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Executive Summary

PURPOSE:

The summary is a part of, and not intended as a substitution for the
full report by the external evaluation team on the mid-term evaluation of the
Farming Systems Support Project (FSSP)., It is a highly summarized version of
selected observations, conclusions and recommendations cast in the framework
of the two primary purposes of the exercise, viz: {a) to assess project
performance; and to (b) review rhe current validity of the project concept
approach. A complete understanding of the rationale for team recommendations
can be obtained by reading the full version as this summary is intended only
to provide the highlights. '

ASSESSMENT OF PERFORMANCE AND EFFECTIVENESS

It should be noted that, because of the selected cooperative mode for
project implementation, assessments of performance involve both AID, as the
grantee, and the University of Florida, as the recipient. Also performance
must be viewed in the context of changes since the original project deslgn as
explained in the body of this report, e.g., the less than anticipated USAID
field mission demand for project-cycle support services and its impact on FSSP
activities. (The section on "Conceptualization and Synthesis of FSSP" will
help set the proper background for the reader.) Nevertheless, the fact
remains that, while considerable accomplishments can be cited, there have been
and are some serivus problems in project performance.

Technical Assistance

Based on the mission cables, there has been a quick and reasonable
quality response to USAID requests but these demands have been at a low level
in terms of expectations, particularly concerning needs assessment or problem
diagnosisg. Other project support activities have varied in quality, i.e., a
good bilo—data system has been developed but its cost-effectiveness is
doubtful. A research/extension project handbook of questionable usefulness
has been drafted, and an Evaluation Task Force has been set up to provide a
special methodology for FSR/E projects without the effective involvement of
AID, the principal client.

Training

Domestic workshops, covering orientation (sensitivity) (10),
methodology application (1) and training of traimers (1), have been spotty in
quality but useful as a n- working technique involving AID employees and
foreign nationals in FS°¢ .tivities. They have improved, both pedagogically
and technically, over ti but are now in need of redirection and to become
more responsive to critical feedback from clients and spongsors. The current
intent of FSSP management 18 to concentrate on three priority applications
modules and de-emphasize introductory workshops.
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A relatively large number of overseas workshops were held (21) which
were apparently administered very well in LAC but less so in Africa. The
latter were often weak with regard to African content, relevance and also
quality, Improvements have been made moatly by trial and error methods, but
this has been an example of too much attention being given by core staff to
doing things rather then doing them well. With one or two recent notable
erceptions, e.g. Togo animal traction and the Paraguay program, overseas
workshops seem opportunistic reflecting little sense of strategy, direction or
problem focus.,

Overall, while noting a number of improvements already instituted or
planned, performance to date has been less than could have been expected glven
the resources available to FSSP management through its SEs, AID and others.

Publicatiggg

The newsletter, bibliographies, and guidelines, an inventory of
activities, etc., have generally been of good to excellent quality with some
exceptions but represent a dispersion of staff effort and financial resources
which adversely affects thelr overall effectiveness. The annotation and
distribution service performed by AID/PCC/CDIE has been both slow and
te_hnically weak.

Networking

An outstanding achievement of the FSSP has been in fostering the
development of a network among U.S. universities nnd several private firms
concerned with FSR/E. In addition to the “oriestaiica” workshops, of
particular note i1s the annual KSU symposium which has become the fulcrum of
international farming systems activities in the U.S. and, with growing
participation from non-U.S. practitioners, is becoming the single most
significant gathering in the world for those involved in farming systems
research,

Networking efforts overseas have been more exploratory and
experimental in nature, particularly concerning Africa, with current emphasis
on commodity, animal and university based-networks. There is as yet an
unresolved contradiction between whether FSSP's commitment should be primarlly
at creating networks or complementing the activities of others. After some
marginal starts, a pace-setting animal traction workshop was held in Togo in
1985 which, by all reports, was very successful. Again, significant
improvements in performance are noted at a cost which could have been avoided
or reduced 1f more FSSP core collaboration with AID, SEs and others had taken
place. Judgments on effectiveness must be tentative since successful networks
require a sustained and continuing exchange.

SOTA/Synthesis

The range of topics selected by FSSP core appears an appropriate list
of farming systems problem areas to begin with but the strategizing and
prioritization process has been internal and largely subjective. Production
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of SOTA materials has been slow and developed mainly for other purposes, e.g.,
training materials. The quality of the documents produced show a need for
improvement, not only in methodological rigor, but in comprehensiveness and
ugefulness, While the current conception of SOTA research has been an
evolving one, performance to date has been weak.

Organization and Management

The FSSP 13 an innovative and experimental effort involving a
collaborative network between U.S. institutions, the FSSP core management and
AID based on a CA which was vague in structure, expected results and
strategy. In a number of vital areas, e.g., selection of SEs, zelection of
and participation in important task groups, determination of training and SOTA
priorities, FSSP core management has often moved without the effective
participation of AID and the SEs through the Technical committee. This is
expanded upon briefly by selected topics as follows:

Lead University

Given that the precise advisory and participatory structure was not
stipulated in the CA, the FSSP Director took the initiative in developing a
"core program,” recruiting core staff and negotiating memoranda of
understanding (MOAs) with selected universities and consulting firms. The
core staff 1s largely made up of young social scientists, partly because the
FSSP terms of employment were not attractive to bio-scientists. This resulted
in a core imbalance which, in combination with a tendency to do things itself,
resulted in some false starts and resentments by some SEs. While the core
staff 1z highly motivated, bright and learning fast, the trial-and—error
approach has obvliously adversely affected performance and external
perceptions., The FSSP Director has done a good job 1in separating FSSP core
from the University of Florida while at the same time getting good university
support. According to the survey results, the SEs glve FSSP managemeni a
qualified endorsement but it i3 clear that it 13 sometimes Insensitive au to
when AID should be involved in FSSP decisions and activities and at what
level, This has seriously affected perceptions within AID as to project
performance and relevance,

Committees

The Advisory Council has been quite active in providing policy
gsupport to the Director, but, being non-technicdl in comparison, has not heen
effective in helping the core staff to prioritize its efforts. The Technical
Committee might have been expected to fi1ll this vold but, aside from some
inputs into bibliography readings and setting up an evaluation task force, 1t
1s ot yet functioning effectively. While task force groups have been
established for evaluation and livestock, this mechanisu to involve technical
expertise has been underutilized.

Support Intitles

There are 21 universitles and five consulting firms who have signed
MOAs and thereby officially became SEs. The criteria for selection, with the
advice of the Advisory Council, 13 unclear and did not involve the APMT.
Since MOAs are unfunded, a better grasp of thelr use {s through the amount of
purchage orders 1ssued by FSSP management, In the top category ($250,000~$300,000)
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were AGRIDEC, CSU, MSU, and KSU. In the second category ($50,000-$249,000)
were U, Ariz., WSU, VPI, Development Alternatives, and U, Minan. The survey
results indicates that a great deal of dissatisfaction exists (presumably
mostly from those not mentioned above) regarding their involvement in or
support of FSSP activities. At the same time, not surprisingly, the
institutional impact of FSSP is reported as mixed.

Program Management

Program development has been conceived by core staff as an internmal
rather than a collaborative process. In the absence of a life-of-the-project
strategy, there has been an over-reliance on the annual short-term work planning
process which has been time consuming and frustrating to both parties. In the
abgsence of a consensus and conflicting signals, FSSP management has taken
refuge in a "strict interpretation” of the CA, hardly the expectation when
this instrument was chosen by AID in lieu of a contract. The description
"adversary” rather than "collaborative"” may more accurately describe recent
relations between the "partners,” a condition which definitely needs
improvement.

AID

Problems on the AID side have also contributed to this less than
optimum FSSP performance. The first project manager was not able to wield
together a consistent and cohesive agency position(s), e.g., the Project
Committee i3 dormant, or successfully communicate it to FSSP management. The
appearance of a split in responsibility between the S&T offices of Agriculture
and Rural Development and within S&T/AGR and the mixed signals coming from the
Africa Bureau working level have exacerbated the problem., Nevertheless, given
recent AID efforts to solve this situation, the team was not impressed with
FSSP management's continulng vacillation and confusion regarding proper
channels of communication.

Overall Assesgment

In gum, performance to date has been spotty, ranging from poor to
very good but, in most areas, is improving. Nevertheless, past performance on
training, manual development, SOTA and program development leaves a lot to be
desired. In view of the importance afforded the evaluatioan exercise by both
parties, there 18 a recognition that these problems do exist and »
determination to move forward in gsolving them. The following sections
summarize the team's efforts to help in this direction, mindful that these
actions are the responsibility of AID and the University o: Florida, hopefully
acting together.

MAJOR OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSION

On the basis of its analysis of performance to date and current
planning, the following i3gues were identified as most important by the team:

o lack of consensus regarding the contribution of a
centrally-managed support project;

o absence of a long~-term strategy as a basis for joint
determination of FSSP priorities and for program development;



changing AID policies and priorities which affect the FSSP
approach;

tne inhercot management difficulties and need for a better
balance between core and SE participation; and in light of these,

the need to review the current relevance of the original project
design and revise it accordingly.

Within this framework, the following observations and conclusions are

presented.

Strategies, Priorities and Program Development

(o)

The FSSP has already followed an “opportunistic” or “response"
mode but more activities need to be conducted in the "proactive"
mode.

Lack of strategizing and planning is apparent throughout FSSP
activities and prioritization which has taken place has been
mostly unilateral.

Strateglzing, especially in reapect to Africa, should have a
problem or commodity focus and be developed in close
collaboration with AID and the SEs.

The Technical Committee needs to take a more active role in
planning, technical review and promoting access to technical
regsources.

FSSP management must recognize AID as a full and equal partner
in this process.

AID Policies and Programs in Relatlon to FSSP

(o]

The overriding problem regarding the issue of fileld support vs,.
regearch wag a basic flaw in the project design which assumed
that SOTA fleld support could be provided independently of
hands-on involvement in agricultural research.

Within AID there has been considerable ambivalence regarding
what FSR/E ts and what it should do, with FSSP left to generate
8 definition which would gsuit the various players, an
impoaaible task. The commodity orientation of the AFR research
plan now represents an agency consensus, at least as far as
Africa i3 concerned,; which shonld help matters.

There has also been gome ambiguity regarding the role of
networks in agricultural development. Recent ALD network
conceptn have not been effectively communicated to FSSP and
their networking activitics are viewed with gome diafavor due to
a general lack of technical content,
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In any event, more careful attention must be given to ensuring
that technical issues guide the development of future FSSP
networking activities which are supplemental and supportive of
existing commodity and agricultural problem-based networks in
the developing world.

Major decisions on reoriert:tion of the project design,
including the Africa program, chould await the results of an
urgently convened jolnt exercise of strategizing oad program
development.

FSSP

(o)

A clarification 18 requirec of the core's role vis-a-vis AID,
the Sts and the Technical Committee, leading to more core
involvement in planning and facilitative effort and less in
implementation activities.

The Technical Committee is the obvious mechanism to add
substance and interdisciplinary technical input into FSSP
activities. Similarly, more use of problem-oriented task forces
is called for with more effective AID participation at the
working level.

Widespread AID participation in task groups and workshops is
highly desirable but a unified channel for strateglizing, prog.am
development and work planning must be maintained in S&T/AGR.

Relevance of Existing Project Design

(o}

It 18 clearly timely to reassess the relevance of the original
project design, particularly 1its purpose and approach. This is
all the more important because, to date, there has not been a
constructive dialogue between FSSP management and the APMT which
assures that the project develops in concert with the needs of
AID and other clients. The annual work planning process has
clearly not been an effective mechanism.

A redesign should include, as one of its major objectives, ways
to improve the capabilities of Intermediaries-—those who cauge
things to happen on the farm.

It should also reflect the fact that the most important level of
networking occura within the developing countries.

Networking, SOTA and training, the major activity catepgorles,
should emerge from any project redesign with a atrong problem
focus.

Any redesipn nceds to focus on improving the technical content
and pedagogical quality of highest priority tralning activitien,
reduces or climinates {nvolvement In peripheral activitlen and
reaches out more aystematically to the cexpertine avatlable
within the SE/Technical Committee structure. All this requires
more and better communication with ALD,
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The full team report, both ip its body and concluding chapter, includes many
detailed suggestions for chaages and improvements under headings concerning
major activity categories and problem areas. They are further summarized here
and presented in a rough categorization of the type of actions recommended.

Activities which should be continued

o Support of the annual FSR/E symposium at KSU

o International training workshops with a specific focus on
priority (Africa) agricultural problems

o Joint efrorts which involve outside support

o Networking activities at the current level but in the "support”
mode and problem-based

o KSU publication of key paperc and its documentation role

Activities which should be stopped

o} Further efforts on project handbook and similar efforts

o "Sensitizing,” orientation or introductory domestic workshops

0 FSSP funded technical assistance to non-African countries
(provide on buy-in basis)

o Non-prioritized training programs

Activities which should be minimized

o] Documentation efforts not related to priority areas
) Core staff delivery/implementation activities

Activities which should involve SEs and others

o The bio-data services should be merped with the Winrock IADS
system

o Annotation gervices now provided by ALD/PCC/CDIE should be done
by FSSP through an SE

o ALD ghould be more actively f{nvolved in the Evaluatlion Task
Force and similar efforty

o FSSP management should fnvolve the technleal resources of SEs
and others actively engapged {n FSR/E activities in correcting
tdertificd weakness in tratonlng content, methodology and

materials
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Greater use should be made of SEs and others through problem or
technically oriented task groups with active AID participation

Rationalization of current/mew activities

0

FSSP management, in close collaboration with AID and its
advisory groups, and in consideration of the recommendations in
the report, should embark as soon as possible on a comprehensive
strategizing process leading to redefinition or revision of the
original project design and prioritization ¢’ current and
planned activities

Training strategy, already evolving, should concentrate on no
more than two or three modules

SOTA/synthesis activities need to be defined in terms of target
clients, its purpose and methodological standards

An explicit strategy for networking, concentrating on problem
and technlcal oriented networking activities in the developing
countries, needs to be established in close cooperation with AID
and particularly its Africa Bureau

Need for policy decisions

(o]

The selection of an Africa focus, exclusive or primary, should
be formaljzed as soon as possible

Recognition of the change from "response” to "proactive” and
trem "support” to predominately “SOTA/research” and networking
suppor: should be acknowledged and tied into other AILD
priorities, e.g., IBSNAT

Clarification of the role of the FSSP core staff vis-a~vis the
SE and AID, including a renewed emphasis on planning,
coordination and facilitative effort

Program development and changes

(o]

Based on the reaults of strategizing for the
1ife-of-the-project, revise the logical tramework for the
project, Including necessary changes in purpose and approach,
specification ot end results, EOPS indicators, etc.

A speciflc plan for 50TA activities leadling to a useful

syntheslu of experfence In selected areas should be formulated
in collaboration with ALD, which Includes an ldentification of
regources and assipnment of responsibllities amony collaborating
SEs

As methodologlcal and conceptual {nuues are resolved, SOTA
activitiva should ashift to technical tsaues ol relevance to

developing countriens where FSSP-ansociated projects are conducted
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(o)

ix

Based on the above, develop an output oriented work plan limited
to SOTA/synthesis, development of priority training modules, and
problem oriented networking support activities

Management lmprovement

(o]

FSSP management and core staff need to recognize the
"partnership” role of AID in a cooperative agreement. To
facilitate this mode, AID should have at least ex-officio
membership (at the policy level) on the Advisory Council and
formal APMT membership on the Technical Committee

The Technical Committee should be revitalized, with help from
core staff and the APMT, to serve as the mechanism for (a)
supplementing and expanding the interdisciplinary base, (L) as
the nexus between core staff and SE on technical matters, and
(c¢) accelerating more effective use of SEs in problem-oriented
FSR/E activities

The APMT needs clearer guldelines from agency management and
help in ensuring that an effective intra-agency consensus
process 1s working. Progress over the next 12 mouths should be
closely monitored, particularly the implementation of actions
approved in this evaluation exercise

Unified AID project responsibility should be maintained in one
office, viz, S&T/AGR, and under a single project manager. This
should be made abundantly clear to the Director of FSSP and his
staff, including those problems or subjects in which high level
agency management participation may be appropriate



I, PURPOSE OF THE EVALUATION

The Cooperative Agreement specifies that "Internal monitoring through user
ratings must be complemented with periodic external evaluations”.
Accordingly, in consultation with the University of Florida (UF) and the ATD
regional bureaus, the Office of Agriculture, Bureau of Science and Technoloyzy,
assembled a multi-disciplinary team to conduct an on-site reviow. During the
AID/W briefing of the team, it was provided with a set of "FS$P Evaluation
Guidelines and Issues” as a terms of reference which 1s inclided herein as
Appendix No. 1.

Given the timing of this exercise (i.e., three years after execution or
approximately mid-term in the five-year period of the agreement), the
comprehensive and complicated nature of the project, and the limited time
avallable for the review, the Evaluation Team interpreted the primary purpose
of the evaluation to be as follows:

o} to assess project performance and effectiveness to date and
review plans for the remainder of the contract period;

o to review the current validity of the project concept and
approach and recommend new directions if warranted.

This report 1s focused on these two major purposes and, to the extent
feasible, the specific issues provided to the team have been addressed,
including how the project could be usefully redirected to provide increased
attention to Africa while, at the same time, accommodating probable reduced
funding levels.

IT. PROJECT BACKGROUND
Approval Process

The PID for thig project was approved in late 1981 and the process for
preparing and reviewing the Project Paper and negotiating the Cooperative
Agreement was accelerated. Partially as a result of the limited time
available for review and because Lt was not desirable to specify a fixed scope
glven the then state-of-the-art in farming systems rescarch (FSR), a
collaborative mode was selected through use of a cooperative agreement (CA)
rather than a contract. Only onc member of the present AID Project Management
Team (APMT) participated in this process.

S5electlion and Start-up

Title XIT unlversities were surveved and 25 tndleated interest 1in becoming
the "lead university”. The field was naorowed to the University of Missouri,
Purdue University, Colorade State University, Unlveraity of Illlnols, Michigan
State University and, of course, the Untveraslity of Florida which was
apparently selected parclcularly for Lts relevant cxperlence In Latin
America. Hocause of urgent start-up prioritles, Including activities already
underway, {t was not until carly in 1983 before the flrst work plan was
developed. The early project thrust was on definltion of FSR/E and
orientation workshops.
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Project Design

As stated in the AID Project Paper, the goal of the FSSP is to
strengthen developing country agricultural research and extension programs in
order to incrcase the productivity, income, and quality of life among small
farmers. The purpose of the project is (sic) to provide technical assistance
to missions and LDC agricultural research and extension programs for the
design, implementation and evaluation of projects intended for the small or
limited-resource farmer while, at the same time, building institutional
capacity within those countries through training and networking.

Concerning the cooperative agreement itself, its purpose as stated 1s to
develop, strengthen and expand the capacity of the recipient and collaborating
institutions to provide technical assistance, training and guidance to FSR/E
programs in developing countries. The recipient will perform as the lead
entity and will coordinate the inputs of collaborating institutions with
similar interests in FSR/EL.

In btoth documents, outputs are described more in terms of
acceptabieactivities than specific or pre-determined, significant end-results
expected at project completion, reflecting the "process" nature of the
original agrecement. These activities include: technical assistance,
short-term training; networking; and state-of-the-art (SOTA) research.

The FSSP, as originally conceived, 1is basically intended to provide
field support, viz, making available to USAID missions and agricultural
research institutions technical assistance in the design, implementation and
evaluation of farming systems research and extension (FSR/E) programs on a
global basis,

III. EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

AID field missions were queried by cable for their views on (1) most
positive features of FSSP; (1) most negative; (11i) recommended changes; and
(1v) what {mpact FSSP actlivities had on mission funded farming systems
efforts. 1In addition, at the request of the Team l.eader, questionnaires were
sent all FSSP support entities (SEs). Adequate responses from both queries
were recelved, analyzed and made available to the team, (See Aprendix No. 4),

An issues paper was also prepared by AID project staff for team guldance
on the subgtantive points of most interest to AID, (See Appendix No. 1). The
team firsr assembled in Washington for two days of orlentation and briefings
(June 24-25) which included interviews with appropriate officials in both S&T
and the regional bureaus, as wesll as BIFAD. Appropriate documentation was
also provided.

The team then conducted its on-site investigatlons at :he University of
Florida (June 26-28). it began with a well-conducted oral pregentation by the
FSSP Director and core staff, gsupplemented by a written presentation on
progresyg and plans on producing outputs (see Appendix No. 2) as previously
requested by _he team leader. This appendix 1is an Integral part of this
report. In addition to FSSP and University of Florida (UF) staff, also at the
team's request and on short notice, a representative of the FSSP Advisory
Council and the Chairperson of the Technical Committce met accommodatingly
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with the Team in private sessions in Galnesville. A 1list of officlals and
staff who talked with the team is provided in Appendix No. 3. FSSP staff also
provided the Team with examples of their products, supplemental documentation
and special presentations requested by the Team.

Cooperation during the evaluation exercise by all parties to this
agreement was commendable and the only weak point in the exercise, (aside from
the limited time available) was the absence of direct knowledge on the use and
effect of FSSP gservices by developing country clients. Nevertheless, during
the evening of June 27 and the next day, the team was able without great
difficulty to arrive at a consensus regarding its assessment of performance to
date and recommendations for the future.

The evaluation report itself is not intended to be a summary of progress
and achicvements to date. Appendix No.2, in combination with annual and
other speclzl reports, will provide the reader with this information. Rather,
the Team has attempted to provlde the rationale for its assessment of
performance to date, highilghting what it believes to be the most critical
issues requiring resolution, and presenting action-oriented recommendations
for improvements and changes which are intended t¢ help the partners and
collaborators in this agreement arrive at appropriate decisions regarding 1its
future.

IV. PERFORMANCE TO DATE

A. Technical Assistance

The first section of the Cooperative Agreement calls for technical
asgistance in problem diagrams, design, implementation, and evaluation of
projects involving FSR/E. The agreement envisions this activity as providing
immediate help to resolve specific program implemeatation i1ssues related to
problems on farms and in program management. In the longer run, there should
be a development of capacity in national organizations through iustitution
building to develop in-country "professional expertise and commitment” which
13 needed for "sustaining coordinated national programs”. The F3SP was
envisioned as a field support project which would take its guildance from USAID
missions, and respond to thelr expressed needs. The specific services which
were Iincluded in the agreement would be available during pre-project, design,
implementation, and evaluation phases of projects.

Project Support

The project was involved in needs assessment in three activities in
1984 — for Honduras, for Liberia, and for Cornell University/FSSP training
needs, During the name year there were three activities in project design --
for Jordan, the Gamb‘a, and Sierra Leone. In project evaluation, the FSSP
supplied people for tuur country activities -- Honduras, Botswana, Zambla, and
Philippines. Team or individual briefings were conducted for four countries
—- the Gambia, Honduras, Rwanda, and Jordan. Debriefings were conducted for
teams and/or team leaders from activities in Honduras, Paraguay, Rwanda,
Gambla, and Liberia. Information from the debriefings is destined to be added
to state-of-the-art files and used in the future in modules for training or
for other materials in print.
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The evaluatioi. team commends this activity but notes that
disappointment has been expressed in the lower than expected level of demand,
particularly in needs assessment. Since we were pot afforded the time or the
opportunity to interview any of the individuals who received this briefing or
specific help in the field, it is not possible to evaluate its effectiveness.
This would require personal interviews or an extensive questionnaires, which
was not envisioned as a part of the exercise. The team was very 1impressed
with the selection of contracting entities to implement projects in Latin
America which built on the talents of professionals who were native Spanish
speakers and who had extensive experience in the region. However, this
reliance on a single private consulting firm has meant limited opportunity to
build up the capacity of U.S. universities to fulfill this function - another
objective of the FSSP. We hope that this support capability is maintained
within the project, although the basis for future contracts should be on a
“payment for gservices” or "buy-in" basis by missions in this region.

From the mission cables, we were impressed with the projects quick
response capability to do these contracts, and this capacity should be
expanded and made available to missions on a world-wide bagis. There was some
concern expressed about the relevance of some of the technical expertise
provided outside Latin America, and every effort should be made to provide
professionals with experience which 1s relevant to the specific job at hand.

Biodata

The current biodata resource includes information on more than 540
individuala. These "Program Associates" come from twenty six organizatioms in
the FSSP Suprort Entity Network, including twenty one universities and five
consulting firms. During 1984, tifty four searches for seventy one
individuals were conducted and, during the fitst six months of 1985, twenty
seven searches for thirty uine persons. There is an apparent growing interest
in this support function, with requests coming from universities, AID, and
private consulting firms. Of the searches conducted and individual biodata
supplied, there is no evaluation of how many were actually placed in a
program. From repeat requests from the same institutions or companies, and
from limited qualitative feedback from clients, this biodata service appears
to be f1lling a need. The job clearly 1s never finished, and must be expanded
and kept current as people's circumstances change. The pool of specialists in
the current biodata file represents the support entities, and there are many
experts outside tne project who should be included. Given the future cost of
maintaining this activity, we believe the project should consider other
options. Our recommendation would be to merge this biodata file with another
file, such as the one maintained by Winrock Internatiomal (WI), and by adding
ardditional identifiers to the WI system this could provide an even greater
pool of professionals to prospective clients at a lower cost. We consider
this activity as one that has been done well, has attracted interest and
provided a valuable gervice, but should be handled in a more cost-effective
and comprehensive way.

Evaluation Task Force
During 1984 and 1985, a task force was set up to meet a need

perceived by the Technical Committee of FSSP to provide quality, replicable
evaluations of FSR/E projects in the field. After some initial delays in
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start-up, a task force was appointed with ei; ‘t members and nine additional
people in a backstopping group. They have mev and outlined a framework for
the evaluation instrument. At the moment, sections of the draft are in
preparation, and the FSSP is making plans to test the instrument in CATIE,
CARDI, and Zambia, plus other projects in Africa.

The evaluation team applauds this recognition of the importance of
evaluation in projects and the need to develop tools which are appropriate to
FSR/E in field evaluation of specific programs and activities. However, there
1s a critical need to involve AID/W effectively in the decision—making and
formulation of any tools of this type. There is an institutionalized
evaluation procedure already operational in AID, and a number of handbooks
have.been written at large expense to facilitate and standardize this
process. It 1s critical that the agency which developed these instruments and
which will need to use any new ones or modifications be included in their
formilation. It 13 important to consider evaluation at the several levels of
the project framework, decide what the evaluation should focus on, e.g.,
efficiency, effectiveness, and/or impact, and how it should be done within the
context of AID contracts. There 13 need for an evaluative framework and a
uniformity to approach which will use a standard device across as many types
of projects as possible. There is also a need for a USAID technical input
during the testing and evaluation phase of this activity. Thus, the tecam
commends the effort, but insists on a greater participation by the agency to
ensure the possibility of use within the AID system. ‘

Research/Extension Project Handbook

Development of this handbook has been active over the past two
years. It 1is envisioned as a document which could be used for future
workshops on management of projects and the institutionalization of the FSR/E
process. There 18 an assumption by core management that this document would
be widely used by people in USAID missions, national programs, and bilateral
agsistance projects. It was cited that nothing exists in this area, at least
1n the specific area of FSR/E, and that most projects have no written
guidelines to follow in development of this type of project.

The evalue. lon team has reviewed the current draft of the
research/extension project handbook, and concludes that although this may be
the only such guidebook to date, its approach is overly simplified and the
draft as presented would be of limited value to managers of FSR/E development
projects. There are several books available on project design, and AID
currently runs programs on project design and management. These should be
used as a basis from which to start with project handbook development 1if,
1ndeed, one 18 necessary. If so, there 13 a vital need for active AID/W
participation in the process. The current version is weak on guldelines for
management of interdisciplinary teams, for rigorous design of research on
farmer's flelds, and for a specific emphasis on FS research. since
considerable time and resources have been invested in the development of the
current draft of the book from this project, it could be made available to
development projects in its current form, perhaps in a loose-leaf
arrangement. Given other priorities, it is not recommended that additional
resources be dedicated to this handbook or future activities of this type, but
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that emphasis be placed on implementation in the ficld using existing
materials and procedures.

B. Training and Publications

Introduction

This performance assessment 18 based on interviews, a review of FSSP
documents and training materials, a support eantity survey done by S&T/AGR, and
a review of cables from missions commenting on FSSP activities. Since there
has been no opportunity to get the direct views of participants in any of the
tralning sessions.

Inventory of Activities and Assessment

FSSP has initlated a broad range of activities that can be regarded
as training. These include: "sensitivity"” workshops in the U.S.;
"sensitivity” and "networkshops” in Latin America/Caribbean and in Africa; the
development of specialized state-of-the-art training networks; a number of
miscellaneous activities; and publications. Each of these five categories is
reviewed separately below.

Domestic Workshops
Three different types of domestic workshops have been organized by
FSSP, Most of these were basic orientation workshops; in addition, one
methodology application workshop has been held and one workshop to train FSR
trainers (Iowa State). The table below summarizes these workshops:

Table 1 FSSP Domestic Workshops

Orientation 5 4 1 10

Application 0 0 1 1

Training of Trainers 0 1 0 1l
Total 5 5 2 12

Several agpects of these workshops deserve comment. First, there has
been commendable success in having them sponsored by support eutities; of the
twelve workshops, only four were held in Gainesville and these have been for
the most part pilot activities. Eight other institutions hosted the remaining
workshops, and one - Virginia State University - has agreed to become the
permanent home of the orientation workshops. Only one per year is now thought
necessary, but the team believes the "orientation” mission has been
accomplished.

Second, the dowestic workshops have proved very useful as a way of
building relationships among the U.S. community interested in FSR/E. This
emerges gstrongly in the SE survey conducted by S&T/AGR.



7=

Third, there was significant involvement of AID employees and foreign
nationals (administrators, scientists, students) in the U.S. activities; about
one-half or so of all participants were in this category.

A fourth point is that the domestic workshops have improved over
time. Initially they were very weak both pedagogically and technically and
AID criticisms and suggestions were often ignored, but significant
improvements have been made.

Finally, the number of activities is large given the relatively short
period of time FSSP has been in operation, wnhich i3 a compliment to the energy
and organizational talent of the FSSP core staff, but also reflects the lack
of a "programmatic” focus.

There are a number of points where improvement must be sought.
First, FSSP staff attempted to use the domestic workshops to assess overseas
training needs (for Africa especially). This "informal” needs assessment
however was no substitute for a rigorous assessment through visits to AID
field missions and natlional program leaders as is commonly done in other
centrally-funded projects. A limited amount of thkis was done on a somewhat ad
hoc basis in West Africa, but all-in-all the attempt to understand the full
range of indigenous training needs was inadequate. This has led to
disagreement among various concerned parties regarding the focus of many of
FSSP's activities. Second, the early gslide-tape modules were of lesser
utility than they could have been; rather than attempting to prepare these
materials in-house, FSSP could have used their Technical Committee structure,
with AID participation, to galn access to people able to strengthen the
materials both with regard to reglon-specific content as well as A-V technilque.

Third, the workshops have been implemented by relatively junior and
inexperienced people-again FSSP could have done better by administering the
workshop process but leaving implementation to people with the breadth an
depth of experien:e required.

Fourth, the workshops have been relatively heavy on social sclence and
process, out light on technical content and problem focus. (Again this could
have been improved through greater reliance on outside expertise and AID
participation).

In sum, the domestic workshop series has been spotty but {t is
encouraging that things appear to be getting better as time goes on. Probably
too much was attempted by the core staff itgelf In the bepginning; quality
suffered. The current {ntent to de-emphasize the introductory workshops and
concentrate on a few prlority areas, 1s a laudable attempt to prioritize and
focus the FSSP effort and should be glven strong support by AID,

Overseas Workshops

A relatively large number of overseas workdahops of varying duration
have been held. [n some of these FSSP was nolely responulble for the
proceedingn, in others reaponsibility wag shared and in dome FSSP has played
an anclllary role. Some attempt to categorize the activities along these
lines is made in the table below (this does not count workshops organized by
others at which FS5P was represented,)



Table 2 FSSP Overseas Workshops

Year Region Major Moderate Minor Total

1983
AFR 1 1 0 2
ASIA 0 0 0 0
LAC 2 0 0 2

1984 AFR 1 1 1 3
ASIA 0 1 1 . 2
LAC 2 0 0 2

1985 AFR 2 1 3 6
ASIA 0 0 0 0
LAC 1 3 0 4
Total 9 7 5 21

The following positive points need to be recognized. First, the LAC
workshops have apparently been implemented very well judging from mission
cables which are on the whole complimentary. Second, the quality of
activities has improved with time, indicating that FSSP gtaff are learuing
from their experience. (This 18 particularly evident in Africa). Third, the
large number of activities undertaken suggests a very high level of energy and
commitment on the part of FSSP core staff and their hard work should be
recognized.

There are also some areas where improvement is warranted. First, the
Africa workshops have been weak with regard to Africa-relevant content, with
regard to the availability and quality of French language translation for both
oral presentations and written materials; and with regard to A-V technical
quality., Although some improvement has been made over time, the current
materials are still far too weak. This must be addressed as a high priority,
preferably by drawing on the technical resources of others actively engaged in
FSR and related activities in the reglon.

Second, the very large number of activities carried out suggests that
the FSSP staff have been giving too much attention to doing things and not
enough attention to doing them well. A third and related point i{s that the
workshops exhibit little gense of strategy, direction, or problem-focus. FS5SP
has seemingly been willing to support nearly anything anywhere, with the
regsult that their staff and intellectual reasources have been fragmented. Two
noteworthy exceptions to thils general rule are the Togo animal traction
workshop, which was preceded and succeeded by related activities that appear
technically-oriented and cumulative in nature; and the Paraguay program, which
although little advertised is very important.
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A final point relates to the Paraguay activity specifically and the
LAC program generally: these activities have been implemented very often by a
private consultant firm, and it is questionable whether this is the best
approach to hoat country institutional development. AID/Paraguay makes this
point explicitly in their cabled assessment of the FSSP activities there and
notes the lack of a multiplier effect associated with U.S. university
expertise.

In sum, the overseas workshop program has been implemented with
admirable energy but has been weakened by inadequate attention to the quality
and relevance of training materials. Good trainers can compensate to some
extent for weak materials, but all-in—-all FSSP needs to devote much greater
attention to improving thelr materials with effective involvement of the SEs
and AID. This is recognized by FSSP leadership and staff and 13, we believe,
in accord with their own emerging sense of priorities.

Training Materials Developument

Much of what needs to be sald regarding this topic has been touched
on in the sections above. But it is important tn note that FSSP staff have
progressed over time in their approach to training materials development, with
the result now that energies are being focused on refinement of three training
units or modules on diagnosis, design of field trials, and management/adminis-
tration. This focus should be encouraged and supported, but even further
prioritization is needed. Specifically, the management module should receive
lesser priority than the other two. This i3 not because management is
unimportant, but because (a) the other modules are more central to FSSP's
bagic mi~3ion; (b) it will be easier "o introduce good technical content and a
gense of problem into the first two than into the third; (c) the management/
administrative module as currently presented {8 technically much weaker than
the ctler two; and suffers from the same deticlencies noted in the Project
Handbook; and (d) FSSP has strict limitations of staff time, financial
resources, and time remaining until project completion. Attention should be
concentrated on improving the first two modules and institutionalizing their
delivery 1in appropriate SEs and host country national programs.

Migcellaneous Training Activitiesn

FSSP hag sent core ataff or SE representatises to an lmpressive
number of meetingy, coanferences, and workshops. FSSP has algo provided useful
support to relative.y large numbers of individual sclentists overseas,
enabling them to attend activitien that they could otherwlse have missed.
While admirable in intent, the cumulative {mpact of these various dilsconnected
efforts 1u probably not great and there s an unfortunate fragmentation of
ataff attention as a result. Eapeclally now that funding levels have
declined, FSSP management should re-think the approach to such activities and
give serious attentlon to reducing the level of support provided,

Publications and Related Matters
FSSP produces a number of ugeful printed materials that deserve

mention. The newsletter has been generally accepted {n the U.S. and Lo very
highly regarded overaeaa, The distributlon lint is large (nearly 5,000), and
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it is available in Spanish and French as well as English. It 1is possible to
quarrel with the content of the newsletter and with the translations, but
overall this service is a valuable one and FSSP should be commended for having
done the job well.

FSSP 13 also responsible for generating 100 bibliographic entries
each year and arranging for them to be annotated and distributed by AID's
central evaluation office (PPC/CDIE). In addition, all such materials are
retained at the Kansas State University (KSU) documentation center. One
problem is that the annotation service provided by AID/PPC/CDIE has been both
slow and technically weak. This reflects a flaw in the original project
design. The annotations should be done by FSSP (preferably through SEs), uct
by CDIE. S&T/AGR shonld address this problem immediately.

Many other doc mentary efforts are also underway - various books,
manuals, an inventory of FSR activities, guidelines in various fields, and so
forth. It {3 clear that 1his represents a disperasion of staff effort and
financial resources, and not all the activities can be regarded as high
priority.

FSSP management should undertake a careful review of these activities
and thin down the number considerably both to conserve core fuiding and help
staff prioritize theilr time. As already noted, two obvious candidates for
¢limination are, first, the manual on project management guidelines, which 1is
peripheral to FSSP's basic misslon. Moreover, this topilc is addressed by a
large number of other books, articles, and training courses. The second clear
candldate for elimination {3 the series of country briefing books. While
undoubtedly useful, these represent an extremely low-priority undertaking
glven FSSP's baalc purposie and limitations of staff and funding.

C. Networktng

1. Introduction

Program design gave this activity a high priority and {t was a
featured pirt of the FSSP presentation during the review. [t was clear that
FSSP gtaff have thought long and hard about networking and its {mplementatton,
e.g. see Chris 0. Andrew, "Conalderations for Networking Development to
Support U. S. Technical assiatance,” 1985, Several specific activitics were
listed {n briefing materfals (gee exhibit #1) and the procesn {taelf was given
congiderable attention,

FSSP told un a network links three or more {n sustained {nteraction. It
features exchange among equala, a colleglal activity resting on common
concerna. FSSP's role Ly to actively promote guch networkn—--"to
foater/fuel/fan” in the worda of one. To this end FSSP gesks to {dentify
themes of high priority to farming syatemn research, to tdeatify indtviduals
with {nterest {n the theme, to facilitate thelr coming together, and to
atructure an environment {n which they can {nitiate and sustain the exchange
of {deas. The aim {a to tmprove performance through the stinulation that nuch
aharing engendern and through the nenne of endorsement from peers with commnn
cauae,
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Exhibit # 3
FSSP NETWORKING ACWiIVITIES

Universities (BIFAD, CRSP)
USAID Missions

National Institutions
CGIAR & Others

Existing Networks

FSSP Activities

PV0s & Others

Referrals

Individuals

Participants c—
Visitors

Response

Newsletter

Program Associates
Training

Technical Asggistance
Documentation

FSR Inventory
Publications

Biodata Files
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o Given the cost of the activity and the uncertainty
asgociated with the utility of output, the evaluation team is
forced to question the cost-effectiveness of the current
approach and urges that, as part of a collaborative strateglzing
process, the purpose, scope and approach of future networking
activities be clearly defined, particularly in Africa.

D, State-of-the-Art and Synthesis

1. Introduction

"State-of~-the-art” (SOTA) activities are the gynthesis of current
information and experience on farming systems concepts, methods, and technical
i1ssues. The purpose 18 to make such information, including guidelines and
trailning materials, conveniently avallable to practitioners. This is
fmportant because the FSR/E projects that produce and use the information are
often small and widely separated. It {8 difficult to learn where information
13 available and to obtain it. Accordingly, it is difficult for individual
FSR/E groups to compare and evaluate various approachea, procedures and
results., SOTA activities in the FSSP are a service to FSR/E practitioners and
others who set the direction of agricultural development efforts located in
universities and other contractors for FSR/E projects and AID. Thus, it is
important for FSSP to obtaln access through effective linkages with the
deliverers of FSR/E services.

This review of "state-of-the~art™ and gynthegls activities within the
FSSP addresses their following aspects: general approach; procedures; level
of achievement; and future directionsa. The basis for review includes oral
presentations and angwers given to the evaluation team by the FSSP ataff and
otner {nformanty, program documents (the 1982 Cooperative Agreement, 1984
Annual Report, 1985 Annual Work Plan, 1985 Implementation Plan for the 1985
Annual Work Plan, and "FSSP Summary Memo on State-of-the-Art Development’)
prepared for the evaluatlon tean and geveral State-of-the-Art subject matter
papers. These sources appeared representative of the scope and quality of
work required of FSSP and of FSSP's response, and hence adequate for the
review,

2.  General Approach

The Cooperative Agreement (October 1982) suggests that
state-of-the-nrt research should tdentify issues common to FSR/E programs and
evaluate causen, aolutlons and possible congequencen of the concerns most
frequently expresaed., The work {3 expected to yleld flve practical field
guidelineg that might cover alternative mechodologles used by national
programna, organizational concerns, extenslon, trainlng and the coat-
effectiveneay of FSR/E.

The nummary memorandum on S0TA given at the June 1985 review
Indicates that effortn to asyatematize SOTA development have jus® begun., SOTA
devalopment i regarded as an {mplictt activity in tralning, networking and
technical annfatance, but no apecific ntrategy hans evolved, Fifteen toplcs
are linted on which {nformation han heen asgembled, or noon will be. The
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topics are prioritized presumably according to the need expressed by
nractitioners of FSR/E, and hence in the order in which work on them will be
completed. Unfortunately, AID was not invited to participate in this process.

Intervening reports and workplans discuss SOTA activities but do not
reflect a consistent approach or consistent themes in conceptualization of
this area of activity. Each discussion tells what 1is being done but the steps
aren't clearly related. In presenting SOTA syntheses, one report highlights
the role of the Technical Committee and the bibliography, another training
units, and another case histories; all no doubt related to SOTA development
but not according to a particular plan. A definition of SOTA iy not found,
nor the purpose of SOTA, 1its objectives, or a plan for achieving the
objectives. Nevertheless, from several sources and through diverse
activities, syntheses of information on a number of topics are teing
accomplished (See Appendix 2).

The sources of SOTA gsynthevls vary. The role of extension and issues
with respect to i!-restock in FSR/E weve examined by special task forces. Many
of the toplcs are to be treated in training units. Agro-forestry is covered
in a workshop proceeding, as is traction power, while integrated pest
management 1s presented in a University of Florida course, and nutrition in
cage studies.

The Evaluation team wishes to express the following concerns about
FSSP's general approach to SOTA and synthesis development:

0 A definition (and perhaps renaming, if it aids
understanding) of SOTA/syuthesis activities is needed, and a
stronger conceptualization of the job to be done.

o Given a definition of the concept, a strategy and work plan
for achieving objectives 13 needed. A strategy might show how
aims suggested in the cooperative agreement are linked to
activities (bibliography, case studies, technical committee,
course development, etc.) at any given time, how activities are
linked one-to-another, and how these together are linked to
expected SOTA products.

o} If convenient access to synthesis of information on
frequently cited issues in FSR/E 18 indeed an objective, as we
think it should be, then the present passive approach (i.e.
leaving the gyntheses to comprise mainly of products from other
activitics--training units, textbooks, courses, workshop
proceedings, network operations, etc.), requires modification.
Accessing and using Information from such diverse sources and in
such diverse formats may not be an easy task.

o Even 1f information were easily avallable and understood
from thes~ various sources, it 18 not clear that it would
represent. a state—of-the-art syntheais. Training courses, for
example, might reasonably contaln the bagics of FSR/E,
emphasizing “tried-and-true” methods, but go light on theory,
history, or comparative review that a syuthesis might contain.
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Similarly, workshops, textbooks and case studies often are
developed with objectives that may not support a synthesis,
There is no substitute for SOTA/synthesis in a dynamic setting
based on research.

3. Procedures

Identifying issues for study, prioritizing them and getting the work
done are the major procedural concerns. The Technical Committee of the FSSP
1s to provide guldance on the identification of issues for study and, presum-
ably, in the setting of priorities, This 1s to be done through a representa-
tive of the FSSP core on he Technical Committee. Information is then
asgsembled and synthesized through the various means mentioned above---training
unit development, task forces, bibliography, workshops, etc. In practice, the
leadership and initlative for getting the work doune, and much of the direct
responsibility for SOTA activities, presently resides with the FSSP core staff.

A review of the procedures followed and results obtained suggests
that identification of issues and setting of prioritiecs with respect to those
1ssues hds been satisfactory. That is, the areas of SOTA activities listed in
Appendix 2, particularly the highest priority areas, appear an appropriate
beginning set of problem areas for study. However, the prioritization was
apparently done primarily by core staff, with little input from the technical
committee and no discernable input from AID. The set of 1ssues contains
technical problems (e.g. agro-forestry, IPM, livestock), methodological areas
(diagnostic surveys, on-farm trials), institutional questions (e.g. extension,
gocial sclence, in FSR/E and evaluation of FSR/E approach), and principles of
FSR/E (e.g. economic characteristics of small-scale farmers).

The 1dentification of 1ssues and setting of priorities, however,
might be improved by:

o Organization of issues in a manner that provides a sense of
the kinds of expertise required for their study--e.g. principles
of FSR/E, methods of FSR/E, organization of FSR/E, technology of
FSR/E, economics of farming systems, etc.;

o Establishing procedures for identifying 1ssues that more
explicitly incorporate the views of FSR/E project staff
overseas, e.g., what are the FSR/E backstopping issues that can
be explored by FSSP for bilateral contractors?;

o} Associating with each problem area a quantitative or
qualitative measure of the importance of the 1gsue (e.g.
projects that requested work on nutrition, arecas of the world
where agro-forestry technology is a concern, ecounomic conditions
under which crops/livestock technology is lacking, expected
galns from closer linkage of research and extension).

The slow progress to date in developing and implementing an overall
plan for SOTA activities within the cor~ FSSP, and the largely untapped
greater capacity of the FSSP program as a whole (including the support
entities), suggest that a larger amount of the responsibility for SOTA
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development should be distributed to associated universities. A needed
expansion of activities that are explicitly planned; a process closely
involving the Technical Committee with AID participation, for SOTA synthesis
(i.e. not simply comprised of training units, workshop proceedings, etc.),
cannot and should not be accomplished solely by an already heavily committed
core staff. Both the quality and the volume of SOTA development
accomplishments require a wider base for contributions to this effort.

4, Performance

The level of achievement of the FSSP with respect to SOTA activities
is reviewed on the basis of selected SOTA materials already identified.
Assuming the products presented by the FSSP to be the appropriate kind of
output, how satisfactory are they?

o The range of topics selected by FSSP management for study as
SOTA activities appears an appropriate beginning list of farming
systems problems areas. As methodological and conceptual issues are
resolved, the program should increasingly focus on technical issues
identified through network activities. Traction power is an example
of such an issue already covered. Additional issues should be
identified according to their importance in the countries where
farming systems projects are being carried out.

o Prioritizing the SOTA problem areas, in collaboration with AID,
1s also a useful step and should similarly be based upon likely
becefits in countries where FSR/E 1s being carried out with linkages
to the FSSP.

o) Production of SOTA materials has been slow, with very few of the
15 initial topics considered finished. As cited earlier, SOTA
materials have been developed mainly for other purposes and without
much central direction. Apart from content consideration, this
approach has undoubtedly delayed SOTA output, compared to identifying
resources and proceeding with a specific plan for producing SOTA
materials.,

o Materials vary widely according to the apparent target
audience. The "Task Force Report on Livestock in Mixed Farming
Systems" may be useful to a high level research officer to
understand broad concepts, perhaps as input into a decision of
whether to commit agency resources to a farming systems
livestock project. The report 1s not likely to be of much use
to a fleld practitioner needing to know the state-of-the-art for
conducting livestock research in FSR/E. This problem is shared
by many of the materials because they were not planned as SOTA
documents,

0 The quality of SOTA documents needs improvement, largely
from the standpoint of comprehensiveness and practical
usefulnesy, In most cascd, one or two items are recommended as
the SOTA documentation on a toplc. Again, perhaps because they
were not produced as SOTA documents and often written by a few
authors, they necessarily lack the perspective and credibility.
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usefulness. In most cases, one or two items are
recommended as the SOTA documentation on a topic. Again,
perhaps because they were not produced as SOTA documents
and often written by a few authors, they necessarily lack
the perspective and credibility.

In summary, the quality and rate of progress of work on SOTA
activities to date suggests that a specific strategy and multi-year plan for
producing a limited number of priority SOTA products be formulated and that
resources be identified among the support entities to conduct the work in a
timely manner. The materials produced should be carefully reviewed for
comprehensiveness, soundness, understandability and practical use to
practitioners. Review of SOTA might be conducted by either the Technical
Committee or by independent scholars recognized for their expertise in the
respective fields.

5, SOTA Strategy

There 1s little in FSSP documentation to suggest planning or
direction of SOTA activities. The above recommendations with respect to
general approach, procedures and level of achievement imply future steps to be
taken. Most important is an overall strategy and plan, agreed to by the
principal partles of interest, that defines what SOTA activities are, who 1is
the target user of the documents and for what purpose, and that shows where
the SOTA program is headed.

Finally, usefulness of the term "State—of-the-Art" without reference
to synthesis should be 1cconsidered. Its meaning may be sufficiently obscure
as to inhibit understanding of FSSP objectives within FSSP, USAID, and country
projects. Another acronym or word denoting "modern methods, principles and
technology” may be more useful than "SOTA", per se.

E. Organization and Management

1. General

The management of this project has reflected, to a significant
extent, the problems in a collaborative arrangement involving a large number
of institutions in an innovative and experimental effort. The FSSP project
management team, that 1s, the Director and his core staff, have a number of
clients to deal with and satisfy, e.g.; the Title XII community in general,
and particularly the FSSP participating universities (generally referred to as
support entities); AID including S&T, the reglonal bureaus and field missions;
and, ultimately, the end-users including bi-lateral contractors, NARCs, IARCs,
etc. The cooperative agreement itself is vague regarding expected results and
the signals coming from AID are sometimes distorted or contradictory, or at
least are interpreted as such. Since there is not complete agreement or
understanding among all the players as to the purpose and principal thrusts of
the projects, annual work planning and result-oriented progress reporting
becomes a difficult process and, without an agreed upon strategy, short-term
and activity-oriented. As will be briefly described, the FSSP has made
a strong effort to develop organizational and procedural guidelines* but it

*See "Procedural Manual - Operational Guidelines for the Farming
Systems Support Project:, a draft dated April 1985,
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appears that often there is more structure than substance in the arrangements
and materials,

2,  FSSP
Lead University

The Cooperative Agreement specifies that the University of Florida
will "... perform as the lead entity and will coordinate the inputs of
collaborating institutions with similar interests in FSR/E." It goes on to
explain that the FSSP will be administered centrally with core administrative
and management staff coordinating and supervising overall program activities.
Program and administrative support was envisioned as emanating”... from a
confederation of entitlies working cooperatively with the recipient.” The
precise advisory and participatory structure was not stipulated in the
agreement but was expected to evolve as the dimensions of the program became
more obvious. Many entities are to be called upon to participate in and
prepare for implementation responsibilities. A "core program”, presumably to
be worked out in the work planning process, was to multiply expertise by
helping developing "core areas"”, also undefined, at various institutions
directed toward establishing specific areas of strength. It is worthy of
particular note that the CA language states:

A coordinated organizational administrative
and managerial strategy will be essential

to achieve that end. The rapidity with which
the FSSP is being initiated through the coop-
erative agreement has not provided the inter-
institutional communication time required to
finalize a particular mode.

The FSSP Director pointed out to the team that "lead entity" is not
the same thing as a "managecaent entity” as used in CRSPs. The participating
universities or support entities are not equal and there 1s no cohesive
research objective to provide the basic framework. Therefore, one of the
earliest challenges facing the project leader/director was to recruit his core
staff and bulld-up the project structure and organization.

Core Staff

The original agreement contemplated three core staff members, i.e., a
project leader, a coordinator for technical assistance, and a coordinator for
training and networking, plus supporting staff. It was anticipated that
consultants would provide many of the short term services required by the
agreement. The current staffing pattern i{s listed on pages 50-52 of the
Procedural Manual and includes, in addition to the Director, five
coordinators. Core management has also actively been seeking AID's approval
and funding of a reglonal support program based in Cameroon and the assignment
of an additional full-time coordinator. In addition to advice received by
organizations mentioned below, the Director recaives counsel from a
senlor-counciler in residence (Pete Hildebrand) and from time-to-time, may
gseek externai advice, e.g., the hiring of a consultant (Bob House - Vanderbilt
University) on FSSP management.




-20-

In the view of the team, and as expressed elsewhere in this report,
the core staff has taken on more responsibilities and delivery activities than
originally contemplated or desirable. This 1s due, at least in part, to the
pressure on them to produce results, the absence of an approved long-range
strategy and agreement on the priority and nature of specific expected results
(1.e., outputs), and their individual and collective high motivation to pro-
duce. It has had, however, some unfortunate consequences regarding quality
and relevance of work undertaken and/or planned. The size and skill compo-
sition of the core staff is obviously at issue, particularly in light of the
current funding difficulties. Since these are non-tenure track positions and,
according to the Director, are more management than substance or discipline
oriented, it was not possible to recruit an agronomist or other bio-scientist
for the core staff, The net result, except for a former AID research manage-
ment speciallist, 1s an unbalanced team of young and ambitious social scientists
who are learning (and they are learning), but mostly by trial and error. In
the process, the natural self-preservation instinct of the core staff (like
any institution) may be subconsciously modifying the original project approach
to fit personal capabilities, objectives and perceptions.

Particularly in the early days, there was a reluctance for core
management to involve the SEs effectively in the central program and to accept
SE proposals but, according to a member of the Advisory Council, this has
improved and there is more acceptance of "delegating a chunk of the program to
specific SEs” There can be little doubt, however that some SEs felt spurned.

The Project Director, a long-term and tenured faculty member of the
University of Florida and an economist with extensive experience in Latin
America, has a good personal style and is well-liked and respected. He has
done a very good job in separating FSSP per se from the UF in the eyes of the
university community while, at the same time, getting good UF support., He has
not, however, always been equally as successful in dealing with AID. Core
management is not always sensitive as to when AID should be involved in FSSP
decisions and activities and at what level. Confronted with conflicting
signals, or signals he doesn't 1like, the Director has shown a tendency to
treat the cooperative agreement as an iron-clad contract rather than a partner-
ship. This is an indication that, after three years, there is gtill a great
deal of misunderstanding, confusion or disagreement as to what FSSP is to
accomplish and the optimum way to do it.

Advisory Council

An Advisory Council, composed of three members selected from amongst
the SEs of the FSSP network, was established as an advisory body to the
Director and a sounding board for policy purposes. Current representation
includes: (1) Larry Zuldema, Cornell University; (2) Jean Kearns, University
of Arizona, and (3) Dale Harpstead, MSU.

Apparently thig council hag been quite active and has the gupport of
the university community. It has been Involved In the selection of SEs, 1in
policy meetings with AID officials, and, most important, in me.ding the
various views regarding FSR/E, at least at the policy level. It has helped in
establishing the Technical Commlttee and providing general support to the
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Director. The Council, which is non-technical in composition, has suggested
or concurred in areas of program concentration but agrees that more can be
done in strategizing and using a problem focus; possibly through the use of
regional committees. As a support project, FSSP activities are viewed as
about right with a need to broaden the base of faculty participation. If the
Council can be faulted at all, it would be in taking too soft a role in
encouraging program development and project design revision, providing more
programming guldance to core management, and in advising the Director on the
more effective timing and level of AID involvement as a partner in major
project decisions.

Technical Committee

The Procedural Manual describes the Technical Committee as the only
"standing committee” of the FSSP and as advisory to the Director and core
staff. It is to serve as a technical resource base and as reglonal and
institutional representative for network and communication purposes. Areas to
be considered include: research, extension, management, data retrieval and
analysis, family, livestock, cropplng, agro-forestry, soll and water
infrastructure and policy systems. Its purpose, inter alia, is given as (a)
provide for common goals and serve as trustees of the systems approach (b)
assist in developing guldelines and roles for task force strategles and (c)
representing disciplinary interest in farming systems through
multi-disciplinary interfaces and integrated approaches to research and
extension programs. Membership selection is primarily from Program Leaders
with core staff representation.

. Given the size and composition of the core staff, the Committee was
viewed as a mechanism to involve the technical agro-disciplines but, by the
admission of most parties, it has not yet functioned effectively. The
Committee as originally composed was balanced and with good people but after
two meetings attendance began to fall off, partly due to indecision about the
advisory role of the committee and its clients. There have been no inputs
into networking or training with the only concrete result being the review of
submissions for the bibliography of readings in farming systems by the
Committee itself (Kansas State Unlversity serves as the lead institution in
this documentation effort),

The currert chalrperson indicated gsome frustration in attempting to
set priorities for a support or passive type project. There has been an
attempt to come up with task force subjects aud people, e.g., in evaluation,
animal traction, and intra-houschold dynamics, and to determine S0TA
priorities but they are mostly short-term and reflect on-golng functions. To
a considerable extent, this reflects a lack of sufficlent guidelines and/or
delegation from the core staff. In turn, this may also reflect the conflicts
between a servlice and research orientation. The Director himself has
indicated concern about the gap which has evolved and the underuse of the
committee to date. It appears obvious to the team that a good part of the
problem concerns the role of the core staff vig-a-vig the gupporting entitles
and the FSR/E community {n general.
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Task Groups

The task force concept (ad hoc committees) is empleved to address
technical support needs as an instrument of the Technical Coamittee and core
gtaff. The task-oriented approach 1s to be employed to support training,
technical assistance, networking, and SOTA/synthesis., A product is expected.

The most active task force appears the one concerned with evaluation,
a subject initiated by the Technical Committee and reflecting their concerm
with the need for quality, replicable evaluations of FSR/E projects in the
field. A lead entity - Winrock International - was selected in September,
1984. The group, led by James Henson from WSU, includes membership from
several universities, The Re. :arch Triangle Institute, with ex officio
advisors from FSSP and AID. The evaluation task force is also backstopped by
a large group of individuals but there i3 a significant gap - no professional
representation from the AID evaluation community. Since AID already has a
well-developed and institutionalized project evaluating system, the team is
concerned that the end product may not be acceptable in part or in whole to
AID.

Other task forces have been created, e.g. on livestock, in connection
with the animal traction workshops, but to date this mechanism to involve
technical expertise has been underutilized.

Support Entities

An important otjective of the project {s to increase the quality and
quantity of U.S. expertise in FSR/E to atrengthen the base for the FSSP and
other AID {nitiatives in FSR/¥, As the lead university, U.F. is expected to
"...eagerly solicit help from and cooperate with other institutions” which
will collaborate 1in providing technical assistance, training and guidelines to
FSR/E programs in the developing countries, The agreement is non-specific
regarding the structure of the "confederation of entities” which will work
cooperatively with UF. Therefore, one of the firat tasks of the Director was
to develop the Unlversity gupport bagse which was formallzed {n a non-funded
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for the purpose of linking support entities
(universities and private firms) to the FSSP. According to the 1984 annual
report, there are 26 support entitles in the bagse, Including five consulting
firms.

Some AID officlials have {ndicated sarprise at the large number of SEs
which wag decided by the Director with the agsatstance of the Advigsory Council
but without consultation with AID/S&T. It {8 important to note, Ln thig
connection, that the execution of MOA does not, by {taelfl, give an accurate
plcture of SE participation alnce, on the one hand they are non-funded and, on
the other, SEa may use other than FSSP funda when partletipating In an FSSP
related activity

At the request of the team, FSSP management nupplied some rough data
on the i{sguance of funded Purchase Orders (P0s) to SEs,. This was diff{lcult to
do because the accounting system Ly not set up to provide aggregate data by
SEs. In the $250,000 to $302,000 bracket were, in order of magnitude:
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commodities or enterprises within the farming systems rubric, so long as the
regsearch i1s undertaken with full awareness of the interactions, e.g., across
enterprises, into the household, and including off farm work.

These developments have forced a change in the priorities among
clients., As an example, service to overseas missions has been less than
originally anticipated while networking for Title XII contractor overseas
staff is being given higher priority. These new priorities and opportunities
are described in the subsequent portions of this gection,

B. Strategies, Prloritles, Program Development

A Change In Approach

FSSP staff expressed to the evaluation team two approaches to the
selection and scheduling of activittes, a response approach and a proactive
approach. The response approach means to inform clients of capabilities then
supply services upon request.  This approach was also referred to as the
“opportunistic mode” of operations. The proactive mode implies the
formulation of a strategy for reachiag a goal, the creation of an environment
in which clients are likely to request services, and otherwlse ellcit actions
by clients that advance FSSP goals.

The F55P has largely followed the “opportunistic” or "response”
approach until now. This, perhaps, was appropriate to the {ntended
“"cooperative mode”™ of the F35P's desiyn by which the project's services would
be redesigned as the need bhecomes evident. Indeed the opportunistic approach
hag been useful in the early phase of FSSP.  Cllents' needs and ¥SSP's
comparative advantases in services were initlally unclear. The opportunistic
approach facilitated an assesament and matching of needa and capabilittes.

It 1s a major conclusion of the evaluation team that more of FSSP's
activities should be conducted in a proactive mode. Or in a somewhat negative
context, stratepic planning and prioritics setring are not yet apparent in the
principle activities of F3SP. lack of planning and strateglzing {s apparent
in:

Program development
Training

Technical asalstance
Networking

Program development

SEn structure and llnkages

Some unilateral prloritization {a apparent {n SOTA but it 18 not
clear how they were get or how thig relates to level and scheduling of
effort. ™Much more needs to be done.,

Reesponie Moden
Annoctated with the Incltnation of the FSSP toward a “"response

approach” 1a an apparent emphasts on the process and dynamtcn through which
FSSP actlonn and dectsions happened rather than on the content and direetion
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of actions based on any strategy to achieve desired results. The evaluation
team recommends the following.

o The emphasis on an African focus, while justifiable,
should not exclude the use of relevant experience in
Asia or Latin America as it may apply to Africa or limit
thelr access to FSSP products. Technical services to
these regions, however, should be supplied on a "buy-in"
basis.

o Identify technical problems that critically affect food
production, particularly in sub-Sahara Africa, which
prospectively can be solved through a FSR/E approach.
Principle activities of FSSP should relate to those
technical issues, including networking, training, SOTA,
technical assistance, and the distribution of responsi-
abilities to SEs. Network activities on traction power
is a step in the right direction. Additional examples
of possible tec' uical issues are: weed management in
upland system, small farm irrigation practices, dryland
range management, efficlent water use in arid and semi-
arid regions.

o The formulation of an FSSP strategy with respect to
Africa should have a problem focus and be carried out
in close collaboration with SEs, S&T, and the regional
bureaus. Questions such as whether to post core staff
in Western Africa should await the results of such a
process.

o Program development should be defined to include the
inputs of not only the internal management of the core
FSSP team, but all collaborators including SEs, task
groups and others. Particular attention must be given
to planning how they might diverge from activities
planned under the original project design. Strategic
decisions should be consistently reflecred in work plans
and annual reports.

o While it may be clear internally to the core what the
priorities and strategles are, it does not come through.
These must be clearly articulated in processes and
products from the various program activities.

0 The Technical Committee should be i{mmediately given the
task of performing a more active role in strategizing,
technical review, promoting access to tecnnical resources,
and to follow up evaluation of FSSP outputs,

o AID should be recountzed by FSSP management as a tull
partner in strateylzing, program development, and work
plauning at the purpose and output levels.
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C. AID Policles and Programs in Relation to FSSP

FSSP has experienced a number of difficulties in implementation due
to unresolved contradictions about AID's approach to agricultural development
in Africa and elsewhere. Three of the most prominent contradictions are
discussed below, and a final section draws conclusions that shed light on the
question of what needs to be done over the next two years.

1. Field Support vs Research

At the time FSSP was conceptualized i1t was generally felt that FSSP
should not do research per se but should rather provide support for field
research activities. This 1s reflected very strongly in the PP and
fooperative Agreement. Now, however, the pendulum has swung in the direction
of research and FSSP is criticized for being insufficiently involved in or

linked closely to field-level work.

This 1s not fair to FSSP management and should not cloud our judgment
of the value of what has been accomplished. There is more subtle aspect to
this as well. By restricting FSSPs involvement in actual FSR/E work, the
PP/Cooperative Agreement made it very difficult for FSSP to develop (SOTA),
training materials and problem-oriented networks. This is because only
hands-on involvement in the process of agriculture research can generate the
up-to-date and well-targeted guidance and knowledge required. On the other
hand, FSSP management has been slow in establishing working linkages with
field researchers. FSSP has also been too slow in bringing a technical
orientation to thelr work. However, the overriding problem was a basic flaw
in project design, which assumed that SOTA field support could be provided
independently of hands-on involvement in agriculture research.

2. FSR/E vs Commodity Work

. Within the Agency there 13 considerable ambivalence and lack of
clarity regarding what FSR/E is and what it should do, particularly regarding
the relations™ip between FSR/E and commodity research. People's different and
often partial conceptions led to conflicting expectations regarding FSSP. All
this might have been resolved had more time been gpent putting together the
project paper, but this process was rushed. FSSP was left to generate a
definition of FSR that would suit various actors in AID, and the FSR/E
community, an obviously impossible task. Now, however, at least with regard
to Africa, an Agency consensus on the role of FSR/E has been achleved, F35P
should carefully review the Plan for Supporting Agricultural Research ane
Facilities of Agriculture in Africa, and dlscuss the implications with those
In S&T and AFR who share responsibility for gulding the evolution of FSSP. In
the meantime, however, FSSP should not be regarded with disapproval for having
falled to develop a defirition of FSR/E that would satisfy everyone in AID and
outside as well.

3. Networks and Networklng

As with the concept of FSR/E, there has been considerable uncertainty
and disagreement reparding the role of "networks” in agricultural
development. FS5SP management has chose, perhaps inevitably glven their lack
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of involvement in on-going research programs, to concentrate on simply
facilitating the exchange of views and experience in the realm of FSR/E
broadly defined. At the same time, there has been within AID a growing
conviction that the "network"” concept should have the followlng basic
attributes: (a) be organized around the definition and resolution of
particular technical issues or problems arlising in agricultural research; and
(b) facilitate the exchange of genetic material and trial results on a
reglonal basis among cooperating scientists when joint activities complement
and support one another. This understanding had not been concisely stated
until publication of the Plan referred to above, and it has not yet been

ef fectively communicated to FSSP management. Thus their networking activities
are viewed with some disfavor due to the general lack of technical content;
but until recently it was not all that clear what AID expected of a network -
and in any ca > FSSPs "support” role makes it difficult for them to take any
sort of technical leadership role in supporting network development. There
are a range of possible solutions, including careful discussions with S&T and
AFR of the networking guidelines coantained in the Plan (which represents an
AID concensus on this point); more careful attention to ensuring that
technical issues guide the development of future networking activities; znd a
general withdrawal from the "sensitization" type of FSR workshops.

4, Redefinition

This evaluation has identified some significant issues in commu-
nication between AID and FSS"P management with regard to implications for the
future shape of FSSP programs, particularly in Africa. The one-week exercise,
however, does not provide sufficlent scope to wholly resolve these issues and
arrive at definitive, viable, and pragmatic conclusions. It 1s not possible
for an external group to say at this polnt exactly what FSSP should do to meet
emerging AID Interests in research as opposed to program support. It is not
clear to us how a project directly focused on FSR/E can effectively address
the commodity tie-in; given FSSP distance from national programs and IARC's.
It 18 difficult to state how they can best help cupport networks; and there 1is
insufficient information avallable to judge how best the focus can be
sustained and increased. For these reasons it would be prudent to defer major
decisions on re-orientation of FSSP and the nature of the Africa program in
particular until early 1986, prior to which AFR, S&T, and FSSP would have
participated in a joint strategy review leading to a respecification or
redesign of the Cooperative Agreement which would have taken into
conslderation ‘he recommendations included 1in this report.

D. Management of FSSP

The management of a complex project of this nature, (i.e., an
innovative effort in an evolving interdisciplinary systems approach to on-farm
management involving a large number of competitive universities and disci-
lines with differing perceptions and needs) 1is bound to be difficult and
challenging for 1t 19 breaking new ground. 1In a cooperative agreement,
management control is shared and even diluted further when there {3 a lack of
an operational congensus as to the purpose of the project and the app.oach to
be taken among the principal FSSP players, including AID. The . provlems,
gome already ldentified under "performance”, are reiterated below along with
the teams' sugpestions of what might be done. The tecam wishes at the outset,
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however, to make clear that in its view, all the parties have been making
gignificant and honest efforts to improve the management of this project in
order to assure its success. In many cases, the problems are due to resource
and other constraints beyond the control of the participants. The pressure to
get started and show results has sometimes affected their quality and
relevance. Some critical assumptions made at the beginning of the project,
e.g., a projection of USAID field demand for project-cycle support in FSR/E,
have not the been validated. In hindsight, it is easy to find fault. This is
not the intention here. Rather it is to provide the rationale for considering
immediate steps which can be taken to improve the management of the FSSP
within the context of the other findings, conclusicns and recommendations
included in this report.

1. Organization

Lead Entity

The Director of the FSSP, under difficult circumstances, has done a
good job in: (1) mollifying most of the universities who originally competed
for the "lead" role; (i1) separating FSSP core management from the University
of Florida; and, in the process (iii) gaining acceptance from the FSR/E
community in general. The ability of the Director and his core staff to work
effectively with AID, however, 1s subject to some qualification regarding
timing and sensitivity to AID needs, complicated by problems within AID
itself.

While an elaborate organizational plan has been developed covering
the purpose and role (operational guidelines) for the FSSP, including its
mandate, organization, and procedures, the university support base, etc., it
1s often more structural and procedural and lacking a programmatic rationale,

This 1s particularly serious fu the case of the role and functions of the core
management staff vis-a-vis che SEs, including the Technical Committee and 1its
task groups.

While since.e recruitment efforts were undertaken, because of the
lack of tenure-track positions and other reasons, most of the core staff are
young social sclentists and there is an absence of adequate
blological-scientific input. Under pressure to produce, through
trial-by~error if necessary, the staff has become too involved in delivering
per se but without tie cohesive framework of a high level of USAID mission
demands or overall strategy. Quality and relevance of results have su..’ered
thereby and appear ad hoc in nature. Given the nature and history of the
project, perhaps this HEVelopment was inevitable and imprcvements are being
made! In the team's view, however, they are not sufficlent and require, inter
alia, a clarification of the core's role vis-a-vis AID, SEs and task groups
which takes 1into account the expectation of continual funding limitations. In
gshort, core staff should become more involved in planning and facilitative
effort while "delegating” more iuplementing responsibilities to selected SEs
and providing support to them through backstopping services and supplemental
funding.
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The University - Private Sector Base

Land-grant universities and five private consulting firms, all U.S.,
make up the FSSP base. Twenty-one universities have signed MOA's and,
together, they thereby become "support entities”. The lion's share of FSSP
funds, however, have flowed to two private firms and seven universities.

The SEs are the primary source of members serving cn the FSSP
Advisory Council, the Technical Committee, and the two or three task groups
established to date. The team was not able to ascertain the policy and
criteria for the number of entities selected and the reason thereof except a
willingness to sign an MOA and expand the base.

The Advisory Council appears to be functioning in a useful manner as
a small advisory group to the Director and a buffer to both the university
base and AIDM. It has not, however, been of much use to date in helping him to
strategize, at least on a more formalized and long-range basis, or in putting
life into the Technical Committee. The team sees the Technical Committee,
which has had a marginal impact to date, as the mechanism or the means to add
substance and interdisciplinary technical input to the core management
function and as a means to more effective technical and problem-oriented
participation of the SEs and others, including AID, in FSSP activities. More
use of problem-orlented task forces seems called for under the leadership of a
specific SE, with core support not leadership. AID staff, not just confined
to the S&T project management team, also needs to be involved at the
working/technical levelc with field participation when feasible. The absence
of such involvement, and the possible negative consequences, 1s particularly
noteworthy in connection with the Evaluation Task Force.

AID

There are similar problems evident on the AID side. From an
organizational point of view, they are not helped by the preceived split in
project management respoansibilities both within S&T/AGR and between S&T/AGR
and S&T/RD. It is in the process of being exacerbated further as the focus
shifts to Africa. Despite recent attempts to clarify matters, the FSSP
Director acts confused as to who 1s calling the signals in AID and at what
level. Since these signals have sometimes been contradictory, he takes refuge
in a literal interpretation of the CA, a position which i3 not conducive to
eventual project effectiveness and success. For the time being, at least,
senlor management in the S«T (and perhaps the Africa Bureau) must provide more
guldance to the APMT staff, allocate the resources necessary to operate in a
collaborative and joint manner, ensure that the intra-agency consensus process
1s working, and closely monitor procress over the next 12 wmonths. While it is
desirable that many bureaus and offices of AID are involved in implementatlon
through participation in the Technical Committee and working groups, for
strateglzing, program development and worw planning, a unified AID front must
be maintained through S&T's Office of Agriculture,

At this polnt, the team wishes to note that the collaborative mode
involving joint declslon-making, as usually envisioned in a CA, while often
indispensable 1s also a difficult mode for AID and S&T in particular, given
its multitude of goals, programs and clients comblned with continuing staffing
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and support constraints. It is particularly severe when a centrally managed
project invoclves a number of technical disciplines and combines research ar?
similar activities with technical assistance and support of field activities.
When the basic approach and the expected results are unclear, it puts even a
greater responsibility on AID s:taff who may not have the time, inclination
and/or capability or background to contribute to the process. In extending
this project or entering into new CA's, these facts of life need to be
congldered by AID programmers and managers.

2. Management Processes

Operational Framework

The report repeatedly points out the need for a new project framework
which, as the result of experience to date, should provide a verification or
revision of the original project logic, i.e., project purpose and approach,
including a rationalization of research and support, the establishment of
desired end results/project activities (outputs), critical assumptions, and
performance and EOPS indicators. This redesign should be the result of a
strategizing process which involves AID, FSSP ccre management, and
representation from the Advisory Council and Technical Committee in a joint
exercise. It 1s evident that the annual work planning process with its
short-term and activity orientation has not and cannot provide the raison
d'etre which appears missing in the eyes of some important officilals within
AID and the Title XII community. Such a redesign, and {its acceptance by the
major players, must be a pre-condition for any consideration of extension of
the FSSP.

During this process, the issue concerning the role of the core
management vis—a-vis the APMT, the SEs, Technical Committee, and expanded use
of problem-oriented task groups, must be considered. The potential and
desired interface with other AID/SAT projects should also be reviewed. The
global vs regional focus of the project and 1its ramifications must also be
resolved as qulckly as poussible. On the basils of this redesign, a work plan
should be developed for the remainder of the project emphasizing, as suggested
elsewhere, SOTA/synthesis, development of priority tralning modules, and
networking/support activities, with new starts postponed until the
justification for an extension 1s clearer.

The team was impressed and a bit concerned with the role both parties
were granting to th: Evaluation Team regarding these 1ssuss, While it is
hoped and expected that our analyses and suggestions will help in arriving at
critical project management decisions, these 1ssues must be resolved by the
“partners” themselves, L.e., UF/FSSP and AID, {n a jolnt, collaborative and
continuous fashion.

Reporting and Accounting

One of the advantages of a redeslyn as suggested above is that it can
provide the basis for {mproved reporting on proyress tnvolving pre-determined
results using milestone eventy even when qualification fs not feasible. An
annual repert of the plana, activitles, and accomplishments of the Advinory
Council and Technical Committec would also be useful, combined with a
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similar report on the annual FSSP conference. Rather than requiring quarterly
reports, per se, progress reports by various task groups might be more useful
in the future and more feedback on the effectiveness and impact of field
activities. There also should bhs more reporting on how FSSP is impacting,
directly and indirectly, on the U.S. FSR/E community.

In addition, accounting data cculd be adjusted or repackaged to
pruvide more programmatic information, e.g., the amount of funds transferred
to individual SEs and task groups and the results obtalined and the cost of
producing major products such as training modules and manual. This would help
in making more rational cholces from program alternatives and choosing the
mogt cost-effective outputs, The need for both a4 work plan, based on an
output concept, and an implementation plan appears redundant,

Annual Conference

As both a management tcol and networking device for the FSSP, the
annual KSU symposium has been widely recognlzed as very useful and valuable
and should be continued. The process of using the annual symposium to involve
SEs in planning and decision-—making should be continued and strengthened,
including more effective AID participation.

State of Florida

Finally, it has been noted that the regulatlions of the State of
Florida regarding contractine, travel costs and advances, etc., are not always
comparative with a project which has a4 nationwide and international
dimension. This problem huas been faced and solved by other univeraities in
similar circumstances. Solutions range frem special leglslatlion granting
exemptions  to establishing "institutes” with special authorities. If the
University of Florida wishes to contlnue Lts role as sponsor for the FSSP,
f.e., as the "iead” university, and enter into similar arrangements in other
gubject-matter arcas, the team believes that the Universlty should initiate
action with 1ts leglslative committee to geek a satisfactory and immediate
golution,

3. Follow-up

The 1imited time avallable to carry out a comprehensive evaluation of
this project precluded an in-depth investigation regarding apecific
activities, e.g., views of officlials who received training, discusslons with
individual SEa, or any assessment of fleld activities. For these reasons, it
18 believed that aome follos—up evaluation on speciflc toplcs, particularly
those of Interest tn the Acrica Bureau, should be undertaken by qualified
consultant(s) {n collaboration with AID staft,

4. Spec L1fic Recommendartions

Yanageneat of FS5P

o The core wmanagement gtaff ashonld be reduced 1n size and become
more involved {n planning, coordinating and facilitative effort
while transferring sore {mplementation/delivery responsibilitics
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to selected SEs and task groups, providing suppert through
liaison and backstopping services and allocating FSSP seed
and/or supplemental funding.

Greater recognition needs to be given by FSSP management and
core staff to the "partnorship” rcle of AID ia this cooperative
venture. As part of an effort to iacrease the relaticnship
between FSSP and AID, there should be at least ex—-officio AID
representation on the Advisory Council (outside of the APMT),
formal repregsentation cf the APMI on the Technical Committee, an
increased AID partilcipation in task groups.

The Advisory Council should assist the Director of FSSP in the
further elaboration of the FSSP ~FSR/E approach and in
multi~year strategizing with asgssistance from the Technical
Committee.

The Tecchnical Committece should be revitalized, with help from
FSSP core staff and the APMT, to sarve as the mechanism for (1)
supplementing and expanding the tecihinical and interdisciplinary
base necessary to carry out basic functions; (1{) to serve as
the nevus between the cove and 3Es 1o problem-orlented FSR/E
activitles.

In pursing the ahove, greater use should be made or 5Es and
others, through problem-oriented task groups, lead by delected
SEs and with core support. AID staflf particlpation at the
working level snould be encouraged and factlltated.

Senior management {n SA4&T, and {n the Airlca bureau {f a reylonal
focus 1y denrecd, ghould provide clearer guldelines to the APMT,
engure thet an eficctlive fntra-agency consensus process 16
working, allocate the arcessary priority and resources (time and
travel fundsa) necessary to operate {n a collaboratlve and
partnership mode, and closely monitor progreds over the next 12
montha-particularly the {mplementation of recommeadat{ions in
this report wnich are acceptable to them.

A unifiled ceency project management reapansibility should be
maintained tn ane offlce, viz, S&T/AGR. Thia should be made
aoundantly clear to the Director of i55P, including those
nroblems or subjects in which higher-level participation may be
apprepriate.

An exerclse should bhe tnitiated as soon as ponsible to attempt
the formulation of at least a preliminary, multi-year
atrateglzing process which will provide the basis for the
fortlowling actlonn:

- revislon of the project logtcal framewnrk (design)
including a vertfication or change in project purpose and
approach;
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IV. RECOMMENDATIONS

The previous narrative has included many explicit and implied recommenda-
tions which are "actlonable™, f.e., if approved by the parties to the FSSP
Cooperative Agrecment, action may be taken to implement them or i{nitiate
follow-up actions, They are compiled and consolidated below to facilitate
review,

Technlcal Asslstance

1. ’rovlde future technical assistance to non-Africa regions through
"buy-ina” only. '

2. Handle blo-—data services on o mure-cost effective and comprehensive
baais, e.g., merge with WI system and add addittonal “i{dentifiers”.

3. Include ATO evaluatfon community participation in the Evaluatlon Task
Force.

4, Dlatribute current versfon of dratt ¥SR/E project handbeok (n
loose-leat form. Do not allocate addittonal resources or statf time
to this or similar activities of this type,

5. A careful review of docuaentation eftorts should be undertaken by
FSSP manayement, in coilaboratfon with the AIMT, to reduce
considerably the nuaber, congerve core tunding and prior{tize stalr
time,

6. Annotat{on services aow provided by AID/PEC/CDIE shoaid be done b
! b4
FSSP, through an SE. SAT should addreqds this problem as soon as

potindble,

7. Continue FiU publicatfon ot key papera and 1ty gocoaentation center
role,

8. Continue uupport of annual FiU-FSR/E sympostum,

jrntn&g&

9. FSHP management, on a priovtty bastn, should addreass the (dent!fled
weaknengen {n curreat tralalag nethodology and matertfals -- partic-
ularvly for content relevanes to AMetea-~hy drawing on the technlical
retources ol LHEq and otheras acttvely envaped o FOR/E related
activitien,

10, Davelop an overall troaialng tratepsy witleh, tnter alfa:

0 withdrawn trom “wenstttatar” type workahopn;
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o] emphasizes international training workshops with specific focus
on priority African agricultural problems;

o concencrates on development and refinement of priority training
modules using the technical resources of the entire SE natwork
and other ingtitutions and individuals with unique capabilities;
and

o} re-thinks miscellaneous training activities and reduces level of
support.

SOTA/Synthesis

11. A specific plan for SOTA activitles leadlng to a useful synthesis of
experience {n a small number of priority arcas should be formulated
in collaboration wizh AID, which will include an {dentification of
resources and (at least preliminary) assignment of responsibilities
among SEu.

12. This plan should include a strategy statement which defines what
SOTA/synthesis activities involve within the FSR/E framework, who are
the target users or clients for its products and for what purpose,
and where this program {s headed, both in the short and long-term
time frame,

13. As methodological and conceptual {gsues are resolved, SOTA activities
should shift to technical {ssues of relevance to developing countries
where FSSP-q1sasociated projects are conducted,

14, Encourage lotnt efforvs {nvolving outslde support (e.g., Population
Council). .

Networking

15. As {n tratalng and SOTA, ana in collaboration with AID and the SEs,
FSSP management should establish an overall strategy for networking
activities {n FSR/E, which {ncludeq:

0 concentrating on problea and techntcal-orlented networking
activitdea wtrhtn the developing countrlen;

o} the tesalts of o caretal review of the AIV/AFR "Plan for
Support tny Avrfcaltural Research and Facilitles of Agriculture
itn Afrtea”™, partfeularly In relition to a problem and commodity
focun; ani

0 cont{nue networkiay activitiea at the current level but in
mapport ot extating viable networks.

Program Deveiopment and Project #edenian

16, As mentfoned {n neveral cateyorten above, there (s an uryent need to
rolate tae principal actdvitles of FasP, Loe., networking,
SOTA ayntheata, tratntng and technleal aanfatance to technteal
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problems critically affecting food production, particularly in Africa. FSSP
management, in collaboration with S&T, AFR, the Advisory Council and the
Technical Committee, after review of the conclusions and recommendations in
this report, should embark as soon as possible on a strateglziang process
leading to a project redesign in early 1986 for the remainder of the existing
agreement. This redesign and/or respecification should include:

o revision of the logical framework, including a verification or
change in the projezt purpose and appreach;

0 rationalization of _he research (SOTA/synthesis and mLthodology)
versus project—cycle support focus;

o selection of regional (Africa) v. global scope, or some
reasonable combination of both;

o] regolution of the role of core management vis-a-vis the APMT and
the SEs; and

o] deternining desired Interface with other AID centrally and
field-managed projects.

17. Within the context of the above actions, redefine the major project
design elements, i.e., develop clearer statements of project purpose
and approach, sgpecification of desired end-results (major outputs) of
FSSP activities, explicit statements of ecritical assumptions, and
provision of performance and EOPS indicators,

18. Based on the results of this collaborative strategizing and planning
exerclge, an output-oriented work plan should be jointly developed
for the remainder of the current agreement term, limited to
SOTA/syathesis, development of related tratning modules, and
problem~orientad networkinsy and support activities.

19. A special review should take place within the next 12 months to
agsess the results of this strateglziang and planning and 1its impact
on performance, including the quality and relevance of activities,
for the purpose of recommending extension or phase-out of the project.

20, The collaborative strateglzine and program development precess should
be an annual and evolving one, needed to keep FSSP activities
sensitive and relevant to the current needs of ellent groups, the
thinking of AID, and the growing capaclties of the SEs.

Managemeﬂg

2l. Core management stat{ shonld be reduced tn size with a change in
duties to fnvelve more planning, coordinating and facilitative effort
while triansferring toplementation/delivery responsibilities to
selected SEs and task yroups, providing support to them through
liatgson and backatopping services, and allocating FSSP seed and/or
supplemental funding.
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23.

24,

26,

27.

28.
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Greater recognition needs tc be given by FSSP management and core
staff to the "partnership"” role of AID in this cooperative venture.
As part of an effort to Increase the dasired and necessary
collaborative relationship, there should be ex—officio AID policy

level representation on Advisory Council and formal APMT repre-
gsentatioun on the Technical Committee.

The Advisory Councll should assist the Director of FSSP in further
elaboration of the FSSP/FSR/E approach and in multi-yecar strategizing.

The Technical Committee should be revitallized, with help from core
staff and the APMT, to serve as the mechanism for (a) supplementing
and expanding the Interdisciplinary base necessary to carry out basic
functions, (1) to serve as the nexus between the covre, AID, and SEs
on technical matters, and (c¢) to accelerate the more effective use of
SEs in problem-~oriented FSR/E activities.

In pursuiang the above, greater use should be made of SEs and others,
through problem or technically oriented task groups, led by selected
SEg with core support. AID staff participation at the working level
should be encouraged and facilitated.

Senior management in S&T, and in AFR if a reglonal focus is decreed,
should provide clearer guldelines to the APMT, ensure that an
effective intra-agency consensus process 1s working, allocate the
necessary prilority and resources (time and travel funds) necessary to
operate in a collaborative and partnership mode, and closely monitor
proscess over the next 12 months--particularly the implementation of
recommendations in this report which are acceptable to them.

Unified apgency project managemrnt responsibility should be malntained
in one office, viz, S&T/AGR and with one, and only one, project
manager through which all communications to and from FSSP must pass.
This should be made abundantly clear to the Director of FSSP and core
staff, inc.uding those prnblems or subjects in which higher level
agency management participation may be appraopriate.

Deriving from the steps recommended for strateglzing and program
develcopment, an improved and more useful reporting system for
management purposes should be {nstalled which would, inter alla:

) focus on progress (through use of milestone events) in producing
major results and solving problems encountered;

o provide more {nformation on the plang, activities and
achlevements of the Advisory Council, Technical Commlttee,
Support Eatfities and task groupsa;

o} provide fecdback on the {mpact of FSSP in {nvolving the SEs 1in
particular, and the US FSR/F community in general; and

o discuds the results of the annual KSU-FSR/E symposium and plans
for the next one.
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30.

31.

W#3002h
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Budget and fiscal data should be repackaged to provide more
programmatic information, e.g.:

o the purpose, cost and results of FSSP activities carried out by
SEs task groups, core staff and others; and

o actual and/or projected costs to produce major products such as
training modules, management manuials, evaluation methodology.

High level representation to the appropriate authorities of the State
of Florida should be made by the Ualversity of Florida for
appropriate relief from State contracting and sinilar regulationg
which impede FSSP activities involving a natlonwide as well as
international dimension.

Necessary changes in budget categories and allocations should be made
to cover the high transaction costs {rvolved in a cooperative
agreement of this nature and to implement these recommendations.
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FSSP EVALUATICN GUIDELIN:S AND ISSUES

Review the project objectives and purpcse, as cdevelcped by the
concept pevers, PID, PP, log frame and contractual dociments, as well
as the subsequent worxplens. Leterzine the degree to waich the
current interpretztion of this cbjective by the principal
participants in the "Farming Systens Support Project'' is consistent
with AID policy and strategy for the technology generation and
Transier process, and the present cay ''state-of-the-art'' in the field
of farming systems, as viewed by evaluation tesm mechers. Reccamend
new directions if warranted. )

One purpcse of the cocperative agreement is to develcp, strengthen: '
and expand the cepacity or the recipient and collaborating
instituticns to provide technical assistance, twaining and guidance
to FSR/E programs in develeping countries. The recipient instirution
is to fincticn as tne lead entiiv and act as cocrdinstor of the
ircuts f£rom collaboratring institutions with similar incerests in
TSR/E. '

SeemTe by b e el S

P
=3 ~ = o ==~ g
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1. £ave sucoo

process?

2. What facrers influsnce perticipaticn levels among support
entities?

3. Is there an optimm number and mix of support entities?

Source of inrformation for review of this issue would include (1)
Memorandum of Agreemsont with the support entities, (2) the valus of
staff time spent in trzining, technical assistance and state-of-the-art
researcn and synthesis activities, ard participetion in Foreign end
domestic worksiops, and (3) other stmrery stotistics from the Support
Enticy Survey.

A vorxing definition of tha FSSP is to develop the indigeoous tnman
resource cepacity to assess the consiraints to agricultural
preducticn, identify porential interventions for overcowiny such
constraincs in exdsting farming systems, and generating and testing
the erfectiveness of alternative approaches to achieve these goals.
How has the project addressed these issues and how are they
proceeding to ilmplement this task? Is this effort aedequate and
properly designed for achieving tis geal?

A nuzber of methodological issces warTant ccoosideration.  FSR/E
authoriries (Referenced by Shacer, et. al.) srtate that the FSK/E
spproach views tho farm systess 25 & wiole 2nd focuses on the
incerpendencies betwesen the corsouents under the control of fam
nousehold members anc how thase cermonents interact with he physical,
biological, institutional, polivical and =<ccaanic factors not uncer
their coucrol.
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1. Have project activities cdemonstrated agreement with this
statement and a thorough uncderstanding of its irplications?

2. The whole farm approach mesns that total farm resources must
be analyzed in a way which allocates these resources to the most
productive activities in terms of farwer and country welifare
objectives. When total farm resource use and allocation issves
are addressed, constraints to production can be significantly
different from those assumed with single enterprise analysis.

In aadition, the whole farm analysis can give valuable input
into identifying agricultural ccmparative advantages and
associated constraint identification can feed back to policy
makers dealing with pricritizing the research/extension agenda.
Lces the project explicitly deal with tnis issue, and in
general, have tnhe methodologies for analyzing the econcmics of
farming systems been developed to an equal level of adequacy and
competency as the agronomic trials work?

3. There are several methodologies wnicnh could bte employed Ior
eacn stage in tne FSK/E develocmenc process. las the project
reviewed these methodologies to determine the ccmparative
advantages oI each witn regard to their most favoraole context,
and imparted the notion cf choice of methodologies according to
different environments in the project's training and netwerking
activities.

Keference documents: Louise Fresco's comarison of anglaphcne/
francophone FSR/k approaches and F3SP netweriding paper, 3.

V. Is 2 redirecticn of FSSP indicated by recduced fumcding levels and
increased attention to Africa’

1. Are tools (newsletters, networking, training activities,
etc.) consisctent with ''mnw needs''?

<. Assess tne role, ascignment, and location of core stafr.
Can £SSP effectively carry out programatic thrusts when limited
to cne geographic focus?
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Agenda for the FSSP External Evaluation
June 26 to June 28, 1985

Evaluation Team: Project Managers:
Raymond Kitchell, Leader Con Osburn
Chuck Francis Wendell Morse
Pat Fleuret
Ed Price

Don Winklemann

8:00 - 8:05

8:05 -

8:40 -

9:0C

10:00
10:15
10:15
10:25

10:30

10:40

10:45

8:40

9:00

10:00

10:
12:
10:
10:

10:

10:

10:

l1:

11:
11:

11:

Wednesday June 26, 1985
Discuss agenda

Project Backyround - Chris Andrew, Pete Hildebrard
l. Why FSR/E

2. Wy FSSP

3. Organization amd structure for FSSP delivery
4, Background, status and future

Discussion

Evaluation Issues & recammendations for consideration=
Raymond Kitchell, Chris Andrew

BREAK

Presentations

1. Networking - Susan Poats
a. Worldwide linkages
b. Damestic programs
Clarification

2. Technical Assistance—~ Dan Galt
a. Evaluaticn Task force

b. Handhook
c. Bilodata - Lisecte Walecka
Clarification

3. araining- Jim Jones
a. Training for trainers
b. Training Unit Developmemt- Lisette Walecka
c. CDelivery
Clarification

4. Progrom Develomment- Dan Galt
Clarification

5. State of the Art- Dan Galt
a. Farming Systonm Case Studies
l. For Trainim;- Susan Poats

FSSP Sumnary Manos (06/85)
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11:25 ~ 12:00

12:00 - 1:15
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2. Other Uses- Dan Galt
b. Minimun Data Set
c. Contributicns to Methodology—- Pete Hildebrand

Discussion

LUNCH with K.K. Tefertiller, Vice President for Agricultural
Affaire, IFAS.

1:15 -2:15 fegicnal Presentations
1:15 - 1:25 1. Latin America - Jim Jones
1:25 - 1:35 2. Asia/ Near East - Dan Galt
1:35 - 1:55 3. Africa - Susan Peoats
1:55 = 2:15 General Discussion
2:15 - 3:00 TEAM BREAK
3:00 - 4:00 iIndividual meetinyg with Susan Poats
4:00 - 5:00 Individual meeting with Dan Galt
DINNFR (rc prearrangements made, left to discretion of team)
Tharsday June 27, 12895
8:00 - 9:00 Irdividual meeting with Jim Jcnes
9:00 - 10:00 Individual meeilng with Ligette Walecka

10:00 - 11:00

11:00 - 12:00

12:00 ~ 1:15

2:15

5:00

TEAM BREAK
Individual meeting wich Chris Andrew

LNCH wich Hugh Popenoe, Director, Intermational Programs,
IFAS

JF Program Sunport meeting- Petor Hildebrand, Hunt Davis,
Directcr, Conter for African Srudics

UF administrative Support meeting- Judy Meline
TEAM DREMY

™

Camunicaticn with 58's (here or cn telephone)
Interact amnecall with FSSP Core or Administrative gtaff

8:00
3:00

PSSP

3:00

4:00

e vpre g e——

TFridav June o, Ton0
TN WCPRKIMNG TIME

Sumnary Comments- Toan and FS5P

Sumnary Manos (06/85) 2
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FSSP SUMMARY MEMO ON:

ACCOMPLISHMENTS TO JUNE 1985

Countries Involved

AID Needs Tech. Training
Mission Assessment Assistance

Net- Countries
work~ benefited

ing

Africa 18 7 17 9 17 29
Latin Am 10 5 10 9 3 15
Asia/NE 7 4 4 2 2 7
Total 34 16 31 20 22 49
Visitors
Visitors Days Countries Person-Days
FSSP 186 267 37 1360
IP 34 104 17 449

Participants in Short Courses, Workshcps and Exchanges

Africa 267
Latin America 345
Agia/NE 9
US/Damestic Workshops 307
TOTAL 328
US_Trainimg
Univarsities with FS Courses 9
current FS Minors at UF "7 PhD 8 Mastars
graduated FS Minors at UF 8 Magters | pPhD
FS agsistantships UF 4
1985 Applicants for FS/UF Assist. 73

FSSP Sumnary Muooa (06/8%5)
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Camunication/Publication
Newsletter Us International Total
English 1616 1601 3217
Spanish 7 896 903
French 30 495 525
TOTAL 1653 2992 4645

Support Institutions

Support Entities 2l Universities 690 Program Assoc.
S Firms

Collaborating Institutions 10 Universities

JARC's 7

CRSPs 3

Regicnal Centers 8

Other Collaborators:
ICRAF
Ford Foundation
Pop. Ccuncil
World Bank
East West Center
Wageningen
SUAN
ICRC
NIFTAL

FSSP Summary Memos (06/85) 1
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FSSP EVALUATION
ISSUES

Program and Fiscal Planning -

Annual planning and isplementation are hampered by
limited, divergent and delayed information fram the
agency concerning furding and program emchasis.

wast Africa Dase -

Emphasis cn locaticn of core in W. Africa calls for
decisicns amnng prinrities (Asia, Arrica, Program
Tevelcpnent), short and long range program suppert, and
within region pricrities.

Support Entity Involvrinents -

Concern with adjustnents 1n the overall PSSP structure
generalily tut cpeciiicaliv elated to program
associates/tio data mensqament, SEoproject
participaticn, the role ot the Technical Camnittee and
cencern for strengthening the unlversity support Sase.

Short and Tong Term FGSP Pricrinies -
]

Managenent. calls for Jdecisions relakive to short tenm
danand/ workload/ croanication and wmphasis to e placed
in systanatic activinies such as danestic werxsheps,
visitors, bio Jdata maintenance and mnagemment, dilateral
networks, cewslettoers, doomentation ocnler oto,

.....

Backatep Support to FULP through OF by the State of Fleorida =

FSSP stresses standard administrative and fiseal
procedures of any [P or state structurs yat tacilitative
support through adaptaticn of state requlations (s
needed.

FSSP Summary Memos (06/85)
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A current purge of these newsletters is underway. Margarita Rodriguez
holds a folder with returrned renewal/discontinue forns. Comments from
readership are available fcr consideration in this folder. Response has
been especially pcsitive.

4. 1985 Annual Report: It is intended that the varicus core staff
contributiors tor this document will be called for in an Acticn Mamo to
place the report process in a time frame for celivery to AID/Washington by
Decerber. In practice this has been found to be a workable approach to the
fcrmlaticn of this document. Annual Reports have been solicited from
Support Entities and a collecticn of these sumnitted is on file with the
project.

5. ‘Work Plan: It is ascicipated thav the 1986 wWork Plan will ze directly
affected oy the recamendations of the 1985 Project Svaluaticn Peport, as
well as by siosequent otre and AID/Wahington marogament decisicns and
furding.

It i5 also anticizared that the time frame for input of infcrmaticn
will delov a timely and expedient work plan. This may e an advantage in
the sense toat it could previde an eppertunity for the annual core ctalf
olanning sessicn (Cedar Key [I), recamendations fram support ontities
tnrouch the 19685 arnual meeting, and overall program consideraticns fram
that meeting to provide definitive consideraticns for the project.  An
important qualificaticn to this cbservat.cn {5 the fact that the 1985
Anrtal wWere Plan was initially sutmitted to AID/Washingtzn in mid=Decomber
af 1984, Hcowover, aftor many revisiens, the ovolation of that decument
never in (act Decans, or necessarily contributed to, the actual work Plan
which wan larsely written (and supsequently accepted) oy AID.  Inctead, the
£inal versicn stbmitted by the project was adepted by the proroct as a 1985
Implomentaticon Plan for FE5P; it nad to be, the project was fcur months
into the vear.

6., pPublicaticng in Drogress:

-~ Bock of Pradirga:
- selections and ~pyright ckayed axcept for 1 or 2
which may require substituticns
- P¥H ntima dore, final printcut going on now
- camurcial printer mid-oummes
- Spanish translation of selections - 2 omore to do

= Inventory:
- initial issue in Yol 2 Mo 4 newslottoer
- approximately 150 additicnn reeeived
-~ plan to pablish as g separate doctument Fourth quarter
VIDRC matliyg next month) bopefully for Kansag
Natl Carpenter/VAO intorest = 0o few Drogross

= Minimm Data Cet/Fieldbock:
= {nttiate
- ongolng
- no time {roam

FSSP Sumnary Mamos (06/85) 7
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- Liberia Report:
- c¢canpleted and initial distribution

- TILCA Livestock Workshop Proceedings and Research Plan
Guidelines in production in July

- Procedural Manual draft printed and distributed plan to
maintain feedback file for revisions

- Qther internal items
- Training Unit Development materials
- Management Guicdelines
- Ewaluation Task Force
- Cagse Studies
- Togo Workshop

FSSP Summnary Mutca (06/85)
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FSSP SUMMARY MEMO ON:
VISITOR'S PROGRAM

Visitors, with interest in the Farming Systems approach to agricultural
development, began coming to the University of Florida in mid 1981 as
information regarding the North Florida FSR/E Project became known. This
predates the FSSP by more than one year. With the inception of the FSSP,
the visitor flow has constantly increased.

The maps which indicate these visitors show that, while visitors in
1983 were predaminately fram the United States, those in 1984 reflected the
growing interest in FSR among persons fram other countries. The 1983
visitors were generally fram the growing network of Support Entities (SE's)
of the FSSP. The 1984 visitors, on the other hand, came fram a wide
spectrum of countries in Latin Jmerica, Africa and Asia.

As each visitor has a different agenda, the FSSP has endeavored to
tailor a program for each individual visitor or group. These programs have
varied from mere "appointment making" with University of Florica faculty to
intensive short courses in the Farming Systems methodology, as well as
field visits to Florida agri-business concerns, Agricultural Research
Certers and the North Florida FSR/E Project.

The character of the visitors also shows great variation. Visitors
have ranged from U. S. graduate students and faculty, to international
graduate students studying in the U.S., to FSR practitioners fram both
Internaticnal Research Centers and bi-lateral contracts as well as other
countries, to Directors and Ministers of Agriculture and Extension of their
countries.

As the FSSP Visitor's Program is demand driven, it is sanewhat
difficult to plan specific activities in advance. The FSSP will endeavor
to provide the same services to visitors as have been available in the
past. Implementation will ke carried out as required, according to
scheduling demands of other FSSP activities.

FSSP Sumnnary Memos (06/85) 9
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FSSP SUMMARY MEMO CN: ’ :
DOMESTIC WORKSHOPS

Dcmestic Worksiiops, sponsored and supported by the FSSP, fall into two
distinct categories; (l). General Introduction to Famming Systems Research
Methcdology, and (2). Specific Applications of the Methodology. The
latter represent a second, and higher level of curriculum. These include
Diagnosis in FSR/E, Agronomic Design and Analysis of On-Farm Trials, ard
Management of Research ard Extension Projects.

Number 2 above represents the product of the 1985 Training Unit
Development Workshop, held in Gainesville, and are targeted to FSR
practitioners who desire specific information regarding the methodological
steps of the FSK process.

In 1983, the FSSP offered the General Introduction tc FSR/E Workshop
twice in Gainesville and supported three other workshops at other
institutions in the U.S. These were held at Colorado State University,
Michigan State University and at Virginia Polytechnic Institute, all of
which are Support Entities (SE's) of the FSSP. 142 persons were trained
during this year.

In 1984, the General Introducticn Workshop was given three SE's;
University of Minnesota, Virginia State University and the University of
Florida. These workshops, as those in 1983, were given primarily to
upgracde the FSR capabilities of the Support Entities, although a larger
number of international graduate students atterded these workshops. 117
persons were trained in 1984.

To date, in 1985, one Introductory Workshop was given at the University
of Arizona. 48 perscns attencded this workshop.

As the demand for FSR training has shown same change in direction from
Introduction to FSR towards more specific infoumation regarding
implementation of the Famming Systems approach, the FSSP has focused more
on the cpecific information required by FSR practitioners. Virginia State
University has agreed to became the permanent host for the Introducticn to
Farming Systams Res arch and Develcpnent Workshop. VSU will host, at
least, one workshop per year for interested persons. It is anticipated
that more internaticnal graduate students will became involved as thelr
hame countries amd bi-lateral contracters will be required to provide same
sort of Farming Systans Orientation. These werkshops will be supported by
the FSSP, to a limited degree.

The strateqgy {or the sccond level of workshops is still being
develcped. The first steps have been implamented, hcwever. The FSSP has
presented the first "Management of Pesearch and Extension Projects®
workshop. Participants were perscns fram SE's who have cxperience and/or
interest in this type of work. The group, which participated in
Gainesvillae, helpd to ;olish the presentation of these materials. The
Management: worksnop will . e presented, with FSSP support, at interested
U.S. institutions by the personnel who attended the first workshop in
Gainesville.

FSSP Strmary Memos (06/85) 10
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At the same time, the "Design and Analysis" workshop was being
presented in the Gambia, using materials developed at the Training Unit
Development Workshop. This workshop will be presented, to U.S. Support
Entity personnel, in July, 1985. 2Again, the plan is to expese U.S.
personrel to the concepts of the Training Unit so that they will be able to
use the materials in their own institution and in bi-~lateral training
situations.

It should be noted that the multiplier effect of damestic workshops is
quite large. By training U.S. personnel in Famming Systems methodology,
the resource base of all participating institutions is substantially
strengthened.

FSSP Summary Manoa (06/85) 11
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FSSP SUMMARY MEMO ON:

EVALUATION TASK FORCE ACTIVITY STATEMENT,1984-85

Introduction

The evaluaticn task force — or ETF — evolved fram interest expres-
sed at a technical camittee meeting in April, 1984, to the need for qual-
ity, replicable evaluations of FSR/E projects in the Zield. An On-Demand
advertisement for interested support entities went out from core, and fram
the five interested submissions, a lead entity -— Winrock International —
was selected in September, 1984. Interested individuals from several
other support entifties were also asked to participate on the ETF. The
camposition of the ETF, including the lead entity and leader designate,
were announced to the FSSP support entity network shortly thereafter.

The ilcader-designate of the ETF subsequently accepted a position at
Micliigan Statc University, and Winrock was not interested being lead en~
tity on this activity withcut the active participation of the leader-
designate. During the KSU FSR Symposium in October, three pre-organiza-
tional meetings were held with representatives of the support entities
involved in the ETF. It was decided that Washington State University
would replace Winrock as lead entity, and that the leader-designata of the
Washington group, James Henson, would act as leader of the ETIF.

Evaluaticn Task Force

The ETF consists of the following members and affiliates:

1. James Henson, ETF leader, Washington State University
2. Rick Bermnsten, Michigan State University

3. Tam Cook, Research Triarngle Institutc

4. Dan Galt, FSSP, ex-officio advisor and liason to FSSP
5. Jan hoel, Washington State University

6. Mike Patton, University of Minnesota

7. Ken Suankerg, AID/S&T, ex—officic advisor

8. Don Voth, University of Arkansas

In additior, the ETF is backstopped by a larger group. This backstop
group consists of the following individuals: (1) Gustavo Arcia, RTI, (2)
Robert Butler, WSU, (3) Merle Esmay, MSU, (4) Dale Harpstead, MSU/BIFAD,
(5) Marcus Ingle, XXM, (6) Don Isleib, MSU, (7) Ken McDermott, FSSP, (8)
Tam Trail, WSU, and (9) Kim Wilson, MSU. This group was put together to
respond to ETF output during implementaticn of the activity.

The FEIF first et in November, 1984. At that time, a working defini-
tion of "FSR" was called for and subsequently develcped. More important-
ly, Tam Cook presented an evaluative issues framework to the group, which
he was requested to expanded upon for a subsequent meeting. After sane
inter-institutional neqot.ation peried of about three months, thisz frame-
work wags produced and circulated to the rest of the ETF mombers for cam-
ments and react.on.
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After allowing sufficient time for members to camment and juggling
travel schedules, Jim Henson called for the second meeting of the ETF
during June, 1985. The following was accamplished at this meeting:

—-The'éramework was exparded to contain these 4 basic sections:
a) Introduction
b) Mid-term evaluation framework for FSR/E projects
¢) Adaptive instructions for other types of evaluations
d) Apperdices

Sections a), b) and d) are of equally high priority. Section b) will
represent a restructuring of the framework produced by Tam Cook. It is
being revised to incorporate the FSR/E issues and items suggested by the
ETF group. It is also being reorganized around the five basic steps of
the FSR/E sequence. This latter reorganization, suggested by Mike Patton,
is to minimize the difference between the evaluation framework and the
FSR/E projects likely to be evaluated using this framework.

Tam Cook volunteered to expand the framework (secticn b). All others
fram the 4rcup have contributed to section d), which consists of the
details to allow evaluators to use the evaluation framework in an evalu=-
ation setting. Thus, actual details needed for understanding the evalu-
ation of F3R/E projects are beiny produced by the group for this section.
This organization allows the framework to remain a concise, highly campre-
hensible dccument of great utility to any level of evaluator: profes-
sicnal or novice, disciplinary specialist or generalist.

While the whole thrust of the ETF will be to develop a protocol to
evaluate projects mid-term, section c¢) eventually will provide instruc-
tions to users on how to adapt the framework to near-end and end of pro—
ject evaluations. The writing of section c¢) has been assigned lowest
priority by the ET¥.

Goals for the Future of the EFT

The ETY¥ has decided to merge th: proposed "dry run” test of the
franework with a "training/crientation/briefing" session to be held for
the first evaluation team to use the draft framework. Possible projects
considered “or the initial field test include CATIE, CARDI and Zambia.

Jim Henson will try to identify other projects in consultation with repre—
sentat.ives fram the Africa Bureau. A field test could occur as early as
Late October or Movember, 1985. It is not yet known if sufficient funds
remain in the sub-contract between WSU and the FSSP to allow the process
to proceed throwugh the proposed field test.

The ETF is continuing to interest othur AID bureaus in the draft

evaluation instrument., Mike Patton’s visit to AID in July to consult with
Nina Vreeland's division ig the next step in this legitimization procnss.

FSSP Summary Memos (06/85) 13
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FSSP SUMMARY MEMO ON:

BIODATA SEARCHES (Jan. to June 1985)

Total Requests = 27
(note: same requests include more than one person search)

Total Person Searches = 39

Requests by:

SUPPORT ENTITIES OFTICIAL FSSP/AID NON=-AFFILIATES
DAT = 1 - FSS = 1 TOTAL = 8
KSU = 1 USAID = 9

IADS = 2 TUTAL = 10

AGRIDEC = 1

WINROCK = ]

MSU =1

UOF =1

Uor =1

TOTAL = 9

DISCIPLINES LANGUAGES FARMING SYSTEMS EX
Agroncmy = 11 Spanish = 3 15
Ag. Econamist = 7 French = 15

Animal Sci/Lvstk = 1
Soil/VWater Mrgt = 1
Rural Soc/Anthro = S

Research Acmin = 2 REGICN

Agroforestry = 2 Africa = 14

Agric. Admin = 1 | Asia = 6

Faming Sys. Dev = 1 Latin America/Car = 5 MONTH

Geographer = 1 Near East = 0 Jan = 6

Evaluator = 4 Other(US or non-LDC)= 2 Feb = 6

Education = 1 Mar = 6

Public Health = 1 Apr = 1

Enviromuentalist = 1 May = 5
Jun = 3

These figures show the activity of the biodata file for the six mont
period of 1985. The fiqure for the 1983-1984 periocd appear in the 1984
Annual Report, Appendix 5. For the period from 1983 to mid year 1985, the
total nwnber of requests has been 73  Support Entities = 24, Official
FSSP/AID = 26, Non—Affiliates = 23) for a total of 113 individuals.
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FSSP SUMMARY MEMO ON:
FSSP TRAINING PROGRAM

The first training materials develcped by the FSSP, mostly during
1983, were a series of slide-tape modules. There were few good materials
available anywhere in farming systems rescarch and extension(FSR/E). Qur
modules were to reach a wide audience, both U.S. damestic and foreign, and
were designed mainly to sensitize people to the FSR approach. They were
heavily supplemented by other materials and techniques at the discreticn of
trainers, especially when used overseas. Translated into Spanish and
French, the modules were widely used and were for the most part well
received, particularly by U.S. ccmestic audiences, where the demand for
them has been considerable, but also by audiences in Latin America. FSSP
thinking at the time involved the develomment of entire courses, more or
less in packaged form.

We realized after more than a year that there was a need for better
materials for overseas training, materials that would give trainers more
flexibility in course design and that would involve trainees tc a greater
degree. This was one of the major conclusicns of an FSSP workshop held at
Icwa State University in the summer of 1984 to develop FSR/E trainers. We
entered this workshop with the idea that FSR/E, because it was a noval
approach, samehow required novel training techniques. But we learned that
this was not so, that conventional training techniques were quite adequate.
We left Iowa State with a renewed appreciation for the value of qood
trainers and a feeling that no materials could campensate for a lack in
this regard-— indeed, really good trainers could even design and deliver
effective courses with pocr matcrials.

Following the workshop at Iowa State, the project launched a
concerted effort to cevelop the needed training materials. We began to
think, not of developing courses, but of developing units that trainers
could cambine in any number of ways to design and deliver courses “hat
would respond to the needs of different training settings. Accordingly, we
held a training unit materials develomment workshop(a TUD workshop) in
Gainesville in February of 1985. Participants fram several FSSP support
entities gathered for a week to develcp units for the FSR arwvas of
diagnosis, agronamic design and dara analysis, and project management.

Much headway was made during the week, and the effort continues.

The develomment of trainimg unit materials is follewing a
three-stage process: initial development, testing and refinament, and
distribution. The week long collaborative effort resulted in the
first-stage develcpment of the three units noted above. Since then, #ach
unit has been technically editied by at least one manber of the original
development group. Two of the units, Agronamic Experimental Design and
Analysis, and Managament and Administraticn have been partially tested in
workshops in The Gambia and Gainesville. We plan to test the Diognostic
unit 1t the soorest cpportunity and hope to use it in Cameroon in the fall
of 1965. Campletion of the work on content and revisions based on teating
are in process. We plan to have the first edition ready by December of
1985. All subsequent revisions will be incorporated {nto the second
edition planned for December of 1986,
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The development of these materials has cost the project to date
about $55,000, and to camplete them as planned would cost ancther $35,000.
The total effort would have an estimated cost of between $90,000 and
$100,000.

The strategy for delivering training courses is a function of region
and will be dealt with there.

FSSP Sumary Memos (06/85) 16
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FSSP SUMMARY MEMO ON:

PROGR:\WM DEVELOPMENT STATEMENT, 198S

Introducticn

A ccortinator for progrim davelepment was appointed in the Spring,
1985. The position of program develcpment cocordinator was created to
ocdress these cocordination needs of tho project:

1) Verify that the functiloral arcas of technical assistance,
craining and retworking cover all pricrity areas so designated by the
project; '

2) Assist in avoiding duplication of elfort;

3} Make sure that joint, or overlapping, areas of effort are
properly blended back tog«chwer as activities proceed and/cr are campleted;

4) Verify that jointly-25sicned activities proceced alceng acceptable

o

tracks and time fromes;

5) Make sure FS3P policies are rot ilmplemented at crcss purposes
with one anothur, especially in the three general areas of regicnal policy
in Africa, AsiaMNear East ard latin Arerica/Caribbean.

6) Coordinate state-«f-the—-art {SOTA) activities, susggest further
SOTA activities, and assist in the transicion of campleted tasks ard ac-
tivities from SOTA into the apprepriate functional areas of technical
assistance, *raining, or networking.

Accanplishment:,

To date, this new coordinating function has:

1) Suggeated that each rogional area coordinator censider forming a
support ontity odvicory camnittee -— similar to the Near East and Asia Ad-
viscry Camittee ((ZAAC) - to assist core {n policy advice and delivery
of activities. This mechanizm will agive support entities more of the res-
ponsibil vy for rogiconal FSSP oolicy and implementaticn, allowing more
support entity input into project delivery. This mechanimm {5 viewed as an
afficient way of transferruy) responsibility for overall project imple-

g

mentaticn from core to the FESP support naetwork,

2) Bvjun the nore formal process of inteqgrating revjional policioa.
Exanplos oo far include using the expertise of a support entity forncily
confirexd to Latin Anerica -- AGRIDEC -~ in West Africa in technical usis-
tance anx! training, and asking representatives of Southeast Asian univer-
sitien ro participate in a west African university networkshop activity
scheduled for early 1986, I[ateqration of reqgional policies will allew more
ard more Adian and Latin American FSR/E expertize to bo focused on African
FSR/E problems and needi, ‘

Goals for the Prmainder of the Project
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case study format.

March 31, 1985. By this cut-off date, 72 expressions of interest have been
received. These were reviewed ard catalogued as potential, maybe or
rejects and reviewed by the advisory cammittee.

April 1985. Two presentations on the case study project are made at AWID
an?! further input is received on the format and a develcping analytical
framework for tne series. The advisory committee meets in NY and selects
the 6 best case proposals. The Ford F., impressed with the quantity and
cuality of the sulmissicns, invites the project to request furthcr funding
to expand the original 3 cases to a total of 8. An additicnal % cases are
identified as potential and two are selected to make the total of 3.

June 1985. The case writers and advisory camnittee reps. attend a
casewviters' workshcp to develop the cutlines, pedagogical cbijectives and
teaching rnotes for each case. Cases are thoroughly reviewed for agronamic,
FSR/E, socic-ecoixmic content. A case study specialist from HIID leads
several cessions cn how to write effective cases.

July-December 1985, Each case writer has develcped a plan of work for
delivery of drafts. Anticipate camwpletion of all cases oy March 1986.

February 1986. Campleted cases will be tested at the Univ. Florida
cenference on Gencder Issues and FSR/E.
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Advisory Committee for Population Council/FSSP Case Studies Proiject

Dr. Harry (Skip) Bittenbender
Department of Horticulture
Hichigan State University
East Lansing, Michignn 48823
(617) 353-5473

Ms. Kate Cloud

Department of Agricultural Economics
University of Illinois

Champaign, Illinois 61821

(217) 333-3832

Dr. Frank Conklin

Office of International Agriculture
Oregon State University

Corvallis, Oregon 97330

(563) 754-2304

Ms. Nadine Horenstein
Room 3725 NS

US/AID

washington, DC 20523
(202) 632-3992

Ms. Kate McXee

Ford Foundation

320 East 43rd Street

New York, New York 10017
(212) 573-5245

Dr. Rosalie Norem

Department of Family Environment
Iowa State University

LeBaror. Hall, Room 173

Ames, Iowa 50011

(515) 294-8608

Dr. David Nygaard

Agricultural Development Council
725 Park Avenue

New York, New York 10021

(212) 517-9700

Dr. Pauline P'eters

Harvard Institute for
International Development

1737 Camhridge Street

Cambridge, Mnssachusetts 02138

(617) 495-3785

Dr. Efederico Poey

AGRIDEC

1414 Ferdinand Street

Coral Gables, Florida 33134
(305) 271-5694

Dr. Mary Rojas

105 Patton Hall

Virginia Polytechnic Institute
& State Univarsity

Blacksburg, Virginia 24601

(703) 961-4651

Ms. Hilary S. Feldstein
Managing Editor
Population Council/FSSP

Case Studies Project
RFD 1, Box 821
Hancock, New Hampshire 03449
(603) 525-3772

Ms. Judith Bruce, ex officio
Program Associate

Population Council

1 Dag Hammarskjold Plaza

New York, New York 10017
(212) 6441777

Dr. Susan Poats, ex officio
Associate Director

Farming Systems Support Project
University of Florida

3028 McCarty Hall

Gainezville, Florida 32611
(904) 392-2309

Dr. Cornelia Butler-Flora, ex officio
Chairman, Technical Committee FSSP
Department of Sociology

Kansas Stare University

Manhattan, Kansas 66506

(913) 532-6865
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SUMMARY

EXPRESSTONS OF INTEREST RECEIVED A5 OF 4/15/85

72 proposals received

As of June A% (585

Geographic distribution

West Africa 24  (Burkina Faso 6)

EFast Africa 6

Southern Africa 5

N.Africa/MidEast 4

Asia 20 (Philippines 7)

Latin America/Mexico 8

Caribbean 2

Europe (Netherlands) 2

U.s. 1

Disciplines and Gender

Discipline Total Female

Agricultural Economics 22 5

Anthropology/Sociology 24 16

Agricultural Scicnces 11 1

Agric/Vocaticnal Education 9 5

Other 8 3

Very mixed or unknown 3 (projects)

TOTALS 74 30

Of 74 proposal writers, 36 were naticcals of developing countries.
Nole
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INTRA-HOUSEHOLD DYNAMICS AND FARMING SYSTEMS
CASE STUDIES PROJECT

Synopsis of Projected Case Studies 6/13/85

Botswana, ATIP, Dovyle Baker

This is perhaps the most difficule casa2, as some of the issucs raised by
ATIP as a result of the IHH (read female headed household) research could hgve
negative policy consequences for those households. The context is unusual Foy
Africa in that remittances enter every housechold providing a near miaimum cf
subsistence and the government has resources from other diamonds, etc. sneh th
it has substantially subsidized agricultural inputs and health care. During ¢
three years of the project, thers has been a Severe drought making a number nf
desirable trials impractical. hé case leads the reader through a process of
parallel activities, continuous leveraged trials of cillcge/planting and a
comprehensive set of socio-economic surveys in which data ig disaggregated by
household types and/or by gender. The theme of the project has heen the
difficulvy of getring any successful results from the leveraged trials: the
increased understanding of factors rhat differentiate betwnen farmers ability
and willingness to undertake arable agriculture (uccess and control of drafe
animals: availability of other sources of income including remitisnces). e
agronomic outcome is ro put in place non-leverzged trials for post-establishmer
conditions for households with drafc constraints, usually famale headed,
Another outcome has been to move further i1to the policy arena, sugsesting thae
policy recognize the different possibilities of different recermnendation
domains, i.e. resources to better off and more interesied farmers eap contribuc
tc national production; resources to less wel] off households (of which the
majority arc female headed and without access to draft) will nelp householdd
incomes, hut not necessarily be contribution :o national producrion goals., The
theme of the case as stated in rhe last iteration is to emphasizo the importance
of socio~aconomic research which includes IHH to defining agronomic and policy
issues. The rescurce people feel there may be more data and possibilities
inherent in the data than the project has considerad, but are waiting on the

completed analysis of the more recent surveys (which will be “doae for the first
drafe),

Burking Fasn, SAFGRAD, Joe Nagw

This case wil] 80 carefully through a straight FSR/E process as applied co
3 sam,le villages in Burking Faso. he first section will cover background and
the information frum the initial diagnostic survey leaving to students the task
of plaving thar dara against the framework and making their own analysis of the
situation. Section IT glves project analysis which was to 30 with trials an
tie-ridging a3 low cost and using availahle on-farm resources including lahor,
This section will include the trials vith tie-ridging and fereiljzer use chowing
positive agronomic results, but lack of Interest Yy various merhers of farn
households because of labor constraint; labar for tie ridging was provided
principally by women ang children, Section ITI will RO 1aro new trials with j
mechanical tie ridger, requiring capital resources available to a mincriny of
households and students will evaluate the implications of this Strategy.  Therns
may also be material on differences hetween men and worien's plots, huot Joe neodq
to dig that out.
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CAPDI, St. Lucia, Greg Robin and Visantha Chase

The CARDI case builds on the use of an Area Focused Survey, i.e. a
diagnostic survey with considerable socio-eccnomic data including IHH variables,
to look az a single valley. In addition to economic and agronomic
stratification, the survey showed serious nutritional deficiencies and that a
high proportion of the households (38%) were female headed. The decision was
made, recently, to transfer a self-sustaining home gardening system being
instituted in a nearby island, Domenica, to Mabouya Villey. The case will
illustrate the use of the Area Focused Study approach; allow consideration of
home gardens as part of a farming system and the importance of female inputs in
such a system; and will examine the implications of transferring a successful
system from onc location tu another. Federico's work on this caze was
particularly helpful in channeling at least the case, and perhaps the upcoming
ext=nsion of technology in 'abouya, into a more experimental directinn
conce ning the improvement of varievies and practices used in home gardening.

Colombia, CTAT, Jacauelino Ashbv

This case will siow wny IH'l variables were important te the testing and
evaluation of a production technology, beans, and how they were recognized.
Specifically this relates to recognizing the importance of identifving dasirable
consumption characteristics of different users: the urban market and the
subsistence consumer. The importance of understanding desirable cnnsunption
characteristics has economic implications in that women conk for hired labor and
their cooking task and time is affected by the kinds of beans uscd. The case
will alsc illustrate a methodnlogy for including participation by multiple
menbers of the household in testing and evaluation.

Indonesia, Sitiuna, TROPSOILS, Vicki Sipgman_and Carol Colfar

The strongest element of the TROPSOILS case is thn use of the entire,
multi-disciplinary research team to undertake a time allocuation study of the
activities of household members in this transmigration site. This study has led
to a decision to have trials on forage as forage-gathering was a prime labor
constraint, and undertaken principally by women and children. Home gardening
also ererges as important in terms of both men and women's time and a nutsition
survey done during the same time period suggests the value of its improvement.
Bacause Vicki herself has not yet been to the field, but is 20ing 300n to work
with Carol, we left the case witi a series of questions about how the different
pieces have fit together in time and in effecr on each other.

Philippines, Lake 3alinsasavno, Lini Ycllenbern

The Lake Balinsasavao proiect is intended to provide the government with
agsistance in promoting forest conservation on government lands in the face of
increasing migratinn to the area and in insuriag an equitable distribution of
benefits. There were two diagnoses undertaken resulting in a large body of
agroclimaric and socio-economic data, as well as statements concerning farmer
preferetces, which students can compare as to methndology and resulto. A sncond
sot of more fcrzused studiecg—--production & consumption, cropping systens,
fishing, nutrition, and land use decision making--fnllowed. Each used different
methodolapies for getting at questions of time allocation and again this will be
an exerclise for comparing the approaches as to resource costs and benefits. One
igssur will be the degree to which tosource constraints aftect the definition of
research domains. The relationship of o parallel cet of field activities--
continuinyg rommunity organization, literacy prograns, demonstration ploty, etc.-
-to the rescarch to also explored.  The third section repocts the resuits of the

r 37
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field interventions and plans for further interventions and ends with the tasks
of reviewing the inreraction between research and field activities and of
looking at what has already been done in view of reorganizing as an FSR/E
project.

Zambia, ARPT, Charles Chabala and Rohert MNouiru ‘
This case is a classic. The first section will give the country |
backgrouud, including the institutionalization of FSR/E in Zambia, and the
original diagnosis of the area leaving to students the task of iderrifying
research priorities. One element of that information is the heavy labor of
women in their (separate) bean fields. The second section details actual trials
undertaken by the project as a result of the original diagnosis: one on
intercropping beans with maize to take advantage of the traction being used on
family (male headed) maize fields and thereby reduce women's labor as well as
the fertilizer that was already being applied to the maize. A second set of
trials was on maize for increased yields. Though both trials shaowed the
experiments to be successful in agronomic terms, neither was acceptable to the
farmers. In the case of heans, the integration of mens and womens fields
resulted in losses to women of the income they got from the sale of small
surpluses and women objected. 1In the case of Yoth beauas and corn, the
consumption and processing characteristics were not taken into account and
therefore the varieties were rejected. Th: third section covers a Labor Survey
designed to get more information on time allocation and men's and women's
resources and benefite with respect to particular crops. An interesting aspect
of the survey is the methods used to get women's views in light of cultural
constraints (and institutional difficulties). The results of that survey are
the subject of a final set of tasks to determine what research to tackle next.

It should be noted that these synopses are tentative, based on current drafts
and the emphases in any might shift as further work is done and the writers get
further into their data.
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FSSP SUMMARY MEMO ON:

PROJECT ACTIVITIES IN LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

Accordirg to the Cooperative Agreement, the FSSP was to allocate no
xcoe than twenty-five percent of its funds to Latin America. Yet, there
has been more demand for project services, especiaily in the early months,
fram Latin America than froam the other regions. We soon realized that tha
demand would draw excessivelv on project rescurces and began operating oa a
cost-sharing and buy-in basis with USAID missins in the region. OQver the
last scveral months, as funds were withdrawn fram our project and as USAID
began to give ever more emphasis to Africa, we began requirirg USAID
missions in Latin America tco finance all FSSP services that they requested.
That policy is in effect tcday.

A list of FSSP activities by country fo: 1983 and 1984 appears in
our annual reports; a sumary for this year is appended to this memorandim.
The project has been especially active in Paraguay and Honduras. We
collaborated with INTSORMIL, the sorghum-riillet CRSP, as well as with
ICRISAT and CIMMYT in the development and cdelivery of a worksheop at CIMMYT
for sorghum and millet researchers from several Latin American countries.
We also financed the participation of several of those researchers. We
have worked with CIMMYT elsewhere, including in Paraguay when the project
first entered that country. And CIMMYT sent two researcher-trainers to
help us develop training materials during the workshop this year in
Gainesville.

The F3SP worked witli PRECODEPA in the design and delivery of an FSR
training workshop in Guatemala for potato researchers in Central America
and the Caribbear. PRECODEPA is a regicnal potato research cooperativa
maraged by CIP, who helped with the workshop. We also financed the
participatizn of same of the workshop participants.

The FSSP assisted CATIE this year in the design of a one-week
seminar to analyze six FSR/E cases in Latin America. And again, we covered
the participation costs of several seminar participants. At the request of
ROCAP, the project is now assembling a team to conduct a final evaluation
ct the CATIE~ROCAP farming systems project. I just returned after a month
in Central America, where T gathered information in five countries that
will be used in this evaluation. The prospects for further collakboration
with CATIE and ROCAP are good.

An FSSP training team is now in Jamaica delivering an introductory
FSR workshop to researchers in that country.

OQur training activities in the region have reacned about 350
persons. We have sought to use native speakers of Spanish in our training
work in Spanich America, since the farming systems approach is a radical
departure framn the traditional org-nization of research and extension and
camunication is especilally critical. For technical assistance, we have
been less concerned about lanquage skills, although we still consider them

important.

Other countries of the reqgion have expressed an interest in using
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the FSSP. USAID/Peru has indicated that it might soon need assistance in
recrienting research and extension in that country. Both Honduras and El
Salvador have expressed an interest, though it might prove difficult for
the FSSP to find people, at least fram the universities, willing to work in
El Salvdor. And Paraguay has just bought into the FSSP at the level of
$80,000 for services to be rendered mcostly over the next year.

Haiti apprcached us about three months ago regardirn; advisory support for
farming systems work there. It is very likely that the Daninican Republic
ask us to conduct further training, since an FSSP person recently went
there to help them devise a training plan.
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FSSP SUMMARY MEMO ON:

1985 FSSP ACTIVITY CALENPAR FCR LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

Centro Agronamico Tronical de Investigacion y Ensenanza{CATIE)

April 22-26: Helped sponsor and plan seminar for
presentation of six FSR cases fram Latin america.

July-August: FSSP to field evaluation team for ROCAP, to evaluate
CATIE-ROCAP farming systems project.

Dominican Republic

March 3-7: One perscn sent to help Ministry cf Agriculture
develop training program to introduce FSR/E
approach to Daminican setting.

Henduras

Feb. 1-15: Trainiry; team sent to conduct two-week course
on FSR/E approach for Programa Jde Tecrnologia
Rural(PTR). Cocurse addressed to PTR field
teams from the six regicns of Henduras.

March 4-19: Conductau evaluation of FSR/E approach being
used by PTR. Helped them plan for 1985.
Identified probleoms in application of FSR/E
approach and suggested soluticns.

March 20-22: Workshop in which PTR reqgional teams
presented their work plans.

April 20-May 7 Provided technical assistance on use of
micrccanputers in analysis of on~farm
agronamic trial data.

Jamaica

Juae 18-27: Two-weck course to introduce Jamaican
reserchers to FSR/E.

Pa raquay

USAID/Gov. of Paraguay buy-in at level of $80,000 for
services.
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FSSP SUMMARY MEMO ON:

ASIA POLICY DEVELOPMENT AND STRATEGY STATEMENT, 1984-85

Introducticn

By project definition, the regions of the Near East angd Asia are
considered together for regicnal policy development. Being the last two
regicns to be considered for formal policy, Asia and Near East policy
development profitted fram the experiences gained in implementing FSSP
rolicies in both [atin America and Africa. In addition, the FSsT -~'-uw-
leges that (1) core staff has the least amwount of experience workirg in
Asia and the YNear East and (2) Asia has a longer continucus experience in
crepping systems research than any other region of the world.

Given this setting, Asia and Near Fast policy develonmert hbegan in
the Spring of 1984 with the creaticn of a camittee camposed of faculty
fram several support entities interested in continuing their work in Asia.
This cumnittee, kncwn as NEAAC (Near East and Asia Adivsory Comittee),
consists of 11 members representing 9 support entities. 1Its purpose is i«
provide a cadre of members with both interest in, and expertise fram having
worked in, Asia and/or the Near East. The camittee provides advice to the
core regarding Asia and Near East policy and implementation strategy. The
NEANC cammittee met 3 times during the 1984 FSR Symposium at KSU last Octo-
ber. The co-coordinator for Asia and the Near East Keeps the camittee
abreast of the demands on the FSSP fram these regions, as well as delivery
by FSSP core and MEAAC members. Camposition of the NEAAC is provided by
the attachment to this report.

Accampl ishments

Since the cable arnouncing the beginning of an Asian policy and
creation of the NEAAC went to missions in July, 1984, the FSSP has heen
involved in the follcwing activities: )

1) Techiiical assistance was supplied cn reguest to an FSR/E workshop
in Sri Lanka. African and Asian expertise was used.

2) Core has made exporatory visits cn request to missions and host
country representatives of the Philippines, Indonesia, Thailand and Nepal.
A NEAAC member accumpanied the core representative during the exploratory
visit to Thailand.

3) Follow-up visits to the Philippines and Thailand have taken
place. In the first instance, two NEAAC membecs carried out a training
needs assesament, while in the latter, technical assistance was provided
for an impending projent evaluaktion and for host country field
nplementation of FSR/E.

4) Dialerue/collaboration with AVIIXC, IRRI, ICRISAT, and CIMMYT out-
reach has terqun.  Pepresentatives fran AVRIC, IRRI and ICRISAT have visited
the project in Cainesville. Corn visita have bean made to [RRI (two) and
to CIMMYT outreach staffi. A NEAAC member has vizited AVRDC.

FSIP Surmary Monea (06705 31
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5) Through an IRRI-FSSP initiative, an African-Asian linkage has
begun by sponsoring three representatives of the ncwly-formed West African
livestock~based SR retwork to attend a forthcaming AFSN crop-livestock
monitorirg tour in Asia in Acgust.

6) Another Asia-Africa linkage has been started by requesting repre-
sentatives of the SUAN (Scutheast Asian University Agrcecosystems Network)
system to atterd a forthcaming networkshop in Africa for West African
universities inter2sted in FSR/E. This activity should take place in early
1986.

_ 7) IRRI and the FSSP have irceracted in develcument and refinement
of FSR/E training materials.

8) Technical assistance was provided to the Jordan missicn via the
University of Arizona in a FSR/E project design activity.

Goals for the Rocmaincder of the Project

NEAAC has proven highly successful during its first year. Recently,
NEAAC membership was asked to frrm a subcaommittee with the cbjective of
becaning more directly involved in Asia and Near East policy. This sub-
camittee will address itzelf tc the continuing evoluzion and implementa-
tion of FSSP poliicy in the regicn, and will account for the majority of the
delivery of FSSP activities in the regicn during the rest of 1965 and
throughout the rest of the life of the project. This subcammittee currer-
tly consists of NEAAC members, and s included in the NEAAC membership
roster attached to this report. '

In sumary, the core will continue to turn policy development and
delivery over tc the NEAAC subcamittee, which in turn will continue to
work closely with the core co-coordinator for Asia and the Near East. Two
explicit goals for the project in these regions are: “

1) Continuing integration with IRRI, CIMMYT and ICRISAT in defining
the roles of ecach entity in FSR/E activities in the regicns, including the
issues of which entity should lead the activity, which entities should
provide supgport, and how such support should be paid for ard delivered;

2) Continuing the search for activities which can for the basis for
ribboning between the reqgions of Africa and Asia/Near East in addressing
FSR/E preblems and neods.

Finally, activities bequn in 1984 between the FSGP are SUAN will
continue into and beyond 1985. Two such activities are the joint meeting
of FSR/E practitioners and agroecosystems practitioners, hosted by the
East-West Center (with Ford Foundaticn funding) in Auqust, 1985, and FS55P
participation in the SUAN meetings in Chaing Mai, Thailand, Novemter, 1986.
The FSSP views the former as a state-of-the-art activity which may lead to
use of agroecosystoms methods in FSR/E activities, and use of F5R rapid
rural appraisal techniques in anroecosystems research,

FSSP Summary Memcs (06/85) 32


http:AtIxu.St
http:East-*.st
http:ccntinu:.ng

80

ATTACHMENT TO ASTA POLICY STATEMENT

This attachment provides the NEAAC (Near East and Asia Advisory

Camittee) membership.

These members starred with an asterisk (*) have

agreed to serve on the NEAAC policy development and delivery subcammittee:

Regicnal
NEAAC Member University Affiliation Interest
Randy Barker Cornell Southeast Asia
*Richard Bernsten Michigan State Scutheast Asia
THarry Bittenbencder Michigan State Southeast Asia
*John Caldwell Virginia btolytechnic Institute Scutheast Asia
Sam Jchnson Illinois Southeast Asia
Herb Massey Kentucky Southeast Asia
*Harold McArthur Hawalii Scutheast Asia
Mike Norvelle Arizona Near East
Howard Olzen Southern Illinois East Asia
Delane welsch Minnesota Southeast Asia
*Larry Zuidema Cornell Southeast Asia
FSSP Sunmary Manos (06/85) 33
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INDEX OF ITEMS FOR THE FSSP EVALUATION

PROJECT REPORTS

Project Paper

UF Response to the Project Paper
Cocperative Agreement and Logical Framework
Procedural Manual

WORK PLANS

1983 Work Plan (See Appendix 1 of the 1983 Annual Report)
1984 wWor!: Plan

1964 Work Plan Cammittments

1985 Work Plan

1985 Implementaticn plan for the 1985 Work Plan

QUARTERLY REPORTS

31 1982, 4th Quarter 10/01/82 to 12/31/82
42 1983, lst Quarter 01/01/83 to 03/31/83
33 1923, 2rd Quarter 03/01/83 to (6/31/83
34 1983, 3rd Cuarter 07/01/83 to 09/31/83
3 1983, 4th Quarter 10/01/33 to 12/31/83
4 1984, lst Quarter 01/01/34 to 03/31/84
37 1984, 2nd Quarter 03,/01/84 to 26/31/84
48 1984, 3rd Quarter 07/01/34 t~ 09,/31/84
39 1984, 4th Quarter 10/01/84 to 12/31/84

ANNUAL REPORT

1983 Annual Report
1984 Annual Report
1 1984, Summary of FSSP Annual Meetings
2 Sumary of Interests, Capabilities, and Experience of SE's
3 Bicdata Search Summaries (included in the 1985 Annual Report)

TECHNICAL PEDORTS AND LOCUMENTS
Liberia Peport:

Honduras BEvaluation deport

Liventock Popors
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E-4 Handbcok

E-5 Evaluation Task Force (in progress)

E-6 Burkina Faso Country Book (not included)
E-7 The Gambia Country Bock (not included)
E-3 Sierra Leone Country Book (not included)
E-9 Togo workshop summary

E-10 Unper Volta Workshop report {nct included)
E-11 Working Paper 101

E-12 Networkirg Papers 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6

E-13 FSR Bibliography

E-14 KSU FSR Biblicgraphy

E-15 Hildebrand, P. and 7. Pcey. OCn Farm Agronamic Trials in Famming
Systems Research and Extension. c

E-16 FSR/E Case Study Project- FSSP/Pcrulation Council

F. TRAINING

F-1* TMS 101 Technical Cverview of FSR/E

F-2* TMS 102 Introduction to Famming Systems Research/ Cevelcpment

F-3* TMS 201 Introduction to the Econamic Characteristics...

F-q* TMS 202 Econamic Characteriscics fo Small Scale....Farms...

F-5* TMS 203 The Small Scale Family Farm as a System

F-o* 204 Land Tenure in Upper Volta

™S
F-7* ™S 301 Defining Recamendation Damains

F-8* ™S 302 Initial Characterization: The Rapid survey cr SCNDEO.
F-9* ™S 401 Designing Alternative Soluticns- Jutiapa, Guatemala
F-10* TMS 402 Designing Alternative Soluticns- Zapotitan, gl Salvador
F-11* ™S 403 Designirg Alternative Soluticns- MNorrh rFlorida FSR/E
F-12* I 405 wamen and Cassava Prcduction in Zaire

F-13* ™S 406 ILCA Highlands Animal Tracticn- Ethicpia

F-14* ™S 501 Design and Analvsis of On-Farm Trials

F-15* Int'l Pr. Tne Land Grant System and the University of Florida
F-16 ™S 600 Training Unit: Agronamic Experimental Design and Anal.
F-17 ™5 601 Tralning Unit: Management and Administration in FSR/E
F-18 ™S 602 Training Unit: Diagnosig-Getting Started in FSR/E
F-19 Sclected Readims for £SER “Yethods (Hildebrand)

* slide/tape maxdules  {scrint availabia)

G. CIRCULARS

G-l Mews lettors Vol. T, Nos. 1,2,3; Vol. 11, Nos. 1,2,3,4; Vol.III,
Nos. | and 2

G-2 On-Demand 1 tipu 5

G-3 On-Networking 1 thru 21
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DATE: May 28, 1985

MEMO:

TO: Dr. Anson Bertrand

THRCUGH: [Don Osburn & Wendell Morse
FRCM: Chris O Ancrew

RE: FSSP West Africa Support

The follcwing presents results of “he recent meetings held in Camercon
concerning possible location of an FSSP regional suppert office and staff
in Comevocn. Budget estimates are included to indicate recessary
supplemental support to the core FSSP budget if such action is to oe
undertaken.

Based upcn cur last cammunication at the £3SP Advirory Counc'l meeting,
we have directed cur assessment to establiskment of a ~mmplote rogional
support program based in Camerocn. We believe that th.s should b the
position taken. Limited support, however, will not actiiceve beottor results
than the present mode of operaticn. A field assistant positicn (an ax PCY
type) might b appropriate as an extension of the present mxde to
facilitate training and network activities if a complete reqicnal support
program is nok possible. We do not recomrend the limited support
alternative,

Meetings in Camercen confirm the position taken by veu and the Advisory
Council that a camplete support package should be considered. 7Thoze
meetings were held with the following leaders and numerous of their support
pecple:

Dr. Rens Owona - Director General, University Center at Dschang
Dr. Joseph Djcukoam -+ Deputy Director Ceneral, University Center at
Dscharyg

Ur. Jean Cvjla -~ Director,ENSA (National School of Higher Education)
University Center at Dscharg

Dr. Joe Bushy - Chief of Party USAID/UF/UCD Highor rlucation Contract

Dr. Hnanuel Atayt - Chief of Party USAID/TUTA/LRA tHational Coreals
Poesearch o Extenaion Project

Dr. Horb Mitler - Acting Dirceror, USAID Cuaneroon

Mr. Bob Schmneding - HROO/USATD Comoroon

Mr. Dill Litwillor - ADO/USALD Comeroon
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In summary the UCD administration would like to have the FSSP locate
with the University in Dschang assuming that support would be given to the
establishment of a farming systems course in the university curriculum,
that the FSSP would work closely with the two bilateral contracts (UF and
TITA), and that assistance would be given as the UCD jointly establishes
on-farm research with the National Cereals Research and Extension (NCRE)
program. The famming systems arm of the NCRE is the Technical Liaison Unit
(TLU) .

The University of Florida technical assistance team reacts positively
to logistically supporting an FSSP unit if that unit is under the
administrative supervision of the Chief of Party for the work in Camercon.
This is campatible with and supports the UDC administrative position.
Thus, the bilateral contract and the UCD would provide office space,
administrative support (accounting, money transfer capability, etc) and
facilitate establiskment of the standard contractor package allowable to
but not exceeding that available to the UF bilateral contract team. In
return the UF expects that FSSP will respond to the desires expressed by
the UCD administrators.

IITA desires to cooperate with FSSP both under present operating
arrangements and if a program office is established in Cameroon. FSSP
might locate with the National Research Institute (IRA) near Yaounde
instead of at Dschang with the UCD. This was suggested by Herb Miller but
not supported generally by others. IITA and the NCRE would probably be
receptive to such collaboration but they agree that cocperative work at UCD
would be most desirable. Two NCRE technical assistance people are located
at the IRA research station in Dschang adjacent ko the UCD. One of the
TLUs is near Dschang also so the integration of research and extension
presses for the UCD locaticn. We see full collaboration possible with IITA
under all alternatives. Note that IITA/Ibadan recammended to Hugh Popence
in his recent visit to Nigeria that Camerocon would be the place to locate
an FSSP unit. Thus, we have discussed the IITA linkage at all levels and
are very pleased to report that we see excellent potential for a successful
working relationship. It could bencme a model for not only FSSP/IARC work
but for facilitating and strengthening the IARC/National Research Institute
linkage.

JSAID/Camercon is supportive of FSSP and desires caution in considering
establistment of a camplete regional support program at the UCD. Three
considerations were raised hy Herb Miller: not to over tax the UCD which
is undergoing major institutional development changes at prasent, to
cooperate fully with IITA, and to integrate solidly with the UF bilateral
contract. Discussions with administrators of those entities suggest that
these considerations are very reasonable and that they can be accamodated
tor effective programming. Both Bill Litwiller and Bob Schmeding
emphasized the need for adequate financing for a complete program and
optimally a four year minimum time frame. Schmeding was very enthusicstic
about the regicnal program concept of linking bilateral contractors
together in West Africa for collaborative support and networking. Jay
Johnson is to became Mission Director on June 20, 1985. Jay visited
Gainesville for two days to became familiar with the university and we
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spent an hour discussing the FSSP. Before I reached the point of proposing
Camercon as the location for an FSSP program Jay volurteered that he
invited us to consider Camercon. He was very supportive and will be
excellent for UF and FSSP to work with.

The Program in Cameroon might then assume the following scope:

A. Purpose

1. Establish base for regional training programs in FSR/E.
2. Establish an institutional tie (University Center at Dscharg) for
long term educational programming:
a. Short courses linked with viable FSR/E and OFR work.
b. Degree course in the UCD curriculum with viable FSR/E and
OFR work.
3. Establish a retwork support base to:

a. Facilitate national linkages through bilateral
contractors ard national institutions in West Africa.

O. Augment problem (commodity cropping systems, constraints
etc) oriented networks of West African researchers and
educators with agricultural research, training and
extension responsibilities.

B. Basic Requirements

l. Location with a national institution - preferably including a
research, teaching and extension mandate.

2. Potential ties with an ongoing FS and OFR program.

3. Full regional complement - multi country with bilateral contract
collaboration. .

4. A support cammitment by USAID - S&T, Africa Bureau and Missions:

a. With a minimum 4 year time frame
b. With an adequate budget as specified below see budget

The summary budget for Africa (primarily W. Africa) would call for
$2.377m for the FY period 1986 through 1989 (see attached budget). Four
years of programming would include the Camercon base at about 25% of the
total budget, a regional budget for linking with bilteral USAID contracts
at about 15% of total budget and a training technical assistance and
networking activity budget at 60% of the budget.

Mission match would influence the overall program but regional training
and network activities can not be supported exclusively with mission
buy-ins. The budget would support up to six major networksheps or training
activities and same training unit development support work.

The Cameroon base budget is attached. Camputations cover the 21 wonth
pericd fram January 1, 1966 through September 30, 1987. Projections to

FSSP Summary Memos (06/85) 41




89

cover FY 1988 & 1989.

The regional linkage budget anticipated salary only to call forth
designated team members fram bilateral contracts for a portion of time
to be spent in regional and national FSR/E training and networking. At
capacity ('87, '88, '89) this could be four people at quarter time or three
people at third time etc.

A consideration of the FSSP budget is necessary as we anticipate the
Africa situation. A summary of the FSSP budget through campletica of the
present Cooperative Agreement in September 1987 is attached. It includes
the basis for phasing into an African regional program but does not
anticipate total FSSP costs, should the project be exterded.

A summary of projected costs through FY 1987 with and without the W.
Africa strategy coupled with full funding as called for in the Cooperative
Agreement and reduced funding as presently suggested by S&T, is attached.
Cenerally the data speak to the situation.

The overall budget shcws an extremely low input into LA and Asia/NE
without the TUD funding shown in parenthesis for 86 & 87. There can be no
W. Africa program without supplemental funding for the final two years (FY
88 & 89). If all funding in the Cooperative Agreement were available
$100,900 could be carried into the next funding or project period. Even
then there will be a short fall of $468,100 in FY 86 unless the funding is
evened cut (moved from 87 to 86). If there is no new program in W. Africa
the FY 86 short f£all will be $277,800 and $967,100 in FY 87. To sustain
this reduction Africa delivery could be reduced primarily to Mission
buy-ins, core staffing could be reduced and/or the program development
effort reduced. Probably each would need to be cut where possible
depending upon overall program priorities. The first phase of the FSSP
might be forced to terminate prior to Sept 30 1987 if funding level II is
implemented.

Hopefully this gives you a reasonably camplete picture of where we
might go with the FSSP in Africa relative to the overall funding situation.
In conclusion, our efforts in W. Africa are going very well, contrary to
what many might have expected. Famming systems work in W. Africa has
became in many places an accepted way to address research and extension
needs. FSR/E programs, however, are only in initial stages of evolution.
It will be unfortunate if we reduce activity as we are most needed.
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AFRICA BUDGET:

(1000s) FY 86 87 8g* go* Total
Cameroon base ** 151.1 145.1 152.3 159.9 608.4
Regional/bilateral .

linkages 39.2 96.6 101.4 106.4 343.6
Training, TA &
Networking 300.0 350.0 375.0 400.0 1425.0
TOTAL 490.3 591.7 628.7 666.3 2377.0
* Projected from base
** See Africa Budget (base support)
FSSP Summary Memos (06/85) 43
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FSSP BUDGET
FY 85 86 87 88 89
(1000s) Apr.-Octl
. Total
CORE
Adm. Sal. 79,1 166.1 174.4
Support 9.4 21.3 20.8
Ind. Cost 41.6 88.0 91.7
130.1 275.4 286.9
Mgnt.: Sal. 126.8 264.7 278.1
Support 45.8 96.8 103.3
Ind. Cost 8l.1 170.0 179.6
253.7 531.5 561.0
TOTAL 383.8 806.9 847.9
AFRICA
Core: Cameroon 151.1 145.1 152.3 159.9
Regional - 39.2 96.6 101.4 106.4
Networking 100.0* 300.0* 350.0* 375.0 400.0
Total Africa 100.0 490.3 591.7 628.7 666.3 2377.0

Program Dev.& World Net

Newsletter 29.2 58.4 58.4
Sympos ium 18.0 18.0 18.0
Bib 21.0 43.0 .
B +D'B handbook 17.5 Program dev + SOA
TUD 85.0 (232)**  (200)**
T C (Travel) 20.0 20.0 20.0
S.E.An Meeting travel 25.0 25.0 25.0
Publication 20.0 40.0 40.0
Total 235.7 204.4 161.41
ASTA + L.A. NETWCRKING 20.0 30.0 30.0
TOTAL 739.5 1531.6 1531.0

* In present budget
** Desired for training program development - not included in totals.
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FY 86 87 TOTAL
(9 months) (12 months) (21 months)
1. 1 CORE IN RESIDENCE 30,000 42,000
Salary 6,900 9,660
Fringe (23%) 7,500 10,500
44,400 62,160 106,360
Travel 3,400 3.400
6,800
Fousing
Tanp. 1,350
Long temm 5,400 7,200
6,750 7,200 13,950
Freight 3,950 3,950
Storage 1,450 1,9%0
Car 1,500
6,900 5,900 12,800
Other 250 250 500
Total 61,700 78,910 140,610
Ind. @ 32 19,744 25,251 44,995
TOTAL 81,444 104,161 185,605
.g. SUPPORT IN AFRICA
Secretarial 12,000 15,000
Office Equip. 15,000 5,000
Van 16,500
Fuel & Rep. 4,000 4,000
Driver 4,500 6,000
Supplies 750 1,000
Total 52,750 31,000 83,750
Ind @ 32 16,880 9,920 26,800
TOTAL 69,630 40,920 110,550
3. TOTAL CORE &
SUPPORT 151,074 145,081 296,155
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FSSP BUDGET AND RELEASE

(1000s)

Funding
Full

Partial

gggget

W/0 Af. Based Core
Balance

Full
Partial

W/Af. Based Core
Balance

Full
Partial

85

Apr -
Oct 1

1123*
1123

739.5

383.5
383.5

86

680
680

1341.3

(=277.8)

(-277.8)

1531.6

(-468.1)
(-468.1)

87

2100
700**

1389.3

432.9

(-967.1)

1531.0

100.9
(-1299.1)

* 85 Fiscal released April 85
** Preliminary S&T/Ag request
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LIST OF PERSONS CONTACTED

Name

Gloria Steele
Dale Harpstead
Bi1l Judy
Harlan Davis
Phil Church
Ken McDermott
Marc Winter
Ken Prussner
Ken Swanberg
Ed Rice

Don Wadley
Ralph Cummings, Jr.
Wendell Morse
Jeryls Owels
Chris Andrew

Peter Hildebrand

Susan Poat s
Dan Galt
Ligette Walecka

James Jones
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Pogition
Agr. Economist
Advisor
ADO
Deputy Director
Division Chief
Agr. Economist
Division Chief
Deputy Division Chief
APMT member, FSSP
ADO
Deputy Agency Director
Special Assigtant
APMT member, FSSP
Advisor
Project Director

Agr. Fccenomist

Agssoclate Director
Asgociate Director
Agaistant Director

Associate Dircctor

Annex 3

Organization

AID/AFR

BIFAD

AID

ATL/ST/AGR
AID/ST/AGR
FSSP
AID/AFR/TR/ARD
AID/AFR/TR/ARD
AID/S&T/RD
AID/ANE/TR
AID/S&T/FA
AID/S&T/FA
AID/S&T/AGR
BIFAD

FSSP

University of Florida,
Galnesville

FSSP
FSSP
FSSP

FSSP

Ken Tefertiller Vice Pres., Agr. Affalrs Univeraity of Florida
Hugh Popenoe Director, Int'l, Proyrams Unlverstity of Plortda
Larry Zuidema Chalrperason FSSP Adv. Counctl,
Cornell Untvernlty
Cornelia Flora Chatlrpernuon FSOP Technleal Comnittee,
Fansaa State Unlveraity
Don Ouburn Project Manager, PSSP AID/ST/AGH
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FSSP SUPPORT ENTITY SURVZEY

(Administrative Coordinators and Program Leaders Combined)

Check the response that best reflects your judgment,

1

e

Number :
Percent:

2.

Technical assistance implementaton activities of the FSSP have een
effectively carried out.

Strongly agree Agree No Opinion Disagree Strongly Disagree
S.A. 3 A, 18 N.0O. 12 D. 2 S.D. 2
8.1 48.6 32.4 5.4 5.4

Domestic training activities of the FSSP have been effectively carried
Out .

S.A. 4 A. 23 N.O. 5 D. 5 S.D.
10.8 62.1 13.5 13.5

Training workshops in developing countries have been effectively
carriea out.

S.A. 3 A. 9 N.O. 22 D. 3 S.D.
8.1 24.3 59.4 8.1

Networking activities in developing countries have been effectively
carried out,

S.A. 3 A. 11 N.O. 15 D. S.D.

et B ]

8.1 29.7 T 40.5 21.6

FSSP slide tape mcdules are useful,

S.A. 3 A. 18 N.O, 11 D. 5 S.D.
8.1 48.6 igo'] 1305

Qur contrihution to the overall success of the FSSP has been consistent
with our oriqginal egxpectation,

S.A. 3 Ao 13 N.O. 4 D. 12 S.D. 5
H,1 Jo.l 10,8 32.4 13.5
Qur contribution to F5SE- has been in accordace with the Momorandum of

Agreement: (MOA) between our institution and the University of Florida,

S.A. 7 Ao 16 N0, 4 D. 9 SRR L

SRR B e gt S

18.9 W, T0Le R 2.7



10.

11.

12,

13,

14,

15.
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Qur institution has contributed to the success of FSSP.

S.A, _ 8 A. 18 N.O. 3 D. 5 S.D. 3
—21.6 ~48.6 8.1 T 13.5 8.1

OQur institution has considerable expertise and capability in FSR/E
activities.

S.A. 17 A, 19 N.O. D. 1 S.D.
45.9 51.3 2.7

The FSR/E methodologies identified by the FSSP are comprehensive and
correct,

S.A. 2 A. 14 N.O. 4 D. 17 S.D.
5.4 37.8 10.8 45.9

Training support materials for FSR/E are approoriate.
S.A. 3 A, 18 N.O. 7 D. 9 S.D.
8.1 48.6 18.9 24.3

Have representatives from your institution provided assist .ice in any of
the training workshops in developing countries?

Yes 14 Mo 23
37.8 62,2

Have representatives from your institution participated in FSSP technical
assistancs activities?

Yes 22 No 15
59.4 40.5
Has your institution had representation on the technical committee?
Yos 17 to 20
45.9 54.0
Has your institution had representarives on task forces?

Yog 24 o 13
64.9 35,1



16.

17.

18,

19,
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Have you attended domestic workshops?
Yes 19 No 18
51.3 48.6
Have representatives from your institution attended demestic workshops?

Yes 33 (Approximate No. ) No 4
89.2 10.8

Has your institution provided leadership (organized, served as a trainer,
or hosted) in domestic workshops where FSSP provided major support
(workshop where FSSP personnel, materials, etc. were utilized)?

Yes 15 No 22
40.5 59.4
Has anyone from your institution participated as a "participant add-on"

for any FSSP activity?

Yes 4 No 33

10.8 89.2

1f yes, evaluate the experience (pro and con).

20, What do you consider the most positive feature(s) of the FSSP? (If more

than one response, please rank in importance).
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21, What do you consider the most negative feature(s) of the FSSP. (If more
than one response, please rank in importance).

22, What would you change about FSSP?

23, Would you support a recommendation to your institutional officials to
participate in other comparable support projects as a support entity?

Yes 26 MNo 11
70.2 29.7

24. What has been the approximate amount ($§) received by your institution for
services rendered (exclude travel expenses to the KSU Farming Systems
Symposium)? $

25. About how many person days have been contributed by your
institution?

26. Which best describes the FSSP impact on your institution with respect to
farming systems capability and human capital dovelopment?

5 a. Contributed significantly to human resource development and
I3.5 increased institational capability in farmning systems,

18 b,  Complementod our cun of forts in himan rosouroe devprlopmont in

18.6 farming systems,

14 ¢, Contributed little to our humain resource development. and
37.8  institutional capability in farming systems,
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27. The following best characterizes my institution's commitment to FSR/E.

_21 strong support
56.7

_15 average support
40.5

1 little or no support
2.7

28. Your FSSP status is:
Administrative Coordinator

Program Leader
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FSSP SURVEY RESPONSES

20. What do you consider the most positive feature(s) of the FSSP? (If more
than one response, please rank in importance).

Opportunity to participate in farming systems work overseas without a
long-term project - of critical importance to smaller universities which are
at a competitive disadvantage in trying to get long-term projects.

Opportunity to interact with farming systems thinkers and practitioners,

Providing a forum for synthesizing and testing key elements in the farming
system approach for development.,

Through the newsletter, the FS inventory, the hundred items and tne
intra-household project oroviding for the exchange of experience and insignt
between FS projects in different parts of the world - a crucial networking
feature, including FS projects, CGIARsS and national ag programs,

Domestic training programs.
Their interaction/support of KSU meetings.
Their Gambian training orogram.

It brings together all those around the world working on farming systems, It
should allow one to bring focus on the areas which need research,

Give visibility to FSR
Provides means for carrying out soecific tasks needed for FSR and abroad.

For me, personally, has provided exposure to persons I could not otherwise
have worked with, '

Materials develoned,
Networking and oroviding opportunities for international involvement.

Training capab.lities,
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Publicizing the variety of problems faced by small farmers worldwide.

Provide technical assistance and training support to FSR and ag. projects in
the field.

Networking (newsletter, workshop, etc.).

Assisting individuals domestically in understanding the FSR/E concept and
developing their skill level,

Helping M.0.A. institutions to develop expertise,

Well organized and managed to be resoonsive to field needs.,

Good opportunity for many different organizations to participate,

Domestic training programs.

Involvement in Livestock Task Force.

Interaction/supoort of XSU Symposia.

Their Gambia training program,

Strong, effective organizaticn with proper development strategies.

Potential for integrating development assistance efforts at the community,
regional, and even national levels within host countries.

Refinement of FSR/E Methodology.

Develop awareness of farming systems which encourage multi-disciplinary
approaches,

Short term training of participants in interdisplinary FSR/E
workshops/training sessions,

Roster of T.A., for projects -- but has normal problemns of all interviewing
endeavors attempted with many limited resources,
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Qur experience with the project has not been positive,

Stimulation of peer contact (networking) within U, S. Universities, LDC
countries/regions - involved in FSR/E.

Networking activities appear to be coming on, but efficiency has been low.
Networking.
Forum for FS ideas.

Providing forums for professional FS practitioners to exchange insight and
experience from the field.

Documentation services.

To provide access by project teams in the field to pertinent resources,
whether FS methodologies or subject matter resources - human and/or technical.

Information sharing

Training modules

The openness of the administration to participation in the domestic workshops.
Networking (both domestic and LDC).

Coordination of seminars and workshops.,

Stimulating and organizing communica.ions among the numerous institutions
involv2d in the FSR/E.

The program thrust that gives a comprehensive focus on key elements of FSR/E.
A focus for FS material and expertise,

A place to receive information about personnel with FS expertise.
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21. What do you consider the most negative feature(s) of the FSSP, (If more
than one response, please rank in importance).

Lack of adequate opportunities for people who are trained through the domestic
workshops to gain overseas experience,

It took time to get started, and visible mistakes were made (the early
slide-tape modules as the training materials, for example).

Absence of a training program for decision makers and ministry leadership
abroad.

Networking is poor - tends to focus on friends and ignore others. Begins to
look a little "clubbish."

Absence of strong initiatives in state-of-the-art work.
Use of relativelv inexperienced and junior people trainers.

It is very heavy oa organizational structure, use of acronyms. It is light on
content and quality of research results dealt with. Those in the developing
countries who deal with farming systems are looking for more leadersnip on
techniques to use. They aren't getting it. Often they know more “han the
FSSP leaders,

Inadequately defined note,
Too elaborate structure and procedures.

Tends to incorporate persons without background and experience and sometimes
overlook those who have these.

Presumption that support entities have some special "area" relative to FSR may
distract from attention to AID projects - at least for us this is the case.
wWould be better to focus more directly upon project support for us.

Poor networking comnunications.

Conflicting goals and objectives and perceptions of project among support
entities, core staff, AID-Wash. and country missions.
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Somewhat disorganized,

Very inefficient project administration.

Lack of substantive, intellectual leadership.

Poor communication.

Lack of demonstrable project results and/or products.

Little work has been done in state-of-the-art research.

It took them quite a while to operate effectively but I think they are doing
SO now.

Lack of willingness to delegate responsibilities, development of materials etc
to other institutions.

Needs to provide better technical assistance and more T&A in developing
countries,

Lack of involvemnt of expertise from the support entities, May be too many of
them, too much,

Absence of training programs for decision makers and ministry leadersnip
abroad,

Networking is poor - tends to focus on friends and ignore others., Begins to
look a little "clubbish.”

Absence of strong initiatives in SOTA.

Use of relatively inexperienced and junior people as trainers.

Large and complex assignments,
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The FSSP approach is probably too theorectical, and the social science content
is over-dominant. It fails to recognize appropriately that the basic premises
of "farming systems" is not a new invention but that many state extension
programs are in this mode but under other terminology.

At times there appears lack of direction. Many things taking place and not
necessarily correct. (At least it appears that way.)

Core staff talking tc each other —- not involving individuals from supporting
institutions -- and then leaving unexplained on few institutions(?)

Have not involved support institutions,

Role of supoort institutions not defined.

FSSP never sought us out. Always necessary to go to them, Our ideas were
either ignored or rejected.

Non-involvement of faculty from our institution in FSSP activities
(involvement limited to attending workshoos).

tack of clear signals and supoort from ATD,

Domestic focus to date

Creating unrealistic expectations as to needs and oooortunities for FS project
participation (support entities share responsibility for tnis).

rack of identifying appropriate FSR state-of-the-art topics.

Misunderstanding of FSR by project leaders,

Excessive bureaucracy and jargon.

Lack of apnlied work for support entities,

The hiring of inexparienced core staff, Foreign experience "might" be a
"necessary” but certainly not "sufficient” condition to provide leadership.
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Eave not adequately involved surport entities (includes Univ. of Fla.) in
activity, Failed to delagate activities.

Failed to recognize and identify expertise and track recorde among support
entities.

The project exhibits cronyism.

Domestic expertise and effectiveness in applying FSR/E methodologies have been
ignored, they want to discover the wheel again.

The apparent weakness in accessing skilled faculty in my university.,
Tendency to want to develop "true" or "pure" farming systems program.
Unbalanced representation of disciplines on "multi-disciplinary" teams,
Inexperience of core staff,

Program development strategies, with respect to content and inout from
supporting entities,

Problems of not being as well organized as necessary to implement workshops in
developing countries and follow through on other activities. I expect this
oroblem to improve as more experience is gained and ob jectives sharpened.
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22, What would you change about FSSP?

Provide travel support to FAO, with home institution picking up salary - even
if 1 person/year, would be significant in showing value to others in
institution.

I believe the changes toward increased focus and direction are taking place,
An African permanent presence would be very helpful.

More involvement of institutional entities (such as Lincoln Univecsity) in
FSSP, and less centralization of programmatic activities at University of
Florida.

I would base it more on state-of-the-art, methodology and develop research
pregrams to improve this methodology. Thus far, we are supporting and
<xtending technologies wnich haven't yet been worked out well.

Somehow try to simplify - organizationally in terms of objectives and
procedures.,

Trmorove their relationsnip to AID,

Since there seems to be coucern anout lack of researcn on FSR/E by FSSP,
reinstara and increase funding for this activity.

[ would like to see more workshops, training sessions, etc., for student
participants,

Better marketing needed - I don't think they get as many requests for their
services as they deserve., Many projects need assistance in FSR but don't ask
for it. I'm not sure why.

Fund more state-of-the-arts research activities,
Provide better technical assistance and more T%A in developing countries,
Improve the netunr4ing of the domestic institutions,

Strengthen the training program for decision makers of ministry leadersnip
abroad,
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Gather more information on SOTA
Use more senior people in training.
Target more precisely fewer objectives.

Simolify the approach; improve experimental design and analysis techniques;
utilize more effectively the full spectrum of agricultural disciplines;
recognize that "farm management” and "community Jevelopment” projects have
much to contribute to the farming systems approach.

I have been disappointed in not placing our faculty on various task forces,
"add-ons", etc. We wanted more invnlvement, particularly younger faculty.

Yore funds on committees from support institutions and less on core staff.,

Move it to an institution which is willing to sacrifice parsonal gain in order
to achieve broad participation and involvenent.,

Strengthen support entity raolationships - decentralize activities.,

Provide stronger role in molicy decisions, planning, program development to
sunport entitiss, tnrough a Board of Directors and merpership on Tecnnical
Committen

It's leadersnio, both administrative and toechnical,
Leadership should be changed,

Top heavy in core staff and productivity from core not opvious., The project
does not need conference attenders,

Involve more FSSP universities in the formation of technical assistance teains
combining experienced and inexperioenced nemxers to develop a second generation
of soecialists,

Satisficed as i but would Like some core support for cach participating
university,

Program development. strategies should be designed to have greater input from
cupporting entivies.





mailto:11%41-1111LACA.@J







112

T SUBJECT: FARMING SYSTEMS SUFPORT BROJECT (FSSP),

936~4099
RES: STATE

i {A) POSITIVE FEATURES IMNCLUCE: NDEVELQRPMENT QF A
CLEARLY ELUCIDATED OEFINITION CF FSR FCR AGEMNCY WIDE USE;
PPINTING/UOISTRIBUTICH CF STUOIES/PRQJECTS/CASES Cr APPLIED
FSR; AND THE FSSP NEWSLETTER.

2. ) N/A

3. (C} N/A

4, B) THE FSSP HAS ENABLED USAID PRCIECT CFFICERS HAVING
RESPOMNSIZILITY FOR FSR CCMPCHEMNTS T2 ACHIZVE 4 COMCIMSUS
CN WMAT FSR (S, wHAT IT CAM 2Q AND H2W TO IFPLEZMENT ITS

USE AS AN DNGCING RESZAACH TOOL AND, TNTEARMITTENT
PRESCAIPTIVE INSTAUMENT 1N SEVEAL PRQJECTS. THE RESEAPCH
PRCJECT 5 CHAMJIING IT5 ARPAQACK TOQ CH-FAAM TESTING aAS A
RESULT CF THE FSSP, AMOTHER MAJCR PROLECT, 1IN TmE NEAR
FUTURE, INTENDS T2 U! THE FS3P TC A3SIST IN A RAPIC

RECOrIAZZ2W.22 rmzn TISUCTION CONSTTI'T IDENTIFICATICN.

UNCLASSIFIED
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SUBJECT: FARMING SYSTEMS SUPPORT PRCJECT (FSSA),
- 936-4099

REF: STATE

1. USAID/NR IS NLT ABLE TO RESPCND DIRECTLY TO ALL
QUESTIONS IN REFTEZL SECAUSE CUR INVCLVEMENY WITH FS3P
HAS BEEN LIMITED TO TwQ SHCRT CCTURSES WHICH wWwEZRT
CONMDUCTED UMDER THE TECHNICAL OIRECTICNSGS CF U3AILD

PERSONNEL wHC ARE NCT IN THE - - . AT
THIS TIME. QUR COMMENTS ARE BASED ON CISCUSSICNSE
WITH . AND AID CONTRACT PERSCNNEL AND REPCARTS

PREPARED CM THE CCURSES.

2. FSSP HAS CCONCUCTED TwO TRAINING CTURSES IN THE
) - . - - . TECHNICAL PZRSCNNEL
ASSOCIATED WITH THE

PRQJECT. THE FIRST CCURSE IN SZPTIM3ER 1983,
TMTAfAL~e R TARMING SYSTEMS RESEZARCE M TAnE EMPHASIS
TO ECONCMIC ANALYSIS CF CMN-FARM TRI, .S, DURING ThE
SECOND CCURSE, PRESZNTIZ IN . THE PARTICIPANTS
ACTUALLY CCNOUCTED A SCNCEQ (INFCRMAL SURWYEY) whICH LED
TO RECOMMEMNDATICMNS FCR LIVESTCCK ANC CRCP RESEARCH
CURRENTLY BEING CARRIZID CUT IMN ThHE HWATERSHED. ECR
EXAMPLE, THE RESULTS CF THE CALLED ATTENTICN TO
THE MNEED FQR IMPRQVED FCRAGE PRQCUCTICN wHICH HAS BEEN
INCORPCRATED MNQOT CMLY IN RESEZARCH 7T3IIaL35 3UT IN SOIL
CONSERVATICN FARM PLANSI ANDO HAS BEEM ENTHUSIASTICALLY
ADQPTED BY AREA FARMERS. USAIDO/DR RECIZIIVED MANY
FAVORAALE COMMENTS FROM ANDO AIOD CCNTRACY PRCJECT
PERSONNEL CN 3CTH COURSES. PARTZCULARLY NTVTEWCRTHY 'WAS
CUICK RESPCNSE OF FS3P TO USAID REICUESTS FCR SEAVICES.
THE CCURSES WERE WELL PLANNED AND FCCQUSED CM SPECIFIC
WATERSHED MANAGEMENT MEEZOS, SUBSEZQUENT TO ATTENDANCE
AT THE CCURSE, PARTICIPANTS CARRAIZID CUT AT LEAST TwO
FARMING 3YSTEMS SURVEYS USING METHCOCLCGY LIZIARNED FRCM
FSSP CQURSE.

HintL A trtrn



114

SUBJECT: FARMING SYSTEMS SUPPORT PROJECT (936-4399)
REF: STATE '

L. FSSP HAS DEVELOPED CONSTRUCTIVE WCRKING LINKAGES WITH
AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH AND PLANNING PROJECT
THESE LINKAGES AND JOINT ACTIVITIES SHCULD
BE REPORTED IN DETAIL IN FSSP REPCRTS ANC WwWILL MNOT 3E
REPEATED HERE, FCLLOWING RESPCNDS TQ CUESTICNS CF REFTEL
PARA TwaQ.

2, MOST PCSITIVE FZATURE. THE PRCFESSICHNAL LINKAGE
PROVIDED BY FSSP FOR THE PROGRAM WITH OTHER
FARMING STYSTEMS RESEARCH WORK MAS CCNTRIZUTES T A

STRCNGER NATICONAL RESEARCH PAOGRAM. SOME AL TERNATIVE
TECHNIQUES HAVE BEEN INTRCDUCED AND REZULTS CF FIELD WORK
HAVE BEEN MCRE THCRQOUGHLY EVALUATED THRGCUGH THIS NETWORK.

3. NEGATIVE FEATURE. A LCT OF THE FS3FP LITERATURE IS
DIRECTED TCO 3ASIC DESCRIPTICON CF THE FARMING SYSTEM
RESEAPCH METHQDCLCGY ANC OF LITTLE VALUE TO " THE
STINMIDTICT. CTHZIRE IS UNSATISFIED [H'TZTTTT IN THE RESULTS-.
OF FSR NOW 1mAT PEQPLIZ ARE GENERALLY AWARE CF THE- wHY ANC
HOw,

4, RECCMMENBED CHANGES, MAY BE NECESSARY TO INTRCOUCE
SPECIALIZATION 3UCH AS CTRYLAMD FS3F, IARIGATICIN FS3R,
PREDOMINATE LIVESTOCK SYSTEMS E7C WITH SOME FORMS CF
STANCARDO CLASSIFICATIONS TO FACILITATE LITERATURE REVIEW
AMNO OTHER NETWORKING STEPRS.

8. IMPACT CN MIS3ICN FUNUED ACTIVITIES. F358 HAS
SUPPLEMENTED SILATERAL PRCJECT WITH TRAINING AND
CONSULTIMNG RESQURCES AT SEVERAL FPOINTS IN NcYELOPMENT CF
PROGRAM. PARTICIPATION IN NETWORK HAS ENHANCED
PROQFESSICNAL STATURE QF PRQJECT STAFF S5U™ THIS IS NOT
READILY QUANTISIABLE, 3ECAUSE PRCGRAM HAS GAINED
MOMENTUM QUICKLY, THE CCNTRIZUTICNS ARE NUW IN 3CTH
DIRECTIONS BETWEEN FSSP AMND THE 8BILATEZIRAL PROJECST

8. USAID, wOULD LIKE TQ RECEIVE CCRY CF
EVALUATICN REPCRT FCR FSSP. :

UNCLASSIFIED
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SUBJECT: FARMING SYSTEMS SUPPORT PROJECT (FSSP) (336-4099)
REFERENCE: STATE

AID/’ - HAS UTILIZED THE SERVICES CF FSSP CN TwO
OCCASIONS, IN . . AND THIS YEAR, IN"CONJUNCTION WwITH
PROJECT EVALUATICONE, IN EACH CASE FSSP LOCATED AND
FURNISHED TECHNICAL EXPERTISE 7O ASSIST IN EVALUATING
AN AGRICUL TURAL DEVELCOFMENT RESEARCH AND EXTEINSION)
PROJECT WHICH HAS AN FSR CCMPCNENT.

IN BOTH CASES, FSSP PRQOVIDED HIGHLY GUALIFIZD AND CAPABLE
MEMBERS CF THE ZVALUATICN TEAMS, FURNISHED ZVALUATICN
TEAM LEADERS, CONDUCTED PRE-EVALUATICMN ORIENTATIONS AND
CARRIED OQUT LCGISTICAL ARRANGEMENTS AS WERE RECUIRED,
THEY COLLABORATED EXTREMELY WELL WITH CONTRACTOR AND

) MEMJERS OF THE EVALUATICN TEAMS AND RPRODUCED =ZRPCRTS
WHICH WERE FULLY SATISFACTORY 7O AID.

IN LIGHT OF THE TYPE QOF ASSISTANCE REQUESTED AND PROVIDED
TO ALD/ 2. E. AGRONCMIST, BREEDER, SOIL SCIENTIST
TN m TANNIST IDENTIFY A NEGATIVE FE~7n'mT CTHER THAN THAT
BECAUSE OF a SHCRTAGE CF FUNDS, FS3P wWAS UNARIF TC FULLY
FUHID ALL ASBECTS CF ThE . AND
THEREFORE THE CCST WAS SHARED 2ETWEEN AID/ THE
COMNTRACTOR AND F335P. THIS IS5 NOT A CRITICISM A3 MUCH AS A
PLEA TQO AID/wW 7O CCNSIDER INCREA3SING FUNDING CF THE FSSP
ACTIVITY.

THE AGRICULTURAL CEVELCPMENT RESEARCH ANDO EXTENSIOCON)
PROJECT HAS OMLY BEENM CPERATICNAL FCR TWO AND CMNE-HALF
YEARS, AND FS35P CCHNTRIBUTIOM HAS NOT IMPACTED UPOM PROJECT
DIRECTICN CR EZFFCRTS AS MUCH A5 IT HAS CONFIRMED CR
VALIDATEZD PRESENT AMND PLAMNNED PROJECT ACTIVITIIS, DURING
THE REMAINCER CF PHASE I AND ANTICIPATING A P4aASE II THE
PROJECT WwWILL SHIFT EMPHASIS FRCM CRCP RESEARCH TO
EXTENSION OF RESEARCH RESULTS aND IMPRQVEMEMNTS OF ON-FARM
RESEARCH AND ICENTIFICATION CF FARMER CCNSTRAINTS, ATNR/

’ PLANS TO CALL URCM FSSP IN VARICUS CARACITIES

AS THE NEED ARISES DURING THE FORSEEABLE FUTURE,

'

HNCT ACSCHFIED



UNCLASSIFIED
epartment oj State 16

LW TR T NT Y

ACT ION
COPY

INCOMING
TELEGRAM

g68834 AID98S9

MaIca 31473447 g2%3

" SUBJECTT FARMING SYSTEMS SURPORT PROJECT (FSSP)
(938-4099) .

REF: S8STATE

1.
MID-PROJECT

PER REFTE

EL
£

+ MISSIOM IS RESPONDING TO ASSIST IN
VALUATICN C FSSAR,

2. FSSP'S MOST PQSITIVE FEZATURLS ARE .

A. CARPACITY TO RESFPOMD PRCMPTLY WHEN NEECEQC 3y

- A MISSION,

B. CAPACITY TC aRRANGE .ANMD CONDUCT TRAINING IN FSR.
C. THE AVAILABILITY CF AUDIC-VISUAL MATERZIALS ANO
= HANCQUTS (ESPECIALLY IN FRENCH) .

3. THE ONLY NECATIVE FEATURE OF FS5P IS THAT IT IS
DIFFICULT TO BE RELEVANT TC EACH CCOUNTRY' S FSR.

4. FSSP SHOULD MAKE EVERY EéFORT TO ESTABLISH A
LIBRARY CF EACH COUNTRY'S FSR PROGRAM (S) .,
18, MISSION' S

-,

CZREALS AND LEGUME RESZARCH RIO0JECTS
BERZIZIINIL 4T THEIR COUNTERPARTS P*~"TI7IRATED IN
ITS TECHMNICAL ASSIST -NCF WORKSHOP TAwW) . FS3P' S

MACE A PRESENTATION ON FSR AND QN THE

ROLE CF LIVESTOCK IM FSR, AL THOUGH.
LARGZ, IT IS MUCH TCO EARLY TO DEFIN
HIS CONTRIBUTION, A8OVE AND BEYCND
WCRKSHORP ITSELF. MISSION HCRES THAT

SECTCR HAS BEEN SENSITIZ
IMPORTANCE COF FSR AND ITS LINKASE wr
EXTENSION IS AN AREA QF INTEAVENTION
EXPLORIMG.

8.
TRANK FS5P FCR ITS RQLE IN THE Suces
HOPES ITS COMMENTS wWILL B8E USEFUL IN
EVALUATION OF FSSP,

HIS AUDIEZNCE wAS

E THE IM3ACT CF
HE SUCCESS CF ThE
RELEVANT
ED TC THE
TH EXTENSICN, AS

MISSICN IS

MISSICN *CULD LIKE TO TAKE THIS CPBCRTUNITY TO

SS QF THE Taw AND
THE ULCCOMING

UNCLASS IF IED
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“SUBJECT: FARMING SYSTEM SUPPORT PROJECT (336-4099)

REF: A, STATE B. STATE

THE FOLLOWING REPRESENTS MISSICN INPUT PER REFTEL PARA 2:
A. PCSITIVE FEATURES:

- t. ASSISTANCE PRQVIDED 3V UNIV¢RSITY QF FLCRIDA IN

PROVIODING CCFIZES COF RELEVANT FSR/E T VALUATICNS aND

IDENTIFYIMNG POTEZENTIAL CANDIDATES TO 2ARTI’ PATE IN THE
PROJECT EVALUATION, : :

- 2. EFFECTIVE INTERACTION BRCUGHT ABOUT 3Y FSSP
FINANCIAL SURPCPT CF THAI/FILIRPINQO EXCHANGE VISITS TO
CBSERAVE RELEVANT FSR/E ACTIVITIES IN THEIR RESPECTIVE
COUNTRIES.

- 3. TROVIDTHZ AUTIC/VISUAL TR.AINING MCOULES CN FSR/E
‘CONCEPTS, ETC. TC VAHICUS FSR GRCTUPS IN

a. NEGATIVE FEATURES

1. APPARENT MINIMAL SUPPQORT FCR FSR/E AC IVITIES IN
ASIA NOTWITHSTANCING FACT THAT ASIA IS AT THE CUTTING EOGE
OF FSR/E RESEARCH WORLOWIDRE, THE FSR/E STATE CF THE ART
IS IN ASIA AND LA NOT THE U.S. UNIVERSITIES TR AFRICA,
MORE SHQULD 3E OCNE 7O FAP ASIAM AND LA EXPERTISE AND
KNCWLEDGE FGOR PCSSI3LE TRANSFZAR TO AFRICA. -~
c. SUGGESTEZC CHANGES

- t. IT SEEMS STRANGE THAT FESP IS BILLED AS A
"GLOBAL"” SUPPCRT PROJECT BUT IN FACT MCST CF 7S RESQURCE
ARE GOING TQ AFRICA, WHICH IS THE GECGRARHIC APEA IM THE
POOREST PCSITICN TO TAKE AQVANTAGE QF THE PRQJECT. THIS
IS NQOT TC SAY AFRICA OCES MOT MEED THE HELP, CUR CNLY
POINT IS PROJECT RESCURCI3 AND BEZNEFITS (TO AFARICA AND
ELSEWHERZ) wCULD 89E€ MAXIMIZE IF MCRE WERE FUNMELLED THRU
ASIA AND LA WITH SUBSECGUENT KNOWLZIOGE BEING RPAS3EJ CN TO
AFRICA, ’

- 2. MORE FUNDS NEED TQ B8E BUDGETTED FCR ASIAN

PARTICPATION IN FSR ANMUAL MEETIMGS SUCH A3 THE CNE HELD
AT KSU, IN QUR PARTICULAR CASE, THAIS ARPE INTERESTEODO IN

ATTENDING SUCH MEETINGS BUT ARE UNWILLING 7TC USE PROJECT
LOAN FUNDS TO £Q SG.

UNCLASSIFIED
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SUCIECT. FARMING SYSTEMS SUPPORT PROJECT

REF: STATE

USAID IS NOT IN A POSITION TO MAKE A SUBSTANTIVE
CONTRIBUTION TO THE EVALUATION OF THE PROJECT REFERENCED.
THE ONLY PROJECT SERVICE UTILIZED WAS FIELDING A
TEAM TO PROVIDE TECHNICAL INPUT INTO THE DEVELQOPMENT
0f THE - DEVELOPMENT PROJECT (N
1384. THESE SERVICES WERE USEFUL, TIMELY AND
APPRECIATED, BUT NOT OF A CORE FARMING SYSTEM NATURE.

1MAlIMe 2 Ana tm 2 =
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SUDJECTT: "FPAMMING SYDI:MD SUPPQORT PRDJECT (FSSP)
936-40935)

REF: STATE

1. THE MOST POSITIVE FEATURES CF THE FSSP FCR
CROPRING 'SYSTEMS EFFCRT HMAVE BEEN: .

- A THE NEWSLETTER
- 9. NETWCORK RPAIAERS
- c. SLIUE~-JP PRESEMNTATICNS.

2. THE MC3T NCGATIVE FEATURES CF TrHE FS5S? ARE:

- A. COMMUNICATICNS PARTICULARLY THE NETWORK PRAPERS)
- CONTAIN TCO MUCH JARGEN

- 8. TOO LITTLZ EMPHASIS CN AFRICAN SITUATICNS.

3. VRLAT OWTULD YT ZiieNnNZT oadcuT mZzo
- A. MCOULES SHOULD FEATURE AFRICAM REALITIES.
- 8. LESS JARGON-CRIENTED PAFERS.

4, FSSP ACTIVITIES HAVE LIMITED IMPACT IN
BECAUSE 7TwE CIMMYT FSR EFFCRT IN THE SOUTHEAN AFRICAN
REGICN IS FILLING CUR NEEDS.

- UNCLASSTFIED
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“SUBJECT: FAAMING SYSTEM Si 9PORT PROJECT . 1936-4099)
REF: STATE

i, MISSION HAS HAD LIMITED FIRST HAMD EXPESRAIENCE WITH
SUBJECT PRQJECT. OMLY DIRECT CONTACT OURING LAST TwO
YEARS WAS A RAPID RECCNAISSANCE SURVEY CCMCUCTED B8Y THE
FSSP FUMNCED CONSULTANTS. SURVEY WAS PUBLISHED AND MI3SION
H4AS AECEIVVED CzPrEeEl, ALTHOUGH THE REPCART wa3 SLOW TS 2€E
FINALIZEDS, JSAL0 ~AS FOUND IT A USEFUL =RZOUC™ THE
CONSULTANTS 2ZRFZAMEN YELL AND WERE GIVEM mIcH MAKSG 8Y
THEIR CUUNTERPARTS. ONLY CTHER MIS3ICN EXEZAIENCE va3 A
TOY BY FSSP CCONSULTANT DURING fvY 32, SRACM THE RECCZRO,
THERE WAS CCNNCERMN ThAT HE WAS ODOGMATICT 28CUT THE
UNIVERSITY OF FLCRIDJA FSR APPRQACH AND AS'A RESULT
ACCCMPLISHED LITTLE

< FCLLOWING ARE SPECIFIC MISSICN RZS5PCNSES TO ITEMS IN
PARA 2 REFTEL:

-
- S MTTT FTSITIVE FEATURE S A REACT™' ¥ *“vVAILBBLE SCURCE
- OF EXFERTISE EASILY TAPPEQD 8Y MISSICN FCR SPECIF:C
- NEEDS,

8. NEGATIVE FEATURE IS5 AN IMAGE C= PERCEATICN FCSTERED
8Y THE PRCIECT THAT TRE ~SA APPRCACH ZNTAILS a
RADICAL CE®ARTURE F&CM TRADITICMAL AGRICULTURE
RESEARCH AMND THAT THE METHCCCLCGY IS uUNIQUE. MCST
EXPERIENCED FIELD PECPLZ RECCGMNIZE TwAT FSR
METHCOCLOGY S:tvpLy COMOL EMENTS THE MGCRE
CONVENTIGONAL CN-STAT>CN AGRICULTURE RESEZAACH.

C. MISSICN ZCES NOT HAVE SUFFICIENT EAPERIENCE TO
ADVOCATE SPECIFIC CHANGEZ IN PROJECT.

0. F35P ACTIVITIES HAVE HAD MNQ CTHANGE CM MISSICN-
FUNDED AG RESEAACH EFFCRTS TQ DAtz HCWwEVER, THE
RAPIO RECCMNA:I3Z3ANCE SURVEY DESCAIAZC Dams I Wil
BE A RESCURCE SCCUMENT N BREPAAING A MATICNAL
AGRICULTURE AE3EARCKH STRATEGY ST ALS30 EnMANCED
AWARENESS ZF SCME mWCST COuUNTavy RESZAACH 3TARPE Iy
SOME CF THE SCQIAL ANG ECCHCMIC FACTCRS THAT AAE
IMPORTANT CONSIQERATICNS IN AGRICULTURE RESEARCH,

UNCLASSIFIED
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—“SUBJECT: FARMING SYSTEMS SUPSCRT PROJECT (SSP) (338-4339)

REF: A) STATE
8) STATE

t. A5 PER PaARA NQ. 2 CF REFTILS., MISSITH ARQVIDES FCLLOWING ANSWERS

BASEDND CN SUPSCR™ RECZIVED FACM F3SP CVER TrE LAST TwC YEARS 70O usald
FUNDED AGRICULTUMRAL JEVELCPRMENT 23C-

JECT IN WHICH FARMIMNG 5YSTEMS REISEAREH (FGSR) CONSTITUIza uriz 2F TwWC

COMRBRCONENTS.

2. A~ ACCESS TO CURREINT DATA ANO CEVELORMENTS IN F3R THRROUGH F3S5P
PUBLICATICNS AND CUARTEALY NEWSLETTZIAS m~e%I AROVEN A VALUASLE TOCL

TO THE T. A, TZAM AS WELL AS NATICNAL CTCTUMNTIRFAART ANMNC FIELD STAFF.

8- DURIMNG TIRST rALF COF 19234, MIS3I0ON #4353 AdLE TO ACZEIS THRCUSGH

R SSP TOYERS FORA PERICCS CZF CME WwEZH ZACH. FIAGT TC ASG5I3ST IN
THE PLANNI®T 77 A FSR WCRKSHCA FO© 70T 20=arm7c =20 T2 (Iuresny ~=
AGRICUL TURE AND AGAIMN T3 PAQESENT CATA AN ZXPIZR.Z1Cza 7F TTHIA ~UMID

TFAPICAL CCUNTRIZS CCNDUCTING TSR PRCGAAM, QUR EXPERITNIE 3Q FrR H=-
DICATES THAT ALTHMCURKH TIOYERS WERE 3JIRIPLRSD Af,C TEZZHNIZALLY TCURETINT
THEIR CN=FAR* HALANCS-CM EZXPZRAICNCS M FIR FCTAR MIMIFUNCIA SYSTEMUS AR
PEARFD WVERY LIMITELD.

C- WE PRCPQOSE THAT EFFCATS 2E€ MAJE 70 I2JEMTIFY aNGC RECRUIT AZ33ICNS
FROM EXISTIitG ZTVRSEAS F. 5. RRACGAAM AMC WNHITH AFAQQOFRIATI (ANGUASGE
CAPAGILITY 70 RPACVICE I[NTEACHANGE WITH F53 PHOJEZCT RERSCNNIEL ZL5%-
WHERE SUCH aS IN THE CASE CF

D~ MISSICN GEMEFITTID FAQCM FSE2 IMNPUTS TM WCRKHSHCP HELD

1984, AND SRECIFICALLY FRCM PRESENTATICM CHM "REYIEN CF QIFFESENT
METHODCOLCGIZAL APPRAQACHES TO FSR 3Y ANGLCPHCNE ANC FRAMCCPHCNE RE-~
GICNS”,

3, WE HQOREZ THAT THE ABOVE CCMMENTS wWILL ASS5IST IN MID-PRQJECT EVA-
LUATIN QF F35P,

UNCLASSIFIED
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'SUBJECT: FARMING SYSTEMS SUPPORT PROJECT (FSSP) 936-4093
REF.  STATE

1. MOST POSITIVE FEATURES OF F335P ARZ THEIR PUBLICATIONS,
ESPECIALLY THE NETWORKING PAPERS AND THE NEWSLETTER. THE
PERSONMEL DATA BANA IS A GOOD CONCEPT. BUT COULD 3¢ BETTtR
USED. ONE MEMBER OF FSSP PARTICIPATED IN AN EVALUATION JF THE

PROJECT AND MAOE AN EXCELLENT COMNTRIBUTION T THE TEAM
EFFORT.

2. OTHER QUESTIQNS ARE NOT RELEVANT TQ FSR PROJECTS IN SOUTHERN
AFRICA WITH CIMMYT ASSUMING THE ROLE HELD 3v FSSP SLSEWHERE.

UNCLASSIFIED
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