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PES/BAZEGA EVALUATION
 

13. SUMMARY
 

A. Summary descriptIon of Project:
 

The project, an Accelerated Impact Program Project, was funded ,at $314,000
in 1977. The purpose of the project was to create a fishing farming centerat Bazega, a dam located between Ouagadougou and Po. the Project provided
equipment, commoditie;, machinery rental fees and labor costs for theconstruction of 2.8 hectares of fish farming fonds and canals, access roads
and buildings, and was to have promoted intensive commercial production and
mrketing of fish as well as the equipping and organization of local. fishermen
into a flshini cooperatLive using modern fishing techniques. 

The Bazega fl,;b farm project, despiLe a delayed start and some problems during
implemen tat ton, has accomplished Its; primary objectives. The Direction de lai'echl e' de la P'isciculture of the Ministry of Environment and Tourism (MET)
ha-, technically capable personnel who have expended considerable time and effort
in sicce.sful lZoJect implementation. The physical facilities have been cons­tril t,ld aind are otieratlonal, and two harvests from the farm have been made.
Fl :;hermen in the local pre-cooperatiVe are utilizing the training and equipment
provided Under the project. It is not ascertainablc at this ,oint in time what
impact the project will have on the development of fish farming in Upper Volta,
W'hIlch wc,-rois of tile projectsa overall objectives. 

14 . IVAIUAT JUNj:iOlhl0I)U .c(;y 

Thi,; teval atioIn wa ; :;tarred in August 1981 in view of the approaching PACD of
Sejittmbtr 30, 1981, arid finalized in January 1983. Part of the purpose was toconi;der the rived far an extension for wrapping up project activities. The 
eva l;st ion examrined the then current status of the project against project
goial,; ard obj.ective:,. Project docimentation was reviewed, site visits made,

and GOUV and USAID officers in charge of project 
 implementation interviewed.
 
The evaluation was conducted by the USAID 
 Program Office. 

At the time Of this evaluation, the USAID decision not to further extend the 
project bad been made, and the project terminated as planned on September 30,
1981.
 

15 . EXTERNAL FACIORS 

It wa. a';atr::,ed that he COUV would make personnel available on a timely basis
for project implementation. The GOUV project manager did not become available
until a year into the project. One other factor which had a slowing-down effecton project implementation was the application of new and ,iore stringent control pro­cdllle.r of funod expl ditu rcas by the regime which ar;siumed the reins of Goveriment
in Novembler 1980. According to tile GOUV Project Manager, this resulted in a delay 
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of 	the construction of the fence and other remaining construction activities.
 
The 	real extent of this impact cannot be assessed.
 

-'16. INPUTS
 

Project Implementation activities were delayed by nearly a year as both the
 
GOUV Project Manager and his assistant were receiving training outside Upper
Volta. The Acting Project Manager lacked expekience and was nof qualified

technically to resolve various construction problems. Compounding this
 
problem, the Office National des Barrages et de l'Irrigation (ONBI), the 
only qualified organization in Upper Volta engaged in such construction start­
up, but relatively slower than planned progress in pond and canal construction. 

In June 1981, the Direction de ka Peche et de la Pisciculture voiced its
 
concern to USAII) due to earlier construction delays, the first harvest of
 
fish from the farm was not expected until December 1931. The Project had
 
envisioned that harvest sales would have 
 established a source of revenue
 
enabling basic self-sufficiency in procurement of fishi food. This had not
 
happened, and an extension 
 or some other means was sough t to make sure that
 
adequate funds were avallibdle for feed lurchase.
 

All 	other Proj ert coritol ities have been procured. However, fence construction 
still had not bet'n comIpleted as of December 1982. Just prior to the PACD, a 
large quantity of feed - more than six month supply - was purchased, some will 
undoubtedl spoll before it is used up. 

17. 	OUTPUTS
 
Project file.; do not contain a lug,,frame mtrix as such, but rather, an
 

enumeration of input.;, expected outputs, purpose and goal statements. 

Quantltying indicators are lacking. 

OUTPUTS STATUS
 

A. Employment of local people Construction activities gave employment
 
to about 50; fish farm operation employs
 
between 8-12 depending on the need.
 

B. Fish ponds and buildings construc- All planned ponds, canals and buildings
ted and operating, including canals, have been completed. Unfinished at the 
gates and intake apparatus. PACD were the enclosure wall and fence, 

water storage tank and well.
 

C. 	 Large quantitLies of fish produced No fish has been harvested as of September
and tmarketed both locally and in 30, 1981, PACD. However, as of December 
Ouagadougou. 1982, two harvests had been made totalling 

1,950 kgs and sold for 950,000 FCFA.
 

./... 
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OUTPUTS 
 STATUS
 

D. 	Fingerlings for other fish farms 
 To date, sale of fiz.gerlings has not 
and pond stocking and either occured.
 
distributed or sold
 

E. 	 Local fishermen trained, equipped A group of approximately 20 local fisher­and 	 organized into a fishing coop. men were gien training, equipped and 
organized inc,- a Cooperative.
 

F. 	 Flisheries agents trained and A total of five agents were trained. 
deployed. 

G. 	 Local farmers embarked on small To date no fish farming per sescale fish farming endeavors of has been undertaken, i.e. no private
their owm. fish farm ponds. 

18. 	 PURPOSE 

The purposes Uf the Project, as stated in the Project paper, are to:
 

1)"teSt and implement a Smal 
 scale fish farming operation;
 

2) create a local fingerling production 
 fa il ity which can supply future fish 
farms; 

3) 	 provide practical experlece and exposure to fisheries agents;
 

4) generate fund, for 
other fisheries activities; and
 

5) provide 
 technical experience for the dissemination of 	 fish and fish farming
techntques." 

It 	 i; the opinion of the evaluator that these "purposes" are better viewed as a set of EOPS conditions 	
more 

than as purpose statements for the project. The
 
purpose of the Project, as stated 
 in 	 the Activity Implementation Letter is"to 	 test and implement a small-scale fish farm in 	 order to lay the groundworkfor 	 the development of f ish farming in Upper Volta". Progress towards achievement 
of all thi' above i, evident. 

The 	 Baze,a fis;h farm ha; been cre;ted and is being successfully operated. The
 
physical plant 
 i; 	 in place and two cycles of production from fingerlingsthrough harvesting, of fish occured (as of December 1982). Breeding stock at the
farm i.; producini ftngerlings for the 
 farm and to fill other requests, which todate, have been minimal. The two harvest to 	date totaled 750 kgs and 1,200 kgsrespectively. These fonds have been deposited in the National Treasury, andthus are not directly available for either Bazega fish farm operating expenditures 
or other fisheries ;'ctvitLie5. 
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19. GOAL/SUB-GOAL
 

The goals to which this project addresses itself are:
 

1) improve the quality of 
life in Upper Volta by inLi-easing the per

capita consumption of animal proteins;
 

2) improve the quality of rural life 
in Upper Volta by developing alucrative alternatlve income-producing secondary occupation, 

3) improve the economy and environment. of Upper Volta by providing a moreratinal and efficient utilization of existing natural resources; and 

4) Strengthen the Volt aic natLanal economic security by limit ing national 
d'-pendence on flsuh ImportaLiol". 

It Is difficult to measure any real moveMLent, as a result of Project activities,towa rds the above goal;. The Project has resulted in the starting up of a fishfarm which ha! produced hlar.,eot:; of fiL,. The quanutities to damte, however,have been reulatively ma;ill and would not have made a significant impactimprovemenit onof the quality of life by increasing protein consumption orimproving the qualit y of rural life through development of "lucrative
alternative Income"'. LikewI e, the quautities harvested to date havesigulficantly afteOted our Imports. It will 

not 
take a much 
more concerted
effo(rt on tlie part. of the MET to realize "measurable" movement towardsgoal ac,ievement. The initial results offer hope, but it is still too earlyto state categorically that ihe project will contribute significantly to
 

gea}I l i 1i veme t .l 


20. BEIN 1 IC I AR I IES 
TherL'e are tlirve grouips of beneficiaries. The first, direct beneficiaries arethe il METM cadre who received training in pisciculture under the Project.They have gained skills in fish farming which, if utilized as envisioned,could re,,ult in expanded fishing and fish farming activity in Upper Volta. 

The seconid group of beneficlares is the group of 20 local farmers who weregiven training, equipped and formed into a fishing cooperative. Theyprovided modern werefishing equipment as a means to increase their Incomes and providea(ddition, protein to their dieto through fishing on Bazega dam lake. 

Finally, there I.;thc much larger general populace for whom an expanded, lessexpensive .nuply 
o fish will mean more ready access to an improved diet.Accurately quantifying, this group is difficult, but fish harvested has gone
to the Uuagadouou maNrket as 
well as some sold locally around Bazega dam.
in that the fish harvested to date has been small, 
 the benefit to this group,
has been neglig1ble. 



21. UNPLANNED EFFECTS
 

None noted.
 

22. LESSONS LEARNED
 

The Bazega Fish Farm Projectc, like virtually all AID projects in Upper Volta
 
to date, experienced start-up delays and tile 
usual implementatfon problems.

And like most of the others, it, too, was extended beyond the original PACD. 

One reason for this situation is undoubtedly less than adequate planning,
given implementation real ities in Upper Volta. AlD has a tendency, in the
evaluator'.; opinion, to bend over backwards in trying to put together
projects/programs which iaV not be ready for tile implementation phase. It 
could be characterized as an over-willingness to assume the GOUV ;ill share
the same en tImI :um ah AIl ha.l All) either over-estimates or quickly ignores
the capab I iLityan(l/or capacity of the GOUV to ,neet All) expectatUILs.
 

The-se coI:aw its a i Il;.ld,not solely in reference to the Bazega Project, but to 
the USAID/UV' total project impIlerentat ion experience to (late. One lesson
that ,;hoild be lea rned is, is a donor, AID should be more in tune with the 
MIalglrijr.sn I;_.tt in which a proposed project will be implemented. 

23. StPECIA. COM"1l;NTS OR RHI.ARYKS 

Attached, ao,Attachment A, is the Execur4ve Summry, as per 82 STATE 08177. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
 

Question 1: 	Mat constraints does this Project attempt to overcome and
 
who does it constrain?
 

This Project addresses the under-utilization of fish production potential

in Upper Volta. Project was create fishing and
intent to a fish~farming 
center at the Bazega dam which, with project-trained hunman resources,

would encourage the development of local fishermen using modern fishing

techniques. it helped 
 alleviate the constraint of a lack of fisheries
 
stations for the development of fishing 
and fish culture techniques. 

_Questlon 2: 	 What technology does the Project promote to relieve this 
constraint? 

This Project provided training to GOUV Direction de la Peche CL de la
 
Plisciculture 
 cadre In modern fish farming techniques. They, in turn, are
 
working with Iflhlng cooperatives to encourage adoption of those 
 techniques
ncmldin ;lsie of imptroved fishing equipment for lake - amd stream-fishing
 

and creation of fit;h farmtin, ponds.
 

Uu1snt 3: 	 Whit technology doe.; tis Project attempt to replace? 

During thl. II ie of the Project it attempted to enhance present fishing

techniques rathetr than replace them. 
 Trained extension agents are dissemi­
natlng thi; inlormation in working 
 with the rural populace. 

Quuestjon 4: 	 Why do Project planners believe that intei '"dbeneficiaries 
will adopt the proposed technology? 

Project planners ast;umed that fishing and fish farming would be viewed by

the intended beneficiaries as a means to augment and 
 diversify their source
 
of Income.
 

Question 5: 	 What characterisLtics do intended beneficiaries exhibit that 
have relevance Lo their adopting the proposed technology? 

Voltan,, quite often engage in small commercial activities to provide themselves 
with a secondary source of Income. If they are convinced that fish-pond
constru,:tion and ralsing of fish will improve not only their food supply,
but their income!;, it it; likely a significant number will engage in fish 
growing activitie;. 

Question 6: 	 What adoption rate has this project or previous projects 
achieved In trans-ferrieg tie proposed technology? 
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A cooperative of 20 fishermen has been formed at the Bazega Dam. Exact 
numbers are not known, but estimated at 50-100. Endividuals occasionally

visit the fish farm to inquire about procurement of fingerlings to stock
 
small ponds and river pools during the rainy seison. The cadre in charge
 
of the fish farm noted a total of 10-12 such requests for fingerlings
 
have been made.
 

Question 7: Will. the Project set in motion forces that will induce further 
exploltation of the constraint and improvements to the technical 
ptckage proposed to overcome it? 

USAID has rece ived a request for a follow-on fisheries project and is 
con;idering Ift! mnerits. 

Private enterprlse interest in fisheries and fish production on a commercial 
scale remain,; nascent.The Peace Corps (two volunteers) is also addressing 
the ismue of l i oh production with an Inland fisheries project concentrating
 
On fish [)Old construct ion.
 

letue;tIon 8: Do private input suppliert, have an incen tive to examine the 
con,;tralnt addressed by the Project and come up with solutions? 

Fl oh JS a relIatily expens;ive food coimnodity, with a high percentage of the 
;upply being tmporte d - an estimated 1,200 metric tons annually. Additionally, 

,the majority of profes;siona! il shermen in Upper Volta are non-Voltans who 
export a :'nlficant of their catch. The result is a good demand!S portion 

for fish.
 

This ;hould provide private input suppliers with anrmincentive to actively 
exploit the situation and come up with solutions. 

(_ue;tion 9: What delivery system does the Project employ to transfer the 
new technology to intended benieficiaries? 

Five fisherles; extension agents were trained to work with fisheries stations 
and local fishermen's cooperatives as well as private individuals Interested 
In fish farming. To date, demands on their service hove not been great, though 
they contnue to disseminate information to interested parties. 

jue:;tlon 10:What trainn:, techniques does the Project use to develop the 
delivery system? 

Five mile fisheries agents received AID-funded training in the Ivory Coast. 
All five were previously employed by the Ministry of Environment and Tourism, 
and the training provided to them added a new dimension to their extension 
expert i;(. 



Post Script:
 

In a magazine article which appeared in the ,arrefour Africain issue of 
December 2, 1983, the subject of Upper Volta'Fisheries and Fish Produc­
tion was featured together with an interview with Mr. Urbain Pcda, 
Director of Fisheries and Fish Production of thLe Ministry of Environment 
and Taurism. 

Th article makes much cf the fact that fishinug as an economic activity 
is virtually negecC ted and unknown In Upper VolLa and has been dubbed a 
"phantom" actlvity of the government. Perceived as equal in importance 
;.,; agriculture and Iives tock and aI rich source of prote in for the ma-sses, 
It has not received the serious atteution it deserves. The article wonders 
why this particular activity is not grouped with livestock and agriculture 
under the Ministry of Rural Developnci I, rather than in the Ministry of 
Environment and lou ri!;rm. It attrib utes tLe lack of public knowledge of 
t i.herie. in genera! illd tht lack of dynamic follow u1p to this "mis­
ansigntrient" of Miniisteria. repolnsibil ity. 

Mr. Poda citt,!; the gre;ater exploitation of Upper Volta fishing resources 
by fort Iguet-!; OhtIiLel the 1vorians and the Ghanians and thenotably Nigerians, 
absia.. of mor+e active p;rtlicipation by VolItans to lack of financial 

PuuChl.ii andmaean, to uilM ent other needed supplies. 

On the Baze ga Fish Fara, the article s tressed some of the technical 
problem; l,,t, ting the Farm. Generally it listed the following: 

1. lack of aI laboratory to study and categorize fish species; 

2. lack of national government interest and appreciation for this type 
of activity; and 

3. lack of means of transportation for the movement of fingerlings. 
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