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Abstract

For this thesis a post project evaluation of the Pocotsí Bufferzone Project has been conducted. The project was carried out between 1993 and 2001. Nepenthes bought a piece of rainforest in Costa Rica between Tortuguero National Park and Barra del Colorado wildlife refuge in 1989 with the purpose of connecting the two parks. In order to protect the newly bought area and the parks, the project aimed to enhance the environmental awareness and the livelihood of the local rural population. In this thesis it was investigated whether any impacts could be traced to the activities of the project three years after the project had been finalised. In addition, the necessity of post project evaluations as a concept has been discussed.

To evaluate the project three months of fieldwork, as well as going through the project documents was carried out. During the fieldwork interviews with persons who worked with the project, the targeted villagers, and officials in different governmental institutions were made, as well as field observations. 

What can be concluded is that in some outputs the project succeeded, such as the attempts for the villagers to organise, women groups and higher awareness of the environment amongst the villagers, as well as with plantations, fishponds, biodigestors and other outputs that enhanced the livelihood of the villagers. With these outputs the project functioned as a rural development project. However, as a bufferzone project the project failed, since there was never any bufferzone. The agricultural frontier was on the borders and to some extent even inside of the parks. Though increased sightings of larger mammals, such as jaguars and tapirs in Tortuguero National Park were reported, it is doubtful if the bufferzone project was instrumental in obtaining this. Furthermore, post project evaluations are very important to conduct in order to learn which projects or parts of projects are successful and should be attempted again. Thorough documentation of the whole process, as well as the keeping of this documentation is of outmost importance if a post project evaluation in general shall be possible to carry out.
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Introduction

The conservation of biodiversity is one of the largest problems facing natural resource management. One of the ways to solve the problem can be to create nature parks. In a nature park there are usually restrictions regarding how the different resources can be used so as to minimise the negative impacts on the flora and fauna. This can be from complete closure to the surroundings to a managed open access area like community forests (Agrawal and Gibson 1999). In order to uphold the restrictions of the nature park there has to be some control measures. There are many different kinds of control measures and one of these is to create bufferzones. 

Orsdol (1987) states that the bufferzone should ideally supply the local rural population with important resources without them having to enter the protected area. It should also provide other income sources than the ones used before the implementation of the bufferzone. This may constitute agroforestry, hunting, non-timber forest product collection, dead wood gathering, seasonal grazing in ways that do not compete with indigenous species and other uses. The bufferzone can also be used to preserve food and water resources that are important to species in the protected area as well as the people living close by. The bufferzone may protect the crops and livestock of the locals by separating the wildlife from the agricultural areas. In addition, the bufferzone may support research, tourism, education and training. 

A bufferzone is ideally one large continuous area completely enclosing the protected area and connected to other reserves. It has the shortest possible circumference (Orsdol 1987). A bufferzone has to be large enough and have the right composition of species in order to provide the protected area with the protection it needs and the local rural population with the resources they need (Stræde 2000). 

Critical points are that the bufferzones are often too small, too under-funded, there is not enough land to create the bufferzone or the time scale of the project is too short. The projects depend very much on the methods used, the implementation of local knowledge, the raising of awareness and the education of the locals (Rouquié et al. 2002). 

Costa Rica is known for its many conservation areas and its good legislations and policies on nature conservation. This situation is relatively new; it was in the 1950s that Quakers from the USA created the first real national park, namely Monteverde Cloud Forest. There were two private initiatives throughout the ‘60s that managed to create national parks, but it wasn’t until the ‘70s that the creation of new parks took off with 14 new parks and five biological reserves, one of the national parks being Tortuguero in 1975. In the ‘80s and ‘90s only seven new parks were created (Campbell 2002). 

Most of these parks and reserves were created according to where specific sites, species or rare ecosystems were located. The parks are therefore spread throughout the country and many of them are isolated from other parks (Sánchez-Azofeifa et al. 2003). This can lead to problems regarding the spreading of species and the exchange of genetic material. Isolated nature areas are often very sensitive to external influences and so stand a much higher risk of destruction. Also, they tend to impact very negatively on species that are used to migrate or need large areas (Begon et al. 1996; Rouquié et al. 2002).

In 1997 the presidents of the Central American countries decided to implement the creation of the Mesoamerican Biological Corridor, which was meant to create a connecting system of protected areas from Mexico to Panama (Rouquié et al. 2002). An initiative had however already taken off in 1993 with a Danish non-government organisation (NGO), Nepenthes, which had bought the land between the wildlife refuge Barra Del Colorado (REBACO) and the national park Tortuguero (PNT) in 1990 thus creating a connecting area (see map 1). The aims of this initiative were to stop the deforestation, hunting and settlement within the area. The money for this project was gathered through one of the most successful fund raising events for nature protection ever made in Denmark. The Nepenthes rainforest certificates that were sold in order to collect money are still kept among the donors 15 years later as has been observed by the authors. The area was officially handed over to the Costa Rican government in 1996 and is now a part of the PNT (Nepenthes 2002b). 

In order to address some of the usual problems regarding the creation of new national parks, such as illegal logging, agricultural encroachment and other problems, it was decided by Nepenthes in cooperation with Fundación Neotrópica (FN) to create a bufferzone along the Western part of the area. The project, which was called Pocotsí in short, was supposed to be carried out by FN in cooperation with Nepenthes and was funded by DANIDA. The goal of the project was “to establish a project of sustainable development in the Tortuguero Buffer Zone and as a consequence increase the communities standard of living” (Walkinshaw et al. 1995). The project was scheduled divided into three parts with a pilot project (Pocotsí I) lasting two years, a main phase (Pocotsí II) lasting four to seven years and a phasing out period of two to five years. The pilot phase was designed to provide a baseline for the main project as well as to serve as testbed for finding alternatives to traditional agricultural practices. It lasted two years and DANIDA decided that they should continue the funding of the main phase. This phase became scheduled to last five years. The main phase project was divided into four subparts, a bufferzone promotion part, a forestry part, an agroforestry part and a biodiversity part. Each subpart was divided into several work objectives with related criteria and indicators for success that were supposedly measurable. The subparts were supposed to be integrated with each other.  The project aimed to work in the villages that were situated on the edge of the national park and the wildlife refuge, but because of problems with activating the local population, focus was especially on four villages, namely El Ceibo, Las Colinas, El Sota (El Carmen) and Cocori, with some minor activities in Cedral, Palmitas and Palacios. 

The project lasted from 1993 to 2001 and is now finished (Nepenthes 2002a). At the end of the project an end-of-project evaluation was conducted, and this is the document that was used as a base in the present post project evaluation. There was no application to DANIDA or anywhere else for funds for the last part of the envisioned project line, namely the phase out period. It was instead attempted to carry out the phase out period during the last year of the main project phase for funds already received. This means that the main phase effectively only had four years of effective time in which to work. The reason for not applying to DANIDA for money for the phasing out has not been given, but may have but may have been due to cooperation problems between FN and Nepenthes (Nepenthes 1998).

As described in Lee and George (2002) and Ingles et al. (1999), the ideal project consists of an investigation of whether the project is necessary (the scope), what limitations there are, how to actually implement it, the actual practical work, monitoring of the project, an evaluation of the project, a post evaluation of the project and an integration in future projects of lessons learned, in that order. It is widely recognised that in order to measure the impact of a project, a post project or ex-post evaluation should be conducted some years after the completion of the project (DANIDA 1997; OECD 2001; Douthwaite et al. 2003; SDC 2000; CIDA 2004; Lundgren 1997; EU 2001; Engel et al. 2003; AUSAID 2000). As the authors were interested in investigating the impacts of a development project it was chosen to conduct a post project evaluation on a project that had been successfully implemented and which, to the authors and Nepenthes knowledge, did not already have a post project evaluation. At the same time the authors were interested in the nature-people interaction, nature conservation and especially bufferzone management and implementation. All this was found in the Pocotsí project.

While the project seemed to have followed the first parts of the project cycle mentioned above, it was believed that no post project evaluation had been conducted, and thus it was unclear whether the intended benefits were still present. What was seen as the main question was whether the conservation and development effects of implementing the project were viable after the donor support had been withdrawn. The lessons learned from a post project evaluation can be used to plan future projects so as to prevent possible problems or apply successful methods. It would furthermore have been very interesting to learn the lessons as the Pocotsí project was described as one of the first large bufferzone projects and many different development activities were attempted (Rouquié et al. 2002).

Apparently there is still deforestation taking place in the area around the PNT, on average 1.9 % per year for the last 20 years (1977-1997), due to agricultural- and plantation expansion. This has lead to fears that the national park will become isolated in spite of the protected zone (Sánchez-Azofeifa 2003). It would further imply that the bufferzone is not functioning well. 

This report was constructed as an external consultancy report. However, since the present report was also a master thesis, some parts have been elaborated on when necessary. The report is in reality two reports in one. One part is the post project evaluation in itself; the other part is a discussion of the necessity and importance of the post project evaluation as a concept. Since the conducted post project evaluation is used for discussion of the concept and importance, the two subjects are intermingled. This furthermore means that this report has two conclusions and two discussions, both of which are dependent upon each other.

1 Objectives

1.1 Overall objective

The overall objective was to conduct a post project evaluation of the Pocotsí II bufferzone project to find out whether the bufferzone functions or not and what the reasons may be. This was very interesting to investigate, since that the findings can be used in projects so mistakes can be prevented and funds be used more efficiently. To obtain the overall objective, three immediate objectives were set up.

1.2 Immediate Objectives

The immediate objectives in this study were to:

Investigate the proclaimed successes from the end-of-project evaluation.

Investigate how the bufferzone, the PNT and the REBACO were used.

Investigate the physical boundaries of the bufferzone. Were they present?

In order to answer the objectives the following criteria were used:

The goals obtained in the different sub-parts were still present and/or active.

The uses of the bufferzone and the parks were identified.

The boundaries were present. 

In order to answer the criteria the following indicators were used:

These are given in the different sub-parts throughout chapter 3, as post project indicators.

The uses of the bufferzone and the parks were. 

A physical separation was visible between the protected zone and the bufferzone as well as between the bufferzone and the unrestricted zone.

Furthermore, to fulfil the objectives would also mean to look at the protected zone to see if the bufferzone had the intended protective effect. If the protected area was being degraded then the bufferzone was obviously not functioning properly. The amount of time used for this purpose was however limited.

1.3 Methods

This thesis was based on literature studies and three months of fieldwork in Costa Rica. Most of the time in the field was spent in and around Guápiles; a small town about one hour drive North East of the capital San José. A lot of the time in Guápiles was spent waiting on meetings to begin or for people to arrive for their interviews. Sometimes the intended person did not show up at all. Time is a special concept in Costa Rica and most time was measured by the term “Tico Tiempo”, which means at the appointed time plus or minus some non-defined amount of time. This could easily mean hours. Two foreign students, not connected to any on-going project or backed by any government, trying to investigate a project that was finished three years ago, were maybe not given top priority. Also, time was spent trying to obtain permissions for entering the park (this permission was first obtained three days before the authors were going home, thus making this very much wanted visit impossible) and to be allowed to receive and use information from the Ministerio de Ambiente y Energía (MINEA). 

Some time was also spent in the capital, interviewing people living or working in the city. Even more time was spent trying to find the people intended and to gain enough background information. 

Another difficulty was the language. Since the authors Spanish’ is limited at times an interpreter was needed. Without any previous connections within the country it was difficult to find an interpreter who had time and that was affordable, so it was only possible to find an interpreter who could assist on very limited occasions. 

Yet another difficulty to point out is that this project was finished three years ago. Although this is the point with a post project evaluation, it also implied problems. To get the relevant information was difficult, since people forget, and they might also not have seen the point in taking a post project evaluation seriously, especially since two students conducted the study. Many people can see a project already finished as unimportant, and of course details are forgotten during the years. There was also the possibility that there were things the interviewed person did not want to talk about and so chose to forget. 

Not much time was spent visiting the villages. The reasons for this were mainly due to the lack of transportation possibilities. Public transportation was scarce and to get to many of the villages a 4-wheel drive vehicle was needed. Since renting a 4-wheel car is expensive in Costa Rica, with the present budget this was only afforded for a limited period of time. Another reason for the scarce visits to the villages was that the villagers spoke only Spanish and an interpreter was therefore necessary. However, the access to the interpreter was limited and to coordinate meetings that were suitable for the interpreter, the villagers, and the authors and could take place during the short period of time the vehicle was accessible was not easy. The Pocotsí area was visited to see if it was possible to identify some of the impacts of the project. One trip to Las Colinas and one to El Ceibo was made. An appointment with a local, who was going to take the authors to El Sota, was dropped, since this person never showed up. On the way to Las Colinas a stop was made in Palmitas. During these field trips two workshops, one agouti farm, and fishponds were visited amongst other things. Some of the agroforestry practices were identified during these visits, and some of the reforestations were seen. Although most of the time was spent in Guápiles, some was spent making observations in the bufferzone, both as trips with this intended purpose and when travelling to the villages. Contact was established with some of the relevant groups involved in the Pocotsí bufferzone project. Semi-structured interviews with key persons, as well as with other stakeholders relevant to the project were conducted. It was believed that a reasonable degree of trust and confidence between the groups/persons and the authors were established. From some of the key persons maps and documents were obtained that helped in explaining the details of the project further. 

It was attempted to confirm the outputs through interviews with different stakeholders in order to triangulate the information. Where triangulation was not possible, the authors have used this information more as a background. If the information was from one source only and not possible to confirm, it was not quoted, but kept as indicia if other facts pointed in the same direction.

The DANIDA methodology for conducting an evaluation was largely followed (DANIDA 1997). Where normally Terms of Reference (ToR) is a part of an evaluation, a synopsis was conducted instead with approximately the same data as is normally present in a ToR. The form of the present evaluation differs from the DANIDA standard evaluation, since it was attempted to discuss the reasons for and highlight the lack of post project evaluations. Some ideas were taken from AUSAID (2000) as well, mainly because they were the only development agency that described an ex-post evaluation in detail. 

Where obtained first hand data were insufficient, available literature on the subjects was used instead. This was done to better understand the perspective and end-goals of the whole of the project.

When “the authors” is written in this report, it means the authors of this report. All other authors where mentioned as “author” specifically are mentioned as “the author of NN.”
1.4 Limitations

The Pocotsí bufferzone program was adopted, and this project has been implemented and finalised. This means that the opportunity to find answers to specific questions that arose were limited. Some people involved had switched to new jobs and were not possible to reach. This means that some of the persons involved in the project were scattered in the whole of the country and so it was not feasible to track them down. Another limiting factor was the access to information about the less successful parts of the project and only the parts of the project that were considered successful in the end-of-project evaluation (Nepenthes 2002a) could be studied in detail. However, the whole of the project was used in order to come up with possible explanations as to why the different parts of the project met with different degrees of success.

One additional limitation was the disciplines of the authors, i.e., one agronomist and one forester. That means that the access to obtaining information regarding the legislative or social/cultural aspects was limited, even though the importance of these subjects was recognised. However, these areas will be considered regardless. The economic aspect was not covered in detail, since the knowledge of the costs of such a project was not sufficient to evaluate it properly. Nonetheless, the micro-economic impact of the project in the villages was considered. The biological aspects of the forest or the bufferzone were not investigated, because the size of the area was so large and not possible to cover sufficiently. A further limitation was the fact that the project took place in a Spanish speaking country and the authors' level of Spanish was inadequate for conversation. 

2 Findings

This report had three immediate objectives. These objectives are discussed individually below. A general description of the area is outlined in the beginning of this chapter.

2.1 The Project Area 

The province of Pocotsí is largely lowlands and wet lowlands demarcated by mountains to the West, the border to Nicaragua to the North, and the Caribbean to the East. To the South is the Turrialba volcano. The area is very wet and the annual precipitation is up to 6000 millimetres of rain (Walkinshaw et al. 1995). The rain is somewhat seasonal with the most rain in November to January and least in February and March. It was however observed that it rains a lot even in the “dry” months.

The area has three protected areas of which one lies in the North (REBACO) and one lies in the North East (PNT). The remaining is to the South of Guápiles and is not within the scope of this report.

The area is predominately pasture with very little forest. There are farms and banana or pineapple plantations with the plantations dominate the non-forested land. In all there are more than 30 plantations. Large banana and pineapple plantations are in the area around Palacios and Palmitas, as well as along the main road North between Guápiles and Carriari and along the Rio Parismina (Alvarado 1989). There are still large areas of forest around Cocori and to some extent El Sota.

The Pocotsí bufferzone project is situated, as shown on map 1. Originally the project worked in a smaller area, as shown on map 1, but the area was expanded due to problems with engaging the locals (Edwards 2001a). 

On the trip to Carriari it was observed that apart from the main road leading to Carriari, the roads to the North of Guápiles are gravel or dirt roads and many are in bad shape. The area of the bufferzone was settled between 20 and 25 years ago with the aid of Instituto Desarrollo Agrario (IDA), with the average villager getting around seven hectares of land (Alvarado 1989). Over the years the forests that existed before the settlers arrived, have been converted to pasture especially around Las Colinas, El Ceibo and Palmitas. The remaining forests are very fragmented to the point of non-existence in most places, see map 3. The agricultural frontier is all the way up to the PNT and even inside of the REBACO. The Western part of the REBACO is so fragmented that it is hard to classify as a forest refuge in spite of the protection (LandSat 1996). The area to the immediate South of the PNT is still covered by forest, but this is where the expansion of banana and pineapple plantations is growing fastest and so the deforestation rate is greatest (ACTo 1996; ACTo 2004; Sánchez-Azofeifa 2003).

2.2 Investigation of the proclaimed successes from the end-of-project evaluation

The same format as was used for the end-of-project evaluation (Nepenthes 2002a) report of the Pocotsí II project is used in section 3.2. to facilitate comparison between the end-of-project report and this post project evaluation. Thus the criteria, indicators and end-of-project status are written exactly as they were written in the end-of-project evaluation (Nepenthes 2002a) report. These parts are held in italics. The impact indicators and verifications of these are discussed. The performance indicators or their verifications are not discussed, as they are tools for keeping check on the process rather than for setting and implementing the goals of the process. Where they are essential for the impact indicator, they are however included in the discussion. The findings in the work documents, observations made and other data obtained are described and thereafter briefly discussed.

The end-of-project evaluation (Nepenthes 2002a) did not use the impact indicators from the project report (Nepenthes 1996b). Rather, the end-of-project report used the revised planned results from 1999 and used these to compare the results gained in 2001. This means that the end-of-project report was for internal use mainly and did in fact not give a clear picture of what was obtained, rather it gave a picture of what was worked upon. Thus some of the outputs were more successful than their impact indicators would suggest and others may have been less so. This is further discussed below and in the discussion chapter as well.

Criteria and indicators were defined as follows: The immediate objectives were divided into two or more outputs and these were at the same time the criteria. These outputs should at all times be clear, obtainable and measurable (Casteñada 2000). The indicators were in order to control if the outputs had been fulfilled. The indicators must be realistic, verifiable, indicative of the outputs and at best simple to obtain. They must allow that the project can be monitored (DANIDA 1996; Casteñada 2000). The outputs of the end-of-project report were adopted and not discussed whereas the indicators for the outputs are discussed.  

2.2.1 Buffer zone awareness

2.2.1.1 25 local community groups strengthened in their capacity to deal with social, legal and technical aspects of bufferzone management.

Planned results (revised in 1999):
18 local groups strengthened.

Performance indicator: 
25 groups have received education through meetings, workshops, and seminars.

Means of verification:
 

Monthly reports.

Impact indicator:
20 groups carry out activities that contribute to sustainable bufferzone management.

Means of verification:
 

Inquiry by staff.

Established: 



18 groups strengthened.

Missing: 



0.
Assessment of indicators and verifications: 

The indicator was the activity of the group rather than the existence of the group. This was positive as a group can exist solely in name and be completely inactive, where in this case the group was only included if this group was active. It was however difficult to measure the indicator mentioned above. What was an activity that led to sustainable bufferzone management, and what is sustainable bufferzone management? Was the planting of one tree enough to fulfil the criteria? 

The method of verification by inquiry by staff may have been the only choice as there may not have been enough funds to employ an external evaluator. Besides, the people in the staff were the ones that knew what the different groups did. It was however unfortunate that the investigators investigated themselves because the investigator had access to information that may have led to modification of results to fit the criteria for success even though it was not apparent to the outsider. The project planning should have taken that into account and should have had the required time and funds to hire an external evaluator to assess whether the criteria had been fulfilled. This was the characteristic of all verifications by staff inquiry.

Post project indicators:

Did the groups still exist and were the groups active? An active group was defined as a group that still meets and performs the activities it was created for.

Findings: 

Since there were no definitions of what was meant by “social, legal and technical aspects of bufferzone management” in the project report (Nepenthes 1996b) there was no such separation of the different capacities within the groups, but only whether the group was still active with its intended activity was considered. According to report Neotrópica (1999) there where in 1999 ten communal groups and 11 other organisations that the project had worked with and strengthen, i.e., three more than the goal. However, in this report it was written that they established relations with these 21 groups, whereas it was only the ten communal groups that were formed. The authors did not investigate the impact the project may have had on already existing organisations, such as the Área Conservación Tortuguero (ACTo), which is a governmental organisation. The focus was directed on the success of the new communal groups. The communal groups and the organisations are listed in table 1 and the numbers in brackets are the group numbers in table 2. In Neotrópica (1999) the nurseries were not considered as groups, group seven and eight were either created later or not considered a group, and groups three and 12 had by then merged with groups five and 11 respectively. La Comisión de Manejo Desechos de Tortuguero consists of the following organisations: Proyecto Pocotsí, Municipalidad de Pocotsí, ACTo, Asoc. De Desarrollo Turístico de Tortuguero, Junta Administrativa de Educación Portuaria de Desarrollo de la Vertiente Atlántica (JAPDEVA) and La Comisión Socio Ambiental de Pococí y Guácimo. La Comisión de Manejo Desechos de Tortuguero was counted as one group, as well as the Pocotsí project itself and Comités de Vigilancia de los Recursos Naturales (COVIRENAS) in different villages were counted as several separate groups in Neotrópica (1999).

Table 1: Communal groups and other organisations

	Communal groups:
	Organisations:

	Asoc. Agroforestal [12]
	La Comisión de Manejo Desechos de Tortuguero

	Asoc. De Mujeres [4]
	Proyecto Pocotsí

	Grupo de Jóvenes [10]
	Municipalidad de Pococí

	Asoc. De Agricultores y agricultoras de Las 

Colinas [11]
	Área de Conservación Tortuguero (ACTo)

	Grupo de Plantas Medicinales de Colinas [13]
	Asoc. De Desarrollo Turístico de Tortuguero

	Asoc. De Mujeres Productoras Artesanas Las 

Estrellas del Carmen (AMPALEC) [1]
	Junta Administrativa de Educación Portuaria de Desarrollo de la Vertiente Atlántica (JAPDEVA)

	Comité d Desarrollo del Ceibo [5]
	La Comisión Socio Ambiental de Pococí y 

Guácimo

	Grupo de Plantas Medicinales del Ceibo [2]
	Comités de Vigilancia de los Recursos Naturales (Covirenas) in La Rita

	Asocali [3]
	Covirenas in Aguas Mansas

	Instructores comunales [14]
	Covirenas in La Roca

	
	Covirenas in El Ceibo


Sources:  Neotrópica 1999. The numbers in brackets are the group numbers in table 2. 

When going through different documents (Neotrópica 1998; Neotrópica 1999; Neotrópica 2000a; Neotrópica 2000b) the names of 20 communal groups were found. However, the nurseries were only mentioned as groups in Neotrópica (1998) and were therefore not considered as parts of the strengthened groups in the present study. One of the identified groups ceased to exist shortly after its creation and since this was long before the end of the project it was therefore not mentioned here. A compiled list over active groups and their status by the end of the project was not found. In table 2 it can be seen whether the groups were still active today (winter and spring 2004). There was confusion concerning the number of groups, since some groups were known under different names. Where it was not known whether a group was a new group or just an already mentioned group under another name it is written in the table as a new group, and where it was known to be the same group the alternative names were also mentioned.

According to several sources (Chamorro 2004; Waaijenberg 2004; Martínez 2004; Gonzales 2004) there were more groups to cooperate with today, both for other projects, as well as for the park rangers, than there used to be. 

Table 2: Findings of the status of the strengthened groups

	Village:
	Communal groups formed and strengthened:
	Group still active:

	El Sota 
	1) Estrellas del Carmen, women group, also called Asoc. de Mujeres Artesanas Las Estrellas del Carmen: AMPALEC (1; 2; 3; 4)
	Yes (5)

	El Ceibo
	2) Grupo Medicinales/ Grupo de plantas medicinales   (1; 2; 3; 4)
	Yes, joined with 

group 4. (6) 

	
	3) Asocali (reforestation) (1; 2; 3; 4)
	No (7 ; 8; 9) 

	
	4) Asoc. De Productores (Asoc. Femenina Agroindustrial de El 

Ceibo) (1; 2; 3; 4)
	Yes (6; 10)

	
	5) Comité de Desarrollo del Ceibo/ Asoc. de Desarrollo 

(2; 3; 4)
	Yes (7)

	
	6) Asoc. Productores plataneros (3)
	Not known

	
	7) Asoc. Productores Palmitos (3)
	Not known

	Las Colinas
	8) Grupo de mujeres (Asoc. de Mujeres Naturalistas de Las

 Colinas de la Rita/ Asoc. de Mujeres Productoras de Colinas) 

(1; 2; 3; 4)
	Yes (11, 12)

	
	9) Asoc. De Productores/ Asoc. Productores Colinas (1; 3)
	Yes, joined with 

group 8. (11, 12)

	
	10) Grupo Suerte Juvenil/ Grupo de Jóvenes de Colinas 

(1; 2; 3; 4)
	No (11)

	
	11) Contacto Asoc. Campesinos y Campesinas (1; 2)
	Yes, but it is not 

very active. (11)

	
	12) Asoc. Agroforestales/ Asoc. Productores Agroforestales de Colinas (2, 3, 4)
	Not known

	
	13) Grupo de plantas medicinales (4)
	Not known

	?
	14) Instructores Comunales (2)
	Not known


Sources: (1) Neotrópica 1998; (2) Neotrópica 1999; (3) Neotrópica 2000a; (4) Neotrópica 2000b; (5) Edwards 2004b; (6) Granados, Haydeé, Cordero 2004; (7) Solís 2004; (8) Torres 2004; (9) Solano 2000; (10) Pers. obs. by the authors of the group and production site 19th of March 2004, El Ceibo (11); Cruz 2004;  (12) Pers. obs. by the authors of the group’s production site, 18th of January 2004, Las Colinas

Also, according to the people, they had more will and knowledge of how to organise themselves into groups that can solve their problems (Waaijenberg 2004; Torres 2004; Solís 2004; Cruz 2004; Granados, Haydeé, Cordero 2004). The groups were mainly formed during the pilot phase. For example, the European Union (EU) project Conservación del Bosque y Desarrollo Sostenible en zones de amortiguamiento en el Atlántico Norte Costarricense (COBODES) today cooperates with some of the groups that were created during the project years (Chamorro 2004; Waaijenberg 2004; Martínez 2004). The found activities of the different communal groups are listed in table 3. Most of the activities were of a technical nature. Only the activities of the group Comité de Desarrollo del Ceibo/ Asoc. de Desarrollo (Group five in table 3) were of both technical and social nature. The social activity here was fundraising for the community school, i.e., to improve education. 

Table 3: The activities of the groups, where known

	Communal groups formed and strengthened:
	Activities of the group:

	1) Estrellas del Carmen, women group, also called Asoc. de Mujeres Artesanas Las Estrellas del Carmen: AMPALEC (1; 2; 3; 4)
	Bee keeping, wood carvings, seed collecting and exporting. (1; 2)

	2) Grupo Medicinales/ Grupo de plantas medicinales   (1; 2; 3; 4)
	See group 4. 

	3) Asocali (reforestation) (1; 2; 3; 4)
	Not known

	4) Asoc. De Productores (Asoc. Femenina Agroindustrial de El 

Ceibo) (1; 2; 3; 4)
	Soap and crème manufacturing and selling. (3; 4)

	5) Comité de Desarrollo del Ceibo/ Asoc. de Desarrollo 

(2; 3; 4)
	Fundraising for their school, replantings. (5; 6) 

	6) Asoc. Productores plataneros (3)
	Not known

	7) Asoc. Productores Palmitos (3)
	Not known

	8) Grupo de mujeres (Asoc. de Mujeres Naturalistas de Las

 Colinas de la Rita/ Asoc. de Mujeres Productoras de Colinas) 

(1; 2; 3; 4)
	Soap and crème manufacturing and selling. (7; 8)

	9) Asoc. De Productores/ Asoc. Productores Colinas (1; 3)
	See group 8.

	10) Grupo Suerte Juvenil/ Grupo de Jóvenes de Colinas 

(1; 2; 3; 4)
	Not active. Activity unknown.

	11) Contacto Asoc. Campesinos y Campesinas (1; 2)
	Not known

	12) Asoc. Agroforestales/ Asoc. Productores Agroforestales de Colinas (2, 3, 4)
	Not known

	13) Grupo de plantas medicinales (4)
	Not known

	14) Instructores Comunales (2)
	Not known


Sources: (1) Edwards 2004b (2) Spanner 2004; Solís 2004; (3) Granados, Haydeé, Cordero 2004; (4) Pers. obs. by the authors of the group and production site 19th of March 2004, El Ceibo; (5) Torres 2004; (6) Pers. obs. by the authors of the preparations of one of the fundraising activities 19th of March 2004; (7) Cruz 2004; (8) Pers. obs. by the authors of the group’s production site, 18th of January 2004, Las Colinas

Discussion:

Seven out of 14 groups were confirmed active today. Two were confirmed not active anymore and for five groups the status is unknown. It was however difficult to evaluate the success of this output. This was mainly due to the fact that no list of the 18 groups that the end-of-project report refers to as “strengthened groups” were found. 

[image: image6.wmf]Nevertheless, if these 14 communal groups are used as a starting point, 50 % of these groups were still active, about 14 % were not active anymore and for about 36 % the status is unknown. This means that at least half of the formed communal groups function well enough to have survived three years after the end of the project. However, if the groups would still be active even if the COBODES project had not been running is difficult to tell. When doing a post project evaluation it can sometimes be very difficult to separate the effects of the project being evaluated from the effects caused by other factors, such as new projects, new laws etc. However, the representatives from the women groups in Las Colinas and in El Ceibo where asked all claimed that they would have continued even without the advisory support from COBODES. 

Can a conclusion from this limited knowledge about the present status of the groups be drawn about the success of this output? This is of course dependent on where the limit to classify this output as a success was set. If this limit were set on at least 50 % of the groups still active after three years, then this output would be classified as a success. It is difficult though to set an exact value on when to classify as a success and when not to. Even if only few of the groups would still be active that can be a success if these groups are independent, well functioning and maybe even profitable. They can still create a spin-off effect and in this way increase the success. It is also a question of how big the input has been. If the input is big, a higher rate of success is expected in order to claim the project as successful as a whole. 

The women’s group in Las Colinas was not mentioned in Neotrópica (1999), which is strange, since that group was mentioned in Neotrópica (1998) and still existed today. One explanation for this could be that this women’s group was seen as the same group as the medicinal plant group in the same village. This could be the case, particularly since the same people participated in many of the still existing groups. Also, in El Ceibo the medicinal plant group was merged with the women’s group, so the same might have happened in Las Colinas, and nothing was heard of a medicinal plant group in Las Colinas although it was asked about active groups in this village.

2.2.1.2 Training curriculum and training methodologies developed for each working area, and 1,000 men and women trained within working areas (forestry, agroforestry and biodiversity) in a sustainable resource management, and protected areas.

Planned results (revised1999): 
1000 men and women trained to work sustainable with natural resources.

Performance indicator: 
1000 persons trained through their work with the Project.

Means of verification: 

Monthly reports.


Impact indicator: 
600 persons using in their daily activities the training received.

Means of verification: 

Inquiry.

Established: 



800 trained. (Missing up-dated information.) 

Missing: 



200.

Assessment of indicators and verifications:

It is very difficult to estimate whether a person uses the new knowledge on a daily basis. The person may have acted differently when the assessor was around or informed that the methods learned were the methods used, although this was actually not the case, especially if the assessor was a person the villagers have worked with for a long time. Also it is difficult to estimate which parts of a behavioural pattern is caused by the teaching given by the project and which part was already there since no baseline study was made. Furthermore, what is meant by “trained to work sustainable with natural resources” is not defined. If it is not known what was meant with this statement, it is not possible to measure whether people worked accordingly.

In addition, it is not mentioned what the content of this training was. It is furthermore not known whether all the prospective trainees were going to receive the same training or if there were several different kinds of training.

As mentioned in subsection 3.2.1.1, the inquiry by staff had some significant methodological problems. If it should be done in another way, a questionnaire might have given the best answer as it is anonymous and may penetrate the society to such an extent that enough people would respond for a result to be given. A random sample, as recommended in the LFA handbook from DANIDA (DANIDA 1996), should have been used in order to establish whether the output was successful or not, instead of a “complete” surveyorinquiry of all the participants. However, in this output the performance indicator instead of the impact indicator was used to measure whether or not the criteria had been fulfilled. This means that they mentioned how many people were trained and how many were missing when they assessed their success of the output instead of whether the trained people were using the training received in their daily activities, as they should have. It is therefore not possible to say how their means of verification by inquiry was supposed to be done and presumably this was never done. 

Post project indicators:    

Due to the lack of documentation it was assumed that this output would require too many resources to properly examine who the recipients of this training were, so this point was not investigated. However, due to the importance of documentation of a project in order to make a post project evaluation possible the lack of documentation and its consequences are discussed below.

Findings: 

Information about who had been trained could not be found, since no list over trained people seems to have existed. Nepenthes in Denmark did not have a list of these people (Korning 2003a). Because there was no list of trained people, it was not possible with the time available to hand out a questionnaire to the villagers in order to find out who had been trained, so it could be found out whether or not these people were still practising what they had learnt. However, since several of the outputs that FN started up were still functioning today, and most of the people involved in these projects now learned it from FN directly, these might be some of the people trained and thus it is still functioning. Nonetheless, when the six villagers representing three groups were asked about their activities with the fishponds, fodder banks, biodigestors, and the soap and crème manufacturing they did not seem to consider themselves as “taught”, but more that FN “showed” them something that they were using today. (Cruz 2004; Granados, Haydeé, Cordero 2004; Solís 2004; Torres 2004) 

Discussion:

Since this output was not investigated the discussion will focus on the lack of documentation over the people involved and what they were trained in and the importance of this. In addition it will be discussed whether it is positive or negative that people consider themselves “shown” not “taught”. 

Why was no list of trained people made? Or was it once made and later lost? Or did this list just not reach Nepenthes? When written information about the project was searched for at FN, it was claimed that no such information existed. However, this claim may be due to misunderstandings caused by language difficulties. A list over the people trained is important because without such a list it is very difficult to go back and see if the effect from this training can still be seen in the villages. The same holds for documentation on what people were trained in. Without this knowledge it is difficult to find out if people are still practising what they once learned. Since this output involved so many people it was not possible to do a thorough investigation in order to sort this out during the short period of time that was available. Though it should be pointed out that in order to carry out a proper evaluation the list of who were trained and in what they were trained in would be required and Nepenthes, as responsible of the project, should possess such a list. A list would also show if the people trained were representative of the local population; if there were as many women as men, if the young and old were represented, if the different kinds of sectors were represented and so on. What was mentioned about the gender distribution was that the project had attempted an equal distribution and that in the end-of-project evaluation (Nepenthes 2002a) it was written that it was estimated that about a third of the trained persons were women.

The people talked to about what they learnt from whom, considered themselves “shown” not “taught”. This can be a positive thing so that people can keep their self-esteem, feel more participative and thus increase the chances for an actual change in behaviour. People’s whole perception of a project can be a lot more positive if it is perceived to be voluntary and on equal conditions.  The people asked all agreed that the education of the children was the most important thing for themselves and for the environment. For instance, MINAE arranged an “environmental awareness camp” for schoolchildren that the authors attended, where different COVIRENAS told about their activities in the area i.e., Pocotsí province. 

2.2.1.3 30 men and women from a minimum of ten villages trained as trainers (para-technicians) in sustainable resource management.

Planned results (revised in 1999): 30 men and women trained as local trainers in sustainable management of natural resources.

Performance indicator: 
30 persons trained as para-technicians.

Means of verification: 
Monthly reports and field visits.

Impact indicator:
 
10 persons active monthly as para-technicians.

Means of verification: 
Inquiry.

Established: 
21 trained. Additionally approximately 40 persons trained during the replanting activities.
Missing:
In the final evaluation report there was made no comment on any missing trained persons, although they state that only 21 persons were trained. Maybe they took into account the approximately 40 persons trained during the replantation activities and in that case there were more than 30 trained and thus the target was achieved. Another possibility is that a mistake has been made and a comment on what was missing has been forgotten.

Assessment of indicators and verifications:

It is unclear what the difference was that separated the 1000 trained from the 30 local trainers. Also it is unclear what a para-technician was trained in and what he or she had to do to be active monthly. How these trainers were supposed to implement what they had learned and convey their knowledge to the other villagers is unknown, as is whether these trainers would get any compensation for their services, such as money. Though, it was mentioned in Nepenthes (1996) that a rotating fund would be created in order to create incentives for the trainers. How this rotating fund would work is however unknown. It is also unknown how the gender distribution was supposed to be. Was the goal that the number of trained should be half men and half women? This would be important to know in order to see gender related effects of the training. In the initial documents, gender issues were mentioned, but seem to have been forgotten.

As mentioned in subsection 3.2.1.1, the inquiry way of measuring the indicators have some methodological problems. In this exact case, an inquiry may however have been in order since it can be assumed that the para-technicians would keep the connection to the project technicians in order to get help, guidance and perhaps money or equipment. 

Post project indicators:

Due to the lack of documentation it was assumed that this output would require too many resources to properly examine who the recipients of this training were, so this point was not investigated. However, due to the importance of documentation of a project in order to make a post project evaluation possible the lack of documentation and its consequences are discussed below.

Findings: 

In principle, it should not be much of a problem to keep track of the persons trained since there was so few. Such a record was however not found. Some names were mentioned many times in the periodical project reports, but it was not mentioned what capacities these persons had. Information about who had been trained was not found, since there was no list of trained people. Nepenthes did not have a list of these persons (Korning 2003b), and no such list was obtainable from FN if such a list ever existed. Thus, it could not be found out whether or not these people were still practising what they had learnt. 

Discussion:

This output has many similarities to the output in subsection 3.2.1.2. The same questions about why such a list was not made, was lost or did not reach Nepenthes sprung to mind. It must be expected that a document of whom the involved persons were, and what they were trained in was created. Only 21 persons were specifically trained and so it should be an easy task to list them along with their competence and document their training activities, especially if the project paid them to do so. Though, in the end-of-project evaluation (Nepenthes 2002a) there was no item in the budget specifically indicating that the trainers got paid for their services and nothing was mentioned about the rotation fund.. Furthermore, no information existed as to what they were trained in doing or how well they performed. This does not mean that they were not able to use the training, but it would be very difficult for others to use the persons for anything and so only the persons closest to the trainer would benefit. When written information about the project was searched for at FN, it was claimed that no such information existed. This claim may be due to language difficulties between FN and the authors since it was the first time for the interpreter.

Where it would require a lot of resources to find all these persons as a part of the post project evaluation, it would be equally difficult for the end-of-project report (Nepenthes 2002a) to verify that the goals had been obtained. At the very least, Nepenthes as responsible for the project, should have had this list in order to carry out a proper end-of-project evaluation. 

That they had not collected and distributed information about who the trained persons were is a major fault of the project. By not disseminating the names of the trained persons, the knowledge will probably stay with that person and hisorher surroundings. This is one of the factors that can contribute to the lack of knowledge and practice spreading between the villages. This fits well with the fact that the knowledge and ideas spread inside the villages, as was observed with the biodigestors and the fishponds in El Ceibo, but there was very little between-village co-operation, which was also confirmed by Cruz (2004); Granados, Haydeé, Cordero (2004); Solís (2004); and Torres (2004).

2.2.1.4 Ten leaflets dealing with important aspects of natural resource management produced in 1,000 copies each.

Planned results (revised 1999): 14 publications published and read.

Performance indicator: 
10 different leaflets produced.

Means of verification: 
Leaflets present.

Impact indicator: 

Each leaflet used by 40 farmers in the area.

Means of verification: 
Inquiry.

Established: 
2 publications produced (missing up-dated information). 

Missing: 


12.
Assessment of indicators and verifications:

The indicator did not state how the farmers were intended to use the leaflets in order to be counted as one of the 40 farmers using each leaflet. Did "use" mean using it as a manual for sustainable farming? Or did it mean that they have read it and used it partially? Using inquiry as means of verification posed the same problems here as stated in subsection 3.2.1.1. Since most of the people in the area were farmers of some sort, this output was concerned with a lot of people. To verify by inquiry whether 40 farmers used each leaflet is a laborious task. Also, in order to do so, the content of the different leaflets would have to be well separated from each other, so if a farmer uses several of the different leaflets he or she would be able to separate them from each other. The content of the leaflets was not mentioned in the project document or in any other documents the authors had access to, and neither was the way of distribution. The way of distribution must be known, because it is otherwise not possible to know were to start the inquiry. If the way of distribution was known and documented, a sample of farmers, who received each leaflet, could be asked about and observed whether they used this leaflet for the intended purposes. This would of course also require that the intended purpose of each leaflet was known. The number of farmers asked depends on how many copies of each leaflet were distributed and to how many. If for example 100 farmers each got the ten different leaflets, then a sample of maybe 50 farmers could be asked whether they used them or not, and a percentage could be set as means of verification, for example 25 % of the farmers who received a certain leaflet used it.

Post project indicators:

Did the leaflets exist and did anybody use them?


Findings: 

One document or booklet “Para no tropezar dos veces con la misma piedra” from 2002 that describes the project was found. However, it was published after the project had finished. Furthermore, it contained no practical information regarding sustainable management. Actually, Martínez (2004) appeared to think that this document was the end-of-project evaluation. The value of the document is very limited for the farmers, but probably high for FN; it looks like an advertisement booklet. (See appendix 4) This publication was handed to the authors from every official in MINAE, FN and others, but the villagers in El Ceibo had not seen it (Solís 2004; Torres 2004; Granados, Haydeé, Cordero 2004). The two leaflets mentioned in the end-of-project report were not found.

Discussion:

Initially, the plan was to produce ten leaflets. This was revised in 1999 to 14 leaflets, although in the end only two leaflets were produced. Why was the number of leaflets changed after three years, only to produce far fewer leaflets in the end? It seemed that none of the persons, local villagers, government officials or even former FN employees the authors asked during three months of studies had even heard of the first two documents. The one booklet found (Para no…) is hopefully not indicative for the other documents. This booklet appears to be an explanation of the project to new potential donors or project partners. This booklet was probably not envisioned in the original project document since it was not published until after the project was finished. Since the publications were so hard to find and the information regarding them was so sparse, it is difficult to say anything about the reasons for making the documents or how they were supposed to be used or distributed. 

If the leaflets had been created with drawings and text (90% of the population in the Pocotsí area could read at least to a primary school level, the remaining 10% is mostly Nicaraguans (COBODES 2002)) regarding the different aspects of sustainable agriculture or forestry or any of the other projects, doubtlessly they could have been an important aid. Furthermore they could have helped to keep the project ideas alive after it had been finalised. A leaflet does not have to be fancy or printed on glossy paper. The important thing is to distribute them to the appropriate recipients. This could be done through the school system, during the training of the 1000 persons or through one or several of the groups that FN worked with. However, nothing is known about the distribution method intended. 

2.2.1.5 Representations in local mass media with major aspects concerning bufferzone management and problems of the project area. Approximately six yearly representations. 

Planned results (revised 1999): 
19 times appearances in media as promotion of the project results. 

Performance indicator:

6 yearly representations made.

Means of verification: 

Scrapbook.

Impact indicator: 
Positive attitude towards the Project activities by 40 % of local rural population.

Means of verification: 

Inquiry.

Established: 
More than 19 appearances in local and national media.

Missing: 



0.
Assessment of indicators and verifications:

How this indicator could be used for anything is hard to see. The persons who were willing to work with the project and who gained from it would have a positive attitude, but the ones who were not affected may not have had the same positive attitude. The indicator did not state how many people were supposed to be in the target group and so it is difficult to see how the goal of 40% of the local rural population would be obtained. Also, if the entire rural population was in fact intended, 40% of this is thousands of people, and how big a sample could be covered appropriately about their attitude towards the project and whether this attitude was generated from the representations in the mass media is unclear. Even if only the project villages were intended as target group, this would still comprise of many people. How this attitude check would be done is not specified. A sample should have been taken instead of making a total analysis of the local rural population. Furthermore, when the positive attitude is measured by inquiry it skews the indicator even further because of the observed tendency in Costa Rica not to say anything bad to or about a person one is talking to.

Post project indicators:

There were set no post project indicators, since this output was completed at the end of the project. Nevertheless, since promotion in media often is considered as important this issue is discussed below.

Findings: 

No information was obtained from FN, the scrapbook was not found, if there ever was any. However, since the output was finalised with the project and was then evaluated there was not much need for finding this scrapbook. However, the Tico Times, an environmental-friendly, Costa Rican newspaper 2001 – 2004, was read through by the authors in order to see if there where still any activity within this area, without finding articles connected to FN or the project. Generally the persons talked to only had good things to say about FN or the Pocotsí project even if many have to be told who did the things they are praising. The names of FN and Pocotsí were not often called upon in the villages (Granados, Haydeé, Cordero 2004; Solís 2004; Torres 2004; Mora 2004a; Waiijenberg 2004)

Discussion:

Public relations are important in all projects. It is however difficult to see what was hoped obtained from these intended representations in national media. Actually, in the original output only representations in local mass media was mentioned. Representations in national mass media was first mentioned under “established”, which leads one to think that the target was local media, but opportunities came up also to be represented in national media and these opportunities were of course not turned down. Though, since the scrapbook was not found and there was nothing about any expenditure on national representations in the budget from the end-of-project evaluation (Nepenthes 2002a), it is not known if there ever were any presentations in national media. Nonetheless, since the representations in national media were not mentioned until under “established” it seems likely that these representations in national media actually took place. As has also been seen from the budget, there was no plan to obtain more resources to the project area than the money from DANIDA (Nepenthes 1996a; Nepenthes 1996b). The Pocotsí bufferzone project was not supposed to be a national but a local project, and so it would seem that if money were spent it would have been wasted. Conversely, since the local people might take part in the national media this can still have had some encouraging effect and since the representations in national media may be due to chance, it is not certain that it actually cost anything. The money used for the local media might have had a very positive effect. The participants in different projects take pride in the work. If they were mentioned in the local news or the local papers, it could feel like a pat on the back, which would be a reward in itself. The villagers did not seem however to be either interested in or able to remember whom they had worked with during the different projects such as PACTo (Proyecto para la Consolidación del área de Conservación Tortuguero), COBODES or Pocotsí. They remember the names when asked, but cannot really tell what project did what.

2.2.1.6  A credit system established and functioning through community banks.

Planned results (revised in 1999): 
A functioning subsidy system to support local initiative.

Performance indicator: 

Credit system functioning.

Means of verification: 

Credits granted through system.

Impact indicator: 


75 % of credits paid back.

Means of verification: 

Community bank accounts.

Established: 



The system works.

Missing: 



Nothing.

Assessment of indicators and verifications:

The indicators and verifications would seem to be easy to control. The banks supposedly have lists of their accounts and these could be checked. 

Post project indicators:

There were no post project indicators since this output was cancelled. However, since this is an important issue, it is discussed below.

Findings: 

The credit system did not exist (Korning 2003b). According to Edwards (2001a), in 1997 it was considered non-feasible and the resources were instead used on the other outputs. 

Discussion:

It can be very difficult to set up a credit system without the aid of a bank. As soon as banks are involved the gain is lowered since the banks take small percentages of the money loaned or administered. This may mean that for these small-scale loans the money would be used on interests and fees as the recipients paid back the money. The ideal solution for these rolling credit systems is to have a no-interest loan that is loaned to and paid back from the locals at no charge. If there is a charge, the amount of money that can be lent diminishes each time the bank handles the money and so the money disappears over time. The idea of a rolling credit system as seen in Bangladesh for impoverished women and other places (Grameen 2004) is very good if the farmers were otherwise unable to obtain loans. In Costa Rica they however are able to obtain loans through the normal channels. Although credit can be obtained without title deeds, it would be easier for farmers to get credit if they had title deeds to use for collateral. Title deeds might also give the farmers’ incentive to invest in their land and improve it, and thus decrease the risks of degradation. The problem of title deeds is discussed in more detail below.

2.2.1.7 An analysis carried out on the extent of the problem concerning lack of land titles in the project area.

 Planned results (revised in 1999): 
Cancelled.

Performance indicator: 
Analysis on lack of land titles in the area carried out.

Means of verification:


Small report.

Impact indicator: 


Land title problem addressed.

Means of verification: 

Inquiry with PACTo.

Established: 



Cancelled.

Missing:

 

Cancelled.

Assessment of indicators and verifications:

The impact indicator that the land title problem should have been addressed was difficult to measure. It is also unclear what is meant with the expression. Was the idea to analyse the lack of land tenure and give suggestions on possible solutions?  What was meant by “addressed”? If the means of verification was an inquiry with PACTo, why were they not simply asked whether there were problems in the first place?

Post project indicators: 

There were no post project indicators since this output was cancelled. However, since this is an important issue, it is discussed below.

Findings: 

The reason for cancellation of this output was that it was not considered necessary to investigate this. For the individual farmer in the bufferzone, it was not necessary to have land title documents in order to do farming. What was known as homesteading or squatter’s rights used to be the rule. At the present time there is no more land, that is not owned that can be settled on. In order to show that a person is the owner of a piece of land this person has to “improve” it by for instance logging it or farming it. This would give the user usufruct rights from IDA, but not real land ownership. For this a title deed is needed. This can be acquired from the government, but then the farmer has to pay taxes, which can be avoided with only usufruct rights to the land.

Since this output was mostly concerned with the farmers, it was cancelled already in 1999 (Edwards 2001a). Because it was a cancelled output, this output was not investigated in the project area, but since it may have so large consequences it was deemed necessary to investigate in theory.

Discussion:

Although this issue was cancelled, it could be important. The forest law Ley 7575 (enacted in 1996) demands that the user of a forest owns the land. At the same time, a landowner is eligible to protection subsidies (Pago de Servicios Ambientales, PSA) for not utilising the land in the protected areas as well as in the bufferzone. This is of major importance in the REBACO, and to some extent in the PNT. In some of the area in the PNT that Nepenthes bought in 1990 there were still problems with private persons who had ownership of land inside the national park. According to the forest law Ley 7575 these persons can conduct forestry on their land if they can get logging permits. In reality these owners were paid the protection subsidy instead. Only one small area in the PNT was contested with a person who claimed to be the owner of the area (ACTo 2004; Mora 2004b) 

At least some of the REBACO was protected through the PSA protection scheme (through the Pocotsí project, by private persons (Sáenz 2004)). Up to 80% of the inhabitants inside and outside of the REBACO did not own their land (Nepenthes 1991) and so could not get the PSA and so had less incitement to protect the forest, and this must be a problem. If the farmers do not own their land, they cannot use the land as collateral for loans in the banks, they may not feel secure in their continuance of their usufruct rights, and may not be as able or willing to invest in the land for the future. 

Outside of the park and the refuge, in the bufferzone as well as in the “unrestricted” area, the biggest problem was that according to the forest law Ley 7575 the locals without title deeds could not be allowed to utilise the tree resources on “their” property. This was because forestry can only be allowed when the land-user has a title deed. This resulted in that much of the land was classified as pasture or agricultural land even though it had forest on it in order to be utilised (for more information, see subsection 3.2.2.1). Unfortunately the effect of this was that the forests in the bufferzone were cleared and the areas were converted to pasture (correcting the classification) where use of the land was allowed without title deeds (Solís 2004; Mora 2004b; Edwards 2004b; Howard and Valeria 1996). Most of the problems with lack of title deeds occurred in the Northern and Eastern parts of the bufferzone (Nepenthes 1991). This was incidentally where the forests were located. It is worth noting that there was no legal difference between a piece of land located inside or outside of the bufferzone. The bufferzone did not have a special legal protection, for more on this see section 3.4. Thus, while at the same time acknowledging that it is a very difficult subject, it is found very strange that this output was cancelled. The output is further discussed in chapter 4 and 5.

2.2.2 Forestry

2.2.2.1 Management of at least 700 ha forest under Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) criteria.

Planned results (revised 1999): At least 700 ha primary and secondary forest managed by FSC criteria.

Performance indicator: 
700 ha managed according to FSC.

Means of verification: 
Revision of management plans and field visits.

Impact indicator: 
Farmers able to plan and implement sustainable forest management except for legally requested technical assistance.

Means of verification:

 Inquiry.

Established: 
850 ha under management plans, amongst these some 305 ha that is getting a “protection-subsidy”.

Missing: 
0 ha, however none of the forested areas are run by FSC criteria since there was a lack of interest. The FSC does not exist in Costa Rica.
Assessment of indicators and verifications:

It is difficult to measure the abilities of the farmers other than by testing them. An inquiry may have shown if the desired output had been obtained if it was supported by observations, especially since the number of farmers was low. It should not have been necessary to do an inquiry when it was obligatory to have a technical management plan in order to do forestry. A simple investigation of the plans and forested area should have been enough. The impact indicator was unnecessary as it addressed a problem that was not present. The farmers knew very well how to manage the forest in a sustainable way (Boysen 1995; Waaijenberg 2004; Edwards 2004b), the points they had problems with was difficulties to obtain logging permission as well as to get title deeds (Waaijenberg 2004; Edwards 2004a). Also, the area was very large and there was no area prioritisation, so it is unclear whether the project aimed to manage one large area of 700 ha or many small ones. As FSC is a world spanning idea, it existed in principle in Costa Rica but what did not exist was an agency that had been entrusted with the actual certification. 

Post project indicators:

Did the management plans still exist, and were they used?

Findings: 

FN had made integrated management plans for 11 farms (Various management plans). 

The largest area was situated inside the REBACO, 254 ha of which 44 ha were newly planted. These 254 ha received a protection subsidy (PSA) from the fund that distributes the money according to the law Lay 7575, FONAFIFO. 

MAKNA S. A., a logging firm that owns the area, and has pledged to conserve these 254 ha.

One large area of 210 ha that was covered by management plans was within La Suerte biological station. Of these 210 ha 42.5 ha was newly planted. 

The rest of the forests were private areas around El Sota, Palacios and one large 183 ha area around Cocori, most of which was situated inside the REBACO (Edwards 2001a; see map 3; Edwards 2004a).

With the exception of two forests, the Jimenez brothers’ forests in Palacios who chose to cut down all of their trees, the management plans were still in use with the Asociación de Industriales, Reforestadores, Dueños de Bosque y Extradores de la Zona Atlántica (ASIREA) being the agency helping the owners. The forests were managed according to Costa Rican law, which means that one has to have a management plan and permission from the government in order to fell trees (Edwards 2004a, Ley 7575 1996). The areas inside the REBACO could not be given logging permissions since it was a forest wildlife refuge. MINAE/ACTo supposedly refused any requests for such logging permissions (Mora 2004a). The areas under management plans were getting the PSA protection grant and so were presumed not logged at all, nor were there requests for logging permissions from these areas. 

The surrounding forest areas inside the REBACO were given logging permits as easily as the areas outside in violation of the management plan for the protected areas. Mora (2004a), Waaijenberg (2004), satellite and aerial photos confirmed that deforestation was taking place inside of the REBACO. At the same time it must be mentioned that as for now no specific management plan existed for the REBACO and the protection for this refuge was solely from the law concerning protected areas in Costa Rica (Ley 7152 1986; Ley 7575 1996). This made it very difficult for ACTo to conduct the day-to-day business there because of the lack of an overall plan.

Although, it was stated in the Spanish version of the end-of-project evaluation report that the integrated forest management plan was formulated in such a way that a farm had other activities, such as reforestation, agroforestry or protection of biodiversity (of other outputs within the project) that allowed the families to obtain short term as well as long term gains while managing the forest, this was not the case. The management plans were more like a description of the area than a real plan for the carrying out of timber harvesting or other economic activities. Therefore it seemed the plans were made with the purpose to protect the forest from logging and to obtain the 12.000 colones (US$ 24) per ha PSA subsidy, not to promote sustainable logging. In total, more than 700 ha were still covered by these management plans (Various management plans). The sum of 850 ha forest supposedly under integrated management plans given in the end-of-project evaluation (Nepenthes 2002a) report, did not correspond to the actual figures from the management plans themselves, as described in the individual management plans, nor from the Sistematización Forestal (Edwards 2001a). According to those documents, the total forest area under management plans was roughly 780 ha, still above the 700 ha set as target. As there was no source to the area figures in the end-of-project evaluation (Nepenthes 2002a) report, it was assumed that this discrepancy was a clerical error.

Discussion:

It seemed that the system to get logging-, transport or selling permits even outside of the parks was so complex that the owners could not themselves renew their permits and plans, and therefore paid the Associación de Industriales, Reforestadores, Dueños de Bosque y Extradores de la Zona Atlántica (ASIREA), an interest group, to take care of the legal parts (Edwards 2004a; Edwards 2004b). This inflicted on those with too little land or trees who could not afford to develop the management plans. The villagers who were unable to afford a management plan, could not get a permit to utilise their forest resource, but were allowed to cut trees on their agricultural fields. This did not demand a management plan. Thus all of their land was becoming re-classified as agricultural land, because the villagers claimed that their land was agricultural rather than forests, in order to utilise their tree resources. This unfortunately meant that the areas were to a large extent, in order to get rid of the problematic classification as “forested areas”, clear felled. This was also the practice when the settlers first arrived. They were required to “upgrade” their allotted areas by felling the trees and have agriculture or the like in order to keep it (Nepenthes 1991; Howard and Valeria 1996). This practice, even if it was no longer a requirement from IDA, was still present in the minds of the villagers, and resulted in a lot of the illegal logging in the bufferzone.

This is probably a bigger problem than the management of the MAKNA forest inside the REBACO or the El Suerte biological station. The reasons for creating management plans for MAKNA and La Suerte biological station are unclear. The work with these entities was of course easier since they had large areas and stable organisations and so the goal to obtain 700 ha could be reached. Furthermore, in one report (Edwards 2001a) it was stated that the work with MAKNA sparked the whole process of creating the plans and getting the PSA. The goals of the project however did not coincide with the management of corporate-owned forest. The original goals of the project were to “enhance specific technical capacities…through the introduction of sustainable forest related activities”, not to lower the costs of doing business for a logging firm. Throughout the Pocotsí II project report it was stated that the focus of the project was supposed to be on the small farmers and to enhance their gain in a sustainable way (Nepenthes 1996b) in order to keep or even increase the forest cover in the bufferzone. It is thus very difficult to see how this was hoped to be obtained by working with MAKNA.

Even less understandable was the management plans created for La Suerte biological station, since it was situated approximately 20 kilometres from the REBACO and 30 kilometres from the PNT (see map 1), it was outside of the bufferzone area. 

It was perceived that the output had no major plan made in advance of the implementation. Rather, the output started and then whoever wanted the management plans could get it. The overall goals were to preserve and expand the tree cover, and so the ones that should have had management plans should have been the ones that were not going to make them anyway, that is the small farmers. It is difficult to understand why the forest management and the land-title problem were not interconnected. As mentioned in subsection 3.2.1.7, it was not possible to obtain a PSA unless title deeds existed. Thus it was only the farmers who already had title deeds and therefore were able to obtain management plans in order to utilise the forests that could be eligible for this output. That excluded 80% of the farmers in the area. The other small-scale farmers in the area had to resort to other means of utilising their tree resources, namely the re-classification of agricultural land and deforestation. And even then, if the villagers wanted to get a logging permit for their agricultural land, they either had to wait a long time, conduct illegal logging or use bribes to speed up the process. A logging permit has been known to cost a pig and a bottle of whiskey (Source protected). Small-scale farmers owned less than half of the area that received management plans.

The farmers should have had real management plans with plans for how to conduct sustainable logging, not the management plans FN made. These management plans were plans to get the PSA, which in itself was not a bad thing, especially if the forested area was inside of the REBACO. Indeed according to the REBACO charter it was the only solution. Outside of the REBACO, in the bufferzone where the project supposedly had its focus and main effort, there was no reason to get the PSA grants other than to enlarge the protected areas. Whether this may or may not have been in the interest of FN and Nepenthes, it was not in the interest of the farmers who had a large resource they could utilise. If they get the PSA, this means that for the next five years they are not allowed to fell any trees in the forest against receiving 12.000 colones (US$ 24) per ha. 

It is understandable that the project had so many difficulties in getting the farmers to cooperate in the bufferzone. Firstly, FN bought the user rights for a large piece of land (the corridor), and subsequently pushed everybody off this land. This, especially the problems in getting people to move, created a good measure of mistrust to the foresters, who were instrumental in buying the land, and who were supposed to make management plans for the farmers. The farmers had presumably expected that FN would use the area that they bought for something useful and so were worried that when the area was converted to become a part of the National Park, it would create problems for them as well regarding the utilisation of their lands. The villagers in Cedral directly stated that they would not work with FN (Edwards 2004b). 

Secondly, the farmers who did not have title deeds (more than 80%), probably the weakest of the farmers, could not get help from the project since the project had chosen not to work with this problem (see subsection 3.2.1.7). Thirdly, there simply is not much forest left in the bufferzone, especially around El Ceibo, Las Colinas, Palmitas and Palacios, as was observed when driving through the area, as well as defined from satellite and aerial photos (LandSat 1996; CATIE 1996). The only village in the bufferzone with forest around it was El Sota. 

The village of Cocori was inside the REBACO, and so should not have been part of the bufferzone project. Eliecer Vargas, the single farmer in Cocori that the project worked with, had large forest areas inside the REBACO that he wished to utilise in the most sustainable way, and so it was however understandable that the project chose to include him as well (Boysen 1995; Edwards 2004a).
2.2.2.2 Reforestation of at least 250 ha forest under FSC criteria.

Planned result (revised 1999): At least 150 ha replanted under FSC criteria.

Performance indicator: 
250 ha reforested.

Means of verification:

Revision of reforesting plans and field visits.

Impact indicator: 
Farmers able to plan and implement reforestation, except for legally requested technical assistance.

Means of verification: 
Inquiry.

Established: 
135 ha replanted in small parcels, except for one large parcel of 40.8 ha.

Missing: 


15 ha.
Assessment of indicators and verifications:

Again, it is difficult to measure the abilities of the farmers other than by testing them. An inquiry may have shown if the desired output had been obtained if it was supported by observations, especially since the number of farmers was low. It should not have been necessary to do an inquiry when it was obligatory to have a reforestation plan in order to replant. A simple investigation of the plans and plantations should have been enough. Also, it is difficult to envision what was supposed to be obtained with the reforestation, whether it should be the recreation of forests or the planting of living fence or other. It was not stated what the criteria for FSC replanting were nor were there replanting criteria on the FSC homepage.

Post project indicators:

Did the reforested areas still have trees on them? Did the villagers make new replantings?

Findings: 

The reforestation was grouped in three parts. The private reforestation was mostly in very small parcels. Twenty-seven of these parcels were between 0.2 ha and 2 ha, and five parcels were between 3 and 5 ha. Five schools and five telecommunication areas were combined into one 10 ha block of replantings, i.e., 10 parcels of 1 ha per parcel on average. The total area replanted for the villages was 48.7 ha (Solano, 2001). According to Ley 7575 article 3, a forest is an area of at least two hectares and so most of the areas were not reforestations. Furthermore, according to FAO (2001) a replanted area that has agroforestry or silvopastoralism as purpose cannot be forest (Ley 7575 1996; FAO 2001). Many of the private replantings seemed to be plantings conducted in relation to agroforestry (Martínez 2001).

There was very little interest among the villagers for replanting of forest, as there was no tradition for forest cultivation (Korning et al 2001). Rather it was observed that the private “reforestation” had focused more on planting of kitchen gardens, live fences and along riverbanks (Solís 2004; Martínez 2004). In that sense this output overlapped with the agroforestry output. One Taungya system with Peyibaye/Carapa guiamensi was observed in El Ceibo (Solís 2004). 

One part of the reforestation was the five nurseries in El Ceibo, Las Colinas, Palmitas, El Sota and Palacios created for the replantings. The nurseries in Palmitas (Orue 2004), Las Colinas (Cruz 2004) and as observed in El Ceibo did not exist today. The nursery in El Sota may not have been functioning anymore, since all their production was sold to the reforestation project at La Suerte and to MAKNA, as were the plants from Palmitas (Solano 2001). It could not be established whether the nursery in Palacios still existed.

The villagers, at least in El Ceibo, had acknowledged that they should not touch these trees and so it seemed that the riverbank protections would be allowed to stay. It was however observed that the landscape was lacking in forests and Solís (2004) and Torres (2004) confirmed this. The replanted areas still seemed to be there complete with the trees still present. As there were no data on precise locations, it was very difficult to control this with a ground survey. Along the Tortuguero River around El Ceibo a very inaccessible strip of forest was observed, and in all of the landscape it seemed there were narrow strips of trees along drainage canals.

The Suerte station forest was like the rest of the Suerte Biological Station protected and so it was assumed that the forest was still there. It was impossible to obtain data on the MAKNA replanting. The locals in El Ceibo were in the process of getting funds from FONAFIFO for a replanting of two ha forest on the edge of the village (MINAE 2004).

Discussion:

The bufferzone area had been seriously deforested, so it is understandable that the Pocotsí bufferzone project was interested in reforestation. Initially 250 ha were supposed to be replanted, but even this relatively small area could not be replanted because of lack of interest. Only 48 ha of the 135 ha were replanted in the villages, which show that the project failed to arouse interest in replanting. However, this did not seem to be the case, since the villagers in El Ceibo were replanting on their own accord. Another possible explanation to why so little was replanted could be that that the project failed to understand what species the villagers would have liked to have help in replanting. 

It is a fact that in order to obtain the goal of 135 ha replanted, a logging company, MAKNA, and a biological station El Suerte outside of the bufferzone area, were helped with the largest replanting. Of these, it is very hard to understand the reasoning behind replanting for the logging company. MAKNA was situated around Cocori in the Barra del Colorado Refuge. The reforestation here was in two parts, one of 40.8 ha and one of 3 ha (Solano 2001). This was a private company, that was making money from logging, and as such it ought not to be eligible to have donor support for its normal business such as replanting ought to be. It is unclear what was hoped to be obtained from this replanting, because it was inside the REBACO.

The Suerte biological station was situated around the Suerte River and was a 700 ha area dedicated to biodiversity and protection. The replanted area was in two parts, one of 31 ha and one of 11.5 ha. The area already had some 175 ha of forest and so the newly planted areas would complement the forest and at the same time some of it would protect the riverbanks (Various management plans; Edwards 2001a). The replanted area here was rather far from the biological corridor bought in 1990, namely about 25 kilometres. For the reason stated below the decision to replant at the Suerte is not criticised by the authors, but seen as part of the bufferzone project it seemed like it was included in order to fulfil the replantation criteria.

The reforestation output worked together with the bufferzone promotion and the agroforestry parts of the Pocotsí project through the nurseries that were created and the planting of kitchen gardens and agroforestry systems. When the documents were read it was perceived that the reforestation part was successful not so much because of the replanted areas, but because of the training involved with running the nurseries and the training involved in finding and caring about the right species for the kitchen gardens and agroforestry systems (Martínez 2001; Solano 2001). 

 Reforestation in itself is not necessarily a good thing if the reforested areas are not either protected or used sustainable afterwards. With these goals as part of the overall objective, the reforestation at the La Suerte biological station was more understandable, but the authors still did not see the MAKNA replantings as being a responsibility or a job for the Pocotsí bufferzone project. It seemed that the parts of the replanting that involved the villagers enabled the villagers to raise their standard of living as a consequence of getting more diverse crops and better fodder for the livestock. The areas that the villagers replanted were very small, but manageable. The villagers had learned how to replant and what governmental organisation to contact. This was evident from the replanting that the villagers sought permission for in 2004. This is very positive that the villagers’ wish for more replantings and that they do it by themselves. Ultimately the effort to create more forest cover did not have the desired impact, even if more trees were planted and so the total tree cover was increased. The goal of 150 ha replanted was not a very large area when taking into account the large size of the parks, and so the side effects, that is, the increase of agroforestry and silvopastoralism amongst the farmers, somehow became the main effects. 

2.2.2.3 At least 3 local sawmills processing sustainable produced timber for local use. The sawmills are of benefit for the local communities.

Planned result (revised 1999): Cancelled.

Performance indicator:
 3 sawmills working.

Means of verification: 
Revision of accounts and field visits.

Impact indicator: 
3 sawmills processing locally and sustainable produced timber giving income and work for at least 3 families.

Means of verification: 
Inquiry.

Established: 


Nothing.

Missing: 


Nothing.

Assessment of indicators and verifications:

Inquiry as means of verification should be more explicit. Apart from that, the indicators would point towards the possible success of the output.

Post project indicators: 

There were set no post project indicators since this output was cancelled. Nevertheless, due to possible effects a continuation of the output could have had it is discussed below.

Findings: 

The sawmills were discontinued after the implementation of the law Ley 7575 from 1996, as this law meant that the sawmills could not be sure from where the logs were harvested. Since FN did not want to accidentally process wood from illegal logging and could not control this, they shut down the support to the sawmills. (Neotrópica 2000c)

Discussion:

If the objective of the output was to conserve nature, then it is fully understandable to stop the funding of the sawmills if there is a chance that illegally cut logs would be processed. There was however plenty of other sawmills working in the area. On the road from Guápiles to Las Colinas there were two large and two small sawmills. Maybe the project should have worked with the existing sawmills instead of making new ones? To help the sawmills to work and abide by the FSC rules could also have been a better solution, as this would force the sawmills to rely on legally cut timber. To abandon the sawmill output was probably the worst solution to the problem. The problem of processing illegally cut wood was assumed not stopped. The illegal logging was definitely still carried out (Chamorro 2004; Mora 2004b; Mora 2003). If the objective instead was to create some kind of low impact sustainable industry in the bufferzone, it becomes less understandable why firstly a sawmill was created, and secondly, why it was stopped. 

Firstly, the bufferzone was lacking in industry of all kinds, except sawmills, which were observed while the authors were driving through the area. The area was also lacking in infrastructure, especially roads which may explain why no light industry was in the area. Almost any other kind of light industry than a sawmill would have been preferred, such as dairy farming, which was currently operated in Cuatro Esquinas (Waaijenberg 2004) or rearing of fish in ponds if the tree cover should be kept. 

Secondly, if the output was set up to do timber processing of locally harvested trees it is difficult to see that a system to prove that the trees were logged sustainably could not have been set up. This could even have been done according to the FSC guidelines and so produced certified timber (that could be sold at a higher price), especially when the Danish FSC certification agency Nepenthes was involved in the implementation and so could have supplied the expertise. Thus the reason to shut down the help to the sawmills was not reasonable, unless a market investigation had shown that a market for FSC products would not be feasible.

2.2.3 Agroforestry

The criteria and indicators from the project evaluation were as written by Nepenthes (2002a). These criteria and indicators were however very much different from the actual work described in the various work documents and systematisations. In this report it was chosen to rely on the actual work documents and systematisations. This explains the lack of coherency between the goals investigated and the goals mentioned in the end-of-project report.

2.2.3.1 At least 150 ha Agroforestry systems established in collaboration with the villagers.

Planned results (revised 1999): Establish at least 50 ha agroforestry systems.

Performance indicator: 
150 ha of agroforestry systems working.

Means of verification: 
Field visits and monthly reports.

Impact indicator: 
Farmers able to plan and implement new areas with agroforestry systems.

Means of verification: 
Inquiry.

Established: 
50 ha established, of these are approximately 15 ha kitchen gardens with trees and two village nurseries with fruit trees.
Missing: 


0 ha.

Assessment of indicators and verifications:

It is difficult to measure the abilities of the farmers other than by testing them. An inquiry may have shown if the desired output had been obtained if it was supported by observations, especially if the number of farmers was low. The farmers presumably had kitchen gardens and living fences before the project and it was difficult to see what was new and what was there before without a baseline study and maps showing the agroforestry systems that existed at the start of the project and what existed at the end of the project. It would have been an advantage if the planning and planting of the agroforestry systems were documented as they were carried out and so the new could be separated from the old. 

It should not have been necessary to do an inquiry if a baseline study was initially carried out and the villagers planned and reported their agroforestry activities. Simple documentation of the before and after together with the planned activities, should be enough. 

Post project indicators:

Were the locals still using the agroforestry systems? Were they planting new areas?
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Findings: 

The focus of the agroforestry system was on kitchen gardens, mixed plantings of species and living fences. The project worked mainly in Las Colinas, El Sota and El Ceibo. 

The kitchen gardens were generally accepted, as this was similar to what they already used. It was observed that the kitchen gardens were enhanced with many species of fruit trees. It is not known when these fruit trees were planted or if they were planted during the Pocotsí project.

The mixed plantings were introduced in Las Colinas and El Ceibo. The systems were constructed as a modified Taungya system with Cordia alliodora, Carapa guiamensis or Hyeronima alchomoides as woody species and Plantain (Musa AAB) or Bactris gasipaes (Pejibaye) as the species cultivated. It is not assumed that the end result would be a forest as in the original Taungya system, rather the trees would be cut down and the cycle could start again (Solís 2004).

The living fences were established with mainly two species, Cordia alliodora and Vochysia guatemalensis. They were supposed to provide fodder, fences as well as serve as demarcation lines between fields (Solís 2004; Torres 2004).

The project had as goal to remove the risks of monoculture crop failure and diversify the available food types. (Martínez, 2001; Martínez 2004; Solano 2001)

No knowledge was obtained about any newly planted agroforestry areas. 

Discussion:

The kitchen gardens were still very productive with many species of fruits ripening in almost every garden. The Taungya system observed at one farm with Bactris gaspades/Cordia alliodora, as well as several mixed systems with Musa AAB and different trees was very successful with the villagers who expressed that they would like to have had larger areas converted to agroforestry (Solís 2004; Torres 2004). Solís informed that he was going to convert even more agricultural land into Taungya by himself. Based on these findings, the output seemed to have succeeded very well. 

Everywhere in the landscape there were neatly pruned living fences. Whether they were artefacts of the project or not is unknown. It seemed that the agroforestry systems were functioning very well, maybe because the individual projects were on a very small (0.1 ha or less) scale, or because the kitchen gardens and the living fences were systems that the villagers used already and so they were founded on something the villagers recognised and accepted. In a low intensity project where the primary goal was to mobilise the local villagers and give them a sense of belonging and ownership of the land, agroforestry projects such as these were very important. They were sufficiently low-key and risk averse that the farmer could attempt them without having to gamble his whole crop and so his livelihood on it. The farmer most likely knew some of the plants used from before, and so he had experience with the growth and utilisation. Also, there were no legal problems with land titling and the like. The farmer could use his land without seeking permission from the government. The tree cover was thus increased albeit in small packages, but all over the area. The main problem with the agroforestry was, like with most of the other outputs, the lack of sufficient infrastructure to get the products to the market. In the Spanish version of the end-of-project evaluation report one of the goals was to improve diet and nutrition (Korning et al. 2001). By diversifying the species used and increasing the amount of space allocated for the kitchen gardens, this seemed likely to happen.

More emphasis should have been put on agroforestry, especially since it proved as successful as it did.

2.2.3.2 At least 150 ha Silvopastoral systems established in collaboration with the villagers.

Planned results (revised 1999): Establish at least 50 ha with trees in pasture.

Performance indicator: 
150 ha of silvopastoral systems functioning.

Means of verification: 
Field visits and monthly reports.

Impact indicator: 
Farmers able to plan and implement new areas with agroforestry systems.

Means of verification:

 Inquiry.

Established: 
50 ha established, among these are 2 km living fence and 3 nurseries for medicinal plants.

Missing: 


0 ha.
Assessment of indicators and verifications: 

It is difficult to measure the abilities of the farmers other than by testing them. An inquiry may have shown if the desired output had been obtained if it was supported by observations, especially if the number of farmers was low. The farmers presumably had living fences and pastoral areas with trees before the project and it was difficult to see what was new and what had been there before. It would have been an advantage if the planning and planting of the agroforestry systems were documented as they were carried out and so the new could be separated from the old. 

It should not have been necessary to do an inquiry if a baseline study was initially carried out and the villagers planned and reported their agroforestry activities. Simple documentation of the before and after together with the planned activities should be enough. 

Post project indicators: 

Were the locals still using the medicinal plant nurseries and silvopastoral systems? Were they planting new areas? Were the biodigestors used? 

Findings: 

The focus of the Silvopastoral system was on fodder production and utilisation of dung for fuel in the biodigestor. The project worked mainly in Las Colinas, El Sota and El Ceibo, but also in Palacios, Cocori and San Isidro. Also, medicinal plant nurseries were created.

Fifteen fodder banks were planted in the villages with nitrogen fixating trees in cooperation with the reforestation output. Thus many of the small-scale reforestation projects were in reality fodder banks. The fodder banks were furthermore supplemented with sugar cane and other high-energy crops. 

Not originally part of the Pocotsí project, the biodigestor (see box 1) was suggested by the EARTH University and adapted in El Sota (five members of AMPALEC), Cocori (one family), El Ceibo (four families), Las Colinas (two families) and in Palacios (two families).

The fodder banks were still present in the area. The branches were cut off and defoliated with the leaves being eaten by the livestock and the branches sold for firewood. These branches were present everywhere in Las Colinas and El Ceibo. 

The medicinal plant nurseries in Las Colinas and El Ceibo were thriving. The plants were used in the soap and crème production in both villages.

The biodigestors were a huge success. In El Ceibo alone, the system had expanded to 16 families with an extra four families working on building one in April (Solís 2004; Torres 2004). The villagers in El Sota now had ten families using the system (Edwards 2004b). No data was available from Las Colinas, Cocori or Palacios.

No knowledge was obtained about any new silvopastoral areas, but the biodigestors were spreading in the communities.

Discussion:

The impact indicators and the performance indicators did not conform to the overall objective of conducting silvopastoral systems. Goals, in the forms of amounts of hectares are not necessarily the best way of measuring the success of silvopastoralism. Nor does silvopastoralism include nurseries for medicinal plants. This is clearly agroforestry. The output taken from the work documents and systematisations as such was however silvopastoral in nature and it gave the impression that whoever wrote the project indicators did not know what defines silvopastoral systems. Fortunately the people who worked with the output knew, and this output was as successful as the agroforestry part. Silvopastoral systems have even greater potential in Costa Rica where the preferred form of agriculture, apart from large-scale banana plantations, is pastoralism. Pastoralism has problems with sufficient nutrient intake for the livestock, deforestation, erosion and pollution. Cattle rearing take up large grass areas in order for the cattle to obtain enough nutrients, and this leads to deforestation. When the deforestation is conducted on poor and sloping soils in an area with heavy rains as in the bufferzone area, the bare fields are easily eroded, with the cow dung ending in the waterways that snake through the Tortuguero National Park, thus raising the amount of nutrients in the rivers. Erosion scars were observed around Las Colinas.

[image: image8.wmf]These problems could be addressed with silvopastoral systems such as protein banks, living fences and utilisation of the cow dung. The protein banks, as well as the living fences, reduce the need for large grass areas and supply the livestock with protein-rich fodder. The branches can be used for firewood. In the project area, nitrogen-fixating species were used for the fences and fodder banks, further enhancing the nutrients in the soil (although one study from Sarapiquí which lies adjacent to Pocotsí, Tornquist et al. (1999) shows that this may not be the case). The cow dung was collected and used in the biodigestor, further utilising the livestock. The gas obtained from the biodigestor was used for cooking. This meant that the firewood previously used for this was sold or not harvested at all, thus reducing the pressure on the tree resources in the forests. As with the agroforestry system, the silvopastoral system has the potential on a small scale to influence and educate the local population, because of the 

utilitarian nature of its output. The locals preferred to obtain hands-on knowledge that they could implement immediately. The success of the biodigestor showed this. 

Although the medicinal plant nurseries have nothing to do with silvopastoralism, they were still present and were used in the local women groups in Las Colinas and El Ceibo for the production of crème and soaps. The nurseries furthermore were used for production of manure from plant residues and animal faeces, thus enhancing the soil in the nurseries. 

Much more emphasis should have been put on Silvopastoralism. The possible impact on the area of decreasing the dependency on deforestation in order to expand the production or even to cancel the use of some of the marginal areas (steep slopes, very wet areas, riverbanks) is huge. The stated purpose of the whole of the project was among other things to increase the tree cover and Silvopastoralism is one of the outputs that could obtain this. The fodder banks as well as the living fences can be planted on the riverbanks and so further protect the waterways from erosion and nutrient-, herbicide- and pesticide leaking.

2.2.4 Utilisation of biodiversity

2.2.4.1 Five production units for management of non-traditional forest species established.

Planned results (revised 1999): Establishment of 5 agouti (Agouti paca) farms.

Performance indicator:
 5 agouti production units functioning.

Means of verification:
 
Field visits and monthly reports.

Impact indicator: 
Agouti production economically, socially and ecologically sustainable.

Means of verification: 
Assessment.

Established: 


6 units.

Missing: 


0.
Assessment of indicators and verifications:

An assessment can measure the impact as long as the assessment is specific, especially since the total number of units was so small and so all the units could be investigated. It is important that the assessment is verifiable however. In this case the assessment was not specific and was, in the end-of-project report, only concerned with the number of units created rather than the impact of them. 

Post project indicators:

Were agoutis still being farmed?

[image: image9.wmf]Findings: 

The interest surrounding the agouti farms was so large that lots had to be drawn to decide who were going to start up, because the funds for the program was limited. For more information about agoutis, see box 2.  It was initially decided to start ten farms up, but due to various reasons, four were stopped again (Korning et al. 2001). The farms were limited by MINAE for by the authors’ unknown reasons to ten animals each, which more or less amounts to what a family consumes in a year. (Neotrópica 2000c) According to Ramirez (2004), a former agouti farmer, the agouti farming stopped in 2000 and the project was never supposed to be a working farm project, but rather a pilot project. He was the only one of the agouti farmers who had any agoutis left and he had only one animal. He liked working with the animals, but it was not cost-effective. Like in El Ceibo, the farms in El Sota and Las Colinas had stopped (Edwards 2004a; Torres 2004; Ramirez 2004; Waaijenberg 2004; Martínez 2004).

Even though the farming of agouti had stopped, it was still possible to get agouti meat, and villagers in El Ceibo could inform the authors that “someone” could get it from the forest (PNT) (sources protected).

Discussion:

According to Ramirez (2004), the agouti farming stopped already in 2000, whereas the end-of-project evaluation (Nepenthes 2002a) report (that was made in 2002) states that six farms were established. This discrepancy can be explained either by that the first source is incorrect, or that the end-of-project evaluation (Nepenthes 2002a) states what had been established sometime during the project, and not what was actually still there when the project finished and the evaluation was made.

It is commendable to try and domesticate a wild local animal. Though, according to Diamond (1997) it is very difficult to succeed and has only been done so few times in history. A problem with non-domesticated animals is that they many times do not provide as much “biomass” as domesticated animals used for production do. This is due to that the production animals have been bred through many generations just for the purpose to produce more than the wild ancestors did. One agouti produce two offspring per year and it reaches reproductive age at 16 months and reaches a full size of approximately 16 kilos. This can be compared to the modern egg-laying hen that reaches reproductive age at about 16-20 weeks and under the right feed and light conditions can lay one egg per day. A broiler chicken reaches the slaughter weight of about 1.5 to 2.5 kilos in five to seven weeks with the right feed. (Lärn-Nilsson 1992) These production figures are for special breeds under very favourable conditions. However, the conditions under which animals are kept in a small village in a developing country are not as favourable as in modern production units in Europe or in the United States. Nonetheless, if the villagers had received help in the establishment of a production unit of a traditional species and education in the running of the unit, the production would most likely have been higher than the production of agouti. Another problem with the agouti is that it is a solitary animal. In order to be cost-effective, a social production animal is preferred, since more animals can then be kept on a smaller area, thus increasing the total production. Also, the risk for that the chicken will run off into the forest is substantially smaller. Another thing that proved to be a problem was that the agoutis was perceived as cute, and was then rather kept as pets, instead of as production animals. In order for the production of the agouti to be profitable the price per kilo sold meat has to be high to compensate for its low reproduction- and production capabilities. If there is no such market, or no infrastructure, which makes transportation to such a market possible, and the reason for the rearing of the agoutis were solely for the improvement of the villagers' diet, it should have been preferable if investments have been done in more traditional production species.

2.2.4.2 At least three production units established, working with management of Iguanas or other kinds of non-traditional usage of local biodiversity.

Planned results (revised 1999): Establish at least 3 units for rearing of local species.

Performance indicator: 
3 iguana production units functioning, or other kind of production units of non-traditional use of local biodiversity. 

Means of verification: 
Field visits and monthly reports.

Impact indicator: 
Production economically, socially, and ecologically sustainable.

Means of verification: 
Assessment.

Established: 
2 fishponds with Guapote and 4 families with bee keeping.

Missing: 


0.

Assessment of indicators and verifications:

An assessment can measure the impact as long as the assessment is specific, especially since the total number of units was so small and so all the units could be investigated. It is important that the assessment is verifiable however. In this case the assessment was not specific and was, in the end-of-project report, only concerned with the number of units created rather than the impact of them. This was a large fault since the impact indicator was only measuring the effect and not the amount of units. That they had not investigated the effect but rather the number of units made it very difficult to establish whether the production was conducted in an economically, socially or ecologically sustainable way. Thus it was not investigated in the end-of-project report whether the indicators had been fulfilled or not. Also, the project failed to specify what exactly was meant with other kinds of non-traditional use of biodiversity. Was it animals or plants or both?

Post project indicators:

Were the fishponds still being used? Were the iguanas being farmed at all? Were the bees still kept?

Findings: 

Even though iguanas were mentioned several times in various documents, apparently they were never farmed (Edwards 2004b; Martínez 2004; Waaijenberg 2004; Mora 2004b; Solís 2004; Torres 2004; Martínez 2001). As for the Guapote ponds, there were some doubts as to whether two or three ponds were created and the same for the bee keeping. Here the question was whether it was three or four units. The fishponds were started in Las Colinas and the bees in El Sota.

The fishponds were still present, and even though it was not mentioned in the documents, four fishponds were created in El Ceibo as well, with the idea from the project in Las Colinas and help from the ministry for fishing INCOPESCA (Solís 2004; Torres 2004). Today there were 20 fishponds in El Ceibo, all for local consumption. The fish reared were Guapote  (Parachromis dovii) and Tilapia (Tilapia sp.), some in mixed ponds. Due to logistic problems, it was not possible to see more than one fishpond in Las Colinas, but according to Waaijenberg (2004) and Martínez (2004), the other(s) were still there. The bee keeping was now under the control of AMPALEC, the women group of El Sota. This group had more or less assimilated the other groups started in El Sota into its own. They were still producing honey and wax (Edwards 2004b). 

Discussion:

The fishponds seemed to be to some degree a success with much intra-village spreading. This enabled the villagers to access cheap protein and was relatively low-impact on the environment. Most of the fishponds observed by the authors were more or less large holes in the ground that were rain fed and would have been ponds anyway. The fish were consumed locally. The reason for not selling the fish to the market was the lack of infrastructure and transportation. The infrastructure in the area was so bad that the fish could not within adequate time be taken away for sale on the market in Carriari or Guápiles. Unfortunately it seems as if these problems will not be addressed within reasonable time, and thus the fishponds will continue to be of small-scale importance. In the Spanish version of the end-of-project evaluation report one of the goals was to improve diet and nutrition (Korning et al. 2001). By increasing the amount of protein in the diet, this seemed likely to happen. 

The bee keeping had been assimilated and so was a part of AMPALEC. This was probably not envisioned at the onset of the project, but had the advantage of centralised control and marketing.

2.2.4.3 At least two permanent workshops that use forest products in a non-traditional way in operation.

Planned results (revised 1999): At least 2 workshops established.

Performance indicator: 
2 permanent workshops functioning.

Means of verification: 
Field visits and monthly reports.

Impact indicator: 
Workshops economically, socially, and ecologically sustainable.

Means of verification: 
Assessment.

Established: 


1 workshop established working with woodcarvings.

Missing: 


1.
Assessment of indicators and verifications:

[image: image10.wmf]An assessment can measure the impact as long as the assessment is specific, especially since there was only one workshop. At least, a full analysis of the economics would least would be expected. As before, it is important that the assessment is verifiable. In this case the assessment was not specific and was, in the end-of-project report, only concerned with the creation of the workshop rather than the impact of it upon the villagers’ daily life and any possible effects on the economic, social or ecological conditions.

Post project indicators:

Was the workshop still producing and selling goods?

Findings: 

The workshop was located in El Sota and produced balsa woodcarvings, collected palm seeds and other utilisations of local biodiversity (Edwards 2004a; Edwards 2001b; Barquero 2004). The workshop was now part of AMPALEC as were the other groups in El Sota (Edwards 2004b). The group was also exporting palm seeds to Germany (Spanner 2004). The other workshop, a carpentry in Cocori, did not function anymore (Boysen 1995).

It was found that there were two other groups existing that had workshops with local biodiversity, one in Las Colinas and one in El Ceibo. Both groups produced soaps, crème and balms from local plants they had in small kitchen gardens behind their workshops. These groups had encountered some problems in getting permissions to sell their products, but were working with COBODES to obtain these permits (Granados, Haydeé, Cordero 2004). 

Discussion:

The women groups in Las Colinas and in El Ceibo had, even if not envisioned as part of the original workshops, successful workshops complete with products, work plans and visions. The workshop in El Sota had like the rest of the groups in the village been assimilated into AMPALEC, the original women group in El Sota. The common denominator of the three groups was that they were all women groups (except that AMPALEC was now becoming mixed). Since one of the focus points for DANIDA is gender issues, especially the empowerment of women, this was very much in the spirit of DANIDA. Even if this was not the idea from the start, it is strange that the women group was not encouraged to take over where this output failed in El Ceibo where the biodiversity utilisation workshop as a whole failed because of problems with lack of cooperation. It is also strange that the workshops were supposed to work with woodcarvings and ornamental plants only, when the interest in producing crème and soap was and is so much bigger. It seems like this was an attempt from FN’s side to utilise some carpentry workshops already in place namely in El Sota and Cocori (Boysen 1995). When the workshop failed in El Ceibo, the interest for utilisation of local biodiversity seems to have disappeared along with it, with the attention going to the women groups instead. Whether this was a problem of communication failure between the different FN workers or something else is not clear.

2.2.4.4 Potential non-timber forest products (NTFP) identified for extraction and production.

Planned results (revised 1999): 

Performance indicator:
 List of potential NTFP. 

Means of verification: 
Means of verifications. (?)

Impact indicator: 

Identified products of interest for the farmers.

Means of verification: 
Inquiry.

Established: 


Finished.

Missing: 


Nothing.
Assessment of indicators and verifications: 

Instead of using the vague verification of inquiry, a questionnaire should have been used instead, especially since the impact indicator was ”Identified products of interest for the farmers” and so a list of the found potential NTFP must be distributed to all of the farmers and the farmers must identify which ones are of interest. A summary of these lists would supply the verification of whether or not there were any NTFP of interest for the farmers.

Post project indicators:

There were set no post project indicators, since this output was completed at the end of the project. However, since this could be an important issue, it is discussed below.

Findings:

Since the output was finished at the end of the project this issue was not investigated. 

Discussion:

It would be of immense benefit for the locals to be able to go back and use the potential NTFP list even if they had not at that moment identified what NTFP they would like to use. Also, such a list might attract the interest of bio-miners for the medicinal industry. If a questionnaire had been used, a list of what the farmers would like to use would have been created naturally during the data treatment.

A list of the ornamental plants that were used in El Ceibo was created (Nissen 1997), but it is not known if it has been published or indeed distributed among the villagers. What is known is that the group that was working with gathering and growing ornamental plants in El Ceibo stopped working together after ten months because of lack of cooperation and lack of financial gain. Apparently the success of the original group was luring others to start doing the same and so the revenue got too low to be profitable. Today nobody worked with this in El Ceibo

2.2.4.5 Extraction methodologies and production units for identified, potential non-timber forest products established.

Planned results (revised 1999): Establishment of methods for utilisation of NTFP.

Performance indicator: 
Extraction of NTFP existing.

Means of verification: 
Field visits.

Impact indicator: 
Non-timber forest production potentially economically sustainable.

Means of verification: 
Assessment.

Established: 
Methods established and are utilised by the local groups.

Missing: 


Nothing.
Assessment of indicators and verifications:

How is a potentially economically sustainable production measured? The impact indicator was not measurable and so was not an indicator at all. It was the goal for the output. Rather, an indicator should be concerned with what and how much of the identified NTFP was extracted. An assessment could have been carried out by an examination of what was used and how it was used. 

Post project indicators:

There were set no post project indicators since this output was completed at the end of the project. However, since this could be an important issue it is discussed below.

Findings:

Apparently AMPALEC still exported palm seeds to Germany. It was not a large amount, the importer bought for about 2000 US$ worth last year including taxes and transport. The German importer could not say if this would continue after this last shipment, which was in the fall of 2003 (Spanner 2004). The American importer has not answered the letters from the authors, and so it has not been possible to verify if AMPALEC was still selling to her. It was attempted to set up a workshop with ornamental plants in El Ceibo as well, but due to problems with the villagers working there, it never worked properly (Edwards 2004a; Edwards 2001b; Barquero 2004).

As mentioned in subsection 3.2.4.3 there were two groups, one in Las Colinas and one in El Ceibo that produced soaps, crème and balms from local plants they had in small kitchen gardens behind their workshops. These groups had encountered some problems in getting permissions to sell their products, but were working with COBODES to obtain these permits (Granados, Haydeé, Cordero 2004).

Discussion:

The export of palm seeds showed that it was possible to utilise some of the NTFP resources in the area, even if the amount of money earned was limited. If AMPALEC could establish a name and hereby export other NTFP and so gain a real income, then the project would have paid off. The roughly 1000 US$ per year given in the account papers from AMPALEC as revenue was however not enough to justify the investment in the output. If a project is supposed to be sustainable, it has to make more money than the money and labour put into it. Otherwise it would be more profitable to put the money and labour into something else to start with.

This holds also for the soap and crème manufacturing. When visited they did not have the government permissions to sell their products neither locally nor nationally, and the only place they could sell their products was in the local pulperia (small village shop). They were still working with the products and hoped to get the permissions, but without help it is going to be difficult.

It was however a start and one that AMPALEC and the other groups can hopefully use especially if they could get the help they need from COBODES.

2.3 Investigate how the bufferzone, the PNT and the REBACO are used

It was a very large and for this report insurmountable task to investigate how all of the bufferzone and all of the park(s) was used. The focus was on the areas that were described by MINAE/ACTo in their management plan from 2004 and from the areas visited by the authors, namely the areas around Las Colinas and the areas around El Ceibo, see map 1.

2.3.1 The Bufferzone

According to ACTo and COBODES, the bufferzone was used for all sorts of economic activities, such as farming both small and large scale, cattle rearing and other agricultural activities. Logging was only carried out on a small scale because of the limited number of forest left in the bufferzone (ACTo 2004; COBODES 2002). This did not mean that the deforestation had decreased. According to a study made in 2003 regarding the deforestation that had taken place between 1977 and 1997, the forest in the area outside of the PNT was deforested by 1.9% per year (Sánchez-Azofeifa 2003). This may have been because of several factors. The area was not settled until 1979 with the support from IDA. Thus, the new settlers would diminish the forest cover as they cleared land for farming and pasture as they were required by IDA to do (Nepenthes 1991). The amount of deforestation could however be expected to lessen, as the settlers had become actual farmers and users of the area. This was not the case however. The forest law 7575 from 1996, even if it was meant to further the sustainable utilisation of the forest, actually discriminated against small forest lots, especially if these were on the land of the settlers or farmers who only had usufruct rights. It was easier for these farmers to clear fell their forest-lots and claim them as agricultural land even if this was illegal, rather than utilising their forests according to the law. Besides, 80% of the local people only had usufruct rights and no title deeds and so could not get permission to utilise forest resources. According to a government-employed person, at the same time the banana and pineapple co-operations bought farms and forested land in order to convert these into new plantations. This was especially a problem to the South of the PNT and in the North East of the bufferzone. This was an illegal practice, but apparently the money involved was too big for anyone to do anything about it (Source protected). It is hoped that, as the World market price on banana and pineapple decreases because of increased export from the other Central American countries, this affects the profitability of the export of banana and pineapple from Costa Rica and can thus indirectly halt this practice. This off course just pushes the problem to the other Central American countries in the end…

The bufferzone was during field visits observed utilised to a high degree. Agriculture and pasture were the two activities that took up most of the bufferzone area. Large parts of the agricultural area were plantations in the form of banana or pineapple plantations owned by international companies. The plantations used large amounts of pesticides and herbicides. This created large pollution problems along the rivers that lead through the PNT, and so directly affected the park (Mora 2004a, ACTo 2004). 

Officially riverbanks were supposed to be protected, but pineapple was observed grown right on the banks of the river Tortuguero from the road to El Ceibo and denuded areas were observed along the road North to Carriari from Guápiles along the riverbanks of the same river. Erosion was observed in this area as well as around Las Colinas especially where there were banana plantations or heavily used pasture on sloping hills. The risks of erosion when it rains as much as 6000 millimetres per year (Walkinshaw et al. 1995) are high when using the slopes for grazing. Erosion further damages the waterways of the parks by clogging the waters with silt and reducing visibility. Erosion also decreases the value of the land that is eroded.

The village Barra del Tortuguero was situated on the Eastern side of the PNT. The main income was from tourists that came to see the turtles, and also to see the other wildlife in the area. The village was however fully developed with no more land to expand into with the PNT to the North, West and South of the village and the Caribbean to the East. The village had to obtain water from ACTo who collected it in the PNT, because the waters of the Rio Tortuguero were being polluted upstream. Also, in Tortuguero the waste was led directly into the waterways and so polluted the local waters even further. The continued existence of the village is based on attracting tourists, and it is doubtful whether the tourists will continue to arrive if the waters are polluted to such a degree that the wildlife disappears. This is a problem that has been attempted handled by ACTo and the municipality, but thus far without success even though substantial amounts of money have been allocated for this purpose (Waaijenberg 2004; Chamorro 2004; Mora 2004b).

Most of the villagers that lived in the bufferzone area had small farms of up to seven hectares, with some families having bigger farms. Most of these farms consisted of pastures and a kitchen garden in close proximity to the house. The farms were scattered in the countryside. Even when in a village, there did not seem to be a central gathering point, but a scattering of houses along the “main” road. The school and the pulperia were the places that could best be defined as the central points of the villages. It could be difficult to see where one village ended and another begun especially between Guápiles and Carriari. There was little industry in the area, mostly sawmills (at least four) and a dairy cooperative in Quatro Esquinas (Waaijenberg 2004). 

[image: image11.wmf]The roads North of Carriari were mostly dirt roads that were inaccessible except for 4-wheel drives in the wet season. Some places were even inaccessible to normal cars in the dry season and for 4-wheel drives in the wet season. This made market access very difficult and limited the economic activities in the area. Consequently, the villagers were self-reliant and with very limited income. The bad roads were probably a contributing factor to the lack of industry in the area and vice versa.

It is unclear what the difference was between the utilisation of the land inside the bufferzone and outside the bufferzone. As far as could be observed or investigated, there was no difference. No special laws regarding the protection of the bufferzone were in place (Nepenthes 1991; Alvarado 1989). This leaves the question of whether or not the area can be classified as a bufferzone hanging. More about this in section 3.4.

2.3.2 The Tortuguero National Park

It was attempted to gain entrance to the national park and investigate with the rangers what problems that were present. It was however not possible to gain access to the PNT due to administrative problems with getting authorisation. The problems mentioned below are the data that were found during interviews and personal observations.

There were problems with ownership inside the PNT. Private persons who had been unwilling to sell currently owned two areas inside the PNT. Unfortunately these two properties were in the narrowest part of the PNT and so could potentially damage the wildlife movements inside the park very badly if the owners utilise their land. Currently they were however receiving the PSA grant. In the part of the PNT that was bought by Nepenthes, there were some problems with who had the title to the land. One area in particular was contested (see map 2), but was on the outskirts of the PNT and so was less significant. 

There have been some problems with livestock inside the PNT especially in the area bought by Nepenthes. The rangers had problems in finding out who owned this livestock. 

The current number of park rangers was set when the park was established, and so did not take into account that the national park increased in size with the purchase and hand-over of the corridor in 1996. The workload of the park rangers had increased, especially since the agricultural frontier was so much closer today than it was 20 years ago (Chamorro 2004).

The PNT was not supposed to be used at all, nor was it allowed to enter the park unless on a guided tourist tour. However, the rangers frequently encountered hunters inside the park. These were primarily from the villages close to the park and constituted a large problem. Also frequently encountered were illegal logging camps inside the PNT. These two problems were especially large in the turtle season when most of the rangers were on the beaches to protect the eggs and so fewer rangers were in the Western parts of the forest (Chamorro 2004; Mora 2004a and b).

Recently the rangers had encountered marijuana plantations inside the park. The problem here was not so much the growing, as it was fairly small lots, but that the workers shot the forest animals for food, cut the trees in order to make the plantations and used the wood for firewood (marijuana needs to be dried), and then of course, marijuana is illegal. The workers in these plantations were furthermore heavily armed, which had among other things made it necessary for the park rangers to wear bullet-proof vests and carry side-arms. This along with the weapon smuggling in the REBACO (more about this in the following) made for a dangerous work environment (Chamorro 2004, Mora 2004a and b). It is understandable that the rangers moved about with caution, as the rangers currently were unsuited for this kind of police or para-military situation. 

It was speculated that the marijuana was used by the tourists in Tortuguero and also by tourists further down the coast towards Sixaola (Chamorro 2004).

In spite of this, the park was apparently in good shape, with more sightings of jaguar, tapir and other large mammals, as well as birds, than have been seen for many years. If the funding for the rangers in the PNT can follow the general development in assignments and new responsibilities, that is an increase in the number of rangers, then the head of the of the park rangers Eduardo Chamorro has good expectations for the park. If however the funding continues on the same low level or even less, then there is going to be significant trouble in the future.

2.3.3 The Barra del Colorado forest wildlife refuge

The problems were much the same as for the PNT. The area was much larger than the PNT, and it was not protected by the national park status as the PNT was. The protection status for the forest wildlife refuge allowed economic activities to be conducted inside the refuge, and people were allowed to enter the refuge in fact people live inside it. This made it much harder to enforce the status of protected area, especially since only five rangers were patrolling the refuge. 

One of the problems intrinsic to the REBACO was the proximity to Nicaragua and the lax border control on the Rio San Juan. One consequence of the lax control was that the area was ripe for smuggling, even of weapons (Chamorro 2004; Mora 2003; ACTo 2004). The authors were informed of a foreign person who was killed because he had observed weapon smuggling around Barra del Colorado, and could not keep silent. Apparently there was a lot of this kind of smuggling (Source protected).

Nicaraguans flee from the poverty in Nicaragua and settle in the REBACO for a short while before moving on to the rest of the country. Sometimes they return if they have been unable to find work in other places. These refugees have no rights in Costa Rica, and consequently may not care about the conservation of the REBACO or indeed any other national park. Their sole obligation is to themselves, and so there is an increased risk of them conducting illegal logging or poaching. According to Chamorro (2004), this was exactly what was happening.

In the villages inside the REBACO there was no other work than logging, which is illegal, fishing and farming. The amount of farmland was very limited as there could be no legal expansion. This meant that as the families increased in size they had to expand in order to survive and so the forest was illegally cut and deforested, the farmers expanded their agricultural areas without plan or control, the wildlife was hunted and the rivers were overexploited. The agricultural frontier was established deep inside the REBACO (LandSat 1996).

It was allowed to conduct economic activities inside the refuge, but it was not allowed to expand these activities or convert land in any way. This was clearly not enforceable since the increasing population needed more resources just to be able to cope with the daily life. On top of this was the steady influx of refugees who also needed resources to live. These factors made the existing protection of the whole of the REBACO unsustainable with all of the above-mentioned problems that the rangers were not equipped to handle. They had more or less resigned themselves to the ranger station at the village of Barra del Colorado and only patrolled in the Western parts infrequently (Chamorro 2004; Mora 2003; ACTo 2004). 

There were some rumours that the REBACO should be reduced in size to an area that was actually possible to patrol and protect. This would be good for the park and for the rangers, who would then be able to fulfil their mission and alleviate the problems with poachers inside the wildlife corridor instead of trying to deal with the social problems in the Western parts of the REBACO that are present today.

2.4 Investigation of the physical boundaries of the bufferzone. Were they present?

The bufferzone and the unrestricted zone could not be separated from each other by use or appearance. According to Chamorro (2004), Barquero (2004), Solís (2004) and Torres (2004) no boundary existed between the protected areas and the bufferzone. In fact, one of the major problems for the park rangers was to stop the agricultural encroachment on the edges of the protected areas, because the boundary was not demarcated by any means.

This is a serious problem. A bufferzone is among other things defined by a distinct border. The bufferzone and the protected area are supposed to be clearly separated, as are the bufferzone and the unrestricted area. The bufferzone is, by its more restrictive protection than the surrounding land, supposed to be an area where utilisation of resources with minimal impact is allowed and which by sheer geographical separation protects the inner restricted area from the surrounding farmland (Orsdol 1987). In the case of Pocotsí however, no clear distinction was made of the unrestricted area and the bufferzone area. No clear boundary existed between the PNT and what was supposed to be the bufferzone either. No boundary existed around the REBACO, indeed as was observed from the aerial photos the edges of the REBACO had disintegrated.

What then was the factor that distinguished the bufferzone from the unrestricted land? This factor was most likely the proximity to the protected areas, but apart from that, nothing. In this respect, the project appeared to have failed in creating an actual bufferzone, but maybe the area was never envisioned as a “real” bufferzone as described in the introduction according to Orsdol (1987). In the terms of reference to the pilot project, the area was described as being a buffer between the forests and the agricultural land rather than a “bufferzone” (Nepenthes 1991). If this was the case, the project likewise failed since the agricultural frontier was now at the boundary of the PNT. 

If the bufferzone was supposed to protect the REBACO as well, as it would seem from the geographical placing of the bufferzone then the bufferzone failed spectacularly. The agricultural frontier was deep inside the REBACO and so it made no sense to talk about a bufferzone that was supposed to alleviate the problems of encroachment of the refuge when the problems were already inside the refuge. This was not a new problem; the refuge was fragmented even in 1996 as was very evident from the LandSat (1996) satellite photo. 

[image: image12.wmf]That does not mean however, that the individual parts of the project have all failed. The education of people in the immediate vicinity of the PNT and the REBACO can have a positive effect on the perception of the necessity of the park, and so indirectly help in the protection of the PNT. It is doubtful however whether the Pocotsí project will have any effect on the problems inherent to the REBACO.

3 Discussion and Conclusion

The four different parts of the project mentioned in section 3.1 will be discussed based on the conclusions made in that section. All of the parts in chapter 3 will then be discussed before reaching a conclusion. This will all be in section 4.1. The post project evaluation of the Pocotsí bufferzone project will be discussed in section 4.2, including a discussion of what was done and how it was planned and in 4.3 is the conclusion on the Pocotsí bufferzone project. In 4.4 is a general discussion of post project evaluations, and in 4.5 is the conclusion on this.

3.1 The Project 

3.1.1 Impact indicators vs. performance indicators

The end-of-project evaluation conducted by Nepenthes (2002a) used the performance indicators from the project report Nepenthes (1996b) to evaluate the project as a whole. While the performance indicators said a lot about the amount of work that was planned and conducted, i.e. the methods, it said very little about what the net effect was. The authors believe that the usage of performance indicators in an end-of-project evaluation is wrong. This because it may give the impression that a given part of a project was hugely successful, since a lot of work had been done, when in reality not much effect had come out of it. At least, the impact indicators should have been listed along with the performance indicators, but these were not mentioned at all in Nepenthes (2002a). The impact indicators would have informed about to which degree the work had succeeded instead of how many hours were used and so informs a lot more about the success of the project. A development project should first and foremost be implemented in order to help the recipients of the aid and not in order to help the workers in the project. Thus the indicators used should be firstly the impact indicators and secondly for further control of effort and workload, the performance indicators. The authors have used the impact indicators to conduct this post-project evaluation, and accordingly apply different evaluation criteria with different end results and as a consequence of this arrive at different conclusions than the end-of-project report Nepenthes (2002a).

3.1.2 Overall evaluation

Table 4 shows what the authors evaluated the impacts from the different outputs to be. Even if it has been attempted to evaluate and assess all of the outputs on the locations where they were implemented, this was far from possible. Many of the outputs were evaluated based on interviews and personal observations, but where this proved impossible as with the management plans, interviews combined with literature analysis were used instead. All of the outputs have been investigated through in interviews. Most could be assessed from several sources, thus ensuring a degree of realism in the evaluation. Some outputs could not be assessed such as the Land Rights output or the Representation in the Media output. This was because it was impossible to obtain data from the output for an impact assessment because the output was either cancelled or the impact was not known. The authors are aware that the omission of these may skewer the impact assessment for the project as a whole. 

The social-, environmental- and economic impacts as well as the degree of likely sustainability of the different outputs are summed in the different parts and again summed in a column for the project as a whole. Where it is not known what the impact was, an impact unknown was used. This was not used in the calculation for the overall impact. As can be seen from table 4, some outputs had high impacts and others had lower impacts with the project as a whole having low to moderate impact. 

What is meant by Social impact was the effect from the part or output on the societies (villages) as a whole. This means how much the villagers themselves talked about the output during interviews and how much the villagers still wanted to work with that specific output. How many were still working with the outputs?

What is meant by Environmental impact was the estimated effect on the surrounding areas from the part or output. This was to some extent done by observations, while staying in the area, such as observing the reforestations on the riverbanks. The estimation was partly based on what was worked with during the project and partly on what similar projects have obtained from similar outputs.

What is meant by Economic was the estimated change in disposable income as consequence of the part or output as perceived by the villagers themselves.

What is meant by Sustainable was how likely was the part or output to continue without outside aid according to the villagers. Where the villagers did not or could not inform on the sustainability, this was estimated by the authors based on the information gained during the fieldwork.

This is not an evaluation on whether the project was successful or not, it is whether the project had impacts that the authors could trace through to 2004, three years after the project was finished. To measure whether the different subparts were successful or not necessitates a thorough discussion. This will be discussed and evaluated attempted in the subchapters below. The table is a simple average rounded to nearest 0.5.

Table 4: Impact assessment

	Project part
	Social
	Environmental
	Economic
	Sustainable
	Total

	Bufferzone promotion


	3
	1
	2
	1,5
	2

	25 groups strengthened
	4
	-
	3
	2
	2,5

	1000 trained
	3
	-
	-
	1
	2

	30 trainers
	2
	-
	-
	2
	2

	Ten leaflets produced
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	Representations in the media
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	The Credit system
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Lack of land rights
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Forestry


	3
	3
	2,5
	2,5
	3

	Management plans
	1
	3
	2
	1
	2

	Reforestation
	5
	4
	3
	4
	4

	Sawmills
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Agroforestry


	4
	3,5
	4
	3
	4

	Agroforestry 
	4
	3
	4
	3
	3.5

	Silvopastoral
	4
	4
	4
	3
	4

	Biodiversity


	3
	2
	2
	2
	2

	Non-traditional species 
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	Three production units
	4
	3
	3
	3
	3

	Two workshops
	4
	3
	3
	3
	3

	NTFP extraction
	3
	-
	-
	-
	3

	Extraction method
	3
	-
	2
	-
	2,5

	The project as a whole
	3
	2,5
	2,5
	2,5
	2,5


Grades: - not known, 1 very low, 2 low, 3 moderate, 4 high, 5 very high

3.1.3 The Bufferzone Awareness part

"To increase the social and economic welfare of the population." This was one of the goals of the project stated in the Pilot Program Evaluation Report (Walkinshaw et al.1995). One of the means to obtain this goal was with the project part called Bufferzone Awareness. In this part there were seven outputs from the project report that were attempted to be fulfilled:   

To strengthen 25 local community groups, revised to 18 groups.

To train 1000 persons for sustainable resource management in forestry, agroforestry and biodiversity.

To train 30 persons as trainers in sustainable resource management.

To produce ten leaflets of 1000 copies each, revised to 14 leaflets.

Six yearly representations in media, revised to 19 representations in total.

A credit system.

An analysis concerning the problem of lack of land titles, that was cancelled.

The outcomes and degree of success of these outputs were as far as the authors managed to investigate the following:

At least seven out of the 14 found groups were still active in the winter and spring of 2004. However two of these groups had been merged with two of the other active groups, so in reality there were only five. Much confusion prevails over this output. It is unclear what groups were created and strengthened. Some of the groups claimed strengthened were organisations, such as the Pocotsí project itself and ACTo. How these groups could fit under the description "local community groups" as stated in this output in the project report Nepenthes (1996b) is supposedly a matter of definition. In this thesis only the local community groups were investigated, that is, groups created with and by the people living in the target villages not on the organisations that already existed. The five groups still active today were three women groups, one development group, and one not very active group where the activity is not known. So it seems that the project has had the most success with its women groups, and the question is why. Apparently, since these groups were still active there existed enough incentive for the participants to continue with their activities even after the project was finished. However, the reasons for the continuation could also have been the lack of other worthwhile activities or the advisory help that these groups now received from COBODES. The development group that was active, also received advisory and practical help from COBODES. What distinguish the persons involved in these four active groups was that they were all very enthusiastic about what they did, and believed in it. On the other hand the reason for this could have been that they did not see that they had much of a choice. The economic activity possibilities in the area were limited, as will be pointed out more in the forestry and agroforestry parts below, and although the project attempted to address this problem, it did not succeed. The enthusiasm over the groups may have been the result of lack of other options due to the regulations enforced upon the villagers. 

The reasons for this output of 1000 trained persons in the case of reaching the goal mentioned in the start of this discussion can be understood, as well as how this would lead to bufferzone promotion. Though, if the goal was reached is harder to tell. It is true that the social welfare might have been improved for the persons involved in these groups. This could have been due to the feeling of solidarity in the groups, to having a jointly goal to work for, and the hope that the activities would improve the economic welfare as well. However, when it comes to the improvement of the economic welfare, this is more doubtful. So far the sale of shampoo and seeds had not brought in much income, mostly due to the difficulties in obtaining sales permissions. However, if these permissions are finally obtained, the work of the groups might improve the economic welfare, but this is too early to tell. The way in which the bufferzone had been promoted with this output could be that the persons participating in these groups had become more aware of the importance of conserving the natural resources and of finding incomes in ways that did not harm the surrounding nature. Only the created communal groups were investigated, not the already existing organisations that were strengthened, and it was not known what groups were counted as the 18 strengthened groups. For this reason it was not known to what degree this output was fulfilled. Also the expression “contribute to a sustainable buffer zone management” is a loose concept and therefore difficult to measure. What is known is that the women groups were still functioning and that if they had incitement enough they would continue the work. Due to the lack of proper documentation this output could not be investigated during the time available. However, if this output had been properly documented and if it was properly executed this output could promote the bufferzone for the people in the area both through the training itself and through the impact the trained people will have on their surroundings. It could also have contributed to the spreading of successful outputs to other villages both within and outside of the target villages, if a network between the trained persons had been created. However, how this output would bring improved economic welfare is unclear. This can only be done if this training in sustainable resource management within Agroforestry, Forestry and Biodiversity Utilisation can lead to work with an income generating or money/resource saving activity. Social welfare can be achieved if the training lead to work that is economically profitable, thus rendering the participants with the satisfying feeling of independence and ability, in combination with the knowledge that this activity is performed in a sustainable way.

Due to the lack of proper documentation this output concerning the 30 trained trainers could not be investigated during the time available. This output had many similarities with the above mentioned. If the trainers continued with training other people and draw people’s attention to the importance of the bufferzone, this would promote the bufferzone. Improved social and economic welfare could come from this output if the trained persons could use their gained capacities in income generating activities. These trainers would be able to spread the knowledge and lessons learned throughout the bufferzone and not only to the villages the project worked in. It appears that this did not happen.

Two leaflets were supposedly made, although they were not found, thus the conclusion that this output failed, since only two leaflets were produced out of the intended 14. If these two were produced in 1000 copies each is not known and does not really matter. Whether 40 farmers used each of the two leaflets actually produced, so fulfilling the impact indicator, is not known, since this inquiry seemingly was never carried out. To investigate this output during the fieldtrip was not feasible, since the distribution of the two leaflets that were produced is not known. Thus the number of the potential users would have been far too great to cover, especially given that they should have received these leaflets at least three years ago. Because the leaflets were not possible to retrieve, whether these contained "important aspects of natural resource management" is not clear, so it is unknown whether the leaflets were promoting the bufferzone. As the exact purpose of the leaflets is not known, it is not known if they would have helped the farmers to improve their social and economic welfare, or if the purpose solely was to improve the environmental friendliness of the production. As with most of the outputs, this one seems to have had this as its main goal, instead of actually having as its main goal to improve the social and economic welfare of the local people. This is further discussed below.

These representations in media were claimed to have been made. Yet, if they had the intended effect on the local population is not known, since this output was not properly evaluated at the time for the end-of-project evaluation (Nepenthes 2002a). However, this output might well have been a good way of promoting the bufferzone, especially since most people in Costa Rica know how to read. If representation in national media would have been able to attract (environmentally sustainable) companies and/or an increased flow of tourists to come to the area, both the social and the economic welfare of the local people might have been improved. Media is a powerful tool and should not be underestimated.

The credit system was cancelled. Already before the departure from Denmark the authors were informed that the credit system did not exist. It seems that the operation of this credit system was too difficult to manage for people not accustomed to the managerial problems of banking as was pointed out in the DANIDA evaluation (Nepenthes 1996a). The possibility to obtain credit might very well improve the social and economic welfare. If cheap credit can be obtained investments in different potentially profitable projects are made possible. However, as was discussed under this output in subsection 3.2.1.6, a credit system may not have been the best way of dealing with the problems in the bufferzone, rather entitlement to the land in the long run may have far more contributed to improve and maintain the bufferzone, give sufficient income and in this way protect the national park.

This analysis concerning the problem of lack of land titles was cancelled already in the start. However, this is an interesting issue, which has been discussed in subsection 3.2.1.7 and also in the forestry part below, and why it was cancelled is an intriguing question, because even if most of the farmers in the bufferzone were not directly affected today by the lack of land titles, this may change in the future. As land gets scarcer and the population increases, not less so due to the refugees coming in from Nicaragua, this issue concerning land tenure might become a very important one. However, this is a very big and maybe critical issue on top level and it is understandable that it might have been too big for Nepenthes and FN to be able to deal with it on such limited resources. Nevertheless, if this output had been implemented it would most likely have promoted the bufferzone and improved both the social and economic welfare of the local population. 

One of the intended impacts of the project on an institutional level according to the Spanish version of the end-of-project evaluation report (Nepenthes 2002a) was: "To create connections between the communities and the institutions in order to make continuity with the help possible." 

Mostly this seems not to have worked. When the project stopped, FN left the scene. The very least that could be expected by FN was a gradual pullout, but as is sometimes the case (AUSAID 1999), the project ended from day to day. People who worked in the bufferzone and the national park today expressed that they would have liked to continue the cooperation with FN in order to be able to learn and use FN’s knowledge and experiences in their continued work in the area. This would have increased the continuity of the project and lowered the risk of making the same mistakes twice or re-do work that had already been done. 

A lot of documentation about the different parts of the project and the experiences made were lost for different reasons, such as workplace transfer, retirement, firing of people and similar things. This also hindered the possibilities of giving the project continuity. If the documented details of a project were scattered and the people who worked with it leave the area without keeping the contact, a lot of valuable information is lost. This created an inefficient use of human-, economic- and time resources. Also the personnel rotation within MINAE in combination with the lack of digital documentation (such as a database) (Mora 2004b) eliminated the possibility for continuity. This rotation also made it hard to create connections, if it was new people all the time in the institutions that were going to work with the villagers. MINAE is an especially important institution since this is a permanent institution. An institution like MINAE could give continuity to the project. Two examples of continuity was however Luis Barquero, who during the project worked for FN and now worked for the MINAE-office in Guápiles and Frank Martínez, who also worked for FN during the project and now worked for COBODES. Barquero still worked partly with promotion of the bufferzone area and environmental awareness, whereas Martínez before worked with agroforestry and now worked as a “facilitator” in the area, partly with agroforestry (Martínez 2004; Barquero 2004). 

The EU project COBODES continued to some extent on the same line as FN. COBODES was for instance working with some of the community groups that were created by FN. The main reason for COBODES working together with these groups was that COBODES spent one year on finding out what was in the area and then they found these groups to work with. So FN created and strengthened the groups, and some of them still existed when COBODES came and did their area survey. Had there been better documentation and continuity of personnel, COBODES might have saved time and effort and might have been able to start their work sooner. (Chamorro 2004; Waaijenberg 2004; Martínez 2004). The credit here to FN is that they opened up the people’s willingness and ability to on their own start to cooperate with a running project, which in turn opened up for the possibility of creating continuity. 

Nothing is known concerning the connections between the communities and other institutions, except for MINAE and COBODES. It seems as if the lack of continuity was one of the most critical factors concerning the development and protection of the area. This is because time, money and efforts would have to be spent time and again, since nobody knows what the results were last time, and therefore they cannot continue the work were it was last time stopped. 

Another of the wished impacts of the project on a local organisational level according to the Spanish version of the end-of-project evaluation (Nepenthes 2002a) was: "To enable the groups to gain capacity to lead and negotiate against external entities in order to solve the communal necessities."

Also here the attempts of the project seem to have been unsuccessful. Based on several sources from different levels (Waaijenberg 2004; Solís 2004; Torres 2004; Cruz 2004; Granados, Haydeé, Cordero 2004 and Mora 2004a) it seems like this was a big missing link in the project, to open up the door between the different layers of organisation. Time and again the authors encountered problems in communication between the different organisational layers. This problem seems not only to concern the cooperation between the layers, such as claims of necessary bribery in order to quicken the logging allowance process, but was also seen within the governmental administration, such as in the MINAE and the whole information flow. The core to the problem with the information flow is believed to be the lack of a central database, where all data about an area or a project should be gathered. If this had existed there would be no need to start all over each time new people were employed or a new project was started up. If there had existed a database and information had been considered as common property, instead of private property, the information “corruption” that now took place would have been avoided. This “corruption” consisted of that if someone was working on a special project left that project for one or other reason this person brought all the data with him or her. Information “corruption” could also be that people wrote their own name on somebody else’s work (plagiarism) and sold it for money. Because of all these troubles with the information flow a lot of people are unwilling to share information in fear of somebody else making profit from their work, a problem that the authors continuously ran into. This was also the reason the permissions for the authors to interview MINAE personnel and gain access to the park was so late in coming.

3.1.4 The Forestry Part

One of the stated goals of the project as a whole was to enhance the forest cover in the bufferzone and thereby protect the national park. It was entirely feasible that vitalising the forestry sector could do this, get it to use FSC rules and hence make it lucrative to have forest in the area. This was not done however. Instead the Forestry part encountered the following problems:

The Forestry part failed to include 80% of the population by only working with traditional forestry that required title deeds and by not including the land tenure problem. 

One of the doctrines within modern forestry, especially within community forestry and agroforestry, is that people are more likely to take care of a resource that they own than of a resource that they can use for some time or for which they have limited rights such as usufruct rights (Wood et al. 1995). The people in the Pocotsí area were mostly small-scale farmers who claimed the area 25 years ago, and who only had usufruct rights for the land given to them by IDA. Even if this was a relatively secure claim on the land, it did not surmount to ownership. In order to own the area one had to have a title deed. This title deed enabled for the land to be used for collateral, it was possible to obtain PSA and other forms of support from FONAFIFO, but one had to start to pay taxes as well, which was avoided by just keeping the usufruct rights. The usufruct rights kept the usufructuary in more or less control of the land. Another farmer or a firm could not evict this person. In order to show that the farmer had claims to a piece of land though, the land had to be “improved", typically by logging and rearing of cattle, thus enhancing deforestation. This problem of landownership was not addressed in the project even if in one of the first documents from Nepenthes (1991) it is mentioned that 80% of the local population did not have title deeds, instead this output was cancelled see subsection 3.2.1.7. If the aim of increasing the forest cover was indeed one of the main goals then the lack of ensuring titles or other rights to the farmers in the area was a huge fault. If the farmers were the rightful owners of the resource, they would have better incentives to utilise the resource sustainably. If the farmers could not see the advantage in having forest either because usage was not allowed, the obtaining of PSA was not possible due to lack of title deeds, or if the farmers were insecure in whether the “improvements” to the land was enough to ensure the continued retaining of the usufruct rights, then the forest suffered. 

The project chose to work with management plans designed for giving protection, not revenue. In this it failed to take into account that the forest by the locals were perceived as a kind of insurance to cope with accidents and bad times in agriculture and not an area that could readily be conserved for years on end (Nepenthes 1991). 

Furthermore, it was chosen to work with individual farmers instead of groups of farmers. In Costa Rica a forest is an area of at least 2.0 ha and with at least 70 % tree cover, and according to the extremely loose definition from FAO a forest is at least 0.5 ha and with at least 10 % tree cover. For the small-scale farmers, 0.5 ha might have been too much if it had to be in one piece. Rather a small forest could be created by several in the community putting together their land to an area that is adjacent to other forested areas and so creating community forests. It was actually recognised in the Ley 7575 from 1996 that community forests were counted as forests in Costa Rica whereas agroforestry and fruit plantations were not recognised as forests. Throughout the world community forests have been created as a sustainable way for villages to have a forest resource without destroying it even in bufferzones as shown in papers from Nepal by Stræde (2000), as well as from Tanzania, The Ghana, Guatemala and indeed from Costa Rica itself, as shown by Bruce (1999). The reason why the project did not choose to work with communal forests was not given, but may be attributed to the independent nature of the people of Costa Rica. Where they may have cooperated about many things and were hospitable and friendly, they did not readily cooperate about their property. This was a trend that goes back many hundreds of years to the founding of Costa Rica. The creation of community forests would probably have been more worthwhile from a conservation and awareness point of view than the help given to MAKNA and La Suerte, since this would have kept the focus on the farmers and helped them in increasing their livelihood.

The project worked with forest management by FSC standards without making sure that the market was established. The forestry part could have been linked through with the integrated forestry plans (Manjeo Integral del Bosque or MIB), reforestation and sawmills all working according to FSC rules. Otherwise the management would be according to FSC, but the timber would be sold as regular wood and so the revenue would be even less than completely without the plans. One of the basic ideas about FSC is that people will pay more for wood that is from a sustainably utilised forest than from one that is not. This demands however that the wood can be followed all the way from the forest through the distribution through the sawmill and to the distributor or craftsman who are selling the finished products in the end. If even one of these links is not transparent, it cannot become FSC certified wood. When FN was trying to create sustainable logging in the Pocotsí area and the management plans as well as the plans for replanting were supposed to be according to FSC principles, it is very difficult to understand why the remaining steps were not taken. It was attempted to start three sawmills, but these were stopped on the grounds that the wood that was available for processing could not with certainty be confirmed as having been cut sustainably. Why were the trees from the areas that FN had provided management plans for not used? This may be due to at least three factors: That the trees in the managed areas were never supposed to be used for timber, but solely for forest cover, that is, that they were not to be utilised at all; That the effort of introducing FSC guidelines to the project was outside of the scope and/or the abilities of FN, even if Nepenthes is the Danish FSC certifying agency in Denmark and so possessed all of the expertise in the area and FN was supposed to become the certifying agency in Costa Rica; Or that the necessary coordination between the different parts of the project was not available. 

That the trees were never meant to become timber was apparent from the different management plans. Nowhere in the management plans was it mentioned where, when or how much of the forest that was supposed to be logged, nor was there any economic analysis for the running of the forest except for the PSA grants that demanded non-use of the forests. Thus the timber was never available from this resource in the first place.

The FSC rules were supposed to have been implemented in the forest management plans, but were not, apparently because of lack of interest from the locals. An FSC management plan was supposed to use the forest sustainably and in such a way that the biodiversity was not unnecessarily damaged or diminished. It was however a plan for utilisation and not protection. It was apparent however that the management plans created were merely protection plans and so were not able to fulfil the most important FSC criteria, namely that of sustainable utilisation, since there was not supposed to be utilisation. This leaves the question of who the locals were that were not interested in [image: image13.wmf]implementing the FSC charter, the farmers or the project workers? 

Apparently the cooperation between the different outputs was rather good. There were some very large coordination problems in the upper levels of the project, between the people working for FN in the Pocotsí area and the people working in the FN headquarters in San José, as well as between Nepenthes and FN. These problems were escalating throughout the project and reached a level where Nepenthes informed FN that the cooperation would be stopped between FN and Nepenthes in February 1999 (Nepenthes 1998). The problem was monetary, as well as problems with lack of technical support for the Pocotsí project from FN. These problems seem to have been avoided completely inside the Pocotsí structure itself. It can therefore be assumed that the different team members of the Pocotsí project worked well together, as was evident from the way some other outputs worked cross-part, for instance replanting and agroforestry, and so the lack of cooperation between the different parts could not be responsible for the lack of FSC certification. 

The project chose to replant for protection and not for production, thus removing much of the incentive to replant. Also, all of the species selected were local, even if for instance Teak (Tectona grandis) was observed in plantations several places in the bufferzone and has reputation for rapid and solid growth in Costa Rica’s lowlands, this further reduced the potential income from the timber because of the relatively slow growth of local species (ITTO 2004). The selected plant species might have been chosen, since the replanted areas were meant to become protected areas and not utilised areas. If this was the case, and it appears so, then the project completely misunderstood the needs of the local population. 

For the local population it can be bearable to live for some time at an existence minimum, but it is not durable in the long run. Costa Rica is a fairly modern society, and as such the villagers were aware of and wanted access to all the things that were available in the big cities, such as modern electric equipment, better healthcare and good education for their children. They were not happy with just having a minimum on a little piece of land, especially when there was “virgin” land for the taking. The villagers did not see the forest the same way as a European does. In the eyes of the villager the forest was a resource that could be harvested when necessary and could make way for financial activities, such as cattle rearing. Unless the farmer gets incentives to not cut down the forest that are bigger than the economic gain from harvesting the forest, then the forest is going to disappear. In a sense, the local population holds the forests surrounding their land hostage for their continued progress. Thus it is very strange that the project had to such a degree made a case solely for preservation of the tree resources rather then a case for the sustained utilisation of them. 

The project was more focused on the amount of forest under management and replantings than the quality and sustainability of the areas. The effect on the local villagers’ income and change in livelihood was not considered at all. A mere 12.000 colones per ha per year were not enough to keep the area protected unless the owner did not need the land. Furthermore, a new application had to be made every five years. Most of the farmers in the area had usufruct rights of seven hectares or less, all of which was used for subsistence farming or cattle rearing. Because of this they were not likely to have had neither the space nor the legal papers to be eligible for the aid from the reforestation- and integrated forest management projects. 

The population of Pocotsí was originally settlers form the Guanacaste region, a seasonally very dry part of Costa Rica on the Pacific side of the central volcano massif. The traditional livelihood in Guanacaste was cattle rearing, and so naturally the practices from Guanacaste, even if they were unsuited for the very wet lowlands of Pocotsí were implemented here. This meant that large areas of forest were cut and converted to pasture, a trend that was still carried out today. The value of cattle rearing on one hectare of land exceeded the value of having a PSA protection bonus, especially if it was taken into account that it was not necessary to have title deeds if a PSA protection is not interesting and so no taxes would have to be paid. At the same time, there was substantial value to be harvested in the conversion from forest to pasture as well, even if this is illegal. The damages to the land were not immediately apparent and might have to be overlooked in order to survive especially if no other alternative is given. People do not destroy the forests because out of malice, but out of need. 

The Pocotsí bufferzone project started with the same people that were used for conducting the purchase of the area paid for by Nepenthes. These people had due to this fact reputation problems among the locals, and were perceived to be “hardcore” foresters that were anthropophobic in their development views. This was also one of the reasons that the village of Cedral did not participate (Edwards 2004a). Fortunately after cooperation problems between FN and Nepenthes, the two foresters were fired and the project chose to focus more on the social parts and the participation of people instead. This was not done enough however. After an interview conducted with Edwards (2004b), working for ASIREA in Guápiles, it was mentioned that no future for logging of natural forest was meant possible in the region. All future trees were supposed to come from plantations instead. If this is to become the truth, the farmers will have vast problems with large areas that are in effect worthless to them, having neither the opportunity to use them sustainably nor converting them into pasture or other land that can be used for economic activities. Since Edwards was instrumental in conducting the management plans in the Pocotsí project it can be feared that the project never envisioned enabling sustainable logging but only protection, a fear that can be confirmed by the findings in this report.

This leaves the question of whether or not this part of the project was successful. The goals that were set according to the end-of-project-report were mostly met, but as have been discussed, maybe these goals did not in reality show the impact of the project. 

The areas that were replanted are to a large extent not within what the authors see as the scope of the project. In reality, only the areas that were replanted for the farmers ought to be calculated in the report as replanted areas because only these areas fulfil the goals of the project. These areas were to a large extent overlapping with the agroforestry parts, and so it is difficult to see where one stops and the other takes over. In reality it does not matter as long as the areas are not counted twice. 

The management plans that were created seem to be a failure according to the goals of the project. They had not and will not create sustainable forestry in the area and so increase the utilisation value for the farmers. In reality they might have alienated some of the farmers form the prospect of forestry. 

The sawmill output was cancelled from an early point, and may be ignored as neither success nor failure.

Thus at first glance, the forestry part was a complete failure with no parts being successful. If the forestry part was looked at from an overall project point of view, the forestry part was however more successful than appeared above. Both of the outputs in agroforestry and a lot of the outputs in Bufferzone Awareness as well as Biodiversity Utilisation had linkages to Forestry, especially the nurseries that were created for replanting. These linkages and their importance will be further discussed in the final conclusion.

3.1.5 The Agroforestry part 

The criteria and indicators from the end-of-project evaluation report were as written by Nepenthes (2002a). The findings and discussion were however taken from the actual work documents and systematisations. This explains the lack of coherency between the goals investigated and the goals mentioned in the end-of-project evaluation report. It appears that the author(s) of the end-of-project report Nepenthes (2002a) was not well informed about what agroforestry actually is about. 

The agroforestry part was merely two outputs, agroforestry and silvopastoralism, both very limited in scale. What they did not have in scale they however made up for in impact. The agroforestry part was downscaled from two times 150 ha to two times 50 ha in the output goals. This probably made the outputs much more obtainable as the focus could shift from some arbitrary amount of hectares planted to enabling the local villagers to learn and appreciate what was being taught to them. The two outputs were divided into several micro projects that had as a rough common denominator that they were either agroforestal or silvopastoral in nature. These micro projects, such as kitchen gardens, biodigestors or Taungya systems were very small, typically involving one or two families and so were easier to implement. Furthermore, the whole of the agroforestry part was very utilitarian and hands-on in nature and the villagers responded easier to these outputs as they could give immediate results. 

The projects that were especially successful were the living fences, the biodigestors and the fodder banks, all meant to alleviate some of the problems with the prevailing cattle rearing. These things had the potential to help the farmers in their present situation and set the stage for getting them to develop their agricultural practices even further without degrading or deforesting the land. The project had as one of the main goals to enhance the livelihood of the local population. This was fulfilled in this output with the lessening of the environmental problems as a positive side effect.

The project had good success with the kitchen gardens as well, a concept that were already in place and were expanded by the project. It was difficult to tell what the specific impacts of the project on the kitchen gardens were. However, the important thing is that the kitchen gardens were used and were supplementing the diet and income of the villagers and the villagers felt better off.

Costa Rica has a lot of experience with Taungya plantings in the Pocotsí area, especially from plantings at La Selva biological station (Schlönvoight and Beer 2001; Haggar et al. 2003 among others). The responsible person in charge of the replanting part, Rosa Solano, went on to work for the organisation that owns La Selva after the project stopped (Edwards 2004a). Fortunately, the Taungya system seemed to catch on with the farmers, maybe because it was not demanded that they would preserve the resulting trees. As part of an agroforestal system they were not counted as forest according to the Costa Rican forest law Ley 7575 and so the farmer could utilise them when they had reached sufficient size. At the same time, the farmer did not have to give up farming on the area while the trees grew, and so it was easier to delegate some land for replanting. The Taungya system has the potential benefit that the pressure for utilising the tree resources in the PNT would be less, when the trees planted in the Taungya systems reach harvesting size. It is assumed that the villagers would rather harvest their own legal trees than cut down the forest illegally.

As is discussed in subsection 4.1.2, it is strange that the project did not put more effort into small scale, risk-averse, well-proven outputs as the agroforestry outputs were. The Agroforestry could have, in combination with the wanted community forestry from the forestry part, provided the foundation for the rest of the project as a whole.. It is a shame that these outputs as the only ones were reduced instead of increased in resources. The problems in the bufferzone were not the management of forests but rather a lack of livelihood options for the farmers.

It seems like the agroforestry part was a success. The two outputs were both successful in the end-of-project-evaluation report, in the eyes of the farmers as well as successful according to the stated purpose. The part had limited impact in itself on the bufferzone level, but due to the linkages especially to Bufferzone Awareness and Forestry (the training, replanting and nurseries) the importance of the agroforestry part was indirectly heightened. Furthermore, the potential for spreading of ideas and practices from the villages that were involved in the project had been created, especially when taking into account that the individual outputs were small scale, hands-on and gave immediate positive output. Unfortunately, the agroforestry part was only conducted to such a limited degree, the outputs themselves were small in scale and not high profile and therefore that it is doubtful whether all of the benefits will spread from the villages involved in the project to the rest of the bufferzone. The spreading between villages and to the rest of the bufferzone was supposed to be implemented during the Bufferzone Awareness part and will be discussed there.

3.1.6 Utilisation of local biodiversity

One of the main goals of the project was to increase the livelihood of the villagers in the bufferzone area and one of the attempts to do this was through the utilisation of the native flora and fauna. The utilisation of NTFP has the potential to be valuable without destroying the surroundings, as has the keeping of the animals that would normally be hunted in the forests. 

Deer farms have been set up around the world, and maybe this was attempted emulated with the agoutis. If this was the case then it is very hard to understand why the farms were set up as a pilot project and was as limited as they were. If a farm can only have as many animals that a family can eat in one year, it is very difficult to make a business out of it. It seems that the natural cycle of the animal was never properly investigated and a cost-benefit analysis was never calculated. The few animals that could be harvested each year were limited in relation to chickens, turkeys and pigs. These animals are of course not native forest dwellers, but the whole idea was not to make a new domesticated species but to protect the forest by decreasing the farmer’s dependence on it. In this respect the agouti part failed, as the agoutis were still being hunted and the livelihood of those that undertook the agouti farming had not increased. Instead the agouti farming stopped and the farmers were left with facilities for the agouti, but no animals. If these farmers instead had followed the other livestock keeping programme, namely the ponds and bee keeping they might have been better off. The ponds had especially in El Ceibo expanded very much, with lack of infrastructure now the largest hindrance to the further exploitation of the resource. These fishponds have the potential to lessen the fishing of the rivers and may even [image: image14.wmf]lessen the need for bushmeat. Furthermore, they have the potential to increase the livelihood of the farmers if the roads are improved, so sale of the fish would become possible. Though, the livelihood of these farmers had already increased in respect to their diets, which was now richer in protein. 

The workshops were another attempt to increase the income possibilities for the farmers by using either NTFP or readily available wood such as balsa wood. The workshops were initially successful, but maybe too successful. In El Ceibo initially the workshop had worked for ten months with gathering and sale of NTFP. Some other villagers in El Ceibo thought that they would like to participate in the selling of NTFP as well, and suddenly the income sunk due to too many on the market. The end result was that the output stopped in El Ceibo.

3.2 Overall evaluation of the Pocotsí bufferzone project

It is very difficult to give a mark as such for a project of this complexity and size. Even if one part failed, it might still have been salvaged and used to further another part. Some of the parts of the project did not reach the high goals set at the beginning of the project, and others succeeded further than expected. Some things are however clear:

There was no centralised collection of the documents produced, no central accumulation of the lessons learned and so very little cross-project learning. Within the project it is believed that experiences were shared to some degree. The methodologies in the different parts were weak and not consistent. No standardised reporting format was used and the different components of the project were, depending on the person in charge, more or less well documented. The formulation of the intended goals was to a large extent vague. There was a lot of explanation on what ought to be done, but not very much about how it should be implemented. This was pointed out as early as in Walkinshaw et al. (1995), but apparently not acted upon. As an example, one output was to establish 700 ha forest, but nothing was mentioned about how this was supposed to be done, with what types of forest, with what goals or with whom. Nothing was mentioned about the potential consequences of a cancelled output, or of the consequences of the interactions between outputs. It is not apparent how the project implementation was done from the top level to the bottom level. It appears that the people working on the bottom level had a rough idea of what ought to be done and this is the work that was done. If this coincided with the objectives it was good. There did not seem to be a centralised command of the project at all. Due to the disorder of data the reading was difficult when the project documents had to be gathered and the progress of the project measured. Many outputs had huge time gaps and few explanations. The lack of centralised documentation and command pointed towards a lack of leadership, since this was one of the tools that the leader could have used to know how the work was progressing. This fit very well indeed with the fact that Nepenthes several times wrote to FN who was responsible for the daily leadership of the project in order to get FN to provide the support to the Pocotsí project that was needed (Nepenthes 1998). 

The goal to increase the awareness and the willingness to organise was partly fulfilled. In the 1980’s, groups in the area were non-existent and today when the project COBODES tried to find what groups were in the area, they found too many to work with them all. Some of the groups were more efficient than others and some groups were more active than others, but on a whole, the population of the area had found rights and opportunities through organising. 

The goal to increase the production and to improve the livelihood through agroforestry and utilisation of non-traditional agriculture or aquaculture had likewise been achieved. The higher utilisation of the present cattle rearing and the creation of fishponds in order to increase the protein intake had undoubtedly increased the livelihood of the involved farmers. Furthermore, these ideas were spreading and so the project had not so much created something, but rather set the foundation for further development. 

The goal of increasing the forest cover was not achieved. The increase in forest through replanting was never large enough to justify the effort put into it if that had been the only goal. The nurseries where the plants were grown however provided a platform for education of the villagers, grown-ups as well as children, in the way of replanting, sustainability and at the same time it provided a forum where the villagers and the project people could meet. Thus the reforestation had in reality two goals of which the information and learning goal may have proven to be the most important one. The forest management plans were in some respects a failure. It effectively alienated the small farmers from forestry and used a lot of resources on organisations that should not have been helped by a DANIDA funded project. 

The authors find that the effort should have been directed much more towards the creation of community forests in and around the villages that had only small areas of forest, and where the land users did not already have title deeds and therefore could not utilise the forests, instead of working with large forest holders. Even if the community forests may be small in size they could have provided the villagers with knowledge regarding forestry as well as a sense of communal responsibility towards the resource available, namely the forest. The community forests could have allowed the small-scale farmers to utilise their tree resource in a sustainable way by pooling their combined available forest resources without individually having to obtain title deeds to large areas of their land. Management plans for these areas could then have been implemented with the aid of FN. 

The authors do not agree with the view that the natural forests in the areas should be protected at all costs, but instead that they should be utilised sustainably outside of the protected areas, and in this way increase the villagers' incentives to protect the resource.

The goal to increase the villagers' incomes mostly failed, partly due to deficiencies inherent in the project. The lack of infrastructure and the general fall of prices of agricultural products on the world market were two things that the project was incapable of dealing with. They could be taken into account when the project was implemented, but not much could be done about it unless the project chose these specific subjects as part of the objectives, which it did not. The income increasing outputs of the project had however all as a major goal that it should be conducted in a non-polluting, sustainable, non-traditional and non-forest degrading fashion. While it cannot be stressed often enough that new income sources should at all times be sustainable and non-polluting, it is not necessarily a bad thing to utilise some of the resources that the farmers already knew where they were. What could be done instead of dreaming up new markets was to rationalise for instance the forestry and in this way decrease the number of trees felled by reducing the waste. It could have been attempted to enhance the agricultural activities already existing rather than attempt to create a new market for NTFP in Europe, when nobody had the experience with either the NTFP itself or the market. Many of the outputs seemed more intent on protecting the forests and their resources rather than enhancing the livelihood of the villagers. If the villagers were supposed to protect or at least leave the forest alone, they must have incentives to do so. Otherwise the forests were liabilities to be removed in order to make money. The farmer in a developing country probably did not see the rainforest in the same light as a European do. Of course, the farmer had to live next to it and may not have had enough land for his cattle. If the farmer on the other hand feels well off and has a surplus from the daily activities, it can easily be recognised that the rainforest is unique and as such it should be conserved. The authors believe that these incentives and increased incomes were not created. 

The goal of protecting the national park through the creation of a bufferzone failed. No bufferzone has been created in legal-, physical or in mental terms. No special legislation protected the bufferzone, which made the utilisation all the way up to the borders of the PNT and the REBACO possible and indeed this was what was happening. The physical properties of the bufferzone were not different from the properties of the rest of the Pocotsí area and the area was farmed in the same way. The bufferzone area might have had some larger forest areas, but this was more likely due to the fact that the bufferzone was the most remote part of the Pocotsí region. There were no demarcations of what was bufferzone and what was not and no demarcations as to what was the bufferzone and what was the PNT or the REBACO. The bufferzone was supposed to act as a geographical buffer between a protected area and agricultural land. This was definitely not the case here where the agricultural expansion had continued all the way to the borders of the PNT and well inside the borders of the REBACO. Not even as a bufferzone in a mental way had the bufferzone succeeded. The bufferzone was not as such a concept that was used by the locals. To some extent it was recognised that the pollution created in the upper parts of the rivers will eventually float through the PNT and so damage the park. Amongst the villagers that lived inside the bufferzone however, there was no special recognition of the fact that they were part of the bufferzone and no special ways of thinking. What they wanted most in their area was development of the infrastructure so they could gain access to the markets and increase their income. 

The Pocotsí project was mentioned as one of the major bufferzone projects (Rouquié et al.2002), a term that was very misleading because it could erode the idea behind the concept of bufferzones. The lacking elements, namely that of lacking legal protection as well as geographical demarcations were never mentioned in the papers from either Nepenthes or FN, which was very unfortunate as it was these exact things that separated the bufferzone project from a regional development project. The legal problems surrounding tenure and utilisation rights were not touched upon at any time by the Pocotsí project. Indeed the one output that would have dealt with it was cancelled. The physical separation it can be argued was not possible to create as in some places the agricultural frontier was already at the borders of the park. The project could in fact better be described as a regional development project with the aim of protecting the PNT and the REBACO. As a regional development project, the Pocotsí project did rather well. 

It is not illegal to put the bufferzone inside a nature park. Maybe the bufferzone could have been put inside the PNT with all the protection this entails, namely a less stringent protection of the bufferzone than the park. Since in the case of ACTo the agricultural land was all the way up to the borders of the park, this may be the only way of creating a bufferzone. This could lessen the pressure on the park as a whole while in doing so acknowledge that the rest of the area in the Pocotsí region would be and was used for agricultural purposes. The idea of putting the bufferzone inside the protected area may be controversial, but it has some advantages that are not obtained by imposing a bufferzone on already existing farmland. In the case of having the bufferzone inside the park, the protection would not be imposed upon the farmers as a set of rules and behaviours that must be implemented. Instead the bufferzone would become an offer of a limited new resource that could be utilised in accordance with the principles set by the bufferzone management, in this case ACTo. It is the simple principle of “it is easier to give than to take”. This would however necessitate more and better cooperation between the governmental organisation for the national parks, SINAC (Sistema Nacional de Área de Conservación), or MINAE, and the NGO implementing the project. With the lack in protection in the REBACO, this type of within the borders created bufferzones may prove to be a solution to the deforestation and habitat-destruction taking place there. It is definitely worth trying!

The PNT has even if the bufferzone project failed been protected. It is however doubtful if it was due to the Pocotsí project. Rather it was a combination of low demand for new land, the general inaccessibility of the area and the fact that the PNT had been there for so long, 28 years, that it was an accepted part of the terrain. There were a number of major problems in the area especially with drugs, deforestation and hunting. The major benefit to the PNT as far as can be seen by the authors was the halting of habitat destruction around the PNT (Sánchez-Azofeifa 2003) and so indirectly a lessening of the pollution to the park. The problems inside the park had more or less remained constant in the last 11 years according to chief park ranger Chamorro (2004), and so the project had neither lessened nor increased the problems in the park. The new land had functioned as a corridor, since more large mammals had been seen in the area. The farmers in the area might have become less dependent upon the tree resources, but this was probably coupled more to the fact that there were no more trees in the farmland than to anything else. The illegal logging was still carried out and the hunting was still done, even in the village of El Ceibo that was supposed to be the model village.

3.3 Conclusion on the Pocotsí bufferzone project

Overall the project made a lot of very valuable lessons to learn from that is hopefully implemented in the projects now undertaken by Nepenthes and FN. 

Like most complicated things, the Pocotsí bufferzone project succeeded with some things and failed with others. While the agroforestry part, the utilisation of fish and the general enhancement of the willingness to organise were very successful, other outputs and parts like the utilisation of local species and the forest management plans were failures. The project started with some rather loose goals, but even if they were adjusted midway in the project, the adjustments did not seem to have had much impact on the implementation of the outputs. Mostly they seemed to be either stopped or adjusted down in order to be able to comply with the goals in the end. One thing stands out, namely that the successful outputs were the ones that demanded hands-on learning and that gave quick gratification, and the failures were the ones that were either very academic (management plans) or needed long time, much help and a lot of effort such as the local species utilisation. The project seemed to have succeeded more through the skills of the individual person working in the field than through technical leadership and direction. Some of the persons that worked on the different outputs still worked in the area. This combined with the fact that the villagers were much more organised than before was perhaps the biggest impact of the project and a very important one as well. The projects that come after Pocotsí will have trained workers, as well as a local rural population that is knowledgeable in the ways of conducting projects. As was seen with COBODES, this was a big help.

A development project must be able to use the legislation of a given country for its own objectives. Even if the project may be opposed to the current law and even if the project is working actively to change this law, the project must still recognise the immediate needs of the local rural population who may not have the time needed for such a change. In the case of Pocotsí, the project should have recognised that the forestry as was described in the project document Nepenthes (1996) could not help the most marginalised in the bufferzone, because of the way the forest law Ley 7575 is formulated. The leaders of the project should have been able to recognise the much more lenient formulation concerning agroforestry and so use the resources for this instead. While this may not have helped in getting more tree cover, it would help in creating a landscape with more trees and a more spread-out biotope as a whole. At the same time the project would not have to work with the land right problem and could help the weakest in the villages. This was however not the case with the leadership in the Pocotsí project.

Without good and efficient leadership a project of such size could not function correctly and so much less was achieved than was hoped for. The bufferzone concept did not exist at all in either the minds of the rural population or in the legislation, the villagers’ livelihoods were improved only to a very limited degree, because of the very bad infrastructure and the enhancement of forest cover was only obtained on a very limited scale. These things could have been discovered during the project lifetime if the data was collected in one central place and analysed by the leaders of the project. The complete lack of centralised data collection pointed to problems in the leadership itself. This made it very difficult to control the development process and was without doubt the biggest failure the project had. Without efficient leadership the different parts did not cooperate and the common goals were lost in the details of controlling each output. 

As was said by professor Gorm Rye Olsen at the Centre for Development studies in a lecture at the Royal Agricultural University in Copenhagen in January 2002: 

“Project management is like sailing:
Good projects work like navigation moving from point A to B ending at a pre-set destination. Bad projects work a bit like seamanship where it is about keeping the boat afloat”.

This project was supposed to be an efficient development project, but proved to be inefficient.

3.4 The post project evaluation

A post project evaluation should always be a part of a project. The larger and better funded a project is, the more important the post evaluation is. In some lines of work, a post project evaluation is always carried out. In engineering the constructed items, for instance a bridge, will be evaluated at a later time in order to learn if some weaknesses has appeared or if the structure is behaving inappropriately. The data from these post evaluations are then incorporated into future designs so as to avoid to do possible mistakes again, or to do the same very beneficial things. Imagine that no lessons were learned from the Tacoma high bridge when it collapsed, or that no lessons would be learned from the attempted straightening of the Tower of Pisa. Or imagine if nobody would have cared that the trials Volvo made with airbags actually ensured less injury to the driver. Why is it then that nobody wants to learn the lessons from development projects? 

To the best of our knowledge, very few post project evaluations of development projects have ever been conducted. This is very strange, since the development projects are usually both large and well funded. It is even stranger when the purpose documents of some of the international development agencies, such as DANIDA, CIDA, SDC, AUSAID, EU and OECD, the last one is not a development agency as such, but has quite large influence on policies and implementation of these, write that learning from past experiences is of major importance (DANIDA 1997; OECD 2001; SDC 2000; CIDA 2004; Lundgren 1997; EU 2001; AUSAID 2000). Of all of these only AUSAID has a manual for conducting a post-project evaluation.

The arguments for clarifying exactly how much was obtained after the money has left the project are many. How well the projects performed, how much was achieved, how much is remembered, what the lessons learned were when “real” life took over, how well the money was spent, what parts of the projects did not last beyond the project lifetime, and if there are things that was not done sufficiently and that need more help next time. 

It seems as development aid is doctrinal and not practical, especially when a project such as Pocotsí mentioned in the project report that a post project evaluation should be conducted, but no money was allocated to it. In the applications forms, an applicant goes through the motions of stating the different components in a project, but in reality nobody expects neither monitoring (the other forgotten item in a complete project cycle) nor the post-project evaluation.

The reasons for not wanting to conduct the monitoring can be that it is not as high profile to measure how much was in reality changed than what was implemented at the end of the project. Maybe it is demoralising to encounter the same problems as were there when the project started? Maybe the applicant feels that the money should all be spent on the project, or maybe the problem is that the project has to prove what the money was spent upon by the end of the project and nobody is interested in keeping books for several more years? If this is the case, then the high profile will definitely be kept, because nobody will ever learn from the mistakes and the successes that were made during the project lifetime.  

In development work a lot of emphasis is on learning and teaching, the idea behind this being that knowledge is power and by empowering one is enriching and securing the future for this generation and the next. Presumably empowered and better-educated persons are more likely to increase their livelihood. In fact AUSAID states directly “No development activity should be planned or undertaken without first reviewing the lessons of past experience” in relation to the importance of ex-post evaluations (AUSAID 2000). Why is it that the lessons that could easily be learned from a post-project evaluation are worth so little? One feasible explanation might be that the development agencies have realised that a lot of the current aid is not functioning and that a lot of the money used for aid is in reality lost. The problem may be with the development agencies themselves. The development agencies apply for funding for new projects without taking the experiences from old ones, which can be obtained through post project evaluations, into consideration. Without doubt, a development agency should take into consideration all the complications that were there before and during other projects that have been conducted. Not to do this is just as irresponsible as for an engineer to build another bridge after building the Tacoma high bridge and only learn from the construction of the bridge, not from the destruction, because it does not matter in the application for money for the new one. 

In doing a post project evaluation of a development project, the authors had therefore not any other previous post project evaluations to learn from and so much time was used on finding the right formula for conducting the evaluation. Ordinary evaluations such as end-of-project evaluations and environmental impact assessments were used to give an idea of what was suitable to include. There is however some peculiarities to a post project evaluation, primarily that the project is finished, has been so for a while and no more funds are available. This means that the evaluation is to some extent dependent on the goodwill of the former employees and recipients of the project. Some times this means that the data that can be found is not of the best quality, sometimes the data is simply not available. This can also be attributed to the fact that the development project does not expect to have a post project evaluation and so takes no care in organising the data so they are easily accessible in the future or the development project has simply ceased to exist. In a country like Costa Rica where documents follow the owner and does not stay with the workplace, it gets even harder. If a post project evaluations is ever going to become a part of normal evaluation practice with the large development agencies, they will have to ensure that the documentation from the projects' main phase is collected and kept with the normal bookkeeping. This documentation has to be kept for at least the same number of years as leads up to the post project evaluation. A project is as such not finalised until the legal demands for record keeping have been satisfied. 

A post project evaluation will attempt to highlight what the effect of the project is some time after it has been finished, in this case three years after the project has stopped. In some cases this can however be complicated by other donors who conduct development projects in the same area at another time as happened with COBODES in Pocotsí. What was found to be disturbing was that COBODES worked with some of the same things as Pocotsí, but had started from scratch because they were not sure of what had been done in the area. It can be feared that COBODES, as Pocotsí did will completely disappear when they stop the development activities, especially since COBODES is not conducted by a local NGO, but by the EU. It can be hoped that COBODES will draw some lessons from this post-project evaluation. It can furthermore be hoped that COBODES will have the sense to conduct a post project evaluation of their own project. In this case they might fare easier than the authors who found that two students does not have high priorities in the different departments and organisations.

3.5 Conclusion on the post project evaluation

The post project evaluation showed some differences between the goals that were obtained just after the project was finished and three years later. Without doubt the post project evaluation had the potential to show just how much the project had impacted and especially how sustainable it was. Even if a lot of the knowledge had disappeared, some still lingered on. The only way to learn what worked and what did not is clearly the use of a post project evaluation. It is however paramount to start with a thorough baseline study, have good documentation throughout the lifetime of the project, create a thorough end-of-project evaluation and keep this documentation where it can be found again in order to make a post project evaluation possible without having to re-investigate everything. Without doubt, it is important to investigate the results in the field. This is however done much easier if the documentation is in order to start with, especially if there are available maps and/or photos.

In this post project evaluation, it was not possible to re-investigate all of the project points because of resource- constraints and especially because the data was so fragmented. This led to the fact that many of the output evaluations had to be based upon either secondary sources or literature studies. The value of this data is naturally less than from primary data, but when the data was so fragmented as is were in this project it is hard or even impossible to obtain good first hand data. The authors are aware of the facts that the conducted post project evaluation is mostly based upon secondary sources. This does not invalidate the findings and conclusions, but they may be more or less correct. However, since it was continuously attempted to triangulate all collected data, the authors have confidence in the fact that the data used in the evaluation were the most relevant and correct of the data found.

The lack of interest for post project evaluations must be either because there has been conducted so few and so it has yet to become apparent how useful they are, or that the development agencies do not care whether their projects succeeds or not. As much as can be learned from discovering that the development project did or did not work, a post project evaluation also shows responsibility for the funds used in the process. 

If the post project evaluation is of lesser interest for the NGOs and GOs, there may be reasons for the use of (cheap) students to conduct them. A post project evaluation is a valid subject for a master thesis, especially when it is considered that the student has to do fieldwork as well as literature study. The semi-practical nature of this type of evaluation furthermore exposes the otherwise theoretically educated students for some real life experience and so allows for the theories to be tested against what is actually being done. 

A post project evaluation must have back up of a major donor in order to be completed in reasonable time. This post project evaluation took three quarters of a year with much of the time allocated to finding documents and persons. Without doubt, if the data had been structured and accessible, and the support from a donor had been available, the report could have been finished in half that time or less with much more physical and first hand data.

4 Perspectives

4.1 The Pocotsí Bufferzone Project

In order to reap the benefits for the future from the Pocotsí bufferzone project, it is recommended that the following should be taken into account in the future planning of the area.

ACTo must realise that the key to save the protected areas is through people participation. Therefore the activities from ACTo should be directed towards prevention in the form of incentives for the local people and not towards protection in the form of prohibitions. ACTo must actively work together with the rural population. This assistance can be technical help to establish small-scale industry in the area or help with permissions for selling soaps and crème. 

Money and resources should be allocated to improving the infrastructure in the area. It may be that the agricultural expansion will be faster with better infrastructure, but already the park is surrounded by pasture. The better infrastructure might allow the rural population to enhance their livelihood and so become less dependent upon the resources from the park.

The rangers must be strengthened. The current workload on the rangers is too high with the result that the park and especially the refuge are not patrolled well enough. The rural population may aid in this by being part-time rangers who for a small salary conducts monitoring alongside their normal daily work. This could be done within the framework of the COVIRENAS. These groups already have nature conservation as their objective, and they work with the young. This could take the form of the scouts that were invented in the USA. This would further strengthen the bond between the ACTo and the rural population and hopefully stop the illegal hunting and logging conducted by the local people. However, only local participation is not enough since people from other parts of the country and Nicaragua also are active in the area with weapon smuggling and marijuana plantations. To overcome these problems people educated to deal with these kinds of situation must be used.  

The PNT and the REBACO must be clearly demarcated. If the bufferzone is supposed to have any effect, this must be demarcated as well. The present situation of not knowing precisely where the park and refuge boundaries are is not viable. Furthermore, it is recommended that these boundaries as well as the park and refuge itself are correctly mapped and so will allow the utilisation of satellites, as well as aerial photos, to monitor the areas. 

The problems concerning the REBACO must be solved. If the plan concerning the reduction of the size of the refuge is carried out, there still needs to be some kind of protection. This could be by creating bufferzone(s) inside the refuge in order to stop the deforestation that goes on around the villages and edges. These bufferzones must be implemented very soon and they must be created with legal protection and the resources to keep them. Otherwise the authors do not see how the REBACO will continue as a refuge. If the REBACO stops functioning as a refuge, then the PNT will again become an island sanctuary.

Continuity must be created within the administration of the ACTo/MINAE as well as within the development programs in the area. The current system of changing personnel every six years or so is untenable. It is necessary to create a permanent database owned by ACTo/MINAE. It is necessary to establish that the information gathered and papers produced, by consultants as well as employees, are the legal properties of ACTo/MINAE, and so must not be taken away. This is absolutely necessary in order for ACTo/MINAE to be able to utilise the resources available to them. In this way trends can be followed, lessons can be learned and it is not necessary to start all over with a new management plan over and over. It is furthermore recommended that all this information is stored digitally at the MINAE.

The problems of land titles must be dealt with, preferably through the legislative organisation such as the government. The current system encourages deforestation and keeps the poor marginalised while aiding the rich. The land must have a clearly defined owner and the governmental protection agency SINAC must have an option for protecting land that it deems is necessary for the survival of endangered species. This agency must furthermore be able to expropriate and be given the funds to do so.

The problems concerning agrochemical pollution from the bufferzone must be addressed. The source of the problems in the park is not necessarily present within the boundaries of the park. The problems with these chemicals as well as general pollution are created in the farmlands, especially around the banana and pineapple plantations. Aside from addressing these large landowners, the small-scale farmers must get help and information about how to avoid overusing these chemicals, a task easily within the scope of ACTo or MINAE. Otherwise the rivers running through the park and refuge will suffer and then so will the ecosystem that is so dependent upon them. 

Future projects may benefit from the implementation of agroforestry, which even though it is mostly small-scale, has the potential to change the landscape into a mosaic landscape of trees mixed with crops instead of either a closed forest, which is of no use to the locals, or an open pasture, which is of no use to the wildlife. Agroforestry is very practical in nature and utilises the same skills the locals always have been using and so these methods are easy to understand and implement. The monetary values that can be extracted from agroforestry are much less than from forestry. However, instead of the large wealth from forestry going to a few persons, the available wealth goes to all of the persons involved in agroforestry. This raises the livelihood of the locals and alleviates poverty and dependence on deforestation to cope with unforeseen expenses, such as sickness, bad harvest or extra children. Since the very large values from forestry only can be extracted once for a long time, the value from agroforestry can be harvested continuously. Agroforestry has the potential to transform the poor farmers with only one crop or one type of livestock into successful landowners with a diverse portfolio of crops and livestock.

4.2 Post Project Evaluations

If the development agencies as well as the persons involved in development projects as a whole are interested in reaping the benefits of post project evaluations, the following is recommended.

The donor must make the NGO or GO responsible for the centralised data collection and storage. The data from a project like the Pocotsí project is huge and if not ordered and complete is very difficult to work with. The NGO or GO must be made accountable for these documents the same way that bills must be kept after the project has stopped. A minimum of seven years would be recommended as a post project evaluation is recommended carried out between four and seven years after the project stopped. If it is possible, aerial photos is a great help because they contain a lot of information and it is possible to work with these data before arriving in the project area.

A plan for how a post project evaluation can be conducted must be taken into account at the start of the project and followed throughout. Only in this way can a complete picture be presented. This can easily be part of the standard project proposal. Furthermore, if an NGO or a GO claims that the project will have a post project evaluation, the donor should provide the resources needed in order to do so. The donor should encourage students to undertake these evaluations as well as provide the official background for these.

The donor should reward the NGOs and the GOs that undertake post project evaluations, especially those that learn from them and mediate their new knowledge to others. At the same time, the donor should be flexible and willing to learn from and incorporate the experiences, while at the same time demand that the NGOs and GOs do the same. 

The donor should create a manual that explains how to best conduct a post project evaluation and especially how to prepare for one. Ideally any given project should hand in the end results to the donor at the end of the project. This is already a demand with most development agencies. The GO or NGO in charge of the project should then keep the project documents as well as the end-of-project evaluation until it has been decided whether or not to conduct a post-project evaluation. If such an evaluation is to take place, the persons who are going to evaluate the project will after studying the project document and through literature studies from home have a good idea about what to expect when entering the project area. They will be able to conduct the fieldwork more efficiently and thus obtain better data in shorter time, which in the end means a better evaluation. Furthermore, it is recommended that remote sensing in the form of satellite or aerial photos are used with updated maps, since this may be of great help. All of this demands money, which the donor should provide as a part of the overall project budget. Another possibility is that the donor creates a post project evaluation fund from which money can be allocated to possible evaluators of a project. The fund is probably a better solution, because it cannot be expected that the NGO or GO plan for a post-project evaluation, since it is not demanded by any donor today. It is very much in the interest of the donors to establish what effects the money used for the project may have had.

Only manual has been found so far, from AUSAID, the Australian development agency. 
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A.
Appendices

A.1
Debt for nature swap, concession conservation and the Nepenthes way.

When Nepenthes bought the rainforest in ’89, the bought it with the purpose of giving it to the government of Costa Rican. This is reminiscent of the two at the time very popular ways of using aid money for best possible use, the Debt for Nature Swaps, and the latter Concession Conservation, but there are some differences. This paragraph will outline the two forms of aid, and explain what the differences are to the method Nepenthes used 

A.1.1.
Debt for nature swaps

[image: image15.wmf][image: image16.wmf]
A debt for nature swap is a method for an NGO with “hard” currency to obtain more local currency and thus more project for the same amount of money and at the same time help the government with bad debt. 

Many developing countries have little chance of being fully repaying their external debts, and so these debts (bad debt) can be purchased on a secondary market for a price substantially below their face value. The bad debt is bought by the NGO with the money for US$. In the case of Costa Rican debt, this was typically done for 15 cent for a US$. The government then buys the bad debt from the NGO but pays in local currency, Colones, for a previously agreed price, in Costa Rica typically 75% on nominal value. This money is then given to an NGO who will use the local currency to pay for a nature preservation project or other (Kaiser and Lambert 1996).

Nepenthes had the currency, FN was the local NGO who Nepenthes was working with already, and the government of Costa Rica had made debt for nature swap before in 1988, ’89, ‘90 and ’91, most notably in the creation of the 622.000 ha La Amistad national park in 1989 with WWF as the donor and Fundación Parques Nacionales as the local NGO (Kaiser and Lambert 1996, UN economic commission, 2001).

At the time for the purchase of the connecting land between the Tortuguero national park and the Barra del Colorado wildlife refuge, the Costa Rican government had for all intents and purposes stopped using debt for nature swaps after 1989 because of fears of potential macroeconomic impacts in the form of heightened inflation as a consequence of the swaps A study commissioned by the government of Costa Rica stated that an annual volume of 50 million dollars issued in bonds would have 0.5% inflationary effect. In Costa Rica around 6% of its total commercial debt (of 1.6 billion dollars) was bought in debt-for-nature swaps between 1987 and 1989 through the National Park Foundation. When the operations resumed they were more limited in scope (UN economic commission, 2001). This did not mean that it couldn’t be done as was proven in 1991 when Monteverde national park was “swapped”, but rather that the government was not interested (Kaiser and Lambert 1996).

Furthermore, Nepenthes claims that they were not aware of the idea at all. The group had almost no experience in making development work, and had not thought about this (Tuxen 2003). In the project report Nepenthes (1991), the foreign debt that the Costa Rican government has is however mentioned but without any plan for actions to alleviated this which makes sense if debt for nature swaps were unknown. If the government had been interested, without doubt they would have pointed to the debt for nature swap as the experiences from La Amistad proved that it was a viable way of getting most for the money (Kaiser and Lambert 1996). 

A.1.2.
Conservation concessions

A conservation concession is a conservation method where an owner of a natural resource agrees, for a continuous compensation, to protect or at least no utilise a natural resource. This can be in the form of a protection minded agency simply buying timber concessions from the government or landowner and not conduct logging, or it can be more complex.

The points that have to be established are:

The amount of money that will be compensated with and how are the money delivered

The duration of the concession

What the concession terms are

How are the concessions monitored and protected

An example:

In the Pocotsí area of Costa Rica there is already a concession scheme where the government pays for the non-utilisation of the natural resources inside the wildlife refuge called PSA and legislated for in the Ley 7575. The scheme is typically valued at 12.000 colones per ha and is bound for a period of 5 years (Edwards 2001a; Ley 7575 1996). The monitoring and protection is supposed to be handled by the ACTo, but due to lack of resources and personnel, the area is virtually unguarded/monitored (Chamorro 2004). The system is not automatically renewed and has to be re-applied for every five years (Edwards 2001a). The integrated management plans were created as part of the Pocotsí project, but the concession schemes were relatively new, being mentioned in the forest law of 1996, Ley Forestal 7575. There are several reasons why Nepenthes could not create the area as a conservation concession.

The first is that the area was bought before 1996 and so the law under which this could be made was not created (Ley 7575 1996). Secondly, Nepenthes did not know about conservation concessions at the time (Tuxen 2003). Thirdly, conservation concession works best with few large landowners so as to create as little paperwork as possible; the area Nepenthes bought consisted of many small-scale owners. The cost of administering the agreements could easily have cost more than the money paid for the environmental benefits (ACTo 96, 04). Fourthly, it was sought to create a permanent wildlife corridor, and this was best done by expanding the existing national park instead of creating small areas that had to be renewed every 5 years as used with the PSA. The PNT incorporated the area as part of the park and made the corridor a permanent part of the park and so avoiding these problems.

A.1.3.
Was the Nepenthes method better or worse?

Without doubt, Nepenthes could have gotten more for their money by using the debt for nature swap. In 1996 the Costa Rican government had had 6% of their private debt collected through debt for nature swaps, and had extensive experience in the area (Kaiser and Lambert 1996). The average extra yield can be calculated from the five debt for nature swaps Costa Rica was involved in, all number in millions:

1988: Cost in US$: 5,0, gain in colones (converted to US$): 9,9

1988: Cost in US$: 0,92, gain in colones (converted to US$): 4,05

1989: Cost in US$: 3,5, gain in colones (converted to US$): 17,1

1989: Cost in US$: 0,78, gain in colones (converted to US$): 1,68

1991: Cost in US$: 0,36, gain in colones (converted to US$): 0,54

The average conversion factor is (9,9+4,05+17,1+1,68+0,54)/(5+0,92+3,5+0,78+0,36) =3,15

Thus the money Nepenthes had could be tripled. Since the money was supposed to go towards buying of land from locals, the money had to be exchanged anyway, and so there would be no further hindrances to getting colones.

Of course it is very difficult to do debt for nature swaps if the government is unwilling and so it is concluded that the Nepenthes method for all intents and purposes worked as it was supposed to.

A.2
FSC charter

FSC as quoted from http://www.fscoax.org/
“The Forest Stewardship Council's principle activities are the development of forest management and related standards, communications and education, and through a separate program the accreditation and monitoring of certification bodies working to FSC standards.

 Based on these standards, FSC has developed an international labeling scheme for forest products. In this way FSC provides an incentive in the market place for good forest stewardship. The forest inspections are carried out by a number of FSC accredited certification bodies, which are evaluated and monitored to ensure their competence and credibility.

The Forest Stewardship Council's principle activities are the development of forest management and related standards, communications and education, and through a separate program the accreditation and monitoring of certification bodies working to FSC standards.

The Forest Stewardship Council has developed rigorous procedures and standards to evaluate whether organizations (certification bodies) can provide an independent and competent forest evaluation (certification) service. This process is known as 'accreditation'. FSC accredited certification bodies are required to evaluate all forests aiming for certification according to the FSC Principles and Criteria for Forest Stewardship.

 Accredited certification bodies may operate internationally and may carry out evaluations in any forest type. Certified forests are visited on a regular basis, to ensure they continue to comply with the Principles and Criteria. The performance of the certification bodies is closely monitored by FSC. Products originating from forests certified by FSC-accredited certification bodies are eligible to carry the FSC-logo, if the chain-of-custody (tracking of the timber from the forest to the shop) has been checked.”

A.3
El Biodigestidore
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6. Provide funds for local project
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5. Conversion of external debt to internal debt payable in local currency
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Fig A.1 Debt for nature conversion taken from Kaiser and Lambert 1996





 Box 2 
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NAME: Tepezcuintle, Agouti paca


HABITAT: Forest, near water


SIZE: Body: 60-79 cm, around 16 kg  


The nocturnal agouti is usually a solitary animal. It spends its day in a burrow, which it digs in a riverbank, among tree roots or under rocks, emerging after dark to look for food. It enters water willingly and will often escape from predators by swimming. It is believed to produce two litters a year of one, rarely two, young. The main diet consists of fruits and nuts from the forest floor.


(Animal Diversity Web 2004)








Picture 3: Medicinal Nursery El Ceibo: Alöe Vera.
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Picture 2: Taungya system El Ceibo. Bactris gaspades/Cordia alliodora.
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Picture 1: Women group El Ceibo. Rachel, Emilia, Martin, Anna, Marlene and Haydee
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Picture 4: The road to Las Colinas
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Box 1: “El Biodigestidore”





The biodigestor was a passive system where faecal matter was entered in one end, degassed naturally, and collected for spreading on the fields in the other end.


The biodigestor in El Ceibo was a 10 metre long plastic tube with a small opening in each end. In the middle of the tube was a pipe that led away from the tube and into a simple gas-overflow “valve” constructed from a plastic flask. The pipe led from the valve directly to the stove. According to Solís (2004) and Torres (2004) two cows, three horses or four pigs were enough to keep two families of five each supplied with gas for cooking.


The faecal matter was free of methane when it exited the biodigestor. It was easy to spread on the fields and as a bonus it smelled less.


The actual processes inside these biodigestors were not known by the authors. It was speculated that it was not a real “digester”, but a de-gasser since faecal matter from dog, sheep, goat and the like could not be used. These do not have a very high content of methane, whereas faecal matter from cows and pigs, the species mentioned in relation to what kinds of faecal matter was used, both have large methane contents. Faecal matter from horses, which has a methane level in between, could be used, but were not preferred. For pictures and schematics, see appendix 3
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Picture 5: The bufferzone around El Ceibo. Very wet pasture 
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Picture 6: Log transport North of Cariari
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Picture 7: Fishpond in El Ceibo. Gilberth, Farmin, Anna and Martin
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Forside Pic. 
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