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13. SUMMARY
 

This statement is filed following a team review of the project in early October,
 
1979 (see sttached draft of reiort).
 

In the judgement of the team the project is proceeding well after getting off to
 
a very slow start. A total of' eleven recommendations were made by the team. Most
 
of these recommendations pertaiin to the details of project management and oper­
ations and have been noted by the project manager and project leader at IRRI. In
 
several cases corrective actions have already been taken.
 

Three recommendations will require action by AID/Washington and.are spelled out
 
in section 8 of this report. They relate to extending the life of the project,
 
requesting a 1 year delay in presenting the proposed regional modelling specifi­
cation to the Research Advisory Committee (RAC) and modifying the contract to
 
delete Pakistan from the study.
 

14. EVALUATION METHODOLOGY
 

This is a regular team evaluation conducted at the end of the second year of the
 
project as specified in the project paper. The team was composed of the follow­
ing members:
 

Stanley S. Johnson, USDA/ESCS, Davis, California
 
Martin Billings, USAID/Manila, Philippines
 
Rex D. Rehnberg, DS/AGR/ESP, and Project Manager
 

The review was scheduled to correspond with a 4 day workshop for project partici­
pants in Los Banos, October 1-4. Team members attended the workshop, inter­
viewed participants and met with IRRI administrative personnel the day following

the workshop. In addition the Project Manager visited the study sites in the
 
Philippines preceeding the workshop and in Indonesia and Thailand the following
 
week.
 

15. EXTERNAL FACTORS
 

Three events have been responsible for this project deviating from the original
 
purpose and timing outlined in the project statement:
 

a) Although the contract was signed in September, 1977
 
nearly 10 months passed before the revised project pro­
posal was approved and the funds made available to IRRI.
 

b) The approved project statement called for a four
 
country comparison; one of these countries being

Pakistan. Events beyond the control of the contractor
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make it impossible to initiate work inPakistan. This
 
event will require a contract modification.
 

c) Drought conditions intwo of the sites, South Sulawesi
 
in Indonesia and inThailand raise questions concerning
 
the representativeness of the data being collected. An
 
additional year of data collection inthese two sites is
 
planned inorder to provide a check on the data.
 

16. INPUTS
 

Except for minor problems incoordinating the activities among the three
 
countries the project isproceeding well. The events listed above (in15),
 
however, have placed the project behind schedule.
 

17. OUTPUTS
 

Three seminars/workshops have been held as a part of project activities. Two
 
have been published and the third is in process. The results of the research
 
will be published at a later date.
 

Methodologies for selecting the sites, gathering the data and performing
 
elementary analysis have been agreed upon. Specification of the model to be
 
used in the regional analysis isyet to be completed.
 

18. PURPOSE
 

The project has two major purposes:
 

a) To provide LDCs, AID and other development practitioners
 
with an improved assessment of food output, employment and
 
income effects of mechanical technology at both farnm-level
 
and more macro levels.
 

b) To develop and strengthen capability of incountry insti­
tutions to conduct tecnnology impact studies inthe future.
 

The first objective can not be achieved prior to the completion of the re­
search and the publication of the results. Progress toward this end at this
 
time isjudged to be satisfactory.
 

As to the second objective, in-country scientists have been actively engaged
 
inthe site selection and data gathering phases., Limited analytical work has
 
been performed to date but the workshop was largely devoted to data management
 
and analysis issues. Again the judgement is that the project isproceeding
 
satisfactorily toward the achievement of this objective.
 



19. GOAL/SUBGOAL
 

Not relevant at this time.
 

20. BENEFICIARIES
 

The primary beneficiaries to date have been the staff members actively associated
 
with the project. The project has provided them with an opportunity to engage
 
in an organized research activity which should enhance their abilities to conduct
 
research when this project isterminated. Those who will benefit from the results
 
of the research have not been reached at this stage.
 

21. UNPLANNED EFFECTS
 

Not relevant at this time.
 

22. LESSONS LEARNED
 

Two overall impressions from the conduct of this review seem worthy of comment;
 
one positive and the other negative.
 

Having a staff member from USAID/Manila serve as a member of the review team
 
worked very well in this case. He brought to the team knowledge of the customs
 
and practices of the area which added significantly to the review process. Fur­
ther he provided a link between the mission and a centrally funded project which
 
is sometimes lacking. lis close association with the project for about 10 days
 
should enhance the usefulness of the project findings to the Mission.
 

In retrospect it seems unrealistic to place a three yEar time limit on a research
 
undertaking of this type. The time and effort required to set up cooperating
 
institutions in three countries should not be underestimated. With two years of
 
data collection required in some cases it seems unrealistic to expect that all
 
of the reamining components of the research could be performed in one year.
 

23. SPECIAL COMMENTS OR REMARKS
 

Attachment A - Draft of Team Evaluation Report (34p)
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