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LAQSP, initiated in 1988 as a sector reform program, aimed to increase b!@ 
productiviw of -Laso%hs agriculture by liberaiizing input marketing and rsdascing 
cangeland ove~stocking. Dollar funding was linked to policy reforms: felfliEirer 
subsidy removal, Coop Lesotho divesriture, natioizal grazing fee instaflation, and 
livestock marketing restructuring and broadening. The Ministry of Agricerltur@, 
Marketing and Caopera'tives (MOA], wi* the caspetaEion of Ministry of Hams; 
Affairs (formerly Ministry af Interior), was the implementing agency. 

The mid-term evaluation, conducted in April 1992 identified problems retarding 
disbursements and reviewed options for moving the program and extending the 
Program Assistance Completion Date (BACDf. USADD extended the PACXT to 
enable the MOA to complete actions under the second phase and to provide! new 
senior gwernment counterparts 'time to become familiar with and communisatc; 
their commitment to the objectives of the policy reforms. On 4uIy 16, 9993 ahs 
GQL gazetted "Legal Notice No. 150 of 1993, Range Management and Grating 
Control (Amendment) Regulations 1993." To amend the 1990 regulations, 
revoking the grovisian to irnplen~ent the national grazing fees which wurss a 
conditionalilfbr met in Phase I .  On July 27, 1993, OSAOO informed the gavernmsnt 
that it would not extend the PAC0 of the LAPSIP berysnd August Id, 1993. USAiD 
thereafter conducted this final evaluation. Major conclusisns ad this final 
avaluatisn are: 

- - The LAPSP concept was relevant and the broad poiicy objectives were 
pertinent, but tho government could not implement such politically sensitive 
reforms. 

- - The government focused more attention on the programming and contrsl of 
local currency use than on progress towards achieving broad policy goals. 

- - USAID pedotmed its grant apprrovall, prograonmhng and manitsring rolas 
adequately, bu'2 could nut engage the GOL with more polie;~ dialogue. 

- - GOL achieved some gains in liberaDEring agricultural input marketing and 
developing a competitive market, facilitating increased private sector 
participation, removing an inefficient parastatal from agrieulltrrraF input 
marketing and eliminating the direct subsidy on fertilizer. 

-- The major achiravemtsnt of the livestock component was to implement the 
national livestock policy, and to start upgrading, improving and restructuring 
the National Abaaair and Feedlot Complex (NAFCI. 

-- Political events in Lesotho since the initiation of the program contributed 
significantly to the slow impfernemtation csf refarms. 
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Key Lessons: 

-- In non-project assistance design, it is important to identify or develop steps 
in implementing policy reform linked to appropriate and achievaMe 
indicators. 

-- Existing gavemment structures and systems in relevant line ministries are 
ohen inadequate to manage and implement policy reform programs. 

-- When *ere is no group of technocrats promoting a panicular rekrrn withln 
the host government, and the reform is driven by government reaction to 
donor conditioncrlity, as was the case of the privatizing of Co-op Lasotho, 
the reform lacks the canstituency at support wi&irt government needed for 
s&Iccess* 





4 .  - Background 

The G~overnmet~t 05 the Kingdom af hesotha (G8b) and the Agency for 
lnternatiaraaf Development in L%sotho iUSAlD1 signed the Lesstha 
Agricillxuraf Policy Suppan Program QRAPSP) Grant Agreement on dune t 4, 
1988. To wppm the costs to GOL of isnpiemsnaihag this program, USAIE) 
provided $ I 5.0 million, including S 1 2.75 million in nom-project assistance 
INPA) and $2.25 million in project assistance. Ful implementation of LAPSP 
activities was programmed to be completed by the Program Assistance 
Completion Date (PACD) of May 6 3, 1993. 

On July 16, 1993 the Lesotho government gazefted "Legal Notice No, I50 
of 1 993, Range Management and Grazing Control {Amendment) Regulations 
1993." TPte objective of this notice was to amend the Range Management 
and Grazing Control ReguOatEons 1990 to revoke tho provision on 
isnpl~rvrentation of aha national grazing fees. The GOL aesk this acfian 
without agreement with WSAlQ. Articie 5,  Speciaf Covenants Sactisn S,1 
of the CAPSP Program Agreement states: "The Grantma shaDl not in any way 
discicsnainue, reversa sr athcarwis@ impede any action it has taken in 
$a"tisfaction of any csndiaon precedent set fonh in Aflielcs 4 abbzva, except 
as snu~ually agreed to in waiting by USAlU and Grantee." Fottswing tha 
decision by the C01, to revoke the grazing fee regulapisn, USAID wrote ta 
t h g  G a b  on July 27, 1993 indicating that if would not extend the PAC0 of 
the LAPSP beyand August 'I 3, 1993. 

The LABSP goas has been ta improve Olra productiviw and afftcrieney at 
domestic resources in crop and Iivesfwk agricu3Puae through policy refarm, 
LAPSP supports the Mission strategic obieetive of sustaining and improving 
output aatd praductivitgr of selected agricutteisal stakrsec%ors* Ths purposes 
are: 

(a) to increase private sector participation, compatitiveness, input availability 
and cost-recovery in agricultural input marketing by opening up the input 
marketing, removing subsidies and rdtrcing the role sf a parastatst in input 
marketing; and (b) to bring into closer balance herd size and grazing 
psr;en~at and improve competi~venass and eOlficEency of Fivestock marketing 
by reducing overstacking on fragile lands and facilitating increased private 
ssctlcrr marketing and expanded apefations of the Natiorsal Abat40ir and 
Feedlot Complex (NAFC). 



P'=3 purpow of the evaIrua~on was PO document ovasala program 
accompfishment, problems and lessons Isarned. a"harcsfore, 'the svaftiaPion 
cavered: %a) the major issues that fed .ro the termina~on of the prsgrarn; tb) 
the progress sf LAPSP tawards achievement of its goal and O ~ ~ B C = ~ W B S ;  and 
ic) the lessons learned from this program that might be ralevane la 
programming, design and Emplamtzntadon of future policy programs. It was 
c~lndlkscted over a sjx-wr~ek peiliad in August through September by -the 
USAlDSLesoftao Pmgrarn Economist. The ewalrpetor reviewed program and 
rclsted dscumenza~on, interviewed 26 people, including USAID staff, GOL 
officials and Private Sactor repres~nrtatives. 

Key Findinas 

~everaf factors have affected overall impCementatian progress an4 reform 
impacts, fhe major ones include: management factors; program extensisrr 
requirements; GOL experience with reform programs; issues of 
crommunication; political factors and the recent drought. 

]Management Factors 

In general, the technical issues of program imgtemantatian mral  Iaisg~Iy 
resolved after the mid-term @arafuafisn, but political factors; then cam@ tcll the 
for@, The GOL was abta to m&i!iti~o financial and adminiisrtrstjve resources 
but could not provide the political suppan nstsded to carry the program 
ifarwvarrd. LAPSP was the first GOb privatization program and the; first non- 
project: assistants program impfernentad by USAID in Lesotho, Hsnce, 
implementation prauems were mainly those of ;a prolonged Iearning process 
but were compounded by political factors, 

Program f xfcension Requirements 

CISAID sugprtasd *e 681, rqcsest to extend LAPSF in principle, pafliy 
bsciasrsrr the GOL me? candirisns of USAIID, LMF and the W~rfaO Bank fa 
camplePer a national iiivestock inwenrtoq, to QazsPlte the grazing) fee 0frS9er and 
99 bgin  coftecQing the fees rtlurfing a period of increased retidctanca of tap 
officials to make potiticJly-sansitive decisions as a result of the crnc~rtain 
political environmant leading to ths b~S~~cti~)~ns. 

Alsr;s, f~rminating LAPSP an the original PACD ad May 4 3, "0.99, would haw@ 
signalled lack of donor support for the new demoersiicafly electad 
governmant, Morarovea, the: GOL and 'USA40 needed Gmer ta prepare &e 
nocasmw dscrrmlsntaraisn to mowdl TIacs program forward and for the GO& fa 
express its cammiment ta the reforms; the throe-month Enterfm extension 
was to provide time for those ac~onrs. 



GOL Expsrirsnca with Reform Programs 

same GOL oficiaits indicated ahat ;they regarded CAPS$ essentially =as a 
project becasssle it had a teclanieat assistancltt learn and local currency funds 
were ts be used PO finance specific acbviGes, albeit only Phase braadiy 
agreed with USAtb). Given the GO13 relative uafarniliasi~?g with NIPA, a 
major clransideoaaiors aflecting ttte termina~ona was the GOL8s itrxgsriance with 
other donors: fund in^ struegtup.af adjustment reforms. During 199S/92, the 
GBL could not meet the tSmersble far initiating the grazing fee coD!ectian and 
far implementing severat agreed-upan iiqrsida3ion or psivakization actions, but 
IMF funding far the programs csraltinued, after the necessary reviews. 
Sowe G8L officials stated that they felt they coufd re-negotiate pans of 
CAPSP, after canestling the grazing fee provision. 

In adequa-te communication between the new government o%fieials and 
USAID was exemplified, at great cost, by the episode of the extension and 
the fee sanceObation. The GOC position and action regarding the grazing fees 
were not formally or informalfy cornmuni~~atad to USAID; USAID was 
informed through public pronouncements af senior GOL afliciats and press 
publications. Hence, USA!%) could not communicat~ tfte impii~atiaon of 
revocation do the GGOL bl~adore it csccurracb. USAID9 response was 
~sslditicaned $V th@ legal iaperaaivaes af the Agreement, 

Pafiti~al Factors 

LAPSP reforms fell prey to the palitfcal environment and changes angoing 
in Lesotho since the stard of the program. These included the change in 
military gaueanmsnts and uncertainty regarding tha holding of elections. The 
pr4avi~us rniiitary governments sought ts legitimize their rut@ in part by 
seeking both internal public favour and infsrnational suppast. On Itha an@ 
han J, obtaining domestic public srrppo~a rtaquirad the government not So taka 
unpsputaf meaisraras, iacierding legislating campuissry national grazing fees 
and privatizing gaaastatais. Hence, the first mifitary government agresd ea 
introducifsl the national grazing fees in 1989 on c~nditioin that caflrairn 
categories sf livsstock owners were sxcEu6ed fram paying fees. On ths 
ozher haad, obtaining dsnor suppart for the overall GOt refarm ptogram 
required irnpl~?nnentalii~n of these same measures. The tensions produei43d 
by this c~nfllict, ~6bliplP~d wi& the strain an bureaueratie initjagwe caused by 
zhka uncerjtain poli$caXi atmosphere, contributed significansliy to the avrtral! 
tardy imptementatisn of sarucltural reforms. 

In terms af a~etati prqram implementation, tho drought affetrt~b progress 
by diverling scarce GOL, espcciaffy MOA, staff resources to administering 
draught-relief programs; this aHseteid gerf~amance sf the inputs marketing 
component especially, 



The aim of the input marketing 
c~mponeret of the program was to apsn up the e~aic9nltusai input markeXirsg 
system to permit mare campsGtion and greater input availabiliw. The? targst 
sf the input component was ta impFernen% new psiicy measures that would 
reduce the budgetaw cast to the government af intgwantians in agricult~re 
by removing subsidies and gready reducing the role of the major parastatal. 
Achieving this was expected ta cantribute to opening up the agricultural 
input marketing system POP increased pdvete sector pa~ticipatiost. 

gf Fasvelrolment inltervi~ntioso: LAPSP achieved 
significant gains in liberalizing the marketing ot agriculrrusal inputs and 
increasing[ competition in the sub-sector-: the role of the dominant parastatal 
was eliminated and inputs are now freely available through private sector 
dealers. The GBL implemented a set of measures to achieve these input 
marketing reform targets, including the removal of the fertilizer subsidy, 
announcement of freedom at participation by private traders in input 
marketing, provision sf market information and Diquidatisn sf Coop Lesotho. 

* fn addition to curtailing the activities 
of Coop Lesotho, the SOL also allawed increased private sector operators 
to pmowids! ths mia?rcksanisiaticasn [mainly land preparation) saspuices prsviously 
being provided by 81Ra Operations af ahs Technical Operations Unit (Trbl$CU) of 
the MQA. Expansion of mechanization service daiiveary by the grivat~ $.tecrean* 
complements their expanded role in input provision. Thess actiar~s have 
contributed to reducing the role of parastatal input marketing instittutlirsnrs* 

The purpose of the 1Evestock eoimpccsnsnt of the 
program was to reduce the svsrrltocking of cattte, she~p and goats on 
fragile rangelands and thereby bring info cls.ser balance herd size and grazing 
potential. In the process, livestock owners ware to be inducted la to~ke into 
account the casts and benefits a% open graring, through pscymena of grazing 
fees, and the livtsstolc=k markrt.tirag system was to become mar@ sfficiapzt and 
campstitivcz. Opening up 'tks livesfCioek marketing sysmarm, tsspecially 
rsstrtructuring and improving the NAFC, was seen as necessary ta er~abiis the 
market-expected increases in animal off-takes in tka domestie and exg0l.t 
msrkatts, nus, the mission of LAPSP was ts imprave the palicy enwir~nment 
for achieving balanced herd size-, in $he long-term through the fee program, 
in asssciation with savaral other programs, and lo provide tha 
ingiemsntatisn suppofl ts achieves refarm goats. The mid-term qvaluatiaara 
found these overat! goals of livesrts~k refarm policy stilt valid, but the 
implementation steps, partiellrlarrty for the rest~ucturing of the MAFC, and 
indicators for assessing pragrass in fivestack reforms needed ba bcs reviswed. 
Aher the evalua$ic%n, progress on implementing the livestock ccrmpcarnsnt was 
rapid as the 66L subaniRed documentation to USAID satisfying the la-be- 
rgtvissd as9cond phase indieamrs on Dr~~cernbea. 4, 1992, pending form;ali 
amendmnt sf t h ~  Agaeemsfar, 





Owe significanr impact of LAPSP has been increased input iof BasoaRo 
in shaping the GOL"s privatization program: the GUL team that 
anenbed the training course on priva@aation recammendtad the 
establishment sf an autonomous Privatization Unit to implement the 
GOL's program which wifl be set up under the planned Warid Bank 
suppaned privafitatisn project. 

LABSP promotad the development of Socal par?ticipation by suppaning the 
orgaslizatisn and empowerment. 0 8  grassroots ~tructures m0bilizedt6 address 
cross-tuning environmental and developmemta9 problems through self-help. 
By promoting the payment of grazing fees. ninety percent af which remained 
a t  the village level to be programmed by VDCs for local developmental 
activities, while the remainder stays at the district !eve!, LAPSP contributed 
ts strengthening village-tevel initiative, thus promoting decentraEizatbsn of 
devet~pment decision-making* 

Ths design, implsmclntation and ending of LA.PSP provide significant lessons 
to bsltia 618 GO1 and donors in designing and managing future pallicy 
programs. 

- In nan-project assistance dasign, it is important to idl~ntify 
or develop steps in implementing policy reform linked to apprapriate and 
achievable indicators. Progress in achieving reform goals is, often dE1"Ficult 
itsx measure when indicators of reform ds not adequately track ac~ans 
needed to achieve these goals. The program structure should n(ot be too 
res~rictivm: in linking disbursement to achieving aIE indicators: conditionaiiti.c~s 
should not be so ccsmpllex and rigid that inability 0% the host government 'ta 
meet any single benchmark negativsty affects program funding and 
impfernentation. When reforms to be implamanted are eamplex and tRa 
number of activities is large, sptiating the program inla discrete but related 
esmpodoenrs faeiiitatss eH@ctive implemeretaGon. LAPSP should have boan 
ccamposed of three separate programs: inputs marketing, grazing Sees, and 
livestock marketing. The rtimtaframce far implamenting reforms under NPA 
should be rrsalisaic: the design s f  non-prcsject assistance pragrarns should 
inciotde adequate time f ~ r  the governmefit ta learn to manags new and 
cornpiex programs such as LABSP, which kava wonornic, sacia-euitwlrat, 
political and environmental impfications. 

Program manacrement: In managing sectsrai NPAs, existing project 
management structures and systems in seisvaint line ministries are ofden 
inadequate. Henee, it is essential ro create the appropriate management unit 
for MPAs. 1t is also useful to have a full-time host-gouernmant manager of 
the progracm as head of the management unit since NBA programs are 
management-intensive. To facilitate effective privatization, it is allso 
essential that govrzrPrmen.t staff are trained in divestiture policy, planning, 
ma,nagement and monitoring, 3n the absence sf a continuaus trend of saaong 
commitment by the grav8mm~tnt, ministerial-level approval sf sensitive 



refarms ~ouBd be inadequate %a move refotms foaward, as exemplifiad in S R s  
of the pfitsarizatian of C w p  LEESO~RO. A b ~ 8  all, the ~smmitment and 

suppan of the higtresg poii~cal and administrra~vet authcari~es are crucial for 
succsss. Nan-praiesx assistance programs area managament-int~wsivrs far 
dsnors, as far governments, since noar-prajsct ini~atives require project-wpe 
managemerat-intensive oversight; sfasn danaar staff time input is highet than 
&tnvirsagsd. 

Oonsrs provide ~~3ctoral budges suppsn for implementing policy refarm 
activities but it: is essewtiaf that the hast government provides tfrs necessaw 
supplementary funds to ensure that funds are fully available to contplletiet 
reform activities wiairr the planned timeframe. Under LAPSP, USAID grant. 
funds were often the sale source of funding for many key reform activities 
such as t b  grazing fee program. This situation partly refleeted the 
perception within some sections of the GOL of LAPS? being a projectized 
intervention which would provide full funding for reform activities, 

When tkiletaj is no group of technacrats 
promating a padcular rl?r%urm within the host gaverameat, and ths reform 
is d~ivsn by geutzrnmeat raacrfsn 4 0  donor cionditionatity, as was the case of 
the privatizing C-o~p, Lasotha, the refarm tacks $re constituency of swppaaf 
within government needed for wccess.. Although the 6~xistcance sf a 
technical pressure group, as exists for the livestock program, daas not 
iguararerse success, it helps the Isxadsrship the government to brs aware 
of the technical aspects of ?h$ reform gdragaaan, 

Policy reform programs have pofitieal imptications that ofaen rsquirea 
extetasivs exposure and discussion with the public. But the galiticail 
leadership needs to ciommunica%e adequately with stake hcpldeas, including 
govsmment sficials, dsnors, farmers and the priwate in undeftakingl refarm 
changes. me national leadership, not bureaucre%s, weeds ts take the Dead 
in selling complex polk-cy reforms, espaciallty thaw that break new ground, 
such as the payment ~b grazing fees, ta the people. 

When a ROW gavernrrrsnt assumsas existing d o n o r - ~ u p p ~ ~ f ~ d  reform 
programs that axa poli~ically-sensitiva, it needs to review and assimilate %bra 
reforms and reek public man$ate, QQQaaat, ?his invalves review of actions 
which constitaste conditions psacsdent ts the disbursement ~f donor funds 
or refate to agreement p~avisions~ One key lesson is that in a demscsacy, 
technocratic solutions must pass the political test and poticy reforms 
undertaken can bs reversed i f  they do not match the political agenda of tk6 
incumbent g~liticaf administration. However, reversals of reform 
c~nditionatities may affect the legal agreement between gavcfrnnents and 
dsnors, and jeopardize continuity. 

In an atmosphere such as that created by the termication of LAPSP it is 
essential rhae the donor and thre government seek fresh grounds for 



revitalizing cooperar~osr, In the case of besothsr the overat! goals af LAPSP 
reforms are still valid, a 1st sf pianning and management work has been 
done, government and donor resources have been invested, the GOL has 
gained useful experience in policy refarm implementation and there is new 
democraric government in place. Therefass, this evaiuatian recommends 
that donors, including USAID, continue to sgppon policy and other 
interventions that pramote deceat~raiized waturai resource management in 
Lesotho. 





LESOTHO AGRICULTURAL POUCY SUPPORT PROGRAM 

END OF PROGRAM EVALUAT 

Conducted by: 

Seth D. Vordzorgbe 
Program Economist 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
PAADJPWOJECT IDENTiFt CATION SHEET 

1. BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OF THE EVALUATION 
1.1 Background 
I .2 Purpose 
1 .3 Principal Questions 

2. PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATIQN AND MANAGEMENT 
2. I Overall program implementation 
2.2 Government of Lesotho role and mariagement 
2.3 USAID role and management 
2.4 Program close-out actions 

3. PROGRESS AND ACGOMPLSSMMENTS OF THE PROGRAM 
3.4 Agricultural Inputs Marksting Component 
3,2 Livastock Component 
3.3 Broad impacts 

4. FACTORS AFFECTING IMPLEMENTATIQN AND PROGRESS 
4.1 Management factors 
4.2 Program extension requirements 
4.3 GQL experience with reform programs 
4.4 Issues of carnmunication 
4.5 Political factors 
4.6 The recent draught 

5. EFFECTS OF ENDING PROGRAM REFORMS AND iMPbEMENTATION 27 
5.1 Effects on sustainability ad program activities 27 
5.2 Broader irnpl;ieations 28 

6. INFERENCES FROM THE EVALUATION 30 
6. l Gonclusisns 30 
6.2 Major lessons learned 32 
6.3 Reccmmendatisn 35 



i i i  

Annex 1: 
Annex 2; 
Annex 3: 
Annex 4: 
Annex 5: 
Annax 6: 
Annex 7: 
Annex 8: 
Annex 9: 
Annex 10: 

E\sa!uatiaet Scope of Work 
LAP%$ W~forms and Indicatars 
Original LAPSP Management Structure 
LAPSP Management Structure in Practice 
Revised LAPSP Indicators 
Range Management and Grazing Control Gazette 
Grazing Fee Collecaions as of July f 993 
Summary of Training Courses and Public Meetings for VOCs 
Background Information on Introduction of Grazing Fees in Lesotho 
List a% Persons Contacted 



AEPRP 
A.3.D. 
BCP 
CNRM 
COOP-LESOTHO 
ECPR 
EEC 
ESAP 
BEM 
t FAD 
DMF 
lPlG 
LAPSP 
LPtG 
MOA 
M43F 
MOP 
NAFC 
PAAD 
PACD 
PHC 
P.S. 
SADCC 
SAP 
TQU 
USA1D 
Cb.S.A 
VDC 

African Econontic Policy Reform Program 
Agency for international Development 
Bass~hstand Congress Party 
Community Natural Resource Management 
Go-operative Lesotho Limited. 
Executive Committee for Project Review 
European Econc~rnic Community 
Enhanced Structural Adjustment Program 
Department (or Director) of Marketing and Economies 
International Fund far Agricultural Develcapment 
lnternazisnal haonetaw Fund 
Inputs Program Implementation Committee 
Lesotho Agrieulitusal Policy Support Program 
Livestock Program Implementation Committee 
Ministry sf Agriculture 
Ministry of Finance 
Ministry of Planning 
Naai~nai Abattoir and Feedlot CsrngDex 
Program Assistance Approval Document 
Project AssisPaflce Completion Bate 
Program Review Committee 
Principal Secretary 
Southern Africa Development Cslordisaating Council 
Structural Adjustmen% Program 
Technical Operations unit 
United States Agency for International Development in Lesatha 
United States of America 
Village Development Cornmittlee 



EXECWVE SUMMARY 

The Government csf the Kingdom of Lesotho IGOL) and USAiD signed the 
LAPSP grant Agreement on June 14, 1988. The objectives of the program were 
t43 open up the agricultural input marketing system for private participation, to 
reduce the overstocking of livestock on fragile rangelands and to make the 
livestock marketing system more efficient and competitive. A.1.D. provided U.S. 
$15.0 rniIlion, comprising $1 2,75 million in non-project funding and $2.25 million 
in pr~jecstized assistance with disbursement 0f the grant tt;nches linked ts GOL 
achievement of specified policy reform implementation actions in the Grant 
Agreement regarding: removal of the fertilizer subsidy, divestiture of Coop Lesotho, 
irsstallaki~n of the national grazing tee and restructuring and broadening of the 
national livestock market. The Program Assistance Completion Date (PACD) was 
May 13, 1993 and USAID disbursed the first tranche grant sm Dee;smber 7, 1989. 

The program made same progress, brat disbursement of the second tranche 
was behind schedule by three years. A mid-term evalktatian in May 1992 
recommended extension of the program to allow it time to achieve its objectives. 
However, the 601 and USAlO needed to review progress indicators to reflect 
accompfishments and tho implementation time frame for compteting the program. 
OR 27 April 1993, the GOL requested an extension of the! Program Assistance 
C~rnpletion Dale (PACe)) fa August 13, 1996. USAIIP, on Africa Bureau 
agreement, extended the PACD to August 13, 4993 la enable the G8L to 
complete actions under the second phase and to provide the new government time 
to become familiar with LAPSB reform objectives and to csmmunicats its 
commitment to the LAPSP reforms. USAID met with the relevant senior GOL, 
0fficiaJ.s to  discuss the extension and to present actions to be taken by the GQh in 
order for USAID to request AIDIWashingtan approval af the three-year extension: 
fulfilment of conditions precedent for phase two disbursements under tho inputs 
component; reconfirmation sf its commitme3nt PO continue with the grazing fee 
reforms; and publicizing of government discussions on these issues. The GQL 
indicated its wish to consult the people en the grazing fee issue and assured 
USAID that it would provide art answer sgn the Coop Lesotho divestiture by August 
14, once Phe King" Commission completed its wark. However, the GOL cancslled 
the grazing fee on July 16, 1993, without agreement with USAtD, as stipulated 
in Article 5. Special Covenants Section 5.1 of the LAPSP Program Agraemlent. 
Consequentiy, USAID responded by informing the GOL on July 27, 1993 that 
USAID w ~ u l d  allow LAPSP to end on August 13 t 993, and assured the GOL that 
the termination sf LAPSP did not affect other USA10 programs. As of August 
1993, about 13.3 percent of the policy reform grant was disbursed; 76 percent ad 
project support grant was cammiated; and 100 percent of the, grant suppast was 
obligated. 

The GQL was responsibte far implementing the reforms and managing the 
program but program management focused more attention on the programming and 
use of local currency than sn progress toward achieving broad policy goals. The 
inputs Program Imae;mentation Committee (IPlC) did not function effectiveay and 
sewerali GOL staff expressed dissatisfaction with the performance of the PRC. Two 



Cat-contracred audits conducted in Septembw 1992 and in March 1%33 
confirmed weaknesses in the M 8 A  managemerot of Iacal currencies and major 
defects in the inreanal cont~oi structure but n0 case of fraud nor major adverse 
findings on funds aeccauntabilitpr.. USAlD susgendaf expenditures from the? LAPW 
accounts, except for salaries, and the G 0 L  took several remedial actions. 

After the mid-term evaluation, the MOA, jsindy with USAID, drafied the 
necessary LAPSP revisions, including modifying tbre implementation scht~.duIe and 
selected indicators and means of verification, Ykre M 0 A  aiso re-programme focal 
currency available %or onlly prioriw ac~ivities. The GQL submined documsntation 
in fulfilment of conditions precedent for %he sacorrd phase of the livestack 
component on April 12, 1992, However, the Cndiators were not legally changed 
since the program rihj~minathtd bedore the GQL and USAIO could modify the Program 
Agrsemarrt Amendment to change the indicators ;and sxt-snd the program for thf@@ 
years. On the whole the MOA management of the prwram improved after the 
mid-term ewafua~on, although some issues temaimd unresstved. 

CISAID took the lead in designing the program and LAPSP" design defects 
reflected inadequate USAID familiarity with pr~grabtil nan-food assfstaneea! when 
LAPS$ was designed, as LAPSP was among the aafgiea programs to be authorized 
by A.1.D under the African Ecanamic Poiicy Reform Pvograrn (AEPRP). USA10 
initiated the move for the! mid-term evaluation and the turning around af 
rnanagemant of the program, Wowsvsr, therre ware  problem^ with USAID 
management af the program due partly to initial LlSAfB inexperience wiph program 
management and changing U.S. direct-hire staff in the Mission. The hid-taam' 
evaluation might have been mare effective if cwried aut about one yaar earlier 
when it became obvious that the program wlouDedi nst achieve its objectives in fha 
remaining time period before tho original PACGr. Shs GOt felt that USAIID assumed 
increasing contra! aver the marnagemend: of the prlagram; on the other hand, ClSAtO 
perceived the need ta exercisa greater oversight aver the proljactized elements of 
EAPSP to ensure effective overall program implementatlion, if the program was to 
be extended- 

LAPSP achieved significant gains in liberalizing the marketing of agrlculturai 
inputs and increasing c~mpetition in the sub-sectlor: tho GOL removed ?he fertilizer 
subsidy; the role of the dominant: paraseatat was eliminated and inputs are now 
freely available through private sector dealers. Alebrough the GOL provides 
budgetary support to public input d~ilivery orgadzations, tradsrs fee! that the 
playing field is now iewefiled in terms of subsidies and that %be commercial 
environment is crandwci\rre ts expansian of private; ~ P ~ C O C B ~  input trading, Ntamerous 
priwate whsiiesate and retaif tradsrs aas now in the marlaat; the MOA indicated that 
more farmers are now being reached, despite clssure of Coop Lcsoftho; and 
donor-supported inputs are now distributed mare eflficiently. 

Private sector participation increased mai* in Fesponsa to the planned 
divestiture of Coop Lesotho. The divestiture program was delayed under prsviours 
governments due to late approval by the GOL and the management of Coop 
Cesaaha, and inability of the MOA to develop an ~v~tralt  di\r@stitur@ irnpl@mentatisn 



@!an. finally, the MQA decided to liquidate, rather than divest, Coop Lesotho and 
bevefoped ra Diquidation program with the assistance of Price V'titaterhsus;cis. 
fmgsfotgmsrst of all 230 staff was terminated with compensation an March 1% 
7 993 and alS Csap deratho stares were closed by March 30, 1993. However, Phs 
program faced several problems, including dimculty of administering the lemglayess 
compensation plan and two lawsuits br0ulgh.t against the GOL. Thr! divesfitur's 
process was suspended several times and no assets were soid as af June 1 1 wikrelo? 
imptemsntatisn asb Coop Lesotha, divesrriture ceased Bus to lack of funds. As af 
April 5,  1993, thisw-six interested parties had contacted the office 0% the 
ctTnaraGtor enquiring abaut purchasing @sop Lesotho assets. The rrew GO5 
stopped the liquidation of Coop Lesotho and appainted a Kings Cammission on 
June 26, I993 SO investigate circumstances leading to th~i liquidation and to 
recommend modalities for rr?s%rueturing %he national csapesatjve movement iln 
Leslslltha, commission has yet to present a dinail repofi. 

The major achievement of the tivestwk eompanent was the implemerrtatialn 
sf thc grazing fee program package. The MQA has prepared adjudication maps far 
same disuirxrs and ~ R r e  VDCs stanegl cc3ltesJPing grazing faes In Augusrr"Ssiptambl~3r 
1992. The GBL also made some prcagfess in improving livast~ck marketing 
c o m p e l t i t  and s5rectivensss, ia~ctuditr~g institudng a livestock marketing 
information service sod increasing livestaek putchusas and throughput af the 
NAFC. Alsa, private sector activiw in fivestack marketing impfavest and the MQA 
dewelsped a program to upgrade the physical hcilities af th~s sbaaoir for 
cersZfi@a?ion far export to South Africa. However, the drought of f 992 affected 
NAFC performance while most tecal butchefs continued ta purchase their supplieis 
from Saurh Africa. 

Despite the slow pace of LAPSP reforms, the systemic impacts of th& 
prsgram are significant. These include contributing: to GQt familiarity with palicy 
reform prngaam implemsnatian, especiatb ppsiva~ijrat4ssr, and increased prilva6k@ 
secmr dialague with tRa MOA. LAPSP-fuwad structures far prowicfing sxtensicrn 
and communication fa farmers have gaeady increased farmer awarerless of Phars 
need for controlled management sbf the rangelands. The program aiss coa~ribibttcsd 
signifieantiy to decenfra!iratian by supps~ng the organization and ampowarment 
of grossxssts ssrganilra tisns ts address developmentaf concerns. 

Majns factors that have affected the averaft implementaaisn progress arbd 
reform impacts include: managemenf factars; prQgram extensic~m requirsmants; 
G6L inexperience with reform programs; issues aF cornr~runication; political factors 
and the recent drought, LAPSF was the first G a t  privatizarian program and the 
first non-project assistance program impbmentecl by USAID in Lesotho. Hence, 
irnplomen%ra$iorr prabtems were mainby t b s e  of a prolonged Isarning psocoss 
campounded b y  poIi~i~i311 f a ~ f o r ~ .  

Tho politicat envirtslnrrrant and changes sngaing in Lesother since thc SFast rsf 
the pfogram affected LAPSP reforms, Public awaronass of ths genesis of the 
grazing fca program was inadequate, resulting in the publicly-axpressed perc~ptiun 
&at the program was imposed by donors M bureaucrats. LAPSP raforms bocan~e 



majar ptrliticai campaign issues during the elections, Conseoyerendy, USA10 Fsta %hat 
it should no3 be seen ta be exepaing pressure on the new GOL to continue rto 
implement plcl.!iti:iealii~se~~sitive r;a;forms it inherited from previous governments id it 
did nox wish to (;So SQ. USAID requested the new GOL 10 show its politicat 
commitment PO the reforms and the G o t  indicated to USAID %hat it was under 
pcallizicaf pressure to seek papular mandate csn the issue, However, the ultimate 
pasiaian of the GOL regarding the grazing fees was not farmaiity or infarmally 
csmmunirca%sd to USAID. Hence, USAID couBd nat communicate the impliealian 
of rewalking the fee to %he EOC before it occurred. Some 60t officials stated that 
they feft mat the GOk could re-negotiaze parts af LAPS$, afP63f sanceISing the 
grazing fee provision. 

met design, implementation and ending of LAPSP provide significant llesscrsrrs 
ta &to& the SOL and donws in the programming, design and ~n(anaglem@nt of future 
policy programs, In wan-project assistance design, it is impoalant to link: 
imp9iemsrr-.k;2nion steps to appropriate and achievable indicators but the program 
conditianalities shloufd mot be rigid. Ths implementation time frame should be 
realistie anid include adaquaos time program managers so learn to misnags naw and 
complex programs such as LAPSP, which have economic, sacio-cultural, po!itical 
and errvlronmentai lmp8ieirtions. In managing sectoral NPAs, existing projsct 
managemssnt svbactures and systems in releviant line ministries are afi8n 
inadequate. Nan-project assisttaw (programs are management-intensive for donors 
"EBo bat they should strike a ba1an68 between fltcexibrfe management of FrdPA 
programs and the need to maintain strict oversight control aver ptajectired 
activities sf these programs. Clear C C ) ~ V P I L I W ~ C ~ ~ ~ Q ~  betwean donors and haat 
governments is essenXjal, since reform programs involve significant poli~y diiatogue. 
Reform programs have poiiticaf impDiealtions bur in seeking pubtic mandate, Phers 
should be clear understanding bstwasn the gove~rwment and dansrs regarding the 
axtent to which a new government that assumes existing reform progfanqs can 
review refarm conditionaliries, since the ratview ccruld affset program continuity. 



The Government of the Kingdom sf Lesotho {GO&) and the United States af 
America Agency for tnternarisnal Development in Lesotho (USAID! signed the 
Lesotho Agricultural Poiicy Suppart Program (LAPSPB grant Agreement an June 1 4, 
1988. The goal of the program was to make more productive and efficient use of 
Lesotho" d~f~mst ic  resources in crop agriculture and in livestock through a process 
af policy reform and implemenrtation, The purpose of the program was two-fold: 
(a) to open up the a g f i ~ ~ l t ~ r i l l  input marketing system to facilitate msse 
campetiticrn among supptiers and greater input availability ro consumers by 
removing subsidies and greaxiy reducing the role of a pillrastatai organization; Qbl) 
to reduce the overstocking of livestock an fragile rangelands and makg the 
liwesaocrk marketing system more efficient and campetitivie. 

To suppart: the costs %a GOk af impfemsnting the program, the Agency for 
International Oewerfopsnenr (A.I.D.) provided under the Grant Agreement U.S. $1 5-0 
million, comprising $ 19 2,75 million in non-project funding and 32.25 million in 
projectired assistance. Disbursement af dollar grant tranchss are linked 10 GOb 
achievensnt sf spacified poiicy reform impierrrentatbn actians in the Grant 
Agreement regarding: remavail sf the fedtiter subsidy, divestiturl; of Gaap Lesotho, 
instaliation of the nationall grazing fee and restruetoting and brsadsning af ah@ 
natisslai livestock market. Dcslifas program support funds are: sanwelrad Po Saca3 
currency and programmed by GOL to suppoft imglsmentaltion of actiwktiicss ta 
achieve LAPSF' goals and related agricultural objectives. LAPSP was irnplen~nted 
by the Min ls~y  of Agriculture (MOA), with the eooplesatian of the Ministfy of Home 
Affairs (fornosrly Ministry of Interior). USAID disburrssd the first tranche grant arx 
December 7 ,  1989, 

Ferit imptemsntatian of hAPSFP activities was paolgraman@d to be completed 
by $ha Program Asisistancs Csmpladoin Oat@ (PACDI sf May 13, t993. Ths 
program made substantial progress, including thle enactment by the GOL of ths 
Range Management and Grazing Control (Amendment] Regutations, 1992 on March 
10, which allowled Villago Decdelapmerst CommiQtees (VDCs) ta ealteet national 
grazing fees, Hswever, disburaiament of the second taanche was behind s~hli?id~?e 
Say three years. To review progress, identrf.9 problems and review options far 
solving them to move forward on achieving program pakicy reform abjectiarss, COL 
and AlD a;ans%n?clted s LAPSP mid-term tlrvatuation in May 4992. Oras 
rec;ommcenbazion focused on the need xo extend the program Po sflow if time 20 
achieve its sbjectiu.es. Afsa, the GOh and USAID needed to review indicators dsr 
measuring gsogqrslr;~ and the implementation timeframe ts more adequately raftecl; 
acc~rnplish~~aents and future aceions required PC? eamgtrefe program implemelntzstSir~n. 
During the period, aha GOL and USAID reviewed and refined indicators that wcote8d 
be changed with a prtrgram agreement amendment and program a?xlt@nsiori%. On 27 
April 1993, the GOL seqoosted an extension at the Program Assistanec; Conagletion 
Daae (PAC01 fo August 13, 9996. To suppar? &is request, USAtD neadsd to 
ascertain the csntinued commitment srf the newiy elected government of Lesotho 
to completing LAPSP rsfsfms, Seesus@ 4f the dxl,l*D.Wa~hingtm deeiaisn ts 



combine the management of Lesotho and Swaziland programs, USA10 was 
required ta seek Africa Bureau concurrence EO extend LAPSP. Africa s ~ ? @ a u  only 
agreed to an initial thre-e-month extensisn, IFhersfctve, LBSAiDlLesoai-to extended the 
PACD for three months as August 5 3, 1933 to enable the GO$ aa complete a~ctians 
under %be sec-srad phase and Po provide new seraha government Counterparls time 
t~ll become familiar with fha! objectives of the policy reforms required by LAPSP and 
to communicate their commitment to the refo . If at the end of the ahme 
snorrWs the Mission dexermined ghat the new Qowcztnment was not csmsnifieb to 
the program reforms, the grogsiiprri would be brought to an orderly close. 

@an July 4 6, d 993 the Lesotho government gazetted "kegak Notice No. 9 50 
r>b 11 993, Range Management and Grazing Conuoi (Amendment) Regulations 
1993". The abject a% this notice is to amend the bnge management and Grazing 
Csnaal Regulations 4 990 to revoka the provision on implementation of the national 
grazing Sees. The G0L took this action withcut agreement with USAlD. A a i c l ~  5. 
Special Cowenan~s Sieicaion 5.1 of the LAPSP Rqaam Agreement states:: "Thrz 
Grantee shalt not in any way discantinue, rsvarsa or othrerwiss impede any actiiass 
it has taken in satisfaction af any condition precedent set forth in Article 4 above, 
except as mutually agreed to in writing by USA10 and the Grantee.'"Fg;awi~"lg the 
decision by the GOL to revoke the grazing fee ~egu!a.a;ion, USAID wrote to the GOk 
on July 27, 1993 indicating that it w ~ ~ l d  not a~xend the PAC0 of the LAPSP 
beyond Augarst 13, W93, 

1 *2 p u l q s ~  

The purpose of ehs end-a%-program @valuation was 90 document averall 
program accomplishmen& problans and lessons learned, Thsrsfase, the? evaluatisn 
cowerad: (a) the major issues that led to the present status af the program; (b! the 
progress sf LAPSP towards schievsment of its goal and obj;ijerrtives; and (c) lessons 
iearned from this pragrarm that might $a relevsnit rs grlogrammin~, design and 
implienentation of future poticy programs. 

Tna principal questions of the earafuation, and the tapics that address them, arar as 
follaws: 
(a) Wow was ths program managed? What is t h  SQqtoenca of events leading ia 
the termination of She prsgf;am? 

- Govetwment and USAID roles and management 
(b! What are the accompiishmlenlts af the program? 

- Pra~rcess and ar=csmpXishrnents of the input and fivestock cc'rmpsnents 
- Broad and cross-cutting impacts 

(c) What factors aafected implamentation and p-rogrtsss? 
Management, communication, psti'tris=al and s*sr considerarians 
Draught 

[dl What are tho effects sf ending program reforms and impiomsntation? 

- Brasdar implications of the tormirma2ilon 



(e) What inferences can be drawn from the experience? What are the Oessons 
learned? 

- Conclusions sf major findings 
- Ksy lessons learned 

The detailed Scope of Work f o r  the evaluation is in Annex 1.  



Chapter 2, Pr-ram Manag t and Implemenm.gion 

USAID support to the GOt for reforms implemented under LAPSP was 
programmed 10 be completed over a five-year period. Consequently, the GO1 
planned f;o undertake ail the reforms contained in the LAPSP Program Assistance 
Appsaval Document (PAAD) within this five-year timeframe in three phases for the 
input component and four phases for the livestock component. Each componslad 
was of i3b6~b fifteen months derration, The complete original policy reform matrix 
for LAPSP is given in Annex 2. 

The original design planned to disburse grant dollars, keyed to achievement 
sf phased refarms, as shown in table I .  

h4ajor input 
reforms 

Majar 
livestock 
refarms 

Grant 
disbursement 
- fnputs 

Grant 
disbursemrznt 
- Livestock 

Table 3 

ED PHASING OF LAPSP REFORMS AND GRANT DISBURSEMENTS 

preparations to 



The overail implementarig>n of LAPSP was c~nsiderabiy delayed, as the GOh 
was unable to implement the phased reforms as planned, resulting in the 
disbursement sf only one tranche of the dollar grant in I989 and 1990. As sf the 
time of the mid-term evaluation, the implementation of LAPSP was two ts three 
years bet-rind schedule. A full chronology of key LAPSP events is given in Table 
2. 

l a b k  2 

CHRONOLOGY OF MAJOR LAPSP EVENTS 

Event 

6 6 L  Better of request for LAPSP grant 

Bate or Period 

I /I 8188 

LAPSP PAAD appr~ved 6/10/88 

LAPSP Grant Agreement signedJobiigated 611 4/88 

USAID contracts far TA personnel Awg. 1988 

LAPSP Agreement Amended 311 0189 

Technical assistance team arrives 311 5/89 

Major commodities arrive 41 1 2/89 

Fir .st meetings of LAPSP Committees: 
-The Program Review Committee 
-The Program Management Committee 
-The LPK 
-The: t PIC 

First bisbrsrsememt of grant dollars - inputs 

First local currency activity funded 

Monitoring benchmark study completed Feb. 1990 

First disbursement of grant dollars - iivsstock 3/38/90 

LAPSP monitoring plan developed June 1951 1 

first Inputs Marketing Specialist departs July 1 99 1 

Second Inputs Marketing Specialist hired April 4 992 



Mid-term evaluation conducted May 1992 

First LAQSP quarterly monitoring report produced 
by M 8 A  May 1992 

National grazing fee tegishation gazetted 31 1 0192 

Revised indicators agreed by USAID pending Agreement 1 /29/93 

Coop Lesotho c5osedfSiquidation started Feb. 1993 

Civigian government elected 

LAPSP PACD extended far initial 3 months 

~ GQL request far 3-year extension submitted 

COOP Lesofh~' Cornrni~~ion appointed June 1993 

National grazing fee regulation revoked 411 6/93 

USADD notified GOL on ending LAPSP after 8/14/93 PACD 8/09/93 

End of program evaluation completed Sept 1993 

A final report on the financial status of LAPSF" is nst yet available but an 
indicative status of major LAPSP inputs as of August 1993 is given in Tabie 3. 
From the Table, 13.3 percent of the policy reform grant was disbursed; 76 percent 
sf project sripport grant was obligated; and the program provided 100 percent of 
%he projected TA support. 

Table 3 

STATUS OF MAJOR LAPSP INPUTS (AS OF AUGUST 19931 

Dollar grant programmed 
Dollar grant disbursed 

: 5 1 2.75 million 
: $ 1.7 mil!isn 

Project Support programmed : S 2.25 million 
Project Support cornmittd : $1 -72 million 

Local Currency deposited : Maloti 4,430,7068.00 
Total lscal currency genleratians : Malsti 5,975,706.00 
Total local currency uses approved : Maicsti 10,131,584.00 

Technical Assistance suppart programmed r $ l .'r rp.tilliran 



Technical Assistance support provided : $ 1.0 million' 

Technical Assistance support programmed : 96 man-months 
Technical Assistance support provided : 96.5 man-months 

USAID Management Support programmed : $452,008 
USAiB Management Support committed : $423,178 

'Commitment of $991,979 as of August 1993. 

2.2 Government s f  Lesotho rule and management 

The main role of the Government sf lesstho (GQL) was to  implement 
reforms and manage the program. The MOA was responsibk for implementation 
and day-to-day management, with involvement from the Ministry of Home Affairs 
in the grazing fee program, but the Ministry sf Planning (MOP) was responsible for 
overarl program oversight, including local currency programming. A major concern 
that was identified and rectified very early during program implementation was the 
inappropriate original design of the organizational structure for 6 0 L  management 
of the program and membership of LAPSP Committees. The ariginal GQL structure 
for managing the program is shown in Annex 3 while the structure and 
membership of committees during program implementation is given in Annex 4. 

The structure and membership of LAPSP Committees contributed to the 
delayed overalD implementation of the program, palrticularly the inputs componsnt, 
The MOA delegated significant authority to levels lower than the main decision- 
making level within the ministry. For example, the Inputs Program lmpiementation 
Committee (IPIC) was chaired by an official below the rank s f  a director for some 
time. While members of Livestock Program Impiementatisn Committee (LPIC) were 
subject-matter specialists whose LAPSP responsibilities coincided with their official 
duties, the official duties af members of the liaptats Program Implementation 
Committee (IPIC) were different from the subject matter sf input price reform and 
privatization. Hence, committee members spent inadequate time on lPlC mattes 
since they had to attend to th4r  normal duties. Atso, the effectiveness of both the 
IPllC and LPIC was impaired by the low attendance and high turnover of members 
from other ministries. The iteadership and membership of %Pi@ changed frequently, 
a key 6 8 k  officiat such as the Commissioner of Cooperatives was not a member 
while several M 8 A  officials indicated that Coop L.esotho membership created 
implementation problems. Furthermore, the first expatriate Inputs Marketing 
Specialist departed post in July 1991 which affected the performance of the IP1C. 
Consequently, the 1PIC experienced more difficulties than the LPfC with managing 
its tasks. However, MQA rnanagement of Coop Lesotho divestiture and the 
NaPionaJ Abattoir and Feedlot Complex (NAFC) restructuring improved considorabfy 
after key MOA and Ministry of Finance [MQF) officials tlrok a privatization trainirlg 
course at the George Washington University during March 8-1 9, 1993. 

A t  the kvell of the Program Review Committee (PRC), which was the trighest 



tevel of program management, the composition sf the committee was ideal but, 
overall, its functioning was less than effective partly due to frequent changes in its 
leadership: between 1931 and August 1993 ahere were three Principal Secretaries 
of PEainning. This contributed to the break in continuity at the top leadership of the 
program. 

One defect of. the overall LAPSP management structure was the absence of 
a GOL staff designated as Program Manager within the MOA where management 
af the program was delegated to the Department of Economics and Marketing 
(DEW). Several MOA officials indicated that this would have been a more effective 
approach. Although the standard MOA procedure is for the IDEM to be responsible 
for overall project management, the heavy workload of the Department and staff 
shortages made it difficult ts devote the managerial resources required for effective 
LAPSP oversight, especially since LAPS$ was a non-project intervention involving 
a fairly wide scope of policy changes. 

The mid-term evaluation of April I992 found that while progress had been 
slower than anticipated, the ~bjectives remained valid and represented significaslt 
changes for th2 GOL and Basotho society. The evaluators identified problems af 
GQL inexperience with policy reform programs, an unaeatistic time frame for 
accompiishing numerous steps of the reforms and a committee system which did 
not ensure timely and high-level G 6 L  and USAlO policy dialogue and problem 
solving. Principal recommendations included review and appropriate revision of 
verifiabie indicators of reform implementation, and estabtishment of mechanisms 
to improve communication among USAID and GOL ~ounterparts OR policy 
implementation and local currency approval procedures. The evaluation served as 
a constructive mechanism ta resolve implementation constraints. 

After the evaluation, the MOA focused attention on actions to address the 
recommendations. The MOA organized a workshop in August 1993 to review the 
recommendations of the evaluati~rr and to pian actions to address them. 
Thereafter, the MOA, jointly with USAID, drafted revisions in the following aspects 
of LAPSP: implementation schedule; abjectively verifiable indicators and means eof 
verification; dollar tranche disbursements under Phase Four af the livestock 
component and local currency management procedures. Also, communication 
between the MOA and USAlD improved because more, informal contacts restmed, 
including revival ef the monthly Steering Committee meetings between the 
Secretariat and USAID. 

During the review of the original input market reform indicators in the PAAD, 
the G8L eliminated the lease aptisn in Phase il, since it planned to sell outright 
remaining Coop Lesotho stares in Phase If!, It also introduced the alternative of 
liqrridarting Coop Losotho, given its preference to liquidate, rather than privatize. 
The MOA also added another indicator to track fu!i divestment a% 6 0 L  as a 
shareholder in Coop Lesotho to ensure that GOt actually divested aH its shares by 
the end of Phase I ! ,  In effect, the sectoraf problem identified in the PAAD was 
expanded to encompass liquidation of Coop Lesotho and direct promotion of 
increased private sector participation in input marketing, as recommended in the 



evaluation, 

To more effectively monitor livestock sector reforms, the MOA eiiminated 
unnecessary indicators tsf grazing fee preparatory actions and expanded the scope 
of the hdieator tracking restrictions to full private sector panicipation in ail stages 
of livestock marketing. The MOA also added new indicators to reflect the revised 
sequence of upgrading and privatizing the NAFC which involved transferring the 
upgrading and certification of the NAFC to Phase 811 and moving the separation of 
the management and business account af the abaBoir and feedlot to Phase IV, In 
effect, modifying the indicators of livestock marketing reform tcs encompass the 
broad goal of promoting full private sector panicipatisn follows the 
recommendation of the evaferation and paralieis the scope of input marketing 
reforms. 

Subsequent to finalizing these revisions in drak at the end of January 1993, 
the GOL submined documentation in fulfilment of conditions precedent for the 
second phase sf the livestock component an April 12, 1992. The proposed 
revisions to the original LAPSP policy reform matrix, agreed to j~ in t ty  by the GOL 
and USAID, pending the modification of the Agreement, are given in Annex 5. The 
indicators were not flejgatay changed since the program terminated before the GQL 
and USAID ccsufd modify the Program Agreemane Amendment to changis the 
indicators and extend the program for three years. 

One other design problem identified in $re mid-term evaiiuatian was in 
relation to the timeframe for program implementation. an the PAAD, the 
disbursement of dsilaa grants was programmed to end in 1991, two years before 
the PAGO, as no disbursements were planned in 1992 and W93. 
Prlogrammadcal%y, this pattern of disbursement would provide the MOA with the 
necessary local currency budget to implement actividies required ta achieve the 
reform goals. However, compressing the disbursmernt of dollars into a four-year 
timeframe implied a tight timeframe for imp!enrsrmding difficult policy reforms. After 
the mid-term evaluation, the MOA proposed to resolve this problem, in part, by re- 
programming local currency available to finance p~:~)r i fy  activities required to 
acttilewe program eabjerctives, and, in part, by re-phasing impismentation steps of 
some programmed activities. 

The mid-2erm evaluation did not focus extensively on the system of 
accounting for tscal currency funds, but weaknesses in thlfs MOA programming and 
management of local currencies documented in Phe report were confirmed during 
two GOL-contracted audits conducted in September 1992 and in March 113133, the 
latter ncavering the period June 1988 to De~emblrtr 199Z The first audit rsvsated 
rhat the paor staxe ~f the LAPSP accaunts could not allow a prsper audit. 
Consequently, the MOA hired a private firm FQ reconstruct. the books and ta 
recanciie four years af records prior ts the second audit. These audits showed 
that, overa31, there was no case af fraud, na major adverse findings an funds 
accountability and no matsriarl instances of n~n-compliance with grant provisions 
and U.S. gsva;smmsrot rcrgsrlatisas, However the audits revealed major defects in 
the Enternat corrbol structure: the project accounting sysxern was not capable of 



properly acccc~6snting for and reporting rrarpsactions; tha csntrol over bank account 
reconeiOiarPions was weak; and the fixed assets register was not properly kept. 
Consequently, USAID suspended expenditures from the LAPSP accounts, except 
far salaries. Thus, @Oh expenditure of local currency on major CAPSP activities 
virtually ceased during the last ten months of the program, apart from expenditures 
on Coop Lescstho divestiture activities. The MOA rectified the LAPSP financial 
management defects identified on sewerad fronts, including: terminating the services 
of the LAPSF' Accounzarat and hiring a new one; instituting moathey and quarterly 
reporting to USAID; and engaging a private accounting firm to audit the accoulyts 
quarterly. 

There were some outstanding implementation and management issues that 
the GOL could not resolve after the mid-term evaluation. One of these, which later 
had a negative impact on the prsgram, was infrequent meetings of the PRC. As 
the highest camminee in the LAPSP management structure, the PRC did nat meet 
during the critical period sf April - July 1993 to discuss the GOL's intention to stop 
the divestiture of Coop Lesotho and the grazing fee program. Such meetings 
would have alerted USAID of the COL's plans to stop the grazing fee, and USAID, 
in turn, would have indicated the Emptic=ations of those actions ta the GOL 

Another unsolved issue was the rote and performance sf the LAPSP 
Secretariat, The mid-term evaiuation identified confiticts among the advocacy, 
advisory and information roles of the Secretariat staff and recommended a shift 
towards increased provision of advisory services. For sxarngte, in the PAAD, the 
Secretariat was ts be responsible for monixoring LAPSP and preparing monitoring 
reports but these tasks were Dater performed by the OEM, Rectification of d@%ectts 
in the performan~e of the Secretariat required the MQA ta review the structure and 
function af the Secretariat, but this was one of the few evaluation 
recommendations not fully addressed before ths end of the program as ths MOA 
made no substantive changes in the managemant of the Secretariat. However, the 
MOA instituted regular weekly meetings between OR@ Secretariat staff and the 
DEMIMIOA. But effective OEM supe~~ision of the Secretariat was further 
weakened because the second Inputs Specialist was recruited under an ALD. 
contract, instead of ;a host country contract, as was tha case for the other 
advisors, and because the Specialist was directly accountable to the Minister sf 
Planning. 

Ths MQA found it ditficuit ts improve the monitoring of program outputs and 
people-level-impacts. The pragfam deveiaped a monitoring plan in February 1991 
which was reviewed and re-designed in August 7995 but was not impiesnented 
until June "1992 when ?he MBA pr~dueed the first quarterly monitoring report, 
However, monitoring reporting stopped after the third quarterly report in September 
1992, mainfgr because of the lack sf staff. 

On the whole MOA manaQem@nb sf the program Emproveicd after the 
e~alrsaaian~ Whan it became obvious to MOA staff that the grazing foe o'c)gullation 
eormld bs rovskod, they prepared sxtensivs and csmgcehr~tnsive briefing documents 
and held several meetings with the new blinister of Agriculture to provide him with 



all necessary informatian on the grazing fee, including imp'lications of cancelling the 
grazing fee. However, increased MOA attention to the technical aspects of the 
program was counteracted by the uncertainty regarding the policy position that the 
poiiticail leadership w8uJd adopt sn critical LAPSP reforms. 

2.3 USAlO ra3e and management 

The major role of USAID in the transformation of the LAPSP concept into an 
actionable program was to take the lead in the design of the program. However, 
the first PAAD contained serious design flaws that were! noted in comments of the 
Executive Cornmime for Project Review (ECPR) which reviewed the document for 
A.I*D,NVashington approvai in February 1988. These comments included: (a) 
unclear differentiation between project and non-project assistance elements; Bbl the 
lack of a program log-frame in the BAAD linking outputs with inputs and specifying 
assumptions underlying projected targets; (c) the absence of an illustrative list of 
actions needed to reach program objectives; fd) no specification of indicators for 
desired outcomes at the macro as well as micro levels which will enablle monitoring 
and evaluation activities to assess whether program adjustments are needed, 
These design defects refieeted inadequate familiarity with the concept of nan- 
project non-food assistance within USAlO when LAPSFY was designed, as LAPSP 
was among the earliest pmgrams to be autharized by A.1.D under the Aftican 
Economic Psficy Reform Program (AEPRP). USAIO addressed these issuss, with 
mixed resutts, in the find PAAD but several sf the implementation problems 
identified during the mid-term evaluation, especially those rcailating to prkpgress 
indicators, were due to original design problems. 

The ac5ual implamentation role of 19SAlf;B in LAPSP was braadsea than thass 
ascribed to WSAOD in the mid-term evaluation repon. As origiplaily envisaged in the 
PAAD, and nurtured during the development of GOL-USAID working veldrions; 
during program implementation, the key roles sf USAID wore to: (a) review GOL, 
compliance with conditions precedent ta disbursement of grant dollars and approve 
and monitor grants to the GOL; (b) agree on; uses of, review GOL requests for, and 
monitor use of, local currency; (c) monitor GOL progress on ovsral;il program 
imglemerarartios~; id) procure the services sf the expatriate technical assistancr~t team 
and USAID management support; and (e) generate and maintain policy diai~gua 
through participation in the wmmittee structure at the Isvel of the PWC. USAID 
performed some of these roles well, including: initiating Steering Committea 
meetings as a forum for direct MBA-USAID dialogue; ensuring MOB adherence ~ C I  
the local currency handbook regulations; increasing its oversight rs?sponsibil;ities for 
managing local currency expenditures and accounting in response to  audit findings 
in "9992 and fully participating in PRC meetings' 

Perhaps the single most effective management action by USAPD was ta 
initiate the move for the: mid-term avaluaaion ta decide on the future of the 
program, after the tong delay in implementing the reforms. After the evaluation, 
USAID turned around the management of the program through more dirocl 
oversight. This improved management by USAlD helped the MOA to expediently 
address concerns raised by the ewal;uation and to thereafter submit the 



d~cusnsn~atian for meeting the csnditians precedent for the second disbursement 
under the Fivestock corngartent, to move ahead on plans to divest Coop Lesotho 
and to upgrade the abanoir far expofling and to develop a schedule sf the 
proposed extension, as dis~slssed in the preceding Seetian. f he new grsvernnrent 
formally reqtsesteei the three-year extension of LAPSP on June 23, 1993. 

USAID suppoured in principle the GOL request ta extend the program for 
three years and prornptfy initiated work on the internal documentation needed to 
seek the cancurrefice or' A.B.D.Nbbaishington far the extension. USAID dgvotsef 
cansiderabie staff resources to this review and planning exercise from May 1992 
to August 1993 and eornyfeted all preliminary intcerrrd dscwrnentaticlllr paiot to 
modifying the! agreemetat. 

The GOil, provided assurances to USAlO that it could meet CAPSP policy 
reform targets in a ahfee-year extension. Hswsver, ta fully justify the ~lxtsnsion, 
USAID informed the 6831. that USAID required evidence of conrinusd GO6 
commitment to implementing the politically-serrsitivs CAPS$ refatms because the? 
issue of grazing fees had become a campaign topic far the political parties, searsral 
of which stated their intention to discontinue the feer prccrgram. Atso, the timing of 
the Coap Lesotho divestiture, which invalved laying off workers, caincidad with 
the asscrmgptian sf 9;rfldiicled of the new government whiczrk planned ta transform Caop 
Lesozho into an apex cooperative organ. Given the pofiticaf sewsitiviw of LAlaSP 
reforms, ar~d because they ware implemented by the PCBV~OUSD military 
governments, ClSAlO felt that the incrsased pace aE activity by the former GO1 
after the mid-term evaluation was not an adequate guide to future action by the 
new goverorment. 

Consequently, USA18 held a meeting with the Minister of Finance and 
several with the Ministew of Agriculture, Cooperativles and Margating to discuss 
issues concerning the extrsnsian and to psesent actions required by the GOL Sin 
order for USADD to request AlOMashington approval of the fhrree-year extension 
to complete the program. USAID correspondence with the MOA on ths issue 
required that the GbL fulfilled conditions precedent far phase II disbursarnsnts 
under the inputs component. Regarding the livestock component, USAIAS required 
recanfirmation of GOL commitment to! continue with the grazing f e ~  reforms, 
including a plan for resolving impi@m6;3ntatiorr problems. Regarding both inputs! and 
livestock components, USAID expected that government discussions an these 
issues would be; publicimed. 

The GQb indicated its wish fa cansuft the people on the grazing fee issue 
and assured USAID that it wauld provide a definitive answer am the Coop Lesotho 
divestiture by August 14, once the King" Commission ctamgleted its work. 
However, the GOh did not communicate with USAllO regarding its plans Pa 
terminate ?he grazing fee and when the GOL cancefled the fee on July 16, 1993, 
!jSAtD rl~tsparsded legally by informing the, Qepuryl Prime Minister and the Ministar 
of' Agricilfft~rfj! that USAID will allow LAPSP ta terminate an the PACT) sf August 
%3 1993. A copy of tho GOL Iegisiativa order eaneolling the graairlg does is 
attached in Annex 6. 



USAlQ was commit~erd facitirating the extension sf the program: USA10 
proposed the three-year extension to A,!,D.BVlsashingtzpn which allowed the initial 
rhree-month extension. Also, USAtB paojjec't;ed LABSP to be aat Entegrlrt part of the 
future Mission program psrzfdio and made prclvisiassos ts psuvide staff resources to 
manage the program fram I993 to 1396. Other gswideroc&t of this was that USAlD 
did not terminate the program after the canceXia~an at the grazing fee, but allawed 
the PACD tck lapse; the effect was the same Bm ahe significance of the two acticam 
are different, MeverrheJess, USAID assasred we GOL, after the end of LAPSP, that 
the ending of LAPSP d;d not eHeea ather USAfD programs, 

VdSAiB management 0% %he program was not without faults and problems, 
several of which were due, to: initial USAID inexperi~nce with paaigram 
management; changing U,S. direcl-hire staff in ahbe Mission; an wxcessivety hand- 
off sty{@ during the early yt;zrrs of impiemesrrtatitsn which was opposite to thre! 
management sty f  adopred in the latter years; Inadequal@ artentian 'to GOL 
progress on the larger policy mndate and excessive fucus on individual activifiss. 
Sons@ of *es@ problems were idenajlfied in tfas n~id-term evaluation repart. 
major sutcome crf these internal USAID management defects was that the nrrid-term 
evaleratian was conducted fate: the 'mid-termhetvaiuatiosr shoukl have been dane 
about one year earlier when it became obvious that the program wcaerld not achieve 
its objec~vles in the remaining time period before Zha otiginaf PAGO. Also, USAID 
senior management staff cofdldl Rave bean more involved in policy dialogwe with 
GOL counterparts, 

Several USAID actions perceived by the GCaL as cantributinigl to srtainssd 
relalsions before the mid-term evaluation were documented in the ewa8uation report* 
USAID addressed several of these concerns after the evailuatim bus: sarnbz G8L 
sliafd stated %ha% USAID had came t.0 assume increasi~rig controt over the 
management af the program, which they perceived as contrary to their 
understanding ltrd the degree of ftasdam they axpactad to exczaciset in implemen2ia"ag 
the program. The G6L staff cited s;airvsra! USACB actions as evidence; of the trend 
of increased micro-managemnt sf .OR@ program by USAfD, including unilateral 
suspension sf the Got. use of llocal currency fundls by USAfO during review af ah@ 
financiaf management of LWSP. Also, same GQL o56i~iats viewad the post- 
evaluation USAlD stylie of management as increasingly uncomprami$ing,, stating 
the fallowing: USAlD Sinking secsnd phase dollar disbursements to the extension 
of itt-te pragram; the rigid stance of USAID regarding conditicsns that the GOL had 
to meet within a short timsframe bl~afore %he ~ P ~ I B B - ~ B B ~  extensii~n C Q U / ~  be granted; 
and the ending of the program, which t h ~  GQL ritgarded as sudden, ;iaf"a;sr the 
canceSbdcrn af the grazing fee, 

On the ather haad, USAID psrcaiuob the t3azed ta exercise greater oversight 
over Pk% prajectized etemsnts of LAPSP to errsure eff~?cxive- overall program 
implcmentatisn, if the program was to be extended. Again, similar to the 
conclusions sf the mid-term @l\rraliua%isn, sov~ral  of %has@ perceptions by GOL staff 
of WSABB mansgemant af CAPS$ were due fa miscronceptisns arisir.ag from 
inadequate ar strained cammunication betwssn tias GOL and USAID. For exampfst, 
same GOL staff believed that t-lSAtlD% ijnfo~mai cancurrenee! with the praposed 



revisions P 6  Ohre indicators was suHiciend to warrant the release of grant dollar 
kndes. However, ahat was only the first step since the revisions then had to be 
formafly legalized rhrazsgih ~ h c  legal mechanism of an amendment of the Program 
Ag~.ceerasnenx, FsSSawing their assumptiass, several GOL staff. expected USAID ta 
disburse dollars once the GO1 submineid documentation demonstrating compiianrce 
with second phase livestack conditioaraliities and %he proposed revised indicatorst. 
mat woufd narmally be the case if implemntatisn were an schedule, but USAID 
indicated that since time had ran aut an Ptte program, it would disburse second 
tranche dollar grants only if: the program wars to be extended to enable it to achiave 
its stPjective, *ereby linking the disbursement to the extension. Peahaps the mast 
unfoftuktate case was the belief of some SOL staff that CfSAlD would ra-negotiate 
the EAPSP program with the GOL after *e canceElation of the grazing fee* 

The USAlO notified the Got. on August 9, 11993 of its intent to alfsw LAPSP 
to lapse aeef the expiration of the PACD. The LAPSP technical assistance team 
departed Lescstt*lo snlabacst August T 9, 1993, empiayment of LAPSP-related 
staff in r;h@ MOA was terminated and LAPSP cc~mrnaditias (vehicles, computers and 
office @quipmend) were transferred to the Community Natural Ressowrtre 
Management project, another USAf0-h~idpgast@d piraja~t in the MOA. The GQL 
planned to establishad a cammifela to take the necessary acallans ta close-out 
USAID assista6~es ?t;o the program and has cantract43d Marais & Crether to cDase the 
accounts and so prepare the fast quarterly financiaf report. The rePgnrt is expected 
by *e end of Qcmbes. Between GOL and USAID, etolse-aut actions ts be 
ccsmpferad include: cataloguing and arehiving ILAPSP documentatisn in the 
Secretariat; parfarming a final finamcia! auditing; and transferring unused iacak 
currency funds to zka 68L's  budget funds in the Ministry of Financ~. The bkluditar- 
General of Lesotho has identified Eansb & Young ta do the tinat financial audit* 
USAJO contracted the farmer Local Currency Program Manager of LAPSP to assist 
wi;th actions necessary to close the program: residua! e3ass-out actions complletad 
will be detailed in a Program C!~se-Out Ragafl to Be prepaslad by USAID. 



3.1 A~ricuiturai innuts m&etina comrtonent 

The aim of the input markaGng cornpanerat af the program was ta (open up 
%he agricrrl:ural input aata6kleGng system ts permit mare competition and greater 
input availability. The targP?t af eRe input component was to implement new policy 
measures ahat would reduce the budgeraw cost to the governanent of intervsntions 
in agrieirltwe by removing subsidies and greatly reducing the role of the majlor 
parastaral. Achieving &sse were expected t9 csnfaiborte ta opening up Eh@ 
agricullhrral input marketiq system for increased phvate sector participation. 

3.7. "fedaced budracra;nrv c ~ s t s  of government internenxion LAPSP achiasved 
significant gains En Eiberalixing the marketing 05 agrkmttural inputs and irrczc;ssing 
c~mpetiti~n in the s~la~sectsr: PItca role OF the domin23Rt parastatal was aliminalied 
and inputs are now freely availabla through private sector dealers. The GOL 
implternented a slcre of measures to achieve these input marksting reform targets 
including: removal of the felr6rilizev subsidy, announcement of freedom of 
participation by private traders in input marketing, provision of market indormation 
and liquidaeion of Coop Lesorho. Ths program resarded ana visible success when 
601 eliminated the sxplidt splbsidy an fertiliz~r maketad by the Coap Lesotho in 
1989 by removing the direct budget subvsntion vavidsd Coop tesaths in the 
Ih/lm annual budget, rher&y reducing budgetary costs of government in~erwentioln 
in input marketing. However, the overall ascomplishment on reducing subsidies 
is difficult judge because, elrhough the GOL elimtinated the clircect, budgetary 
subsidy an fsrtiliaer, it ~antinued subsidizing Coop Lesotho. Annuall Coop Lesotho 
audited financial reparts showed continload G0L financial support to the campany 
after eiiminaaion of tfie feroiiirer subsidy, in the Form 0% loans, grants asad 
capital support tatallirrg Malsai 8.745 millien (848.13 miliicun) in nomina! values 
during the period 1 987188 - 199 1 /92. Coop Lesat ha made gome ~perating ~ P C O F ~ ~ S  
during that period but them Wanders aka supperrtd Oh@ trading resource base of 
the company as cumulaltiwe trading losses totalled MaloPi 5.824 million ($2.315 
milllion) in nominal value;;. 

The GOh also provides budgetary suppart BI;B 0th8r public input dfeliv~ry 
organizations* Haweww, it is dif'fiesrlt %s a;c;t=artain the exact amounts. 
Furthafmrsre, the GOL re-ifiWaduced subsidiets an the whelstsale price cof fertilizer 
as part sf its drought relief and recovery efforts in 1992 and 1993. TRa %992 
subsidies, tatalline) about Msfotj 5.2 milllion ( $ 5  -82 million), were financed by the 
World Bank and the FAO, while the GOL will finance the ? 993 subsidy sf 20 
~entslKS which will tikdy totat ab0t.t Malati 6.0 million (about $1.82 mEHiolrr;) sr 
higher. PJevePfhefes~, the general freeling among traders is that the playing field is 
now Jevcflbed in terms of subsidies and that the caimmercirisl aznviforamsnZ is 
conduic=iwe to expansion sf pAvate sector input trading &!so, the subsidired inputs 
are effectively delivl~tred *rough the private sectaa input marketing system. 

3. 1 , I - m e - s  atisra: On addi~arn to curtailing the activities 
of Coop Lesotho, the GOb also alfawed irtcrreasd private sector operators Pa 
provide the mechanitariaa (mainly land preparatbn) soevicss previously being 



ga~vided by the Operations of $he Technim9 Operations Unit {TQU) af ~hrt.: MBA, 
Ewpansian of mechanization service delivery by the private secrar @omplemertlls 
their expanded role in input provision. These actions have contributed to reducing 
"rSae role of parastatsl senrice institutions, 

Another major element Sin the striytegy to imprave the envircrnma3.n~ for 
increased private seetor psnicipatiorn was the prowisicsn of marketing informatiakl;. 
The MBA implemented ;a LAPSP-suppsrredactiviw aimed at db~\~elaping th@ MaA*s 
cagabitiw to provide maskettin~ informa&n. This was the only LAPSP local- 
curreaincy activity directly related to ?he &puts c~naponent before that for the 
liquidatisn af Coop tesoas was approved, Activities u d e r  this prolgram incBulds 
publicaoion 0 5  weekly c~onnmodliy market prices, 

The improved policy {efiminatiesn sf Penilizea sukFsidyB and ragur9atoq 
@nvirsnmen$ (allowing priivrllta sector paoltieipati~~li] facilitated iarercerased campetition 
in input marketing. At  the rime LAPSF was designed, the agricultural input 
marketing system consisted 09 COOP L B S O ~ O .  a few large ptivats trader autilsts, 
some saaJ1 independentsihlrspkeepersXeafifjs, newly-em~rgedspaciafized auttats, the 
MOA (especially the livestock diwisionf; and government area-based prsjscla, Ths 
LAPSP Monitoring Baseline identified 88 input traders, iarcludin~ nsn-spss@ristizetcO 
input traders, En agdditilan ta the Coop Lesstho which aperated 36 branch dspets. 
Haawttvrtar, the present largest private input Wader', Fraztlrs Lesotho ttd., was; selling 
virtually no inputs at the time.. By the end of the program, the numbers of" majar 
private traders had increased: as af August 3993, the remaining 25 Coop Lesbthe 
stores were closed while Fraters Lesotho ktd. was aperating $6 input storas in 
addition to stores fun by 65 other traders. f he irncreilssd r ~ I e  of the private SIF~C~QIF 

has also facilitated the expansian of retail input marketing. Numerous pariwinte aatilrill 
traders are now in the market; the MOA indicated that mo~~pr farmers are now )S@in$ 
reached, despite $ha clasarre of Coop Lesottro; and donor-supported inputs are now 
distributed more srf ficisnltfy * 

FurfPlefmof~, fna ernerg(~n~c& sf 6~8~iaIiz8d input mrarSsrc9ting agencies bas 
generated competition batween them m d  general traders who atso ~uppiy  
agricultural inputs- Mrrweves, with the demise of Coop Lesotho, the main soarcs 
af competition the  PUP P P I B P ~ B P  is the Sahith Rf~E@ar% CGO@Cr;ld~lt? masketirtg 
autStsxs that ;also supply Lesstha farmers, But there is a growing requast by 
specialized gfiarata input traders for protecxiaan dram general %faders, This 
grofectianist cali, alth~ugh turned down by the MOB, may not augur w@tI for 'the 
future expansion af private input marks~w. 

: Parhaps the criticai factor that 
facilitated increased private! sec;rcor paaidpatian was the planned diwestituirs af 
Csop EesoPRe. The LAPS$ Agreement c a k d  for the progressive div@stitnae of fh@ 
retail and tack-up storas of Clsr-op Lesartho, the compl;ets withdrawal of thle GOh 
from 'the ownership of Coop tesgsltho and 6he rtransfsrmation of Coop lessrh~ to a 
tauo s=soperativ@ whelssater in competition with ather private sector suppllisas. Ths 
GOL took preparatory actions to divesting Cosp L,es~tha iravollving valoatisn of its 
asseas* The Cabiraat zof the former raihary govsrnmerrt approved immediatciz 



commencemerrit aF sale of C ~ s p  LesotBto depots on March 24, f 992, birec.tr'ng that 
Barcstho sholuld be given priori~y in the purchase of depots and that the sales must 
Bs completed by the end of 1992. However, resistance from a-ffected interests 
increased: rhe Baaird of Directors af Coop Lesotha finally amrowed privatization af 
Casp Lessttr~, as contained in the LAPSP PAAQ, an October 20, 1992. But ~ h s  
program ctltaEd still ncra start due -pc, several management lapses and sther 
csnstaaints. The MOA had not developed an overall Coap Lesotho divestiture 
impilementatisn plan, as ix  was stili finalizing the terminaaion and eomfr@ns;aficrn 
plan; the M 6 A  staff were still grappling with how to. imp! nt the privatization; 
and the management of Coop Lesotho intensified resistance to the privatization, 
But more significanay, a consensus began to emerge within the MOA as to tha 
need Bso liquidate, rather than divest, Coop Lesotho. 

The PAAD analyses underlying the divestiture option sxgectsd agricultural 
cangeratiwes to develop a Gable input markeGng system within which a re- 
structured COIOC) Lesotho would pfay the role of an apex cooperatiut3 input 
wtro9esaller. The expected ewoluticon of ccaopsra~ves has not ~cscurred, the 
col~perative movement is weak and caopsaetive markedng is undeveliopacsf. 
CsnseqrsenZliy , the MOA determined during the: irr~p!srnentati~n review fshtcsrwiatg the 
rnirfeterm evadiua;rjoa that the option of ri~3structuring Caop Lssodh~ to pDraay the role 
of 8 true coapsralive input whatssalsf in cornpatigars wi* other private SeCltor 
retailers was unwiable, while liquidation would achieve the intention of PAACT ps5Dijcy 
reforms which were aimed art creating an e f  icient nun-govsmmental, un-subsiclixed 
agricralawhlrali input marketing system, 

Thus the new Gob, pra~eerded to imptmmsnt the Equidatilon program as 
devela~ed by the MBA after the mid-term eva!ulatioc, in joint reviews with USAID, 
USAID contracted Price Waterhouse to help r%re MOA to develop a divestiture plan 
fos Coop &1&sotAg3 befofie4 sarting the divsstitura praesss.. W e  liquidation process 
started an February 16, 1993 when the G 8 L  awarded a easltract a 0  Marais 1% 
Crathea to manage the program; the program was to be campiste by the end af 
December 1993* The scope sf wark sf the contracting firm included: finaliring the 
method sf divasPiture; asgablishirng as assets, inwentory and ~bligatisns situation 
af GOQP Lesotho; and eartahlishimg l~sntrsl over the company to fa~llitats 
divestiture, inciuding attending to personnel issues sf aarminatian and 
compensations Ta ensure effec~ve and timely irnplemntation, thaa kAPSP 
manksg@mePtt estsbiishsd a Weekly Warking Meetiwg team that was vsslied with 
oversight and monitoring responsibilities and chaired by the P,S. of Planning art4 
included PB're P.S. of Agriculture, the: Oirsctor of Marksting and Economics of the 
MQA, "re Director of Cmp Setvicers and Chairman of the IPiC, rrfsprssentativss of 
USAtD, the contractor raqonsib%e far the divestit~r~f and the LAPSP Inputs 
Advisor. Employment sf all 238 staff was terminated with compensation on March 
t 9, 5 993 and a!! Casp Bemtha stores were closed by March 30, 3 993, As at 
April 5, "1994, thirty-six interested parties Isad contacted the office sf the 
contractor enquiring about purchasing Coap Leso&o assats. 

However, fhe program faced several serious probfems. Ona major cause af 
t h m  raeietlln~~a P n  lingtiAatinn rrad t h ~  clnw naen rtf inmfnm~znt.inn the d i~es f i t t l r~  was 



how sei"raenched empiloyees were to be handfed. After three efforts, the MOA 
developed a compensation plan far retrenched Cssp Lesstho staff by the t i n e  of 
liquidation but. this plan faced difficufdes regarding the treatrment of leave pay and 
taxation sf benefits and had to be re-cafculated several times, delaying termination 
and campensation. The pian was envi~ged to be a model to be applied to other 
divestixures by the Got, but the navetry sf the process, the unconducive political 
atmasphere for retrenchments and the fact that Coop Lesotbo divestiture was a 
test case of privatization under the SAPiESAP dictated that the compensat!e;rn pian 
dieveiaged had ec, be unique to Coop hsssathrs. As a result of several factors 
including the campiiexitgr of administering the compensation pfan, incomplete Coop 
Lesotho personnel records and bureaucratic inrpediments to processing claims by 
affected workers, some seertsstched workefs had not received their entittements as 
of August. Also, the iliquidatian program received adverse publicity partly because 
the N 6 A  did ncbe issue, a press release or other pubdic stafemsrat on the program. 
This was worsened by two lawsuits brought against the GOt and the cantsactor 
firm, the first on Apri! 16 to stop the sate ad nor#-perishable commodities, and the 
second sn June 3 to haft the entire liquidation process. Progress was also retarded 
by G6L plans far the Registrar of Cooperatives to initiate! investigations Ears the 
financial status of Coop Lesotho and ahrough derlays by the M6A ER approving the: 
method af selling Coop Lesotho movab18 and fixed assets. AS a resuit of these 
problems, the divesti%rrr% process was su~pen~ded and resumed several times. 
Consequently, no assets were sodd as sf June when implementation af Coop 
Lesotho divestiture ceased as the funding far aha divestiture process ran out. The 
MQA schedulad the limited sale af assets to b e ~ i n  on July 4, 1993 but that bid no% 
occur,. 

The new GQC stopped tha liquidation of Coop Lasotho by halting the 
pragrammsd sale of fixed assets after dX facilities were closed and the workers 
dismissed. The 601, appointed a Kings Conjmission sn June 26, "1993 to 
investigate problems with Coop besotho and circslmstances leading to its 
liquidation and to recommend modali~ss for restructuring the national cs~pera~iwe 
movement in Lesstho. The canmissian presented a draft report in August I993 
and is ccurrentiy sixtirag toi produce a final report which MQA, smciats e x p s ~ l  will 
have far-reaching cansequences for input marketing in Lesotho. 

3.2 LiPr_B_St~ck Compon~nt 

The purpose of the OEvesto6=k component af the program was Ea reduce the 
overstoeking of ea'iiife, sheep and goats an fragile rangleiands and thereby bring into 
closer balance herd size and grazing potential. In the process, fi~estock owners 
wit1 be induced as take into account the costs and benefits of open grazing, 
through payment of grazing fees, and the livestock marketing system will Q~came 
more: efficient and camgctitive, Opening ur~  the livestock markofing system, 
rsrspecially restructuring and improving the WIAFC, was seen as necessary to enable 
the system market expected increases in animal ofd-takes in the domestic and 
export markets. Thus, the mission sf LAPSP was to imprave the policy 
environment far achieving balanced herd sizes in Che long-term through the fee 
program, in association with severat athar piagrams, and to provide the 



implementation support to achieve reform goaIs. The mid-term evaluation found 
these overali goals of hestock reform policy still valid bu%, the implementation 
steps, particularly for the reslrucrusing of the NAFC, and indicators for assessing 
prsgtess in livestock reforms needed to be reviewed. After the evaluation, 
progress an Implementing the livestock component was rapid as the GOh 
submitted documentatisn to USAID satisfying the revised second phase indicators 
on December 4, 1932 pending formal amendment of the Agreement. 

3.2.1 Pavment of csrazina fees: The grazing fee program consists of a package sf  
measures involving: rangeland adjudication; livestock inventory; installing a fee 
administration unit within the MOA; enacting the enabling legislation; training and 
organizing WDCs to csilect fees and manage fee utilization; and, educating and 
sensitizing the public on the program. The Ministry of Interior's Rural Development 
staff were responsible for monitoring the administration of the grazing 'fee program. 
The MOA made substantial progress in implementing these regated and complex 
activities. At  present, the MOB has prspared adjudication maps for Bwtha Buthe 
and Mokhotlong districts. The VDCs started collecting grazing fees in 
AugustlSeptdmber 1992. The total amounts of grazing and penalty fees collected 
in all 1 0  districts as at the end sf July 1993 is shown in Annex 7. Prior to the 
commencement of fee csllection, the MOA conducted meetings and training 
sessions with chiefs, farmers and the VDC an the program. A summary of public 
meetings on the grating fee program and training courses for VDCs is shown in 
Annex 8. 

3.2.2 l rn~rovini l  livestock rnarketinq: The G0L also made some progress in 
improving livestock marketing competitiveness and effectiveness. The MOA 
instituted a weekly radio livestack marketing news service and other publications 
to provide information on prices in Lesotho and the Republic of South Africa. Thi~z 
MOA also streamlined the requirements and process for obtaining government 
permits to trade in livestock and meat produces.. The NAFC increased its purchases 
of %ivestmk from auctions as a result of the LAPSP revolving fund which increased 
the frequency of livestock auctions. The revolving fund supported the small stock 
ctliiding and exchange program, contributing to a slight increase in offtakes. 
Domestic marketing opportunities far livestack marketing improved as the NAFC 
increased i ts throughput and domestic sales. Feedlot purchases of anirnafs 
increased by 46 percent from 1989 to 4 991 while the value of total NAFC sales 
of livestock and meal grabducts increased by 67 percent between 1990 and $991 
Also, private sector activity in livestock marketing increased: far example, cattle 
speeuiators at iivestock auctions increased 25 percsnt between ? 989 and 1992. 
Howlever, the drought of 1992 affected NAFC performance as the animal 
thr~ughgua of the abattoir dropped by 26 percent from the Z 991 level. Also, mast 
local butchers continue to prsrchas.e? their asuppties from South Africa. Regarding 
exports, the MOA developed a program after the mid-term evaluation to upgrade 
the physical facilities of %he abattoir so as to be certified for exporting to the 
uncontrolled areas sf the South Africa. Meanwhile the NAFC expanded 
opportunities for cxpafl marketing by securing limited quotas to export meat to 
controlled areas 5n South Africa and explored other export markets. 



3.2.3 h ~ r o v i n ~  iivesXoock productivity: To enhance expected impacts of LAPSP 
reforms or1 lives~ack productivity, the MQA also starled a LAPSP tacal currency- 
funded activity to  develop a small-SPQC~ holding and research facility. However, 
the GO!- did not: make much progress in utilizing the completed faciliw before the 
end of the program. 

The overall systemic impacts of LAPSP are significant. The GO% has gained 
valuable experience in the design and implementaPisn of policy reform programs 
from U4FIPSP. LAPSP strongly complemented the averat! GOh economic reforms 
under the SAP and the on-going Enhanced Structural Adjustment Program R A P ) :  
both LAPS$ and the SAPl'fSAP support csnmsn reforms and conditionaliQ 
involving Piqlridatisn of Coop Lesotho and institution of a national grazing fee. 
OJSAED and lM%!VJsald Bank also coordinated activities through joint ccansultatian 
in these reform areos. The design of LABSP was finalized just before that of the 
SAP. Hence, the experience gained by the GOL from one program mutually 
reinforced that from the ather. 

The pr~g~ags strengthened the MBA capacity for agriculturaf policy pkanning, 
especially in nhe B~vsstock sector, and implementation, In the !ivestock sector, 
LAPSP funding was instrumental in institutionaiiming the functions of the Livestock 
Task Force whik its sotisna%e af livestock reforms provided a uniPying paradigm an 
va/hicn @?e MOPa bessd its entire livesroe& policy. LAPSP funding also provided 
suppa<$ for the awa~aBI national program for strengthening VDCs. 

1 ~ 3  Pkta inouts % b ~ t ~ r ,  the MOA indicated that the experience gained from the 
Caop Lssatho privetiaation e f f ~ r t  will be invaluable in guiding implementation af the 
pianasd %Vofld Bank-funded pblvatizaticgra and private sector development project. 
Of38 significant impact of tAP$P has beers increased input of Basstho in shaping 
the GgSh's priva$irafion @rags@@]; the GOB team that attended the training course 
on privatization rrscomnkendad the establishment sf an autonomous Privatization 
Unit to implerp.\en"xths 68Ce8  prapam which wili be set up under the planned 
p~ivafira tion project, 

LAPSP reforms in is@&$% mdkr'kffifing have increased private sector participation 
in policy diaiogise &;vith ths C30L. Far example, private traders wow meet more 
reguiar1-y with the MQA Po discuss input pricing and marketing issues. Also, as a 
result af CAPSP, the M 8 A  ssltablished structures, including input and fiarestsck 
~warketing infasmatiasn s~lrrtsms, for providing extension and communicatisn to 
far~uasrs- These have greatly irnpmved interaction with farmers in general and 
in~vgased farmer akvarenssa af the need for controlled management sf the 
aanga9asads in ps~"ticu!~r, Because of these LAPSP structures now in place, the GQL 
cek3 effsctlv~ly imp%ement a grazing fee program, once it decides to do so in the 
future, 

&APSP promred the development of civil society and Data! participation by 
supparting the s~gaoization and ernpabverment of grassroots structures mobilized 



to address cross-cutting environmental and developmenmi prablerns Through self- 
help. By promoting the payment nf grazing fees, ninety percent of which remained 
at the village level to be programmed by VDCs for focal developmental activities, 
while the remainder stays at the district level, LAPSP contributed to strengthening 
village-level initiative, thus promoting decentralization of deveiopmient decision- 
making. 



Chapter 4. Factors Affeeaiolg Qvefafl Implementation, Pmgress and Impact 

Several factors affected the averall irnpiernentati~n progress and reform 
impacts. The major ones included: management factors; program extension 
requirements; GOL experience with reform programs; issues of communication; 
political factors; and the recent drought 

4.1 Management factors 

The management factors affecting program implementation were extensively 
discussed in Chapter 2 while other implementation factors, especially regarding 
communication, will be discussed in this Chapter. LAPSP was the first 6 0 k  
privatization program and the! first non-project assistance program implemented by 
USAiD in Lesotho. Hence, implementation problems were mainly those? of a 
prolonged learning process but were compounded by political factors. in g@n~rai, 
the technical issues of program implementation were largely resolved after the mid- 
term evaiuation but political factors then came to the fare. Government was able 
to  mobilize financial and administrative resources but could not provide the political 
support needed to carry the program forward. 

4.2 Program extension reauirernents 

USAID supported the GO1 request to extend LAPSP in principle, partly 
because the GQL me? conditions of USAID, IMF and the World Bank to complete 
a national livestock inventory, to gazette the grazing fee order and to begin 
collecting the Pees during a period of increased reluctance sf top officials to make 
po!iticajly-sensitive decisions as a result of the uncertain poiit i~al env i r~~lment  
leading to the elections. Other reasons included ah63 continuing validity and 
importance of the policy objectives and the potential for achieving program 
objectives during the extended period. Neverthelass, since the grazing fee issue 
was a topic of political campaign, and because the reforms would have to be 
completed by the new government, USAID felt it was necessary to ascertain the 
new government's commitment to implementing the grating fees prior to approving 
the program extension. USAID indicated during this evaluation that technically it 
could not release the second tranche of dollar grants because the pr~pased revised 
indicators \.ere not formaiily and legally ratified by tha GOk and USAsQ in the 
planned amendment to the Agreement before the cancellation of the grazing fee 
caused the program 20  be terminated, 

An issue that needs to be considered is whether the three-month ex2ens"rt-i 
was adequate to allow time Bsr the new gsvernment to become familiar with the 
program, review it and commit itself to continuing the reforms. Several GQL 
officials felt The time was too short but this must be basanced against other 
factors. Given the delays in irnplemerePatEolr~, there was .the need for an interim 
measure to provide time as determine whether the program should continue. Atso, 
terminating LAPSP on the original PACD of May 13 would have signalled lack of 
donor support for the new GOL. More, the GOL and USAID needed time to prepare 
the necessary documentdion to move aha program forward and for the GO1 to 
express its commitment; the three-month interim extension provided the time relied 



~ 4.3 GOL ex~erience with reform t3rograms 

~ Some GOL cofficiats indicated that they regarded LAPSP etssentkally as ;a 

1 project because it had a technical assistance seam and because local currency 
funds were to be used to finance specific activities, albeit only those broadly 
agreed with USAID. Given the GQL's relative unfamiliariw with NPA, a major 
consideratian affecting the termina~sn was the GQC's experience with ~aher 
donors funding the SAPIESAB. During 1991/92, the GOL could not meet the 
timetable for initiating the grazing fee collection and for implementing several 
agreed liquidation or privatization actions, but, IMF funding far the programs 
continued, after the necessary reviews. FolSswing this experience, same EOL 
officials stated that they felt that the GOL could re-negotiate parts sf LAPSPI after 
cancelling the grazing fee provision. Thus, the response that the GOL expected 
from USA10 to  the cancellation of the grazing fee was apparently conditioned by 
how the SMF and the World Bank responded tea GBL's delayed compliance with 
some structural reform eonditionalities under the SAP/ES&P. 

4-4 Bssures of communication 

For the GOL ta seek public mandate for LAPSP reforms, It had to review and 
assirnElate existing programs, which are politically sensitive, especially those that 
formed part of its political strategy. However, the Got. apparently misjudged the 
extent ?a which USA1Z) would support all of its actisns aimed at seeking this 
mandate. This is well exempOiFied in the case of the grazing fee. Immediately after 
'the r;lections, the USAID position regarding the need to ensure political suppart for 
grazing fess was similar ta that of the GOL: USAID requested the GQL to show its 
political commitment to the reforms while the newly-elected government indicated 
fhat it was under political pressure; to seek popular mandate an the issue. This 
seeming similarity between the USAtD request and the GOb action contributed to 
the feeling of GOL surprise at the quick USAID decision to allow the program to 
end without first asking the GOL why it cancelled the grazing fee. However, 
USAID has indicated that it callllsd for the GOL to  demonstrate increased 
communication with the people and to better sef% the fee program to them, without 
suggesting or implying that the GOL shouid suspend or cancel the fees. 

The issue of inadequate communication betwsen the GQL and USAID was 
exemplified, at great cost, by the episode of the extension and the fee cancellation, 
The position and action of the 68L regarding the grazing fees were not formalty 
or infarmally communicated to USAiD; USAlB was informed through public 
pronouncements of senior 66L sdfieials and press pubtications. Hence, USAfO 
could not communicate the implication af revocatian to the G8L before it O C C U ~ I C ~ ~ .  

But, as explained by some! GOL officials, it was difficult for the GOL to notify 
USAH3 of its intention tla revoke the fee regulation while seeking an extension of 
the pragram. Some GQt staff also fait that r~vsk ing  the grazing fee provision 
pending pubfic consultations, while simultaneously raising gsnafrties for trespassing 
animals on controlled grazing areas with the same Oegislation, signa9ted the 



commi~ment of the new GOL to imptementistg broad measures dmed at managing 
rangeland degradation - the same objective that the spirit of LAPSP pursued. 
Nevertheless, the LAPSP Agreement between '%Re 6 O t  and the G~vernment sf the 
U-S-A, cantained the covenant that the GOh shalt not in any bvay discontinue, 
reverse ss otherwise impede any action it has taken in satisfaction of anv ~lo~diPioat 
precedent, except as mimtuaZBy agreed to in writing by USAIID and the GQlL Hence, 
GBL canceDIation of the fee provision without prior written agreement with USAlO 
prompted USAID'S response which was conditioned by the legal imperatives of the 
Agreement. 

Some GOL officiats opined that, perhaps, USAfD should have more strongly 
indicated to %he GOL that %he program would be allowed to end, without the option 
53% if review, if the GQL did not show its cammitment to the reforms or if it 
reversed them, But USAGD felt that it should not be seen 10 be exerting pressure 
on the GQL to continue implementing politically-sensitive reforms it inherited from 
previous governments if it did not wish to do so. A'Eso, some GO1 officials; felt that 
USAlO c ~ u l d  have discussed its intention to a110w "the program ru lapse with the 
GoL before serving documentary notice sf that intent to the 681 as a fair: 
accompli. Since USAID csmmunicated extensively with the GOL on the issue, it 
is clear that the GQL interpreted the overall message USAID was sending to it 
regarding the exXension differently from what USAID intended to: get acrass. 

The mid-term evaluation report iQlentiiFied several factsrs that hindered 
progress, including frequent changes in G6L leadership and SnscrHEefient paficy 
dialogue between the highest levels of GOL and USAID management, partly due 
to the displacement of program management focus from broader policy goals to 
project activities. la, however, concJercied that adequate measures had been taken? 
by the 6 0 L  to include stakeholders in the grazing Bee pragram in the process 
through information, training and planning for their roies in imp~ermentstion. 
Nevertheless, the new GOt cited the lack of consuitation with farmers %nd ~ltk8r 
public stakeholders as the reassfa far revoking grazing fee payments, stating that 
the national partiamerlt had exerted strang pressure on the MQA to suspend th9 
payment csf grazing fees ts enable members to cansulf with their constituencies on 
the program. Pubiic awareness sf the genesis of the grazing bee program was 
inadequate, This resulted in the public perception, often expressed in the press, 
that the program was imposed by donors or rushed through by bureaucrats with 
donor support. The background to the introduction of the mandatory national 
grazing fee is given in Annex 9. What is clear is that the issue of communicating 
with, and obtaining the mandate of, the public was crucial in shaping the GOL's 
de~ision. 

4.5 Pofitical factors 

LAPSP refarms %e"r gpr~y $0 %%a pzfiBc38 anuirawmenP and changes angoing 
in Lesotho since the saartasf dhs pragrars- These &cfa~ded the change in military 
governments and unszertaiwty s~garding Lhe batding of elections. The previous 
military governments sought %a Degitimize their rule in part by seeking both internal 
public favour and international support. On the one hand, obtaining domestic 



public xurppofit required the government not to take difficult measures, including 
legislating csrnpuisory national grazing Fees and privatizing pasastatals. Hence, the 
first military government agreed to intraduce the national grazing fees in 11 989 an 
condition that certain categories of livestock owners were excluded from paying 
fees, On the other hand, obtaining donor support for the overall G8C reform 
program under the SAP and LAPSP required implementation of these se!fsame 
measures. The tensions produced by ahis conflict, coupled with the strain on 
bureaucratic initiative caused by the uncertain patitical atmosphere, contributed 
significantly to the ovesafl tardy implementation o f  structural reforms. 

Impiementarian detays resulted in the non-completion of reforms before the 
?ransition to a civilian government. For example, previous military governments 
delayed approval sf the Livestock implementation Plan and the Grazing Fee 
implementation Plan. The change in military governments in 1990 also affected 
program impfernenration due to the frequent change af ministers in the Ministries 
of Agriculture, Finance and Interior, The 6 Q t  officials turned wary af taking 
administrative initiatives under these circumstancss. Hence grazing fee sratlection 
that should have started in October 1990 started only in April 1992. 

Some GQL officials Indicated during this evaluation that the real intention of 
government was to suspsnd th3 grazing fee, pending public csnsultations, nat to 
cancel it; ssvssal GOL officials interpreted the GOL action on the fees as such* 
Other GOL staff pointed our that, in part, the government" action was in response 
to the royal injunction PO take the issue OF grazing fess to the people contained in 
rhe King" speech to parliament on June 4, 1993. 

The political circumstances jeopardized title success of LAPSP. For USAID, 
the extension of LAPSP was at risk an the issue of GOL political csmmitmeu~t 
while, for the GQL, continuing LAPSP was jeopardized by its decision to suspend 
the Coap Lesotho divestiture and its plans ta stop the grazing fee payment. 
Ultimately, it was the decision to stop the grazing fees that led to the demise af 
the program. However, given 6376 slow implementation sf Coop Lesotho 
privatization and time constraints for extending the program, it was likely that 
LAPSP could have suffered even if the grazing fee was not been cancelled. This 
was because it appeared unlikely that the GOk decision on Coop Lesstho, which 
was to be based on the recsmmendations of the K i n ~ ' s  Gornrnissisn, would have 
been communicated to WSAfD in time: to aiEow USAID complete A.I.D. processes 
required ta extend the program for three years. 

Based on speeches by the new GOL and from press reports, it appears that 
the GOL plans to d@velop a nafianwide cooperative movement based an grassroots 
assseiations. Hence, it sees Coop Lesotho as a vehicle for developing true 
coopcraaives. in a way, this approach echoes the original concept in the LAPSP 
PAAD whereby it was envisaged that a strong c~capesative movement could 
emerge, with a restructured and privatized Coop Lesotho at the apex as a 
wholesale operation. However, no program targeted ttas developmant sf the 
cooperative movement. More, the deteriorating trading position of Coop hesatha, 
coup3ed with the need to level the playing fieid for the private sector, required a re- 



appraisal of the envisaged role of Coop Lesotho. Consequently, the farmet Got 
decided go liquidate Coop Lesotho since it was not performing its envisaged rote. 
But an the development agenda of the new GOk, Coop Lesstho was to be used as 
;a key instrument in developing the cooperative movement. Thus, the decision ta 
terminate LAPSP reforms in input marketing partly originated from the felt need of 
the new 681 to implement its agenda for the overall cosparative movement in its 
own timef ramel 

4.6 The recent drouaha 

The drought of 1991 192 and 1992193 increased the need for public support 
for farmers, thereby making the case for liquidation of Coop Lesotho more difficult 
to diefend politicafliy. This was because of the common perception that liquidating 
Coop Lesotho would disrupt the supply of vital egricuiturat services and also 
eliminate the major conduit of government subsidies or support. This anxiety 
arises from a misconception that the private marketing system cannot deliver 
government-financed services and that a pubtic entity is more likely Po ba 
benevolent and socially-responsive. As it turned out, the MQA was able ta 
administer the deiivery of donor and government-subsidized inputs under the 
drought-relisf program to farmers in the 1992 and current seasons surceessfu36y 
through private traders, demonstrating the sfPecaiveness of private distribution of 
inputs. 

The drought also contributed to the observed resistance to grazing fee 
c;ofiectiosr; in a period when farmers were losing livestock, it was dir"5iersDt for them 
to begin to pay feces for grazing their livastocllk, Rtevestheless, the drought situatian 
presnted an opportunity for officials to point to the significantly bamr condition 
of animals on areas situated in Range Management Areas 1 and 2 where farmers 
had been implementing range management practises based on the fss approach, 
Thus, the drought indirectly sttengithened the caw for grazing fees by 
demonstrating its benefits. 

Howevltsr, in terms 
progress by diverting scar 
drought-relief programs; 
component especially 

of  overall poglrarn implementation, the draught affected 
'ce GOt, especially MOB, staff resources ta administering 
this affected the performance 04 the inputs marketing 



and tmpiiemlen~~on 

5,  f EfPects on sustainabilitv of Dragram activitieq 

5. ; . ? Asricultruraf inputs maabcetina cornDanen1 

Susrtainabifity sf input marketing reforms wtl depend on GOL support, the 
institutional capability of the MOA and political or other factors. The canceftatian 
of bAPSP would affect: the divestiture of Csap Lesotho to the extent that LAPSP" 
providsd financial, technical and internationat sugpora for tfi8 process. The MOA, 
has submiteed a funding request to the MOF for continuatian of services of Marais 
& @rother QO sell perishable commodities and for securing hocked-up starrss ;and 
premises* However, stopping the process has; left financial obligations that tha 
GO1 has to meet, including the need to pay off debtors and other a~esidtoal 
iiabilities. 

LAPSP reforms have facilitated increased private sector participation in inpull 
marketing, but most of the prkvate traders a~re located in larger towns. Thsi 
stoppage of Coop tssatho store sales has rodraced the opportunity to extend 
private markedng to smaller and ta more remote localities which wets serviced only 
by Coop Lesotho *rough priwatii~aliion of Coopi Lesotho. 

Sustaining radbsms in input pricing depends an GOL cammitme4nt rrc~lt tal 

reverse the decision om subsidizing festilizsr and an limiting the role af paraistaleal 
input marketing channels, Given the continorad impoflance of donor-financed 
isgriculaiasal development projects, %oms of which involve the pra~viaian of 
~ub~iidized inputs, sustaining fertilizer pricing asforms requires that the GO& daes 
not exaend current subsidized-input activities an equity or sthasr grounds. 

Within the context rsf sverall GOC policy an farmer support, it is Ilikrt3ely that 
the gains in marketing; refarm cauld be reduead. Press reports indicate that chet 
MOA program of developing a mass sooperati~e movement Eneludes free provisiofb 
of farm equipment, such as irrigation equipment and land preparation tools, to unit 
cooperatives. This may initially be justified on "infant-organization" grounds but it 
would distsre the incenfive forr compe~hiule market pricing sf Inputs.. 

Ttae eanceiration of the grazing tea csgufaaion and the csssati~n of LAPSF 
h; ~s disrupted the key component sf t)re averall national program to address %he 
urgent issue sf overgrazing of the ~s~rgelands. However, the GOL has not yet 
stated what repiac;em;ent program it has gllannsd, although th@ MOA has incfiise't~d 
its intention to eantinue impl~m~nting vita! stlpgafl and administration alrrtivitisls irru 
the grating fee program, inciudirtg rangeland adljudicstion and the live;stiaclk 
Enventary, berth of which are cr)rttin~iing acdvities. The MOA has rsqtrestscl 
supplementary MOF funding lea support the ~ontinued irnpl~rneotatisn QF key 
LAPSP activities sf adjudicabiasl, the NAFC rsv~lving fund and lhra carifing anci 
exehang~ program, Mowtfvsr, activities such as the grazing f ~ e  administration, 



including The salaries glif LAPSP-supported staff employed in the Grazing Fee Unit; 
upgrading sf the abauoir; pravZsisn ub fivt=stock marketing information; impraved 
mesat inspection laboratory servicc;~ support and the devetopment sf small stock 
research facilities appear urnslastainabie due to constraints an GOL budget 
resources. lnabifiry of the GOL to suppert the program at historic levels will result 
in the bss of several jobs at the Grazing Fee Unit and the NAFC. Alsa, the 
cessation sf LAPSP facaf currency funding for fivestock activities ciouXd contribute 
to  increased cross-breeding, since the MOA may no longer be able Pb regaaiaPe and 
monitor the expansion of small stock to prevent contamination af rhc; local mohair 
produce, which could have long-term adverse ccanseqwencesfo~* the furat economy. 

Bra addition to reduced sustainabitity O F  specific program activities, thcs 
systemic gains from LAPSP could also be diminished, LAPSP was a key tool a% 
broad adjastmant: both LAPSP and the SAB/ESAP contained condi%iona;lit\lr 
requiring institution of grazing fees and dvestitura of Coop Lssaaho. f hsrefore, 
cancePlatian of ths grazing and stopping the divestiture; may likely aff:f'act GOL 
compliance with Erahancsd Structural Adjus~m@mt Program (ESAP) canditiona!itiss. 
The cancellatian of the grazing fee has alsa adversely affected chanctss of success 
of axher related donor programs in rangeland management, including the World 
Bank-supparxed Land Management and Consrsrwation Pfoject. In addition, the 
ending af LAPSP has created diff%cultiss far the M8A program to improve fka 
nationall abattoir which involvled cornplemanting LAPSP-supported ~hysieal 
upgrading and traipsing with World Bank-suppor"ttsd management Pl~seknica! 
assistance under the Agro-industrial Development Project. This disruption af Jrhs 
NAFGJWosld Sank pian has sariools negatiwcic imgziicatians for the ~rpgreding, 
camm?er@ialisatiun and eventual privatizabion af dhrz abattoir. Also, since LkPSPi 
was partly funded by CJlSAlB from the A.1.D. swppcert for SADCC, its caincsEkatEonr 
has reduced Cesotha's overall access ta SADCC resources. 

The reversal! of LAPSP reforms crsattsd an air of urpceaainrty within thee donor 
community regarding the continuity of paricies in Lesotho. A priori, stappinrg ths 
Coop Lesotho divestiture has implications for the 60L% planned grivatizatioin and 
private sactar development prsject in terms of %he signals if sends can lths GOLD$ 
commitment ta privatization, Fuahermore, recent press reports have stated that 
the MOB would 1ikef-y ravive Coop Lesoltfia* Navertheless, xhe GOL has stated its 
cantinued commitment lo privatization and private sector dsvelapment, both in the 
King's Speech to paliliiamenf and the 1993/94 Budget Statement, and is also 
proceeding with neguQiafi(~n~ with the World Sank to finalize a Privatization and 
Priwafe Sector %)evefopmen? Project. 

The cancelilaltisn of these reforms has created a policy void in the MOA. Tha 
MOA has to devefop a new policy framework to address the prabBems tackled 
through LAPSP. *ff.~e germination of LAPSP has disrupted plans sf the DEM tcil 

institastiooaalise privatiraltiart aaatyticsll capability within %he MQA by attaching an 
economist to thie: LAPSP Secretariat to start analytical programs on privatization, 
Also, the termination of $he employment of LAPSP-funded staff crf the Range 



Management Unir has eroded the cilpabiliw of the M 6 A  ae, msnitsr and evaluate 
range management activities. 

The removal of grazing fees efimiraated the power of devet~pment coernciis 
to conaol grating on common pastures. It has also created pr~blems with 
ienfsrcing encraachment by range riders sf range management areas and has 
eneotmrageci farmers to graze an ather peapfe" areas. Without a @amgulsory and 
liegaily-enfarceabre national grazing fee, the enforeenlent role of VDCs has been 
severely curtailed. However, elimination 09 the fee has convinced communities 
re1uctant ta develop range management areas and grazing associations being 
facilitated by GOL/donsr teams ahat farmaticen of RMAs and @As did not 
necessarily imply payment of nationat grazing fees. But cancelling t h ~  fees has 
generated iexpectatisns in some grating communities that the GOL will reversa 
sfher measures regarding grating restrictions and trespassing fees, the latter of 
which was increased in the legislation that $tapped ah@ grazing fees. 

The impact an the decentralization process could be significant, since! the 
grazing fees wcere the first significant source of revenue for the d~svtlalogment 
councils to finance their dsvelapment projects. lt could also require tha EOL to 
finance VDG programs from the budget which willl exert further pressure on central 
government resources, if alternativa VDC income sources are nsx davallopiad 
quickly. 



The LAPSQ concept was reievimna and the broad policy objectives 
(sustainable h ~ r d  populations so consenred ranges and improved livestock and 
input marketing] are pertinent, but the GOL souEd not implement suck pcrlitiealfy 
dif%icu%t reforms; several GOL ofaiciata stated that the new GOL needed more time 
to accept the policy changes. $"he design was complex and the implementation 
Ximeframe ambitious. The! deaasys in achieving reform goals were due to design 
defects, implementation diffjcuities, apparent lack of will, political factors and 
drought. Also, due ta the close finkages bedween LAPSP and aha Structural 
Adjustmesrt Program, slow implementation of LAPSP was a refleetiosa of ~verali 
delayed implementadon csf struiccrjsall reforms. However, COL staff quickly climbed 
the steep learning curve of implementing policy reforms, developing broader 
otnderstandirsg of the nature, requirements and impacts of reforms. Ths mid-term 
evaluation served as a constructive mechanism to resolve ImpSementatiasc 
constraints and both the GCSL and USAID made significant progress thereafter', 
However, both the timing sf the ieavaluation and the implernen'tatioln of its 
recsmmcsndations were too late to allow adequate time for the COh to meet the 
requirements far extension. Consequently, tkre original objectives anrere noit mat 
when the program terminated. 

Program management focused more anention on the programming and 
control of' loleal currency use than on progress toward achieving broad policy goals* 
The MOA programming of the local currency fund was weak, resultirlg in over- 
programming of available funds, and the internal control of these funds was 
inadequate" although thars was no case of fraud. The PRC was nat as csffeetivs 
as envisaged, not because of the membership, but because of its inability to meet 
a+ frequently as necessary.. The Livestack Program implementation Gomrnitte1e 
(LPIC) and the input Pragrarn Implementation Committee (IPIC) did not receive 
sufficient representation from ather ministries but the LPDC was more sffscdiv8 
partly beeausa the livc;stock program was supported by a well-analyaad plan and 
a well-qualified group of pr~fsssionals providirtg sound technical leadership. The 
program had no mechanism for evaluating the perfarmarace of *a! TA team and 
monitoring OF program impacts was inadequate. Overall MOA ovieirsighe and 
implfemenrtation of the program would have been mure effectivs if there was a 
program manager respansible for bay-to-day management sf the whofe program. 

USAlO performad its grant approval, praaramming and mrrlnitoring rslas fairly 
adequately but its roles of engaging the GOL in policy dialogue and in monitoring 
overall progfess te, dete~mine the need for changes were less effective, While the 
MOB preferred the inf~rmai approach lea dealing with USAID on LAPSP 
management, lUSAlD had to increasingiy adopted a more formal approach ra better 
perform its management role. The tensions that the difference in; preferred 
approashes caused was in para due oa inadequate GOL familiarity with USAID 
pracedases. Two-way communication between USAID and the GOC Zmpaovc;d afrar 
the mid-term evaluation, but was inadequate in %he eruciaf fast weeks of the 
program as the GOL failed to inform USAlO a% its intentions. USAID favoured tkss";: 



three-year extension of LAPSP in principle, but required GOL completion 0% 
remaining second phase reforms and its commitment to continue implementing 
them. Given the delays in impfementation and the short time remaining to 
complete outstanding refarms, tit@ program could not be extended without the 
review and prepaaatov work done by the MOA and USAlilD to ensure that reforms 
goals cou8-dl be achieved. Unfortunately, the GO8 was unable to meet all the 
requirements of the three-yeat exterasiora, including second phase condiaionalitic4s 
for the input cornponeoat. 

The GQL achieved some gains in liberalizing input marketing and developing 
a competitive market, facili~ating increased private sector participation, removing 
an inefficient parastatal from input; marketing and eliminating the direct subsidy on 
fertilizer. However, ~Rievement  of reform goals has been problematic: due to 
politicall factors, emptoyment implications and the lack of knowledge and 
experience of divestiture impiementation. The MOA learned a great deal about 
how to implement divestiture but the complexity of divesting Coop Liesotho was 
fi3r greater than the program design, the dives%iture plan and the program managers 
anticipated, The fragilie gains achieved thus far could be reverssd if the MebA re- 
instates Coop Ct4sotho and continues to expand the subsiditati~lib of fertilizer 
Introduced under the drought-recovery program, including Free. provision of farm 
equipment tu newly formed cooperatives. 

The major achimement of the livestock component was to impl9emcent ths 
nadonal ifwesta-ck pokiiy, SncDcsding the grazing fee coCIaction, and fs makl~4: 
preparation to start bawrading, improving and restructuring the NAFC. Hawever, 
these achievements are in jeopardy due to the cancetlation of aha grazing f@l@ 

regulation and the likely reduction in funding for iivestock eompsrtenat; activities, 

The political events in hasotho since the irsitiatian of the pragram contributed 
significantly to the slow implementatian sf refsams. M~wever, the MOA rnadifs 
significant prtugrless in resolving the %ee;Rwieal causes of slow pragrarn 
imgfemientatisn after the mid-term eva5wation. The political cirerumslasl~es 
surrounding the program jeopardized its chances of suz=c@ss, especially when two 
sf the key program reforms became topics of potiricat campasigning during tha 
elections. Thereafier, political factors (USAiD's decision to await GOt political 
cammitment and the GOL decisisn &a eafmcef LAPSP ahtfsrms;) cams to the fare, 
resulting in %he cancellaGan of the grazing fee and the termination of the progrant. 
Hencs, non-technical factors decided the ultimate fatti, of the @Oh reforms, The 
decision of the gowlernm9nr to smp the Coop Lesotho divestiturr3 and the grazing 
fees is no? tatafly unexpected, givan the politicization of the reforms. 
Nevertheless, one key factor that contrributeb to the actions lrrf the 601 and the 
response of USAtD was The lack of adequate and transparent two-way 
cemmunication, espedally during the crucial last two months sf the extended 
program assistance cmpfetion period. 

Bespits the siow pace of impfementing LAPSP reforms, the systemic impacts 
of the program are significant. These include contribuaing to GOb familixity with 
policy reform progfamimplemenbation, e-speciallly privatization, impruv@dl int~raction 



with farmers and increased private sectar diaHogene with the MOB. The program 
also r=an%ribuxa$ significantly ts deceratralizatian by supp~rting the organization and 
empawerment 0% grassrsoss organizations to address developmental concerns. 

in addition to aadecfing the sustainabiliq of input marketing and livestock 
poiicy reform activi9ies, the cancdilation of the grazing fee and the termination at 
the Coop Lesotho divestiture may affect GOL progress on structural reforms since 
LAPS$ was a key Gal toat of broad adjustment under the SAPfESAP, St has also 
created a policy vacuum in the MQA and sent out signals of MOA inconsistency 
implementing policy reforms to farmers and the donor e=ommunity. 

6.2 w r  fessons learned 

The design, implementation and ending of LAPSP provides significant 
lessons to both the GO1 and donors in the programming, design an6 managemant 
of feature policy programs. 

6.Z 1 : In nsn-project assistance design, it is important to  identify 
ar develop steps in implementing policy refarm lirrked ta appropriate and achievable 
indicators. Progress in achieving reform goals i s  often difficult to measure when 
Indicators sf reform do not adequately track actions needed to achieve these gaals. 
The program structure should not be too restrictive in linking disburslement to 
achieving all indicators: conditi~nalities should not be so complex and rigid that 
inability of the host government to meet any single benchmark negatively affects 
grogram funding and imgfementation. Where reforms to be irnglam~tnted are 
complex and the number of activities is Oarge, splining the program into discrete 
but related components facilitates effective impternentation. LAPSP should have 
been camposed of three separate programs: inputs marketing, grazing fees, and 
Iivestsck marketing. 

The tirnefram for implementing reforms under NPA should be realistie: the 
design of cam-project assistance programs S ~ O U ! ~  jlin~jude adequate time for the 
government XQ learn to manage new and complex programs such as LAPSP, which 
have economic, socio-cultural, political and environments! impDieatisns, This is 
essential when the program is new ts bo4h the host government and donors. This 
is especially important where reforms ircctude privatization because the csmptexity 
of divesting parastaaals is sftien far greater than anticipated during program design 
and the deveEqment of a privaaizaGsn plan, Program designs and reform 
implemenfatisrp pliam shsuid allow for periodic review 0% poticy objectives, sf poticy 
issues arising from implementation and of the validity of progress indicators. 
Henee, targets and timeframta should nst be r>verly ambitious. 

6.2.2 -ram management: tn managing sectoral PSPAs, existing project 
management structures and systems in fetewant line ministries are aften 
inadequate. Hsncs, it is essential Pa develop appropriate implsmendatian units or 
strengthon existing entities for host-government management of NPAs. it is also 
useful to have a full-time host-gaverwment manager af the program as head of the 
managcrnent unit since NPA programs are management-intensivee Regarding 



privatization programs, it is more effective to develop a separate unit of speciaiists, 
whose time is fully devoted to only privatization; it is not effective to implement 
a privatization program within a Dine ministry where officials have other demanding 
responsibilities. it is important to  incorporate key stakeholders in the redorm 
pracess but inciassisn of heads of affected arganizations in designing privatization 
policy and planning for its implementaticlen could jeopardize effec~ive and timely 
implementation where there is inadequate indication of top-level commitment to of 
a clear poiicy crn privatization. To facilitate effective privatizatiars, it is also 
essential that government staff are trained in divestiture poiicy, pfannimg, 
maraagemena and monitoring. tn the absence of a continual strong commitment by 
governments, ministerial-level approval of sensitive reforms could be inadequate 
to move reforms forward, as exempiified in the case of the privatization of Coop 
Lesotho. Above ail, the commitment and suppoa of the highest political and 
administrative autharides are crucial far surscsss. 

When the broad policy reform goal is private sector deveDopment via 
privatizing the role s f  the dominant parastatals in the sector, program managemerr 
anention can potrsntiaiiy focus inordinately on the privatization component because 
it is often the most difficult to Zmpfemelpt and the most pcslibicaihy sensitive. 

Non-project assistance programs are management-intensive for donors, as 
far governments, since non-project initiatives require project-type management- 
intensive oversight; often donor staff time inpat is higher than envisaged. 
Therefare, the effectiveness of a hands-off approach to management by donors 
depends on the strength of the instithctisnal base sf the recipient country. Donors 
should strike a balance between flexible management of MPA programs and the! 
need to maintain strict oversight control over projectired activities of these 
programs, especially when the latter invslvrs funding from local currency generated 
from foreign exchange grants. Furthermare, changes in the style of dtsnararr 
management should be cleariy cammtrnicated with host-government managers. 

Donors provide sectoral budget suppogt for implementing policy reform 
activities but it is essential that the host government provides the supplementary 
funds necessary to complete reform activities within the planned tiveframe. Under 
LAPSP, USAID grant funds were often the sole source of funding for many key 
reform activities such as the grazing fee program. This situation partly retfected 
the perception within some sections ~f the GO% of LAPS$ as a projectized 
intervention which would provide full funding for reform activities. Systems for 
managing program funds need to be devefoped as part sf initiai program design so 
that effective management and oversight of program funds is not @smprorniseda 
Hence, it is essential to  ensure that adequate capability to account effectively for 
program funds exist of' can be developed in a timely manner. 

6.2.3 Donor-ccrovernment communicatiart: Clear csmmunicatian between donars 
and hast governrrtents is the key to  effective management of NPA programs, since 
these programs involve significant p~l icy  dialogue. Donors need to communicate 
directly with the host gsvernment, not through expatriate technical assistance 
teams which they fund. Also, donors should effectively communicate their internal 
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organizational or management changes that affect the collaborative impternentation 
of programs they support $0 %he recipient country. AS pointed out in the mid-term 
evaluation of  LAPSP, poor communication, especiaiiy lack of a clear understanding 
of  procedures for programming funds and approving activities for Implementation 
can impair program masoagemend relizstions between donors and governments. 
Furthermore, as concluded from the pr~2sent evaf~atian, lack of clear 
cgsmmuwicatiars on the consequences s f  ~onltrawening reform provisions may 
contribute t a  the host gavernment taking actions that jeopardize the program. 

6.2.4 Socio-Political congderations: Where there is neither a government policy 
on a reform nor a group of knowl@dgeable technocrats providing technical 
leadership and promrating a particuiar reform within the host government, and 
where the reform is driven by government reaction to donor conditionaiity, as was 
the case with the privatization of Coop Lesotho, it becomes difficult for the reform 
to gain the .csmstituency of support within government needed for success. 
Aithougta the existence of  a technical pressure grvip, as exists for the livestock 
program under LAPS$, does no% guarantee suecess, it helps the Oeadership of the 
government Pa be aware sf the tecfaniza! aspects of the reform program. 

Psiicy reform programs have political implicatiorss that often require 
extensive exposure and discussion with the public. But the political leadership 
needs t o  communicate adequately with stake holders, including government 
abficials, donors, farmers and the private trusirless in undertaking reform changes. 
The national leadership, not bureaucrats, needs to take the lead in selling complex 
policy reforms, especially those that break new ground, such as the payment of 
grazing fees, to the people. 

'$.B ensure sustainability of reforms, stakeholders with interests in reforms 
need to be vocal and ~rganized to present a unified voice of support for the 
reforms. Muted expressions of support for LAPSP refsrrrts were no match for the 
more vocal and public articulation of resistance. In the case of the grazing Pee, 
several groups of farmers expressed support for paying fees only after they were 
eancellsd. 

W h e n  a new government assumes existing donor-suppoatedreform programs 
that are po3iticalty-sensitive, it needs t o  review and assimilate the reforms and seek 
public mandate. Often, this involves review aP actions which canstitute conditions 
precedent to the disbursement of donor funds or relate to  agreement provisions. 
However, there should be clear csrnrnvnication and understanding between the 
government and donors regarding the extent to which the government can review 
reform ccsnditlonalities. In the case of LAPSP, the GOL apparently felt that USAID 
expression of  support for it to demonstrate public support for the reforms implied 
that USAlD would agree with the revocation of  the grazing fee. One key lessan 
is that in a democracyI technocratic solutions must pass the political Pest and 
psliey refsrms undertaken can be reversed i d  they do not match the political agenda 
of the incumbent political administration, However, reversais of reform 
conditisnalities may affect the Isgal agreement between governments and donors, 
and jeopardize program continuity. 
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6.3 Recommendation 

in an atmosphere such as tima$ created by the termination of LAPSF it is 
essential that the donor and the government seek fresh grounds for revitalizing 
cooperation. In the case of Lesotho: the overall goats of LAPSP reforms are still 
valid, a 1st of planning and managemerrt work have been done, government and 
donor resources have been invested, the GOL has gained usefui experience in 
policy reform implementation and there is new democratic gsviernmenr in place. 
Therefore, this evaluation recommends that donors, inciuding WSAID, continue to 
support policy and other interventions that promote decentralized nazural resource 
management in Lesotho. 



ANNEX 1 

EVALUATION SCOPE OF WORK 



END OF PROGRAM EVALUATION 

I .  Pur~sse of Evaluation. USAiDiLesottro has decided to undertake an Enternail 
fine! evaluation of the Lesotho Agricultural Pelicy Support Program kAPSP) t~ 
document overall psogp-am accomplishment, problems and lessons learned. 

f .  Backcrround. The Lesotho Agricultural Policy S u p p ~ n  Program ~LAPSP) 
Grant Agreement was signed between the Government of the Kingdom of Lesotho 
[GOL) and the United States of America Agency for lslteanatisnai Development in 
Lesotho (USAID) on June 14, 191118. The goat of the program was to make mare 
productive and efficient use at Lesotho's domestic resources in crop agriculture 
and in I i~es fo~k through a process of policy reform and implementation. The 
purpose of the program was two-fold: 

A. To open up the agricultural inpua marketing system to facilitate more 
competition among suppliers and greater input availability ta consumers. New 
poiicy measures will reduce budgetary costs to the government of interv~lnlrions 
in agriculture by removing subsidies and greatly reducing the rote of a parastatal 
organization. 

B. 6s reduce the overstocking of cartie, sheep and goats on fragile 
rangelands and thereby bring into closer balance herd size and grazing potential. 
Livestock owners will be induced to take into account the costs and benefits of 
open grazing and the livestock marketing system will become more efficient and 
competitive. 

Program funding tstalied t4.S. $1 5.6 million, comprising $ 12,75 million in 
non-project funding and 52.25 million in protect assistance, Disbursement of dollar 
grant Pranches were (inked to GOh achievement of specified palicy reform 
implementation actions in the Grant Agreement regarding: removal of the fertilizer 
subsidy, divestiture of Coup Lesstho, installation af the national grating fee and 
restructuring and bfoadening of the national livestock market. The initia! Program 
Assistance Completion Date (PACD) was May 13, 1993. 

The program made progress but completion of second phase actions was 
behind schedule. USAfO and G8h conducded a LAPSP mid-term evaluation in May 
1992 fcl review progress, identify problems and review options for salving them. 
One reciommendation focused on the need to  extend the program to allow it time 
PO achieve its sbjsctives. GOh and USAID reviewed indictat~ts for measuring 
progress and the implementation timeframe to more adequately reflect 
accomplishments and future actions required to complete program Empllernentation. 
On 27 April 1993, the new GOL requested an extension of the PACD to August 
6 4, 1996, USAlOILesotho extended the, PACQ for three rnanths to August 13, 
1993. This interim extension was to onable GQL complete actions under the 

RLg AWlABlE DOCUMEN 



second phase and to provide new senior government counterparts time to become 
famiiiar with the abjectives of the policy reforms required by LAPSP and to 
communicate their commitment dto the reforms. 

On JuOy 16, 1993 the Lesotho government gazetted "Legal Notice No. 158 
of 1993, Range Management and Grazing Ccsnt~sE [Amendment) Regulations 
1993". The object of this notice is ts amend the Range management and Grazing 
ConVal WeguEatSons 4 990 to revoke the provision on implementation of the national 
grating fees. The GOL took this action without agreement with USAID. On July 
27, 1993 USA1D confirmed its intention to the GO1 not to extend the PACQ 
beyand August 13, 1993. 

A. Objectives. An internal review at the closure of the program will be 
undertaken to assess: 

1. What has been the progress of LAPSP towards achievement of its goal 
and objectives? 

2. What are the major pslitical, social and economic issues related to the 
present staters of the program? 

3. What lessons have been learned from this program that might be reGsvant 
to programming, design and implementation of future pollicy programs? 

B. S~ecific Tasks: 

1. Analyze the initial assumptions of the program design, identifying 
major issues impeding progress. This should build on but not duplicate the work 
of the mid-term %va!uation. 

2. Assess the owera!! progress and accompsIishments in meeting 
objectives sf the Policy Reforms for the Agricultural llnpuw Distribution Component. 

- 

Are any aspects af the reform sustainable? 

3. Assess the overall progress and accomplishments in meeting 
objectives of the Policy Reforms for ?hrs Livestock Management Component. Are 
any aspects of the reform sustainable? 

4. Assess the GOt role and management of the program. This should 
complement and not duplicate the mid-team evaluation work. 

5,  Assess the USAID role and managemsnt of the program. This should 
complern~nt and not duglieate the mid-term evaluation work, 

6. Assess the impact sf any non-GBL nun-USAID factors on the 
tmmrarn. 



7. Assess the extent ts which the program has resolved original 
implementation pasbfems, as identified before and during mid-term evaiuatisn- 

8. Identify any additional actions that needs to be taken on the program 
after the closure and who the actors would be. 

9. Assess the overs!! impact of the program and lesssns learned. 

1. interview GO& and USAID officials. 
2. Review LAPSB and other relevant documentation 
3. Submit a draft and final repost to the Mission, 

V. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

A. Draft Report 

1. Date due. The evaluation vvifi be performed during the six (6)  weeks 
of August 14, 3 993 to September 30, 1953. 

2. The outline of the report will be as folllaws: 
A. Extsc~stive Summary 
8. PAADIProject Identification Sheet 
6. Table of Contents 
R. Purpose and Principal Questions 
E. Economic, Political and Social Context of Pr~grarn 
F. Findings 
e. ~ Q ~ C ~ U S ~ Q ~ S  

H, Lessons Learned 
1. Annex - Scope of Waak 

3. Length of Repon. The report should not exceed 30 doub9a-spaced 
pages. Any sther material shouid be csntained in an annex. 

B. Final Report. The final report is due by Septemb6sr 30, 1993. 
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ANNEX 2 

LAPSP REFORMS AND INDICATORS 
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grating fee system. 

lspiimntatim of the wcwl 
year of the nat i o ~ l  qutq 

ak preshntrtfm 04taflrd recads 
md q t s  of: tlY total wuiw 
fee metlpao in ths first ywr of 
sstm ogaatftnt; tho a&lnistrrtfue 
casts incammi In b@?lrmting tk 
systm; M$I tha dls$esftfa d all  
walpts d i W &  by tk 6% 
iwludltrg tho% to 1-1 CUBWI~~~@S 

for cdtvtlopmt rcflv4tles. l7tlr 
presentation to ba ~coppanied by a 
detailed wrtcrf Mc p b l e a  
encountered. W ertimtd 4mpadt 
of the gazing f a  rysta  on l l w s t ~  
offoalre and wiaol clarnerr inra#s, 
and develiqmd a c t i v i t i e  hp?UMTted 
by local camni t is  using grasfng fee 
llatrix w i t h  the addition of fraqwncy 
of impcctlonr). 

garrscndation of &tailed m n d s  
and accounts of: the toul g a r r q  
fee m t i p t s  in the saKsne y ~ r  of 
system ~pcnttonr; Me admlnlstnttvr 
co l ts  incurred In lisplaPrtnting the 
system; a@ the diqmi t lon  ef a l l  
metpts d i s h r w l  by the a, 
including thgse to IOU! ccmmltfm 
far dtvelopmcm a c t f v i t i a ,  Yhir 
ynrsentaticm to k xcapaniad By a 
& t i 1  led rrport of tha problems 
encountered. $nc csttaated iqacts sf 
tk jraztng f a  rystsr m 11wst#k 
o f f t a k  Imd on~aal anao fslromg, 

rod devel~panrt NetivEtDes taplsentwl 
by local cmmnl t l rs  using gratiq 
fee receipts. 

Revim of mU and W rclccds, and 
reports fm W'J. 



ANNEX 3 

QRiGONAL LAPS$ MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE 





ANNEX 4 

LAPSP MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE IN PRACTICE 



Best Available 



ANNEX 5 

REVISED LAPSP INDICATORS 



A. tion by the M8A 
;an8 %ppmv;nf by tgK: W f ,  
Cabi.net of a csmpnekmive 
hpPrnent;;ktion p b  f'or tlle 
Wadoaal Livestock &veto- 
IgrnePst arrd &mu 
agemenr Policy e 
S ~ ~ n m b e t  l98'7. 
lanpicmena~on gl;axs sw at 
Ileast cover the ams of 

maagement, live- 
stock 
pnxlascxiola and mhai wth. 

A. BQbbshrnent and qpm 
val by government of m hpl-  
enmenation plan for and am- 
pletigsn of ;i-fl preparatory steps 
tow& hstalJatism of a meion- 
d gazing fw system. 

2. of &cw%war= 
WfQ livestock pl iey  
iwplennent%tim p h ,  =I the 
date upon which approval is 

ed, 

3. ACabhd &ision nurnber 
aadj date for a c q m e  of 
the Natiod Gvat.wk h ~ e y  
and the inapkmenMon ; ph ,  
;and wmspr>dkg mtary 
Councill E3XQd.. 

1. G 
"urg fee hegplPations;. 

2. Subra*lission by the 
of Agricultuo~: and approval by 
the Program Review Commit- 
tee (FsRC) a d  h g m  C W -  
man ('PC) of a easmp~hensive 
implementation plan for instal- 
lation of a mtiond p i n g  
fee. 

3. llgreview of Cabinet md Milk- 
taq Council ammvd dmm- 
mcentatioa; review 0f gaette. 

2. Review of hplemenbtion 
p h  and FRC and PC appro- 
val* 



4. Compfdioa in ail 
of the hitiafexteasion Worn&- 4. Review of ME)A mods. 

@gnr for the natiorsal 
grazing f e  symsn. 

g af ad g~ncm- 6. &view of MOA mods 
g far MOA a r a t i d  and h m c ~ r a s .  

7. Pyspmvd by @abinn~ and 
E v l i f i ~  Caunca of cmhaar or 
iden~mffon of mwhtc: 7. &view sf Cabixof:aifil;;q 
ksthbknali romurmms to Cr~uncil decision. 
assure 

u g fev- 
ennres of snit@& far taxi corn- 
munity u x  of grazing fm 
nvencaa. 

8. CearnpIIdm 9nd atccegwt- 

awe by ipd Sw~tuy 
and Mssteas of A@cuBbm 8. Review of f i i  design and 
and Ministry sf Interior's @Ernie- W L  acceptance. 

g lFee coktion p 
Sa. 

BEST AVAILABLE DOCUMENT 



d i d 4  smdia on upgmbg 
the a b ~ o k  M& and hy- 
gieae 1 U P W ~ G  
W a 

irmg of abttoit mmgemat 

those advit ia  seeomme 
for which the abiaatofr does 
not elPlrmibio. a qbifirty. 

5. rn p-n~oo of 
menas 80 the K C  w ~ c h  e5ta- 
bGsh @a t l ~  GO@ has 

the F d 1 a  Complex fmm OtBfi: 
Nationai  Abattok and 
mrEentd ithk: vmti813s of 
the: sp%m~ioas of tfie F d a  
C~mpBex h m  a w 
f d @  to p ~ g p i % y  
holding gsounB bbr cuff ani- 
mals fmm ithe rzraltiod mge 
destocking pm and fat- 
tetrtling only wbea fmauncia8 
fasibltity m be demarmstm- 
&&. 

*Q, Review of GCIL agl;smwed 
stmtegy document, ifilcludhg 
he: scXKBules for hpienaen- 
tizng Sxpgtegy ativities. 



by the mt* itaclu~g 
to I d  wrnmu~tia for &el- 

p d l m s  e111couno.e~, Sfre 
eshil~ed hpa sfthe p- 

and 

activities hpiementQxt by 
communiti;es using 
UaprF# wit$ the 
f q u m y  rsf 

"1. GiOL prresenaatisn of &- 
mrcis and accounts 

of: the total p i n g :  fixi E- 
a i p t s  ias tbe fillst year of sys- 
tem ~mItioos; W dminrib- 
e v e  costs i n c u d  in hpk- 
mmhg the system; and abe 
f i ~ s i t i ~ n  of ibjE di5- 

men8 C~lnc& 3) h- 
cluding tbs to G d g  ASS- 
miations (6A.s) and Id 
commu~ties for development 
activities. 

-2. Reports on: 
a. Problems encsunted, ;Bnd 
impHieations sf problems for 
program implemenatisn glnd 

mmmen&tiaaas for addres- 
sing problems identifitrd, 

Review of MOA and Rhitar, 

R ~ C Q ~ S  arodt MQA reports 
h m  DAO3. 

* I ,  Review sf grazing fee 
unit's records, other MOAmQt 
EM01 recsre&s, Znclubg those: 
sf the VDCs arad GAs, and 
other MOAmo~mring mparts. 

Q, Review of MQA rncmitsr- 
h g  reports and analysis. 



* B. bplernetfz~aa of the 
fulra y m  of the g h  to 

dlitag u g of the &mir 
for exgort cenifiatim. 

A. lmgfementati~n of the sec- 
and year of ~ p r a t i o n s  under 
the national gming fee sys- 
tem. 

*I .  ent sf 
byem ~t=pMm for majar 

g m a t  
p d u a  for expsn WA. 

"4. Csn~ubhnr of m tegd 

livestock m9t%:etirag. 

GOL presnt;iaiors of &tail& 
mads and accounts of: tke. 
total grrazhg f%? 
the mod year of sygemr 
spclmtions; the admin9stmGve 
wsts i n c u d  inhplemerathg 
the system; ant% the disposi- 
tion sf dl meipb d i s b u d  
by the GOL, including those 
to Id communities F Q ~  devef- 
oprmremt activities. 

*3. Revim of 0ficM c e M t -  
me atlowing CesoPh~ m a t  
exptits toi M A .  

*4. Review of WL's pmw- 
dings to &e 
is m legal, a d m a m ~ v e  or 
pt icy  cmstmhas hindehg 
private sector wiciption irm 
all sages of tivestmk mar- 
k d g .  

of radio p 
sla$:rs. 

Review of MQA md RMA 
molds, and kfQA ~ p r t s  
fmm DAO's. 



* 8. hplementasion of the 
~ f ~ a $  Y$%t ~f pfarm &l 

mmcplbne and broaden tbe 
gvestsk marikethg system, 
hludhg tion of man- 
agement and business 
accounts of the f d l e t  fmm 
the rabattsk. 

" f .  WX, pmnta.~sn of de- 
tailed records anrd accounts 

g bee receipts in 
year af the sysem 

opemrioe; the a h U d v ( :  
costs incurred izn iampilemei~lihg 

t d  communiaies for &v~ebp 
mens advities. 

*2. NMed #?q.xm an tane 
gdleans e m n t e d  and 
estimated impact of the gr;ah- 

iaig f' system on I.ivestmik 
off"aake. 

*I. Review of p i n g  fix 
unit's mowds, other MQSAanld 
M(3f records, kIu&g those 

*2, Review of MOdlgcoftsu1- 
m t  menitoring p a s ,  in- 

rts oo the d y -  
sis 41f inapct. 

i- * I .  Review of abattoir f m -  
emelat msds 

of opmtions 
hen !he abattsir and records. 
mrientarian of feedlot opr- 
aGms to hold livestock g d -  
uced on mgebds.  

*2. Stmtegy to ptivatize/Qiv- 2. Review (of abatpcs5 
est the: abattcsir &veto@. dives6i@~/priwatizakion stmt- 

egy document. 

BEST AVAILqBLE DOCUMENT 



of n, icgsl, - 7. Rcvicw of CrOL's p 

hllps QB fUg I)T~- 

of hvestcack mar- 
keting. 

A. EaciLi~tion ;and support far 1. Appmriate: modifa~ool or 
the &eaopment of an open ~ v w t i o o  of leglshtion h i t -  
and compeb3dre market forthe ing private s6ctor ability 
supply sf ragriculsaaral. inpus. f m l y  a and &&hte 

qriculmrad inputs on a corn- 
petirtive h i s .  

B. 
of mena~on plan for 
and csmmeIM:emeno of hpte -  
mentation by COE of its mi- 
~norsrnced commitment to the 
prag~ssive remsvd of all 
subsidies on feg;~;f~llh~?i 
with the 1988-89 crop season. 

ernt grublimpion of 

clm1y atlow private secto:r 
entities to freely market a ~ d  

a~cuf lhrd  inputs in 
on a competitive 

basis. 

2a. Review of W L  p h c y  andl 
copy of publication. 

2b. &view of survey hdimt- 
k g  k& availabgty of 
agriculmd inputs h private 
sector, ieclu&g fertilizer. 

1 .  A c c q m  by the 1. &view of implemenarion 
Program Review Cornminee plan and PC acceptance of 
(IPRC) arnd the Program Chair- diacurnent. 
man (PC) sf an 
implemenPation plm and x h -  
itxdule for the phased e h h -  
atbo of f e n h r  mbsidies, 
&eluding pmvisiorn for semi- 
annual p m g x s  xts. 

2. GOt commencement of 2,  Review of MOA instmc- 
implementation of a plan to tions or guidance to initiate 
eliminate fertilizer subsidies, fertilizer subsidy removal. 



WOES to private WOE- i n p t  
wplpiless, iraclrodiuag primary 

anrd gened tmders, with zhe 
lotpj~tive of reducing Co-op 
$a 's ask to that of a me 
m p m i v e  input whsleder 
in wm~)k=tition with other @hi- 

vate sectas suppliers. 

1. @ompi&m an8 pubiica- 
fion of a WL-waov& study 
coveag faaws, ssum of 
wwly ;Pw9 major hpt p r -  

2. Submission a16 accpa- 
ame by the PRC ab ;ur ap 
gr;Lis%l of C 

by an 
wunthg fm, 

by the PRC sf 
a; audit by aa io-ndent 
accounting fm and issuance 
of a 
c&g G o v e r n *  accounts 
with Co-op Lemth~ ajnd CO- 
Q ksatJlo'9 outm&g 
debts. 

4. Subdssiorn to and 
ance by the KC by .B 

issgy of A@cuhne implemen- 
tation plan and schedule for 
the disposal d Coop 
assets. 'rhk p h  must 
include a listing of plumed 
d i v e s ~ l t u ~  actiims under t;hrrse 
G3tegon's: 

-- -I'%CSe aS&S tQ be 
s o l d  u n d e r  
Hasel'pu~h 
emen6 to 
emtives. 

..- vmse: assegs which t k  

GOL wawithdraw fm 
coop bwtho an8 
R@ for its own use. 

1, Review of pblishecS study. 

3. Weview of audit p r i  and 
a PWC plec;.omnmen&~on to aa- 
w q f l -  

4. Rteview pbl;rsM plm for 
divdtursr: of Coup a!#%% and 
K C  recommendation ro , 

BEST AVNLABLE DOCllMEl 



istry of Agticulruxe md appro- for Co-op Lesotho assets 
val by the PRC md PC of an e r s v e Q  by the Minister of 
irslpfemen~aion p h  armd s- Planning. 
chdarlg: for the disposal of 
Co-op kmtteo assets. m s  
plan must stdude a listing of 
p h e d  divestiture under two 
categories: 

- Co-op Lesotho assets be 
s ~ l d  aufrirgkf to the pfivate 
=tar which includes any 
l d  f m e s  cmpemtives. 

-Co-op kwtho assets which 
the GOL wid1 acqui3.e Xbr its 
own use. 

5.  Acceptance by the K C  
and P@ of copies of bills of 
sale for tho% assets sold 
outright during Phase Two 
and WumenQtbn establish- 
ing p m f  of inevocable 
i a d p u ~  n g e n s e n B  
with cmperative orsg 
ns, A mikmum of 
outlets identified by the IFAD 
study as "norm-viablew and 20 
unused lock-up stores must 
be disposed of in Phase Two. 

*Sa. Acceptance by the PRC 
and PC of copies of bills sf 
sale for a minhum of 14 retad 
sales outlets and 20 lwk-up 
S'tORres. 

Weview copies of bills of 
for Coop assets. 

"5a. Review of M 0 A  records 
sf Co-op Lesotho asset d e s .  

BEST AVAlLABLE D0CI;MENi 



B. Establishment by the GOL 
of a p r o w  so be fundeb out 
of the Special Imd Cumracy 
AGCOU~S~S to earse the aram- 
sition sf d u n d m t  C+op 
Lesotho personnel into other 
employ men[. 

*4$. Cbsing of aU retail out- 
, Bevt1opmmt and hiti- 
ation of Ie@ p 
liqui&aiom of Co-op kmltho 
andl teminatitpn of staff. 
Further, sellkg of a miarimurn 
of 50% by value of movable 
assets, such as inventory. 
lcehieies and aher movable 
p h t  and equipment. 

6. Pssumce by the Ministtry of 
Ag~culmre of a smaement 
certifying (i) the mount sf the 
net p m & s  dkd  fmm 
the ourright d e s  of Co-op 
Lesotho assets a d  (iijthe fair 
market assessad value of 
assets retained by the @ov- 

ernment. 

5. Acceptance and hplernen- 
~tiC9n by tk PRC of a GOL 
p h  for severance pay for Co- 
op kwh0 sm whose pses 
have k e n  abolished, with 
proposed levels ~f cornpnsa- 
rion by grade. The plan must 
iaucfude payment transfer pro- 
C4dtaR.s a d  tC9a ld CUT- 
reamcsy respukenaeots for tbe 
compensation pro 

2. Re1 sf redundant Co- 
op Lesotho personnel from 
retail. outlets and lock-up 
stores sold or c l o d  and 
fmm c e n t d  vrations sup- 
psting those o~rations. 

*5b. Review of 'legal p m d u -  
res and codmadon of 
required actions. 

6 .  &view of MQA cerrifica- 
berm letter. 

1. Review of and PRC accep- 
m c e  of compenarion pm- 

for Co-op Eesotho WP- 

2. Review of employ- 
mentlgaymll mords of Co-op 



1. hbbation cpf 60L policy 
establishing h t p k  sf plan 
to e b h t e  fertilizer subsidies. 

2. G u i b c e  issued by MOA 
on mew fe~i l izer  subsidies in 
a c c o h e  with the phased 
l'h- 

3. Actual ceion of GOL 
fertilizer subsidies in accord- 
mce with the phased p h .  

4. Availability of fertilizer to 
private retailen for sale. 

* 1. Full ehht icrn  of f e r t t r  
subsidy. 

2 .  Review GOL policy doeu- 
meat published in Gazette. 

3. R~ords/surveys of Coop 
Lesotho fertilizer prices. 

4. Survey of private sector 
ag. input suppliers. 

a .  Review sf public GOL 
announcement of firll e h h -  
ation of cfirect fertilizer sub- 
sidy. 

*lib. Review f Cc np 
Lesotho fmanc, 3 '  Xconls 
indicating elhioation 0: L-xt 
fertilizer subsidy outjay from 
GOL. 

'Ic. Review sf W S P  moni- 
toring rqmrts indicating avail- 
ability of feztiher to pfivate 
retailers for sale. 

PHASE nrX 

A. Completion of the idivcsti- 1 .  Acceptance by the K C  1 .  Review of B a s  of Sale and 
Rue sf Co-op md PC of copies of bills of PC acceptance. 
kesotfxo's retail outlets a d  sale and/or documentation of 
lock-up stores. lease/ purchase arrangements 

for the remaining Coop 
Lesotho retail sales outlets 
and lock-up stores. 

*I .  Acceptance by the PRC '1. Review and PRC accept- 
and PC of copies of the Bills ance of Bills of Sale. 
of Sde for the remaining 60- 
op Lesotho retail sales outlets 
and lock-up stu~s. 



B. h i l l  divestment of the gi8L 
as a shareholder in Co-op 
Lesobho. 

e. ~ s s  by ~ l g ;  m m q  01 
ecuqftrre of a statement 

he of the 
n* P from 
the outright sale and 
IeaseIpurcRase of Coop 
h t h o  assetlts (6) the: fair 
market assessed vdue of 
assets mtahed by the govew- 
meat 

+2. Issrsancs: by tke Miahtry 
of Agriculture of a stattrnerit 
certifying (i) the mount of the 
m e t  p d s  realized fmm 
the outright d e  of C o q  k- 
50th~ assets, aad (ii) the fair 
m&et assssed d u e  of 
assets retained by the gov- 
ernment. 

I s s u w  of a statement by 
the GOL officially annsunckg 
its surrender of aaj[ shares in 
Coop Lesstho hllowing a 
buy-out sf its share-holdings 
through (i) the sale of retail 
md lock-up stores and (ii) 
receipt sf compensatofy fund- 
ing from usm. 

*1. Issuance of a statement 
by the GOL 0Fficid'ty an- 
nouncing its surrender of dl 
shares in unsold C m p  
hsotho  assets. 

"2. Complete divestiture of all 
Co-op Lesstho shares and 
assets by GOE shsulld no 
cospemtive organization be in 
existence as a shareholder of 
Co-op ltesotho with the mga- 
iSilii4ity of korniag a cooper- 
ative wholesaler. 

"2. Review of MOA statem- 
ent. 

Review of 60L statement. 

* 't . Review of the shwe regis- 
ter or other legal documenta- 
tion certifying GOk share-hob 
ding divestiture. 

*2. Review GOL statement 
regarding Co-op Lesotho 
share- holding:. 



C. hp1~rnenmtionr of &rp; final 1.  W t b ~ a h ~ n  c?f-WlL poky 
phase af the plan to eliminate establishing tke: hal phase of 
f e m r  subsidies. the p h  to eliminate fertilizer 

subsidies. 

*I .  Continuation of e h h -  
ation of full fertilizer subsidy 
as reviewed in Phase H. 

2. Guidance by MOA to Csap 
Lesotho oa eliminating ferti- 
k r  subsidies. 

Review of GOL paicy state- 
ment. 

*'la. Weview of eOL docu- 
mentation coflfming that 
fertilizer subsidy policy has 
not k n  reversed. 

2. Review of MOA gklibw. 

3. k v k w  of Coop Lesotho 
3. Implementation of the f i  records. 
phase of plan to end fertilizer 
subsidy with evidence that 
there are no governaneat out- 
lay s for fertilizer subsidy. 

4. Full availability of fertilizer 4. Suwey to private sector 
to pri-ate retailers for sale. ag. input suppliers. 

*4a. Review sf Ca-op Les- 
otho documentation indicating 
continued eljmhation of f e d -  
her subsidy outlays from 
GOL. 

*4b. Review of W S P  moni- 
toring reports indicating avail- 
ability of fertilizer to private 
retailers for sale. 

BEST AVAILABLE DOCUMENT 



ANNEX 6 

RANGE MANAGEMENT AND GRAZING CONTROL GAZETTE 



LESOTHO 

Government Gazette 

CON IXbITS 

No. P%Q 

LEGAL N m a  

150 Range Banage Conbrd , - - ,. $83 

Legal NoGcce 3VQ. 156 of fb93 



Thc fawes were W i  by h e  Marragerned and Gmhg 
Cmtml (Bpplmdknacnt) RegubObDRs; 1992 ILRe;al Notiice No. 78 d 2W21. 
The 1992 r- inqxxed grazing fees, made It an aff6?1pce to ccBt grass 
on P mmuraal p a i n l g  apea aBhd tmpowmd a relevant Vilbge Dews30p 
m, ret, CsuncJ anri W d  Dci+&i)meart COIN& - _. - - .  . - . . 

k--cTi&&& Boulk yld g&g penntts; and 

tbf "to dqmib  any muwy W y  m~~ hho the De&~pnxent Amd. 

The purpsse of these r~gbt1ati.m~ Is to the same gas i t i ~n  in 
r ~Iatbn "fa grazing fecs only as was Wtc case before tBL@ 6nRroducfion of 
tlsoje grazing f a  by UV 78 d 1992. 

B U T  AVAILQBLE DOCUMENT 



Range Management and Grazing Contrd 
(Amendment) Beflati0os 1W3 

pol.- 63 &.m 4(.1) of I.ald Husbandry Act 1969'8 % 

N r I S m m m A  

and Marketing make .the following 

.- . % 

. .C  .* 
Ciiatia# 

bkmgeamt and 
W mme .hb 

'hcs2paso upon lebQcMa 
2. Regdabon G of Ihe p r i n w  ~ b c i ~ o s ~  IS inended in sub- 

s e g u l @ h  (3) by om~Sting from piwagraph (ii) "equal to 2 hnes  the gmz- 
in$ fw sd surt IGI the Third Schedule" and substituting "of %I60 00 for 
c a d  cattle, M10.00 for each equine an8 M1.OO fbr each 4 slklo". 

Organistion of rotational gkgzirrag 

3. Respln~bn 9 of the p~Moipal ~ e g u l ~ h m  is amended - 
(a) by om~tbng from paragraph [c) '4equl to one and one ha19 times 

thi grazuig f e e s  set out kn Ihe 'Phi& Scbdule" and ~ ~ b u f i n g  
"'of M9.00 for ca& cattle, M15 00 for each equine and M.50 for 
carin mall sB=k"; 

[ bf by ornitrtmg from paragraph $dl "a Fine equal to one and one half 
time grazing fees set out in the Thud Schedule for ahe exeess 
stdc" and subsk&dLhnq "for excess stmk a f i e  of M9.W for each 
cPe&le, M15.80 far each equine ancd MP.50 far eacb s d l i  stock''; 

(cl by ornithng fmm paragraph (el 'kqual to one and one half tunes 
the grazing fees set wt in the Tbnl Schedule" an8 W t u w  
'4gf W.00 fas each wMe, M15.00 for each equine a d  M1.M far 

s d  i9bxk". 

Rcytn$im of stock numhe~a 

4. Regrrhtion 10 of the principal regulations IS amended in suh- 
re n 131 - 

(a) by smitaing from paragraph (b) "eqwt t;o 2 mes the graztng Om 
out, in $he Third Schedule" and substituting "sf MS.00 for each 

d e ,  M10.00 for each equine and Ml.60 for each srnall w k * @ ;  

Ib] by anittiwrg fmm pamgp-aph ( c )  "equal to 2 tinaps firazana f0-s 
sat out in h e  Th~rd ScMule'ba.nd substiturtdng "of M6 OO for 
each cattle, Ml0.00 for w h  qu~rre and M1.M for wcR small 
§lwk"'. 

BEST AVAllABE DOCUMENT 



2 LN. No. 39 of 1980 as msdeCl by LN. 144 of 1986 and LN. 5% of 1992 



ANNEX 7 

GRAZING FEE COLLECTIONS AS OF JULY 1993 



L M O U N T S  
COLLECTED ATING THE MONEY COLLECTED 

RESPASS FEE 



ANNEX 8 

SUWllMARY OF TWAlNlNG COURSES AND PUBLIC MEETINGS FOR VDCs 



SUMMARY OF PklBLlC MEETINGS 
i 1 

Source: Report sn Extension information Campaign for the National Grazing Fee 
System, Range Management Division, Ministry sf Ageicufture, Maseru. Septe~nbsr 
5992. 



ANNEX 9 

BACKGROUND INFOWMATlQN ON INTRODUCTION OF GRAZING FEES IN 



BACKGRO 

An address made by the Hon. Miriisder for A~riru!;ure, - Cooperatives and 
Marketing in Parliament on Monday, 21 June 1993. 

In 1979 His Majesty" Government convened a national farmers' 
conference with the aim sf obtaining first hand guidance and 
r e comenda t i~ns  on agricultural development strategies. The 
c o n f e r e n c e  was held at the National Teacher T r a i n i n g  College Prom 
2 4  to 29  Janua ry ,  1979. 

The conference made recommendations on how best the countryas 
agriculture could be run, and asked Government to consider for 
implementation. Recommendations are attached together with the 
names of district delegations. Annex 1. Grazing fee appears on 
page t h r e e ,  the last paragraph. 

In 1984 and 1985, His Majesty's Government sent a group of 
PrincipsL Chiefs and farmers to the United States of America on 
a s t i l d y  tour. The tour was meant to educate them on range 
management and introduction of a grazing fee programme. Names 
of the participants appear in Annexes 2 and 3. Their report is 
attached as Annex 4 (see  page four paragraph ( j ) .  

In 1986 Government set up a National Live:;toek Task Force w i t h  
membership drawn from the Ministries of Agriculture and 
f n t e r i s r .  The Task Force was mandated to prepare implementation 
plans based an recornendations from farmers and chiefs, and this 
was to be accomp8ished by using information from public meetings. 
This was done and consultation continue up to today. 

Another Hatisnal Farmers' Conference was convened at the Lesotho 
Agriculturak College between 9-13 March 198'7. A t  this 
col?ference, Government gave e report back to farmers on the 
status of progress in ca r ry ing  slut the 1979 recommendations. The 
report is in Annex 5. The conference concluded by showing that 
what had not yet been achieved, including introduction of grazing 
fees, be carried out. 

In the same year, 1987, a Land Policy Review Corrmission was put 
in place by Government. Among others, the Commission put the 
question of grazing fees t.o the public. On page 11 of the 
Commission Report, paragraph 2.45 a - f ,  appear recommendations 
regarding grazing fees [see Annex 6). 

Aga in  in the same year ( 1 9 8 7 ) ,  Principal Chiefs (who have been 
responsible for management sf grazing lands) were invited by t h e  
Ministry of A c j r i c 3 m i t u r e  in consultation with the Ministry of 
Interior to Mazenod Training Centre (near  Maseru) to look at 
possible solutions to the widespread range degradation problem. 



Their recornendations appear as Annex 7, lb on page 1. 

1. In June 1988, Government of Lesotho signed an agreed with 
the Government of the United States of America in order to 
endorse the wishes of farmers and the public. This was 
done und r the Lesotho Agricultural Policy Support 
Programme. Annex 8. 

2. On February 1990 a document outlining the Livestock Policy 
Implementation Plan was produced (by the Livestock Task 
Force). Annex 9. 

After approval of the Plan by the Governments of Lesotho 
and America, the first workshops were held in January 1991- 
3articipants in these workshops were District Secretaries, 
District Agricultural Officers, Members of Development 
Councils, Wool and Mohair Growers, Customary Court 
Presidents, District Military Officers and District Police 
Officers-in-Charge. Discussions on the content of the 
Livestock Policy Implementation Plan were carried out 
together with exchange of ideas on grazing implementation. 
Out of these workshops was produced a Grazing Fee 
Implementation Plan for Lesotho (16 January 1991). Annex 
10. These warkskops recommended that the Grazing Fee 
Implementation Plan be explained to the public. The 
responsibility was placed on farmers and Development 
Councils, with the support of Agricultural Officers in the 
districts. Participants in these zeetings is in Annex 10, 

4 .  Public meetings throughout the country were held from April 
1991, following the schedule shorn in Annex 11. 

The final workshop was held on 4 July 1991 at Hotel 
Victoria (in Maseru), where in attendance were Members of 
Development Councils, Livestock Farmers and District 
Officers. The purpose of the meeting was to review outcome 
of the public meetings, and it was reported that all 
districts approved of the intended introduction of grazing 
fees. There were, however, few exceptions such as the 
wards of Matsieng and Thaba-Basiu in Maseru district. 
There was, in the majority of the representations, a plea 
to reduce the grazing fee levels because most farmers would 
not afford to pay at the proposed levels. List of 
participants is in Annex 12. 

6 .  Following the last workshop, then His Majesty's Government 
published a gazette on Range Management and Grazing Control 
(Amen&ent) Regulations on 10 March 1992 (Legal Notice No. 
78  of 1992). This gazette included introduction of grazing 
fees. See Annex 13. 

7. The Legal Notice No. 78 of 1992 (9(l) and (3) of it) could 
not empower Village Development Councils to collect grazing 



fees, Upon realisation of this shortcoming Development 
Council Order No. 13 of 1992 was gazetted so as t o  
introduce a Development Fund. See Annex 14. 

8. Development Councils commenced collection of grazing fees 
an I October 1992, and deposited such funds into newly 
opened accounts in banks of their choice. Collection was 
made at the peak of political party campaigns, and some 
parties d i d  not have full insight i n t o  how the idea of 
grazing fee was co~ceptualised, and what it was meant to be 
used for. As a result some ke3seIoprnent Councils felt 
intimidated by such political pas-zies, for fear that they 
might be asked t o  r e t u r n  the monies upon their getting into 
power, and they therefore did not perform well. At any 
rate, implementation continues in the respective districts. 
Above all, the most important thing j.s improvement of 
living standards sf every Mosotho farmer through 
improvement sf rangeland and livestock productivity 
(Commercialisation of extensive livestock production). The 
Bivelihood sf such farmers is dependent upon improved 
Livestock production; and such livestock, in turn, depend 
on judicious utilisatisn of the natural resource base, 
particularly rangelands and water. 

Annex 15 shows that Berea was the leading district in 
collection of grazing fees. 

8 .  As for what the accurnuhated collection would be used for, 
Annex 16 indicates same of the ideas brolight forth by 
farmers and those involved in the process of development of 
grazing fee implementation since 1979. Final appropriat,ion 
of funds to various development activities will be 
responsibility of each Development Council, w i t h  the advice of 
an appropriate Ministry. 



ANNEX 10 

LIST QF PERSONS CONTACTED 



List of Persons/Brqanizatie~ns - Contacted 

Mr. Jan Aurnan, Chief of Party, Community Natural Resources Management Pr~ jec t  

Mr. Gert Brits, Managing Director, Frarers Lesotho Limited, Maseru 

Ms. Jean Dufqette, Program Officer, USAID 

Mr. Fanana, Director, Sectoral Planning, Ministry of Planning 

Mr. A. M. Gugushie, Director of Crop Services, Ministry of Agriculture 

Mrs. M. Khalikhane, Agricultural Specialist, USAID 

Mrs Z. Khan, Assistant Controller, USAIQ 

Mr. Khasi, Assistant Manager, National Abanoir 81 Feedlot Complex 

Mr. M. E. Khuele, General Manager, National Abattoir & Feedlot Complex 

Mr. M. J. tepele, Development Assistance Specialist, USAID 

Mr. L, Lehfoba, Director of Livestock Services, Ministry of Agricuiture 

Dr. G. Lewis, Agricuitutal Development Officer, USAID 

Mrs. Libe, Accounts Office, NationaE Abattoir & h e d i ~ t  Complex 

Mrs. Makhake, Director of Central Planning, Ministry of Planning 

Mr. 6. Matete, Chief Animal Praduction Officer, Ministry of Agriculture 

Mr. L. J. Mokotjo, Principal Secretary, Ministry of Trade & Industry 

Mr. B. Motsamai, Chief Range Management Officer, Ministry of Agriculture 

Ms. C. Mclntyre, USAID/Mali, Bamako 

Mr. La B. Mokatoane, Financis! Controller, Ministry of Finance 

Mr. R, Nkoloane, Former Principa! Secretary, Ministry of Agriculture 

Mr. T, J. Rarnots'oari, Director of Ecan~mies and Marketing, Ministry of Agriculture 

Mr. Curt Weintsrna, ARTS/FARA, AIDlV4ashing"tn (formerly ADO, USAID) 

Mrs. A. Sepitla, Program Assistant, USAID 

Mrs. Thabarre, Financial Controller, National Abattoir & Feedtot Colmplex 



Mr. F. Gary Towery, Director, USAID. 

Mr. J. L. Zwane, Depu~y Principal Secretary, Ministry of Finance 


