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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
1. Background & Context

This project (NAM/08/50/SPA: Promoting and applioatof indigenous peoples’ rights -
San peoples of Namibia) is the Namibia componentthef ‘Indigenous Peoples
Programme’ under the AECI-ILO partnership program0@8/12; it was designed to
address aspects of the development challenges taed by the San in Namibia. The
overall objective of the project is to contribute poverty reduction through the
promotion of the rights and participatory socio4emmic development of the San peoples
of Namibia based on their needs and aspirations.ifimediate objectives of the project
are to: a) Strengthen the San development plaremdgcoordination capacity of policy
makers in ministries and government departments Bpdenerate greater coherence
among development interventions in support of the & mmunities in Namibia through
improved networking and knowledge sharing.

The logic behind the project strategy is basedhenrécognition that the stakeholders on
this project operate at two interrelated but didtievels; one is the Government and its
agencies, operating at governance level of poliey r@gulatory framework formulation
and development programming; while the other cosegrilocal and international
programme implementers at the operational levehddethe project has focused its
strategy on improved coordination and consultaéimong national level stakeholders for
the promotion of the rights of the San; and capasitengthening and sensitizing the
Government of Namibia (through research, informmatsharing, social marketing,
training, etc.) to a more participatory and inchesdevelopment approach that seeks to
engage the San as partners in sustainable devetbpme

The project is coordinated by the Office of the DigpPrime Minister (ODPM),
supported by a national Steering Committee whiahpmises of one representative each
from ODPM (Chair), San Council, WIMSA, SECID, arldJ (Project Coordinator). The
project is being financed with 500,000 Euro frora &ECI and contributions in cash and
kind from the Government of Namibia, through the RND Project activities are being
financially, technically and administratively batdsped by the ILO Pretoria with
support of PRO169 & IPLED programme in ILO Headtgts.

2. Present situation of project implementation

Two years into the implementation of the projeadt much has been achieved in
addressing the immediate objectives of the prajeetlargely to the rather slow take off
of critical management interventions. Although fineject started officially in December

2008 the substantive ILO National Project CooradngNPC) was not in place until

September 2010; before then, aspects of initigkeptactivities were being backstopped
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by the ILO Office Pretoria and an official basedHretoria, South Africa. Significant
among these were the three studies carried ouhdy ¢gal Assistance Centre (LAC):
namely: i) Addressing the development of the Sayples in Namibia as a marginalized
community within Government planning and servicéy; Review of development

partners and ongoing and planned San developmgiattires and; iii) Review of the

existing legal and regulatory framework for therpation and protection of San rights in
Namibia.

Based on the initial project work plan, the projedso conducted two important
workshops; one was ‘Stakeholders workshop on TngilNeeds Analysis regarding the
rights and sustainability of development effortghivi San communities’ (April 2010);
the LAC report on needs assessment was a usefldgioamd document for the
workshop. In addition, the project was involvedtire organization of two regional
workshops: i) Sub-regional conference was organikedember 11-12), introducing the
topic of Indigenous peoples’ rights, the ILO Contens No.169 and 111 and the context
of the San in Namibia; ii) Regional Consultative M&hop was held in Windhoek, with
the objectives, amongst others, of strengthen wgrkielations between OPM and
regional decentralized structures and to createrdowated development approach
towards San development in Namibia (13 Novembef20lowards the end of 2010, the
project also organized a Stakeholders study touBdath Africa for the purpose of
visiting and gaining experience on San Communied from developmental actors in
the country.

Overall, about half of the scheduled activitiestfar £' phase of the project could not be
carried out due to the slow start; but efforts hagen made to incorporate these and new
activities in the Work Plan designed for 2011slsuggested that, in the light of the
findings of this review, the work plan should beiesved and a two-year schedule of
activities designed (2011-2012).

3. Purpose, scope and clients of the evaluation

The project document stipulates that towards thk @@nth of the project cycle, an ILO

internal progress review will be commissioned, whbadings will be presented in the

following steering committee meeting. Based on tieigiew, the detailed results and
activities as well as the implementation plan o gecond phase (2010-12) will be
specified. This review is a response to this agesgmrhe purpose of the mid term
review is to assess whether the project has deliviégs outputs as per work plan thus far;
it is also an assessment of the process of implatien with recommendations for

improvements in the ongoing implementation of thgqrt. Being a national project, the
scope of this evaluation covers the Republic of Niéam

This independent mid term review has been undentakeaccordance with the ILO
Evaluation Policy adopted by the Governing BodyNovember 2005, which provides
for systematic evaluation of programmes and prejant order to improve quality,
accountability and transparency of the ILO’s wostiengthen the decision-making
process and support constituents in forwarding mtecgork and social justice.
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Furthermore, the evaluation is undertaken in lihe 1LO Manual for Technical
Cooperation released by PARDEV in 2010.

The primary clients of the review are the ILO (Gemend Pretoria), project partners and
stakeholders— ODPM, WIMSA and AECID.

4. Methodology of evaluation

The review has been based on data from primary sseodndary sources. Data and
information from primary sources were derived fraami-structured interviews of
stakeholders and project management as defindwiproject document. Interviews and
discussions targeted the ODPM It was planned to ialerview Ministries that have a
part-mandate for San development; however, siregdhe yet to be fully involved in the
implementation of this project the idea was droppetérviews were extended to select
NGOs with major focus on San peoples (The Workimgup for Indigenous Minorities
in Southern Africa (WIMSA), The Nyae Nyae Developrhé-oundation, and Desert
Research Foundation of Namibia). In addition, édfinvolved with research works on
the project from the Legal Assistance Centre (LAZY) well as the representative of the
donor agency (AECI) were interviewed. The ILO Pesgme Coordinator of the ’
Towards the Elimination of the worst form of Chilédbour II' in Namibia was also
interviewed given the relevance of their activiti€se interviews utilized semi-structured
schedules and addressed the main evaluation gquediased on the evaluation criteria
defined in the TOR: aRelevance and strategic fit, b) Validity of desigh,Project
effectiveness, d) Project efficiency, e) Effectagsnof management arrangements and, f)
Sustainability.The evaluation criteria guided the formulationesfluation questions in
the course of field work.

Secondary sources of data /information included Itti@ project document; project

related reports, and any commissioned researchrtsepmd workshop proceedings;
Government publications; UN publications; projecahrmagement reports and relevant
publications/reports from the internet.

Data collected from all the sources mentioned weo#ated and analyzed using
appropriate statistical methods. Conclusions andmenendations of this evaluation are
based on the results of analysis of data colleftech both primary and secondary
sources.

One limitation of the evaluation process was tirmastraint; the exercise allowed only
two days for field work, obviously inadequate tokaand agree on appointments, meet
and interview clients scattered in different oficen Windhoek. Time and resource
constraints also precluded field visit to any Sammunity given their long distant
location from Windhoek.

5. Main Findings & Conclusions

5.1 Relevance and strategic fit
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The deplorable plight of the San has since beengrezed by the Government of
Namibia, and in response, policies and programnae® lbeen designed to empower
them to achieve recognition within the body polaid identify potentials for sustainable
development of the local resources available, oholg the promotion of self-
employment in non-traditional service sectors, tioeaof enabling environment for San
local economic development, and enactment of meadorend the discrimination. This
project is strategically relevant to the San Depglent Programme (SDP) which was
approved by Cabinet in November 2005 and is driwethe ODPM. The main objective
of the programme is to ensure the integration & $an into the mainstream of
Namibia’s economy in line with Vision 2030 (the obyis long term development
policy) and specific national development prograreme

Therefore, the ILO San development project remaiakd; so also are the project

objectives, outcomes and strategy. Particularlgveaht at this point is the project’s

activity under Output 2 targeting the establishnegfrea National Working Group on San

development issues among San organisations, iminah and national agencies and
NGOs, so as to improve coordination and collaboratf national and international

agencies at national and local levels though céegment San activities. However, the

work plan for phase 2 should review the definitmnoutputs and address the need for
project specific output indicators for future e\ation.

5.2 Effectiveness of management

The project is coordinated by ODPM, supported byidwal Steering Committee (NSC),
with the ILO Pretoria providing financial and admstmative support and technical
backstopping by the PRO169 & IPLED programme i@ IHeadquarters. The ODPM
initially worked directly with the ILO Pretoria afe through an official for most part of
the ' phase of the project; but little is known abouw thtervention of the ILO official
due to a virtual absence of institutional memortywhs not until September 2010,
following the appointment of a National Project @tinator by the ILO, that the Project
Steering Committee was constituted; the Committele its inaugural meeting on 17
November 2010. The ILO national project coordinatorks closely with the ODPM to
arrange meetings and circulate minutes to memferdar, the Steering Committee has
demonstrated commitment to implementation of tregeat, while recognizing the need
to make up for lost grounds in the earlier monthihe project. The evaluation found that
the composition of the Steering Committee is rativeited considering the range of
actors in the field; an expended committee shoukl donsidered. Given the
circumstances which constrained the appointmerth@flLO project coordinator at the
start of the project and the prolonged delay inoagpg one, it is not surprising that the
evaluation has no information about records of quici project monitoring reports,
including financial analysis.

5.3 Project efficiency
In terms of management ILO backstopping effortseheen effective, although the

delay in appointing a national project coordindtampered project implementation to a
considerable degree. Since the intervention of phgject coordinator started in
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September 2010, project implementation has progdessatisfactorily and this has
contributed to greater efficiency of resource mdition.

However, not more than 50% of planned activitiesenactually carried out; and less
than 20% of the funds for the project were expendedng the first two years of its
operation. The Steering Committee should ensure tti& annual work plan for the
remaining two years of the project incorporatesséhactivities which could not be
executed during the®'IPhase and define fro execution activities considletrategic to
the achievement of the immediate objectives ofptiogect.

5.4 Impact orientation and sustainability

This is essentially a capacity building project lwitocus Government institutional
strengthening and human capacity building. In ordeaddress the capacity building
concerns of the project, activities being implerserére anchored on the strategy which
addresses the capacity needs of Government deacisaers and planners on the one
hand, while on the other hand, targeting San deweémt programme implementers in
the communities. The main outputs of the project e improved awareness and
acknowledgement of indigenous peoples’ rights blipuand private stakeholders, and
improved capacities of relevant Government mirestand other selected actors to apply
the principles of ILO Conventions 111 and 169 invalepment programmes and
activities with  San communities across Namibia. effectively implemented, the
sustainability of project activities would be assiir

The project also addresses capacity building ofiisgtutions with a mandate for San
development in the country. In order to strengttitenODPM in its coordination role, a
national Steering Committee has been set up andvbdsed quite well; however, an
enlarged Committee would facilitate the coordimatdf project activities even better,
thus paving the way for a formal institutional matsm. In recognition of the need to
achieve coherence and effective coordination of thenerous San projects and
programmes across the country, the project alsostx on the creation of a National
Working Group on San; with the collaboration of W8, LAC and ODPM under this
project, efforts are being made to move the prdjethis direction during the"2 Phase.
In support of sustainability, the project also ltafocus on human capacity building; so
far, this has been done through workshop trainmwplving Government officials from
11 Ministries with a mandate related to San devekqt; participation of stakeholders in
knowledge sharing at ILO project workshops and €mrices; exposure of selected
stakeholders to San development issues in anothertry, South Africa, through the
study tour organized by the project in December0234so through the San Website
being developed under this project, knowledge sigawnill be broadened and capacities
strengthened on San development and human righugds The project itself plans to
support the creation of the San Council and reer@an intern soon, paid by the ILO, to
work closely with the Project Coordinator, on thedarstanding that ODPM will absorb
the San official into the Government structures aodtinue working on related project
activities after the end of the project cycle ir120

6. Recommendations & Lessons Learned
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6.1 Main recommendations

a)

b)
c)

d)

9)

h)

It is important that ODPM honors its pledge in #igned Project Document by
providing office pace (and possibly infrastructuie)the smooth operation of the
project.

The project management should consider a revielveoSteering Committee in
order to more effective by broadening its membgxshi

Project management should prepare the requiredgirojonitoring reports on a
regular basis in accordance with the ILO practices.

In support of sustainability and effective poliaydgprogramme management, the
project should take the necessary steps towardsstablishment and sustained
functioning of a National Working Group on San Diepenent and the San
Council in Namibia.

In order to facilitate policy and planning formuéat and implementation, the
project should support a small-scale socio-econamoidy of San peoples to
produce a profile of the San peoples, showing ttmawhics of their population
and associated social, demographic and economizaiiods in comparison with
the national averages available.

Project management should consider a re-evaluafitme structure of the
project’s Logical Framework and include for the egning two years (or so) of
the project cycle project specific output indicatdogether with their
corresponding baselines and targets.

The project should facilitate linkages between Goreent and potential donors
to support the implementation of specific developtpojects in San
communities by local CBOs and NGOs.

To the extent possible, the project should collatswith relevant UN agencies,
particularly in Joint Programmes that are of inséte the ILO, under the current
UNDAF for Namibia in order to achieve synergy.

6.2 Important lessons learned

a)

b)

By broadening the composition of the Project Step€Gommittee, the project
would have taken an important step towards thébkstanent and sustained
functioning of a National Working Group on San depenent in Namibia. Such
an efficient project implementation arrangementplaing the active

involvement of Government and implementing partnersvides the best strategy
for smooth project implementation.

Prolonged delay in sharing project reports (inahgdiesearch reports, workshop
reports, etc.) undermines the utility of such répand might amount to
inefficient utilization of project’s resources.

6.3 Good Practices
Project’s research reports were shared with a wadlience than originally intended
through the ILO Sub-Regional Conference therebyeging impact beyond the national

level.
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The project addressed knowledge sharing meetistp&Eholders in conjunction with the
ILO Sub-Regional Conference on the Rights of Indges Peoples/Marginanised
Communities in November 2010 by utilizing the Coefee venue to share the research
reports prepared for the ILO project by LAC, andwyided recommendations for
addressing some of the most critical issues reggurttiie promotion and protection of the
rights of San peoples in Namibia. According to @enference report, the Conference
provided an excellent opportunity to delegatesldidiog stakeholders from Namibia) to:
a) Bring to the fore and deliberate the major @mgkes regarding development of
marginalized communities, and especially San Conitiesnin Namibia; and b) Provide
inputs to a White Paper on Marginalised Communitese drafted in Namibia.

10
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1. Project Background
1.1 Introduction
Namibia is a multi-ethnic society and there arestitutional provisions for the protection
of the right of every person to enjoy, practic&fpss, maintain and promote any culture,
language, tradition or religion without compromgithe rights of others or national
interest. Among the major ethnic groups are Ovamidm make up half of the
population, followed by the Kavango at 9%, the Herat 7%, and Damara 7%; others
include Nama 5%, Caprivian 4%, Baster 2%, San 2&cTawana 0.5% . The available
evidence shows that the San, with an estimatedl pofaulation of 33,000, are the most
marginalized and impoverished minority group in ti@mibian society. Scattered in
districts across the Northern and Eastern partdavhibia, the San rely on small scale
agricultural practices subsidized by governmentfavel subventions and are by any
measure the poorest ethnic group in the countngt-ifdependence efforts by the
Government and development partners to redressntieances in social and economic
conditions of the population of Namibia resultimgrh apartheid policy have had little
effect on the plight of the San who have becomeemsingly marginalised from
mainstream society, worsened by their limited cdpao access social services and
economic opportunities.

It has been reported that one of the most sensitwas as regards the rights of the San in
Namibia is their socio-economic rights, and impnaviheir socio-economic conditions
remains a challenge (Leslé Jansen, 2010). All secamomic indicators show the San
community not accessing their rights in confornuitigh the broader group of historically
disadvantaged Namibians (Ute Dieckmann, 2010). Alnean Commission’s Working
Group on Indigenous Populations/Communities alsaest in its 2005 report that
indigenous minorities in Namibia find themselvesaifistructurally subordinate position
to the dominant group, leading to marginalizatidddwever, the ILO evaluation mission
(2009) reported that there is a political will iiibia to improve the political and socio-
economic situation of the San communities, but thast other agencies are addressing
the issues in a piecemeal fashion. Given thatltkeHas the experience, knowledge and
international mandate to support governments torong the situation for indigenous
peoples in independent countries, the governmemiarhibia requested ILO support.
This is also in line with ILO Pretoria prioritiesé outcomes in the DWCP for Namibia.

The Government has also been collaborating withonat organizations and bodies
(LAC, WIMSA-NSU, CESP, etc.), international agersci¢gUNDP, ILO, UNICEF,
UNESCO, EU) and bilateral organizations (SECI, CEARaddressing the development
challenges of San peoples in the country. In aslditNamibia ratified in 2001 the ILO

11
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Discrimination Convention (Employment and OccupatidNo. 111), which is an
important legal instrument for the promotion andtpction of indigenous peoples rights
and decent work in line with the [ILO’s Indigencarsd Tribal Peoples Convention, 1989
(No. 169) and the 2007 United Nations Declaratiarttee Rights of Indigenous Peoples
(UNDRIP).

However, as Dieckmann’s report (2010) shows, thessventions have had limited
effect on the San peoples due to, among otheds al@bhared objective and an integrated
strategy. Worse still, the policy and programmeuispinto San peoples’ development
remain uncoordinated. Review of the San situatiso ahows that due to the lack of
disaggregated data for the San, little is known uabiheir social, economic and
demographic characteristics in Namibia beyond geities.

1.2 ILO Project (2008-2012)

This project (NAM/08/50/SPA: Promoting and applioatof indigenous peoples’ rights -
San peoples of Namibia) is the Namibia componentthed Indigenous Peoples
Programme under the AECI-ILO partnership progran20@8/12. It has been designed
to address aspects of the development challengeg taeed by the San in Namibia.

Objectives

The overall (or development) objective of the pcoje to contribute to poverty reduction
through the promotion of the rights and participgatsocio-economic development of the
San peoples of Namibia based on their needs andhieps. The immediate objectives
are to:

i) Strengthen the San development planning and caadirdimcapacity of policy
makers in ministries and government department and,
i) Generate greater coherence among development enteoms in support of

the San communities in Namibia through improvedwoeting and
knowledge sharing.

2.2 Project strategy
In order to achieve the immediate objectives ofgtaect within four years, the
following strategies have been planned:

i) Sensitizing the Government to the principles of 9 and c. 111 and
improving the policy response and current Goverrinpeactices as well as
overall coordination all organizations that aredived in the development of
San communities.

i) Initiating and supporting a more effective dialochetween the stakeholders
(including national and international organizatiovith a mandate to facilitate
or directly provide services to San communitiesIM8A, the NNDF, CESB,
and FCEAR and a number of CBOs) and the governmesrder to reinforce
the impact of development efforts for the San.

The logic behind the project strategy derived fribvia recognition that the stakeholders
on this project operate at two interrelated butis levels; one is the Government and

12
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its agencies, operating at governance level ofcpoland regulatory framework
formulation and development programming; while tlieer comprises local and partner
programme implementers (international agencies bodies, and local NGOs, and
CBOs) at the operational level. Hence, the profes focused its strategy on improved
coordination and consultation among national lestakeholders for the promotion of the
rights of the San. On the one hand, the projeateqly consists of capacity strengthening
and sensitizing the Government of Namibia to a mpaeticipatory and inclusive
development approach that seeks to engage the Sapadners in sustainable
development rather than as beneficiaries of aidveglfare; and on the other, enlisting a
more effective participation of implementers (im&iional and local organizations) in
implementing San related development policies, lamd programmes in a coordinated
manner.

2.1.1 Outcomes

Given that there are many agencies in the coummcjiding Government, implementing

numerous policy and development initiatives thatukon the human rights and socio-
economic development of San peoples, it is expdbideffective implementation of the

project should lead to: a) increased coherencehen folicy, regulatory and legal

framework that constitutes the San developmentp@nvironment in Namibia, b) more

effective mainstreaming of San peoples’ rightsha tontext of ministerial programmes
and activities by national policy makers and plasrand; c) more effective coordination
of the ongoing rights and livelihoods development a&ross-sectoral programmes in
support of the San that is undertaken by the variwational and international actors,
through the Government of Namibia, resulting in sugable synergies and scale effects.

The expected long-terms outcomes of the project are

i) The Namibian society will have a more positive ppton of the San and
their contribution to the rich cultural heritageNdmibia;

i) The San will have developed stronger ties as eqjtiaéns of the Namibian
society;

iii) The Government of Namibia continues to developi@petory and enabling
policies and practices for San development and;

iv) San women, men and youth will have improved actesmployment and
income generation opportunities.

2.1.2 Outputs and activities

The main outputs of the project are improved awassnand acknowledgement of
indigenous peoples’ rights by public and privasksholders, and improved capacities of
government ministries and departments and othectssl actors to apply the principles
of ILO conventions 111 and 169 in development prognes and activities with San
communities across Namibia. The two stated outpoftsthe project and their
corresponding activities are the following:

Output 1: National policy makers and planners hemproved capacities to mainstream
San peoples’ rights into national development pamgmes and activities

13
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b)

c)

d)

e)

Mid-Term Review of ILO San Project Namibia

Review of the existing legal and regulatory framewfor the promotion and
protection of San peoples’ rights in Namibia

Training needs analysis and a series of trainingksimps for government staff
on the international debate about the rights dig@nous peoples, the principles
of C. 169 and C. 111 and their relevance for Saeldpment in Namibia
Facilitate national and district-level dialogue etgebetween traditional
authorities and the government to appropriatelyeustdnd the needs and
aspirations of the San

Develop plans of action for selected ministrieshomw to appropriately consult
and include San peoples in ministerial programnnelsagtivities

Establish quality control system for the monitorangl evaluation of the impact
of Government supported San development programmes

Output 2: Local stakeholders and multi-bilateravepment partners have increased
capacities to more effectively coordinate San dgweknt programmes and activities

a)

b)

9)

Undertake review of ongoing San development programand activities
implemented by government institutions and othésrac with a view to
identifying linkages, overlaps, gaps, best prastaed lessons learned
Undertake national knowledge sharing seminars livithministries, government
institutions, national and international developimenganisation and
representatives from San traditional authoritiegressent studies etc., and discuss
challenges and constraints concerning San developme

Establish National Working Group on San developn®sntes among San
organisations, international and national agermmesNGOs

Improve coordination and collaboration of natioaadl international agencies at
national and local levels though concrete joinivacts

Establish an internet-based resource platform tehlyidisseminate information
on San development programmes in Namibia and thergment’s efforts to
promote the rights of the San

Mobilise additional resources to undertake sociatk®ating campaign on the
contribution of the San culture to the nationatw@l heritage of Namibia in
order to stem stigmatization and foster appreaiatiothe San culture among
other ethnic groups

Assess the impact of the social marketing campanghthe appreciation and
retaining of its messages by the broader population

2.3 Implementation arrangements and project manageent

The project identified the Office of the Deputy rReé Minister (ODPM) as the main
Government counterpart in the public sector for doerdination of implementation
activities. A Steering Committee was constitutedi an made up of four members
representing Government and partner agencies.

14



Mid-Term Review of ILO San Project Namibia

In terms of management, following the appointmdra dlational Project Coordinator in
September 2010, the Project Steering Committeeseaap and their inaugural meeting
held 17 November 2010.

The ILO appointed a national Project Coordinatddr, Bryan Gaomab, in September
2010 to oversee the day-to-day running of the ptoged monitor the overall project
implementation. He acts as as Secretary to thei®ge€ommittee. It planned that a San
Intern will soon be recruited under the projectstgpport the national coordinator and
who, after the project, would be absorbed by thé>®IDnto the Government system.

The project financed with 500,000 Euro from the Aga Espafiola de Cooperacion
Internacional para el Desarrollo (AECI) and conitibns in cash and kind from the
Government of Namibia, through the Office of thepDiy Prime Minister (ODPM). It is
a 4-year project which started in December 2008iarstheduled to end by December
2012. The project is financially, administrativelyd technically backstopped by the ILO
Pretoria and the PRO169 & IPLED programme in IL@aHquarters. Mr Albert Barume
(NORMS, ILO Geneva) is in charge of all C. 169 peygmes, including Namibia. Also,
Mr Karl Pfeffer was appointed Associate Expert iuglist 2010 by the ILO as
coordinator for the DWCP in Namibia and has sin@erb active in technically
backstopping the San project as well. Apart from thO Pretoria office, the project
draws on technical input from other units in thaurfesectors of the ILO, Geneva
(Standards, Employment, Social Protection, Socialdgue) and the ILO’s International
Training Centre, Turin, Italy.. The office of theDBM is expected to make an in-kind
contribution through the provision of office spadeurthermore, national and local
institutions participating in programme activitiae expected to invest time and funds to
implement the continuous activities of their orgations.

This evaluation has been carried out by the ILGcefPretoria, utilizing the services of
an independent evaluator, in accordance with th@Hase of the project document; it is
expected that the findings will be presented inrtbet steering committee meeting and it
recommendations will inform the formulation of thetivities of Phase 2 of the project
(2010-12).

I [JPresent situation of project
2.4.1 Project activities

Although the project started officially in Decemli#008 the substantive ILO National
Project Coordinator (NPC) was not in place untpt®enber 2010; before then aspects of
initial project activities were being technicallpdkstopped by an ILO official based in
Pretoria, South Africa. Significant among theseemtre three studies carried out by the
Legal Assistance Centre (LAC): namely: i) Addregsihe development of the San
peoples in Namibia as a marginalized community iwitBovernment planning and
services; ii) Review of development partners angoamy and planned San development
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initiatives and; iii) Review of the existing legaind regulatory framework for the
promotion and protection of San rights in Namibia.

In terms of knowledge sharing, the reports weresgmted at the Sub-Regional 1LO
Conference on indigenous and marginalized peopied/indhoek in October 2010; one
of the reports was also shared at the needs assatstgaining workshop.

2.4.3 Project inputs and sustainability

The project is being financed with inputs from AE&hounting to 500,000 Euro (see
budget summary in the Annex 5) for four years (22082). The project expected
contributions in cash and kind from the local ceupart, the Office of the Deputy Prime
Minister (ODPM). So far the Donor agency has resjgonto its pledge in a timely

manner; in addition, representative of the ageras garticipated actively in the Project
Steering Committee activities, including meetingd ¢is Mid-Term evaluation process.
The ODPM on its part has also supported the progmathusiastically through

coordination of project activities as Steering Cdttee Chair and by providing support
to workshops and related project activities.

JJPurpose, scope and clients of the evaluation

The purpose of the mid-term review is to assessthveineghe project has delivered its
outputs as per work plan thus far, and to assesgtbcess of implementation with
recommendations for improvements in the ongoingemgentation of the project. Being
a national project, the scope of this evaluatiorece the Republic of Namibia.

This external mid-term review has been undertakenaccordance with the ILO
Evaluation Policy adopted by the Governing BodyNovember 2005, which provides
for systematic evaluation of programmes and prejent order to improve quality,
accountability and transparency of the ILO’s wostrengthen the decision-making
process and support constituents in forwarding mlecgork and social justice.
Furthermore, the evaluation was undertaken in time ILO Manual for Technical
Cooperation released by PARDEV in 2010.

The primary clients of the review are the ILO (Gemend Pretoria), project partners and
stakeholders— ODPM, WIMSA and AECID.

'Methodology of evaluation

The review has been based on data from primary sseodndary sources. Data and
information from primary sources were derived fraami-structured interviews of

stakeholders and project management as defindwiproject document. Interviews and
discussions targeted the ODPM It was planned to ialerview Ministries that have a

part-mandate for San development; however, siregdhe yet to be fully involved in the

implementation of this project the idea was droppkderviews were extended to
selected NGOs with major focus on San peoples Woeking Group for Indigenous
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Minorities in Southern Africa (WIMSA), The Nyae NgaDevelopment Foundation,
Desert Research Foundation of Namibia). In additwfficials involved with research
works on the project from the Legal Assistance €@en.AC), as well as the
representative of the donor agency (AECI) wererugved. The ILO Programme
Coordinator of the * Towards the Elimination of thrst form of Child Labour’ in
Namibia was also interviewed given the relevanceheir activities. The interviews
utilized semi-structured schedules and addressedhtin evaluation questions based on
the evaluation criteria defined in the TOR: a) Ralece and strategic fit, b) Validity of
design, c) Project effectiveness, d) Project edficy, e) Effectiveness of management
arrangements and, f) Sustainability. The evaluatioteria guided the formulation of
evaluation questions in the course of field work.

Secondary sources of data /information included ItH@ project document; project

related reports, and any commissioned researchrtsepmd workshop proceedings;
Government publications; UN publications; projecarmagement reports and relevant
publications/reports from the internet.

Data collected from all the sources mentioned weodated and analysed using
appropriate statistical methods. Conclusions andmenendations of this evaluation are
based on the results of analysis of data colleftech both primary and secondary
sources.

One limitation of the evaluation process was timastraint; the exercise allowed only
two days for field work, obviously inadequate tokamand agree on appointments, meet
and interview clients scattered in different oficen Windhoek. Time and resource
constraints also precluded field visit to any Sammunity given their long distant
location from Windhoek.

4. Evaluation Findings

4.1 Relevance and strategic fit

The deplorable plight of the San has since beeongrezed by the Government of
Namibia, and in response, policies and programnze® lbeen designed to empower
them to achieve recognition within the body poldrd identify potentials for sustainable
development of the local resources available, oholy the promotion of self-
employment in non-traditional service sectors, tioeaof enabling environment for San
local economic development, and enactment of measto end the discrimination.
Significant among such steps are the Communal [Refdrm Act of 2002 which gives
the San people the legal right to participate dgualdecisions affecting their lands, and
the 2005 San Development Programme (SDP) which emasted through parliament
decision and placed in the Deputy Prime Minist@®Tice (DPMO) to coordinate San
development initiatives in areas such as educatiwhscholar ships. This project is also
strategically relevant to the San Development Romgne (SDP) which was approved by
Cabinet in November 2005 and is driven by the ODHAMe main objective of the
programme is to ensure the integration of the $am the mainstream of Namibia’s
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economy in line with Vision 2030 (the county’'s lotgrm development policy) and
specific national development programmes. The Rrogre also makes reference to the
National Development Plan 3, in which the welfafeah® San falls under “Key Result
Area: Quality of Life”, with its goal to eradicagxtreme poverty and hunger.

In support of Government efforts, the ILO itselfshaeen collaborating with interested
UN agencies in Joint Programmes to address thbatgiigthe San in Namibia. Under the
current UNDAF for Namibia (2006-2010), the ILO isvolved (in collaboration with
UNESCO, the United Nations Human Settlements Progre, the United Nations
Environment Programme) in a Joint Programme on athwle Cultural Tourism
submitted to the UNDP-Spain MDG Achievement Funige TJoint Programme aims to
help to achieve MDGs 1, 3, 6 and 7 by focusing avepty reduction, gender
mainstreaming, mainstreaming of HIV and AIDS isslieked to the cultural tourism
sites, and ensuring the sustainability of environtakécultural assets. The UN agencies
involved are UNESCO, and the ILO. The programme saiad empowering local
communities, including San communities, through camity-based tourism and local
economic development initiatives. The ILO has alileg role in the implementation of
this component, given its extensive experience nmpleyment creation and small
business enterprise development.

The San project is part of the Namibian DWCP anihiw the context of the current
UNDAF for Namibia (2006-2010), it contributes toetHollowing country specific
outcomes: capacity building of government departsiand officials; policy advice and
Policy Dialogue; Social Marketing Campaigns; Studyurs; coordination and
Knowledge Sharing events; Knowledge managemeneggsand; networking support.

In spite of Government efforts and interventionsthg development partners including
the ILO since independence, the plight of San p=ophve not improved significantly.
Presently, there are three major development aigete still facing the San in Namibia;
namely, i) to empower the San to unlock this dgwelent potential and to work their
way out of poverty, ii) to increase awareness efrights of the San as equal partners in
development and, iii) to effectively coordinate tfeemulation and implementation a
comprehensive development framework.

Given the above narrative, the ILO San developnpeoject remains valid; so also are

the project objectives aimed at capacity buildifigsovernment policy and programme

designers as well as the programme implementetiseirSan communities. Particularly

relevant at this point is the project’s activityden Output 2 targeting the establishment of
a National Working Group on San development issaeg®ng San organisations,

international and national agencies and NGOs, st agree on a common objective,

shared strategy and improved coordination and loot&tion of national and international

agencies at national and local levels though cdéag¢oint San activities.

4.2 Validity of design

In general terms, the design of the project isdvalihe background review draws
evidence from the country and makes a clear casea fproject of this nature, with
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justification for the role of ILO under the NamibiBWCP. The project is also

appropriately designed to sensitize the Governneetite principles of C. 169 and c. 111
and improve the policy response and current Goventrpractices as well as overall
coordination of all organizations that are involvéd the development of San

communities in the country. In addition, the projEcuses on initiating and supporting a
more effective dialogue between the stakeholdersuding national and international
organizations with a mandate to facilitate or diseprovide services to San communities
- WIMSA, the NNDF, CESB, and FCEAR and a numbeC80s) and the Government
in order to reinforce the impact of developmenbeff for the San.

The overall (or development) objective of the peojs to contribute to poverty reduction
through the promotion of the rights and participgtsocio-economic development of the
San peoples of Namibia based on their needs anchiieps. This is consistent with the
expressed concerns, which have also been echo#tklgevelopment partners, for the
need to uphold and promote the rights of the Saplps as a minority group in the
country and to enhance their capacity through dducatraining and technical support
for their increasing access to productive resouaceksocial services.

The immediate objectives, as already defined abarefwo both anchored on the need
for capacity building of Government policy makersdgorogramme planners, and the
development partners, local and international, udiclg the bilateral and multilateral
organizations in the country. Expected long-terncomes are that the Government of
Namibia continues to develop participatory and énglpolicies and practices for San
development and that San women, men and youthhemé increased awareness of their
rights and improved access to employment and inageneration opportunities.

In terms of its design, the Logical Framework floe project specifies most of its output
indicators at national rather than project leveld an the absence of indicator baseline
and target, it is difficult to objectively assesogress made in implementation beyond
description of activities carried out. In additi@valuation is made more difficult when,

as in this project, outputs are pitched at suclgh level of national achievement. Output
indicators are specified in the Logical FramewasKalows:

Output 1:

1.1 At least 75% of policy stakeholders targetedcpacity building show improved
knowledge and capacity of IP rights;

1.2 Existing plans of actions for San developmergavernment programmes.
Output 2:

2.1 At least 75% of stakeholders participatingmowledge sharing events report
increased awareness and understanding of San gaved

2.2 National working group on San rights and depelent meet regularly

2.3 Number of opportunities for joint programmimg an development identified and
implemented

2.4 More consistent messages on the UN’s role atiditaes in San development
communicated to stakeholders

2.5 Greater information flow between UN agenciesSan development initiatives in
Namibia
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If indeed, the capacities of national policy makersmproved by whatever measure at
the end of this project, such an achievement cabaatttributed to this project efforts
alone since there are many actors in the fieldudlioly Government itself and
development partners (bilateral and multilateragamizations) contributing to this
empirical indicator. The same applies to OutpuvBich focuses on increased capacities
of local stakeholders and multi-bilateral developmeartners to mainstream San
peoples’ rights into national development programraad activities. Any indicator of
this output can only be the result of contributidns various development agencies,
including this ILO project input. Therefore, it @fficult to determine in any evaluation
the relative contribution of any agency to the attmmdicator. Only the indicator 2.3
above has been operationally defined and can besurezh in relation to project
performance.

Given this design, project evaluation could onlentify and describe the range of
activities carried out under each output; it ididifit in such an exercise to measure the
degree of progress made in achieving the ILO Samjegrr objectives. In the
circumstance, project management may wish to censadre-valuation of the project
Logical Framework and realistically define for tremaining two years (or so) of the
project cycle output indicators specific to projectivities rather than the results of all
inputs by Government and development partners. dfitlsuch a modification to the
Logical Framework, it will be difficult to rigoroly determine the extent of progress
made in project implementation at the end of tleggat cycle in December 2012.

4.3 Project progress and effectiveness

The issue addressed here is the extent to whicjegbi® immediate objectives were

achieved, or expected to be achieved, since theiadfbeginning of the project taking

into account their relative importance. As alreadyed in section 4.2 above, the design
of the project makes it difficult to for an evaligat to determine the extent of progress
towards the achievement of project's immediate abjes; at best, project activities

carried out under each output are examined in t&mexecution and results. The first
phase of the implementation plan (2008-2010) defalil the activities expected to be
carried out in addressing each of the two projesinediate objectives and their

corresponding outputs (Prodoc. Section 3, p18-19).

4.3.1 Immediate objective 1

The first immediate objective is to strengthen 8sn development planning and
coordination capacity of policy makers in minissriand government departments.
The expected output idNational policy makers and planners have improved
capacities to mainstream San peoples’ rights irgbamal development programmes
and activitiesUnder output 1, the project identified five actieg to be carried out
in the first two years of its operation as detailedection 2.2.2 above; but at the end
of 2010, the project touched only on three of them.

Under a contract awarded to the LAC in 2010, Msldekansen carried out a study:

“Review of the existing legal and regulatory franoekwfor the promotion and protection
of San peoples’ rights in Namibia”. The study wasllwesearched and the report
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circulated to ILO and ODPM, and later shared wittkkeholders at the ILO Sub-Regional
Conference organized inn partnership with the AficCommission on Human and
Peoples’ Rights and the Office of the Prime Ministe Namibia on: on the Rights of
Indigenous Peoples/Marginalised Communities andlabhach of the Overview Report
on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples in 24 Africau@ries from 11 to 12 October 2010
at Safari Hotel and Conference Centre in Windhdkmibia.

Regarding training needs of Government functiosadealing with San issues, two
related activities were carried out as planned uttiefirst phase of the project. The first
was a commissioned study by the ILO to LAC to utader a study of the training needs
of 11 Namibian Government Ministries. The studylteéh a training needs analysis for
Government staff and relevant civil society orgatians on the inclusion of San
peoples’ issues in the planning and implementadio@overnment services in Namibia
(Lesle Jensen, April 2010). Related to this wasdteduct of a one-day workshop (19
April 2010) on: Training needs analysis for goveeminstaff on the international debate
about the rights of indigenous peoples, the priesipf C. 169 and C. 111 and their
relevance for San development in Namibia. The LAgort provided the background for
the workshop deliberations. The workshop attrad¢@garticipants drawn from the level
of Government planners representing ministries wittandates related to the
development of San peoples in Namibia. Following wWorkshop, project management
prepared a report and circulated it to all the eomed parties. It is difficult to determine
the impact of the one-day workshop on the partidigpagiven the complexity of the
issues to be addressed and the slow process dfigapailding efforts. The project itself
recognized this and planned that “a series of itrqgivorkshops” of this nature should be
carried out in support of this output. At best, tre-day training workshop, even if the
training was rigorous and useful, should be reghrds a start. Similar training
workshops should be carried out with the same §qtatticipants in the course of
implementing the ¥ phase of this project in order to generate theetgul impact.

Taken together, it is not clear how these workshiopge impacted on the project in
general or, arising from their conclusions and rec®ndations, whether Government
and/or implementing partners have taken any st&lpgted to the achievement of the ILO
San project objectives. The reports of these wagshwere prepared by the project
coordinator and were sent to ODPM for commentsreefioalization and distribution to
the stakeholders. However, the response from ODBMtill being awaited. It is
suggested that the Steering Committee should sgabyflist such reports for discussion
and agree on when they should be circulated toeraed parties in order to avoid long
delays.

The project also organized a consultative meetiitly k@presentatives of the planned San
Council (20 April 2010), an activity designed tccifdate national and district-level

dialogue between traditional authorities and thgegoment in order to appropriately
understand the needs and aspirations of the Saer da 13 October 2010, the project
again organized a national workshop to discussnéeds and aspirations of the San
peoples which would be addressed in any futurer8ated development activities. The
project coordinator also participated in the SamreBhg Committee AGM on 3
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November 2010 at which the project’'s aims and dhbyjes were shared with members. In
addition, the project still has plans to organizesaaies of consultations with the

stakeholders in the course of the project impleateori beyond the first phase. Whatever
is being done to improve dialogue with the San, #stablishment and sustained
functioning of a San Council should be regardegrasity and a veritable strategy for

the promotion of their social recognition and efifee participation in the development

process.

4.3.2 Immediate objective 2

The second immediate objective of the project igeaerate greater coherence among
development interventions in support of the San roamities in Namibia through
improved networking and knowledge sharing. Thiseotiye has one output.ocal
stakeholders and multi-bilateral development pardrigave increased capacities to more
effectively coordinate San development programmesaativities.The project planned
to carry out seven related activities in order¢hiave the stated output at the end of the
first phase of the project (2010); however, onlyethplanned activities were actually
done.

While the project was still being managed from &at South Africa, one of the initial
activities was the contract awarded to LAC earlg@i0 to undertake three studies under
this project. Of direct relevance to the secondeumtooutput was the LAC Report IlI
based on the ILO commissioned studies on the Salawfibia in 2010. The study report,
titled: Review Report on Ongoing San Development InitiatiseNamibiawas prepared
by Dr Ute Diekmann and submitted to the ILO in A@D10. As specified in the
project’'s work plan, the report reviewed of ongoidgn development programmes and
activities implemented by government institutionsd aother actors, and identified
linkages, overlaps, gaps, best practices and lsdeamned. The major conclusions and
recommendations of this important report shouldbetaken lightly by the Government
and other stakeholders. Among others, the repatest

R diverse initiatives regarding developmenttigiives in San communities in
various parts of Namibia are under way. Howeverjnaggrated strategy towards such
development is lacking. Consequently, proper coatitbn of development activities is
lacking as well. Although the Office of the DepwiRyime Minister (ODPM) established
the SDP, even Government activities in relatioth San generally lack an integrated
strategy, and programmes of the various O/M/Asrateall integrated into the SDP. In
addition, the activities of UN agencies regardihg San are not coordinated properly
(apart from the Joint Programmes, where activhigge to be coordinated, but not around
a special San focus). To ensure sustainabilitylddan-directed development activities,
therefore, coordination has to become institutiseal across all the organisations
involved in San-directed development programmesékmann, 2010, p32).

A related activity was the organization of a knage sharing meeting of stakeholders in
conjunction with the ILO Sub-Regional Conference the Rights of Indigenous
Peoples/Marginanised Communities, and the launcthef“Overview Report of the
Rights of Indigenous Peoples in 24 African Coustrieeld in Windhoek (11-13 October
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2010). This was a direct response to the projeant pb undertake national knowledge
sharing seminars with line ministries, governmestitutions, national and international
development organisation and representatives framt&ditional authorities to present
study reports and discuss challenges and con&raamcerning San development. The
project utilized the Conference venue to shareréiperts prepared for the ILO-AECID

Project on “Promoting the Implementation of the liRggof the San in Namibia” done by
the Legal Assistance Centre in Namibia, and provetmmendations for addressing
some of the most critical issues regarding the ptan and protection of the rights of

San peoples in Namibia. According to the Conferegepert, the Conference provided an
excellent opportunity to delegates to: a) Bringthe fore and deliberate the major
challenges regarding development of marginalizethroanities, and especially San
Communities in Namibia; and b) Provide inputs toMhite Paper on Marginalised

Communities to be drafted in Namibia. The Confeeergport has since been widely
distributed by the ILO.

The project also organized a study tour for selbstakeholders to South Africa with the
objective to visit San communities and interacthw@&an development actors in the
country. The idea was that through such a jointcoete activity, the project would be
contributing to improved coordination and collabdma of national and international
agencies at national and local levels. The study twas undertaken from 5 to 11
December 2010. It involved 9 officials, 3 women d@hdhen, representing some of the
stakeholders: 2 from Government; 4 San traditiocldiefs; 1 WIMSA education
coordinator; and the ILO project coordinator. Aaling to the tour report, it was the
first cross boundary visit between the San comnemiesiding within the boundaries of
South Africa and Namibia and was regarded as reshéek Based on experience sharing
and lessons learned, the participants made a nuafilbecommendations that could be
useful in policy formulation and programme manageiethe San communities.

4.4 Project efficiency

The ILO expertise deployed to the project considtthe national Project Coordinator,
Mr. Brian Goamab and Officials who backstopped phagect from Pretoria, including
Mr. Karl Pfeffer who joined the ILO in july 2010 started working on the project in
august 2010. Apart from financial management, IPegtise supported a number of
important project activities carried out from 20@82010. Significant among them were
the three research works commissioned to LAC, &md $takeholders workshop on
Training Needs Analysis regarding the rights anstanability of development efforts
within San communities’ (April 2010). With additiahsupport from the ILO Office in
Geneva, technical backstopping was also providedwo regional workshops: i) Sub-
regional conference was organized (November 11-12yoducing the topic of
Indigenous peoples’ rights, the ILO Conventions168. and 111 and the context of the
San in Namibia; ii) Regional Consultative Workshepas held in Windhoek, with the
objectives, amongst others, of strengthen workglgtions between OPM and regional
decentralized structures and to create coordindeelopment approach towards San
development in Namibia (13 November 2010). The l&@pport to the Sub-Regional
Conferences included Mr Albert Barume, ILO GeneWws. Karl Pfeffer, ILO Pretoria,
Ms Poppy Mthembu, ILO Pretoria; Mr. Mandigona MagniLO Pretoria and; Mr.
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Bryan Gaomab, ILO Namibia. Towards the end of 2ahe, ILO Office Pretoria also
supported a Stakeholders study tour to South Affazathe purpose of visiting and
gaining experience on San Communities and from I[dpueental actors in the country.
To the extent that research reports were presameédliscussed at national and regional
workshops to the benefit of stakeholders beyond iNiamthe backstopping support
provided by the ILO in general has been quite éffec

Following his appointment in September 2010, thgonal ILO Project Coordinator has
followed through the implementation of project aties: he developed an inventory of
project stakeholders; participated in the orgamradf the Sub Regional Conference on
the Rights of Indigenous /Marginalized Communitiesd the launch of Overview
Reports of Indigenous Communities in 24 Africanu@oies (11-12 October 2010);
participated in the national Conference on the Righf Indigenous Communities in
Namibia 13 October 2010; was actively involved lr torganization of the Regional
Consultative Workshop (22-25 November 2010). Hdlifated the establishment of the
project’'s Steering Committee and the conduct ofriggigural session on 17 November
2010. He also worked closely with the ILO Officeeferia in project monitoring,
organized and participated in the Namibian San eesidp study tour to South Africa (5-
12 December 2010) in which he also participatedjexh out a review of the work plan
for 2010 and, in collaboration with the Steeringn@uittee, developed a new one for
2011.

However, the project lacks an adequate working renment; the small office space
being used is rented by the ILO from a local NGliaugh moderately furnished. The
ODPM should be encouraged to respond to the pledgeovide office space for project
activities. The ILO should provide logistic supptwtthe NPC, including telephone and
transportation at the cost of the project. Belothe equipment inventory.

Table 1: Inventory of Project Equipment (March 2011

Equipment Condition
DELL Laptop Functional
Digital Sony Camera Functional

Cell phone — Nokia N97

Functional (no cell phorlevaance)

Office space with 1 desk and 3 chairs

Rent fro@ERNamibia (N$3500.00)

Transport

None

Source: ILO Project Office, Windhoek.

Finance: As already noted, the project is being financedhwitputs from AECI
amounting to 500,000 Euro (see budget summaryenAtmex 5) for four years (2008-
2012). ILO has been managing the project financialid has records of expenditure
from 2009 to 2011. The ILO expenditure recordsraredered in US Dollars and, given
fluctuations in the currency conversion rates maéionally, the evaluation has focused
on the Dollar figures generated by the Financei@eaf the ILO (see Table 2). From
the available records, it seems that the projethdt specify any budget provisions on an

24



Mid-Term Review of ILO San Project Namibia

annual basis or for the'Phase of the project 2008-2010. In the abseneehnfdget as
basis for specific activities, it is difficult to easure the implementation rates;
information is available only for commitment/expéunce. If allocation is taken as the
budget for the reference period, from the recordslable, the implementation rates are
(artificially) 100% on all the budget lines. Theafwation suggests that the project
management should prepare detailed budget baseahiowmal work plan, then make
request for allocations; an evaluation would therable to compute implementation rates
on an annual basis.

Table 2: Project expenditure patterns, 2009-2010 &5)

BL | Description Allocation | Commitment | Expenditure | Allocation
balance
2009
011 | International Experts| 165 165 165
017 | National Professional| 3,670 3,670 3,670
Personnel
021
067 | Prog. Support cost Ad312 311.93 312 -0.07
hoc
TOTAL 4147 4,146.93 4,147 -0.07
2010
011 International Experts| 15,889 20,224 20,224 -4,335
013 | Administrative 499 499
support
015 | Travel costs 6,540 6,540 6,540
016 | Mission costs 6,477 6,477 6,477
017 | National Professionall 13,900 13,900 13,900
Personnel
021 | Sub-contract 13,763 13,763 13,763
031 | Fellowships & Study 6,477 6,477 6,477
Tours
032 | Capacity Building &| 27,850 24,430 24,430 3,420
Training
041 | Equipment 3,238 2,938 2,938 300
051 | Operation &| 3,238 3,000 3,000 238
Maintenance
053 | Sundries 3,238 3,238 3,237 1
067 | Prog. Support Cost8,593 8,214 8,214 379
Ad Hoc
TOTAL 109,702 109,199 109,199 503
Source: ILO, Pretoria, Budget Management Systenchiieal Cooperation Projects,
(16-03-2011)

Project implementation in 2009 was limited, only, 2% was expended in the year. In
terms of expenditure patterns, in 2009, there veoslg three operational budget lines;
about 88.5% of all expenses went to payments fdioNal Professional Personnel. This
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pattern changed dramatically in 2010 as the prgggaing into action. In all, project
expenditure in 2010 amounted to $109,199, most lwithvwent to financing capacity
building and training activities (22.4%), followday International Experts (18.5%),
National Professional Personnel (12.7%), and Suftt@ct (12.6%). In the two years of
its operation the project expended a total of $348,out of the 500,000 Euro approved
for its execution in four years. Overall, projestplementation rate has been rather low,
probably not more than 20%, depending on the canwerrate from Euro to Dollar
during the period. From the design of the 2011 wqikn and based on the
recommendations of this evaluation, the projectrset® be poised for an increased rate
of project implementation during th&"®Phase.

4.5 Effectiveness of management arrangements

As already noted above, the project identified @féce of the Deputy Prime Minister
(ODPM) as the main Government counterpart in thaipsector for the coordination of
implementation activities. It was planned that safter its commencement, the project
will be supported by a national Steering Committeenprising selected stakeholders.
The ODPM initially worked directly with the ILO Puwaria office through an official for
most part of the *lphase of the project. Little is known about theiwention of the ILO
official in 2009 and part of 2010 due to a virtwddsence of institutional memory. In
terms of project management in Namibia, it wasurdil September 2010, following the
appointment of a National Project Coordinator bg thO, that the Project Steering
Committee established. The ILO project coordinaddr, Bryan Gaomab, stands in as
Secretary to the Committee and he works closelh wite Chairperson to arrange
meetings and circulate minutes to members. So tfa, Steering Committee has
demonstration commitment to the implementationhaf project, in recognition of the
need to make up for lost grounds in the earlierttmoof the project.

The evaluation found that the composition of theeBhg Committee is rather limited
considering the range of actors in the field amakelol on opinions expressed by those
interviewed, an expanded Committee could also delane representative each from:
the Legal Assistance Centre (LAC); National Plagn@ommission (NPC); Ministry of
Education and Training (MET); Ministry of Higher &chtion (MHE) and; Ministry of
Lands and Resettlement (MLR).

Except from the slow pace of implementation in fir& year, the project has been well
managed and, with the national project coordinetqiace supported by a reconstituted
Steering Committee, project implementation in thecomid phase should be more
effective and efficient.

In terms of project monitoring and evaluation, #rject Coordinator was expected to
prepare an inception report in time for the constie meeting of the programme steering
committee after the first three months of the paogme cycle, followed by regular
quarterly project implementation updates to theewaht ILO offices and the
PRO169/IPLED programme. In addition, the natiorajétt Coordinator should prepare
half-yearly progress reports (including detailedrkvglans) for submission to the
Steering Committee and ahead of its half-year mgstiGiven the circumstances which
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constrained the appointment of the ILO project dowtor at the start of the project and
the prolonged delay in appointing one, it is notpsging that the evaluation has no
records of periodic project monitoring reports liring financial analysis.

In terms of the Project Steering Committee thewatadn found that, under the ODPM as
Chair and supported by the ILO Project Coordinatsr Secretary, the Steering
Committee has performed quite well; its expandednbership should further increase
its effectiveness in achieving the objectives &f phoject.

4.6 Impact orientation and Sustainability

The project strategy is based on the need to lmaichcity among national stakeholders
(Government planners and policy makers, local atermational development partners —
NGOs, CBOs, UN, and bilateral agencies presentamilia) that will favour sustainable
development in San communities. In order to gepeirapact, project’s activities have
focused on Government institutional strengthenimg) lBuman capacity building. In order
to address the capacity building concerns of tiogept, activities being implemented are
anchored on the strategy which addresses the tapaseds of Government decision
makers and planners on the one hand, while tage®an development programme
implementers in the communities, on the other hadheffectively implemented, the
sustainability of project activities would be assiir

At the institutional level, the project has congtd a national Steering Committee to
manage the implementation of project activitiesystistrengthening the ODPM in

facilitating the formulation of policies and coamdiion of programmes aimed at the
development of San peoples. An enlarged Commitemiggested above would facilitate
the coordination of programme activities even betteus paving the way for a formal

institutional mechanism. In recognition of the nededachieve coherence and effective
coordination of the numerous San projects and progres across the country, the
project also focuses on the creation of a Natidwalrking Group on San; with the

collaboration of WIMSA, LAC and ODPM under this prot, efforts are being made to

move the project in this direction during tH¥ Phase. The national San Working Group
will support ODPM to coordinate the implementatiof the various San related

development policies and programmes being carrietl lmy the stakeholders -

Government, NGOs, UN, bilateral agencies, etc -osacrthe country. Also at the

institutional level, the project has been addrepdime establishment and sustained
functioning of a San Council that will serve asaitable link between the San peoples
on the one hand, and the Government and develograetniers on the other.

In support of sustainability, the project alsofdsus on human capacity building; so far,
this has been done through workshop training inmghGovernment officials from 11
Ministries with a mandate related to San develogmearticipation of stakeholders in
knowledge sharing at ILO project workshops and €mrices; exposure of selected
stakeholders to San development issues in anothertry, South Africa, through the
study tour organized by the project in December0234so through the San Website
being developed under this project, knowledge siganill be broadened and capacities
strengthened on San development and human rigiksss'he project itself plans to
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recruit a San officer paid by the ILO to work clyseith the Project Coordinator, on the
understanding that ODPM will absorb the San officiéo the Government structures to
continue working on related project activities aftee end of the project cycle in 2012.

The main outputs of the project will be improvedaag@ness and acknowledgement of
indigenous peoples’ rights by public and privasksholders, and improved capacities of
Government and other selected actors to apply timeiples of ILO Conventions 111
and 169 in development programmes and activitieth vian communities across
Namibia. The project complements other nationatiatives focusing on capacity
building among San support organizations and impgpthe livelihoods of the San.

Also in order to broaden participation and builgpaecity, the project is linked to related
programmes under the UNDAF. For illustration, tmepmsal for a Joint Programme on
Sustainable Cultural Tourism recently submitted ¥y in Namibia to the UNDP-Spain
MDG Achievement Fund aims to draw on the develogn@ncultural tourism as a
vehicle for poverty reduction, particularly amongomen and disadvantaged or
vulnerable groups. The Joint Programme, which aahesc the improvement of
livelihoods/food security and empowerment of riaammunities through the promotion
of cultural tourism is being planned by UNESCO, ltheted Nations Human Settlements
Programme, the United Nations Environment Prograrantéthe ILO. One component
of the Joint Programme aims to develop sustainatalasm services at the local level
that will lead to job creation and poverty reductioLocal communities will be
empowered, including San communities, through conitywbased tourism and local
economic development initiatives. The ILO will have leading role in the
implementation of this component, given this Samjqut and its extensive experience in
employment creation and small business enterpaseldpment.

5. Conclusions

The rather slow pace of San development in Nantibg&abeen attributed to the lack of a
shared objective, an integrated strategy and poogramme coordination. Given its

objectives and expected outcomes and outputspthjsct is strategically relevant to the
San Development Programme (SDP) which was approyé&giabinet in November 2005

and is driven by the ODPM.

The project strategy is based on the need to lmaichcity among national stakeholders
(Government planners and policy makers, local atermational development partners —
NGOs, CBOs, UN, and bilateral agencies presentamilia) that will favour sustainable
development in San communities. In order to gepeirapact, project’s activities have
focused on Government institutional strengtheningl éhuman capacity building.
Through its involvement in workshops and conferendbe project has contributed to
improved awareness and acknowledgement of indigepeoples’ rights by public and
private stakeholders, and improved capacities tHvasmt Government ministries and
other selected actors to apply the principles oD IConventions 111 and 169 in
development programmes and activities with San conities across Namibia. Also
through the San Website being developed undemtiojgct, knowledge sharing will be
broadened and capacities strengthened on San gewahb and human rights issues. The
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project itself plans to support the creation of 8an Council and recruit a San officer
soon, paid by the ILO, to work closely with the jéad Coordinator, on the understanding
that ODPM will absorb the San official into the Gowment structures and continue
working on related project activities after the esfdhe project cycle in 2012. Critical
aspects of the project activities not addresseohgdihase 1 should be incorporated into
the work plan for phase 2.

In terms of management, ILO backstopping effortgehbeen effective, although the
delay in appointing a national project coordindtampered project implementation to a
considerable degree. Since the intervention of phgject coordinator started in
September 2010, project implementation has progdesstisfactorily and this has
contributed to greater efficiency of resource mdition.

However, not more than 50% of planned activitiesenvactually carried out; and less
than 20% of the funds for the project were expendedng the first two years of its
operation. The Steering Committee should ensure tti& annual work plan for the
remaining two years of the project incorporatesséhactivities which could not be
executed during the'lPhase and define fro execution activities considlatrategic to
the achievement of the immediate objectives ofptiogect.

6. Lessons Learned, Good Practices and Recommenduits

"aLessons learned

a) By broadening the composition of the Projecefitgg Committee, the project would
have taken an important step towards the estabfishand sustained functioning of a
National Working Group on San development in NamilSuch an efficient project
implementation arrangement, involving the actiwoimement of Government and
implementing partners, provides the best strateggrmooth project implementation.
b) Prolonged delay in sharing project reports (ideig research reports, workshop
reports, etc.) undermines the utility of such répand might amount to inefficient
utilization of project’s resources.

" [JGood Practices

Project’s research reports were shared with a wadelience than originally intended
through the ILO Sub-Regional Conference therebyeing impact beyond the national
level.

The project addressed knowledge sharing meetista&eholders in conjunction with the
ILO Sub-Regional Conference on the Rights of Indage Peoples/Marginanised
Communities in November 2010 by utilizing the Coefee venue to share the research
reports prepared for the ILO project by LAC, andwyided recommendations for
addressing some of the most critical issues reggurttiie promotion and protection of the
rights of San peoples in Namibia. According to @enference report, the Conference
provided an excellent opportunity to delegatesldidiog stakeholders from Namibia) to:
a) Bring to the fore and deliberate the major @mgkes regarding development of
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marginalized communities, and especially San Conitiesnin Namibia; and b) Provide
inputs to a White Paper on Marginalised Communitese drafted in Namibia.

I [JRecommendations

)

)
k)

It is important that ODPM honors its pledge in igned Project Document by
providing office pace (and possibly infrastructuie)the smooth operation of the
project.

The project management should consider a revielveoSteering Committee in
order to more effective by broadening its membgxshi

Project management should prepare the requiredgirojonitoring reports on a
regular basis in accordance with the ILO practices.

In support of sustainability and effective poliaydgprogramme management, the
project should take the necessary steps towardsstablishment and sustained
functioning of a National Working Group on San Diepenent and the San
Council in Namibia.

m) In order to facilitate policy and planning formudat and implementation, the

p)

project should support a small-scale socio-econamoidy of San peoples to
produce a profile of the San peoples, showing tmauhics of their population
and associated social, demographic and econonicatods in comparison with
the national averages available.

Project management should consider a re-evaluafitme structure of the
project’s Logical Framework and include for the egning two years (or so) of
the project cycle project specific output indicatdogether with their
corresponding baselines and targets.

The project should facilitate linkages between Goreent and potential donors
to support the implementation of specific developtpojects in San
communities by local CBOs and NGOs.

To the extent possible, the project should collatswith relevant UN agencies,
particularly in Joint Programmes that are of inséte the ILO, under the current
UNDAF for Namibia in order to achieve synergy.
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Annexes

Annex1:
Background documents consulted
i) Background documents
(a) Namibia DWCP
(b) Technical Cooperation Document
(c) Project study reports and workshop proceedings
(d) Implementation Plan
(e) Vision 2030 and NDP3
(H MDG & ICPD PoA Reports

i) Project-related documents
(a) Project document
(b) Project (revised) budget and summary of expenditure
(c) Various project progress reports, work plans aratesy maps
(d) Inception workshop report,

Annex 2: List of persons met

Gerson H. Kamatuka ODPM

Mr. Rhingo Mutambo ODPM

Karl Pfeffer ILO, Pretoria
Simonee Shihepo ILO, Namibia
Stella S. lyambo ILO, Namibia
Brian Gaomab ILO, Namibia
Lesle Jansen LAC

Wendy Viall Nyae Nyae
Lara Diez Nyae Nyae
Maria T. Namupala WIMSA
Malechi Yumbo WIMSA
Brighten Simasiku WIMSA

Eva Weitz WIMSA
Erik-Jan Dirkx DRFN
Johanna Fernadez AECID

Annex 3: References
ILO, report on fact finding mission to Namibia aBduth Africa 26 March- 5 April,
2007, ILO Geneva.

Annex 4: Project Work Plan*

Activity Responsible Days | Planned
party dates

1. Desk study Evaluator 2 1-3 March

2. Plan & coordinate meetings NPC, Namibia 1 3 Marc
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3. Develop question matrix and instruments | Evaluator 1 4 March
due to Evaluation Manager who will circulate
to other stakeholders for comments
4. Briefing on evaluation Evaluation 1 7 March
Manager,
Associate
Expert
5. Interview main stakeholders Evaluator 2 9-11
March
6. Focus groups Evaluator 2 14-15
March
7. Report writing Evaluator 4 16-21
March
8. Circulate draft report for inputs & inclusion Evaluation ? 22 March
of comments Manager
9. Send comments to Evaluator & work Evaluation 2 24-25
comments into the final report Manager & March
Evaluator
10. Present final report Evaluator 1 28 Marc
11. Edit, proof read & submit final report to thé&valuator 1 29-31
ILO, Pretoria March

« Based on the TOR

Annex 5: Project Budget Summary

Project Budget Summary (2008-2012) *

BL ltem

15 Travel in Namibia

16 Missions costs

17 National Project Coordinator
17 National consultants

31 Study tour

32 Seminars

41 Equipment

51 Operations & maintenance
53 Sundries

68 Programme support (7%)
71 Provision for cost increase
99 Total

Source: ILO Project Document
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Euro
30000
20000
190’000
70000
20000
86’000
10’000
10’000
10’000
31000
22'000
€ 500’000
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