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PES/BAZEGA EVALUATION .

SUMMARY 2

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 center

at Bazega, a dam located between Ouagadougou and Po. the Project provided
cquipment, commodities, machinery rental fees and labor costs for the
construction of 2.8 hectares of fish farming fonds and canals, access roads
and buildings, and was to have promoted intensive commercial production and
marketing of {ish as well as the cquipping and organization of local fishermen
into a fishing cooperative using modern fishing techniques.

The Bazega fish farm project, despite a delayed start and some problems during
fmplementat fon, has accomplished its primary objectives. The Direction de la
Pecho el de la Plsciculture of the Ministry of Environment and Tourism (MET)

his technically capable personnel who have cexpended considerable rime and effort
in successful project implementation. The physical facilities have been cons-
tructed and are operational, and two harvests from the farm have been made.
Fishermen in the local pre-cooperative are utilizing the training and equipment
provided under the project. It is not ascertainable at this noint in time what
impact the project will have on the develepment of fish farming in Upper Volta,
which wias one of the projects overall objectives.

EVALUATION METHODOLOGY
This cvaluatlon was started in August 1981 in view of the approaching PACD of
September 30, 1981, and finalized in January 1983. Part of the purpose was to
consiider the need for an extension for wrapping up project activities. The
evialuition examined the then current status of the project against project
poals and objectives. Project docuimentation 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 had been made, and the project terminated as planned on September 30,
1981,

- EXTERVAL FACTORS

It was agsumed that the GOUV would make personnel available on a timely basis

for project implementation, The GOUV project manager did not become available

until a vear into the project. One other factor which had a slowing-down effcct

on project implementation was the application of new and more stringent control pro-~
cedures of fund expenditures by the repime which assumed the reins of Goverament

in November 1980. According to the GOUV Project Manager, this resulted in a delay
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of the construction of the fence and other remaining conustruction activities.
The real extent of this impact cannot be assessed.

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 expeslence and was not qualified
technically to resolve various construction problems. Compounding this

problem, the Office National des Barrages et de 1'lrrigation (ONBLl), 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 la Peche et de la Plselculture voiced its
concern to USALD due to carlier constructlon delays, the first harvest of
fish from the farm was not expected until December 1981. The Project had
envisioned that harvest sales would have established a source of revenue
enabling basic self-sufficieney in procurement of fish food. This had not
happened, and an extension or some other means was sought to make sure that
adequate funds were avallable for feed purchase.

All other Project comvoditles have been procured. However, fence construction
sti1] had not been completed as of December 1982, Just prior to the PACD, a
large quantity of feed - more than six month supply - was purchased, some will
undoubtedly  spofl before tt Is used up.

- OUTPUTS

Project files do not contafn a logframe matrix as such, but rather, an
enumeration of inputs, expected outputs, purpose and goal statements.

Quantifying 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 plamned ponds, canals and buildings
ted and operating, including eanals, have been completed., Unfinished at the
pates and Intake apparatus. PACD were the enclosure wall and fence,

water storage tank and well.

C. Large quantities of f{ish produced No fish has been harvested as of September

and marketed both locally and in 30, 1981, PACD. However, as of December
Ouagadougou. 1982, two larvests had been made totalling

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

N A
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OUTPUTS STATUS
D. Fingerlings for other fish farms To date, sale of fingeriings has not
and pond stocking and either occured.

distributed or sold

E. Local fishermen trained, cquipped A group of apprbximately 20 local {isher-
and organized into a fishing coop. men were given training, equipped and
organized inc~ a Cooperative,

F. Flsherles apents trained and A total of five agents were trained.
deployed.

G. Local farmers embarked on small To date no fish farming per se
scale flsh farmlng endeavors of has been undertaken, 1.¢. no private
thelr own. fish farm ponds.

PURPOSE

The purposes of the Project, as stated in the Project paper, are to:
D"test and implement a swmall scale fish farming operation;

2) create a local fingerling production facility which can supply future fish
farms;

3) provide practical experlence and exposure to fisheries agents;
4) penerate funds for otber fisheries activities; and

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

lt 1s the opinlon of the evaluator that these "purposes" are better viewed more
45 a set of EOPS conditions than as purpose statements for the project. The
purpose of the Project, as stated in the Activity Implementation Letter is

"to test and fmplement a small-scale fish farm in order to lay the groundwork

for the development of fish farming In Upper Volta". Progress towards achievement
of all the above 1s evident.

The Bazega f1sh farm has been created and is being suecessfully operated. The
physical plant 1s in place and two cycles of production from fingerlings

through harvesting of fish occured (as of December 1982). Breeding stock at the
farm is producing fingeriings for the farm and to fill other requests, which to
date, hiave been minimal. The two harvest Lo date totaled 750 kgs and 1,200 kgs
respectively, These funds have been deposited in the National Treasury, and

thus are not dircctly available for either Bazega fish farm operating expenditures
or other {isheries activities.



19. COAL/SUB-GOAL

The goals to which this project addresses itself are:

?
1) " improve the quality of life in Upper Volta by intteasing the per
capita consumption of animal proteins;

2) improve the quality of rural l{fe in Upper Volra by developing a
lucrative alternatlive inceme-producing secondary occupations

3) improve the economy and environment of Upper Volta by providing a more
ratlonal and cificlent uti'ization of existing natural resources; and

4) strengthen the Voltale national cconumle security by limiting national
dependence on fish fmportation”.

It Is diffienlt to measure any real movement, as a result of Project activities,
towards the above poals. The Project has resulted in the starting up of a fish
farm which has produced harvests of fich. The quantities to date, however,

have been relatively small and would not have made a significant lmpact on
improvement of the qualfty of life by increasing protein consumption or
improving the quality of rural life through development of "lucrative
alternative fncome". Likewice, the quantities harvested to date have not
significantly aftested our fmports. It will take a much more concerted
effort  on the part of the MET to realize "measurable' movement towards
goal acaicevement. The initial results offer hope, but it is still too early
Lo state cateporically that che project will contribute slgnificantly to
goal achicvement.,

- BENEFLCIAKIES

There are three groups of beneficiaries. The first, direct beneficiaries are
the five MET cadre who received training in pisciculture under the Project.
They have galned skills in fish farming which, if utilized as envisioned,
could result In expanded fishing and fish farming activity in Upper Volta.

The second group of beneficiaries Is the group of 20 local farmers who were
gdven tralntng, cquipped and formed Into a fishing cooperative, They were

provided modern fishing tquipment as a means to increase their incomes and provide

additlonal proteln to their dies through fishing on Bazega dam lake.

Finally, there is the nuch Larger general populace for whom an expanded, less
expensive supply of fish will wean more ready access to an improved diet.
Accurately quantifying this group 1s difficult, but fish harvested hag gone
to the Quaygadouyou market 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 neglipible,



21. UNPLANNED EFFECTS

None noted.

22. LESSONS LEARNED

The Bazega Fish Farm Project, like virtually all AID projecfs in Upper Volta
to date, experfenced start-up delays and the usual jmplementat{on problems.
And like most of the others, it, too, was extended beyond the original PACD.

One reason for this situation fs undoubtuedly less than adequate planning,
glven fmplementatfon realltfes in Upper Volta. ALD has a tendency, in the
evaluator's opinfon, to bend over backwards In trying to put together
projects/programs which may not be ready for the fmplementation phase. It
could be characterlzed as an over-willingness to assume the GOUV will share
the same enthusiasm as ALD has. AID elther over-cstimates or quickly ignores
the capability and/or capacity of the GOUV to meet ALD expectatiens,

These comments are made not solely In reference to the Bazepa Project, but to
the USAID/UV total project Implementation experience to date. One lesson

that should be learned is, as a donor, AID should be more in tune with the
management setting fn which o proposed project will be implemented.

23, SPECLAL LCOMMENTS OR REMARKS

Attached, as Attachment A, s the Execurive Summary, as per 82 STATE 08177.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Question 1: What 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 intent was to create a fishing and fish.farming
center at the Bazega dam which, with project-trained human 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 f{shing and fish cuvlture techniques.

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

This Project provided tralning to GOUV Direction de la Peche et de la
Plsclculture cadre In modern fish farming techniques. They, in turn, are
working with fishinyg cooperatives to encourage adoption of those techniques
Including use of Improved fishlag equipment for lake ~ amd stream-fishing
and creatfon of fish farming ponds.

Question 3: What technology does this Project attempt to replace?

Durfng the 1ife of the Project 1t attempted to enhance present fishing
techniques rather than replace them. Trained extension agents are dissemi-
nating this information In working with the rural populace.

Questdon 4: Why do Project planners believe that inter '~d beneficiaries
will adopt the proposed technology?

Project planners assumed that fishing and fish farming would be viewed by
the intended beneflciaries as a means to augment and diversify their source
of Income.

Question 5: What characteristics do Intended beneficiaries exhibit that
have relevance o their adopting the proposed technology?

Voltans quite often engage in small commercial activities to provide themselves
with a sccondary source of income. If they are convinced that fish-pond
constrestion and ralsing of fish will improve not only their food supply,

but thelr fncomes, it is likely a signiflcant number will engage in fish
growlng activities.

Question 6: What adoption rate has this project or previous projects
achleved In transferrirg the 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. individuals oeccasionally
vigit 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 finperlings
have been made. ,

’

Question 7: Will the Project set in motion forces that will induce further
exploftation of the constraint and improvemeuts to the technical
package proposed to overcome 1t?

USAID has received a request for a follow-on fisheries project and is
considering {ts merits,

Private enterprise fnterest in fisheries and fish production on a commercial
scale remaing nascent.The Peace Corps (two volunteers) is also addressing
the {ssue of fish production with an inland {isherles project coneentrating
on fish pond constructlon.

Guestion 8: Do private input suppliers have an incentive to examine the
constraint addressed by the Project and come up with solutions?

Fish 1s a relatively expensive food commodity, with a high percentage of the
supply bedny tmported - an estimated 1,200 metric tons annually. Additionally,
the majority of professionals {ishermen in Upper Volta are non-Voltans who
cxport a siynificant portion of their catch. The result is a good demand

for fish.

This should provide private fnput suppliers with an Incentive to actively
exploit the sltuation and come up with solutions.

Question 9: What delivery system does the Project employ to transfer the
new technology to intended beneficlaries?

Five fisheries extension agents were trained to work with fisheries stations
and local f{ishermen's cooperatives as well as private individuals Interested
In fish farming. To date, demands on their service have not been great, though
they continue to disseminate informatlon to interested parties.

Question 10:What training techniques does the Project use to develop the
delivery system?

Five male fisheries apents eceived 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
expertise,



Post Script:

In a magazine article which appeared in the Carrefour Africzin issue of
December 2, 1983, the subject of Upper Volta-Fisheries and Fish Produc-
tion was featurcd together with an interview with Mr. Urbain Pcda,
Director of Fisheries and Fish Production of the Ministry of Environment
and Tourism, '

’

The article makes much of the fact that fishing as an cconomic activity
is virtually neglected and unknown fn Upper Voita and has been dubbed a
"phantom” activity of the government. Percedved as cqual in importance

as agriculture and livestock and a rich sourre of protein for the masses,
it has not reccived the serious attention it deserves. The article wonders
why thls partlceular activity 1s not grouped with livestock and agriculture
under the Mindstry of Rural bevelopmert, rather than in the Ministry of
kEnvironment and Tourism, 1t attributes the lack of public  knowledge of
tisheries in peneral and the lack of dynamic follow up to this "mis-
assignment' of Ministerial responsibility,

Mr. Poda cfteys the greater exploftation of Upper Volta fishing resources
by foreigners notably the Nigerians, the Ivorfans and the Ghanians and the
absence of more  active participation by Voltans to lack of 1inancial

means to purchase equipment and other needed supplies,

On the Bazepa Fish Farm, the article stressed some of the technical
problems besetting the Farm. Generally it listed the following:

1. lack of a laboratory to study and categorize [ish specles;

2. Tack of natjonal government interest and appreciation for this type
of activity; and

3. lack of mcans of transportation for the novement of fingerlings.
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