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PROJECT EVALUATION SUM4ARY (PES) - PART II
 

NIAMEY DEPARTI4ENT DEVELOPMENT PROJECT (683-0205)
 

3 	SUIf..IARY :
 

In terms of the number of activities undertaken, - this project

is the most ambitious USAID financed integrated rural development

project in West Africa. This is a three year project designed to
 
initiate a process of rural development in three districts of Niger

which cover an area the size of Delaware and Maryland. This
 

aluation report covers those activities undertaken during the first
 
year (CY 1978) of the project implementation.
 

During this initial year an impressive range of activities were
 
undertaken and, quantitatively, the project attained 56 % of its end of
 
project targets. This remarkable accomplishment suggests that the project

is exceptionally well managed and that the prospects of achieving most
 
if not all, EOP targets by the project's third and final year (CY 1980S 
a very good. 

There are, however, several major problem areas which need to be 
resol ed if the project is to successfully achieve all of its major
goals and to eventually become self-sustaining. These problems concern 
ar's-s over which the project has little control. These areas include : 

1. 	Shortage oP qualified GON personnel ;

2. Absence of an efficient department-wide development
 

implementation structure ;
 
3. Unreliable delivery system for agricultural inputs and
 

credit ;

4. 	 Unresolved questions concerning the economic and technical 

soundness of the agricultural production projects ; 
5. 	Climatic vagaries and unfavorable market conditions ;
6. 	 A GON planning cycle which allows insufficient lead time ; and 
7. 	 GON assumption of those recurrent costs now defrayed by USAID. 

14. EVALUATION METHODOLOGY : 

This regular evaluation was primarily undertaken to measure
 
progress and to improve project implementation by pinpointing areas where
 
changes or improvements are needed. The evaluation requirements are
 
stated in the project grant agreement as a condition precedent. This
 
condition was satisfied when GON and USAID/Niger agreed prior to the
 
qtar oC the project to adopt an annual evaluation format which would be
 

rr.i o out by a team composed of members designated by the GON and
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iuierjee-and Ste7Reyna -of-REDSOA 4dI 

"'~~.Trid ,,1kibj ,/WA-ansssGo
OumLrou,' anid-Kak~a.Gado of. Nliger'~ inistr,"62 'Plan were the members' of'thi s 

year, s -,eva'Iuat on: team, The' m'ethodo'Lo'g yem'p10dyed 4by tis team emphasiZe 
the,'-ntervfeingf benef iciaxries and local .offi'cials. responsible, for 
P,,poIc implementation,.In, the, capital~ meetings~were -held 'With GON ~ 

4rf.epeetngrlvn naional'9 governmn agencies, 

The Se 2Pl mnsry0 and~the .Pefect'4obf 

II,-,Jd :resided,_ over the o6ein Y~etin'',otdepl)artetal1. el service 
'ch'efs;, the. 1inister~of '4,.Rural Dev'elopment chared the closing meti 

"4<''--' 4.,,-'15'. EXTERNAL FACTORS : 


"'Ther have. not been any, major ,changes' in. the project setting.*_The,_ 
'4'-oalsh :.th9e pro j ec t;,-ontini. t cide' wi th ,'ige -deveopen

prioite ad the basihcpr9 jet,-assumPions remain ,vald 

9'4'16.~ ETPUTS: 


Thpresent. GONT agricultural input prociirement/delivery'4system does
 
knot ade qately~satisfy pproject ,needs." This',a oinusr liit :t"e'
 

-'i 

E.26rs htcan;benefit .Eronithe 'adoption o~tiipz6d
 
agifcultural' "pa4ckages w~hicha are- being intr'oduced forthe projec . ,This 

Qbottleneck must ~be&vercome, if the proectis to-increase millet 'and 

-' 

cowpea~rodvuction as planned., 

K The 'geographic position of Niger, the scarcity of American shipping
toteV'est 'Coast of Afric'a and the variable time~requird to pceshe 

~required ,papervork continue to make the precise sche'duling' of, U*S. 
commnodities.r very'difficuit, The requirement of 4anticipating one year in 
advance 'the-project's exact, U.S. procurement 'ne'eds continues to present 
'a major 6haliienge to project management.,- .~ 

It continues to be very difficult to engage qualified, experienced 
French speaking S. technici'ans, Bar~ long term work -. and the shortage. 

' 

-U. 

9of qaiidITgerien personnel 'i'sstill a major limiting factor.j 
17."OUTPUTS'4­

4±n.1978 the project performned in 4eight out of ten possible major 4 '
 
9-rt
areas. 9~progrwi output The4 project ~attained nineteen ,( 56 %).ofthe

f4four -EOP' output tarzgets1listed underthese~ ten iajoIr-pro gramirareas in the" 
pro~jc ct pper1ograme, Thus~, with9 onlyJone'thid.of 'the life of ,project 
hv-*wig el2apsed", the p oject hask quantitatively ':ddmleted over one,--half 

'i ;tareas where the -project did no9t perfonu, in 1978 were: 
--1- 1' irrigation i'sch~ies' and 2)~~'aino 9 opeesive 4developmen 

p'~~rth'4L rjtOjcesolvedzone. Many issues 4need to' be9 before 'the 
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small irrigation scheme component can be implemented. No activity was
 
required in 1978 for the drafting of a comprehensive development plan.
 

18. PURPOSE :
 

According to the project paper the .purpose is : "To increase food
 
prodr'1ction, to raise rural incomes and to impiove rural standards of
"ing,"
 

As noted in 17 above, 56 % of EOP output targets have already been
 
a .tained. In eleven of the sixteen remaining target variables, some
 
'.L ogress has been made, but not enough to indicate whether the EOP's
 
condition can realistically be attained in these areas ; the progress
 
:oate on the remaining four targets (tapioc mills, minor irrigation

E.:hemes, fish ponds and comprehensive area plan activities) was clearly
 
insufficient to realistically expect their attainment by the end of
 
project. Consequently, the set of EOP's conditions described in the
 
project paper remain appropriate except, possibly, in those areas concerned
 
by these four target areas.
 

19. GOAL/SUP-GOAL :
 

project goal is to "start a process of rural development". 
Ess ental to this goal is the development of a rural delivery system and 
.uir.' organization capable of mobilizing local energies and initiatives 
for 'elf-sustaining development. The achievement of many EOP targets 
indicates that considerable progress has been made toward the realization 
c6 this goal. 

20. DENEFICIARIES
 

The direct project beneficiaries are the 6,000 farm families (approx.
 
36,000 people) living in the 210 villages in which the project plans to
 
work during this first, three year phase. The indirect beneficiaries are
 
the remaining 54,000 farm families (approx. 304,000 people) living in
 
the remaining 500 villages of the project zone who will benefit to some
 
extent from the spread effect of the innovations introduced by the project
 
The primary benefit will be a substantial increases in the production of
 
millet and cowpeas, - the major food staples.
 

21. UNPLANNED EFFECTS :
 

There have not been any measurable, unplanned effects or completely
 
unexpecter! results of significant proportions.
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LESSONS LEARNED : 

Due to the desire of the GON to undertake this IRD project in as 
many villages as possible, the project is - in terms of scale, area 
covered and number of activities - a very ambitious undertaking and, as 
suwh, extremely complex and difficult to manage. In the future, if at* 
all possible, projects of this nature should be initiated in small, , 
pr.iority areas - and expansion should not be considered until implemen­
tz-ion is going well in these pilot areas. Also the agricultural extension 
-'.o]i -onents of such projects should not commence until the economic and 
techmical soundness of the innovations to be introduced has been proven 
tunder the actual farm conditions which exist in the project zone. 

A five year second phase is being planned for this project to 
reixiorce the effectiveness and efficiency of the activities undertaken 
Curing this first phase. Particular emphasis will be given to increasing
the growth rate of agricultural production. This concentration on 
agricultural production is necessary to the long term success of an IRD 
project of this nature in that a self-supporting agricultural system is 
re,,uired t, make the project self-sustaining. 

Tb project management team expressed the thought that for future
 
eval'ition it would be help.Pul if one or more of the evaluators possessed

actui.. .,?ractical experience with the implementation of a similar
 
projprt(s) in West Africa.
 

,3 ,rr'CIAL C0M4EINTS OR REMARKS : 

In regard to the agriculture inputs problem, one significant
planning implication was revealed during the evaluation. Apparantly the
 
quantity of inputs procured by the GON depends directly upon funds 
available to support its current policy oB subsidizing 55 % the cost of 
inputs sold to the farmer. Thus the number of participating farmers 
which can acquire inputs is limited according to the amount that GON is 
able to budget for subsidies. If the project is to make planning decisions 
concerning the level of its intervention and the number of farms it 
can reach, more precise knowledge is required about the GON's short 
and long term agricultural input subsidy plans. 

USAID/Iiger would like to mention here that it believes that the 
implementation of this project could be enhanced if there was greater
coordination with the Niger Cereals Project (683-201) and Vith the similar 
IRD "productivity" projects that the GON and other donors are implementing
thro,'jhout Uliger's cultivated zone. 

A &Ec',edis a copy of the report (22 pages) which synthesizes the 
w'jc' " ndings presented in the reports of the four individual evaluators. 
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