created from the outside and continue to receive some external
support. There are several NGDs in Rwanda which are well organized and have great
potential for expansion of activities in NRM.

ENABLING ENVIRONMENT:

The policy environment for NGO development and involvement in NRM is positive. Despite
the highest population density in Africa, Rwanda also has one of the highest percentages of
protected areas and one of the lowest deforestation rates. The Government of Rwanda
(GOR) has long been committed to the preservation of it~ natural resource base and is highly
sensitized to developing solutions to its serious environmental threat. Worldwide interest in
the mountain gorilla has made it abundantly clear to the GOR and the people that
conservation of biodiversity is of great potential importance to the Rwandan economy.

The GOR has long supported the development of agricultural production cooperatives (over
500 are registered), but has always remained in finn control. While this control is relaxing,
the ongoing civil war has created tensions associated within the NGO community as
suspicions of ethnic and political loyalties is strong. This unsettled situation has nevertheless
created opportunities for the NGO community to demonstrate that an apolitical service spirit
can do much to build credibility with the GDR and the populatinn.



Th~ newly-formed Ministry of the Environment (April 1992) plans to start an NGO advisory
council to advise the Conseil Nationale de L'Environnement et du Tourisme (CNET). Strong
participation by the NGO community and private sector will be encouraged and is seen as
vi,aJ. to the success of the Environmental Action Plan (EAP), the evolution of which has been
a collaborative effort involving NGOS/PVOs from its initial planning stages.

GOVERNMENT AND DONOR TRENDS IN NRM PROGRAMMING:

There is a long history of NRMIagriculture projects in Rwanria and the GOR has begun to
exercise greater control over project implementation. For example:

• A recent GOR edict states that there are to be no mere government sponsored
project nurseries but that rather trees are to be purchased from the private sector.
(This is supported by donors working in NRM.)

• Wetlands at the bottoms of Rwanda's massive hills are the most fertile lands in
the country and are almm,i~ held within the public domain. CARE is working
with the donor community and GOR to develop pragmatic guidelines for long
term leases (15-20 year) for sustainable agricultural producti\»n in these areas.

While GOR has been vocally very supportive of NGD work, there has been little financial or
technical support facilitated by government for NGO activities.

The Swiss and Gennan govelmment's aid programs .l1ave long been involved with pine and
eucalyptus plantations with surrounding communal WOOO:9ts and are now exploring
processing activities that will increase local employment. The German-funded PAP (project
Agro-Pastoral), begun in 1969, is one of the first projects in sustainable agriculture using
organic methods.

USAID PROGRAMMING IN NRM AND POTENTIAL SUPPORT FOR A PVO
NGOINRMS PROJECT:

Despite its history of leading the donor community in ~Wagriculture, the U.S. Agency for
International Development (USAID)/Rwanda is dropping the NRM sector from its portfolio
with the exception of specific hi6h-profile "targets of opportunity" such as the DIGIT (a U.S.
PVO specializing in primate lesearch and ooucation) mountain gorilla project and the World
Conservation International (WCI) Nyungwe Forest project, neither of which substantially
involves national NGOs.

The priorities of the USAID ,,:ountry program strategic ~1'm (CPSP) will be on population,
governance and the private seclm. The Natural Resources ...,·ianagement Project (NRMP), an
-pmbrella effort working in fish <.:ulture, wetland management, soil conservation/ agriculture
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and environmental policy/planning, will continue until 1995. Activities within NRMP will
be realigned toward private sector development or will be phased out.

While USAID support to NRM activities is being scaled back, its support to PVOs/NGOs is
expanding. The upcoming private voluntary organization support project (PVOP) is designed
to "increase commercial output (production) and empioyment by medium and small scale
enterprises in Rwanda's non-farm sectors. n This project will provide a wealth of
opportunities for NGOs to provide services in training, institutional strengthening and
agricultural processing industries that could also involve sustainable marketing of non timber
forest products from protected areas. NRM activities could very well be supported in the
PVOP, if appropriately designed.

11. Institutional and Technical Issues

NGO INSTITUTIONAL STRENGTHENING NEEDS:

The Rwandan NGD community is well-organized, possesses a number of dynamic, well
intentioned individuals and has access to a wide variety of in-country training services.
In addition, there are a fair number of well-trained and experienced technicians in the NGD
sector particularly in forestry and agro-forestry techniques.

NGD capacity ::.u-engthening needs include:

• community needs assessment skills (such as participatory rural appraisal (PRA)
and rapid rural appraisal (RRA»;

• technical skills in processing industries, nursery management, rural
engineering/construction, water management, erosion control, sustainable marsh
cultivation, alternative cropping for steep slopes; and

• exchange visits to other countries.

STRUCTURING A PROGRAM:

.. The Conseil de Concertation des Organizations d'Appui aux Initiatives de Base (CCOAIB), a
consortium of the 10 largest national NGOS/PVOs, is the optimal partner for NRMS
involvement. While its members do not specifically work in NRM, they all work in
agriculture and rural development which are inextricably linked to NRM. CCOAIB will also
be involved in advising the Ministry of the Environment.

The Rwandan-based organizations Institut Africain pour Ie D6veloppement Economique et
Social (INADES), Programme ~gional de Fonnation et diEchanges pour Ie Developpement
(PREFED), and IWACU all offer well organized training courses on a variety of subjects
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including: financial management; accounting; agricultl'ue; extension; non-formal education;
and cooperative education. For over 10 years, USAID, working with Cooperative League of
USA (CLUSA) has supported the creation and strengthening of the local league of
cooperatives. This organization, IWACU, is a strong und dynamic training facility which is
now virtually self-sufficient. It offers a variety of courses to Rwandans as well as NGOs
from other counuies.

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

• There is ample opportunity to promote greater awareness of NRM issues in the
Rwandan NGO community now focused in the agri\~ulture and nlral development
sectors.

• Including PVQ-NGO/NRMS support activities in the technical component of the
USAID/PVO project should be explored, as the mission feels strongly that a
stand-alone PVD-NGO/NRMS project WQuid not fit within the current CPSP.

• Rwandan NGOs could benefit from exposure to NGO work in other countries.
At the same time, IWACU's usefulness as a training site and regional resource
should not be overlooked, as it could playa larger role in the region.
Opportunities for Rwandan NGOs to benefit from PVD-NGO/NRMS regional
program activities should therefore be explored.

4
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Attachment A
Contact 1,1'

• ACNR (Association pour Ia Conservation de mI;atun 1m Rwanda): Dr. Samuel
Kanyamibwa; Universi~ Nationale du Rwanda, Departement de Biologie
BP 117, Butare.

• ACORD (Association de Coo~ration et de Recherche en Developpement): Jacques
Gagnon; BP 1019, Kigali (tel: 74619).

• ACOR (Association pour Is Concertation des ONG d'Animation Rurale): c/o
INAD~; BP 866, Kigali (tel: 84713).

• ADEHAMU (Association de Dfveloppement des Hautes Altitudes de Mukura):
Gakwaya Athanse, conseiller en d~veloppement; BP 1742, Kigali).

• Africare: David LaFramboise, acting director/forestry advisor; BP 137, Kigasli (76171).

• ARECO (Association Rwandaise des Etolo&istes): Elie Nyilimbibi, president;
BP 1754, Kigali.

• Aide et Action: Patrick Bogina, director; BP 967, Kigali (tel: 83783).

• APER: (Association pour Ie Protection de L'Environnement au Rwanda):
Dr. Rwamakuba Andre, permanent secretary.

• ARAMET (Assoclation de Recherche et d'Appui en AmEllIagement du Terrltolre
Mukankubito, Immaculee, Promotion & Appui Recherche!Action):
Stanislas Mbonabucya; BP 1888, Kigali (tel: 72746; fax: 73614).

.. ARDI: (tel: 73961).

• BED (Bureau Episcopal de Developpement): Iules Severy, director;
BP 951, Kigali.

• CARE: Steven Wallace, director; Martha Campbell, assistant director; Girard
Vanderburg, technical advisor (tel: 72402).

• CIDA: Francine Nadon (tel: 826421).

• CBS: BP 65, Kigali (tel: 84777).
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• CCOAIB (ConseU d~ CODlcertatlon des Organi7atioDS d'Appui aux Initiatives de
Base): Nkiko Nsengiman'il. president; BP 1993. Kigali (fax: 2~f) 72217).

• CPR (ConseU Protestant du Rwanda): Frodualt Munyankiko; BP 70. Kigali (tel:
85825).

• DAI: Glenn Smucker.

• Duhamic-ADRI (Action pour Ie ~veloppement Rumle Integree): Ephrem
Mbugulize; BP 1080, Kigali (tel: 82455).

• GTZ: Joachem l...fuurer, Projet DRIM conseiller technique (tel: 75054).

• IWACU: Nkiko Nsengimana, coordinator; BP 13123, Kigali (tel: 73324/5/6).

• INADES: Madame Kanzayire Josepha, directrice (also serves as president con!ieiller for
IWACU); BP 8666, Kigali (tel: 84716).

• MinIstry of Environnement et Tourisme: Ernest Rukangira, director;
Bob Winterbottom, IRG natural resource specialist; BP 17, Kigali (tel: 72310).

• OXFAM: Anne Mackintosh, delegu= regionale; BP 1298, Kigali (tel: 74074).

• Peace Corps: Alan Johnston, ~tor.

• Reseau 2000 (UNDp).

• sa,: Nelson Bindariye (tel: 5740).

• Ted1nose"e: Mssr. Gusa.

• USAID: Gary Nelson, director; Dilk Dijkerman, project development officer; Curt
Fuller, ADO; Mssr. Bonaventure, private enterprise (tel: 75746//74719).
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Attachment B
Literature Available

• IWACU, rapport d'activitbi 1991

• ARAMET, program evaluation, Gestion des Espaces et Developpement
Communataire, 1992

• CARE, activity report 1991

• Ministry of Planning, "La Strategie Nationale de l'Environnement au Rwanda"

• INADES "Inventaire des ONGs" 1989

• CPR, rapport d'activi~ exercicc 1990

• INADES, rapport d'activites 1990-1991

• CCOAIB, rapport d'activitbi

• WRI, report on environmental information system and data sheets on resource
inventories, May 1992
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ANNEX 1

I. INTRODUCTION

1. Back&round to PVO-NGOINRMS

The PVo-NGO/NRMS project is a U.S. Agency for International Development
(USAID)/Washin{;ton-f~nded project which has operated since September 1989. The first
phase of the project was completed in September 1991. An extension was granted for the
project to function through March 1993. Both phases were funded under the Natural
Resources Management Support Project (698-0467).

The project is managed by a Management Consortium of US private volnntary organizations
which includes World Learning Inc. (formerly the Experiment in International Living),
CARE and World Wildlife Fund. The overriding objective of PVD-NGO/NRMS since its
inception has been to strengthen the technical and institutional capacity of non-go¥ernmental
organizations (NOOs) working in Africa in the field of natu!8l resources management
(NRM). The project has focused on provision of technical assistance, training support and
information exchailge as a means to accomplish this objective.

The project has targeted activities during this period in cameroon, Madagascar, Mali and
Uganda. In each country, a country working group (CWO) or country (',onsortium was
formed which set the agenda for what activities in NRM would be prioritized. A lead
agency (CLA) was selected from within the CWO. In Madagascar and in Mali the CLA is a
national NGO or consortium of national NGOs, while in Cameroon the CLA has been an
international NGO, and in Uganda it has been a consortium of both national and international
NGOs.

In all instantes, the Management Consortium empowered the 1':our CWGs and CLAs to take
the lead in identifying what specific activities in NRM would be undertaken. The role of the
Management Consortium and project staff has been to provide the technical and institutional
support to the four CWGs and their respective CLAs so that they were empowered in fact,
not just rhetorically.

In addition to the target or focal country programs, the project has supported a regional
program which has undertaken a diverse range of activities including the following: (1) an
intenl&.tional workshtlp on buffer zone management bringing together NGO, government and
resource-user populations to jointly analyze three different buffer zone situations in Uganda;
(2) an assessment of economic options to development in the Dzangha-Sangha Forest Reserve
in the Central African Republic; (3) development of a methodology to assess the potential for
natural regeneration on farmers' fields in the Sahel; (4) an assessment of NGO approaches to
NRM in the pastoral sector in East and West Africa, with an international workshop on the
subject held in February 1993; (S) a workshop on research centerlNGO approaches to
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agricultural ~ch held in Kenya for representatives from four African countries; (6) a
participatory rural appraisal (PRA) workshop bringing NOD and government representatives
from six African countries to Kenya; (1) an international workshop on NGO/community
based approaches to conservation in Southern Africa; (8) a workshop in Mali bringing
together journalists from several Sahelian countries with Malian NGDs to develop ways to
strengthen the interaction between the two to achieve production and dissemination of higher
quality oral and written infonnati'ln on NRM to the Sahelian public; (9) presentation of the
PVQ-NGO/NRMS approach to NRM with NGOs in Africa at the Global Forum meetings
coinciding with the Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro; and (10) an asses.Ciment of NGO impact
on natural resources policy at the government level in Kenya and Uganda.

Based on the 1992 external mid-tenn evaluation of the PVQ-NGO/NRMS project, it appears
as if PVD-NGO/NRMS has largely achieved its stated objectives. The primary questions
confronting PVD-NGDINRMS as of March 1993 are the following: (1) will financial
sustainability for the four target country programs be secured in the coming months from
respective USAID missions, through other donors, or via some combination thereof; and, (2)
will the PVD-NGO/NRMS project succeed in obtaining additional funding to start new
rounds of focal or target countries activities, maintain a strong regional program, and in so
doing offer USAID or other donors with a proven model for working with NGD consortia in
NRM in Africa or elsewhere in thl~ world? A proposal to this effect has been submitted to
USAIDlWashington at the time of this writing.

2. Rationale for this Assessment

The PVo-NGOINRMS project inoorporated a -pre-catalytic activities- or -new initiatives
fund into its activities during the one and a half yea: extension phase running from October
1991 through March 1993.

The purpose of the new initiatives fund was to lay the groundwork for countries in which the
project could potentially focus activities during a Phase n. It was decided by the
Management Consortium that the first major activity under new irJtiatives should be to
undertake a rapid, albeit accurate and analytical, assessment of NOO situations in NRM in a
number of African countries.

In addressing the issue of a multi-country assessment, the objective of the Management
Consortium was to assess a broad sample of countries throughout Africa. Nations were
selected to assure that a range of countries bearing different characteristics be assessed.
These characteristics in the sample included both small and large countries, both land-locked
and coastal or island countries, countries where USAID support for NRM is strong or
conversely where it may be weak. Countries were selected where ongoing Management
Consortium programs operate or where the Management Consortium has no presence at all
and in countries where new opportunities for working with NODs appear exciting and,
finally, countries where the knowledge base on NOO activities in NRM is either strong or
else very limited. In sum, countries were selected not only because they may have promise
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in terms of future funding opportunities with USAID, but also because the exercise may
highlight information which could prove useful for the NGO community in the particular
country arid for potential collaborating agencies from outside the country.

To arrive at a sample, the following procedure was followed. Each member of the
Consortium - World Learning, CARi: and WWF - all nominated three countries it wished
to see assessed; USAID/Analysis, Research and Technical Support (ARTS)/Food,
Agriculture and Resources Analysis (FARA) nominated three countries; the consortium
associates to the PVQ-NGO/NRMS project, comprised primarily of a group of PVOs and
severa! private sector firms, nominata! two countries, and finally the project director of
PVo-NGO/NRMS nominated two countries. The project director and the Management
Consortium assured tiaat several lesser-known countries were assessed.

•
In selecting countries, the ~jective was to assure that many types of situations would be
assessed. It was felt that a driving objective of the assessment should be to provide all
interested parties to NOO activities in NRM in Africa with th~ opportunity to benefit from
t1'is assessment. Agam, the assessment was meant to complement USAID's analytical agenda
which seeks to determine how different policies and programs can positively impact on NRM
activities in Africa.

The greatest constraint to the assessment was the amount of time which was available for
each given country. So too, the necessity of receiving clearance from the USAID missions
forced the elimination of several countries, including South Africa, Botswana and Angola.

In the process of countries falling out, several additional countries were added, including
Togo, Congo and Mauritius. Togo was added because the Management Consortium felt it
would be interesting to look at Togo and Benin together as a possible -NOO unit. - Congo
was added at the behest of USAIDlWashington. Mauritius was added due to proximity to
the Sey =helles and complications surrounding a planned assessment in Namibia. This opened
the opportunity to visit another unique, very small country.

Finally, because of perceived future potential opportunities, desk studies were undertaken for
Namibia, Ethiopia and Eritrea, despite the fact that USAID mission cleamnce to undertake
assessments in these countries was not obtained.

3. Overview or Results

While" the assessment was more cursory in several countries, key NOO issues in NRM along
with a sense of the appropriateness of PVo-NGOINRMS (or other similar capacity building
projects) to oper.u.e in all of the countries has been obtained. Due to time constraints, in
depth information on NOO activities in NRM for several of the countries is lacking. While
Namibia could unfortunately not be visited, available written documentation on NGO activity
in Namibia is available. Discussions with people familiar with Namibia rounded out the
picture to a degree.



Overall, countries were considered to be appropriate or inappropliate to work in on the basis
of a number of criteria relating to:

• NOO experience in the country;
• enabling or disabling environment from a policy perspective;
• government and donor trends in NRM programming;
• USAID programming in NRM and potential support for a PVQ-NGO/NRMS

style project;
• NOO perceived needs;
• the feasibility of targeting NOOs for institutional strengthening;
• NOO technical capacity in NRM; and
• potential linkage with existing NRM networks.

In countries where USAID is unable or disinclined to provide support for a potential activity,
the assessment still provides valid information for other interested actors. A number of the
country as~sments fall into this category.

Finally, because the country assessments were undertaken by six different consultants and
because different countries offer such different situations, the assessments vary in terms of
length and content. The assessment for Senegal for eJWIlple is not comparable with that of
Burundi, since so much more information on NOO activities is available for Senegal than for
Burundi, and since donors have simply been far more active in NRM activities in Senegal
than in Burundi. Differences between countries in the quantity and quality of information
available on NOOs in NRM is most visible in the full length country assessments.

4. Summary or Recommendations

Recommendations are based on the criteria wbulletedwin Section 3 above. While the primary
focus of the assessment has been to gauge the NGOINRM situation and on that basis
recommend wh~ the PVo-NGO/NRMS project could consider working, the
recommendations have been prepared with a wide readership in mind.

Relcom~~-"ltions are organized on a country by country basis, and are structured according
to highlights coming out of the assessment criteria. Table 1, the NOO/NRMS Assessment
Ratings, provides an overview of where a PVo-NGOINRMS type activity is recommended
on the basis of:

• objective NOOINRM criteria independent of USAID interests, or
• USAIDI Washington or individual USAID mission interest.

The Overview of Findings Matrix provides in summary form an overview of the major
findings.
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D. OVERVIEW OF FINDINGS

Results of the assessments found that there are many countries in Africa which could benefit
from PVo-NGO/NRMS style activities, and in which such activities could be feasibly
undtrtaken given NGO needs and the enabling environment. As might be expected, many
opportunities and needs identified in one assessment w..sonate in one or more of the other
country assessments. The Overview of Findings Matrix summarizes the findings.

This section of the executive summary highlights where opportunities to work with NGOs on
NRM exist in the countries assessed. Emphasis in this section is not on whether USAID
missions are or might be interested in this type of activity. It therefore is meant to be of use
for any reader interested in the results of the NGOINRM IWlCSsment. This section provides
some of the rationale behind the NGO/NRM assessment ranking shown above.

Countries assessed which offer strong opportunities for NGO work in NRM include the
fonowing: Benin, Congo, Ethiopia, the Gambia, Guinea, Mauritius, Namibia, Niger,
Rwanda, Senegal, Seychelles and Tanzania.

Countries assessed which offer a fair opportunity include: Central African Republic, Eritrea,
Ghana and Togo. ·Fair opportunity· here means that while there is some in-country interest,
the enabling environment may not be optimal, the NGO community may be too disorganized
andlor preoccupied in other sectors, or there may simply be too much political instability for
the time being in the country.

Countries with slight opportunity include Burundi and Zambia. ·Slight opportunity· refers
here to the NGO community bc'.ing highly limited, their interest in NRM being slight, and for
the enabling environment not necessarily being as optimal as it could be.

Whlle the specific reasons differ country by country, the over-arching reason for a ·strong·
assessment rating in these countries relates to: (1) the self-perceived needs of the NOO
community and expressed desire to become involved in an S'1ivity like this; (2) the
objectively perceived opportunity for a consortium-building project focusing on capacity
building to strengthen NOO skills; (3) the enabling environment, specifically government
attitudes toward the activity; and, (4) NOO experience in NRM activities (or desire to
become more involved).

The ranking involves more than a degn:e of subjectivity. The ratings do, however, reflect
the tenor and recommendations of each of the assessments.

s
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Table 1 NGOINRMS AsseSSJJ;ent Ratings

Countries Assessed Perr..eived NRM Opportunitym AID Interest'S)

Benin 1

Burundi 3 3

Central African Republic 2 4

Congo 2

EritreaC2l 2

Ethiopial2l 2

Gambia 1

Ghana 2 2

G~inea 1 lIaUJ

Mau.itius 4/p14l

Narnibia'2l 3/bl~l

Niger6l 1(7) 1/b(~)

Rwanda 3

Senegal 1_2/a(9J

Seychelles 1 4

Tanzania 2

Togo 2 3

Zambia 3 3

1 .. Strong; 2 " Fair; 3" SUght; 4" Nonc; a " mnditional; b .. uncertain; p" probablc

(1) PnrnwtlNRMoppmtmitJrt!mtoUNpnrrptiD1lo/PVO-NGOINRMS'-tltnlIU#JmlmttIMtAnqppommitJtI«lortl«lnotmJtintkpmtlrnt
oj'USAlD inln'tJI.

(2) Dtllt ltJu/l on/}.
(3) &ution i"fumuztiD1lftrnn lJSAlDIGrliwrA.
(4) &sttlon ,"IIIm1t1 USAlD ;"""11xi"'" nmmtJ1"1t'tl1'Iminl tmuls.
(5) USAlD ;"""Itnt/str not Dt}/Drrtl I1J' flnarWn.
(6) &ution PVO-NGOINRMS 6JJIsmrmt flnJnwIrm in Nil" in 1990.
(7) &utiprimtSTil] tnI 1990IImsmrmt ofoppomuUtJ·
(8) Rtfirs to USAID MissUJn ~ i,,""lt in tlw "sptetillt CDIUI"".
(9) &utiOIl ;"fumuztitmftrnn USA1DISmtpJ.
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Overview of Finding. Matrix

ENABLING ENvIRONMENT GOVllNMENT/DoNOR TRENDS

• MOlt~ burc:aucatic ere- • Significant stlUCtUrai adjustment
aclons program theomically providing

• FcwnarionaiNGOsservic- suongNGO opportunities
ingODmmunitics .

• Embryonicaftcr30ye:anof • Srrongpmvisionalgovcmmc:n!toIc
wu • "Plannedobmk:sc .'ICe- isobjective

fOr international N\.X)s from goY
cmmcnt pcnpeaivc

• PotCDtial lOr b.:coming a l0
cal CXlunrry

• Prc:mature for focal rountry
• Potential to brine into re

gional program

FEASIBILITY

• Pn:maturc: lOr focal countty
program

• Potential to bring into re
gional program aaivitic:s

• Prc:matun: ror focal countty
programgivcnlimitc:dNGO
community and Africa 2000
projc:a

• Bring into regional program
aaivitics

• &cdlenl oyc:ml
• Potc:ntial constraint for

USAlDmissionductoNRM
as"targa:ufopponuniry- VI.

lOcus

• NGOsmusuhittprognm
ming from relief to dcvd
opmcnt

• limited financial raoun:c:s
lOr mtional NGOs

• Across-me-board tc:c:hni
ally and institutionally

• Across-thc:-board tc:c:hni- • Very good
ally :uxl institutionally

NGO NEEDS

• Naworking across n:gions
Across-thc:-board tc:c:hni
ally and institutionally

• Across-me-board tcchni
ally and institutionally

• Across-the-board tcchni
ally and institutionally

• New gowmmcnt ministry lOr NRM
• WotidBankfinancingfOrfOratryAaion

Plan
• R=mstitutionofnational Frits planned
• UNDP.IUCN.UNSO.WFP.NORAD.

SIDA. UNICEF. USAIDareallaaivc
• USAID interest is function ofhow fOOd

sc:curiry 0DUId be enhanced

• Department of Agriculture~ in
NRM mining for NGOs

e EAP pIanncd
Potential UNDP rae

• USAIO discussions with PGE noc yet
finalized

• Significant intc:rac
• Litdc proganunc:d lOr IocaJ NGOs
• USAIO -srnaI.I country program- mar .

agaIfiom USAIDlWhasenvironmc:ntal
lOcus

• Gcncnlly ambiguous pendingcla:rions
• Major EEC NRM initiative lOr April

1993
• Major WWF ICDP activity ongoing in

southwest (Dzangba-Sangha)
• Low USAIO priority in NRM

• Decentralization policy
• Forthcoming NEAP and Africa 2000
• National environmr:ntal education pbn

through Pc:aa: CofJ"S-
• NRM is no longer a USAID focal area

• Decentralization through NEAP
• UNDP's Africa 2000
• USAIDlixusonhcalth.cdueation.socio

a:onomic scrvicc:s. with potential NRM
interat as "wgtt ofopportunity-

• Strong government respect fOr
NGOs

• G<m:mmcnt acapcing role lOr na
tional NGOs in evolving plwalism
and decenuaIizarion

• Suppottiftofskill aansfcr program
• Srrong donor luppoR aa long aa

national RlCOtICiIiation cnntinucs

• Ambiguous in cunmt poIiQcaI and
economic environment

• Bc:mming more ronducM:
• NGO stanIS sriIl somewhat c0n

fused

• En<owaging

• Over7S NGOs with IlO%
oithese intemarional

• Strong apericna: in &m
ine rdid'

NGO ExPERIENCE

• FewNGOs
• 'Thin line bcaw:m NGOs
and~t

• Overall somewhat weak
rdaciw: to ocheralUlItricI

• Vay limited

• R«ent burgeoning
• Weakskills gcncralIy

COUNTRY
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• Overview of Finding. Matrix (continued)

• Umia:dnarionalcxpc:rima: • Positive • Promorionofpaniciparoryplanningand • Across-thc-board t«hni- • Good potential
inNRM • Strong _te mppon impkmcn12Uon ally and institutionally • Neal 10 work fit withmv-

• ScvuaI strongdontx-spon- • ~tplayinginaasing~ • USAJD suppons kgislarivc rdOrms to ing USAID NRM portfolio
somI NRM programs ordimtion role enable gn:arcr Icca.I NRM 10 be feasible

• MukiaxlcofncwNGOs • PolicyooDSllamtsaddrasai in EAP • UNSO suppans EAP
• UNDP supponsNGO umbrdlaorgani-

:ration (TANGO)
• GlZwoda in BZM

• OwaaaiudbysmaBootn- • WdoJming • Suppa" for pilot vilIagc land manage- • Information wring and • Porcnti:ally feasiblc but per-
munity-bascdgroup.;work- • Serious dccentralization effo" ment through World Bank projca across-the-board technical haps premature gMn ongo-
ing IaJgdy in isolation through NEAP • DynamicAfriean 2000 program and institutional assjsQncc ing aaivitics and ap(8l'C11t

• Twourobtdlapupserisc • Gowmmentsuppo"forNGO~ • UNDP support 10 GAPVOD NGO community's inte;nal
NENCO fOrcmironmcnt motion • AID support for non-mditional expo" strains
and GAPVOD for dewd- crops
opmem NGO wodt

• R«cndy bwpning • Gowmmenr dca:naalization en- • EAP in prqmation • Acrou-thc-board tcchni- • Good potential
• Fcwoflbc200plusaauaUy mwaging NGOs • USAJO major w:arcrshc:d management cally and institutionally • High demand fot assistmc.r-

opcrarional • Attempt to inject rigor bawccn aaivitics in FOUIa Djallon • Inter-NGO coordination could be ch4llcnging in SC!'-

NGO categories: astoeiations, ser- • World Bank, UNDP. FAO, EEe, via dcIivccy
vice orpniutions, professional UNESCO are all active: in agtia.dnual
groups.ac. SCCIOt aaivirics and some biodiversity

work

• SmaD bllt taIcntc:d in aM- • Funaioningdemoc:micpadiamcn- • limited in cnvironmcnw scaor • Aminingtcdmialcompe- • &cdlent or. regional basis
ronmcnDl scaor taty system in countty makes it • GoYemmcntwouldliitclOdcvdopJarg.:r tenee in project implcmen- • FocaICDUntlyprogramcould

• Larp: in IDCiaI scrviaswith unique in region ponfolio posr-UNCEO tition becollSimn..! byNGOmIfl
MACOSS umbRlla orp- • Government reponcdly hopes • USAJO has no NRM program and none • ProCcssion:.Jizing staIf infraslructwe OOllStr.iinrs
nilation NGOs become strong i:npIcmmt- mvisioncd • Coordination • -Middlcincomc-statuscon-

on as wdl as CllCdIcnt adYoc:ates strains donors in NR.1I,.i
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COUNTaY NCO ExfEIUENC£

• 125NGOs
• Weak pssroot orpniza

tiolll
• Al1IUllbcrofarongnational

NGOs

ENABLING ENVltONMENT

• As yet no intermediatego~
suuctUJa c::xistClearinginteJlClCting
opponunityJoonstr.Unt

• Scant cnmsion capacity
• Land tenUfC remains porcntial COD

straint to community-basc:d NRM
• No NCO IcgisIarion

COVUNMENTJDoNot TRENDS

• USAJD's UFE project taJp NRM in
Caprivi and Bushmanland

• READ will promotesocio-c::onomicdc
vdopmcnt through community-based
otpniutions

NCO NEEDS

• WcaIt infrastructure and
manago:mc:nt syac:m;

• Across-thc--boatd technical
and institutional sucngth
cning

FEASIBILllY

• Good if USAlO recogni:z.cs
the potential complement
arity between LIFE. READ.
and PVO-NGOINRMS
DaIlfP' of NGO oommu
nity bcoomingovc:rcnc:ndc:d



0 Overview of Finding, MatriI (continued)<
III

S COUNTRY NGO ExPUIENCE ENABLINC ENviRONMENT GOVERNMENT/DONOR TRENDS NCO NEEDS FEASIBIUTY
III
EI
0 ••....,............NCOO • ImpnmDg as of1990 via l vis gov- • Glvernrnmrs.<:d.. toamcndccistingteas • Cbrificd IcgaJ SCINS • PotcmiaUy good if govern-...

• Few national NGo. to facilitate NGO work • Incn:ascdftcxibilitytowork menr 5UppollM'II emment
i • Fairly undcwIop:d NGO • Constninal by overall coonomic • Bod!govenuncnranddooolSoytoamcnd at mmmunity lad • Improving as GAP
tl wnbrdlaorpnizationmm- crUiI in OJUnoy Rural Codc:and taoIvc landtenwe issues • Across-dle-board tcdtnicali
C'l pucd wich orben in SahcI topromotcgmucrmmmunitypanicipa- and institutional smngth-
'" (GAP) tion in NRM ening

• Comidcrableinapiculrurc • POIitM policyenvironment • Government AlPPO" of private scaot • NRM technical skill aros • Some potential through
and naauaI moun:a Iee- • High pe=lIlaF ofc:ounuy under NRM initiariva • PRA USAID PVO project
tor proceacdarea ItahIS • Continued European donor support of • Informadoncxchangcwith • i..imitcd as 51and-aloneactiv·

• W"JdeYUie1yoEin-<owlb)' • Highly panicipatoty NEAP wich tree plantinglcommuniry woodlot mmmunitic:sinomcrCOWl- it:v

miDinSICMca govemmcntINGO mIIaborarion proj«:ts tries • Civil strife problematic
• Civil strife mu UIIIICltling • USAJDshiftinporUClioawayfromNRM

askqr lOcal activity to ·t:UgCtofopponu-
nity0

• Considerable una 1970. • Government push to dcccnmliza.. • Much NRM activity on policy and field • Greater coordination on • Good polcmial as Q)mpl~

• Reasonable technical tion could faYOr NCO. Icvd en\iro.nmental issues InClr to USAJD and Africa
sucngdI in IOrauy-tdatcd • Good porcncial lOr alIIaborarion • With decentralization. support of • Project design and impIe- 2000aaiviticsifUSAlDpcr-
aaivi~ with USAID's PVO Sm:ngrhaJing grassroots paniciparol)' merhodoIogics mcnwion ""ills ceivcd inlercst

• Well known NGO urn- projca and Afiic:a 2000 • USAJD boI«ering linkage be:t-cn agri. • Stmlgrhenedenensionca- • ExcdJenr polenriaJ as non-
blCiborpnization(CON- • Rdative~=~i!lnof~ culrwaJ ICSCalCh. and NGo. to in8umce pacity of NRM technolo- focal country through re-
GAD) aM:ring many IeC- NGo. in donor dealinp community adoption ofimprowd NR- gics gioml program
IDa based technologies

• Few NGo. until RCCIldy, • Dcrnocmization processes pennit- • No disccmible trend • FinanciaJsupportlOdcvchp • ExcdJent ror a da;lOr willing
IDOIC opaate ad hoc ring gJClleC role ror NGo. • WoridBanklUNEPenvironmcntalman- NGO infrastrtJaUR: tosupportanNGOprop;un

• Nuc1eu5 of inremarional • Go\lmllJ1elll __ supponiYc of agcmcnt plan complered • Project design and impJc... in a -middle income a>'.Jn-
conservation NGo. with NGo. • No USAID suppon foe NRM mentation skills tI)'-

IoaI afti1ialeS • Go"CnlJlleJJtopenroNRMlenvironmcn- • SIwpcncd awan:ncsli rais- • Good for PVO-NGOI
• New NGO environmental tal projects ingInegotiation ""ills NRMS iflinked roothcr In-

lobby • ParticularlysupportiYcofproceetedareas • SomeEWintegtatingmn- dian Ocean muntries
• LUNGOS wnbrdla o~- scrvationwichdcvdopment

niwion Rill weak skills

• Of 400 registad NGO. • SupportiYCofdcrnocmic proa:ucs • Canada. Sftdcn, Norway, U.K., and • .AcrosHhe-hoard technical • Good ifcentr21ly-fundcd
IDOIC in wocIfaR and Idic:f • Government anticipaleS much World Bank h.ve broad NRM ponfolios and iIUtitutionaI sm:ngth- • Poccntial through other do-

• MOl( imrirurionallyweak NGOp;uriciparionindcvdopmcnt • NRM is DO( an USAID focw ening nots

• Umita! rcchnial eapabil- broadly, and foa:say aaMtics in
icy panicubr,
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