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CONCLUS:ON 
~ 

The ~ange Management Area/Grazing Association complex h~s 
proven ~o be a ~ort~while vehicle for the sustainable develoc~ent 
of natu:~l resources under Africa~ peasant herding condition~. It 
is succeeding in its environmental goals and has the SUP?O~t of 
the GOL and the local elite. It is also a democratizing force for 
rural Lesotho. The membership in each RMA is broad and has 
received substantial immediate economic benefits from preferential 
grazing rights. 

The RMA/GA complex is succeeding in allowing livestock produ
cers to gain a sense of management control and ownership of their 
resources. But, Lesotho is a country without common -law property 
ownership rights. There is an urgent need to identify a legal 
basis for retaining the current usage rights that have been 
granted to the RMA/GAs. An institutional ho~e for the adjudica
tion process should be identified. 

The economic benefits of the RHA/GAs a~o growing slowly but.are 
not yet sufficient to stimulate a cohesive sense of purpose among 
the membership. The existence of the four LAPIS-supported RMA/GAs 
has not resulted in a call for similar development by other 
producers. The development of RMA/GAs will therefore continue to 
be top-down development activities needing strong external leader
ship, government participation and patience. 

RMA/GA development could be extended if the expensive 
technology-dominant model is modified. A reduction in cost per 
RMA/GA would make it feasible to add three to four over the next 
five-year period. Lowering costs means transfering moie responsi
bility for inplementing development into the hands of the 
producers the~selves. The means to achieve this are to reduce 
reliance on expatriate technical assistance, curtail overseas 
degree training, and develop a strong in-country training program. 
The attainment of self-sustainability could be significantly 
accelerated by engaging a grassroots-oriented NGO/PVO with 
experience in African livestock development. 

In the future as more RHA/GAs are organized and the present 
ones mature, a vehicle should be identified for giving the 
membership a voice at the national level. A nongovernmental 
producers association with broad appeal and membership potential 
would help the RMA/GAs progress after the subsidized development 
phase is over. 

USAID should continue to strongly support the development of 
RMA/GAs in Lesotho. Alternative activities, such as intensive 
production or marketing, would divert resources away from the 
priority objective of sustainable natural resources development. 
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2~C8HMENDATIONS 

1) USAID should conmission a study on ~djudication to determine 
the required skills and their availability in Lesotho, how to 
cor.solidate the adjudication process in GaL institutions, and what 
mechanisms are available to protect p=operty rights, including the 
applicability of long-term leaseholds under the Land Act. 

2) Usage fees of the Grazing Associations should be adjusted in 
proportion to the size of each household's grazing herd so they 
are no longer regressive. 

3) The vital role of the MOA Range Management Section in RHA 
and Grazing Association development should be continued through 
the RMA managers. 

4) USAID should reduce its support of the institution building 
program for the Range Management Section, including participant 
training. 

5) The HOA Livestock Division should accelerate its in-country 
training program to: a) civil service field workers from all 
disciplines represented in the Division, and b) members of the 
Grazing Associations, their executive committees and officers. 

6) The Range Management Section should develop and implement a 
training plan to upgrade existing cadre to take over technical 
responsibilities from the expatriate staff. 

7) Construction of the national training center at Sehlabathebe 
s~ould go forward as soon as possible. The project should inquire 
into the possibility of establishing an international training 

) program with a partner school. 

8) Training to Grazing Association members should be more 
participatory and include the herders' own knowledge of the 
subject matter, 

9) USAID should seek the assistance of an international NGO/PVO 
to help the Range Management Section with its efforts to make the 
RMA/GAs self-sustaining. 

10) In due course, with the addition of three to four more 
RMA/GAs and increased maturity of the existing ones, USAID should 
examine the potential for a nongovernmental organization that 
would give producers a voice at the national level. 

11) While the HOA is pressing forward with privatization and 
the reorganization of the Livestock Products Marketing Service, 
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DSA!D should hold off on de~ands that would increase the economic 
bu=den on producers. 

12) USAIO should ref~ain from putting resources into the 
s:=ategy of intensification of animal production to curtain 
t=3.nshumance. 

INTRODUCTION 

Background 

The livestock and range management consultant carried out his 
portion of the Lesotho agricultural sector analysis for USAID 
bet~een February 23 and March 20, 1990. The scope of work was 
limited to certain questions that USAID wished to have clarified 
before it prepared a Project Identification Document (PIO) for a 
follow-on activity to the Lesotho Agricultural Production and 
Institutional Support (LAPIS) project that will be phased out 
during 1990 and 1991. At the outset, the following scope of work 
was agreed upon by USAID, the contractor's representative and the 
consultant. 

1) Review the relevant literature in Lesotho and interview and 
work closely with resident livestock and range ~anagenent 
specialists. 

2) Examine the Range Management Area (RHA) concept that has 
been developed with USAID financing in Lesotho and:-

a) recommend means to enhance the economic, nanagerial, 
social and political viability of the grazing associations and, 

) hence, their sustainability; 

b) emphasize techniques for local organization development; 

c) examine the role and relationship of the grazing 
associations to other local entities (e.g., Village Development 
Councils), traditional authorities, the GOL and USAIO, and assess 
the influence of these relationships upon future RMA development; 

d) examine options for developing a mechanism to give RMAs a 
voice at the national level (eg., a national coordination 
commi t tee) . .. 

3) Examine the potential for USAID investment in the range and 
livestock subsector through NGOs/PVQs, both local and internation
al that have appropriate experience, including:-

. 
. 1 
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a) the desirability of di~ect USAID supnort to the Wool d t'" 3D 
~oh~ir Growers' Assocfations; 

b) the potential for linkages between the RMAs and thQ U 1 "" l'!oo ... 
a~d Mohair Growers' Associations; 

c) the advantages and disadvantages of seeking RMA 
development through international NGOs/PVOs. 

4) Make recommendations on ways to increase private sector 
marketing of livesto~k and livestock products, including the 
prospects for privatization of the Ministry of Agriculture

l 

Cooperatives and Marketing (MOA) Livestock Products 
Marketing Service (LPMS) and GOL wool shearing sheds. 

5) Examine the GOL program to promote intensification of 
livestock production in the lowlands and make recommendations for 
improvements and donor investments. 

In addition to the interviews and archival review, an overnight 
field trip was made to the eastern RHAs (nos. 1 & 2). A brief 
reconnaissance was made of the facilities and pastures in 
Sehlabathebe RMA and a cattle sale was observed at Ha 
Moshebi/Ramatseliso's Gate RMA. 

Policies of the GOL and MOA Relevant to AID Programming 

In range and livestock matters, the articulated policy of the 
GOL has for a long time been based on a model of overgrazing 
due to overstocking in the foothills and highland areas, continu
ous land degradation, and poor primary and livestock productivity. 
A principal caUSe of the overstocking is the long-term retention 
of cattle that have been purchased with remittances from Basotho 
mine workers in the RSA. As passive investments, these animals 
earn a real capital gain of 6 - 10% annually, ~hich is highly 
competitive ~ith other investments in Lesotho. Nevertheless, 
investment cattle overload the rangeland and pre-empt commercial 
herding that could be even more profitable. 

This application of conventional African rangeland ~isdom has 
been justified by a variety of economic and social analyses 
undertaken by the LeRD and LAPIS projects. There have been few 
corresponding ecological or biological studies to bear out the 
degree of environmental and economic damage. Nevertheless, there 
is general agreement that some degree of overgrazing has thrust 
the rangelands into a downward trend. The GOL policy goals are to 
stop this degradation thereby increasing the productivity of the 
rangelands and the animals that graze them. The LAPIS Project has 
begun to monitor range trends and other variables that should be 

. .... 
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inc!uced in USA:D's ~eporting system. 

3~sotho he~d~:s us~'common grazing land for their herding 
practices. Specific areas for summer and village grazing may be 
assigned by local authorities, but this attribution does not 
amount to o~ne~ship of the property nor permanent rights-cf-use. 
For the most pa~t, USAID-financed projects have avoided blaming 
Basotho produce~s of causing a "tragedy of the commons," whether 
they believe it to be happening or not: This is commendable in 
that a workable alternative to public ownership could not be 
achieved over the short life-span of a development project. There 
would simply be too much resistance by local people to the drastic 
changes posed by instituting individual property rights. It is 
unlikely that the GOL could muster the support or willpower to 
overcome grassroots resistance and vested interests. 

In practice, therefore, the GOLls goals are to be sought 
through a policy of lowering animal numbers ~hile increasing local 
control over natural resources through newly formed as well as 
"traditional" community institutions. In management terms this 
policy is to be achieved by eliminating what has been viewed as 
.. free access" to pastures and substituting communal control over a 
scientifically determined rotational grazing plan. 

The instruments which the GOL has chosen to implement its 
policy of decreasing animal numbers and increasing local control 
over resources are:-

1) the designation or RHAs and attribution of land use rights 
to the local communities at RMAs; 

2) the formation of grazing associations as the basis of a 
participatory development nodel; 

3) the introduction of membership and grazing fees to lo~er 
the profitability of maintaining nonproductive animals on the 
rangeland; 

4) the introduction or upgrading of culling, breeding, animal 
health and marketing prograns to increase the profit~bility of 
maintaining productive animals on the rangeland; and 

5) the termination of small stock transhumance from the 
lowlands into th~ foothills and cattlepost areas. 

In addition to the resource-based policies, the MOA and its 
Division of Livestock Services currently profess a policy which is 
relentlessly focused on privatization of livestock services ~ith 
only residual functions retained by government. The proper role 
of government, one hears said, includes only certain information 
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s~=vi:es (~or p:o~uce:s and consumers), public safety and re~ula
:o:y :unctions, re3e~rch and education. The GaL would not o~lY 
red~ce ~ge~cy ~andates, it would reduce the number of agencies. 
If s~~cessful, the GaL would divest itself of all livestock 
production activities, t~e processing and marketing of livestock 
a~d :ives:~ck products, and basic animal health services. There 
wculd no l~~ger be a government abattoir or shearing sheds, the 
functions of the Livestock Products Marketing Service would be 
abandoned or turned over to the private sector, and routine animal 
health interventions would be carried out by trained veterinary 
workers operating privately. 

The HOA has gone about on its own to demonstrate its will to 
privatize. The basic veterinary services (vaccination, anthel
mintic treatment, and so forth) in one trial district (Mafeteng) 
have been delegated to fa=mers who have been trained as village 
vete~inary workers. The vaccines and treatments, however, are 
supplied by GaL livestock assistants and come -from government 
stocks, which the HOA would also like to turn over to the private 
sector. :f this happened, the Veterinary Section of the MOA would 
retain only the functions of a diagnostic service of last resorts 
and a regulatory agency to sanction animal health commodities 
app:opriate for conditions in Lesotho. 

In Harch, 1990, the MOA ~ill evaluate the results of the 
Mafeteng trial. It will determine whether privatization of 
veterinary services can be extended to other regions. The results 
should be of interest to USAID as a test of GOL resolve, and USAID 
may wish to participate in the evaluation. In the longer run, 
this may be an activity that USAID would want to support as part 
of the development of more comprehensive and profit-oriented RMAs. 

In summary, the range and livestock policy goals of the GOL 
are, on the one hand, to reverse land degradation and increase the 
productivity of land and livestock, and, on the other, to increase 
the efficiency of Darketing livestock and livestock products. The 
policies which the GOL has adopted to promote these abjectiv~s are 
the reduction of animal numbers on the rangeland, the augmentation 
of local control over pasture resources, and the enhancement of 
the private sector in commercial livestock functions. 

These policies will be implemented through local resource 
reallocation ("adjudication"), the formation of grazing associa
tions to manage a grazing plan, the imposition of user fees, the 
organization of livestock culling and marketing programs and other 
services to increase profitable commercialization, and the elimi
nation of small stock transhumance. The role of the private 
sector will be enhanced by reducing the mandate of governmental 
livestock services or turning them over to private agents. 
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:~E RXA cos::?: A~~ GSAZI~G ASSOCIATIONS 

The RHAs !:e o~??ed zones in :he high:~nds that consist of 
a~out 8000 tc 52,000 hectares each. The :o~= curren:ly designated 
PMAs are Se:::::.ja:h::ce (no. 1), Ha Hoshebi/R,a:natselis,'s Gate (:10. 

2), ?el~nen6 (~0. 3), and Mokhotlong (no. 4). A fif:h area is 
under COnS1Q::;t:on. These are the RMAs that h~ve b~en developed 
with assis~a~~e f:om USAlD. Other donors (Canada, E~ropean 
Develo9ment FJnd, I3rtD) have or will initiate managed range areas 
with objectives si~ilar to the RMAs. 

The char3.~t~ristics of the RMAs, such as geographic boundaries, 
number of villages, people, animals, activities, and so forth, are 
described :n numerous project reports and will not be repeated 
here. 7he current analysis is concerned not with t~e routine 
descriptors, but with specif:c variables that ccnt=i~ute directly 
to the maint:~ance of the RMAs as functional institutions. 

If s~ac~ h~s been organized into RHAs, then peopl~ within the 
RHAs have teen o:g3.n:zed into Grazing Associat~ons (GAs). There 
is one GA fa; each RMA and its members all co~e f~cm the associa
ted R~A vill~ges. The membership of each GA elects an executive 
committee ~h:ch in turn elects a chairman and ot~er officers. 
Chieftair.shi~s a~e heavily represented on the exec~t:ve co~mittee, 
a~d the or;:)t~rational mode of the GAs is often vie·..;ed as "~orki!1g 
closely with the c:"iefs" to obtain their tacit approval. The GAs 
are the duly authorized organizations responsible fer implementing 
the grazing plans and for moving its members toward ~ore sales
oriented production, especially of cattle. 

Each RHA and its corresponding GA should be viewed as a "non
traditional capital/human resources complex." The P.HA/GA complex
es have as their function the achievement of the GOL policy goals 
described above. Whether they will be successful depends on their 
appreciation of the tasks, their cohesiveness and durability 
( .. su s tainab iIi ty" ) I and the means at the ir disposal for under
taking action on behalf of the community. Described below are the 
major variables that will affect the long-term success of the 
RMA/GA complexes and some suggestions for increasing the chances 
of success through GOL and project activities. The analysis is 
based on results obtained from other"experiences in Africa, and, 
to a lesser extent, from the extensive mountainous herding regions 
o f As i a . \if hat f 0 11 ow s" is not an e va 1 u a t i on" nor a c r i t i que 0 f 
ongoing or past (LCRD & LAPIS) project activities; it is an 
attempt to stress what this consultant believes to be the most 
pressing issues for success in the future. 
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The develo?ment model which has been introduced to 8asotho 
he~ders is fundamentally one which is top down. The idea of-the 
R:fA/GA co~? lex did not come from the producers, nor did it ar'ise 
1!1 ~espor:se to a government call for rural folk to "organize 
you::.:-selves." All of the advantages are not self-evident. Some 
will require a long time to materialize, and the economic benefits 
may not ace rue to all par tic i p a.n t s . Fu r t he r m 0 r e, the ex c 1 us ion 0 f 
a large segment of herders by the adjudication process is not a 
normal feature of traditional Basotho society. In the past, 
transhumance from distant villages would have been sanctioned by 
local authorities; with the advent of RMAs it has been prohibited. 

This "from the outside" aspect means that high quality, dedica
ted technical assistance will be required for a long time. Gains 
m~de by other range projects have fallen by the wayside when 
technical assistance was withdrawn too soon. Some projects, such 
as the Haasai project in Tanzania, have gone into a spectacular 
tailspin when outside assistance was ter~inated. The reason for 
failure has been insufficient ti~e to redress the prior lack of 
social agreement for the management actions to be taken and for 
the authority to take them. 

While it is impossible to be precise about the length of time 
technical assistance will be required, it probably corresponds to 
the number of years for a new generation of adult people to ascend 
within the community, hence, 15-20 yea~s is probably the nini~um. 
If the RHA/GA concept is economically and environmentally 
beneficial - and it appears to be so- - the ne).l form of organiza-
t ion and managemen t wi 11 come to be regarded as .. trad it ional. .. In 
1990 the oldest RHA/GA complex, Sehlabathebe, is only 6-8 years 
old and is still regarded by locals as a foreign concept. 

) Given the need for c~ntinuing outside technical assistance, the 
next question is, who should provid~ it? Past experience indi
c~tes that the effectiveness of technical assistance, in range and 
other natural resources projects, is mainly a function of site
s?ecific experience; this includes language capability, knowledge 
of local culture and political organization, familiarity with 
traditional practices, and empathy with the conditions and 
p::.:-oblems confronting local producers. These factors that contri
but e tot he a c c e pta b iIi t y an d f e as i b iIi t y 0 f _ in t e r v e n t ion h a v e 
been as important. as technical acumen and economic return. 

Where technical assistance has been foreign and lacked 
experience in the culture, it has been unable to bring about the 
desired changes, either long or short term. On the other hand, 
expatriate technical assistance with experience in the local 
culture has been effective; in this case the major problem is the 
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cost of ~aintaining C " -::- ~,.:,:::. ------ advisors. 

The present consul:~~c1 did not include a manpower inventory. 
But, interviews with :o:~er participant trainees revealed that the 
skills needed to prov:ce ~ost of the technical inputs for the 
ongoing work were in pl~ce. The most experienced of the RMA 
managers, for example, ~ven though they are only certificate-level 
graduates, would be ca?able of carrying out, under supervision, 
the critical work now being done by expatriate advisors. If 
manpower quantity needs to be increased as more RMA/GAs are 
developed, the Range Section should embark on its own in-country 
training program to upgrade the existing cadre. 

Adjudication 

The reallocation of range use rights (with its corresponding 
exclusion of distantly located users) and the formation of a new 
administrative unit constitute the process known. as adjudication. 
This amounts to the identification and sanction by the principal 
chief of each RMA/GA complex. The adjudication process is being 
managed by the Range Section with the groundwork carried out under 
the direction of expatriate advisors. If the concept is extended 
to the development of new RMA/GAs - and there are good reasons to 
think it should be - an institutional mechanism for adjudication 
needs to be identified. 

The skills needed for the adjudication process come from the 
range and animal sciences, cartography, the social sciences and 
jurisprudence. Successful adjudication requires the integration 
and astute application of these skills and probably represents the 
most critical challenge for the success of the RMA/GA complexes. 
In addition, the adjudication process, as it is carried out now, 
is incomplete because it does not address the social and legal 
rights of those who have been excluded from their former range 
areas. 

The MOA Range Management Division has a functional Geographic 
Information System (GIS) that is capable of plotting human, 
economic and physical features of an area under consideration for 
adjudication. This endeavor is worthwhile as a support tool for 
field implementation, first, because it leaves an objective record 
of conditions, and, second, because it allows a quantitative 
·comparison of va~iables over time. A GIS is not, however, an end 
in itself, and the work that is done in the field, and the way it 
is performed (with a maximum of local participation) is more 
important than computerized monitoring and record keeping . 

.. -
A close look needs to be taken on how to proceed with adjudica

tion in the future. The Livestock Division of the MOA does not 

. 
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have the requ site ~~npo~er skills in the social sciences or :n 
~he legal rea ~, nor is there a designated technical unit or 
depart~ent that can i~ple~ent the adjudication process. As things 
stand, neither the skills nor the organization is in place to 
institutionalize rangeland adjudication in Lesotho. The process 
=emains an artifact of the exte=nally funded projects. These 
manpower and organizational problems should be addressed bef~~e 
USAID funds additional RMA/GA complexes. 

Human Organization and Management of the RMA/GA Complexes 

The challenges related to organizing the GAs and instituting 
local management of the RMAs do not end with the adjudication 
process. The LCRD social scientist reported many recurrent 
problems through the end of his tenure in 1986, and, since then, 
LAPIS project reports have noted continuing managerial difficul
ties. These include the need for the project to provide the 
motivation and agendas for public meetings (pitsos), difficulties 
in implementing the grazing plan and penalizing infringements, and 
an inability to decide on fee assessment and collection. 

The social scientist stated that, "In Lesotho, the social and 
economic conditions for effective local cooperative action in 
range management are not usually present. Diverse livestock and 
range management strategies make widespread adoption of a communal 
management sche~e problematic (and] grazing associations lack the 
social authority to enforce even modest controls (Lawry, 1987)." 

Over a period of time the situation has improved in the oldest 
two RMA/GA complexes, but they are still dependent on the project 
to provide management leadership. ·One GA president, when asked 
what the association ;nost needed to continue, replied, "money. II A 
reasonable interpretation of this comment is that the economic 
benefits to GA members is insufficient to stimulate a cohesive 
sense of purpose among its members. The additional funds would 
serve as a surrogate economic payoff, buying, in a manner of 
speaking, the cooperation of GA members. External leadership, it 
would appear, is still required to sustain the functions of the 
RHA/GA complexes. 

Enforcement of grazing rules and penalties for their violation 
are among the most persistent challenges for the GAs. Herders 
have mixed feelings about the value of the grazing plan and its 
technical parameters. People who have been excluded from the 
RMAs continue to disagree on their loss of rights to traditional 
grazing land. And the introduction of seasonal cow culling has 
introduced another opportunity for the violation of rules. 
(Identified culls must be removed from pasture before the next 
grazing season. If they are not, the owner is in violation.)' 
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The dif:i:~lties of en=o~ceQent are not rooted in the manage
ment of the 5=~=ing pl~ns ~hic~, for those ~ho participate, are 
not onerous, nor in the freque~cies of violation, ~hich are 
decreasing ov~r time. The problem is one of local institutions. 
As much as pcssible, enforcement is no~ seen as an internal matter 
for the GAs. This is not so difficult ~hen violators are from 
outside the ~ember villages, but real problems arise when the 
violators are local and from the same social network as the 
enforcers. 

In practice, and, depending on the case, enforcement - after 
the initial impoundment of animals by "range riders" - is handled 
at different levels: by the executive committee of the GAs, their 
chairman, the "chiefs, the police, and, on a few occasions, by the 
courts. When animals are impounded and monetary penalties 
imposed, serious disputes arise that st:ain the cohesiveness of 
the local community. 

Impoundment and fines are police actions that should be carried 
out by a police agency based outside the community. The retention 
of policing activities by the GA would be a source of continUed 
tension and divisiveness within the com~unity. In cases where 
such divisiveness has been resolved (eg., China, Cuba, Tanzania, 
etc.), it has come about through the ascent of local authoritar
ianism. While this scenario is unlikely to develop in present-day 
Lesotho, it is still· undesirable for the GAs to continue with 
their policing activities while the project is pulling in the 
other direction, trying to build group cohesiveness and goals. 

Outside policing works when: 1) the police agency does not have 
a mandate to manage the resources or issue resource-use permits; 
2) its activities are well-known and supported by the community at 
large; and 3) it is independent of community control on a day-to-

) day basis. A successful model for outside policing is the USAID
funded Goesselbodi natural resources project in Niger. Favorable 
institutional relationships should be sought fQ~ the RMA/GA 
complexes in Lesotho. 

Unlike the impound~ent of animals and imposition of fines, 
usage fees are not me~nt to penalize deviations from community 
norms. They are part and parcel of management and, therefore, the 
prerogative of the communities and GAs. The. GAs have experienced 
varying degrees of success in the collection of fees, with new 
RMA/GAs faring better than more established ones. 

Depending on the GA, initial membership and/or annual fees are 
assessed. In theory, the GOL is committed to a policy of nation
wide grazing fees, but this is likely to be a long-term goal not 
easily implemented either inside or outside the RMA/GAs. All of . 
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:he GAs are assessing annual fees on a per animal basis. 
effectively charging a grazing fee, but this is separate 
?roposed national gra~ing fee. 

They are 
t!:'cm the 

T~e reasons for. i~posing usage fees are varied and include: 1) 
vest1ng producers 1n the success of the RMA/GAs; 2) covering the 
=ecurrent costs of manage~ent; 3) producing revenue for local ' 
development initiatives; 4) inculcating the community in a Commer
cial ethic by introducing a cash flo~ activity; and 5) providing 
an incentive for the removal of unproductive animals from the 
range by raising the costs of maintenance. 

There are two issues regarding the imposition of fees which 
USAID may wish to address. The first is the leg~l basis for a 
national grazing fee. Since the fee is included in the-National 
Livestock Policy Implementation Plan (a GOL policy statement that 
was required as a conditionality for LAPS Program funding), it is 
already a priority for USAID. The feasibility study indicated in 
the imple~entation plan should be carried out as soon as possible. 

The second issue concerns the fairness of the fees. Each of 
the four RHA/GA complexes has chosen to implement a different fee 
structure. Only at Ramatseliso's Gate RMA/GAs is the fee assessed 
on a per animal unit basis. This means that producers pay 
according to the amount their herds graze. In the other RHA/GAs 
the fees are either fixed (membership and annual) or are assessed 
20 times more on the first 10 animal units than on additional 
animals. In the latter cases it is the small-scale herde~s who 
effectively subsidize the large-scale herders by paying more per 
animal unit for access to grazing. These fees are regressive. 

If the fees are pushed upward - they are already very high at 
?elaneng (H50 to join, M10 annual) - the small-scale herders will 
be pushed out. There is no economic or social justification to 
favor large-scale herders in Lesotho. In Africa, large-scale 
herding is not necessarily "progressive herding," Contrary to the 
situation in the West, where large-scale producers are the most. 
commercially viable, in Africa it is often the large herd owners 
who are most intent on holding animals as long-term capital 
investments. Where fees are now unequally applied, they should be 
reassessed in proportion to the size of each household herd in 
order to spread the costs over the entire community. 

Institutional Relationships 

The existing relationships between bet~een the GAs, their 
executive, the HOA, USAID and other institutions and agents in 
Lesotho have been beneficial. It is clear that the MOA has played 
a vital role in range and livestock development and its participa-
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t~on. in ~~e future is unquestion~bly necessary. The HOA presence 
~:thln tne RHA/GA represents explicit GOL support, which will 
become even more im?ortant as forei~n technical assistance is 
withdrawn. It will become the sole conduit for the introduction 
of tec~nology. 

The past observation of the LCRD social scientist on the status 
of the RMA managers has pr0ved valid over time. As civil servants 
from outside the community, the managers are well placed to 
mediate dispptes that arise between members of the local 
community. In the oldest RMAs the internal relationships between 
the membership, the executive and the staff have progressively 
improved. 

While the chieftainships may be losing influence over time, 
their cooperation is necessary now, and they do not have, nor do 
they appear to want, an overbearing influence on the development 
of the RMA/GAs. The MOA and the LAPIS project have done a good 
job in eliciting their cooperation. Range (and other rural 
development) projects in Africa have suffered when local authori
ties have been ignored, either through the inclination of project 
management or when the political arm of the government has stepped 
in to shield the chiefs from the projects. This has not been the 
case in Lesotho. 

The Village Development Councils (VDCs), like the RHA/GAs, are 
newly forming agents of participatory development in Lesotho. The 
question arises whether the VDCs should become the principal 
vehicle for rangeland development, as the World Bank would like to 
see them. The Bank, having pursued rural development through 
government for years, now finds itself criticized for ignoring 
grassroots efforts. Its current posture is to virtually ignore 
central government. This is unfair and unrealistic. There are 
proper roles for government, especially as a catalyst for change 
and technological innovation. The MOA is the proper institution 
for this. 

While the VDCs may be more bottom-up than the RMA/GAs, they 
are too small to be effective administrative jurisdictions for 
grazing management. THe RMAs are extensive production models that 
would be hindered if they were broken into small village-level 
subunits. The VDCs might be appropriate development organizations 
in intensively cropped highlands (eg., East Africa, southern 
Himalayas, etc.), but they are inappropriate for rangeland 
development in Lesotho. On the other hand, VDCs are not 
competitive with the GAs in the RMA zones, and they may provide 
cooplementary activities for the development of badly needed 
social services (schools, clinics, etc.). 

. . ~ 
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Training 

USA!D r.~s sponsore& university-level training in range manage
ment and lives:ock for a number of participants at different 
levels. As a =esult, key administrative positio~s in the MOA have 
been filled. But, th:s has not m~de the field w~rk easier for the 
govern~ent to i~~lemen:; expatriate advisors con~inue to supervise 
technical tasks such as bas~line range inventories. 

Due to the absence of high level technicians in the field, 
the MOA is :xpected to request further university training in 
range science at the B.S. level. While this cor.sultant is not 
against t=ainir.g (nor eaucation, for that matter), doubts remain 
whether the field situation ~ould improve if more people were 
t=ained. All of the standard arguments apply here: the inability 
of government to retain well trained people, hig~ recurrent costs, 
budgets overloaded ~ith personnel expenses, and :he accumulation 
of frust=at:d technicians without the resources to fulfill their 
manoa.te. 

There a=e two specific conditions which tend ~o argue against 
further tec~nical training. First, as noted above, returned 
particip~nt trainees have been given administrative positions 
~it~in the Range Management Division rather than assignments to 
su~ervise the field work. This has made it necessary to retain 
expatria:e technici~ns at the RHAs. 

While this ex~erience may seem typical, it is not inevitable. 
For exa~~le, USAID financed the training of thr:e range techni
cians (2 B.S., 1 H.S.) for the Republic of Nige~. After their 
ret:..l=n, two were assigned to district ("depa:te1l2ntlt) offices and 
one to the ministerial headquarters. Thereafte~, they worked with 
part-ti~2 U.S. technical assistance to train diploma-level techni
cians in the field work. After four yea~s Niger could undertake 

) its own range inventory across the entire pastoral zone. From 
time to time duri~g this period, the three university graduates 
were given the opportunity to pursue specialized non-degree 
training that was specifically relevant to their work. 

Second, in order to increase the sustainability of the RMA/GA 
cO~9lexes, it is ti~e to shift away from the technology-heavy 
model that has been developed. A stronger grass:oots orientation 
will do more than added technical work to vest the local people in 
their own develoo~ent. With less tech~ical contribution expected 
from government,· less expertise will be required within govern
ment. This is not a criticism of the institution-building that 
USAID has financed to date .. The program has succeeded, and most 
of the technical competence is in place. How it can be used more 
efficiently is now more important than how it can be expanded. 
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In-country, r.onfor~e: --- ~:~g :s a diffe~ent kettle of fish. 
With a broa~er audien~e 7~: e~s :o~t~ objectives, it can be more 
cost-effectl?e than pa:::~:;~~t t~a:nlng and =ak~ a a~eater 
contribution to general cevelo9ment goals. T~o g~O~FS can be 
targeted for training: 1) civil service field ~crkers from all 
disciplir.es represented in the Livestock Division (~~nge 
management, animal production, veterinary medicine) a~d, .2) 
me~bers of the GAs a~d the:~ executive committee and officers. 
F=om time to ti~e when s~ort-courses and seminars are held, the 
two audiences should participate jointly so they le~rn each 
other's mandate and objectives. 

The training should be on-site, with conside~able time devoted 
to practical hands-on work: in the field for technical subjects, 
and practice sessions and participatory discussion fer administra
tive, ~anagerial and le~dership topics. In most cases the train
ing should be presented, or at least organized, by ~~e HOA rather 
than the Agri~ultural College, since it is the HOA t~at will be 
imple~enti~g pr~grams in the field. 

Whenever possible training should be given to the GA members 
and technicians at their own RMA. It will not be financially 
feasible, however, to have adequate, year-round facilities at each 
R~A. The prcposed training center at Sehlabatheoe R~A should be 
cons~ructed for use as a national educational resou:ee. While the 
Sehlabathebe center will be expensive to maintain and operate, it 
could become self-sustaining if rented out on a part-ti~e basis to 
an international educational institution. There are several 
U.S. sc~ools and universities that maintain international campuses 
for programs in ecology, sustainable developnent and the social 
sciences. One or more may be interested in sharing the 
Sehla~atheoe center in a way that would be mutually beneficial. 
Access to the adjacent Sehlabathebe Park may be an added incentive 
for the de'lelopment of an international educational program. 

Economic Benefits of the RMA/GAs 

Whether the RMA/GAs sustain themselves in the long run depends 
not only on their managerial cap~bility and their ability to 
reverse nega~ive environmental trends, but on the e~onomic bene
fits that directly accrue to the participating households. The 
initial benefit has been the availability of more pasture for the 
herds of households retained under the RMA/GA umbrella. With 
grazing pressure relieved, a rot~tional grazing plan implemented 
and some controlled burning and :~llow, the poter.tial economic 
benefits have grown. Animal production has improved, and sale 
animals from inside the oldest RMAs fetch higher au~tion prices 
than those grazed outside. 

. ... 
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The ~easurable benefits not~i:hstanding, a ~ecent survey at 
Ramatseliso's Gate RHA indicates t~at herders are still not clear 
abo u t the nat u reo f the res u 1 tin g ben e fit s . F if t y per c en t don 0 t 
know the benefits or think there are none. 

The LAPIS project has taken active measures to make the RMA/GAs 
'economically productive as ~ell as environmentally sound. It has 
sponsored cattle markets an~ breeding to improve the economic 
return to RHA/GA participation. It would also like to implement 
herd health and improved fodder production programs to raise the 
productivity of commercial herds. These efforts should be 
continued, with more emphasis on the extension and training side 
and less input on the development of supporting infrastructure. 

Econom~ci activities have, revolved around the development of 
infrastructure: fenced speclal-use' pastures, marketing 
facilities, veterinary clinics, maintenance and storage buildings, 
and electrical and water supplies. The design, technology and 
construction have been imported at a cost which the RMA/GAs could 
never duplicate nor sustain. The added economic activity directly 
a~tributable to an RMA/GA amounts to the equivalent of only a 
single, small family farm in the U.S.: a few hundred animals bred, 
vaccinated or sold (MOA, 1989). In the RMA/GA, this activity is 
sh~:ed by more that 300 households, making the average economic 
benefit to each very little. 

ROLE OF NONGOVERNMENTAL AND PRIVATE & VOLUNTARY ORGANIZATIONS 

The present paper argues that the RMA/GA complex is a highly 
worthwhile concept for natural resources conservation under 
extensive grazing conditions in Lesotho. The main limitation to 
its widespread application is the high cost associated with a top
down, technology-dependent model. However, the need for top-down 

) assistance was necessary at the outset and will remain so until 
there is a general demand.by herders. 

Reducing the infrastructure and expatriate technical assistance 
will lower the costs of expanding the RMA/GA network. It should 
also be possible to increase the demand by working more closely 
with all herders on a day-to-day basis, both in the existing 
RHA/GAs and in newly forming ones. GA management and the execu
tive have had a difficult time convincing members of the benefits 
and getting them,to take over responsibility for running the 
RMA/GAs. The leadership and cooperative skills of the members 
need to surf~ce so they become responsible for increasing the 
membership and managing the grazing plan and other activities. 

A few examples may help to explain how more contact can foster 
the development of local initiative. First, the agenda for a 
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herders' training session in range management gives the follo~ing 
objective for the short-course: "The majo:' objecti-J~ of this 
t=aining is to nake herders aware of the interaction bet~een 
plants and animals, either through grazing or trampling, and the 
response of grass to these effects. In sho:t the objective :s to 
make herders have more understanding about Range Management." 

Even if the range is ove~crowded, overgrazed, degraded, and 
depleted, one may suspect that the herders are aware already of 
the interaction between plants and animals, etc. They must also 
have some empirical understanding of range management, even if 
they do not understand scientific Range Management. Do we need to 
"make them understand?" This is a tough school, without much I 

empathy. 

Throughout the world, herders have their own understanding and 
concepts of their ec~system, and, even if they are less than 
scientific and often wrong, there is no reason to ignore their 
knowledge and make them feel as if they have to start allover and 
develop a new logical framework. It is simply asking too much of 
them, and it is unnecessary. 

An interactive short-course given with the following major 
objective may have had more impact on the participants: "to learn 
what herders know about plant-animal interactions and to augment 
their knowledge with scientifically derived principles of range 
management. In short, the objective is to come to agreement on 
how the grazing association can meet its goals through improved 
range management," 

Another example that has been used in other regions of Africa 
is the incorporation of traditional knowledge of animal health 
("ethnoveterinary medicine") in appropriate herd health programs. 
In their own ecosystems, the herders# concepts of disease and 
disease transmission are often more correct than classical text
book descriptions. Yet the usual veterinary programs ignore this 
knowledge, to their own peril. Top down herd health programs have 
had little impact under peasant conditions. The veterinarian who 
makes the herder feel ignorant sooner or later comes to be seen by 
the herder as ignorant himself. 

The bane in both of the above cases is "expertitis": too much 
reliance on formal credentials, little tolerance for producers to 
express innate leadership skills, and no proclivity to make the 
producers responsible for their own development initiatives. 

Leadership building techniques require a sound understanding 
of both the technology that is being introduced and the motiva
tions and background of the people to whom it is introduced. Even 
though the development of the RMA/GAs will remain top-down for a 
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long time, these exa~ples illustrate that much could be done to 
improve the level of ~articipation by the members themselves. 

In order to help the Range Management Section with its efforts 
to make the RMA/GAs self-sustaining, USAID should seek the assis
tance of an NGO/PVO. The NGO/PVO must have a proven commitment to 
grassroots participation through the development of local leader
ship. It would also need experience in African livestock develop
ment, preferably under conditions of communal range management. 
Any technical assistance that was furnished by an NGO/PVO should 
also be fluent in Sesotho. 

The only local NGO/PVO that works with livestock producers is 
the Wool and Mohair Growers' Associations. While this association 
may have an eventual role representing RMA/GA members (see below), 
it now has a limited mandate to represent an elite stratum of 
fiber animal producers. It is not the organization to look to for 
grassroots development. There are several international NGO/PVOs 
headquartered in the U.S. that have the appropriate skills and 
experience. USAID should contact them to inquire about the level 
of assistance they could provide. 

MARKETING OF WOOL, MOHAIR AND CATTLE 

The Wool and Mohair Growers' Associations are the only nongo
vernmental organizations in Lesotho representing producers of the 
grazing livestock industries. They represent private producers 
but have organizational assistance from the Livestock Department 
of the MOA. The Associations promote wool and mohair marketing. 
In conjunction with the Livestock Products Marketing Service 
(LPMS), a government agency, they determine shearing schedules at 
the government woolsheds and dispatch the clip to bulking sheds. 
The charters of the Associations require their members to adopt 
progressive production techniques and improved breeding for fiber 
production by Marino sheep and Angora goats. 

Members of the Wool and Mohair Growers' Associations come from 
throughout the country and are heavily represented in the highland 
areas, where the RMA/GAs have been organized. The Associations' 
members have larger-than-average herd sizes and their clip tends 
to sell at higher prices. The Associations hardly represent a 
populist group: only 5 - 10 percent of all producers belong, but 
the percentages are higher for those who patronize GOL woolsheds. 

About 50 percent of Lesotho's total fiber shearing and market
ing is facilitated by the GOL. About 40 percent is done at 
private woolsheds and the remainder at home. Hunter & Mokitimi 
(1990) present a detailed breakdown of the various shearing and 
marketing channels. 
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After bulking the cl~p is sent to a~R~l in Durban and East 
London. The GOL does not take possessi Hh ~~ the clip at any t:~e. 
It nevertheless pays the seller a floor ~rina that has been 
predetermined by the South Af:ica Wool Rcarj If the actual 
selling price is higher than the floor ~ric~r the GOL makes a 
second payment to the produ~er. If.it~! l~~er, the GOL can 
recoyer the loss by requestlng a prlce ~~abl1ization payment. 

The Wool and Mohair Growers' Associai\on~ have been effective 
lobbying agents for their members and th~ animal fiber industry at 
large. The GOL has been responsive in ~-number of ways: it 
supports the Associations' secretariat i\\ Maseru; it built, 
maintains, and staffs a network of ~Qear\ng sheds; it pays for 
LPHS to handle a significant part of the sales 'p~ocedure after 
shearing at government sheds; and it pay~ producers for fibers 
sold at auction in the RSA. 

LPHS is responsible not only for facilitating the marketing of 
animal fibers, it also has a mandate to ~ssist with hides and live 
animals. It is in the process of being reorganized. LPHS has been 
removed from the Livestock Division but not yet reassigned in the 
MOA. Management says it would like to see many functions dropped 
or taken over by the private sector. These include ~ost res?onsi
bilities for the government woolsheds and nost direct marketing 
assistance. LPHS would then become a regulatory agency - the FAO 
is installing a fiber analysis lab at LP~S headquart=rs - and a 
market expediter of last resorts in remote areas. These appear to 
be appropriate functions that could not be privatized under the 
present conditions in Lesotho. 

Historically, the sale of live animals, especially cattle, has 
not been a commercial activity for Lesotho's producers. The GOL 
has not provided much in the way of subsidization, even though 
animal sales are within the mandate of the LPMS. Farmers have 
kept cattle for household and farm subsistence purposes, and small 
stock have been almost exclusively for fiber production since the 
mid-l800s. Of the commercial cattle transactions that do take 
place, most go to the RSA where they are slaughtered or held for 
market speCUlation. Private sales of single animals probably 
represent the most prevalent mode of selling. Ani~als are also 
commo~ly disposed of through household slau~hter. 

Since a strat~gy of the RHA/GAs is to increase"the commerciali
zation of cattle production, the question arises whether cattle 
producers could be assisted by USAID*s intervening through either 
the Wool and Mohair Growers' Associations or the LPMS. 

The Associations could include cattle and become the represent
atives for all grazing systems. They would have to become 
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i~volved in the pro~otion of live animal sales, which would be a 
new mandate. If the As~ociations were not to take on commercial 
cattle, a cattleman's association would eventually form to promote 
the goals of elite cattle producers. It seems somewhat early for 
either opticn to happen or make sense; the RHA/GAs need to reach a 
higher level of economic activity and there needs to be more of 
them. In three years time, with the addition of more RMA/GAs and 
increasing maturity of the existing ones, USAID should examine the 
potential for a producers group, either the Wool and Mohair 
Growers' Associations or a new organization. This would give the 
GAs a voice at the national level. 

While the HOA is pressing forward with privatization and the 
reorganization of the LPHS, USAID should hold off with any changes 
that might increase the economic burden on producers. This 
includes, for the moment, asking the RHA/GAs or any subgroup of 
their membership to pay for woolsheds, sales publicity or any 
other subsidized service. Again, this should be re-examined in 
three years to see what LPHS has become and what new responsibili
ties the RHA/GAs might be able to cope with. 

INTENSIFICATION OF LIVESTOCK PRODUCTION 

The GOL would like to intensify livestock production in the 
lowlands for several reasons. First, lowland animal production is 
poor compared with highland production, where pastures provide 
better nutrition and herds are better managed. Unless the lowland 
system is accelerated through higher input levels, the lowland 
animal farmer will remain at a disadvantage compared to his 
highland. 

Second, general agricultural policy for the lowlands emphasizes 
the replacement of subsist~nce grain farming by high value vegeta
ble and horticultural crops. While this high value crops policy 
has not gotten very far yet, the intensive production of animals 
would fit in better with the vision of Lesotho's future model 
farmer. 

Lastly, in the adjudication process for the foothills and 
mountains, the GOL would like to exclude lowland herds from summer 
transhumance. Transhumance is seen as an intolerable incursion 
onto the pastures rightly "belonging" to mountain and valley folk. 
Presumably, with'the adoption of intensive production in the 
lowlands, transhumance would become unnecessary. This seems to be 
the politically expedient way to exclude some former users from 
the RMA/GAs adjacent to the western lowlands. 

Intensification solely to stop transhumance is a waste of 
resources. Transhumant systems are practiced throughout the 
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developed and developing world and are more productive than ~any 
sedentary systems, and~with lower input levels than intensive 
ones. Also, if inputs are going to be subsidized to certain 
lowland prcducers who send or take their herds to summer pastures, 
how can the GOL avoid giving the same benefits to neighboring 
farmers ~ho do not transhume? Even if it eventually catches on, 
the intensification- policy will take too long to achieve the 
desired effect for USAID to get involved. 

If the adjudication of other RMA/GAs has excluded some former 
users by decree, then adjudication of RMA/GAs near the lowlands 
should be able to achieve the same result. 

22 



• 

• 

Hu~te=, J.? (:983). -S~all rumi~ants in the household economy of 
Lesotho: t~~~rds a dyna~ic functio~al pe=spective. Paper 
p=epared fo= the ILeA conferer.ce on small ruminants l'n A~ . rr!ca, 
18 - 26 Janu~ry, 1989, Bamende, Ca~eroon, 19 pp. 

Hunter, J.P. & Hokitimi, N.L. (1990). The Development of 
Lesotho's Wool and Mohair Marketing System: Options for 
Continued Institutional Change and Policy Reform. LAPIS 
P~oject, Lesotho Ministry of Agriculture. 30 pp. 

Lesotho National Livestock Task Force (1990). National Livestock 
Policy Imple~entation Plan. 44pp. 

Lawry, Steven W., (1986). Livestock and Range Management in 
Sehlabathebe: A Study of Communal Resou~ce Management. Land 
Conservation and Range Develop~ent Project. 160 pp. & 
a~pendices. 

Lawry, Steven W. (1987). Communal grazing and range manage=ent: 
the case of grazing associations i~ Lesotho. Alpan, 
International Livestock Centre for Africa, Addis Ababa, 10 ~p. 

Lawry, Steven W. (1987a). Report of the Consultancy on Grazing 
Management and Administration. Land Conservation and Range 
Development Project. 23 pp. 

Loeffler, K.W. (1984). Thaba Tseka Mountain Development Project. 
Final Project Report. 19 pp. & annexes. 

Hhlanga, H.L. & Khalikane, M. (1990). Report on a Baseline Study 
for the Lesotho Agricultural Policy Support Programme. USAID 
& Lesotho Ministry of Agriculture. Part C: Livestock, pp. 134 -
212 . 

Ministry of Agriculture (1986). Proceedings from the Workshop on 
Grazing Associations in Lesotho. 79 pp. 

Ministry of Agriculture (1988). Selaba-Thebe R.M.A. Fact Sheet. 
6 pp. 

Ministry of Agriculture (1988). Ha Moshebi & Ramatseliso R.M.A. 
Facts Sheet. 4 pp. 

Ministry of Agriculture (1989). Range & Livestock Production Unit 
Annual Report. October, 1988 through May, 1989.' 17 ~p. 

Ministry of Agriculture (1989a). Agricultural Marketing Policy 
for Lesotho. 100 pp. 

24 



) 

\ 

) 

World Bank (1988). Lesotho Land Management and Conservation 
Project. Staff Appraisal Report. 126 pp. 

World Bank (1990). Land Management and Conservation Project. 
Supervision mission aide memoire. 7 pp. 

PERSONS CONSULTED 

Artz, Neil, Sociologist, LAPIS Project. 
Black, James, FAD advisor on fiber testing, LPMS, MOA 
Boykin, Calvin, Livestock economist, LAPS Program. 
Buzzard, Robert, Range Inventory/RMA Specialist, LAPIS Project. 
Campbell, James, Farm Management Specialist, LAPIS Project. 
Drew, Clive, Livestock Advisor, LAPIS Project. 
Freeman, Barry, Chief of Party, American Ag Int., LAPIS Project. 
Hunter, John, Range/Livestock Economist, LAPIS Project. 
King, Alan, Animal Scientist, LAPIS Project. 
Khomari, Lebomang, Principal Veterinary Officer, MOA. 
Khusu, David, Manager, Livestock Products Marketing Service, MOA. 
Lebesa, Phallang, Manager, Moshebi & Ramatseliso's Gate RMA. 
Lehloba, L., Director of Livestock Services, MOA. 
Letuka, Obed, Chief Veterinary Officer, MOA. 
Matete, Caxton, Chief, Animal Production Services, MOA. 
Motsamai, Bore, Chief, Range Management Services, MOA. 
Ntlale, Nhale, Manager, Mokhotlong & Sanqebethu RMA. 
Ntsokoane, Khokho, Manager, Pelaneng & Bokong RMA. 
Rasello, Sello, Manager, Sehlabathebe RHA. 
Sekoto, Mahale, Senior Range Officer, RHA Managers, MOA. 
Serero, M.A., Small Stock Section; Livestock Division, MOA. 
Ward, Kim, Director, Peace Corps. 
Weaver, Chris, Senior range advisor. LAPIS Project. 

25 



LAPIS EVALUATION REPORT 

ANNEX 05 


