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13. 	 The present limited pilot effort appears to be a success.
 
Small scale, farm pond fish culture is technically feasible,

economically sound and has been well-received by farmers.
 
An expanded, longer-term effort building on experiences to
 
date, with the objective of firmly establishing farm pond fish
 
culture in the NE region of the country, seems warranted.
 
Preparation of a PID for funding under AIP (698-0410) is
 
recommended.
 

14. 	 The purpose of this evaluation was to assess a pilot effort
 
relative to its stated objectives and determine whether a
 
continuation or expansion was warranted. 
A two person team
 
from 	Auburn University was contracted for the evaluation
 
(total of four person-weeks), to work with GOSL Ministry of
 
Natural Resources (MNR) and Peace Corps personnel. The

methodology included review of documentation, site visits,

interviews with farmers, MNR fisheries personnel, PC Volunteers
 
and various GOSL, USAID and PC officials, and market analysis.
 

15. 	 There has; been no significant change in external factors
 
affecting the project. The assumptions underlying the
 
effort remain valid.
 

16. 	 There have been some delays and shortages of inputs which have
 
affected performance, the most important being personnel inputs

by both Peace Corps and MNR, The recruitment, training and
 
placement of Volunteers can stand improvement, as can ,NR
 
recruitment, training and support of its Fisheries Technicians.
 

17. 	 Outputs in terms of numbers of participating farmers and ponds

constructed are below target, a result both of unrealistically

high targets and the personnel problems mentioned above. Where
 
Volunteers and Fisheries Technicians are working the record is
 
positive. An important conclusion of the evaluation is that
 
emphasis should be placed on intensification of fish farming with
 
already participating farmers (i.e., a greater number of better­
managed ponds per farmer) rather than a large increase in the
 
number of participating farmers. This change of emphasis is

deemed essential if the effort is to move beyond the "interesting

novelty" stage to that of establishment within normal farming
 
patterns.
 

18. 	 The purpose of this activity has been to test the receptivity of
 
farmers in specific areas to the introduction of small-scale fish
 
farming in managed ponds. This purpose has been largely achieved
 
with 	positive results; as of the date of the evaluation thirty­
three farmers were actively engaged in fish farming with many more
 
evincing interest.
 



Page 2
 

19. 	 The goal is to help relieve the twin problem of insufficient

protein in the diet and the absence of income-generating

activities in NE Sierra Leone. 
While, as a pilot effort, its
overall impact is minimal, the potential contribution of fish
farming relative to this goal appears significant. Most fish
raised thus far have been consumed within the.family group;
however the economics of fish production are highly positive,
and with its establishment the proportion and total volume

marketed can be expected to increase.
 

20. 	 Beneficiaries are the farmers beginning to integrate farm pond

fish culture within their farming systems, and their families.
Benefits take the form of improved nutrition and increased
 
family income. Land is more intensively used, labor can be
productively employed during the 
 lack season, and food supply
can be assured during the pre-harvest "hungry sezson."

Benefits through backward 
(supply of inputs for fish culture)
and forward (fish marketing) linkages have also been identified

and can be expected to increase.
 

21. 	 No significant unplanned affects were observed.
 

22. 
 The lessons learned are that an entirely new technology (farm
pond fish culture) can be successfully introduced and positively
received if the innovation meets real needs and is appropriate,
and if its introduction is properly planned and managed. 
 In this
 case 
fi3h were already an accepted (through scarce and expensive)
element of local diets, the fish culture technology was simple
and did not require establishment of a new input supply or support
infrastructure, and existing paddy rice fields could be fairly
readily adapted for the purpose. Extension work with farmers was
the primary requirement, capably met in this case through the use
,Df Peace Corps Volunteers. The restric,:ion of geographical scope
helped minimize the logistical requirements (primarily for
 
transport of fingerlings).
 

Within these parameters site selection still proved to be of
major importance, both in terms of physical suitability (soil type
and water supply) and in terms of popular interest/response, parti­cularly (in the initial stages) from the local "big men" who tend
to be the opinion leaders and innovators in the community. 
 In
promoting such innovations with real commercial possibilities

emphasis should be placed on commercialization of production rather
 
than on subsistence.
 

23. 
 No other significant policy or program management implications

were drawn. The Contractor's evaluation, eighteen pages, is
 
attached.
 


