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ForewoJ:"d

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

o the general context and issues impacting NGDs and NRM in each given country;
• the content of NOO work in NRM in each respective country;
• the needs of NGOs 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 PVo-NGO/NRMS to operate 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 the 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 exbustive of the NGO ~ituation in NRM in any
country. Rather, the PVo-NGO/NRMS assessment attempts to render an accurate overview
of active and potential opportunities in the natural resources sector. Far more information
could have been provided in the assessments than was, had time and funding permitted.
NeVl~rtheless, we feel the thrust of the overall analysis would probably not have changed
significant!y.

The information and analysis provided is felt to accurately portray the current situation in
each (~untry. 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 assessing 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 (fanzania) for logistical reasons benefited from an assessment over

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

its own indepen~1ent provisional government) -- ".:o/ere covered by 'desk'
assessments due to logistical reasons, eact. ",,,er a five day period.

Other full length country assessments are also available from the PVo-NGO/NRJdS proiect.
Requests for either the entire fuillength document, or individual sections relevant to t~1

readers interest may 00 made to the PVO-NGO/NRMS project. Comments on the
assessments are welcomed.
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Throughout the assessments, community-level groups are distinguished from NGOs; the latter
refer to service-providing or membership organizations which work for the benefit of
communities. Private voll!ntary organizations (pYOs), for simplicity, is the equivalent term
for U.S. NGDs working internationally.

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

Michael Brown
Project Director, PVO-NGOINRMS
Washington, D. C.

March 22, 1993
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ZAMBIA
Country Assessment

DISCUSSION

I. Context ofNGO Work in Natural Resources Management
(NRM) in Zambia

NGO EXPERIENCE:

zambian NGOs have little experience with implementing natural resource projects. The
older, better established "environmental" NGOsare involved in awareness, public education
and environmental programs for primary and secondary schools. It is primarily church-based
or church-supported community-based groups that are implementing projects which have an
impact on natural resources through more intensive, site stable, sustainable agriculture.

zambian NGOs are fairly weak and do not seem to want coordination or direction. The
NGO community is varied and there is potential for fragmentation and conflict. Because
NGOs are weak, a number of the major donors (the UK'~ Office of Development Assistance
(ODA), Norwegian Agency for Development (NORAD), the Dutch and German
governments) have decided to invest in development through district and local councils as a
way to get activities to the grassroots. The Kaunda government allowed bilateral agencies to
establish relationships directly at these levels. It is not clear if the current government will
continue to follow this policy, although the general direction within the country is towards
decentralization.

Those community-based resource management activities that do exist, like the ADMADB
Project, funded by the US Agency for International Development (USAID) through the
World Wildlife Fund (WWF), are being implemented through the government's Department
of National Parks and Wildlife Services or are being directly implemented by international
NGOs. At government and donor levels, there seems to be little confidence in NGO
'capabilities in the natural resource sector. When queried about local NGO activities,
officials invariably cite work of international NGOs like Africare, the Dutch Volunteer
Organization or Oxfam.

The rhetoric of the policy environment favors and promotes community involvement and
community action and includes mention of NGOs. In reality, however, both the government
and international·donors who are working on decentrali2ation and community involvement
projects work through district and local councils rather than NGOs. The World Food
Progmmme's recent famime relief efforts are being channeled through district councils and
church-based groups because NGOs were not perceived to have either the management or
logistic capacity to take on these activities.



NGO PROFILES:

A listing of national and international NGOs working in NRM and/or sustainable agriculture
is included as an attachment to this report. Some particul&rly relevant activities being
undertaken by those NGOs follows.

The World Wildlife Fund's programs in zambia include:

Qt Zambia Environmental Education Program (ZEEP) - a national level program to
coordinate environmental education initiatives and activities within the
government and between government and NGOs. WWF's agreement is with the
Ministry of Environment and the program is associated with the national
Conservation Committee SecretariatlIUCN.

• An environmental and conservation education program with the Wildlife
Conservation Society of zambia (WCSZ), an NGO. WCSZ has a small national
office and voluntary membership through branches in various parts of Zambia.
Components of WCSZ's program include: conservation education at primary and
secondary school levels including the production of a magazine; research and
management efforts, including wildlife surveys; and support for anti-poaching
efforts.

• Cooperation with the Wildlife SPf'.Cies Protection Department, part of the Anti­
Corruption Commission. The unit investigates poaching and trafficking activities
and educates the public on the negative impact these activities have on zambia's
economy and future.

• Multiple activities \\rith the National Parks and Wildlife Services (NPWS) under
the Ministry of Tourism. NPWS is one of the most important environment and
conservation organizations in zambia. Its activities include: research and
management; training; law enforcement; and, pl2\Jl11ing and (f,evelopment.

Specific WWF projects with NPWS include:

•• Strengthening the department to enable it to operate more efficiently;

•• Conservation and management of the Lower zambezi Valley;

•• The Zambia wetlands project designed to enhance the productiveness of
the Kafue Flats and Bangweulu Basin to increase the benefits derived from
wetlands resources for local people. The project's concept encompasses
the successful approach of ADMADE but is more inter-disclplinary.
Implementation jnvolves establishing its administration, developing and
rehabilitating fielcl stations and management infrastructures, aerial wildlife
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surveys, training 3Jld ooucation, developing and rehabilitation of
community facilities. COGlmunity development units representing
chiefdoms and wetlaiid management authorities representing local
communities have been established at district levels. The project is
supported by WWF, ODA, and the EEC.

• Administrative Management and Design (ADMADE) program: a community­
based wildlife and conserv2.tion management program which facilitates the
participation of communities in wildlife management and allows them to share in the
benefits accrued within game management areas (GMAs) and some national parks.
This project is funded by USAID, WWF and the BEC.

The WCN World Conservation Union is interested in supporting local NODs, individually
and as a community, and has been actively involved in a number of initiatives designed to
foster NGO coordination. WCN is currently proposing to fund an NRM coordinating effort
through INTERFED.

INTERFED (lnter-NGO Task Force for Environment and Development) grew out of a
seminar which was organized to report on NGO issues for the Rio conference. From this
session came an NGD action plan and the recommendation that a coordinating body be
established. mCN was interested in supporting INTERFED and seeing it be a success.
After the Rio conference, not much has happened with INTERFED or the action plan,
however.

VITA, while not working directly on NRM-type activities, has supported a local NGO,
Village Industry Services (VIS), with USAID support, for about four years and is most
familiar with the Zambian NGD community. In conjunction with VITA, PACT is supporting
an in-depth assessment of the zambian NGD community to be undertaken by a two-person
team comprised of one person from VIS and a Zambian consultant. The information
developed as a result of tids survey should contribute to any decision about a potential PVo­
NGDINRMS expansion into zambia.

The major difficulties VITA sees in relying on NGDs to implement NRMS at the community
level are that most NODs are not rooted at the grassroots, and many NODs have not
achieved suseainability.

The zambia Environmental Education Project (ZEEP) is not currently organized as an
NGD, but would eventually like to become so in order to offer more services, raise its own
funds, and collaborate more with other NODs. Its objectives are to train teachers in
conservation and environmental issues and produce materials for use in primary and
secondary schools. ZEEP is growing because of the demands from schoois and is now
getting requests to work di..rectly with communities - as it requires good community
understanding to reinforce and support what is being taught and implemented in the schools.
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One concern articulated by ZEEP is that a few Lusaka-based NGOs receive all of the
attention and focus from international visitors and donors, but have little real experience
implementing projects. Another issue is the NGO community's disinclination for
coordination. All coordination efforts are seen as attempts to control or co-opt. Officials are
leery about the ulterior motives of those who try to coonhnate, although there is general
acknowledgement that coordination could be useful for the NGD community.

The Administrative Management and Design (ADMADE) program is a USAID-funded,
community-based wildlife and conservation management program which facilitates the
participation of communities in wildlife management and allows them to share in the benefits
accrued within game management areas (GMAs) and some national parks. The project is
being implemented through the National Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS). Features
include:

• wildlife utilization schemes;
• the village scout scheme;
• sharing revenue generated from hunting rights; and
• schools to train unit leaders 3Ild village scouts.

Its f()Cus is now at the governmental institution level, with resources destined for
communities to flow through government entities. In the future, WWF/zambia is
considering dividing resources between the government and the community in order for the
communities to more directly obtain the resources needed. This decentralization might work
through the local community councils (headmen and chieftains). At this level, chieftains can
set up management authorities, which take advantage of traditional leadership, to manage
community resources.

ADMADE now has the infrastructure to carry out this decentralization, but suffers from a
lack of resources. WWF sees the district development support project as a possible vehicle
to carry out this shift. There is already major donor support for this project.

ADMADE has hired a communit:,' development specialist, and prepared to hire community
development assistants who will work at the com~unity level to fu.cilitate understanding cand
analyzing problems and possible solutions in a more developmental way.

The local mechanism for channeling revenue and making decisions is the wildlife
management authodty, ~ted to manage the resources of this project. 'The authorities are
comprised mostly of men from the community, including chiefs, district development
officers, NPWS local staff (warden or unit leader), and ot.'ter prominent villagers. They
make the decisions regarding how the community portion of hunting fees are to be used (to
date, primarily on schools and health clinics).

4

....



Issues the program managers are currently dealing with include:

• expectations in some communities that the 3S percent contribution from game
management income will meet all community needs, replacing other needed
government suyport for services. In fact, this revenue will never be sufficient to
meet community development needs, although income for the nine focus
communities is high because they are choice hunti.,g areas. Other OMAs will
not attract hunting nor generate the revenue in the same quantity; and,

o whether NPWS is the appropriate mechanism for working at a community level
to mobilize local people and work on community development issues. Does it
have the number of staff required and/or should it build up its staff in this
direction? Does it hav~ the skills and experience for this type of work, should it
hire for the skills and/or re-train the current staff?

The program is looking to decentralize through the district and local councils. There appear
to be two main lines of thought:

• NPWS, as a government department, is here to stay and therefore activities
should be worked through it; and,

• NPWS should focus on the wildlife side of things and negotiate community
development activities with other, possibly more appropriate, mechanisms, i.e.,
NOOs. Some people would push for the private sector (for-profit companies) to
manage GMAs. (It appears that many people in zambia do not exactly see the
NOOs as private sector.)

The Christian Council of zambia (CCZ) sees itself as an enabling body for local church
structures, community groups supported by local churches, and non-ehurch related
community groups. Project implementation is carried out by these local bodies. Program
staff from CCZ work to assist church and community bodies better identify problems and
plan for solutions, provide technical assistance and help local organizations mobilize
resources.

The Christian Council of zambia is not, strictly speaking, an NOD umbrella organization.
However, its &ffiliated organizations are most closely allied with the grassroots population.

The WCN World Conservation Union is currently spearheading a ml\ior effort to organize
and coordinate NOOs involved in the environmental and natural resource sector.

The WDdllfe Conservation Society or zambia (WCSZ), a national membership
organization, mans a national headquarters and dght autonomous branch offices staffed by
branch education officers, all volunteers. The actiVities of the national office are mainly
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education and awareness. WCSZ works closely with the Ministry of EducauQn to produce
educational materials for use in primary and lower secondary schools.

WCSZ also supports the formation of environmental/conservation clubs in primary schools
and helps schools design and carry out environmental/conservation projects such as: simple,
local research on soil erosion; tree planting; and beekeeping.
Branches affiliates may take on their own projects, including a bird sanctuary in Kitwe and a
tree nursery in Lusaka.

NPWS sees NGDs as catalytic in supporting government programs. Three NODs cited as
particularly appropriate are the Wildlife Conservation Society of Zambia, the
Ornithological Society, and the Professional Hunters' Association. Africare, UNDP and
FAO are given as examples of organizations supporting programs "on the ground."

NPWS :;:ecognizes the need to involve local people in the planning and management of
patural resources and acknowledges gaps in NPWS capability to carry this out: a shortage of
NPWS officers technically qualified in animal biology and research; an institution not well
versed in community facilitation; and the distance between community needs and processes
and government technical expertise.

NPWS is now looking to hire people with community development and development planning
skills and experience to make NPWS more effective at working at community levels.
Presumably some of the pursuant activities could be channeled through local NGDs.

ENABLING ENVIRONMENT:

NGDs work within the general framework of government development policy and playa
supplementary and complementary role in the provision of services such as education, health,
training, housing, water and sanitation. Individual NODs establish informal relationships
with relevant government ministries and, because of diverse operations, any NGD may have
linkages with more than one government department.

The Zambian government has accepted NODs as partners in development, particularly at the
grassroots level. Government - and frequently local populations - consider NOOs as
channels for the provision of services and resources. NODs often work through existing
local political and administrative structures as they find it easier to get maximum
participation.

GOVERNMENT TRENDS IN NRM PROGRAMMING:

The zambian National Environment Council (NBC), within the Ministry of Environment and
Natural Resources, is responsible for policy and enforcement of environmental protection and
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pollution control. A new agency established in 1990, it lacks resources and is not yet
considered very effective. The Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources was newly
formed by the current government.

While a number of ministries have the responsibility tor managing resource conservation
within their purview, the Natural Resources Department, within the Ministry of Environment
and Natural Resources, has formal cross-sectoral responsibility to monitor and control natural
resource use throughout the country.

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

The USAID mission in Lusaka its identifies priorities as:

• food assistance and drought relief (somewhat displacing the agricultural program
focus of past years);

• AIDS prevention;
• support for the privatization of parastatals; and
• a governance program now being prepared.

The mission's annual budget has increased from 530 to $80 million, with much of the
increase due to em~ency drought relief food assistance. The climate in Lusaka, both from
a USAID and zambian government perspective, is less focused on community-based interest!;
and activities and more on private sc::tor initiatives.

Through the regional NRMS program, USAID is supporting the ADMADE program through
WWF and the NPWS. About half the money is going into commodity purchase (vehicles,
etc.) and half for WWFINPWS. The mission also supports the ZAMS project, a small-scale
oil seedloil production and marketing initiative, working with VITA and Africare, and the
Village Industry Services (VIS) project, through vn'A (the later, however, is seen as having
difficulties in implementation).

Recently the USAID mission sponsored a team from Washington that uudertook a fairly
intensive, but selective, assessment of Zambian natural resources to recommend a few areas
where USAID could make reasonable interventions. 'The assessment has been completed but
actiOil awaits a major World Bank natural resources assessment in four areas: water,
forestry, wildlife, and soils.

(Following this assessment, the Bank is considering a poSJible $60 million initiative, funded
by the Japanese government. 'The Japanese, however, view the funding as a loan, a difficult
offer for the Zambian government to accept.)
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Although NRM is not now seen as a mission priority, it is considered a target of opportunity
where small investments can make a high impact. The mission would probably COllCur on a
centrally-funded NRMS-lilro project, but would not have management or financial resources
to contribute.

NATURAL RESOURCE ISSUES:

The major problem affecting the er.vironment is human poverty. An unsustainable use of
resources is coupled with poverty and subsistence lifestyles and disrespect for the law C:tS

people lack options in pulling out of a cycle of natural resource degradation. To break the
cycle, people need alternative sources of energy (fuel) and food (meat and agricu!ture
produce).l

Specific primary resource management issues emerging from the USAID assessment of
zambian natural resource issues include:

• zambia.'s river systems are poorly managed, and the water supply is becoming
seriously polluted and depleted;

• urban pollution is now so severe as to be likely to CO:ltaminate the aquifers which
provides drinl:ing water; and

e the chitemene (shifting) agricwture practiced by subsistence farmers is having
increasingly detrimental impact on the environme11t ber.ause ever larger numbers
of fanners are making demands on the available arable land. Tradition.illy, this
system worked because land was allowed 25 years or so to regenerate; nm\',
because of population pressures, the land does not have sufficient time to
recover.

II. Institutional and Technical Issues

COLLABORATION:

One of the major problems the NGO community has acknowledged is a lack of ccordination
and collaboration which inhibits effectiveness. This hurdle remains despite the existence of
3eVeral coordinating bodies and various attempts to foster coordination. Most NGOs operate
in an isolated manner and only come together fOf conferences and seminars.

1 for a currelll discussion ofnatural resource issues, see the -WHP CoUlllry Programme: 1992­
1993," by Richard Jeffrey, Lusaka. Jtlt~uary 1992.
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While all NGOs agree coordination is necessary, most are suspicious of coordination efforts.
Two main constraints to coordination are structural and functional:

• NGDs have not learned to operate effectively within a democratic structure with
different mandates coming from varied constituencies; and

., NGDs have not been able to focus on a few clearly defined critical issues.

There are two major umbrella NGO orgarJzatiorls in zambia, the zambia Council fer Social
Development and the NOD Coordinating Commi~~.

The Zambia Council for Social Development (ZCSD) was formed in 1974; at a time when
there were only 15 NGOs in zambia (now there art perhaps 100 indigenous NGOs). It has a
diverse membership including NGDs, distdct councils and mining service departments. The
Council sees illiClf as primarily a clearing house and database for NGOs, and as a
coordinating entity, working through sub-comntittt:es with sectoral foci. ZCSD has,
however, been inactive for the past two years and is CUiTently undergoing restructuring. To
help it sort out options, PACf supported an assessment to help determine its status,
membership, structure, and governance as well as what its future role might be. Many
observers feel that the organization may not be viable.

The NGO Coordinating Committee of Zambia (NGOCC), a more recently formed NGO
umbrella organization, it is more active than ZCSD. It was originally founded to support
NGOs with a focus on women's activities and gender issues, but has expanded to include
NOOs with a wide variety of programs and missions. There are a number of working
committees, inclUding one that focuses on environmental issues; however, the organization is
dominated by Lusaka-based NODs more involved in policy and public awareness than project
implementation.

Its membership has grown and now includes some 30 organizations.

NGOCC believes sustainability is the major problem facing zambian NGOs. All NGOs are
dependent on external donor funding which is piecemeal and project specific. There is very
little money available for institution building.

LOCAL NGO CAPACI'1Y:

Most observers readily acknowledge the relatively weak position of local NOOs and cite the
lack of definite: sources of funding for administration and programming. NOOs feel that a
great amount of time is spent writing proposals to mobilize financial resources and that this
forces them to shift priorities to coincide with current issues of concern as perceive<! by
international donurs.

Financial constraints have prohibited most NGO~ from attracting qualified, ~rofessional staff.
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Most local NGDs are managed by local volunteers who are employed elsewhere.

The pro~lems facing the NOD community in zambia can be summarized as:

• a lack of coordination and collaboration;
• the heavy dependence on external grants which leads to ad hoc programming

dictated by external funding agencies;
• a failure to attract professionally qualified staff because of financial constraints;
• the domination of NGDs by single personalities;
• ill-defined membership; and
• weak secretariats.

These problems can be corrected only ~y strengthening the NOO organizational and
managerial capability in fundraising and financial management (budgeting, aCCounting,
reporting and preparation of financial statements). Only by capacity building can the
indigenous zambian NOOs be an ;P.!;;gral part of the environment and development agenda.

POTENTIAL LINKAGE WITH EXISTING NRM NETWORKS

The potential for establishing hnkages between any zambian NGD initiatives and other
existing NRM networks is solnewnat dependent on WCN's success in catalyzing zambian
NGD activities in NR..'.f. The ~ff(:ctiveness of linkages relates to the ability of zambian
NODs to contribute to and learn from their regional colleagues. Currently, zambian NOOs
lack the experience to be effective contributors in a network, though they certainly could
benefit from participating in national or regional collaborative activities.

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS ANn RECOMMENDATIONS

• Given the current conditions within the NOO community, zambia should not now
be considered a candidate for targeted focus country status.

• PVQ-NGOINRMS project should establish relationships with WCN in zambia
and through them monitor development in the NGD community, possibly
developing relationships with one or two emerging local natural resource
organizations. As organizations advance, they should be made aware of the
PVQ-NGO/NRMS approach and regional activities, at which time feasibility for ,.
project start-up could be explored.

• At such time when there is a strong indication or request from local NGDs or a
local coo1'diIk:.';ng body begins functioning, PVQ-NGDINRMS should consider
how zambia can be appropriately integrated into this program. For the time
being, zambian NGDs should be brought into NRM activities throu~h other
regional efforts as appropriate.
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Attachment A
Contact Ust

• Adult Education Associaticn of Zambia: PO Box 50093, Lusaka (tel: 254222).

• Agricultural Comervation Association of Zambia: Mr. Heygate, chair; PO Box
10138, Chingola.

• African Development Assistance

• Africare: Mr. Homer (tel: 227279/226406).

• Chimfunshi Wildlife Orphanage: Mr. Siddle, director; PO Box 11190, Chingola (tel:
311100; fax: 311293).

• Christian Council of Zambia: Rev. Berdt; PO Box 30315, Church House, Cairo
Road, Lusaka (tel: 229551).

• Danfsh Volunteer Service: PO Box 35788, LusaJr.a (tel: 218154).

• David Shepherd Foundation: Mrs. Noble, representative; PO Box 30475, Lusaka (tel:
272532/273409; fax: 274798).

• Development Aid From People-ta-People: Ms. Soerensen, director; PO Box 37661,
Lu~ (tel: 244557).

<I Entomological Society: PO Box 49, Chilanga (tel: 278158).

• Environment and Energy Group: Prof. Jain, chair; PO Box 32379, Lusaka (tel:
213221).

• Environment and Population Centre (EPC): Ms. Mumba, executive director; PO Box
35614, Lusaka (tel: 229690).

• Environment Population and Development Services (EFDS): Mr. Muchelemba,
executive secretary; PO Box 35239, Lusaka.

• FinnIsh Volunteer Service: (tel: 292562).

e Forestry Association: Mr. Malaya, director; PO Box 22099 Kitwe (tel: (02) 220456).

• Integrated Environmental Development: Mr. Kazembe, executive secretary; PO Box
34430, Lusaka (tel: 227621/6).
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• WCN World Conservation Union: Mr. Feron, director; PO Box 50694, AstlJnia
House, Kabelenga Road, Kusaka (tel: 213077).

• Munda Wauga 1'nJst (National Zoological and Botanical Trost): Mr. Pope; PO Box
30048, Kitwe (tel: 211269).

• Natiocal Centre for Environmental Education: Mr. Bwanga, chair; PO Box 61106,
Livingstone (tel: (03) 323126; fax: (03) 320068); Lusaka Office, PO Box 36316,
Lusaka.

• Nature Conservancy: Ms. Gibbolts, director; PO Box 90625, Luanshya (tel: (02)
511015).

e NGO Coordinating Committee of Zambia: Mrs. Jere; PO Box 37879, Lusaka (tel:
223834).

• OxCamIUK: Mr. Pushpanath, director; PO Box 35624, Lusaka (tel: 291518).

• Professional Hunters' Association: Mr. Frost, chair: PO Box 30395, Lusaka (tel:
229713; fax: 271702).

• Volunteers in TecLuicaI Assistance: Ms. Wilkinson; PO Box 35500, Lusaka (tel:
228653/228554).

• Wlldlit'e Conservation Society of Zambia (WCSZ): Ms. Ashley, exe:utive director;
Mr. Sichilongo, director of education; PO Box 30255, Longacres, Lusaka (tel: 254266).

• Wlldlit'e Producers' Association: Mr. O'Donnell, chair: PO Box 30395, L,..saka (tel:
222797/223222; fax: 229364).

• World Vision: Mr. Adodoadji, director; PO Box 31086, Lusaka.

• World Wide Fund for Nature International: R. Jeffrey, country representative;
PO Box 50551, Anglo-American Bldg., Independence Ave, Lusaka (teVfax: 253749).

• World Wide Fund fer Nature USA: Mr. Tilley, country representative; Private Bag
1, Chilanga (tel: 278299).

• zambia Environmental Education Programme (ZEEP>: Ms. Chilcshe, coordinator;
PO Box 50551, Astorian House, Kabelenga Road, Lusaka (teVfax: 212077).

• Zambia Ornithologieal Society: Mr. J..~inhall; PO Box 33944, Lusaka (tel: 213611).
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ANNEX 1

I. INTRODUCTION

1. Background to PVO-NGO/NRMS

The PVO-NGO/NRMS project is a U.S. Agency for International Development
(USAID)/Washington-fu:lded project which has operated since September 1989. The first
phase of the project was c.ompleted in September 1991. An extension was granted for the
project to function thr~iJgh March 1993. Both phases were funded under the Natural
Resources Management Support Project (698-0467).

The :,Jroject is managed by a Management Consortium of US private voluntary organizations
which includes World Learning Inc. (formerly the Experiment in International Living),
CARE and World Wildlife Fund. The overriding objective of PVD-NGD/NRMS since its
inception has been to strengthen the technical and institutional capacity of non-governmental
organizations (NGOs) working in Africa in the field of natural resources management
{NRM). The project has focused on provision of technical assistance, training support and
information exchange 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 (CWG) or country consortium was
formed which set the agenda for what activities in NRM would be prioritized. A lead
agc::ncy (CLA) was selected from within the CWG. In Madagascar and in Mali the CLA is a
natimlal NOD ~r consortium of national NOOs, while in Cameroon the CLA has been an
int~rnational NGD, and in Uganda it has been a consortium of both national and international
:NGOs.

In all instances, the Management Consortium empowered the four CWGs and CLAs to take
the lead in identifying what s~ific 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
international workshop on buffer zone management bringing togethe,;' NOD, 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 NOD approaches to
NRM in the pas~oral sector in East and West Africa, with an international workshop on the
subject held in February 1993; (5) a workshop on research center/NOO appro!lches to
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agricultural research held in Kenya for representatives from four African countries; (6) a
participatory rural appraisal (FRA) workshop bringing NGO and government representatives
from six African countries to Kenya; (7) an international workshop on NOD/community­
based approaches to conservation in Southern Africa; (8) a workshop in Mali bringing
together journalists from several Sahelian countries with Maliaaa NGOs to' develop ways to
strengthen the interaction belween the two to achieve production and dissemination of higher
quality oral and written information on NRM to the Sahelian public; (9) presentation of the
PVO-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 assessment of NOO impact
on natural resources policy at the government level in Kenya and Uganda.

Based on the 1992 external mid-term evaluation of the PVfJ-NGO/NRMS project, it appears
as if PVO-NGO/NRMS has largely achieved its stated oh~jectives. The primary questions
confronting PVO-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, ('~)

will the PVO-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
ddng offer USAID or other donors with a proven model for working with NGD consortia in
NRM in Africa or elsewhere in the world? A proposal to this effect has been suhmitted to
USAID/Washington at the tirr.e of this writing.

2. Rationale for this Assessment

The PVO-NGO/NRMS project incorporated a "pre-eatalytic activities" or "new initi:r.ti~es"

fund into its activities during the one and a half year 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 ll. It was decided by the
Management Consortium that the first major activity under new initiatives should be to
undertake J. rapid, ,,-:beit accurate and analytical, assessment of NGD situations in NRM in a
number of African countries.

In addressing thl~ i::;sue ::>f 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 J"'".tI1ge of countries bearing different characteristics be assessed.
These characteristics in th-: samp.:e included both s,;.lall 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 progrnms o:;>erate or wheI"~ the Management Cor:sortium has no presence at all
and in countries where naw op~rl.unities for working with NGDs appear exciting and,
finally, countries where the knowledge base on NGO activitil~ in NRM is either stTong 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 "/hkh could prove useful for the NGO community in the particular
country and for po: .,..ial collaborating agencies from outside the country.

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

<"

In selecting countries, the objective was to assure that many types of situations would be
assessed. It was felt lJ.'}at a driving objective of the assessment should be to provide all
interested parties to NGO activiti~ in NRM in Africa with the opportunity to benefit from
this assessment. Again, the assessment was meant to complement TJSAID'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 cf time which was available for
each given country. So too, the necessity of receiving clearance from !he liSAID missions
forced the .zlimination 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 "NGD unit." Congo
was added at the behest of USAID/Washington. Mauritius was added d'le to proximity to
ilhe Seychelles and complications surrounding a planned assessment in Namibia. TMs opened
the opportunity to visit another unique, very small country.

FinallYl JJ-~~.use of perceived future potential opportunities, desk studiCJ were undertaken for
Namibia, Ethiopia and Eritrea, despite the fact that USAID mission clearance to undertake
asSf:5Sments in these countries was not obtained.

3. Overview of Results

While the assessment was more cursory in several countries, key NOO issues in NRM along
with a sense of the appropriateness of PVQ-NGO/NRMS (or other similar capacity building
JJrojects) to operate in all of the countries h3S been obtainoo. Due to time constraints, in­
depth· information on NOO activities in NRM for severo of the countries is lacking. While
Namibia could unfortunately not be visited, available written dOCU~del1tation on NOD activity
in Namibia is available. Discussions with people familiar with Namibia rounded ont the
picture to a degree.
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Overall, countries were considered to be appropriate or inappropriate to work in on the basis
of a number of criteria relating to:

• NCiO 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 PVO-NGO/NRMS

style project;
• NOO perceived needs;
• the feasibility of targeting NGOs for institutivnal strengthening;
• NOO technical capacity in NRM; and
• potential linkage wi\.h existing NRM networks.

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

Finally, because the COlUltry 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 example is not comparable with that of
Burundi, since so much more information on NGO activities is available for Senegal than for
Burundi, and since donors have simply been far mare active in NRM activities in Senegal
than in Burundi. Differences between countries in the quantity and quality of information
available on NGOs in NRM is most visible in the full length country assessments.

4. Summary of Recommendations

Recommendations are based on the criteria "bulleted" in Section 3 above. While the primary
focus of the assessment has been to gauge the NGO/NRM situation and on that basis
recommend where the PVo-NGOfNRMS project could consider working, the
recommendawJns have been prepared with a wide readership in mind.

Recommendations are organized on a country by country basis, and are structured according
to highlights coming out of the assessment criteria. Table I, the NGOfNRMS Asses~ment

Ratings, provides M overview of where a PVO-NGOfNRMS type activity is recommended
on the basis of:

• objective NGO/NRM criteria independe~t of USAID interests, or
• USAIDI W,1Shington or individual USAID mission interest.

The Overview of Findings Matrix provides in summary form an overview of the major
findings.
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II. 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
undertaken given NGO needs and the enabling environment. As might be expected, many
opportunities and needs identified in one assessment resonate 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 willi NGOs on
NRM exist in the countries assessed. Emphasis in this section is not on \7hether 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 NGO/NRM assessment. 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
following: 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 se~tors, 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 being highly limited, their interest in NRM being slight, and for
the enabling environment not necessarily being as optimal as it could be.

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

The ranking involves more than a degree of subjectivitr, The ratings do, however, reflect
the tenor and recommendatiuns of each of the assessments.
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Countries Assessed

. C:entraIAfrica~Reptibtic .... ,.- ..:,.'. - .. ' ,.'",."' ,"

Congo

EritrealZ)

Ethiopial2l

Table I NGOINRMS Assessment Ratings

Perceived NRM Opportunit)A1l

2

AID Interestl!)

2

2

Mauritius

Namibia(2)

Niger(6)

Tanzania

Togo

Zambia

2

4/p(4)

3/bOl

I/bU)

2

3

3

Key: 1 = Strong; 2 = Fair; 3 = Slight; 4 = None; a = conditional; b = uncertain; p = probable

(J) Pnrti",tlNRMopportunity rrftrs to thtptrrtptio"o/PVO.NGOINRMS"astaon I1JJtssmmt thatrnopportunityJoel oraoel ,wttxistintltptndmt
ofusAID in/crtJt.

(2) Dtlk ItutlJ onl].
(3) Bastaen inftmllltienfrom USAlDIGllinttl.
(4) Bastaen prtlumea USAID intcrtllgiven amtntPTt1fl"V'IminllrtntlJ.
(5) USAJD intcrtst t;th" not txplorttlor unerna;n.
(6) Bastden PVO.NGOINRMS/lJIlummt untltrllllun in Ni!!r in 1990.
(7) BastdpTimaTil] on 1990I1JJtmntnt 0/eppDrtunity.
(8) Rtftrs tt1 USAID MisJwni in""J/ in the rtsptmllt muntry.
(9) Bastd Dn infismllltiDn.from USAIDIStntgaL

I'VO-NGOINRMS: A USAID-FUNOEO I'ROJECT



COUNTRY NGO ExPERIENCE

Overview of Findings Matrix

ENABLING ENvIRONMENT GOVERNMENT/DoNOR TRENDS NGO NEEDS FEASIBILITY

• Potential for becoming a~
a1counrry

• Preinarure for focal country
program

• Potential to bring into re­
gional program aaivitics

• Exedlent overall
• Potential constraint for

USAID missiondueroNRM
as °all)l=tofopportUnitf vs.
lOcus

• Premature for focal country
programgivcnlimitedNGO
communityand Africa 2000
projea

• Bring into regional (-.-ogram
aaivitics

• NGOsmustshiftprognm­
ming from rdief to devd­
opment

• limited financial resources
for national NGOs

• Across-me-board tcchni· • Premarure for fOal country
cally and institutionally • Potential to bring into re-

tional program

• Across-me-board techni- • Very good
c:ally and institutionally

• Ncrwom;ng across regions
Across-me-hoard techni­
cally and institutionally

• Across-the-board techni·
cally and institutionally

• Across-me-board tcchni­
ully and institutionally

• New gow:mmcnt minimy for NRM
• WoddBankfinancingforforcstryAmon

Plan
• lkconstitution ofnational paries pIanncd
• UNDP.IUCN. UNSO.WFP.NORAD.

SIDA, UNICEF. USAID m: all active
USAID inccrest is fUnct:on ofhow fOOd
security could be cnhana:d

• Department of Agriculture involved in
NRM training for NGOs

• EAP planned
• Potential UNDP role
• USAID discussions with PGE not yet

finali7d.

• Significant intercsr
• I..itde programmed for local NGOs
• USAID ·small counoy progr:un0 man­
a~from USAlDlWhasenvironmcnal
mcus

• Generally ambiguous pending dcctions
Major EEC NRM initiative for April
1993

• Major WWF ICDP aaiviry ongoing in
soumWCS1: (DnnpSangha)

• Low USAID prioriry in NRM

• Decentralization poli<:y
• Fonhcoming NEAP and Africa 2000
• National environmental cducuion plan

mrough Peaa: Corps.
• NRM is DC longer a USAID focal ara

• Decentralization mrough NEAP
• UNDP's Africa 2000
• USAID focusonhcalth. cdueation,socio­

economic services. wim poa:ntial NRM
interest as .ta.rget ofOPportUnit"/o

• Strong government respect for
NGOs

-- G<m:rnmc:m aazpdng role for na­
tional NGOs in evolving p1unlism
and deocnttalizatio;t

- Supportiveofskill transferprogram
• Strong donor support as long as •

national RlCOnciliation continues

• Sttongprowional govemmenrrole
• ·Plannedobsolesance- is objective

for inremational NGOs from gov.
ernment perspc:cti'r-

• SigniflCU1t structural adjustment
program rheoretically providing
strongNGO opportunities

• Ambiguous in current political and
a:onomic environment

• Bca>ming more conducivl::
• NGO status still somewhat con­

fused

• Enoouraging

• Ov<:r75 NGOs with 80%
ofth~ imemational

• Strong experiena: in fam·
ine relief

• Embl)'Onic:altCf30ye:usof
war

• Most:ue b=ucraric: cre­
ations

• FewDationalNGOuervic­
ingcommunities

• FewNGOs
• Thin line bctwcen NGOs

and government
• Overall somewhat weak

rdative to omer countries

• Vcry limited

• Rccc:nt burgeoning
• Weak skills l)l=ncfil1Iy
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COUNTRY NCO ExPERIl!NCE

Overview oj Findings Matrix (continued)
ENABLING ENvIRONMeNT GOVERNMENT/DoNOR TRENDS NGO NEEDS FUSIBILITY

• Limilalnationalcxpcriencc • Positive • Promotionofpanicipatol)'planningand • Across-me-board rechni- • Good porentialinNRM • Srrong state support implementation cally and institutionally • Need to Wl)rlditwim evolv-• ScveraI strongdonor-spon- • Governmentpb.ying increasingco- • USAIO supports legislative refOrms to iog USAlO NRM po:tfoliosorul NRM programs ordinarion role enable grc:arcr IocaJ NRM to be feasible• Multirnde ofnew NGOs • Policyoonmainrsadd~inEAP • UNSO supports EAP
• UNDPsupportsNGOumbrellaoIgani-

zarion (TANGO)
• GTZ....-orks in BZM

• ClwaeterizcdbysmaDcom- • Wdcoming • Support for pilot village land manage- • Information sharing and • Potentially feasible but per-muniry-bascdgroupswork- • Serious decentralization effort mcnt through World Bank project: across-me-board technical haps premature given ongo-ing Wgdy in isolation through NEAP • ny'Jamie Mrian 2000 program and institutional :wistancc ing aaivitic and apparent• Twoumbrdlagroupscxist: • GovemmcnuupportfOrNGOpro- • UNOP support to GAPVOO NGO community'S inrcrnalNENGO forcnvironmcnt motion • AID support for non-traditional export strainsa..'Xl GAPVOD fOr dcvd- crops
opment NGO work

• R.cccndy bulga)ning • Government dco:nrralizarion en- • EAP in prep.nation • Across-me-board tcchni- • Good potential• Fcwofthe200p1usaaually counging NGOs • USAJD major warcrshed management cally and institutionally • High demand fOr assisrana:oPCnrional • Attempt to injca rigor between activities in Foura Ojalbn • Intcr-NGO coordination could be challenging in ser-NGO categories: associations, ser- • World Bank. UNOP. FAC. EEC. vice de/ivel)'vice organizations. professional UNF-SCO are all active in agric:ultunl
group!.cre:. sector acrivitics and some biodiversity

work
---

• Small bur talented in envi- • Functioningdcmocraticparlia.mcn- • I1mited in environmental sector • Atrainingrcchnical compc- • Excellent on regional basisronmcntal sc:cmr cuy sysrcm in counny makes it • Governmcntwouldliketodcvcloplarger rena: in projca implemcn- • FocaIcouDtl)'programcould• Large insocial serviceswith unique in region portfolio post-UNCED arion beconstlainc:dbyNGOsraffJMACOSS umbrd1a orga- • Government reportedly hopes • USAID has noNRM programand none • Proli::ssionalizing staff infl2Struaurc constninrsnization NGOs become srrong implcmcit- envisioned • Cootdination • "Middle income· statuscon-OIS as wd1 as c:xed.Icnt advocates mains donors in NRM

• 12SNGOs
• Weak grassroot otgani7:a­

lions
• Anumberofsuongnational

NGOs

• Asyet no intermexliategovernment
strI.JCt\mSexistcreatinginrcrscaing
oppommity/OJnstraint

• Scant c:xrcnsion capacity
• Landtenure renuinsporcntial CXln­

smint to mrnmunitr-h:ascd NRM
• No NGO legislation

• USAID's liFE project tatg= NRM in
Caprivi and Bushmanland

• READ will promotesocio-cc:lnomic de­
velopment mrough .:ommuniry-bascd
organizarions

• Weak infralitruaare and
ma~nt sysrcms

• Across-the-board technical
and institutional strength­
ening

• Good if USAID recognizes
the porential complement­
arity between LIFE, READ.
and PVO-NGOINRMS

• Danger of NGO oommu­
nity bca>mingoverarcndcd

n
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Overview of Findings Matrix (.:onctnucd)

COtlNTllY NCO ExPERIENCE ENABLING ENvIRONMENT GOVERNMENT/DoNOR TRENDS NCO NEEDS FUSIBILITY

• Eltcdlent tora donor willing
tosupponanNGOprogr:un
in a -middle inQmc mun­
rey-

• Good for PV('I·NGO/
NRMS iflinked to other In­
dian Ocean countrb

• Good potential as oomple­
ment to USAlD and Africa
2000aaivities ifUSAJD per­
ceival interest

• Excdlent fOtential as non­
focaJ COU'1try through re­
gional program

u Some potential through
USAID PVO project

• Umitedasstlnu-31one¥tiv­
ity
Civil strife problematic

• Potentially good if govern­
ment supportive:

• Improving as GAP

• FJnancialsuppornodcvdop
NGO infrastruaure

• PlOject design and imple­
mentation skills

• Slwpc:ned awareness rais­
ing/negotiation skills

• Soi'ncEINintcgr:ltingmR­
semtionwithdcvdopment
skills

• Greater coordination on
environme:ntal issues

• Project design and imple­
mentation skills

• Strengthenedextension ca­
pacity of NRM ~hno~

gic:s

• NRM te:dlOical skill an:3S

• PRA
• Infonnarioncxchangewith

mmmuniriesinomermun­
nics·

• Clarifiallc:gaJ st~ms

• Increased flexibility to work
at mmmunity level

• Across-the-board teehnical
anJ institutional strength­
ening

• Canada. Swtdc:n. Norway, U.K.. and • Across-the-board teeh.nical • Good ifCC!".tr:illy-fundcd
WoddBankhavcbroadNRMportfolios and institutional strength- • Potential through omu do-
NRM is not an USAlD focus cning notS

• No cfucemible ttc:nd
• WoridBankJUNEPc:!Y11101.menta/man­

agcmcnt plan mmpleted
• No USAID support tor NPM
• Gl~topentoNRVJcJJYironmcn­

talprojcas
• Panial/arlysupponM:ofprorccrcdareas

• Much NRM activity on policyand 6c1d
Icvd

• With decentralization, support of
gnssrooa participatory methodologies

• USAID bolstering linkage between agri­
cu1tunl researchandNGOs to influence
communi~ adoption of improved NR·
based technologies

• Gove:mrncnt suppon: of private: ~or
NRM initiatives

• ContinualEu~ donor suppon of
ne:e: planting/community woodlot
projc:a:s

• USAIDshifiinpon£olioawayfromNRM
as key focal aaivity to -targetofopponu­
nityc

• Governmenuedu [oamc:J.acxistingtcxa
to f.acilitate NGO work

• Bodtgoyemmc:ntanddooolSaytoamc:nd
RwalCodeand tesolve land tenure issues
to promote:greate:rmmmunitypanicipa­
rioninNRM

• Supportiveofdc:moc:n.ic processes
• Government anticipates much

NGOparticipationincbdopment •
broadly, and toresay aaivities in
panicubr

• Democmi7.ation processes permit­
ting gRater role for NGOs

• Govemmc:nt more supportive of
NGOs

• Gcm:rnment push to dccc:nuali7.a­
tion could favor NGOs

• Good potential tor coiJaboration
with USAID's PVOSacngthcning
projca and.Africa 2000

• RdarivemphistiationofSenegalcsc
NGOs in donor dealings

• Positive policy environment
• High pe:JO:ntagc: ofcoontl)' undu

proo:acd atea statuS

• Highly panidpatoty NEAP with
govcrnmentINGO mllabomion

• Civil strife: still unsc:ttIing

• Improvingas of1990 vis:.vu gov­
ernment

• Consminal by ovcr.ill economic
crisis in munny

• Few NGo. until ra:endy.
most opcraa:ad hoc

• Nucleus of inrc:rnational
mDSCn'ation NGOs with
local affiliates

• NewNGOenvironmental
lobby

• LUNGOS umbrd1a orga­
nization still weak

• Of 400 rcgist=d NGOI
most in wdfan: and relief

• Most institmionallyweak
• llmita:I tedmicaI capabil­

ity

• Considcrablcsma: 1970s
• Reasonable techniC21

mcngth in torauy-rdatcd
aaivities

• Wdl known NGO urn­
brdb. organizarion (CON­
GAD) (;Overing mar.y scc­

tors

• Considcrablcinagriculture:
and n:uuraJ rcsoura:s scc~

tor
• Wide'l21'i.etyofin-counny

aaining scMccs

• ManyincemarionalNGOs
• Few national NGOs
• Faidy undeveloped NGO

umbrdlaorg:ani7.ationmm­
pared with odte:rs in Sahd
(GAP)
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