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PREFACE

This evaluation of the Mae Chaem Watershed Development
Project in Thailand was undertaken by three consultants from
Development Alternatives, Inc. (DAI) and one consultant from
Kasetsart University. The DAI team wuas composed of Dr. Alan Roth,
team leader, who also provided the agricultural economics and
project management inputs; Lynn Hewi.t, agronomist; and Michael
Carroll, sociologist. Dr. Kasem Chunkao, from [Kasetsart
University, provided watershed management expertise.

Field work was conducted during three weeks in May 1983. The
team spen*: one week in Chiang Mai and one week in Mae Chaem,
obtaining data and conducting interviews. The third week was
spent writing a field draft that was then presented to the AID
mission in Bangkok. The team spent one final week in Bangkok
briefing AID staff and Thai govermment officials.

The draft report was then put into final form at DAI in
Washington by Dr. Roth. He incorporated the information obtained
duriang the team's last week in Bangkok and the comments he
received from AID/Thailand after the mission had reviewed the
draft.

The team was pleased by the assistance it received from both
AID and the Thai government. The level of cooperation and candor
was very high and was a strong indication of the interest all
parties had in seeing a thorough and objective evaluation.

Alan Roth
Team Leader
July 1983
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BASIC PROGRAM IDENTIFICATION 'DATA

Country: Thailand

Bilateral Project Titles: Mae Chaem Watershed Development
Balacera’ Proj st Number: 493-0294

Program Implementation:

a. First Project Agreement: August 29, 1980

b. Final Obligation: Nine .months_after final .Input Delivery.
. Final Input Delivery: June 30, 1987

Program Funding:

a. A.I.D.-Bilateral Funding: $10,000,000

b. Other Major Donors: none

c. Host.Country Counterpart Funds: §$11,000,000

Mode of Implementation:

Project Grant Agreement Setween USAID/Thailand and Department of
Technical and Economic Cooperation.

Previous Evaluations and Reviews: None
Responsible Mission Offl~ials:
a. Mission Directors: Donald Cohen, Robert Halligan

b. Responsible Project Officers: Jerry Wood, Richard Flashpoler,
Sara Schwartz.

Host Cowitry Exchange Rates:
a. Name of Currency: Baht

b. Exchange Rate at Time of Project: 20.00
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
OVERVIEW

Thailand's Mae Chaem Watershed has received very little
development attention. It has limited infrastructure, land, and
water resources for agriculture. Its diverse cultural groups,
isolated from one another and from the country's economy, live
mostly at poverty levels. Their agricultural practices derlete
the watershed's resources and cause flooding in the lowiands.

The Mae Chaem Watershed Development Project took seven years
to plan and is in its third year of implementation. The project's
objective, as understood by the evaluation team, i3 to achieve

sustained W of agricultural production in a manner that
protects and 5 e watershed. Project implementa‘.ion has

been difficult and disappointing. Recentl:y, however, cons.- erable
progress has been made in developing a project management and
field op:rations strategy. This was coupled with a very positive
attitude among field staff that this sgtrategy and the current
momentum that has been created will enable the project to achieve
its objectives. The evaluation team found these conditions to be
favorable to successful implementation, despite serious problems
that have had to be overcome: : -

e Jlow compliance by the Royal Thai Government to meet
conditions precedent;

e A freeze on project funding by the United States Agency
for International Development achieve compliance;

® Inadequate management structure to coordinate tie work of
the many line agencies involved; and

e A slow, cumbersome financial management system.

Although most of the solutions to these problems are new and
have yet to be tested over time, they appear suitable to the
project's administrative and cultural ervironment.

U.S. ASSISTANCE

U.S. assistance consists of a $10 million grant, to be
obligaced in three2 separate, five-year, overlapping phases
covering the project's seven-year life. The grant provides for 46
percent of the total cost, with the remaining 54 percent coming
from the Thai government. The grant funds are to cover specified
percentages of the costs of equipment and commodities, expatriate
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technical assistance, government staff support, construction
costs, watershed maintenance activities, credit, and evaluation
and research. The grant funds also cover the total cost of the
Project Operations Unit, interface (IF) teams, rice banks, and
construction of a training center.

PURPOSE OF EVALUATIOW

This evaluation sought to determine if the project is working
well enough to continue its activities and expand to the addi-
tional phases outlined in the project paper. The evaluation was
also to identify which project elements need strengthening, which
are not useful, and what, if any, new approaches should be
incorporated. The total project design could be questioned if the

evaluation determined that a fresh approach was required.

AID PROJECT STRATEGY

Iittle implementation has takern .place, and no significant
impact can be measured. AID does not have a direct implementation
role but has taken the follcwing actions to influence Thai
governmeut implementation:

e In the project design, AID incorporated a novel approach
to facilitating line agency work at the village level.
The strategy is to use special teams of project-trained
field workers who have no institutional home outside the

project. The teams help coordinate the actions of the
line agencies and facilitate communications between
government agencies and project villages. These IF teams

are appreciated by both the villagers and the line
agencies and could leave a sustainable level of activity
at the village level.

® As a result of AID's efforts during implementation, the
Council of Ministers now requires the Royal Fcrestry
Department to issue land use certificates to hill-tribe
people in the Mae Chaem watershed who are farming
governmental property. This was a condition precedent in
the project agreement, but was not compiled with during
the first 18 months of implementation. AID froze project
funding for nearly one vear, and the government complied.
However, there was considerable damage to field operations
and staff morale.
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CONCLUSIONS

The evaluation team found that there was very little project
implementaticn experience or data, no evidence of impact, and a
relatively untried management structure. While these elements
weighed against the project in an empirical analysis, other
factors viewed from a qualitative perspective supported the
project strategy and need for continued implementation:

e The project's emphasis on local participation is
appropriate for increasing the capabilities and improving
the conditions of the local population.

e The project is likely to have an important and positive
impact on the people and the watershed, but tke benefits
may take longer to occur thLan envisaged in the project
paper.

e Many of the implementation problems that have hindered
progress have Dbeen largely overcome, while the
recommendations listed below can resolve most of the
remaining problems.

® Like many remote, multi-faceted rural development
projects, the Mae Chaem project will be difficult to
implement. However, thke importance of watershed

developmen. for protecting and preserving a critical
natural resource, and the worthwhile benefits to the
population of the upland areas as well as those living
downstream, argue for its continuation.

THREE MAJOR RECOMMENDATIONS

® The project should be consolidated into two phases,
extended two additional years to compensate for lost %ime,
and cover a reduced geographic area that includes only
five sub-districts of Mae Chzem. The recommended sub-
districts and phasing are:



Tha Pha

Phage I
Chang Keong
Ban Thap

Phase IIa
Mae Na Chon ~“
Mae Suk } Pﬁase IIb

® The project should focus on achieving changes in the

apabilij attitude, and behavi of the local population
by the end of the prﬁEEE‘EﬁH’EﬁD:;ilding the momentum for
significant production increases to occur in the more
distant future. These changes would be facilitated by
reinforcing IF team activities with more in-service
training and self-help project funding; by implementing
more rapidly the land use certificate program to include a
larger number of farmers during the life of the project;
and by continuing to assist subsistence and cash crop
farmers, allowing them to make a slow transition to cash
crop farwring. '

Coordination and sustainability of line agency activities
should be improved by better integration of the operations
of project and regqgular line agencies at _the distrigct and
pravincial—esal.. nd by channeling grant and counterpart
funds through the Chiang Mai governor's office for
disbursement to line agencies in the field.



CHAPTER ONE
SCOPE AND BACKGROUND OF EVALUATION

PURPOSE OF EVALUATION

The project was divided into three overlapping phases, with
an evaluation at the end of the first year of each phase to
determine whether or how the project should continue into the next
phase. During the first year of project implementation, however,
a number of problems dJZelayed operations. As a result, many
activities scheduled for the first year were only begun after two
years had elapsed. This first evaluation was delayed to allow
time for a full year of regular project operations to take place.
The United States Agency for International Development doubted the
prospects for a second phase and requested that no Phase II pre-
implementation aE:ivities be undartaken until the evaluation was

completed.

The evaluation began in the eighth month of the project's
third year. Projezt funds had been frozen through part of the
second and third vears. Although 1little implementation had
occurred, and therefore th¢ evaluation could not measure any
impact, there was a critical need to examine the project's
fundamental concepts and determine whether the stirategy was
workable. If not, the evaluation team was to recommend

modifications or termination.
POLICY BACKGROUND AND SPECIAI INTERESTS
The evaluation took place against a background of political

interests and policy re-examination. Mae Chaem was intitially
chosen because it was considered to be a pclitically sensitive



area with a security problem and a major opium production center.
Since project start-up, the security problem has been signifi-
cantly reduced, and opium production is thnought to be less

substantial. Yet there remains considerable interest in Mae
Chaem.

In addition to opium and security, the project's
implementation problems have attracted Thai

attention. The most serious involved a condition precedent of the
project agreement, the establishment of the authority and system
to provide land security to the upland farmers of the watershed.
A policy change by the Thai government was needed to meet this
condition precedent, but was made only after AID had frozen
project funds. AID was also dissatisfied during the early stages
df Phase I with the lack of detail in project plans and withheld
approval of funding for many activities until planning was
improved. .

The project has speciai significance at the Department of
Technical and Economic Cooperation (DTEC) in Bangkok as‘'one of few
grant projects. The appointmert of the governor of Chiang Mai as
the project director was an unusual move that indicates the
special importance of the project to the Thai government. His
strong interest in the project is partially due to the attention
the project has received in Bangkok. The permanent secretary of
the Ministry of Agriculture and Agricultural Cooperatives (MOAC),
who is the chairman of the Mae Chéem Project Committee, has also
taken a close interest in the project. In addition, the
hill-tribes have long been of special concern to the king, and he
has taken a personal interest in this project. The evaluation
team found a sense of pride among Thai government officials in the
way they had tackled these many problems and found solutions they
saw as practical.



Overall AID policy in Washington has changed since the
projdct was originally approved, ahd there is some question about
whether 1t fits current quidelinesi A newly appointed AID/Thai-
land director wants to review the projects he inherited. The
presence of opium production in the area also brings increased

State Department attention to the project.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

ATD provides funding not to exceed $10 million as its grant
contribution to the Mae Chaem Watershed Development Project. The
project's stated objective is to increase real income and access
to governmental services of the rural poor of the Mae Chaem
watershed, while preserving and restoring environmental quality.
The life of the project is seven yzars, beginning August 1980.

The project was planned zs a multi-agenéy effort to supply

services to the watershed. population, with a Project Operations

Unit (POU) _in Mae Chaem as the main coordinating mechanism. Local

participation and bottom-uﬁ pladning' were to be sffessed, with
field implementation facilitated by interface (IF) teams living in
project villages for three years. The IF team members were to be

recruited by the project.

Infrastructure development focused on construction cf
terraces and waterworks. Extension services were to provide a
transfer of agricultural technology to improve productivity of
both subsistence and cash crops, with initial emphasis on

the former.

The project area was to be the entire watershed, which
includes the 3ix sub-districts of Mae Chaem District plus one
sub-district in neighboring Hod District, an area of approximately



40,000 inhabitants and 4,200 sq km. Within this population, 45
nercent are northera Thai, 47 nercent are of the _Karen hill-tribae,
and the remarinder-are members of other hill-tribe groups.

An increasing portion of the northern Thais and most of the
hill-tribe people use slash and burn agriculture to cultivate
stbgistence and cash crops in the upland regions of the watershed.
As a result of inadequate land and water resources aud a low level
of technology, most farmers are unable to meet. subsistence needs
from their farming. The destructiveness of these practices is
rapidly decreasing the watershed's capacity to support this

population.

EVALUATION TEAM

The evaluation team was composed of a team leader, who vas
also the team's project management specialist and agricultural
economist; an agriculturalist; a rural sociologist; and a
watershed management specialist. All four had prior work
experience in northern Thailand. The watershed management
specialist is Thai. The team spent approximately three weeks
doing field work in northern Thailand and .zbout one week in

Bangkok.

EVALUATION ISSUES

The evaluation team was asked to identify important issues to
be examined. 1In addicion, AID had identified a number of issues:

e Land security;

e Natural resource development;


http:populati.on

® Production “echnology packages;
e Interface tnams;

e Project management:

® Technical assistance;

e Project phasing: and

® Research activities.

Chapter Two reviews thesu broad issues, with the exception of
technical assistance and research uctivities, which ware
integrated with the other issues. Finencial management is

included under project management.

Chapter Threae discusses 21 detailed issues and makes
recommendations. Chaptey Four addresses project and program
planning needs, answering sopecial questions regarding watershed

development projects.

DATA RESOURCES

The evaluation team had little data from which to work.
However, this had little effect on the evaluation, because the
main issues centered on the process »f project implemantation..
The information needed was obtained through interviews with senior
decision makers in Bangkox, project ataff in Chiang Mal and Mae
Chaem, district and provinclal officials, ataff of ralated
projects, field workers, and villagers. Ona isaue balow deals
with information systems and includes recommendations to raesolve

data problems.
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CHAPTER TWO
MAJOR PROJECT ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

LAND SECURITY

Upland areas of the Mae Chaem watershed are part of the
National Forest Reserve and therefore belong to the government.
Those who cultivate this land do so illegally and are subject to
losing its use as a result of a Royal Forestry Department (RFD)
reforestation program. Current upland farming practices destroy
the forest and hold little promise for long-term productivity and
income to the farmers. Improved farming practices that are not
harmful to the environment "P2quiTe an investment in the land that
farmers are unwilling to make, since they do not enjoy secure

[ ——

access to the land. -

i g ey

The Royal Thai Government has initiated a program in Mae
Chaem to award farmers special land use certificates. Farmers
qualify by participating in the project's land development
activities and agreeing not to continue slash and burn

agricultural practices.

All of the Phase I land in this program will go to those
farmers who are already cultivating the land. There is no new
land to be opened. In the Phase II areas, it is possible that
minimal amounts of new land can be found and allocated to farmers

who now have no land of their own.

Land use certificates are currently being given for land that
has been terraced as part of the project. Unterraced land planted
in perennial crops that would protect the watershed is not part of

the certificate program. Yet farmers would be more likely to
invest ip perennial crops -- which may need yeéary of maimtermance—

- o e -

before they start producing =="1f they had land security. The
farmers who are scheduled to receive certificates understand and

value tham.

Previous Paye Biank
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Although the certificates stipulate that the land can be neither
sold nor rented, the certificate holders could illegally rent out
their land. The team did not see this as a major problem, as
there was 1little evidence that this was an intention of the
project farmers. However, even if the land were to be illegally
rented out there would still be a good spread of benefits,

because:

e The land is likely to be improved and be more productive;
e The watershed will be better protected;

e The certificate holder may have a short-term economic gain
but will have learned better land use techniques; and

e The tenant is not expected to be wealthy and will need the
productive land rescurce.

Mae Chaem is an exceptionally poor area of Thailand where the

poorest of the poor may be beyond the means of the project to
reach and henefit. However, even the average and above-average

farmers are in great need of assistance.

Recommendations

e The land use certificate program should be implemented
more rapidly to cover additional land and farmers.

® The project should explore offering land use certificates
for unterraced 1land that is wused exclusively for

agro-forestry.

NATURAL RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT

The watershed is deteriorating at a rate that far exceeds
that of improvements resulting from the project. RFD estimates
that about 80,000 rai of forest is destroyed each year, while the
reforestation program is able to reforest only 40,000 rai per
year. The project's land development program is planned to
improve about 22,000 rai during the life of the project.



The project seeks to improve agricultural practices in a way
that protects and maintains the watershed. The main obstacles to
the watershed's development are steep.slapes, poor soil, and lack
of water. For semi-steep slopes (up to about 35 percent grade),
the project is promoting terraces to be used for both rainfed and

irrigated 1land. The terraces are constructed with hand labor
provided in part by the trxaditional user of the land, who will
receive a land use certificate. The terraces will increase
productivity, stabilize the agricultural system, protect the
watershed, and by developing more intensive farming, allow more
farmers to cultivate the 1land. The project will build water
control structures to provide irrigation water and help manage

water runoff.

Agro-forestry, promoted by the project in cooperation with
CARE, will facilitate the viable agricultural use of marginal
land. Less potential exists for woodlots, Dbecause people must
receive direct economic benefits before they will consider
activities that are mainly for watershed protection. They will
not grow trees for firewood when there are still trees all around
them.

Most of the roads in the watershed have been poorly
constructed and cause environmental damage. Yet they provide
access to schools, health centers, and markets, and facilitate
fire fighting. Traditional trails and bush tracks are sufficient
for marketing opium and other crops that have high value for their
weight and can be easily transported. However, these other crops
have yet to be developed significantly in the region for agronomic
and economic viability. The government's road construction
program will continue for security reasons and, if of sufficient

quality, will help the project.
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Project activities and resulting benefits may attract more
people into the watershed, thereby providing the potential for
additional stress on its fragile ecology. However, there will be
room for more farmers if the project succeeds in developing and
diffusing agricultural technology that is economically attractive
to local farmers, is within their capacity to use; and results in
intensive farming that protects and maintains the watershed.
Moreover, it is likely the new farmers will adopt the improved

agricultural practices.

Recommendations

® Project objectives should be modified to reflect the
realities of the rate of environmental deterioration and
the scope of project activities. The goal should be to
reduce the rate of environmental deterioration during the
course of the project. Environmental improvements should

be saved for the long term.

® The woodlot program should be eliminated, and more
emphasis placed on agro-forestry.

e An AID environmental specialist shoula undertake a
detailed environmental ‘analysis of the watershed.

PROJECT MANAGEMENT

Over the first two years of project implementation, many
problems developed as a _result of an inadequate management
structure. Jriginally, authority was to be centered in the
Projects Division of MOAC. The Projects Division is not an
operating line agency, but a ccordinating unit within the
ministry. The implementing agencies were to be four departments of
MOAC and the Bank for Agriculture and Agricultural Cooperatives
(BAAC). The Projects Division in Bangkok and a POU in Mae Chaem
were to provide coordination. Hcwever, the departments operate in
a semi--autonomous fashior. and were not responsive to the project
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control structur2. The project director in Bangkok was too far
removed from field operations to manage effectively, and the field
manager had neither the authority nor the rank to be effective.

The problems became so severe that the project was
restructured. The governor of Chiang Mai was given responsibility
as project director. As his deputy director, he appointed a
well-respected former district officer of Mae Chaem. The ministry
saw a need for a technically oriented deputy director to
supplement the director and his deputy. Trnne director of the
Northern Agricultural Development Center (NADC) was named to this
position. The field manager did not change, but he is now backed
up by three strong, local senior directors, who appear to be
working well together. This major change in management signals a
strong commitment of the Thai government to make this project
work. The director and the two deputy directors appreciate this
commitment and have given the project very high priority. The
evaluation team does not see any current need to change this

structure.

Although the line agencies are more attuned to the director's
leadership, they are s3till semi-autonomous and work through their
line authority. Each line agency has its own management system
for this project, using supervisors in Bangkok and/or at the
regional level and avoiding regular staff at the provincial and
district levels. Téig_fsystem will hinder the transition of

project activities to regular agency operations when the project

is completed.

Coordination among multiple line agencies implementing an
integrated rural development project can be most effective when
the emphasis is on informal systems. The project uses informal
communications among the line agencies in a manner that promotes
coordination and cooperation. The current system provides for

flexibility in implementation, which is necessary given the
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strategy of bottom-up planning. Also, sufficient coordination is
occurring at the field level, especially through the IF teams in
the villages.

The project had an expatriate adviser for two years, but he
had difficulty relating to the project staff and was therefore
unable to provide the technical assistance called for in the

project paper.

Recommendations

e Line department field operations for the project should be
integrated with line department regular operations in the
province and district.

® One expatriate adviser should be assigned to the project
on a full-time basis for two years.

® A short-term expatriate adviser should assist in refining
current project management and infdrmation systems. The
adviser should try to improve the existing systenm,
emphasizing informal systems.

F1INANCIAL MANAGEMENT

Since its start, the project has been plagued by poor

financial management and budgetary delays. It receives financial
resources from three sources: AID grant funds, DTEC counterpart
funds, and regular government budget funds. DTEC counterpart

funds hava2 been used to finance the project when the gove:.nment's
regular budget funds were not available. The financial management
system has recently been changed to provide financial resources in
a more timely manner. However, the POU and line agencies have yet
to fit their procedures to the new system. The line agencies
receive all funding independently of the POU. As a rasult, the
POU cannot exercise control to obtain greater coordination of

implementation activities.
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When AID froze project grant funds to achieve compliance by
the Thai government in meeting a condition precedent, Thai
regular budget funds kept flowing. Because of lack of project
activity, however, they had to be returned to the Bureau of the
Budget /BOB) and were not credited for future use. The result is
that the line agencies are now receiving funds for future phases
of the project, while AID grant funds are still) being used for

Phase I.

Recommendations

® MOAC should request all participating line agencies to
channel their Mae Chaem project funds through the project

director for disbursement. If they do not accede to the
request, the current level of project coordination is high
encugh to merit continuing the project. Financial

integration would be a desirable change but not a
necessary one,

e DTEC should channel grant and ccunterpart funds through
the project director for all rroject activities. This
recommendation is more likely to be implemented than the
previous ona, but is also not necessary for continuation
of the project.

® The Thai government and AID should coordinate the
scheduling of their budgetary support.

PROJECT PHASING

As a result of delays in the projz2ct and the need for this
evaluation, the Phase (I start-up is almost two years behind
schedule. Five years of the recommended Phase IIa and Phase IIb
implementation will takz the project two years beyond its seven-

year 1l: -e.

Tambon Ban Chan is too distant to be managed effectively by
the POU, which is located in Mae Chaem town. Travel between the
two points during the dry season takes over nine hours by vehicle
and four days by foot. Managing the project in just the Phase I
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area has already proved to be difficult. Tambon Bo Sali is in
Amphur Hod. If the project is going to be integrated into the
local administrative system, adding a tambon in another amphur
would complicate this transition and cause difficulties for

project management.

Recommendations

e The project should have only two phases with Phase II
divided into two sub~-parts, a and b. Phase IIa should
include Tambtons 3an Thap and Mae Na Chon, while Phase IIb
should be Tambon Mae Suk. Tambons Ban Chan and Bo Sali
should not be included in the project.

@ Pre-implementation work for Phase IIa ‘shovld start now:
regular implementation should begin in FY 84. Phase IIb
should start in FY 85 without a Phase IIb evaluation

requirement.

@ The budget should be modified to support evaluation
recommendations for specific activities, but no major
budgetary changes for the project as a whole are required.
Funding from the AID grant and the Thai government regular
budget should be coordinated to follow the revised project
schedule.

e The project should be extended to allow for five years of
Phase IIb implementation.

e A joint Thai government/AID review of project operations
should be scheduled for September 1984. An AID in-depth
evaluation should be scheduled for September 1985.

INTERFACE TEAMS

The IF teams are achieving <(heir purpose of increasing
villager participation in and understanding of the project. They
facilitate communication between the villagers, project management
staff, and 1line agercies. A strong peer group relationship
between team members and line agency field workers is a major
factor in successful implementation of terracing, water projects,
and the land use certificate program. The IF teams have wo~ked

well with the line agencies to coordinate their activities at the
village level, thus maximizing the effectiveness of bot:-om-up
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planning. Although the initial training the teams received is
appropriate, more technical in-service training would increase

their credibility with villagers and government officials.

The degree to which the eventual withdrawal of IF teams will
harm productive relations between government and villages will
depend on a given village's developmental level. Villages with
good resources and access to Mae Chaem town will be able to cope
better than more remote, less progressive villages. For hill-
tribe villages, a different standard must be used. For example,
progress in gradual cultural assimilation of hill-tribe villagers
into mainstream Thai society is one reasonable expectation. Hill-
tribe villagers will require. continuing government contact and
follow-up extension servicgs after the project terminates.

Recommendations

e In-service training of IF teams should be increased.

e IF teams should develop a project phase-out plan for each
village. This plan should be developed after two years of

service in the village.

@ Mobile teams should be planned to facilitate removal of IF
teams at the end of each phase.

@ Self-help projects should be a regular part of the
project.

PRODUCTION TECHNOLOGY PACKAGES

The evaluation team supports the project strategy of helping
farmers increase their rice yields, while slowly introducing them
to cash crops. This combination helps farmers acquire technical
ability and better assess the risk of change over time. They aréd
not technically ready to produce most cash crops, nor are they
willing or financially able to take the risk at this +time.
Moreover, the cash crop marketing channels are not well developed,
and the agricultural input supply system is weak. These
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development problems provide ti:e framework for project activities.
By attacking these contraints now, the project will create a
suitable environment for the significant production of cash crops
in the future. Many hold strong agronomic and economic potential.

Some are appropriate  for diffusion now, while others will require

more testing.

The project can facilitate the transition from subsistence to

cash crops through:

Use by extension services of IF teams as. well as extension
workers for technology transfers;

Demonstration plots to give farmers experience with the
new crops at low risk;

Provision of timely market information so farmers can
better see the economic potential and learn about market
channels;

Attraction of merchants to purchase new crops;

Development of a credit service that will give farmers the
financial capability to make investments in cash crops and
attract agricultural input supply services; and

Non-use of subsidies, to avoid creation of artificially
inflated crop value.

Some unanswered questions remain about the viability of

rainfed terraces, but these can be answered only after the farmers

use them. The following areas also need attention:

e Inadequate applied research in the farmers' fields:
e Limited seed supplies for some cash crops; and
) Agro-forestry not receiving a high enough priority among
project activities.
Recommendations
e Chiang Mai University should be contracted to provide

assistance to the project in applied agricultural
research, including far stems, soil management, and
seed multipiLication fechnology.
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BAAC should be requested to provide credit services to
project farmers, with AID helping to cover the risk with a

20 percent loan guarantee. :E’ La,
W

DOAE extension hanld_not he used as training . .
facilities.

Agro-forestry should be a major part of the project. cg/kf/m;ﬁ‘

The CARE agro-forestry project should be strongly
supported by AID to provide agro-forestry development
services to the project in collaboration with the involved

line agencies.

The project should depend on the private commercial
g:;;s&igg_system rath@ than develop a cooperatives
Tam.

A marketing specialist who is a native of northern
Thailand should provide pariodic assistance to improve
market communications.
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CHAPTER THREE
DETAILED PROJECT ISSUES

l. SHOULD PROJECT OBJECTIVES BE CHANGED?

FINDINGS
The project was planned to achieve many objectives at the

same time. Within both AID and the Thai government, officials
appeared confused about the importance of particular objectives

and where the project should be focused. The project's logical
framework was not clear enough to resolve this problem.
CONCLUSIONS
The project's objectives do not need to be changed but rather
clarified, and priorities established.
RECOMMENDATIONS

AID should consider the following changes in the project's

logical framework:

Purpose Objectives

Project Purpose:

Sustained growth of agricultural production
in a manner that protects and maintains the
watershed.

The purpose is further defined by the following indicators

(end of project status):

Previous Page Blank
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e Majority of project's irrigated rice farmers obtaining
increased yields;

® Majority of project's upland rice farmers obtaining
increased yields;

® Annual increase in area planted in rice and/or cash crops
without use of slash and burn methods;

® Increase in number of farmers growing licit cash crops;
e Above indicators for areas where the project has not been
operating for one or two years (Phases I and IIa) show

only moderate drop in target levels since withdrawal of
assistance;

® Discernible spread of use of improved cultivation
technology to other farmers:

® Agro-forestry becoming a popular commercial activity
(private nurseries, merchants plying area to obtain
tree~crop produce, etc.):

® A developed private sector marketing system to serve most
of the watershed, reaching out into remote areas;

@ BAAC (or other bank) operating a growing, active
production credit program;

e Farmers independently transforming swiddens into terraces
and/or planting tree crops;

® Area under swidden cultivation decreasing;
® Area destroyed annually by fire decreasing; and

e Fall in runoff .and sediment yield.

Purpose Assumptions

The following assumptions are made to support the successful

achievement of the above indicators:

e The Royal Thai Government sees the economic potential of
area and commits sufficient resources to support growth
rate, including:

-= Agricultural extension service,

== Quality road construction and maintenance,
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-- Communications system,
-=- Applied research, and
-~ Land use rights; and
e No exceptional climatic conditions to destroy farmer

confidence before sufficient experience with good yields
is obtained.

Goal Objectives

Achievement of the purpose is expectad to lead ¢*o the

following long-term goal:

e Increased quality of 1life of Mae Chaem watershed
population.

Achievement of this goal will be iadicated by the following:
e Increased value of housing and household assets, including
sanitary facilities;
e Improved nutrition;
® Improved health;
e Increased educational lavel; and

. @ Increased on~- and off-farm employment (and thus more
income).

Goal Assumptions

The following assumptions are made to support the achievement

of the above indicators:

e MNew security problems in Mae Chaem do not arise;

@ Increased wealth of people and better facilities attract
health, education, and other scrvicesn; and

e Other watersheds are alaso starting to devalop so thore is
no surge in area population.
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Qutput Obijectives

The following output objectives are expected to be achieved

during the course of the project:

® Terraces completed;
® Waterworks completed:;
e New irrigated land;

e Informal village, sub-village, and farmer groups operating
on their own:

® Rice banks independently viable;
e Farmers have knowledge of new agricultural technology:
® !gronomically and economically viable crops and varieties

identified and extended for rice, €field cash crops, and
tree crops: : .

e Capability of amphur extension service improved;
® Farmers receiving production credit;

® Roads rehabilitated;

® Market commdnications improved:;

e Farmers have land use certificates; and

® Teams putting out forest fires.

Output indicators should be developed as part of the project
redesign.

Major Indicators of Project Success

Although the principal recommended objective is sustained
growth oI agricultural production, major increases in production
will occur only after the project is completed. At that time, the
best measures oY project success will be those that indicate a

sustainable upward trend in production.
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The first indicator, increased productivity of cr

economically viable and cultivated in a manner that protects the

watershed, may be measured by obtaining time series data on
P/ . [ . .

selected crop vyields. The qualitative factors supporting this

indicator can be assessed at the end of the project.

The second indicator, a growing number of farmers changing
——

their farming practices to achieve these increased yields, is

quantifiable in regard to the number of farmers and will “equire
time series data for measurement. Criteria shculd be developed to
———— ..——/— .

determine what constitutes an adequate change in farming practice.
The evaluation team suggests that the farmer should be using soil

conservation measures and improved varieties of seed. It would be
helpful to compare the practices of farmers who have '"graduated"
from the project one year or more before its end with those who
were still being helped by it. This comparison would indicate how
well growth will continue without the project. The number of
farmers switching to selected new crops that are cultivated in a

manner that protects the watershed must also be considered.

The 