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Support (LAPIS) 

.... CTIONS 

a. Project Organization and Mangement 

i 

1. Increase supervision and direct intervention 
of the Project Chief of Party in Project Manage
ment. 

COP, LAPIS I 1/89 

2. Establish a new position of Deputy Chief of 
Party. 

3. Hold a team-building/organization effective
ness training exercise. 

Contractor 
(MI) 

USAID 

I 
4. Re-establish the Project Management Committee. 'BOA (PS) 
USAID Agriculture Officers and Project Development 
Officer should be members of the committee 

I 5. Establish marketing working group to meet 
! mcnthly. 

MOA 

6. Copies of all project administrative doc~ment- Contractor 
at10n should be forwarded to the Deputy PS (Adm1n) (AAI) 
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E. Action Decisions Approved by Mission or AID/W Office Director (Conte 

ACtIONS REQUIRED NAME OF RESPONSIBLE 
OFFICER/ENTITY 

COMPLETION DA~ 

b. Production Initiatives Component (PIC) 

7. Establish functioning Production 
Coordination Unit with pr.ecise designation 
of duties of its members. 

8. Develop marketing strategy that meets 
varying marketing conditions. 

9. Revise the ICFARM sub-project's goal 
purpose and targets after appraising 
performance of nurseries. 

10. Revise the LCCUL/CU's production 
loan program to solve the problem of 
loan-recovery/deliquency rate. 

11. Initiate team participation in 
developing intensive livestock 
enterprises. 

c. Agriculture Education Component 
(AEC) 

12. Provide long-term training that includes 
fields of st~dy that are relevant to 
commercial a~riculture, 

13. Explore the possibility of 
training in the RSA 

14. Develop L~2 curriculum to include 
courses in commercial agriculture -
Ag marketing, Agribusiness and honour 
programs. 

15. Establish new long~r more in-depth 
training for MOA field staff 

d. Agricultural Research Component 
(ARC) 

16. Research Division staff, T.A. Staff 
of the ARC and other components (as 
appropriate) should be organized along 
commodity lines e.g. research tasks 
implemented by multi-disciplinary 
team on ~pecific commodity group. 

17. Actively involve exten~ion and 
farmers in research area identification 
and prioritization, and develop 
balanced on-station and on-farm 
research/trials. 

MOA 2/89 

MOA/Contractor 5/89 
(MI) 

Contractor (CARE) 4/89 
and USAID 

Contractor (CUNA/ 5/89 
WOCCU) and AAI 
and USAID 

Contractor (AAI) 3/89 

USAID & Contractor 6/89 
(MI) 

USAID & Contractor 6/89 
(MI) 

MOA 6/89 

LAC 6/89 

RD/MOA,Contractor 4/89 
(MI) 

RD/MOA 4/89 



E. Action Decisions Approved by Mission or AID/W Office Director (Conte 

ACTIONS REQUIRED 

18. Relocate the ARC livestock T.A. 
and counterpart(s) to more appropriate 
locations to conduct needed research 
to solve the winter-feeding problems 
for livestock. 

19. Design market and economic feasi
bility data into research projects 
i.e. optimum and maximum yield etc. 

20. Access International Agriculturnl 
Research Centers (IARC's), regional 
National Agriculture Research Systems 
(NARS) and the U.S. land-grant 
University network to identify off-the
shelf technology which is applicable 
to Lesotho. 

21. Provide adequate resources to 
improve the RD's various critical 
facilities i.e. soil lab, research 
farm, research library and plant 
disease diagonosis lab. 

22. The GOL/MOA should investigate 
ways to increase salaries for RD 
personnel in order to retain staff 
in the Division. 

Overall Major Action Required 

23. GOL to provide adequate number 
of trained field personnel in support 
of the Project. 

NAME OF RESPONSIBLE 
OFFICER/ENTITY 

MOA 

RD/MOA 

RD/MOA, USAID 

RD/MOA, Contractor 
(AAI), USAID 

MOA 

MOA 

COMPLETIC 
DATE 

6/89 

6/89 

1/89 

6/89 

G/89 

5/89 
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The projeCt purpose is to provide direct production and marketing aSslstanee to 
small farmers and to strengthen Government of Lesotho (COL) institutional 
capabilities in agricultural resea:ch and eXtension education tor contributing to 
.mall farmer production, 1n order to increase incomes and employment of the rural 
population of LEsotho. The life of project !ii .1K years (8/85 - 8/91). Project 
implementation (arrival of contract team) actually began about August, 1986. The 
prime contractor is American Agriculture International; there are also tyO 
cooperative agreements, one with CARE and another with World Council of Credit 
Onions. This first evaluatico 'ias conducted by an eleven _ember eXternal team on 
the basis of project docu~ents, lite visitE and interviews with project 
participants, and interviews with Government, OSAID, and technical assistance team 
personnel. The purposes of the first evaluation were to assess progress t.o date 
toward achievement of project objectives, and to identify areas requiring 
implementation and/or design modification. . 

Project activities are in three areas: production, research, and education. 
All activiti~s involve strengthening Ministry of Agriculture (HOA) capabilities to 
provide integrated technical services to smallholders engaged in producing 
high-value marketable crops. Production activities are geared to providing 
technical information and p.xtension services to project participants, research 
activities to improving the quality of technical information provided by the MOA's 
Research Divisial, and education activities to ~trengthening the Lesotho 
Agricultural College and providing increased agricultural training. Project 
assiStance includes the provision of tpchnical assistance, funds for overseas 
training, and some commodity support. 

The project has been successful in meeting its quantifiable targets, eg. numher 
of irrigated farms established and number of trainees sent for training, but has 
been less successful in making progress toward the achievement of its institutional 
objectives with the exception of the work at the Lesotho Agricultural College 

Significant progress has been made in the areas of establishing irrigated crop 
production units, upgrading the aca~~mic standards of the Lesotho Agricultural 
College, placing participants in long-term training programs/ and fielding II 

qualified teChnlcal assistance team. 
Areas of concern are the institutionalization of project achievements and level 

of MOA field support/ the relevance of the p:oJect to current GOL agricultural 
development strategies, the ur.ilization of farming systems research methodology, 
and the marketing of crops produced with project Gupport. 

A major lesson learned is that the current design of the project will not allow 
h.,,~ inSL·. rinnAli7.vinn Ann nrnvisicn cf .10rul-te.rm.traininc; .imultaneou:;ly. 

COSTS -~ 
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Development Assistance 
Inc. , 

University of Florida 

,,'/liltlor', I TOY P,no.' Oay! TCY Ce,I (U.S. $11 Scurc. cl F.;tIlJ: 
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J. Summary 01 £Valuatlo" ftlndlr.; •• Conoll .. llot'l. and "~omm'l\datlon, (Try not to uceld the UVN (3) ~I pnwIoed) 
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I "'ndlna' and conclullona (rwlltl to quo.tlons) 

MI .. lon or ornco: DI'I Thll lummary Preplract: I Tit" And DI'e 01 F\l1I Evalultlon Repon: 

USAID/Lesotho June, 1988 ,Evaluation of LAPIS Project, May,SS 

INTRODUCTION 
The LeSOt,O Agricultural Production and Institutional Support Project (LAPIS, 

OSAID Project No. 632-0221) Agreement vas Signed on August lO, 1985, and has a 
Project AssiStance Completion Date of AugUSt 31, 1991. The total life of project 
funding is $31,600,000, of which $26,100,000 is the Agency for International 
Develop/.lent (AID) contribution. The prime contractor tor the project is American 
Agr i cuI ture Internat:;'onal, with which a contract wal Signed in March, 1986, and 
contract personnel began to arrive in-country in June, 1986. The project also 
lncludes tW~ cooperatlVe agreements, one with CAR! ($629,200) Ind the other wlth 
CUNA/WCCU (41,898,700). These agreements were Signed in Harch and August, 1986, 
respectively. This is the first evaluation of the project, and it was conducted 
with a view to identifying areas which may require further review and possibly 
redesign. The evaluation team was in-country from January 25 to Harch 4, 1988, and 
interviewed project personnel, Government personnel, project participants, and 
USAI!) staff. 

The project purpose is to provide direct production and marketing assistance to 
small farmers and to strengthen Government of Lesotho (GOL) institutional 
ca~abilities in agricultural research and extension education for contributing to 
small farmer production, in order to incr~ase incomes and employment of the rural 
population of Lesotho. In this way, the project is attempting to increase 
employment opportunities in Lesotho in part to provide alternatives to employment 
outside of LesothO, in particular in South Africa. 

The prima~y ObJective of the project is that farming households are involved in 
intensive horticulture, cash crops, and livestock production activities, which have 
measurably contributed to increased employment and income. The project is to 
supporc this overall effort by: eStablishing a coordinating structure within the 
Hinistry of Agri~ulture (MOA) to facilit~~e support to smallholder prodUCtion 
projects; strengthening the capabilities both of the MOA Research Division to 
address the constraints to smallholder Igriculture, and of the training 
institutions to train MOl. extension Ind technical St1Sff, farll,ers, and public and 
private sector personnel; and providing direct training to Basotho to support and 
maintain the objectives of the project. 

ACHIEVDltNTS 
When considering progress toward achievement of project objectives, it must be 

remembered that actual implementation of LAPIS Itlrted only about 1 1/2 yeltS prior 
to thiS evaluation. Despite the fact that the project ia in an early ;tage, 
significant progress has been I~hieved in I number of areas, as not~d below. 

Progress on the irrigated cr~p production actiVity of the Produ~tion 
Initiatives Component (PIC) has exceeded expectltions in terms of unir.s 
establiShed. The dedication and technical effectiveness of the PIC team ~nd the 
Lesotho council of Credit Onion League (LCCUL) ream, the Peace Corps volunteers, 
the District Production Officers (DPOs), and the assigned extension personnel in 
providing support to the participating farmers are perticularly noteworthy. By the 
end of project year t\.O, the original pr~~ec't design exppcted that th!r~ would be 
~O individual farmers and no farmer assoclations in proauc:ion. In tact, I~ter One 
Ind one-half years, there are 39 individual farmers Ind tWO farmer aSSOC1atlOns 

. t' 

AJO '330-~ 11G-171 PIO' 3 

I 

I 
I 
I 



The Education Component iii well organized and has made considerable progre,ss ;'n 
upgrading the academic nandards at the Le.otho Agricultural College (LAC). 
Long-term training of LAC faculty and the marked increase in the amount of 
practical hands-on training have addressed aome of the basic weaknesses ot,the 
program prior to LAPIS interventions. The level (',f technical assistance has 
received much praise from the LAC admininration and the .tudents themseh'es. 
Bowever, the relatively low level of .alaries ~·.id to LAC profeuional .taff 
results in loss of ataff member. co other inltitutions in and outside of Lesotho. 

Long-term training: Thirty-eight in~ividuals have been placed in O.S. 
universities for BSc. or advanced degree trainin~. That the project has managed to 
identify and send off this large number of training participants is impressive. 
The contractor's monitoring and progress reporting has also been commendable. The 
individuals sent for training are those vho viII be primarily responsible for 
sustaining project achievements after the departure of the expatriate technical 
assistants. 

Pielding ar,J composition of the 'fA Team: Once contract negotiations vere 
completed, the cont,aCtor fielded ita large team within a .hort period of ti~e. 
The speed with which the contractor was able to do this undoubtedly contributed to 
the achievements discussed above which have been accomplished over the past 1 1/2 
years. In addition, overall the team is highly qualified and has perf~rmed its 
technical duties in a professional and effective manner. 

ISSUES 
Resolution of the following issues will require increased attention on the r~rt 

of project m.n~gement to project monitoring and implementation. 
Institutionalization and Level of MOA Support: The LAPIS project is not being 

successfully incorporated into MeA operations, nor is the MOA providing adequate 
personnel support to the project particularly in the field. Because this project 
is in its early stage and many of the MOA professional ataff are overseas being 
trained, it is not expected that the Ministry's capabilities would be fully 
strengthened already, but more progress toward that objective should be apparent by 
now. In particular, unless the MOA creates an institutional structure such as the 
Production Coordination Un;,t within thl! HOA to coordinate and stimulate support fo~ 

smallholder commercial production, it is unlikely that such support will continue 
paSt proiect completion. In addition, without this structure, project objecr,ives 
which require coordination are less likely to be achieved. Finally, if the project 
concept is to be followed past the project's completi~n, increased MeA field 
pers(lnnel are recsuired now to work directly with the farmer partiCipants, and, at' a 
minimum, it is essenti.l that when those who are being trained overseas return, 
they fill the TA positions and continue to perform the TA functions. 

Relevance of LAPIS to Curret,t GOL Agricultural Development Strategies: Given 
recent GOL policy statements which raise as an issue -the donor preference for 
'small farmer' individual production atrategies- Vii -the Government's preference 
for amall farmer 'cooperative ach~mes' (irrigation) and capital intenSive 
cooperative block (TOU) approaches-, it ia questionable whether the LAPIS project 
COntlnUes to be relevant to GOL agriCUltural development .trategies. When this 
issue was raised with the MOA, the respons. was that the above statement referred 
not to total dissatisfaction with donor-'PQn~~d projecta, but rather to the 
r~luctance of donor-funded technical a~v1sOT.:, to work on MeA projects not 
directly related to the donor-specific activities. ~owever, given the ambiguity of 
the policy atatement, USAID .hould review the relevance of LAPIS amallholder 
individual ir:'igation activities to current GOL Igricultural strategies, and decide 
what action to take. It is likely that if these activities do not fit into current 
strategies, there will be weak MOA .upport both during project implementation anc 
after the end of the project. 

Utilization of ,Farming System Research Methodology. 'a~miDQ SVStems ref&8rcn 
(FSR) RthO!JolOYi 15 Gli iUCEY'S} piLe af elie b'lPlS ,rslect aeSlgn 11&, presen In 
the project paper. However, the lntended emphasis on FSR was not continued in the 
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• U M M A "Y Contlnuedl . . 
Benchmark Report, which gives details of the nature of data to be collecteG for the 
purposes both of implementation and monitoring/evaluation, nor is it evident that 
fSR methodology has been succensfully incorporated into the implementation of the 
project's Agricultural Research Component. It il the evaluation team's view that 
this methodology is appropriate to LAPIS. Bowever, there is disagreement on this 
point within the project management. In any case, for lome time the research 
program has lacked direction and has not contributed as expected to the achievement 
of LAPIS project objectives. 

Marketing: Marketing the expanding lupply of horticultural products requires 
particular attention. Many larg!! new producers are coming into production, lind the 
resulting increased supply of horticultural products may flood the market. The 
LAPIS team should be developing a marketing strategy that perldts al~ernative 
responses suited to varying market conditions and to varying market lupplies. 

LESSON LEARNED 
Project implementation has suffered from an attempt to simultaneously 

Itrengthen an institution structurally (the MDA) and send a large number of 
professional staff overse~s on long-term training. A longer life of project time 
frame, the spreading out of trainee departures, and expatli~te TA presence befor.e 
trainee departure, during their absence, and after their return, all would help as 
part of the project desi9n to promote successful achievement of project 
objectives. Otherwise, to try to accomplish all LAPIS project Objectives during a 
five or six year period is unrealiStic. Any extension or redesign of the project 
in the future Should consider these factors. 

PR INCIPAL RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. The Production Initiatives COmponent requires a functioning Production 

Coordination Unit with effective leadership in order to attain both the 
coordination necessary for successful project implementation, and the 
sustainability of proJect achievements. In addition, a marketing strategy should 
be developed that permitS alternative responses to varying market supplies. 

2. The chronic shortage of qualified staff at LAC can only be addressed by 
increasing salaries to levels comparable to university levels. A similar problerr. 
exists with respect to other professional staff in the HOA. 

3. As presented in the project paper, farming sYStems researt.'h methodology 
should be adhered to in the implementation of the Research Component. However, 
given the reservati~s displayed by project management toward this methodology, a 
workshop should be organized during which the direction and program of the Research 
Division be assessed. Alternative strategies should be discussed, and a stronger 
program with a more clear direction should be developed, along with necessary PP 
amendment documentation. 

4. Project managemen t requi res strengthening. Increased supervision and 
direct intervention is required on the part of the technical assistance team chief 
of party in particular to assure project component coordination and achie~ement of 
overall project objectives. Quarterly meetings of the Project Management Committee 
should be held to improve communication among the MOA, technical assiStance ~eam 
and USAID, and to provide a forum in which implementation and management issues can 
be resolved before they become major problems. OSAID project managers must take a 
more active role in monitoring project perforaance, and must be pr~pared to 
intervene in as uirect a fashion as necessary when the MOA or the contract team is 
not meeting their respective ,commitments. 'inally, a team-building exercise should 
be held by a professional consultant to improve communication and understanding of 
project objectives among the entire project team (HOA .taff, contract team, and 
OSAID project managers). 
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ATTACHMENTS 

Main evaluation document covering Production and Education Components. 

Evaluation of Agriculture Research Component (see Mission's Comments) 

COMMENTS 

L. Comments fly Mission, AID/W O'"t:~ ano 8orrower/Grant~e On Full R~PGrt 

MISSION'S COMMENT 

T~is initial evaluation occurred 18 months after initiation 
of the project by the contractor. 

Full collaboration was extended by the GOL, T.A. contract 
personnel and all concerned parties to the evaluation team members. 
The evaluation methodology and approach was largely standard and 
based on AID's evaluation Handbook. Interviews were lengthy, 
exhaustive and based on AID's Evaluation Handbook. 

The eleven person evaluation team succeeded in responding to 
questions posed in the Scope of Work, in identifying areas of 
concern that need the Mission's, GOL's and Contractor's attention. 
The evaluation findings and recommendations are considered valuable 
tools to improve project management and implem~ntation. 

The evaluators spent a great deal of time reviewing project 
documents, conducting lengthy in terviews and v is i ting proj ec·t sites 
throughout Lesotho. Discussions ~ere held with the Minister of 
Agriculture, the Principal Sacretary, the Director of Field Services, 
the Acting Director of Research, the Acting Principal of the Lesotho 
Agriculture College, the Technical Assistance Personnel and their 
counterparts and also farmer beneficiaries. 

The Mission believes the evaluators succeeded in identifying 
problems which when solved sho~ld accelerate the achievement of 
project goals. Notable among these are: (a) the need for better 
coordination and communication among all concer!1ed parties; and (b) to 
better match the project implementation plans and schedules with the 
abilities of tha MOA to provide personnel support to the project. 

The findings and lessons learned that are cited in the evaluation 
report generally concur with the conclusions reached earlier by the 
Mission and well-informed host country officials at the top-policy and 
technical levels~ 

(1) With the goal of promoting agricultural production, the project 
clearly supports USAID strategy of reducing Lesotho's dependency on 
RSA and promoting greater economic self-reliance. 

(2) Major constraints appear inherent as design problems, i.e., 
_ inadequate attention to developing National Agriculture Marketing 
Systems as prerequisite to increasing agriculture production. While 



COMMENTS (Contd.) 

L. Comments By Mission, AID/W Office and Borrower/Grantee on Full Report 

the produce from project suppvrted farmer activities is being fully 
marketed at the present time, efforts by the GOL/MOA to develop a 
national marketing structure and system for the country have yet to 
get underway. 

(3) Other central constraints to the project are generic throughout 
the GOL: 

(a) Inadequate GOL fisca: resources to support operations of 
MOA has imped~d implementation of the project; 

(b) Inadequate local manpower resources has impeded MOA ability 
to provide counterparts and personnel needed to implement the 
project, especially in field operations. Recruitment,of personnel 
(including mid-level managers from the MOA) by the Highland Water 
Scheme (HWS) has further complicated personnel shortages in the 
MOA (the HWS was not foreseen at the time of the LAPIS design 
effort) ; 

(c) The absence of national policies has restrained availability 
of agricultural inputs and constrained operations of private agro
business; 

(d) MOA has not adequately resolved its development priorities 
within the sector with the consequence that its limited resources are 
spread over multiple activities thereby diminishing the impact 
of those ~ctivities, including LAPIS; 

Mission staff plan to pay serious attention to the evaluation's 
findings to ensure project implementation will lead to the achievement 
of the project's goals. Adjustments to project design and 
implementation ~ill take place after meetings with the MOA to discuss 
the findings of this evaluation. 

The original evaluation failed to adequately address problems aIle 
concerns in the Research Component. This necessitated repeating the 
evaluation in this area. This was accomplished in July/August, 1988. 
A copy of the July/August evaluation document is included in this 
package. 
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UNITED STAtES"COVERNMENf 

Auaust 10, 19S8 

Da:id MCCIO~~~~DSO/ESA/PRJ 
tJSAID/Lesotho LAPIS Proj('ct F.valuat ion 

memOr011cium 

~nica Sinding, Actin~ Di rector, REDSO/P.SA 
To:~tafford Baker, Acting Division Chief, RECSC/ESA/PRJ 

lI~..l ,,0 
I have prepared a list of actions to be taken regarding .' 
OSAID/Lesotho's com~ents on the subject evaluation reFort. 

d' ______ 

These involve some revisions to th~ report. 1 suggest that the 
revisions be made here, and a final copy be sent to the 
mission. The report should have been archived by the Projects 
Office. 

Below are my responses to their co~~ents and requests for 
changes, referenced by number to their letter, a copy cf which 
is attached. 

I. ~eferences to the research cO~Fonent should be left in this 
report. Alt hough ....... afresh eval uat i on wi 11 be done of t hi s 
component, the existing ccm~ents are based on findings of 
other team members in particular as they evaluated th~jr 
respective components, and with reference to the 
inter-relationship of the research component to other 
components. That farming systems methodology has not been 
f I) 1 low I.' (1 I, () ~ II ,11 ] i) d i r (' c t j III P .1 t' t (i " u v e r.1 1] pro j ~ c t 
implementation, and must be ad~ressed. 

2. That a farrr management economist I,o;as not put on the team, 
although one originally was to be team leader, is very 
relevant to other criticisms the evaluation team makes about 
project implementation, and reference to this cannot be 
taken out of the report. 

3~ I have suggested a slight revision to this. That the 
project was to be designed in a certain way was apparently 
based on false expectations, that mission staff would be 
cut. It should have been apparent earlier to the mission 
that a change in managen'ent stylE' was necessary. Obviously 
the m iss ion i s not r !> !; P I) II sit: 1 e f () r d i r P. c t i v e s fro m A I D /~1 , 
but when project implementation is straying from design for 
no documented reason, the mission has a responsibility to 
step j n " 

.c. Our discussion about field visit records is irrportant. He 
~re ~erely documenting our findings. If we did not do so, 
the mission could criticize us: for not providing sufficient 
d~tail to substantiate our findings. 

Ol'flOIIA'. POO"M NO. ID 
"IrY.I.II'I, 
GSA P ,.MR ,.1 CPA/IOI-Il.1 
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5. We do not dJscuss current participation of the PFE, but 
rather of the office of Planning and Project Coordination. 
It is not clear whether US~I~/Lef,otho is suggesting that 
this office also does not exist. 

6. This sectio~ has been substantially revised in light of the 
mission's comments. 

7. This section has been substantjally revised in light of 
mission's comments. 

8. We must agree to disagree on the "flexibility" issue. This 
report section remains unchanged. 

With respect to project responsibilities, these comments are 
based on our findings during the evaluation, and the 
perceptions for both sides of the argument are fairly 
presented. We do not take sides, but rather discuss the 
issue. 

9. Where appropriate, revisions have been mace. 

10. Bill Faught had strong feelings about this matter, and I 
shall bow to his technical expertise and leave this 
paragraph unchanged. Th~s paragraph has, by the way, 
already been revised from an original, more direct version. 

11. There is no need to change this. The mission can comment 
appropriately in the PES. 

With respect to their final comment about changing the PES, they 
should make such changes. I rroviced them with a partially 
completed PES. They can make revisions to this if necessary, 
based on my changes to the report text. 

Generally, many of the points they ral!:;e in their letter were 
raised at some other time during the ~valuation, and were fully 
considered. It is apparent that we disagree on some issues. 
That is not surprising. ~1here approFriate, I have made some 
addltional revisions, but I see no reason to make more. ~le have 
made some strong statements about project management and 
implementation, and we all felt strongly that these had to be 
made in the interest of the project. ~s to leaving some 
references to the research component in the report for us to 
delete all reference to research would ~~ ~n treat each 
component in isolation of the others, Zlnd this would go against 
the very spirit of LflPlS. 

1 have drafted a cable informing US~ID/Lesotho that some 
revisions will be made and a clean copy sent by DHL. 1 have 
also responded to Maseru 02434 in that cable. 
7530D 
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I. EXECUTIVE SUKKARY: MAJOR ACHIEVEMENTS, ISSUES AND 

PRINCIrAL RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. BACKGROUND 

The Lesotho Agricultural Production and Institutional Support Project (LAPIS, 
USAID Project No. 632-0221) was authorized on March 5, 1985, and the Project 
Agreement was signed on August 30, 1985. The total life of project fund ins is 
$31,600,000, of which $26,100,000 is the Agency for International Development 
(AID) contribution. The Project Assistance Completion Date (PACD) is Au!ust 
31, 1991. This is the first evaluation of the project. The evaluation team 
vas in-country from January 25 to March 4, 1988. 

The prime contract for the project was signed with American Agriculture 
International in March, 1986, and contract personnel b~gan to arrive 
in-country in June, 1986. The project also includes two cooperative' 
agreements, one with CARE ($629,200) and the other with CUNA/WCCU 
($1,898,700). These agreements were signed in March and August, 1986, 
respectively. 

The project purpose is to provide direct production and marketing assistance 
to small farmers and to strengthen GOL institutional capabilities in 
agricultural research and extension education for contributing to small farmer 
production, in order to in~rease incomes and employment of the rural 
population of Lesotho. Overall objectives of the project are as follows: 

1. Farming households are involved in intensive horticulture, cash 
crops, and livesto~k production activities, which have measurably 
contributed to increased employment and income. 

2. A coordinating st~ucture is oper~ting within the Ministry of 
Agriculture (MOA) to facilitate support to smallholder production 
projects. 

3. The MOA Research Division is capable of addressin! the constraints to 
smallholder a!riculture, testin! and developin! improved packases, 
and assistin! in the dissemination of these pac~~ges to small farmers. 

•. Training institutions are capable of training MOA extension and 
technical staff, farmers, and public and private sector personnel 
involved in smallholder agriculture includin! input supply and 
marketing operations. 

I '" V 
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5. Basotho are trained to support and maintain the objectives of this 
project. 

B. ACHIEVEKENTS 

wt.en considering progress toward achievement of project objectives, it must be 
remembered that actual implementation of LAPIS started only about one and 
one-half years prior to this evaluation. Despite the fact that the project is 
in an early stage, significant progress has been achieved in a number of 
areas, as noted below. 

1. Irri&ated Crop Production 

Progress on the irrigated crop production activity of the Production 
Initiatives Component (PIC) has exceeded expectations in terms of units 
established. The dedication and technical effectiveness of the PIC team and 
the Lesotho Council of Credit Union League (LCCUL) team. the Peace Corps 
volunteers, the District Production Officers (DPOs), and the assigned 
extension personnel in providing support to the participating farmers are 
particula~ly noteworthy. By the end of project year two. the original project 
desi~n expected that there would be 20 individual farmers and no farnler 
associations in production. In fact, after one and one-half years, there are 
39 individual farmers and two farmer associations (with 70 total members) in 
production. The work of all the above-mentioned individuals in achieving 
these results is to be commended. 

2. Lesotho Agricultural Colle&e 

The Education Component is well organized and has made considerable progress 
in upgrading the academic standards at the Lesotho Agricultural College 
(LAC). Long-term trai~ing of LAC faculty and the marked increase in tbe 
amount of practical hands-on training have addressed some of the basic 
weaknesses of the program prior to LAPIS interventions. The level of 
technical assistance has received much praise from the LAC administration and 
the students themselves. 

3. Lon~-term Trainin& 

Thirty-eight individuals have been placed in U.S. universities for BSc. or 
advanced degree training. That the project has managed to identify and send 
off this large number of training participants is impressive. The 
contractor's monitoring and progress reporting has .180 been commendable. The 
individuals sent for training are those who will be primarily responsible for 
sustaining project achievements after the departure of the expatriate 
technical assistants. It is therefore essential that those Who are trained 
under the project retu~ to fill positions Which in 80me vay concern 
activities initiated o~ supported by the project. (It should also be noted 
that the contractor has become responsible for monitoring the completion of 
training of an additional 19 students who originally were funded under a 
different arrangement.) 

'\" .' 
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•. Fielding and composition of the TA Team 

Once contract negotiations were completed, the contractor fielded its large 
team within a short period of time. The speed with which the contractor was 
able to do this undoubtedly contributed to thg achievements discussed above 
which have been accomplished over the past one and one-half years. In 
addition, overall the team is hi&hly qualified and has performed its technical 
duties in a professional and effective manner. 

C. ISSUES 

The evaluation team identified the following issues which will require 
attention if overall project objectives are to be met. 

1. Institutionalization and Level of MOA Support 

The LAPIS project is not being successfully incorporated into KOA operations, 
nor is the KOA providing ade~uate personnel support to the project, 
particularly in the field. The contract team staff are accomplishing 
quantified outputs, ~.g. irrigated smallholdings established and placement of 
trainees, and they are doing this with the assistance of ~asotho located 
primarily in the KOA headquarte~s. The work of the irrigation engineers 
appears to be particularly impressive. However, the endeavors of the whole 
te&m will have only short-term and limited impact if they and the KOA staff do 
not succeed in further strengthening the capability of the Kinistry to perform 
all the tasks involved in providing the necessary technical support to 
fanmers. Because this project is in its early stage it is not expected that 
the Ministry's capabilities would be fully strengthened already, but more 
progress toward that objective should be apparent by now. There should be a 
~reater recognition on the part of all concerned with project mana&ement and 
implementation of the importance of actively addressing this issue. 

Unless the MOA considerably increases its participation durin& the life of the 
project, much of what is achieved in terms of institutional knowled&e and 
organization will be lost, and the level of potential achievements during the 
project will be reduced. More specifically, unless the MOA creates an 
institutional structure within the MOA, such as the Production Coordination 
Unit, to coordinate and stimulate aupport for amallholder commercial 
production, it is unlikely that wuch RUpport viII continue paat project 
completion. In addition, without this structure, project objectives which 
require coordination are less likely to be achieved. In the end, the project 
may achieve the physical outputs such as "irri&ated farms and associationa 
established" and "individuals trained", but it vill not have achieved t.he 
institutional outpu~s, and thus will have not established the foundation 
necessary for sustainability. 

The level of MOA support possible durin& the life of project is of 
course affected by the large number of Ministry personnel currently on 
lon&-term training under the project. However, provision of field personnel, 
i.e. those below the degree level, should not be affect.ed by the 
lon&-term training program. If the project concept is t.o be 
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followed past the project's completion, increased MOA field personnel are 
required now to work directly with the farmer participants. 

The departure of qualified 8asotho to overseas training certainly creates 
difficulty for the TA team to achieve project objectives during the life of 
project. That so many individuals were sent for training at about the lame 
time and will return in many cases as the TA are departing can be considered a 
project dp-sign fault. At a minimum, it is essential that when those who are 
being trained return, they fill the TA positions and continue to perform the 
TA functions in order to achieve the objectives of the project. The 
Government of Lesotho has Rgreed to a system of bonding, as is specified in 
the grant agreement. It is strongly urged that USAID enforce this particular 
commitment of the GOL. 

Although the evaluation team ~oes not believe that it is the time to recommend 
an extension of the project, one solution to the problem of simultaneous 
institutional strengthening and long-term training i3 to use a longer life of 
project time fram~, spread out trainee departures, and plan for expatriate TA 
presence before trainee departure, during their absence, and after their 
return. Othe~ise, to try to accomplish all LAPIS project objectives during a 
five or six year period is unrealistic. Any extension or redesign of the 
project in the future should consider this alternative design. 

2. Relevance of LAPIS to Current GOL Agricultural Development Strategies 

In 1987, His Excellency Major-General J.~. Lekhanya issued a policy statement 
which included the following: "Farmers will be encouraged individually or 
collectively to embark on intensive fruit and vegetable production under 
irrigation in order to reduce imports." Following this statement, the MOA 
issued an undated "Agricultural Policy Issues" paper which etated: 

The donor preference for "tr.nall farmer" individual production 
strategies and the Government's preference for small farme~ 
"cooperative schemes" (irrigation) and capital intensive cooperative 
block (TOU) approaches are at the heart of the incompatibility 
between donor sponsored development projects and the Government's 
bias towards implementation of capital-intensive technolo~ies on 
consolidated land holdings. Thil incompatibil:ty has led to costly 
inconsistencies and dissipation of financial and technical effort. 
(p. 4) 

It is questionable, therefore, whether the LAPIS project continues to be 
relevant to GOL agricultural developnent Itrategies. When thil issue was 
raised with the MOA, the response was that the above statement referred not to 
total dissatisfaction with donor-sponsored projects, but rather to the 
reluctance of donor-funded technical assistants to work on MOA projects not 
directly related to the donor-specific activities. 

However, given the ambiguity of the policy statement, USAID has no choice but 
to review the relevance of LAPIS smallholder individual irrigation activities 
to current COL agricultural strategies. It is likely that if these activities 
do not fit into current strategies, there will be weak MOA support both during 
project implllmentation and after the end of the project. It lIIay be that the 
GOL is in fact pursuing various strategies, and that LAPIS fits into one of 
those and can continue to work to demonstrate its worth. However, if it ia 
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found that LAPIS objectives are no longer shared by the GOL, USAID must 
consider a cessation or reduction of support, or a revision of project 
objective~. 

3. Utilization of Farmin! System Research Kethodolo5Y 

Farming systems research (FSR) methodology is an integral part of the LAPIS 
project design as presented in the project paper. However, the intended 
emphasis on FSR was not continued in the Benchmark Report, which gives details 
of the nature of data to be collected for the purposes both of implementation 
and monitoring/evaluation, nor is it evident that FSR methodology has been 
successfully incorporated into the implementation of the project's 
Agricultural Research Component. It is the evaluation team's view that this 
methodology is app~opriate to LAPIS. However, there is substantial 
disagreement on this point within the MOA, the fA team, and USAID. On the 
other hand, the TA team believes that the managers and technical staff of the 
LAPIS p~oject are adhering to the philosophy of FSR. 

What is obvious is that for some time the research program has lacked 
di~ection and has not cont~ibuted as expected to the achievement of LAPIS 
project objectives. Given this overall situation, the evaluation team 
supports the move by p~oject management to hold a wo~kshop in which the 
resea~ch p~osram will be assessed, and p~oposals for its strengthenins will be 
developed. If necessary, after this workshop, appropriate amendments to the 
project pape~ should be made. 

•. Marketin! 

Marketins the expandins supply of ho~ticultural products requires particular 
attention. Many large new producers are coming into production, and the 
resulting increased supply of horticultural products may flood the market. 
The LAPIS team should develop a marketing strategy that permits alternative 
responses suited to varying market conditions and to varying market supplies. 
The development of this strategy should be the responsibility of the PIC 
Marketing Specialist if one should become available in the reasonably near 
future. In addition, project funds should be used to contract with a local 
firm familiar with the existing marketing 8ystem and local customs and 
preferences to assist the Marketing Specialist in carring out area specific 
m~rket aSBes~ent8 in ~ort of developing the market 8trategy. 

l!. SUMMARIES OF PROJECT COMPONENT EVALUATION REPORTS 

In the body of the evaluation report are comprehensive evaluations of two of 
the three main project components, i.e. production initiatives and education. 
Summaries of these are presented below. Th~ evaluation of the research 
component has not yet been completed, but important issues regarding the 
research component are discussed bel~w. 

1. Production Initiatives Component 

Progress on the irrigated crop production phase of the component generally has 
exceeded expectations in terms of quantified outputs. The technical 



- 6 -

feasibility of irri~ated horticultural production has been demonstrated. as 
has been the willingness of farmers to undertake a new and risky activity and 
their ability to learn and successfully apply the new technolo~y. The 
restraint of the team in expanding the activity until their ability to provide 
adequate support can be reasonably assured, and the capacity of the available 
markets to absorb increased supplies can be assessed, is most commendable. 
However, a marketin~ strate~y must be developed that permits alternative 
responses to varying market supplies. Insufficient attention has been ~iven 
to the marketing issue, and as supply of horticultural products increases in 
particular as a result of other projects, marketing is likely to become more 
of a constraint. There have been Bome outstanding examples of coordination 
and cooperation. Particularly noteworthy is the close and effective 
collaboration between the LCCUL and PIC staffs. Also to be noted is the 
collaboration of ARC and other components. 

The Production Initiatives Component has, however, suffered from insufficient 
coordination with the Research Component (ARC). It is too early to expect 
inputs from research undertaken since initiation of the project, but on the 
basis of professional technical knowledse and knowledge of results of research 
in Lesotho and the resion, the ARC staff should have been able to ~ke a 
useful contribution to the development of farmer production plans. The CARE 
nursery project also has operated without coordination or cooperation with 
other PIC elements or other lAPIS components. 

Recent policy statements made by the GOL indicate skepticism on the part of at 
least some within the GOL of the viability of projects which focus on 
individual smallholder production for attaining GOL objectives. nle 
statements also indicate GOL's preference for the capital intensive 
consolidated irrisated production approach. These pronouncements raise 
questions as to the probable adequacy of ~overnment support not only durin~ 
the life of LAPIS, but also for the continuance of the progrsm after project 
completion. Unless MOA will make available a sufficient number of extension 
a~ents for on-job training and to ~ain ~Jfficient experience in high value 
commodity production to continue the pro~ram beyond the present pilot stase, 
there is no justification for continuance of PIC. If USAID is unable to 
obtain firm assurance of a~eq\late support for PIC, termination of the 
component should be considerecL In view of the pivotal position of PIC in the 
project, its termlnation would require a re-evaluation of inputs into ARC and 
ABC. 

In spite of the reco~nized impo,rtance of the Production Coordination Unit 
(PCU) I it has not been established as a functionin~ unit. Inadequate 
coordination will continue until an or~anization such aa what va. specified in 
the project paper is established. A properly or~anized and functionin~ PCU 
.hould promote improved cocrdination of project components and improved 
monitoring of project production activities leading to more appropriate and 
effective technolosical packa~es. 

That MOA has not implemented actions to comply with the agreed upon covenant 
to provide adequate personnel requires joint attention by USAID and the 
contractor. Unless a sufficient number of MOA personnel can be ~iven on-job 
training and an opportunity to gain .ufficient experience in high-value 
conmodity production, there is little justification for continuin~ the 

/l \ ' . I 
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Production Initiatives Component. As it stands it is a pilot scheme, without 
the necessary substance to achieve a major objective of this component, to 
strengthen the MOA's ability to mobilize and coordinate its resources for 
activities and programs designed to increase production. The placement of 
returned long-term degree students will provide some of the substance, but it 
does not ajdress the need for greater field support. 

2. Research Component 

The following two issues became apparent during the overall project evaluation. 

a. iature and Direction of LAPIS A~ricultural Research Program 

The project-sponsored research program is to follow farming systems research 
(FSR) methodology. (See footnote below for brief discussion of FSR.) 
However, the intended emphasis on FSR was not continued in the Benchmark 
Report, which gives details of the nature of data to be collected for the 
purposes both of implementation and monitoring/evaluation, nor is it eVldent 
that FSR methodology has been successfully incorporated into the 
implementation of the project's Agricultural Research Component. In ,response 
to the evaluation team's comments about the lack of attention to FSR 
methodology in the implementation of the LAPIS research component, the 
contract TA team has raised three issues: 1) the interpretation of the role 
of FSR outlined in the project paper; 2) the reasons for the progressive 
de-emphasis; nnd 3) the appropriate function of FSR in the current context of 
the LAPIS project. 

The LAPIS project paper is clear in its discussion about the role of FSR 
methodology in the research component. The stated purpose of this component 
is, "to assist the research division to strengthen its Farming Systems 

Wote: FSR is intended to increase the relevance of research to small 
farmers' circumstances, and continues to be appropraite to the LAPIS project. 
Its basic principles are that it includes the development of an information 
base on farmers' resources, goals and ~onstraints, it is holistic in that it 
takes into account the entire farm enterprise, and it works to optimize total 
returns using all available resources within the existing framework or in 
consideration of likely changes to that framework. 'SR i. relevant to the 
amall farmQr because it is farmer-based, problem-solving, holistic and 
iterative. It addresses directly farmer problems from the household farm to 
the marketplace, Mid works within constraints and removes those which can be 
removed, so as to improve the farmer'S welfare. 'SR methodology is a190 
relevant to the KOA research di~ision. In its application, physical and 
social scientists hBve to work together as a team. FSR methodology offers the 
opportunity for all resaarchers to use an interdisciplinary approach to 
achieve greater results thkn what might be possible when each discipline works 
independently of the others. In addition, if there is the absence of a 
particular discipline in Ml interdisciplinary research team, that void may be 
filled collectively by pooling the expertise of the team members in the 
re~ evant field. 



- 8 -

Research program to produce and deliver a continuins flow of improved 
technologies for increasing the productivity of Lesotho's farmers." (See p. 
25 of project paper.) In addition, the project paper states that an FSR 
specialist is to be team leader of the research component. 

The contract team has argued that a working FSR program did not exist in the 
Research Division at the time LAPIS was initiated, and that by design LAPIS is 
not, and should not be, an FSR project. The extent to which a working FSR 
program was established prior to LAPIS has not been dete~ned, but should be 
during the workshop which has been proposed by project management. However, 
the opinion of the evaluation team is that there is an important role for FSR 
in the implementation of LAPIS, in particular because the project is a direct 
intervention in existing farming systems, and knowledge about those systems 
and the effects of the interventions are essential if the interventions are to 
be self-sustaining and of positive benefit to farmers. 

In one submission presented by the contract TA team, it is stated that 
although FSR methodology is not followed precisely, the managers and technical 
staff of the LAPIS project are adhering to its philosophy. The submission 
also states, "Although [the] mechanisms for monitoring project impacts and 
adjusting the technological packages in response are not yet functioning 
effectively, the project staff and counterparts concur that their development 
is a priority activity." It is precisely this problem that has concerned the 
evaluation team, that the necessary mechanisms are not functioning 
effectively. While it may be the intent of the staff to adhere to FSR 
philosophy, in the absence of those mechanisms in effect this can not be 
accomplished. That correcting this situation has been given high priority by 
the TA team is commendable. 

The opinions of the evaluation team are not wholly shared by the MOA, nor. by 
the TA team, nor by the USAID Mission. However, lack of direction continues 
in the MOA Research Division. It is therefore also a recommendation of the 
evaluction team that a workshop, as already planned by project management. be 
held during which the direction of the research program be assessed, and ways 
to strengthen the program be developed. Participants should include the MOA, 
the TA team, USAID, and others chosen by these three. External technical 
assistance should also be sought, including at least one individual who is a 
spocialist in applying FSR methodology. If a decision is made as a result of 
the workshop and possible second ARC evaluation to revile the research 
component strategy as set forth in the project paper, then proper 
documentation should be prepared and the PP amended if necessary. 

b. Leadership of the Research fA Team 

Since the beginning of project implementation the research component has not 
had strong leadership. Although it wal intended that an FSR specialist/farm 
management economist was to be team leader of the research component team, 
neither the team leader nor anyone on the team has had these qualificationl. 
The evaluation team has been informed that the reason for the lack of an 
expatriate TA specialist in this area was due to the planned return of a" 
trained Masotho in 1987 to .ssume the role. It is reported that the GOL 
unilaterally decided to allow him to remain for a Ph.D., and USAID informed 
the GOL that it was ther, MOA' s responsibility to provide a substitute. .0 
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substitute has been provided. While it may be that the student should have 
returned, the fact is that he did not, and in the interest of achieving 
project objectives it is USAID's responsibility to see that the position is 
filled. In addition, it is odd that anyone vould expect a newly returned 
degree student to undertake the tasks required of an experienced specialist 
and team leader. Perhaps he vould not have held the position of team leader, 
but that the original project design identified the FSR specialist as team 
leader indicates the importance of the specialist and the need for an 
experienced individual. Whomever is chosen as research component team leader, 
that person must have a thorough knovledge of the methodology selected, as 
veIl as the ability to manage the TA team, coordinate the team's activities 
vith those of Sasotho staff, and advise the Research Division head. 

3. Education Component 

The Education Component of the LAPIS project is well organized and has made 
considerable progress towards achieving the project's goals. The most 
successful activity has been the upgrading of the academic standards at LAC. 
L~ng-term training of LAC faculty and the marked increase in the amount of 
practical hands-on training have addressed some of the basic veaknesses of the 
program prior to LAPIS interventions. The level of technical asslstance has 
received much praise from the LAC administration and the students themselves. 
Farmers' training has gone well, and the data collection that was called for 
in the project paper has begun. Also, project assistance to the Agricultural 
Information Office has already demonstrated benefits to info~tion 
dissemination. 

Major issues for the Education Component include the level of MOA support for 
LAC, both in material support and the funding of teaching positions. 
Sustainability of the progress made so far could also be questioned, given the 
lack of support and the high level of expatriate direction the project is 
receiving. 

Recommendations focus on maintaining the academic progress made so far, 
development of a more coherent inservice training program and administrati~e 
problems. A means should be found to obtain MOA support for science and math 
teaching positions, and incentives for faculty returning from degree programs 
to remain at LAC. The possible 10s8 of all four top admini.trators at the 
college vithin the next year will have to be addressed through recruitment of 
expatriates and dialogue with HeA. The inservice training programs for MeA 
personnel need to be restructured to include more indepth and longer training 
on specific topics, as opposed to the short more general courses that are now 
being offered. 

In wummary, the progress so far is encouraging. The basic objectives for the 
education component set out in the project paper are achievable vithin the 
project timeframe. 

D. PRINCIPAL RECOMMENDATIONS 

Listed below ar~ principal recommendations only. Additional recommendations 
are presented at the end of each section, and a full list of recommendations 
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is included as an annex. Discussion about these recommendations appears in 
the body of this report. 

1. A functioning Production Coordination Unit MUst be establi8hed with 
effective leadership by HOA and contract team staff in order to attain the 
coordination necessary for 8uccessful project implementation. 

2. A marketin& strate~y must be developed that permits alternative 
responses to varyin& market supplies. 

3. A new inservice training program for HOA field staff should be 
developed that includes long~r, more in-depth trainint. The short workshops 
should be eliminated and the resulting savings should be channeled to support 
the new program. 

•. The chronic shorta&e of qualified staff at LAC can only be addressed 
by increasing salaries to levels comparable to university levels. A similar 
problem exists with respect to other professional staff in the MOA. 

5. As presented in the project paper, farming systems research 
methodology sh~uld be adhered to in the implementation of the Research 
Component. However, given the reservations displayed by project manatement 
toward this methodology, a workshop should be or&anized during which the 
direction and program of the Research Division be assessed. Alternative 
strate&ies should be discussed, and a stronger program with a more clear 
direction should be developed. 

6. Increased supervision and direct intervention is required on the part 
of the contract team chief of party, in particular to assure project component 
coordination and achievement of overall project objectives. Contract team 
u.embers must demonstrate an understanding of project objectives, and must take 
the initiative in explaining those objectives to the HOA. 

7. Quarterly meetings of the Project Management Committee should be 
held to improve communication among the HOA, contract team and USAID, and to 
provide a forum in which implementation and management issues can be resolved 
before they become major problems. In addition, a team-building exercise 
should be held by a professional conwultant to improve communication and 
understanding of project objectives among the entire project team (HOA staff. 
contract team, and USAID project managers). 

8. USAID project managers must take a more active role in monitoring 
project performance, and must be prepared to intervene in as direct a fashion 
as necessary when the MOA or the contract team is not meeting their respective 
commitments. 
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II. IHTRODUCTIOH 

A. TEAM COHPOSITIOH 

Given the size and complexity of the LAPIS project, the evaluation required a 
large team of 13 individuals. The compositfon of the team vas as follows: 

David McCloud REDSO/ESA Project Development Officer and Team Leader 
William Faught RBDSO/ESA Agricultural Economist and Production 

Initiatives Component coordinator 
Russell Barbour Agricultural Education Specialist and Agricultural 

Education Component coordinator 
Jacques Denis Agricultural Research Specialist and Agricultural 

Research Component coordinator 
Joyce Brooks Organization/Management Specialist 
Robert Brown Credit Specialist 
Joan Campbell Sociologist/Anthropologist 
Daniel Cassard Marketing Specialist 
G. Christopher Private Sector Specialist 
David Gibson REDSO/ESA Forestry Specialist 
Terry Wheeler Range Development/Livestock Specialist 

with the exception of the REDSO/ESA team members and Ks. Brooks who is an 
independent contractor, the other team members were provided by Development 
Assistance Corporation. In addition to the above, Mr. Lazarus Mathe and Mr. 
Nangetane Khalikane were special assistants to the team. 

All team members cont~ibuted to the final report, and separate reports 
prepared by some individual members appear as annexes. For purposes of 
organization, a subset of the team, with the agricultural economist acting as 
coordinator, formed the Production Initiatives Component (PIC) evaluation 
team. The PIC evaluation team also included the sociologist, credit 
specialist, and forester. 

B. METHODOLOGY 

To gain an understanding of project objectives and activities, team member. 
reviewed project documents, conducted interviews, and visited project sites. 
Members of the LAPIS, CARE, LCCUL, APP, and LCRD teams were extensively 
interviewed. Discussicns were held with the Principal Secretary, Director of 
Field Services, Acting Director of Research, the Lesotho Agricultural College 
Acting Principal, and other officials of the Ministry of Agriculture, as well 
as with field. personnel, farmers, and private sector individuals. Half of the 
project-supported individual irrigated farms, the two participatin~ farm 
associations, one of the MOA Bauer projects, and research sites vere visited 
and discussions held with individuals, managers and advisors. 

Materials reviewed in the evaluation included the Project Paper and Annexes; 
the Project Agreem~nti contracts with American Agriculture International (the 
primary contractor for work on outputs 2, 3 and 4 relating to irrigated 
farming and home gardens), with CARE (responsible for development of 
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the nurseries), and with LCCUL (which operates the credit program), the 
Benchmark Report, work plans of all groups, and pro&ress reports. As is 
further discussed in section IV.D., the team used the project paper, &rant 
agreement and contracts as the primary reference documents. 

A draft evaluation report was submitted to the MOA, contract team and USAID. 
Comments on this draft were reviewed by the evaluation team leader, revisions 
to the draft were made, and this final report issued. 

C. EFFECTS OF EXTERNAL FACTORS 

The following description of external factors presents a backdrop for the 
implementation of the LAPIS project. In various ways these factors may have 
had an effect on project implementation. 

Workers' remittances primarily from South Africa have been the equivalent of 
half of the gross national product of Lesotho in recent years. With some 
reported slow-downs in the economy in South Africa, and intermittent 
interruptions of work due to labor disputes, the GOL has expressed increasing 
concern about the possible effect of these developments on employment of 
Lesotho labor both in Lesotho and South Africa, balance of payments, personal 
incomes and gQvernment revenues. These concerns have given added stress to 
the need to h.crease local job opportunities and the production of domestic 
foods to replace imports. 

Some significant shifts in policies relating to crop production were outlined 
in & paper released in late 1987 entitled "Policy Directions for the Ministry 
of Agriculture, Cooperatives and Marketing to Implement Policy Objectives··. 
The 9aper recognized that policies stated in the Fourth Five Year (and 
predecessor) Development Plans had been useful in mobilizing donor and local 
funds, but identified three disturbing features that had emerged. These were 
(1) the transition to self-sustainin& development after donor support was 
withdrawn had not occurred, (2) degradation of soil and grazing had increased; 
and (3) disillusionment and a negative attitude had developed among farmers 
regarding the ability of the government to improve their welfare. The policy 
guidelines presented in the paper represented the government's effort to 
transform experience of the past twenty years into a favorable climate for 
increasing a&ricultural productivity. 

Attainment of self-sufficiency in staple food crops and increases in yields of 
cash crops are the overall policy objectives in crop production. Recognizing 
that land has been mismanaged and abused, it is stated that land ua8 

strategies for achieving self-sufficiency and better farm incomes must be 
implemented immediately. Recommended strategies are: (1) no suitable land 
should lie idle other than as an approved conservation practice; (2) min~ 
target yields should be established; (3) land holders wh~se production falls 
below established targets should lease or sharo crop their land to contracting 
partners with necessary means of production, and (4) TOU machinery and 
complimentary equipment should be handed to contractillg partners. Village 
Dev6l~ment Councils and the Ministry of Agriculture are responsible for 
monitoring and supervising the program. 
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Hoting the incompatibility between donor sponsored development projects 
favoring small farmer individual production strategies and the sovernment's 
bias toward capital intensive technolosies on consolidated land holdings, the 
policy statement stresses the importance of eliminatins inconsistencies in 
production approaches and of recosnizing that self-reliance can be achieved by 
collective mobilization of the rural community into productive Bocio-economic 
units. strategies for implementing the proposed policy for dry land 
production include: (1) endorsement and encouragement of the existing practice 
of contractors operating blocks of land in cooperation with landholders; (2) 
establishment of realistic sized blocks consistent with the contractors' 
production means; (3) orsanization of training courses on principles of 
cooperation for contractors and landholders; (4) first decentralize and then 
phase out TaU as contract farming expands; and (5) establishment of minimum 
target yields as noted above and of incentive for completion of production 
operations by targeted dates. 

Similar strategies are recommended for irrigated farming except that, since 
local irrigation entrepreneurs have not been identified, the government would 
be the caretaker of irrigation development for some time to come. The 
Tsikoane and Seaka Irrigation Projects developed as a part of the Bauer 
program appear to be consistent with the production approach being proposed 
for irrigated farming. The GOL reportedly has entered into an agreement with 
the Bauer Company of Austria for the purchase and installation of irrigation 
and related equipment to irrigate 2251 hectares at a total cost of H 
17,727,000, or H 7875 per hectare. The policy statement proposed that capital 
costs for the irrigation projects be borne by the gove~ent and/or donors, 
re-current costs borne by landholders and adffiinietrative and technical 
management costs be progressively transferred to landholders. All irrigated 
areas would be declared development areas in which the gove~ent could 
override landholders on any implementation measures. 

The new policy would eliminate direct input subsidies on seed and 
fertili~ers. Price incentives related to production in excess of the mlnlmum 
target yields discussed above would be substituted. It is contemplated that 
price incentives could be used selectively to obtain increases in crops being 
promoted and to encourage desired cropping patterns in selected areas. 
Farmers who could not meet the minimum target yields and qualify for the price 
incentive would h~ve the option of surrendering their land rights with 
compensation and thereby make the land available to others who might farm it 
more efficiently. 

Several policy changes relating to marketing were also announced. Coop 
Lesotho input sales beyond the regional level would be terminated and 
distribution beyond that point would be privatized. Coop Lesotho's output 
marketing monopoly would be terminated and direct sales of cereals by 
producers to mills would be encouraged. It is recommended that marketing 
facilities for perishable crops be created in 1987-88 and that a department of 
marketing be established in the Hinistry of Agriculture. 

A series of steps was recommended to improve the effectiveness of the Ministry 
of Agriculture. Rehabilitative transfer or dismissal was recommended to 
correct indiscipline. 
incompetence and indifference to policy directives and awards or promotions to 
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motivate the staff. Priority would be given to strengthening field staff 
particularly crop extension. 

Effective implementation of the announced policies would have vat]ing 
implications for future PIC development. Implementation of the policies 
relating to marketing and reform of the Ministry of Agriculture certainly have 
positive implications. The effect of establishing price incentives would 
probably be positive if it could be implemented as proposed. Promotion of dry 
land contract farming is unlikely to affect PIC either directly or 
indirectly. However, impla~entation of the policy relating to establishment 
of ~overnment controlled consolidated irrigated farming will almost certainly 
be detrimental and perhaps disastrous, depending on how it is implemented. 
The policy paper does not include policies or recommend strategies that would 
specifically restrict continued operation or even expansion of individual 
smallholder or fa~er association irrigeted enterprises. It does make clear, 
however, the government's view that such production approaches are flawed and 
the government's preference for large capital intensive ~ovGrnment c~~trolled 
consolidated farms as a means of achieving self-sufficiency and an export 
surplus. Without measures guaranteeing water rights, assurance of technical 
support and arrangements to coordinate marketings to avoid gluts, it appears 
unlikely that smallholders or farmer associations can operate successfully, 
particularly in geographic areas where they must compete directly-with the 
large consolidated units for water and markets. 

A paper has been prepared entitled "Agricultural Policy Issues - Livestock 
Production" which presents a justification for policy and structural 
adjustments relative to extensive and semi-extensive livestock production and 
suggests strategies for implementing the proposed adjustments. A similar 
paper relating to semi-intensive and intensive livestock production is 
scheduled to follow. A paper has also been prepared by members of the staff 
of the Soil and Water Division of the Ministry of Agriculture entitled "Soil 
and Water Conservation Policy". None of the policy proposals included in 
these papers have as yet been adopted but doubtlessly will be considered and 
discussed in the months ahead. These discussio~s should be closely followed 
by the LAPIS management group and possible impacts on the project assessed as 
soon as the probable changes become evident. 

~o! 
. l/\ 
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III. PROGRESS TOWARD ACHIEVEMENT OF PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

In this section the overall project objectives, inputs and assumptions are 
discussed. In the following section, the Production Initiatives and Education 
Components are discussed separately, and these separate discussions include 
the respectiv9 subgoals and subpurposes. 

A. GOAL AND PURPOSE 

The overall goal of the LAPIS project is to increase the incomes and 
employment ~f the rural population. Progress is being made toward goal 
achievement. For example, as shown in Table 3 of the LAPIS Annual Report 
(June 1986 to May 1987), the then eight project participants had earned 
estimated annual returns from H173 to H2,896 as a result of project 
activities. In addition, during project site visits, farmer9 responded that 
their incomes have increased since their participation in lhe project began. 
Also based on observation during site visits, employment has been stimulated 
through project activities. PIC-related fa~ers are now employing laborers 
whereas prior to ; rrigation such employment was less common. 

The LAPIS project is in an early stage of implementation, and the progress 
noted above is commendable. There are ~lso some important points which 
indicate areas of concern needing careful attention, in particular with regard 
to the sustainability of progress toward goal achievement. First, the annual 
returns referred to above are based on capital equipment and production loans 
averaging H4,000 per fa~er, but these loans are now averaging H8.000. In 
some cases the larger loans may reflect larger landholdings, but it has not 
yet been demonstrated by the project that these larger loans can be serviced 
by the farmers. Second, only eight PIC-supported farmers have completed a 
season to date, and this is not a suffi~iently large sample on which to base 
conclusions about either the planned 220 farmer participants (150 individuals 
and 70 association members) or the whole rural population of Lesotho. 
Finally, and perhaps most importantly, the intent of the project is to have a 
lasting effect on income and employment, but, as i2 discussed at length in 
this report, sustainability of achievements made to date is questionable 
because of inadequate support from the MOA and certain deficiencies regarding 
the development of the institutional capability within the HOA to coordinate 
and facilitate assistance to smallholder farmers. 

The project pUrPose is to provide direct production and marketing assistance 
to small farmers and to strengthen GOL institutional capabilities in 
agricultural research and extension education for contributing to small farmer 
production. 

Progress toward purpose achievement has been varied. The project has been 
successful in providing direct production assistance to a limited number of 
smallholders. Project staff working as part of the Production Initiatives 
Component are diligently providing technical production advice and services to 
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participant farmers. They are also providing some marketing assistance. but 
insufficient attention is being given to marketing research and the 
development of Ilariteting strategies which draw upon local resources and can be 
used in the event of increases in production and supply as a result of 
non-project activities. 

Progress made in providing direct production assistance to small farmers does 
not yet have strong foundations, however. Many of the Government of Lesotho 
professional staff at the Ministry he8dquarters, who will take over from the 
expatriate technical assistants, are currently overseas in training. MOA 
professional expertise to support project activities i8. therefore, at this 
time weak, but is being developed. Those foundations are being built with 
greater success at the professional, detree-Ievel than at the field level. 
The MOA could and should be providing greater extension support. In terms of 
number of personnel, the current level of field support being provided by the 
PIC contract TA team is small enough that the MOA should be able to provide 
field-based counterparts who can work with the TA in the field during the life 
of the contract to gain the necessary experience. This is a question of MOA 
priorities. In the absence of this support, only the physical outputs 
achieved during the life of project may be expected as the end of project 
status for the production component. 

The most significant progress made toward strengthening the GOL institutional 
capabilities in agricultural research is the placing of seven candidates in 
degree programs overse3S. There has not been signific3nt progress under the 
agricultural research component toward achieving other project objectives. 
This should reflect not on the capabilities and qualifications of the contract 
TA nor of the Basotho staff, but rather on project management who chose to 
follow a path different from that which appears in the project paper. The 
intended and correct emphasis on farming systems research methodology has not 
been the emphasis of the research component as it has been implemented by the 
contractor. The contractor's approach, although not each activity, has 
nevertheless received the tacit approval of USAIO. 

Progress toward strengthening capabilities in extension education has been· 
achieved in some areas, particularly in curriculum development. The LAPIS 
team and LAC's administration deserve much credit for creating a cohesive, 
practical program at LAC. In addition, seven extension staff have been sent 
overseas and there has been substantial nonformal and on-job training 
programs. The application of knowledge gained during in-service training 
programs in particular has been less successful. There has been insufficient 
follow-up and little field experience for those who have received training. 

Both the project goal and purpose continue to be relevant and appropriate to 
USAIO's and the GOL's agricultural development strategies for Lesotho. 
However, as is discussed below, some of the activities being used to achieve 
these objectives may be in conflict with the types of activities now preferred 
by the GOL. 



- 17 -

B. INPUTS 

1. AID Inputs 

AID project-wide budgeted inputs as compared to actuals to date are as follows: 

Table 3.1: AID Project Inputs 
(US$ '(tOO) 

Project ~xpected As Of 2/3/88 
Category Budget FY 85-87 Committed Disbursed 

Technical Assifltsmce 12.6 4.9 4.3 3.4 
Training 2.9 1.8 1.3 .9 
Commodi ties 2.0 1.2 1.0 .7 
Evaluation .4 .2 .2 
Other 2.9 1.2 .3 .1 
Contingency 2.8 1.0 
Coop. Agreements 

CUNA/WCCU 111: 1.9 1.0 .7 .1 
CARE * .6 .5 .3 

Total 26.1 11.6 8.1 5.4 

* Dicbursements to CUNA/WCCU and CARE are low because of lag 
time between billings and disbursement. 

Source: Budgeted amounts, Grant Agreement Annex 1; 
Commitments and disbursements, USAID/Lesotho Comprehensive 
Pipeline Report (2/3188). 

The project began about six months behind schedule, and this is one reason for 
lower than expected expenditures, particularly under the categories Technical 
Assistance and Training. All but four of the expected TA positions are now 
filled. Two of those should be filled by the incorporation of tCRD into LAPIS 
later this year. Two positions are vacant because the servic~s of the 
individuals who had filled these positions were terminated, and it is not 
known when they will be filled. The contractor has spent 75~ of its 
short-term TA budget to date. Given the need identified herein for additional 
short-term TA, additional funds may be required under this budget category. 
The project is now providing long-term training to a greater number of 
participants (38) than called for in the PP (33). Little has been spent to 
date on short-term overseas training, but the contract team is in the process 
of developing a short-term training plan which will acdress this issue. 

Commodity expenditures are lower than expected for two reasons. First, the 
Maloti is now worth about 60~ of what it had been at the time of project 
design, so commodities pl'.rchased locally (including all vehicles) are costing 
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less than expected. Second, the contractor's projected expenditures on 
commodities show those expenditures peakin& in the third year of the project, 
but the project paper bud&et expected that about one-half of these 
expenditures would be made within the first two years. The expected "Other" 
cate&ory of expenditures exceeds the actual amounts in part because 
expenditures for construction have not yet been made. 

TWo si&nificant issues re&ardin& AID project inputs that the evaluation team 
has identified are (1) that epecific technical assistance positions should be 
extended, and (2) that lon!-term overseas trainees in BSc. desree programs are 
likely to be in their pro&rams for a minimum of thre~ years, rather than the 
two years budgeted. The extensions are discussed in detail in this r~ort in 
the section on project components. Prior to a position bein! extended, the 
GOL/HOA should commit in writing to provide skilled Sasotho to assume the job 
of the expatriate by an a!reed date in the future. It can not be determined 
precisely whether these two issues combined will require additional p~oject 
funds. The savin!s on TA position& unfilled plus savin&s on those filled 
later than planned, possible reduced expenditures on commodities &iven the 
stronger dollar vs. the maloti, and the to-date unused contin!ency line item 
may, put together, provide sufficient funds for contract amendments. This is 
a matter which the USAID Hission will have to further research after it 
decides on the merits of the various recommendations made herf.in. 

2. GOL Inputs 

GOL project inputs, in value totaling $4.5 million in Haloti equivalent, 
include personnel, overseas training support, administrative support, and 
limited amounts of commodities. 31~ of GOL's agreed-to contribution to LAPIS 
is to be in the form of salaries and support costs of extension agents working 
on PIC activities ($1.4 million over life of project). It is estimated that 
approximately $45,000 has been contributed to date in the form of salaries to 
extension personnel. (15 person years at H300 per month and using the 1984 
exchange rate of Hl=US$.83.) 39~ of COL's contribution is in the form of 
admjnistrative support ($2.0 million over life of project). The bulk of this 
is to the Education Component ($1.4 million) for facilities, equipment and 
material. It is reported that the COL is meeting its commitment in this area, 
although no quantification has been provided. 12~ of the COL contribution is 
for overseas training support. It is reported that the GOL is meeting its 
commitments in this area. 

As is discussed later in this report, the major shortfall in GOL contribution 
is in the area of extension personnel. It should be noted in this regard that 
one issue raised in the project paper is the "need for stren!thening of 
A!ricultural Extension and general lack of skilled manpower" (p.7). Howev~r, 
the project made no provision for this strengthening although major activities 
depend on it. 

C. OUTPUTS 

Pro!ress toward expected project outputs as listed in the project paper (p. 
13) is discussed briefly below. 

http:Ml=US$.83
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1. Farming households are involved in intensive horticulture, cash 
crops, and livestock production activities, which have measurably contributed 
to lncreased employment and income. 

The project is involving farming households in these activities, and to 
date measurable contributions to increased income can be claimed for 
eight farmers. (Income data is available only for these original eight. 
Additional farmers are now participating, but they are just completing 
the cropping season and their income from this leas on is as yet 
undetermined.) Mo hard data is available on employment generation 
resulting from the project activities. Observation and intervieWB with 
farmers indicate that there has been employment generation at least on 
the individual smallholdings. Although the project is showing progress 
toward meeting physical outputs, its achievements are not being 
institutionalized in the KOA nor fully supported with field personnel by 
the KOA. It is therefore doubtful that those achievements will be 
sustained past the project's completion date unless steps are taken by 
the HOA and the contract team to establish and develop the necessary 
institutional support as recommended in this report. 

2. A coordinating structure is operating within the HOA to faci~itate 
support to smallholder production projects. 

The PIC TA team works informally together with their staffs to facilitate 
support to smallholder production projects. However, a major component 
of the planned structure is the Production Coordination Unit, which has 
never been established in accordance with the project paper plan. A PCU 
or some similar formal organization is required both to coordinate and 
facilitate support to smallholder production projects, and to supervise 
the collection, processing, and analysis of household and association 
production and farm budget data. 

3. The HOA Research Division is capable of addressing the constraints 
to smallholder agriculture, testing and developing improved packages, and 
assisting in the dissemination of these packages to small farmers. 

To accomplish this output, the HOA Research Division should develop the 
mechanisms necessary for the utilization of farining systems research 
methodology, be given more effective project TA technical leadership, and 
improve the preparation and distribution of printed technical advisory 
information. 

4. Training institutions are capable of training KOA extension and 
technical staff, fanners, and public and private sector personnel involved in 
smallholder agriculture including input supply and marketing operations. 
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ARC staff has demonstrated its capability to train HOA staff and farmers 
ill a wide variety of fields. The foU.:>wing steps to further prosress 
toward achievement of this objective are no~ b@ing undertaken: lonser, 
more structured training for extension agentsj selection of more 
motivated ~gents for addition~l training; and development of proposals 
for greater involvement in ::ui'pori:. of lllarl:'!Itin~. 

5. Basotho are trained to support and maintain the objectives of this 
project. 

There are two issu(.l here. First, whether the Basotho are beins trained, 
and second, whether their havin~ been trained will lead to support and 
maintenance of project objectives. Basotho are being trained in both 
long and short-term programs. Long-term trainin~ has emphasized 
traditional agrlcultural fields such as a~ronomy and extension, but 
fields that promote commercial agriculture such as management and 
marketin~ are not representp.d. If one of the major ~oals of this project 
is advancing commercial agriculture and eventually agribusinesses, then 
this is an important omission. To offset this, the contractor has 
or&anized mid-winter management workshops where management issues are 
explored. The content of the local training is relevant to narrowly 
defined project ~oals, but during the evaluation questions have arisen 
concerning their relevance to Lesotho's overall development needs. Also, 
of 80 extension agents trained, only one was assigned to a LAPIS project 
site as of the beginning of the evaluation, 

Finally, it is not guaranteed that once trained, participants will in 
fact do project-related work. The project team has indicated that they 
can not be sure that long-term trainees will return to HOA and work in 
areas related to achievement of LAPIS objectives. There is a system of 
bonding in effect, and USAID is urged to see that this system is enforced. 

D. ASSli'KPTIONS 

A major assumption for achieving both project soal and purpose was that 
adequate extension support would be forthcoming. Up to the time that the 
evaluation began it was not. During the evaluation period an additional three 
extension agents were posted to areas where there are project sites (but one 
of these agents chose to not report for duty). Thus the HOA is making 
progress in providing the level of extension support needed. However, there 
is no indication that the HOA intends to develop its extension services so 
that the LAPIS concept can be followed in~ef~ndent of specific project 
activity. 

The GOL is providing continued strong support for the agricultural sector, but 
much of that support is soing to consolidated (large··t;cale) agricultural 
production units rather than to individual smallholders, Although the HOA 
assured the evaluation team that this emphasis on larger scale units does not 
preclude activities at the individual smallholder level, priorities in the 
allocation of HOA resources are likely to follow that emphasis. 
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E. IMPLEMENTATION pUJi 

A cha~t showing impl~entation p~o~~ess to date compa~ed to the p~oject pape~ 
implementation plan is included as an annex. In summa~y, the project began 
about six months behind schedule. The cont~act with Ame~ican Ag~icultu~e 
International was signed six months late~ than planned, and most of the 
cont~act team a~~ived about three to six months late~ than planned. Howeve~, 
once on site, thf! team mllde up much of the lost time, and many of the 
implementation plan milestones have been accomplished by the team close to 
8chedule. 



- 22 -

IV. PROJECT MANAGEMENT AND ORGANIZATION 

A. IMPLEMENTATION AND MONITORING 

1. Major Management Issues 

It is recognized that the LAPIS project is in an early stage. This first 
evaluation can not state categorically that a specific project activity or 
component will succeed or fail. It can, however, identify areas where 
progress toward achievement of project objectives is insufficient, and by 
doing so highlight what may become problem areas in the future if corrective 
action is not initiated. There are a number of such areas with regard to 
project management. 

In the following areas project management has not been adequate, with the 
result that MOA capabilities are not being strengthened and project 
sustainability is uncertain. (Project management includes those in the MOA, 
contract team, and USAID who are responsible for implementation and monitoring 
of the project.) The Ministry is not fully incorporating the LAPIS project 
into its operations, and is providing insufficient personnel support to the 
project, particularly in the field. In addition, the Ministry, along with the 
contract team, has not established an operational and effective Production 
Coordination Unit which will be continued in the absence of expatriate TA. 
The contract team has as a major responsibility the integration and 
coordination of the various activities of the three project components 
(production, research, and education), but there is insufficient coordination, 
particularly between PIC and ARC. Farming systems research methodolo~i is to 
be followed in the implementation of the research component, but the required 
mechanisms are not being established. Included here is the establishment and 
operations of the peu. 

Whereas in the above examples it has been the MOA's and/or the contract team's 
responsibility to implement, overall it is USAID's responsibility to monitor 
and to prescribe remedial action where necessary. Given that many of the 
above involve aspects of the Grant Agreement or the !AI contract, USAID is 
obligated to assume a stronger role in influencing the direction and nature of 
project implementation. It is the evaluation team's understanding that the 
USAID ADO office intentionally has distanced itself from project management as 
much as possible. Under AID/Washington instructions, the project was designed 
to minimize, to the extent possible, the direct oversight roles of direct hire 
USAID personnel. While this approach may have been appropriate earlier, given 
the problems which have developed it is no longer appropriate. The USAID 
ADO/project manager has met on a regular if informal basis with the COP and 
MOA. However, a number of problems have not been successfully resolved as 
discussed in this report. 

Increased supervision and direct intervention is required on the part of the 
contract team chief of party, in particular to assure project component 
integr&tion and achievement of overall project objectives. There are major 
implementation actions associated with each of the examples presented above 
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which are important enough to warrant COP attention. In addition, a 
functioning Project Management Committee (P~C), with the COP as secretary, is 
essential to the management of the LAPIS project. The MOA Principal Secretary 
as chairman, in cooperation with the COP and USAID, ~~at take the lead in 
seeing that this committee meets at least quarterly. The evaluation team has 
been given conflicting information regarding comm1tt~e meetings (that the 
committee has met once, and has met twice), which in itself indicates that in 
fact the committee is not functioning well. 

Increased field trips to project sites outside of Maseru are required of USAID 
project managers to enable them to assess project activities on-site, and to 
hold in-depth discussions with Maseru-based an~ field personnel at the same 
time. The evaluation team has received from AID evidence of site visits 
during 1986 only. We of course believe that visits have taken place also in 
1987 but that for one reason or another records of those visits can not be 
located. However, based on our discussions with other project-related 
personnel it is our understanding that site visits outside of Maseru by USAID 
managers are not frequent ocr.urrences. 

The contractor's implementation plan identifies 14 committees, units, groups, 
and task forces to be established. Committees can be effective management 
tools as long as they are established and function as envisioned. 
Unfortunately, they have not approached the level of effectiveness intended 
because (a) the membership includes too many managers involved in policy and 
does not include technicians from the operational, hands-cn level who are 
intimately related to the actual work being accomplishedj (b) too many 
committees make too many dertands on the time of too many peoplej (c) committee 
members have demands made u?on them from other sourceSj and (d) committee 
members are unsure of their respective group's mandate. The LAPIS 
Coordinating Committee, Pl~oduction Coordination Unit, Project Management 
Committee and Marketing Working Group are the most important. The Project 
Management Committee should determine the n~ed for the others listed in the 
contractors implementation plan. The Marketing Working Group must be 
established as soon as the LAPIS Marketing Specialist is on-board and the 
group initially should meet at least monthly. 

2. USAID Monitoring and CP/Covenant Satisfaction 

The distribution of responsibilities among staff of USAID/Lesotho's Office of 
Agriculture Development for LAPIS project monitoring is as follows: 

Production Initiatives Component - ADO 
Agricultural Education Component - ADO 
Agricultural Research Component - Asst. ADO 
Production Initiatives Component (LCCUL) - Asst. ADO 
Production Initiatives Component (CARE) - Asst. ADO 

Since the beginning of the project, 11 Project Implementation Letters (PILs) 
and four Project Agreement amendments have been issued. Monitoring of the 
contractor's procurement and participant training financial disbursement is 
performed to different degrees by various USAID officers. 
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As is discussed elsewhere in this report, there is room for improvement in 
USAID monitoring of the project, and this can be accomplished in part by 
enforcing regular PMC meetings, including the PDO in those meetings, and 
improving the quality of reports submitted to and prepared by USAID. 
Quarterly Project Monitoring Reports could be improved by including 
information on progress toward meeting project objecti",!:s and 
expenditure/procurement information. 

with respect to Project Agreement requirements, it is the conclusion of this 
evaluation tuat all of Article ., Conditions Precedent (CP) to Disbursement, 
under the Grant Agreement, have been met technically. However, comment must 
be made about one CP which concerned the establishment of the Production 
Coordination Unit. Although the COL notified USAID in April 1987 of the 
establishment of the PCU and USAID responded accepting this notification, 
neither MOA nor USAID nor the contract team have taken effective steps to make 
the PCU operational. Some ~f the group appointed to serve in the PCU has had 
frequent but informal discussions, but the office and staff for which $812,000 
was budgeted have never been established. All relevant covenants under 
Section 5 have been or are being satisfied, except Section 5.2(b), provision 
of personnel by the COL. This is discussed in d~tail in this report. 

3. COL Monitoring 

The COL is expected to monitor the LAPIS Project through the Central Planning 
and Development Office (CPDO) and in the Ministry of Agriculture through the 
Project Formulation and Evaluation Section (PFE) of the Office of Planning and 
Project Coordination. MOA project monitoring could be improved by regular 
submission of information on project activities by the contract team 
management to the KOAfs Office of Planning and Project Coordination. 

8. PROJECT STRUCTURE 

In order t.o achieve improved project management, in particular on the part of 
the contract team. the structure of the project may require revision. The COP 
should be in a position in which he can continually assess progress toward 
achievement of project objectives. As far as the evaluation team can tell, 
the COP currently is heavily involved in day-to-day operational matters, and 
in KOA policy matters. The evaluation team supports USAID/Lesotho's move to 
create a new position for a Deputy Chief of Party to handle the increased 
workload which has arisen since the initiation of the project. 

C. COMMUNICATION 

A communication problem affecting project implementation exists at various 
levels. involving KOA staff, the contract team. and USAID. First, Ministry 
staff fail to take counterpart roles seriously, do not feel part of the LAPIS 
team, and view LAPIS as a donor project which has no long-term ties to the 
Ministry. Consequently, staff members do not establish the communication 
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links which are necessary for successful incorporation of the project into the 
Kinistry portfolio. Communication links must be establi.hed both among HO! 
.taff themselves, and between HO! staff and the contract team. Second, 
communication problems within the contract team itself are inhibiting 
integration of the three project components, and are leadi~ to confusion over 
project objectives. Finally, within USAID, there i. Bome confusion with 
respect to project monito~!ng responsibilities, in particular between the 
Offices of F~oject Development/Evaluation and of Asricultural Development. 
OVerall project management and monitoring could bg strengthened if the 
respective roles of these offices were more precisely defined. 

All of the &roups are aware of communication deficiencies, and a['e be&innin& 
to explore pos~ible solutions. They are to be commended for looking within 
their respective organizations, and trying to identify the problems. To 
assist them in this effort, the evaluation team has recommended the use of a 
team building exercise o~anized by a professional consultant in that field. 

D. CLARIFICATION OF PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

1. Understanding Project Objectives 

In part what appears as a management problem is a difference of opinion among 
HOA, the contract team, and USAID over project objectives. The KOA is 
interested in increased agricultural production, but fails to adhere to the 
institutional strengthening aspects of the project, and in doing so seriously 
undermines the project's long-term effectiveness. The contract team and USAID 
perceive differently the role of the Production Component, which is seen by 
the contract team as being primarily concerned with the fulfillment of 
physical project objectives (numbers of improved farms) and by USAID as having 
an institutional strengthening emphasis equal to the physical objective 
emphasis. The contract team members must demonstrate an understanding of 
project objectives, and must take the initiative in explaining those 
objectives to the KOA. USAID should request of the contract team statements 
on the following topi~s, and where differences of opinion exist discussions 
should be held to resolve those differences: a prioritized list of objectives 
for the Production, Research, and Education Components, and the actions both 
being taken and proposed to achieve those objectivesj the need for and 
functions of the Production Coordination Unitj the role and responsibilities 
of the marketing specialist within the LAPIS teamj and the nature of LAPIS 
technical assistance to and concern with non-project specific farmers and 
commodities, and the ICFARH sub-component. 

2. Reference Documents 

A second issue is that of the appropriate reference document. !here are four 
major documents which may be in conflict on anyone point: the project paper, 
the grant agreement, the AAI contract, and the Benchmark Report. In addition, 
the contractor has prepared a five-year implementation plan and annual work 
plans. There has never been a comprehensive review of these documents to 
identify in what ways they differ, and this task is beyond the capabilities of 
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the evaluation team given our short tLme frame. The team has used the project 
paper and grant agreement as the reference documents. 

Of concern is the following statement in the Benchmark Report, "USAID 
considers the technical substance of these documents to supercede that of the 
PP." (P.16) As far as the team has found this statement is not supported by 
proper documentation to indicate formal revision to the PP Where necessary. 
(Changes to the research component, e.g. a de-emphasis on rSR methodology, are 
particularly noticeable.) In the absence of proper documentation, the PP and 
grant agreement must be used. It is recommended that a formal review of all 
major documents concerning project design and implementation be conducted, and 
revisions to the PP be made as necessary. 

E. FLEXIBILITY 

During the evaluation, both USAID and the contract TA team raised the issue of 
flexibility. The feeling seems to be that the LAPIS proj~ct must be exempt 
from documentation procedures (used to document revisions to project design) 
in order to achieve flexibility in project implementation. It was stated that 
management determined that fo~alized project revisions would not be required 
in the project as long as the purpose and goal remained unchanged. The 
evaluation team disagrees with this project management style. Revisions to 
project design or implementation strategies should be documented so that 
proper evaluation and monitoring can be achieved, and so that current 
strategies are clear to all concerned with project implementation. 

Documentation need not be fo~al project pape~ amendments, although in some 
cases these may be required. Written communication between USAID, HOA arid/or 
the contract TA team, and/or file memoranda may suffice in most cases. 
However, sufficient detail should be provided to allow a clear understanding 
of the revisions made. Preparing such documentation may require time and 
effort, but will not restrict flexibility. 

F. PROJECT RESPONSIBILITIES OF TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

It was reported to the evaluation tearn that in at least one instance the 
contract team was instructed by USAID to not work on any crops other than 
those which are the focus of LAPIS activities. USAID has responded that it 
has not restricted the contract team in this way, and that if the contractor 
believes such a restriction exists then there must be a communication 
problem. In any case, this has raised an important issue, to what extent can 
LAPIS technical assistance personnel include, in their work, tasks which may 
be seen as not directly and precisely related to LAPIS activities? In some 
cases what may appear to be unrelated in fact is very related. For example, 
the LAPIS marketing specialist will have to assess production and sales by all 
fa~ers in an area, not just LAPIS fa~ers, in order to understand the 
marketing situation. Other cases may not be so obvious. The 
horticulturalist, for example, ~ay achieve more for LAPIS by also helping a 
fa~er with one of his non-LAPIS crops. 
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In ~eneral, the evaluation team believes that non-LAPIS apecific work' i8 not 
to be forbidden. In fact, a narrow approach, that is restrictins the TA'. 
time to LAPIS crops only, directly contradicts the farmins .ystems research 
methodoloSY. On the other hand, work outside of LAPIS's apecific concerns 
.hould not interfere with the achievement of project objectives. ~There must 
be a clear understanding between the contract team and USAID what the sround 
rules are for TA activities, and amonsst themselves the contract team must 
work out a balanc'e which will allow th&m to achieve project objectives in the 
most effective manner. 

G. RECOKKEllDATIOHS 

1. Improved monitorin~ and implementation 

a. The COP should consider flore direct intervenUons in project 
components. The COP and USAID project manaser should assess 
whether the coordinating function of the COP can be adequately 
performed as the project is currently st~ctured. The 
evaluation team supports the move to create a new position for 
a Deputy Chief of Party to handle the increased workload which 
has arisen since the initiation of the project. 

b. As proposed by USAID, a team-building or organization 
effectiveness training exercise should be planned that includes 
but is not limited to establishing collaboratively working 
relationships; understanding goals and objectives; reinforcing 
rules, building confidence and exercising initiative. In 
preparation for this exercise, USA!D project management, LAPIS 
COP and component team leaders, and MOA department heads should 
discuss the purpose of the exercise. Included as one purpose 
should be resolution of project documentation issues, i.e. how 
lhe various design and implementation documents relate to each 
other, and when formal documentation is necessary in the 
revision of project design and/or implementation. The target 
population organized by sroups follows: 

(1) USAID's ADO/PDQ and COP/Administrative Manager/Component Team 
Leaders; 

(2) COP/Component Team Leaders and TA staff; 
(3) All MOA Department Heads/Chief, Planning and Project 

Coordination and COP/Administrative Manager/Component Team 
Leaders; 

(4) MOA counterpart personnel only; and 
(5) MOA counterpart personnel and TA staff. 

c. The USAID project manager(s) should conduct regular field 
visits at l~ast on a quarterly basis, in addition to 
representational visits. 
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d. Project management could be 8trengthened by holding regular 
Project Mana&ement Committee meetings, attended by all involved 
with management and monitoring of the LAPIS project. 

e. The KOA Office of Planning and Project Coordination and Central 
Planning and Development 8hould be involved to a greater extent 
in monitoring the project on behalf of the Government of 
Lesotho. 

f. Project fA 8hould not be restricted to a narrow definition of 
what i8 LAPIS-related activity. They should be permltted to do 
what is necessary to achieve all of the project objectives in 
the most effective manner. Confusion over the ground ~les for 
fA activities may be the result of a misunderstanding, but in 
any case resolution of the issue is necessary. 

g. The USAID Mission should conduct a formal review of all major 
project documents (PP, grant agreement, Benchmark Report, !AI 
contract, implementation plans and work plans), determine what 
is appropriate in each, and revise the PP, grant agreement 
and/or contract as necessary. This could take place in 
conjunction with the team building exercise recommended above. 

2. Improved organization 

a. The PS/MOA must take the lead in establishing the Project 
Management Committee, and the PMC should include in its 
membE: •.. hip both the USAID Proj ect Manager and Proj ec t 
Development/Evaluation Officer. 

b The Marketing Working Group should be established as soon as 
the Marketing Specialist is on-board and meetings should be 
conducted at least monthly initially. 

c. Minutes of all committee and working group meetings should be 
distributed to all interested parties through the respective 
committees or Administrative Manager. 

3. Improved &dministration 

a. The DPS for Administration should receive a copy of all 
administrative documentation dealing with procurement, 
personnel, and staffing, and identify two contact persons to 
represent her/him in her/his absence. 

b. The LAPIS Administrative Manager should assume responsibility 
for coordinating submission of the Quarterly Project Monitoring 
Report distributed by the MOA. These reports should include 
data on: progress toward meeting objectivesj expenditure 
8tatuSj commodity status; major problems and recommended 
actions; and expected progress toward meeting objectives next 
quarter. 
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V. EVALUATION REPORTS BY COKPOIJENT 

A. PRODUCTION IIlITIATIVES COKPOIlENT 

1. IITRODUCTIOIl 

a. Goal and PurPoses 

The subgoal of the Production Initiatives Component is to increase 
agricultural production, incomes and employment through assisting the 
establishment of labor intensive, horticultural cropping and livestock 
productio,l systems leeding, supporting and creating a business climate for 
input and product marketing firm development. Specific objectives of ""A 
Blueprint for Action for Agricultural Development" released by COL in 1980 
include increasing agricultural production and employment. In formulating its 
Fourth Five Year Plan (1986/87 to 1990/91), COL recognized that the need for 
creation of domestic jobs is urgent and becoming more serious with time; that 
food production is not keeping pace with population growthj and that viable 
marketing institutions, food distribution netwo~ks or an agro-industrial 
production base has not been developed. It is expected that in the future, 
the agricultural sector will be required to play an increasing role in 
providing increases in income and employment as the labor force continues to 
expand and job opportunities outside the country continue to decline. 

The subpurpose of the PIC is to support: (a) increased production of high 
val~e food crops (fruits and vegetables particularly); (b) increased 
commercial production of livestock and livestock productsj and, (c) 
strengthened agricultural marketing structures. "A Blueprint for Action" 
specified that the strategy for achieving the objective of increased 
&gricultural production would include: (a) improving the quantity and quality 
of crop production and attainment of optimum yields; and (b) improvement of 
quality and control of numbers of livestock and rehabilitation of grassland as 
means of improving returns to ,t.ivestock enterprises. The current policy of 
GOL, reported in the Fourth Fi~e Year Plan, is to attain self-sufficiency in 
production of basic staple crops, high value fruits and vegetables, livestock 
and forest products. It was further declered to be government policy to 
encourage land conservation and range improvement to promote sustainable 
agriculture and higher standards of living. 

The goals, purposes, elements and proposed outputs of the PIC component and 
the associated Land Conservation and Range Development Project (LCRD) are 
relevant to the problems identified by COL and consistent with the announced 
policies and objectives. Elements of the LCRD Project are to be merged with 
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LAPIS in 1988. Announced plans indicate that emphasis of .the elements to be 
aerced vill be on herd improvement, destockina prosrams and ranse 
improvement. However, the probable impact of continuins dearadation of crop 
land on attainment of the PIC wub-soals of increasins asricultural production, 
incomes and employment should be reconsidered before finalizins a decision to 
eliminate support for land and vater conservation. Several donors have plans 
for conservation that are in various stases of development. The status of 
these plans and the cove rase of conservation problems vill need to be 
considered when the final decision is made. 

b. Relation of PIC to Other LAPIS Components and Other USAID and COL 
Projects 

The Production Initiatives Component is conceived of as the central element of 
LAPIS vith othe~ components intended to support PIC efforts. Technolosical 
packages developed by the Asricultural Research Component staff throush 
experimentation and validated throush on-farm trials vill be the basis for the 
maintenance and long-tenm improvement of crop and livestock productivity. The 
Agricultural Education (ABC) staff in collaboration vith extension agents vill 
be responsible for transmitting knowledge of the improved technologies to 
farmers, and in collaboration vith PIC staff, training fa~ers in the 
application and use of these technologies. ABC and PIC are responsible for 
feedback of information to ARC on fanmers' experiences and problems to be used 
in developing and directing future research planning. AEC and PIC staff are 
also responsible for assisting ARC in planning, establishing and carrying out 
on-farm trials. In addition to having primary responsibility for research, 
ARC is responsible for assisting PIC in solving technicel problems arising in 
the conduct of programs to encoursse increased production or labor-intensive, 
higher value commodities. Likewise, ARC is responsible for assisting ABC in 
planning and conducting training programs for LAC enrollees, farmers, 
extension agents or others. It is essential that good communications and 
close coordination and cooperation among these three groups be established and 
maintained if each is to attain its potential contribution to the overall 
project objectives. A close and satisfactory vorking relationship has been 
established between PIC and AEC and between AEC and ARC. However, the 
relationship between PIC and ARC is not satisfactory and must be improved if 
project objectives are to be achieved. The failure to develop an effective 
working relationship between the two components means that suitable packages 
of technology will not be available to extend to participating farmers. 

The PIC is also closely related to the USAID sponsored Agri~ultural Planning 
Project (APP) in the Ministry of Agriculture. The APP, which predates LAPIS 
by several years, provides consultation and advice on agricultural policies, 
vith particular emphasis on marketing policies and programs, and on 
ministerial organizational and operational questions. PIC is concerned most 
directly with APP operations relating to marketing. The LAPIS Project Grant 
Agreement provides for the technical assistance of a marketing specialist for 
4 years. APP also has a marketing specialist on its staff to provide advice 
and assistance on macro-analyses, information on marketing policies and in 
development of national programs. It was expected that the marketing 
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apecialists on the two projects ~ould closely coordinate their work .0 that 
there would be no duplication. and that the PIC .peciali8t would concentrate 
on LAPIS oriented marketing activities. A .atisfactory working relationship 
for the first PIC marketing specialist did not develop and the arrangement was 
terminated after the first year. As of the time of this evaluation. a 
replacement has not been arranged. Remaining members of the PIC team have 
given considerable attention to marketing problems but plans for marketing the 
increased supply of fruits and vegetables, eBsential for the success of the 
project, have not been developed. It il vitally important for the PIC 
marketint specialist to be replaced as .oon as possible and his position 
c.r.efull~ defined. 

The Farming Systems Research project which preceded LAPIS was directly related 
to the agricultural research component but only indirectly rel~ted to PIC. 
The PIC staff used available research findings from the Farming Systems 
Research project. along with the findings from other research in Lesotho or in 
nearby areas in South Africa and their own basic technical knowledge in 
formulating first year plans for participants in the irrigated production 
activities developed as parts of PIC. The reco~nendations used proved to give 
favorable yields. 

Projects bei~g developed by COL or by other donors to increase irrigated fruit 
or vegetable production will impact most directly and heavily on PIC. The 
Bauer projects, already developed or J:lanned for development b) MOA. will have 
the greatest impact. The impact will be most severe for those PIC 
p~lrticipants located in areas where they must compete with the Bauer projects 
for the uncontrolled, unregulated and often limited supply of irrigation water 
and where their produce will have to compete with large suppLies of Bauer 
produce in regional. national or export markets. Development of PIC has been 
:and will probably continue to be unfavorably affected by the competition of 
the Bauer projects for the assignment of extension agents and other MOA 
technicians. Unless an adequate number of such specialists can be trained and 
provided an opportunity to become experienced in producing and marketing 
higher-value farm pr~ducts, the program being initiated by PIC will not be 
sustainable after completion of the project. Even if the limited number of 
farmers who will participate in the program during the life of the project 
becomes quite proficient in production of high-value products, they will need 
continuing assistance in solving technical and managerial problems that will 
evolve in the future. Certainly such assistance will be required to expand 
production significantly beyond the pilot stage which can be initiated during 
the life of the project. 

c. Fulfillment of CondiHon Precedent and Covenants 

1) Response to Condition Precedent to PIC Disbursement 

The Project Agreement contains a condition precedent which had to be met prior 
to disbursement of funds for PIC. This condition precedent required evidence 
that a Production Coordination Unit has been formally established and that a 
senior Kosotho agriculturist has been appointed as Production Coordinator 
before disbursement of PIC funds. The PCU was conceived of as the central 
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ortanization for coordinating activities of KOA Divisions and all LltPIS 
components. It a180 was to be responsible for establishing a centr.al 
computeriz~d file incorporating all data generated a. a part of the PIC 
operations relating to farm and market plans and production outcomes of 
individual farm and farmer association irrigated enterprises. all records 
relating to the extension and repayment of credit by farm participants. and 
all training records generdted as a part of the program. Developed by the PIC 
component, this computerized file, to be available at both KOA headquarters 
and the USAID Kission, would provide the basis for the continuous monitoring 
and annual evaluations that are designated as an essential ~Iagement tool. 
steps to be taken by PCU in carrying out its coordinating rol~ and specified 
in the Project Agreement ar~: 

(a) providing leadership in those cases where the serv'ices of several 
divisions ~re brought to bear on the design ~r implementation of a 
production project. 

(b) providing advice in technical areas which are needed for production 
activities (production, marketing, engineering. elc.). and 

(c) serving as a clearing house for requests for assistance from 
farmers, district field staff, and entrepreneurs involved in 
businesses related to agriculture. 

the Project Agreement budget,ed support costs for PCU at $8l2,~OO to provide a 
locally hired design officer, an administration officer, a secretary and 
travel, including per diem, and vehicle operation. 

The COL notified USAID in April 1987 of the establishment of the PCU under the 
office of the Director of Field Services and the appointment of the Director 
of Field Services as the Production Coordinator. USAI~ responded, accepting 
this notification as evidence of the establishment of PCU and allowing 
disbursement of PIC funds. However, neither KOA, USAID not the contractor 
have taken effective steps to make PCU operational. Since that time, the 
group appointed to serve on PCU is reported to have had frequent but informal 
discussions. The group has reviewed and approved farm and marketing plans 
developed by the PIC staff, but there is no evidence that any effort has been 
made to carry out the PCU coordinating role. The PIC staff has accumulated 
the information developed on production/mar.keting plans of participants and on 
limited performance data. These data have been entered on floppy disks being 
retained by the Senior Horticulturist. The procedure being followed was 
developed by non-professional computer programmers or operating specialists. 
The program does not permit ready updating of data and analyses of revised 
data in developint future production plans. No plans have been m~de for 
transferring even these limited data to a permnnent central file, for 
incorporating data on training and credit programs in the file, for developing 
programs suitable for receiving, maintaining, analyzing and quickly 
aummarizing data and for providing ready access to the data for use by project 
management. Even if a satisfactory permanent central record system is 
established, the system cannot be sustained unless steps are taken to equip 
KOA staff to maintain and utilize the system. 

The problem of establishing a sustainable record system to provide necessary 
information for effective management decisions currently, and effective 
planning of development proGrams in the future, can be solved if there is firm 

) 

~' 
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~esolve on the part of the USAID Mi6sion, MOA and the cont~actor to do so. 
The problem of establishins an effective coo~dinatins ~ole for PCU is 
certainly more difficult to solve but definitely not insoluble. Keny of the 
individuals and o~sanizational units of LAPIS have clearly exhibited a 
willin&ness to cooperate and, as indicated above, have developed .ome 
outstandins examples of collaboration. Development of appropriate leadership 
.kills and dedication to application af coope~ative concepts vill be more 
difficult to achieve. 

2) Compliance with Special Covenants 

The Project Asreement includes two covenants that a~e particularly pertinent 
to the development and sustainability of the PIC p~osram. The fi~st is the 
asreement by COL to provide on a timely basis all pe~sonnel ~equired for 
implementation of the p~oject. The .econd ~elates to the asreement of COL to 
acco~d priority to studies to imp~ove long-term policies in 14S~iculture. 

MOA made some 80 crop extension agents available for preliminary t~aining in 
irrigation production. Of these, 16 participated in a more intensive training 
exercise conducted later and then conducted successful training fo~ fa~ers. 
However, only two are currently participating in the PIC crop production 
program, both as advisors for the two vegetable producing farmer 
associations. Progress on initiating individual farmers or farm associations 
has been restrained by lack of additional extension assistance and the 
projected expansion of the PIC/LCCUL irrigated horticultural production will 
be sharply restricted in 1988 unless additional MOA assistance is forthcoming. 

As indicated above in the section relating to policy revisions, a series of 
policy related studies have been undertaken by MOA. Additionally, a series of 
studies relating to several marketing aspects have been undertaken by the MOA 
Planning office. However. the specific studies listed in the relevant 
covenant of export potentials. market structures. and price determinants have 
not been done. Tentative plans have been drawn up for developing production 
forecasts. The urgency of developing a marketing strategy for the expanding 
supply of horticultural products gives added emphasis to the need to proceed 
with implementation of actions in complian~e vith this covenant. 

2 • INPUTS AND OUTPUTS 

a. Inputs 

Tite Project A~reement specified an AID cont~ibution to PIC of $10,811,02. and 
a COL contribution of $2,287.688 in Maloti equivalent. However, these amounts 
vere intended to cover expenditure on all seven of the component activities 
including livestock. Most of the work relating to the livestock sub-sector 
noted in O'Jtput 7 has been developed thus far under the related Land 
Conservation and Range Management project. It vas orisinally planned to merge 
the two projects in 1987 but that merger has been rescheduled for 1988. 



contributions to the component provided for about 30 ,ears of lon, term and 2 
,ears of .hort term technical assiltance for all .even activities with about 
two-thirds of the time earmarked for the firat .ix activlties and one-third 
for the livestock 8ub-.ect~~, The positions for Which funds were bud,eted and 
the periods when PIC .taff have been employed are indicated in the followin, 
tabulation. 

Position 

Team Leader 
Market Dev. Specialist 
Horticulturist (1) 
Horticulturist (2) 
Irri,ation/Farm Planner 
Livestock Ifana,ement 
Senior Ran,e Management 
Range Ifanagement 
Credit lfanagement Advisor* 
Pomologist** 
Social Scientist*** 

Contract 
Ifonths 

Date position filled 

6-1-86 to present 
7-2-86 to Jul, 1987 
7-5-86 to present 
6-13-86 to present 
6-2.-86 to present 
9-17-87 to present 

2-17-87 to present 
7-15-87 to present 

* Position filled under agreement with CUBA 
** Position provided under USAID/Israel cooperative contract 
*** New po~ition not included in original project paper 

In addi Hon to the Technical Assistance reported above, ·t.wo District 
Production Officers, employed with project funds, five Peace Corp volunteers 
and two MOA extension agents assisted in organizing and conducting the 
irrigated production phase of the project during the second year. Two home 
garden specialists were hired in late 1987 to develop the home garden 
pro,ram. In response to vigorous urging to provide additional assistance and 
the prospect of a sharp slackening in the rate of introduction of new 
participants. HOA assigned three additional extension agents to the project 
during the third week in February 1988. 

In the course of the dev~lopment of the project, several deficiencies in the 
8cheduled inputs of technical assistance have become evident. First, it is 
noted that although the PACD is 1991, technical assistance is scueduled to 
continue only to mid-1990. The quantified outputs can be attained by that 
date but the program is unlikely to be institutionalized. Also, thp. 
engineer/farm planner and one of the horticulturalists are scheduled to leav~ 
in two years although the planned implementation provid~s for only 20 of the 
,oal of 150 individual farme:s and none of the seven farmer associations were 
expected to be in production by that time. If it was not clear in the 
beginnin" it is now, that this level of input will not permit attainment of 
project objectives. Although goals for fruit production were less specific, 
support for such activity was obviously intended. Even though the original 
schedule did not provide for a pomologist. one was provided from sources 
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outside the project. It is clear now that continued inputs beyond the periods 
now provided for are needed if the intent, rather than minimal.quantified 
outputs, is to be met. Although a number of Balotho now are in training for 
two or three years, experience in the United states as well as in developing 
countries indicates at least one or two years overlap between returning 
trainees and experienced researchers is necessary to assure a .uccessful 
transition. 

Four years input by a marketing development specialist was provided for, and 
it is evident that even this minimal input will not be achieved. In view of 
the consgnsus that marketing problems must be given first priority, efforts 
should be made to cover this shortfall. Outside consultants can help fill 
this gap. However, this can probably best be done by utilizing local 
contractors who will not have to spend an extended period getting acquainted 
with the local market structures and other institutions. This procedure has 
the added advantage of strengthening an institution that will remain after 
project termination. 

The staffing inadequacy of not providing any social science inputs apparently 
has been recognized and a social scientist has been recruited. However, 
instead of utilizirlg him full time to do work in the field of sociology in 
which he has l)rofessional training and sxperience, he has been assigned to 
spend a major portion of his time working on computer prog~amming and data 
processing where he has no professional training or experience. This not only 
is a waste of a scarce resource but also has resulted in an unsatisfactory 
data system. The other deficiency in the sncial science field is in farm 
management, and this cne still persists. This deficiency is even more 
pronounced than that of the social scientist since there is no similar 
expertise on the LAPIS team or the MOA staff, either in PIC or the Research 
Component. 

In the original allocation of funds for technical assistance, only three 
positions for three years each were provided for accomplishment of the 
livestock/range activity (output 7). The merger of the associated LCRD 
project and LAPIS has been delayed one year. In the meantime, the urgency of 
the need to adjudicate grazing rights outside the existing and proposed RKA's 
(about 95 percent of the total) has emerged and the accompanying need to 
develop intensive livestock enterprises in the lowlands as an essential part 
of the adjudicaticn solution has become evident. With this recognition has 
come the recognition that additional personnel inputs than originally provided 
for in LAPIS will be required. Therefore, at least five of the positions 
presently provided for under LCRD should be transferred and continued under 
LAPIS. 

In addi tion to deficiencies in the technical assistance staff, there will be 
shortages in support staff if projected expansion of PIC activities are to be 
achieved. Both replacements and additional Peace Corps Volunteers ~ill be 
needed for further development of the irrigated crop production phase and for 
the development of additional RKAs plannea for the livestock phase. This need 
has been discussed with Peace Corps officials who will consider this need 
along with other requests received. Also some of the District Production 



- 36 -

Officer vacant positions viII need to be filled as the prosram expands. The 
most ursent need will continue to be for additional extension asents in apite 
of the few additional asents a.sisned while t~e evaluation was in prosre.8. 

b. Outputs 

In order to achieve the results specified in the soals and purpose of PIC. the 
followinS objectives were established (1) assist in establishins production 
units of individual farmers or farmer associations (2) develop markets Which 
will provide incentives for increased production (3) assist farmers and 
association to apply for credit and (.) assist farmers in identifyins and 
acquirins the proper mix of inputs in a tLaely .anner. 

The component has seven key activities that have been initiated in order to 
achieve the project purpose and objectives. Planned accomplishments or 
outputs include: 

1) KOA to develop ability to mobilize and coordinate its resources 
for activities and programs desisned to increase production. 

2) Individual farmers to use improved technolosy and small water 
catchments for irrisated production of fruits, vesetables, and fodder 
for home consumption and the local market. 

3) Seven Farmer Associations to produce up to 70 hectares of fruits, 
vegetables, and lor fodder for sale using improved technologies . 

• ) Over 1,500 heads of households to est~blish home sardens Which 
are producing fruits and vesetables for family cons~~tion and local 
sale. 

5) Five nurseries to produce and sell fruit trees, fuelwood trees, 
and vegetable seedlings which are used by Basotho farmers to 
establish fruit tree orchards, on-farm tree plantings, and 
small-scale vesetable plots. 

6) Twe~ty-five Credit Unions to provide an integrated prosram of 
credit, input supplies, technical and educational assistance, 
equipment rental and assistance with marketing services,. 

7) Associations of livestock farmers to produce and market larger 
numbers of hisher qUL~.ity animals and animal products while 
conserving the nation's land and water resources. 

3. FINDINGS AND ACCOKPLISHKEN'TS 

a. Output 1 - strengthening KOA 

Development of MOA ability to mobilize and coordinate resources for activities 
and programme desisned to increase production relates to all three LAPIS 
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components and was evaluated separately from other PIC outputs. Results are 
included in the section titled, "Progress toward Achievement of r~oejct 
Objectives." subsection A. "Goal and Purpose." 

b. Outputs 2 - 3 Establishing Irrigated Horticultural Production 

outputs 2 and 3 both relate to development of irrigated horticultural 
production, the only difference being that in output 2 the PIC staff works 
vith individual farmers and in output 3 they vork vith a group organized to 
operate as a single production unit. Under this program, individual farmers 
or farmer associations may submit requests through District Agricultural 
Officers to participate in the PIC program. aeque8ts might also be made by 
other donors for participation of groups Which the donor has taken steps to 
organize and perhaps finance. Following receipt of the requests, the PIC 
staff will make a preliminary inspection of the site for proposed production 
to determine suitability of land, availability of vater and potential market 
outlets. If information from this preliminary inspection is satisfactory, it 
is followed by a series of visits to make an on-site feasibility study 
including development of site and irrigation designs and lists of necessary 
equipment and supplies; preparation of detailed cropping plan and marketing 
procedures; and projection of costs and returns. If the costs and returns 
estimates appear to be finan~ially viable, full site survey data are submltted 
to the credit agency with a request for extension of credit. If approved, 
arrangements are initiated to provide for delivery of equipment and supplies. 
If the credit is to be extended by the Lesotho Cooperative Credit Union League 
(LCCUL) through the local cooperative, the LCCUL team becomes an active 
collaborator with PIC at this stage. The two teams, generally with LAC 
support,initiate training of participants. LCCUL extends credit-in-kind 
except for labor. Therefore, LCCUL arranges for the procurement and delivery 
of equipment and other inputs. 

During the first year of operation, eight individual farmers, originally 
recruited by LCCUL, participated in the program, producing their first crop in 
the summer of 1986-87. Eight different vegetables were produced. While 
yields were well below estimated potential, they were considered to be very 
good for the first season of production. Some problems developed in marketing 
since no marketing structure existed and producers were inexperienced in 
marketing. The volume produced clearly supports basic PIC assumptions that a 
substantial number of farmers would be willing to assume the risk of 
undertaking a completely new enterprise without any knowledge of the required 
technology; that the new technology could be tau~ht effectively; and that 
production of irrigated vegetables is technically feasible. Records of the 
area in production, gross revenues, costs and net returns of individual 
producers shown in the Project's first annual report are presented in Table 
1. The net retu~s, while modest, certainly are far above what could have 
been achieved from traditional dryland production. With more experience, 
yields and net retu~s should increase. However, inflation that might push 
prices of inputs up faster than prices of commodities, serious pest 
infestation, or a sudden increase in supplies causing a sharp drop in prices 
could wipe out these net returns. Also, it must be remembered that the 
analyses that have been made relate to only a portion of the total production 
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of most farms that have both irritated and non-irritatecl crops. Inclusion of 
costs and returns from these other joint activities may change these results 
.itnificantly. While these results look promisint, the)' do not validate the 
assumption of financial or economic viability. 

During the June-December 1987 period of the second year, 23 individual farmers 
and two farmer association vetetable production units huve become 
participants. Additionally, .ome 16 individuals farmerfl and eitht famer 
associv.Hon fruit production units have been rehabilitated (Table 2). Harvest 
was proceedint in all areas Ilt the time of the evaluati()n so no production 
records for the 1987-88 summer .eason vere available. I~rketint arrantP~ents 
bad been made by all individuals visited by tbe evaluaHon team and no 
1Darketing problems were reported to have developed IUDOnl' the participating 
individual farmers. A aubstantial volume of produce wall ~eported to have been 
bought by customers who came to the individual farms or association 
headquarters. Individual farmers clustered in two arean had arranged for 
hiring private vE:lilicle owners to transport produce to nuarby villages for 
sale. One essociation had rented a shop in a nearby to~m where they offered 
produce for sale and also had a portion of their memberuhip regularly assigned 
to contact local cafes and institutions soliciting requ€!sts for pUl'chases. 
This association appel1red to be confronted with the most vitorol\s competition 
from other donor sponsored production projects or private trac!ers. The second 
association had some difficulty in tetting some produce harvested in timely 
manner and some difficulty in disposing of some commodities. The PIC/LCCUL 
team reported delaying entry of some interested farmers into the program until 
a better assessment of the local market potential could be made. 

c. Output 4 - Home Gardens 

Two home tarden specialists joined the project in late l.987. They have 
developed a proposed strategy for involving local repref:entatives of MOA, MOH, 
MOE and MOI-RD in extending information and at least linlited participation in 
promoting establishment of home gardens. A traininr, se!:sion for 29 
participants from five districts was held January 4 - 8 to inform them of 
implementation procedures and acquaint them with current information on 
nutrition, horticulture and non-formal education methodG. This has been 
followed up by visits to each of the participants and distrib'Jtion of garden 
packets containing seed, fertilizer and pesticide sufficient to plant a small 
tarden by each of the expected participants in the first season. Arrantements 
are being developed for a local merchant to offer these packets for sale in 
the future. ~ 

d. Output 5 - Development of Burseries for Vegetable. Fruit and 
Multipurpose Tree Seedlings 

USAID developed a cooperative agreement with CARE to provide support for 
establishing a financially viable and replicable community-based atroforestry 
production and extension service model in five rural areas. The Production 
Coordinating Unit (PCU) was responsible for providing MOA resources to assist 
in training of staff, designing irrigation systems and the design of a 
marketint plan for fruit production. 
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The evaluation team found that CARE has provided qualified and timely 
technical assistance and administrative 8Upport. Likewise Peace Corps and the 
LHK cooperatives have supported the project with enthusiastic and, most often, 
qualified personnel. The project has trained more than 70 individual LHK 
members in various aspects of nursery production and extension. While all 
production and extension activities have been conducted vithout the .~)ort or 
invol'rement of MOA Production Managements, there is considerable room ~\d need 
for enhanced collaboration. 

The project has successfully constructed five quality nurcery p~oduction sites 
for vegetable, fruit and multipu~ose t~ee seedling production. This f~ring 
viII mark the culmination in the fi~st full p~oduction cycle. Project impact, 
efficiency and financial sustainability are difficult to assess but doubtful 
as originally outlined due to ove~ambitious design assumptions. 

The project design proposed a very technical and diverse set of inte~entions 
which require mo~e training and financial ~esou~ces than estimated. The 
ability of enthusiastic but marginally qualified Peace Co~s Volunteers to 
t~ansfer highly technical skills in only two yea~s was impossible. Fu~ther 
technical assistance in management, pomology and remedial agronomy will be 
~equired. P~oduction targets have been unobtainable due to normal but 
unp~ogrammed delays in nursery startup and plant propagation. Yursery 
establishment and operationcosls have been high and reduce the chances for 
widespread replication of the present model. 

The project design was also predicated on unrealistic assumptions about the 
ability to saturate Lesotho's domestic fruit and vegetable market and begin 
exporting these commodities by the PACD. Employment and income gene~ation at 
PP levels were unrealistic given socioeconomic ~ealities and politics within 
southe~ Africa. 

Finally, ICFARH has not benefitted from technical assistance prescribed 
through the LAPIS mechanism. All p~oject outputs we~e somewhat dependent on 
design expectations, which have not materialized, that ICFARM would receive 
significant technical backstopping from LAPIS in 15 specific areas of 
collaboration. 

The availability of LAPIS backstopping was a critical benclwark for a complex 
and detailed project with a single expatriate manager. Inadequate support in 
market assessment and production management have exacerbated species and 
varietal selection. Screening trials for ag~oforestry plant materials, timely 
assistance in soil analysis, and development of agroforestry packages for 
extension have not occurred as expected. CARE's input and participation in 
extension training, development of appropriate educational materials, and 
long-term training needs has not evolved. The blame fo~ these inadequacies 
are now i~relevant: without improved support from LAPIS, the ICFARH output 
will not be viable, even in the short-run, and ~econsideration of seve~al key 
assumptions will be necessary. In addition, redesign assistance will be 
required if the project is to be technically, institutionally o~ financially 
solvent in the long run. 
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e. OUtput 6 - Credit Union InteRrated Prosram to Provide Credit. Inputs 
and SUpport Services 

USAlD developed a cooperative agreement with CUHA/WOCCU Which provided a grant 
of $1,898,700 to the Lesotho Cooperative Credit Union League to support an 
integrated program of credit, inputs, training and other support services for 
the irrigated horticultural crop production phase of the project. LCCUL vas 
to be directly involved in staff and farmer training, management s'JPervision 
and auditing of participating credit unions, equipment procurement, 
coordination of input aupplies for an in-kind credit program, and coordination 
of the marketing system. PCU vas responsible for coordinating MOA resources 
to provide technical packages by the Research Division to extend to fa~erR, 
training materials from AIO training for LCCUL and credit unions staff in 
technical areas and extension agents to support farmers participating in the 
program. 

A Credit Management Advisor, supported wUh project funds, has assisted in 
carrying out the a~tivities noted above. Three Peace Corps Volunteers have 
provided valuable assistance as extension and technical resources. Other 
assistants paid for with project funds have also made valuable contributions 
in training participants, particuld~ly in machine maintenance. Very close 
collaboration has been maintained between the LCCUL and the LAPIS/PIC teams. 
The first eight participants in the irrigated production phase had been 
selected and initial design work done by LCCUL before arrival of the PIC team. 

As of 12/31/87, seven credit unions had received loans for 28 farmers with 
gross disbursements totaling K.225,OOO or over K.8,000 per farmer, a much 
larger figure than the H.3,OOO average originally projected for irrigated 
agriculture (tpble 3). The change from petrol to more expensive diesel pumps 
and the high rate of inflation in Lesotho (currently estimated ~t 13-15~) has 
nearly doubled the cost of irrigation systems since project costs were first 
estimated. Other input costs have also increased. Farmers have been required 
to contribute 1~ of the purchase price of irribation equipment and to meet at 
least 2~ of seasonal production costs either in cash or in kind (labor, 
animal traction, equipment). Credit for input has been supplied in kind, 
except cash has been given for hired labor and machinery and, until recently, 
for fuel. How most fuel and oil is supplied in kind. To date, all technical 
assistance to farmers has been p~ovided by LAPIS personnel. 

Table 3 

status of LCCUL ProRram 

12/3/87 

Ho. participating Credit Unions 7 
50. farmers extended loans 28 
50. farmers trained 31 
Total loans made M 225,000 
Proportion of loans delinquent 35~ 

Planned 

25 
150 
600 

HA 
HA 
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Thus far, LCCUL has been able to provide credit at levels adequate to meet 
farmer needs under the LAPIS prosram. However, loans for irrisated 
asriculture have made new demands on LCCUL in terms of required credit 
services. Irrisation loans have both an intermediate term lendins co~onent 
and a seasonal component. Thus a five year term loan would have a repayment 
schedule over ten periods. LCCUL can provide these schedules by computer, but 
process ins and disbursement has been done by LCCUL and credit union 
participation has been minimal. LCCUL will have to continue providinS 
repayment schedules for each farmer under the LAPIS project until credit union 
.ana!e~s and staff can be trained and equipped to calculate amortization and 
repayment schedules. 

The ability of LCCUL and the credit unions to recover loans When due remains 
questionable. All LAPIS loans are delinquerlt, with loan principal over six 
months delinquent totalling about 35~ of total loans. LCCUL has recently 
initiated an assressive loan recovery program which even included seizure of 
pledged assets of one delinquent borrower. Also, they have stressed 
development of skills of credit union staffs to make more adequate appraisals 
prior to loan disbursements and more effective coilection efforts. Efforts 
have been made to strengthen farmers' managerial abilities. However, the 
continued high delinquency rate suggests that much more must be done. 

As of 12/31/87, 31 farmers have been trained in irrigated vegetable production 
by LCCUL/LAPIS staff. Intensive on-the-job trainins has been conducted for 28 
farmers. This training is continuing. Expanded trainins at an accelerated 
rate is required if the goal of 600 trained farmers by 1991 is to be met. 

f. Output 7 - Production and Marketing Larger Numbers of Higher Quality 
Animals 

A Livestock Advisor was assigned to the MOA Department of Livestock in 
September 1987. Although with the project for only a short time, specific 
achievements include: 

Introduction of stringent culling programs at the national sheep and 
zoat studs at Quthing and Mokhotlong and replacement with high quality 
stud animals from outside sources. 

Cooperation with ARC and LAC in identifyinS research topics and 
assistance with the subsequent trials. 
- Assistance to the RKA's in plannins livestock improvements. 

Assistance to the Livestock Divisic~ in improvements to beef, swine and 
small ruminant production. 
- Assistance to the MOA in the formulatior. of national livestock policy. 

In spite of this sood startup, some problems have surfaced. The zoals set out 
for PIC livestock production are vasue. To correct this a joint work plan was 
to have been developed by the livestock project team on their own. This has 
not done enough to focus the specialist's activities. Mundane activities are 
taking up too much of his time. LAPIS administration needs to take action on 
this problem. 

Both the livestock production unit head and the division director have stated 
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that PIC inputs are not sufficient at this point to carry out the intended 
activities. The evaluation team alao found that credit availability posed a 
major constraint to the type of programs that the project would like to 
develop. 

The effectiveness of the speciali~t's work has been constrained by:the 
emphasis that LAPIS is giving to mountain areas, While the economically 
important lowland ranges are neglected. 

•. SUMMARY AHD CORCLUSIOMS 

Goals and Purposes of PIC ars relevant to problems identified by GOL in 
planning Gocuments and consistent with stated objectives. 

In regard to internal relationship of LAPIS components, PIC should have inputs 
from ARC on basic input/output coefficients and on recommended irrigation and 
production practices. It is too early to expect inputs from research 
undertaken since initiation of project but on the basis of professional 
technical knowledge and knowledge of results of research in Lesotho, adjoining 
areas in South Africa or elsewhere, the ARC staff should have been able to 
make a useful contribution to the development of production plans for 
individual farmers o~ farm associations participating in the irrigated 
horticultural production phase of the program. Reportedly the PIC team did 
solicit technical inputs from ARC but received no response. In any case, 
there does not appear to have been communication or meaningful interchange 
between staffs of the two components. In view of the repeated admonitions and 
recommendations in project documents that activities and elements of the 
project must be carefully coordinat~d, the project management was unaware of 
this deficiency or, if aware, failed to take effective corrective action. 

The CARE nursery project also has operated without coordination or cooperation 
with other PIC elements or other LAPIS components. There are contracdictory 
reports as to cause of this lack of coo~dination. Again, project management 
has failed to take effective action. 

The apparent failure of the first appointee to the PIC marketing position to 
perform in accordance with project management criteria was recognized and his 
appointment was terminated. However, the failura to develop an acceptable 
marketing plan still persists. 

In spite of the examples of the lack of proper coordination and cooperation 
noted above, there have been some outstanding examples of coordination and 
cooperation. Particularly noteworthy ie the close and effective collaboration 
between the LCCUL and PIC staffs. Also to be noted is the collaboration of 
AEC L~d other components. 

The serious threat to the continued development of LAPIS posed by programs of 
other donors and GOL to promote expansion of irriGated horticultural 
production is recognized by the project management. However, there is no 
evidence of a satisfactory solution to this dilemma. 



Th'l recently issued policy st.at.ement.s relaLing t.o irrigat.ed, high value crops 
D.lst. be c.arefully assessed by USAID .nd t.he LAPIS at.aff. While t.he at.at.ement.s 
do not. h\dicat.e GOL's wish or int.ention t.o abandon t.he production approach 
based on individual smallh~lder or cooperat.ive groups of amallholders, the 
papers clearly indicat.e GOL's akepticism of t.he viabilit.y of auch approaches 
for at.t.aining GOL object.ives. The papers also clearly indicat.e GOL's 
prefe.rence for t.he capital int.ensive consolidat.ed irrigat.e~ production 
approach. These pronouncement.. raise questions as t.o t.h~ probable adequacy of 
government. support. not. only du~ing t.he life of t.he proje~t., but. part.icularly 
for cont.inuance of t.he program aft.er t.he project. t.erminat.ion. Answers t.o 
t.hese quest.ions should indicat.e whet.her t.he project., or particularly the PIC 
component.. should be cont.inued t.o it.s PACO or t.erminat.ed as aoon as possible. 

In spit.e of t.he repeat.ed st.at.ement.s in all project. document.s of t.he import.ance 
of PCU bot.h as t.he primary mechanism for assuring coordinat.ion among project. 
component.s and bet.ween t.hese component.s and relat.ed MOA act.ivit.ies, and as a 
lool for monit.oring and exercising proper managerial cont.rol, an effect.ive PCU 
has not. been est.ablished. It. appears t.hat. failure t.o att.ain coordinat.ion will 
almost. cert.ainly continue unt.il an organizat.ion such as specified in t.he 
condit.ion precedent. and subscribed t.o in all project. document.s is 
established. MOA t.ook t.he first. st.ep t.oward compliance with t.he CP which 
USAIO agreed met. t.he requirement. for disbursement. of PIC funds. 
Responsibilit.y for init.iat.ing act.ion t.o est.ablish t.he unit. rest.s wit.h USAIO 
and LAPIS management. 

The failure of HOA t.o implement. act.ions t.o comply wit.h t.he agreed upon 
covenant. t.o provide adequate personnel requires joint att.ention by USAIO and 
the contractor and probably act.ion by USAIO. In mid-February 1988, MOA t.ook 
steps to remedy t.he long-stan~ing short.age of t.echnical personnel assigned t.o 
t.he project. This long-standing short.age has existed in spit.e of repeat.eo 
request.s for assignment of needed personnel made by t.he PIC st.aff. The 
contractor' has no leverage t.o persuade MOA t.o comply with t.he covenant.. 
USAIO's position may be considerably weakened as a result. of t.he government's 
decision in favor of t.he capital-int.ensive consolidat.ed irrigat.ed product.ion 
approach. However, unless MOA will make available a sufficient. number of 
ext.ension agents, in particular for on-job t.raining and t.o gain sufficient. 
experience in high-value commodity product.ion t.o cont.inue t.he program ~eyond 
t.he pilot stage, which is all t.hat can be at.t.ained under t.he present project., 
t.here is no justification for continuance of PIC. If USAIO is unable t.o 
obtain firm assurance of adequat.e support for PIC, t.he component should be 
t.erminat.ed. In view of the pivotal position of PIC in t.he project., its 
t.erminat.ion would require a re-evaluat.ion of input.s into ARC and ABC. 

In regard t.o t.he second covenant relatin~ direct.ly t.o PIC, t.hat is t.o 
undertake studies essent.ial for improvement. in long t.erm policies, MOA has 
Qhown good faith in undertaking a series of market.ing st.udies and policy 
oriented analyses. The government is also part.icipat.ing in a program t.o 
develop an early warning system t.hat. presumably would make some provision for 
crop forecasting. Studies of export market. pot.ential apparent.ly have not been 
initiat.ed and LAPIS miEht discuss st.eps t.hat. could be t.aken to facilitat.e 
undertaking such work. St.udies of market.ing st.ruct.ures and organizat.ion 
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appear to be more a part of local and national market assessments that should 
be the responsibility of the LAPIS marketing 8pecialist When he is.a~.ilable. 

Conclusions regarding the irrigated crop production phase of the project must 
consider the combined activity of the PIC and LCCUL because of the close and 
effective collaboration of the two groups already noted. Progress on this 
phase of the work has exceeded expectations. Some problems that developed in 
regard to timely delivery of inputs and marketing of produce apparently are 
being handled satisfactorily at least for the t~e being. The technical 
feasibility of irrigated horticultural production has been demonstrated. The 
willingness of farmers to undertake a new and inherently risky activity and 
their ability to learn and auccessfully applJ the new, rather complex 
technology, has likewise been demonstrated. The.restraint of the team in 
expanding the activity until their ability to provide adequate support, can be 
reasonably assured and the capacity of the available markets to absorb 
increased supplies can be assesDed is most commendable. The dedication and 
effectiveness of the PIC/LCCUL teams, of the Peace Corps volunteers. the DPOa 
and the extension personnel in providing support to the participating farmers 
are particularly noteworthy. A serious design deficiency was not to provide 
for inclusion of total farm operations When developing production plans for 
horticultural plots and to include an agricultural economist in the staffing 
pattern to assist in developing these plans. 

Progress on the CARE nursery project has been unsatisfactory in sev~ral 
aspects as detailed in the full separate evaluation of that projecl~ (Annex 
3). However. preliminary plans for an in-depth analysis. and modiHcation of 
the program have been made and proposals for improvement of operations can be 
expected. 

Work on livestock as a part of the PIC program has not been underway long 
enough to reach any conclusions. Moreover, this aspect is a part of the 
broader program being developed under the companion LCRD project and should be 
evaluated as a part of that program. However. in view of the expected merger 
of the two projects this year.decisions on the financial support available and 
scope of work are needed. Also. discussion of the procedures for the .merger 
and organizational and operational arrangements shc·uld be initiated 
immediately·by representatives of MOA. USAID and the contractors involved. 

Although there is no specific activity or PIC output relating directly to the 
private sector. there are several developments that are indirectly but closely 
related. First. the activity to support labor intensive private fa[~ 
enterprises. individually or in associations. is an effort to determine and 
demonstrate the viability of this type of production approach if adequately 
lupported. The LCCUL support phase is an effort to det~rmineand demonstrate 
the viability of pr~viding non-gover-nmental controlled inputs. Some plans are 
being developed to try combining efforts of the AOI and other MOA 
organizations and private input distributors in extending technical guidance 
on type of seed. fertilizer applications and other cultural practices to 
farmers. Policy decisions to eliminate input subsidies. to privatize input 
distribution beyond the regional level an~ to terminatp. parastatal monopoly of 
commodity marketing are encouraging for development of the private sector. On 



the other hand, GOL support for the capital intensive, consolidated production 
approach with many features of the state farm approach, may develop as a 
aeriOU8 competitor to future development of private commercial f8~. 

5. RECOMKBHDATIONS 

The conclusions presented above identify .everal areas that require a series 
of inte&rated actions. There are a .eries of other questions that can be 
addressed independently. 

a. The most ursent area requirin& attention,is the necessity of 
establishing more effective coordination if the potential of the several 
components are to be realized and the objectives of the Project attained. The 
contractor is responsible for compliance with the terms of the contract 
re&arding coordination. USAID is relponsible for determinin& that the terms of 
the contract are complied with. ~A likewise has responsibility for 8eein& 
that effective coordination is attained. Attainment of effective coordination 
is a function of the resolve and leadership of the Project management and the 
willingness of the individual whose activities are to be coordinated to 
cooperate in the effort. At least lome members of the Project staff have 
indicated their willingness to have their activities coordinated. Thus it is 
the responsibility of the management &roup to develop the necessary resolve 
and to test their leadership abilities. 

No organizational structure can assure attainment of coordination, effective 
monitoring and improved management. However, establishment of PCU as 
envisioned in the original Project and more precise designation of the duties 
of some of its members would facilitate such attainment. If it is decided to 
establish PCU, the following steps are recommended. 

1) Carefully review the data specified for collection to see if 
additional data needs have developed or if all data specified are still 
required. If the requirements can be reduced or refined, sustainability 
prospects will be improved. 

2) Arrange for a short-term farm-management consultant, with 
African experience if possible, to assist in improving the reliability and 
usefulness of performance data being collected from participating 
production units. 

3) Arrange for the assistance of the REDSO/ESA Regional Computer 
advisor to developing a scope of work for a computer pro&rammer to develop 
a workable program for processing the complex of data that PCU is char&ed 
with collecting, analyzing and making accessable to Project mana&ement. 

4) Employ local computer operators as a part of the PCU staff to 
input the data and operate the system. 

5) Reconsider the make-up of the PCU membership. Authority for 
enforcing coordination among the LAPIS staff necessarily rests with the 

~' 



Chief of Party. If he i8 unable to lerve as the counte~part of the 
Director of Field Services and axercile hil coordinati~lg role, then he 
_st delegate thh authority and responsibility to S('.ldle other ... ber of 
the ataff. This could be to the present PIC Team Leader who currently is 
identified for this role. However, in view of hb added responsibilities 
as Team Leader when LDRC is mersed with PIC, assignment of responsibility 
to function as coordinator of all LAPIS functions appears unfair and 
likely to be ineffective. 

b. A aecond area requiring attention is .. rketing of the expanding 
supply of horticultural products. Whila it i~ realized that marketing vas the 
floundering point for many development programs over the past two decades, the 
leriousness of the present situation, with many larse new producers coming 
into production, probably is not ,:-aalized. It is not possible to establish a 
muketing system and have it on a Itand-b~~ basis ready to absorb any given 
supply unless one is willing to'accept a highly subsidized inflexible 
parastatal or state controlled orsai'lizlltion such as PIIC or Coop Lesotho. 
These types of organizations have been tried and found ineffective and 
unacceptable. As an alternative to trying to establish a Btand-by system to 
handle uncontrolled and highly variable supplies, it is recommended that a 
marketing strategy be developed that pe~ts alternative responses to handle 
varying market supplier, or meet varying marketing conditions. It is further 
recommended that the development of this strategy be the responsi~ility of the 
PIC Marketing Specialist if one should become available in the reasonably near 
future. While the staff of the Marketing Department now being created will 
doubtlessly be willing to consult and assist to the extent possible, it is 
clear that, with their new duties, they cannot provide extensive assistance. 
If the PIC Marketing Specialist is not available within the next few months, 
it is recommended that a short-term consultant, who preferably would be 
available to return for a series of short-term consultancies, be recruited to 
initiate this work which has been delayed much too long already. 

It also is recommended that project funds be used to contract with a local 
firm familiar with the existing marketing system and local customs and 
preferences to assist the Marketing Specialist carry out studies that must be 
done in the process of developing the market strategy. These studies must 
include very area-specific market assessments. These assessments should 
include estimates of demand in each area of each commodity o~ commodity 
class. a description of the structures and appraisal of degree of 
competitiveness of the marketin3 system of each area. inventory and 
description of conditions of physical marketing facilities. and estimates of 
marketing costs particularly costs of transportation between major production 
and consuming centers. In collaboration with the ataff of the. Marketing 
Department, the feasibility of developing a marketing information ,service 
should be e~~lored - particularly the development of estimates of total 
supplies by areas. 

c. A third set of items requiring early attention relate to staffing. 

1) In regard to the irrigated horticultural production technical 
assistant staff, it is recommended that. (a) the requests for extension 
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for two years of the appointment of U.e en&ineer/fann planner and the 
•• cond horticulturali.t be approved as Boon as pOllible. (b) that a 
replacement fo~ the pomologi8t be provided and arrangements made for an 
overlap with the departing pomolo&ist in ord~r to minimize the di8ruptions 
of the very !ood pro&ram that h~9 been .tarted. (c) in addition to 
~btainin& professional aasiatance in develop in! and ~utting a workable 
program in place for PCU u rec01llllended above, it 18 recoamended that the 
Sociolo&ist, now extenaively involved in data aanipulation, be '~Ii!ned 
full time duties as a Sociolo&ist in either PIC or ARC or to divl .e his 
time in a apecified manner and (d) that a farm mana&ement apecialist be 
added to the ataff. 

2) In re!ard to the technical assistance ataff for the livestock 
phase (output 7), it is recommended that, to the extent budget constraints 
permit, at least four and if possible five, members of the present LeRD 
ataff be transferred and retained on the LAPIS wtaff. 

3) It is recommended that USAID 8upport the contractor's request 
for Peace Corp Volunteers to assist in the continued development of the 
crop production (outputs 2 and 3) and range/livestock (output 7) phases of 
PIC. 

d. In view of the basic flaw in design and unsatisfactory status of the 
CARE nursery Project (output 5) identified by the evaluation team (Annex 3), 
it is recommended that the Project paper be revised taking into account the 
evaluation results, the first season's sales and subsequent nursery 
assessments. 

e. It is recommended U",at LCCUL continue to study factors accounting for 
the high delinquency rate both among LAPIS and regular cooperative borrowers 
and explore alternative means of lowering this rate. 

f. In view of th~ need to find alternatives for movement of livestock 
from lowland to upland ~reas that will be involved in the adjudication 
process, it is recommended that the LAPIS encourage team participation in 
developing intensive livestock enterprises. 

B. AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION COMPONENT 

1. INTRODUCTION 

a. Goal Purpose and Assumptions 

The &oa1 of the education component of LAPIS is to increase agricultural 
pr.oduction, incomes and employment in Lesotho by strengthening the capacity of 
Ministry of Agriculture to provide improved a&ricu1tura1 education and to 
disseminate practical and applied a&ricu1tura1 information. This was to be 
accomplished th~ough improved, more practical course work Rt LAC. more 
extensive training of HOA field ataff and farmersj and the pr~duction of 
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.t;ricultur.l leaHets and radio pro&rams. At the .time of project cSesi&n, it 
was .. sumed that rural income could be .ubstanti.lly incre.sed throu&h these 
•••• ur.s. 

b. AlC Overvi6w 

The team's overall opinion is that the LAPIS Educational Component is 
8Uccessful. This is especially so for the Lesotho A&ricultural Collese. two 
aajor project purposes, improvin& .&ricultural educ.tion and dissemination of 
practical information, .re bein& met. 

LAC chanses both in curriculum and policy have been well planned. Dravin& on 
past .xperiences of both the .chool and key personnel, LAC has been liven a 
major .cademic up&radin&. This up&rading is continuin& through the 
participant trainin& that has sent nine members of the faculty to the US for 
cSe&ree training. The end result of this should be wider c.reer choices for 
LAC &raduates outside of the KOA which traditionally has been the major 
employer. LAC &raduates who run their own farms or are involved in Lesotho's 
small but &rowing agribusiness industries vill represent a multiplier effect 
for the project. However, because the project is still in an early stage, the 
success of those &raduates has yet to be demonstrated. 

»onfo~al training has proceeded as planned in the project paper, and the 
content and quality of the short courses offered are fine, but the evaluator 
found that there is little follow-up or continuity. 

Material and administrative support for this component has been excellent. 
The teaching staff that is supported by LAPIS is very &ood. The principal of 
the school emphasized in discussions how pleased she has been vith the quality 
of expatriate instructors. 

One major problem is the.level of teacher salaries at LAC. At their current 
lov level it vill be difficult to retain vell qualified personnel. In 
&eneral, however, considerable pro&ress is being made towards this component's 
objectives. 

c. ABC curriculum at LAC: A notable SUccess 

One of the outputs of the AlC envisioned a major chan&e in LAC. curriculum. 
The bureaucratic language of the project's lo&ical framework speaks of 
improved curriculum being established and institutionalized, thereby 
continuing to impact on a&riculture after the project ends. Analysis in the 
project paper .nnex stat~s that the curriculum at LAC needed to train youn~ 
Basotho to mana&e farmers' .ssociations, produce hi&h value crops and raise 
livestock. Other areas listed .re .&ricultural marketin& and processin& 
(Technical Analysis Annex page 89). Overall the PP analysis points out the 
lack of practical, hands-on training in LAC's curriculum in 1984. 

The LAPIS team and LAC's administration deserve much credit for takin& this 
value but.sweeping mandate and creating a cohesive, practical pro&ram. The 
.chool now offers four three-year diploma courses, two two-year certificate 



- ~9 -

protrams and a new two-year forestry diplomo program. Cooperation with the 
.ational University now allows students in education to continue their 
training at the University's Rama campus. 

The evaluation team was able to monitor several classes at LAC. including a 
8ession of field work. A questionnaire was ziven to students to solicit their' 
opinions of course ~ork ~s well. These observations indicate that the changes 
instituted under LAPIS are working vell. 

d. COL contributions to the A!~ 

As specified in the project ~.per, the COL was to provide Balotho salaries, 
overseas training allowances and local tr~nsportation costs. These basic 
levels of support have been met. !he evaluation team is concerned, however, 
about the general level of support that LAC is receiving froro the government. 
As mentioned elsewhere in this report, the lack of MDA funded t~aching 
positiona in the basic sciences remains a constraint. We would ~lso like to 
mention the mB.intenance of the school's phY6ical plant, much of which was in a 
dilapidated condition befor~ LAPIS intervsntions. Routine items such as new 
roofing for sheds and renewal of orchards were not being accomplished. 
Gove~ent funding for the college is further complicated by the slow release 
of funds during the year. The LAC administration has stated that often the 
full budget is not released before the end of the year. 

e. Countorpart staff 

counterparts have worked well throughout the education component. The acting 
principal of LAC commented that although there were some adjustments to be 
made when the technical assistance team first arrived, relationships have been 
very smooth. The evaluator found that cooperation in a wide variety of 
activities was toing on between the TA's and the local staff without 
difficulty. These include both teaching and extension duties, including the 
organization of the workshops. 

2. ~CO~p~S 

a. output 1: Improved teaching. curriculum and administration at LAC 

1) Improved Courses 

An examination of the past (1977-83) and current (1987-88) LAC catalogue 
demonstrates improvements in courses. In the earlier catalogue, courses 1.n a 
single subject in tbeory covered many topics. For example, the introductory 
crop husbandry course at that time covered seven major topics in a single 
semester. Harvesting, soil management, irrigation, pests and plant disease 
were all covered in this one course. The practicals listed in the catalogue 
that went with this course were mostly observations of farm practices carried 
out by others. These earlier courses spread material very thinly, given their 
broad scope. In contrast, the current catalogue indicates that subjects are 
now taught as individual courses, with greater depth. Practicals have been 
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sreatly expanded. The crops course that is offered to lecond year Itudents. is 
now backed up by an equal number of unitl in practical field work. Irrisation 
is now the lubject of three leparate courles. 

The evaluator would a180 like to comment favorably on the lecture notes that 
are beins developed by the LAC faculty. These sive information specific to 
~sotho in 8Uch topics as 80ils and ranse manasement, and have been developed 
into te~~ books in some ~ases. They are clearly written and Ihould add 
considerably to the students' understand ins of key wubjects. 

2) Hands-on. practical education 

One of the stronsest elements of the LAC curriculum ehanses is the provision 
of hands-on, practical education for Itudents in the Asriculture and 
Asricultural Education prosram. These include work on the production farm, 
student involvement in joint research p~ojectl between LAC and the research 
component, and student enterprise projects. All of these are in addition to 
the considerable practical experience that is included in the students' 
regular course work. A review of the college catalosue indicated that for 
most courses of study about half of the training was practical hands-on 
expedence or lab wOl'k as opposed to classroom lectures on theory. In 
addition, there are three well equipped workshops that are on campus: 
carpentry, welding and machinery. 

As mentioned above, the school's production faL~ plays ~I important role in 
practical training. First year students milk and feed livestock on a daily 
basis. Vegetable plots are managed by students. Additional student inputs in 
running the fann are required to complete certificate requirements .. In 
addition to these formal settings for practical training, the evaluation team 
was pleased to find that LAC students participated informally in the 
preparation of workshops and other training activities of the college and 
research station. 

The student enterprise projects, which were initiated last year, have worked 
out very well. The evaluation team believes that by demonstrating the 
profitability of agricultural production, a major contribution is being made 
to the practical 8spects of 8tudent training. Enterprise projects are the 
main activity of the students during their third year. The purpose of the 
projects is to immerse students in a real life 8ituation. Capital for these 
projects is provided through loans from the LAC Credit Union with a 1~ 
interest rate. Since this is a new prosram, its overall effectiveness is yet 
to be proven, but initial results have been very sood. Of the five projects 
undertaken, all have returned a profit to the students. We understand of 
course that the subsidized interest rate helped. The projects are realistic 
and appropriate in scope. Most of the projects have dealt with livestock 
production. Currently only one student is workins with crops and this has 
been the least profitable of the projects, although a small net return has 
been made. The LAC faculty is to be commended for the sood supervision they 
are providing to these projects. 

Another element of practical education that the students are receivins is in 
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the area of cooperative management. Starting this semester, a "eekly lecture 
1s offered to second and third year students through a linkage to the newly 
established Cooperative College of Lesotho. The evaluation temn believes that 
this strengthens the practical aSf,ects of the curriculum. 

3) Improved trainint in the Basic Sciences 

A continuing veak point in the LAC curriculum is the basic sciences and math 
training that is received by students. Although many steps are t~ing taken by 
the school's administration and LAPIS to overcome this, two major obstacles 
have thwarted much of thiB effort: poor Itudent prcpa'.-ation at the secondary 
level, and the lack of permanent science and Qath teE ching positions at the 
college. 

The first of these problems is clearly outside the Bcope of this project, but 
the lack of permanent science and math teachers is being addressed by the 
LAPIS project and hopefully thera vill be changes in MOA policy. Currently 
the math and science training at the college is considered only secondary and, 
therefore, the Ministry of Agriculture which authorizes and funds teaching 
positions has not given the school full-time positions in science and math. 
These courses are to be taught on a part time basis by instructors in the 
agricultural sciences. 

The principal of the school pointed out that since previously most of the 
instructors at the college were graduates of the college, this ignorance in 
math and science was feeding on itself. For example, ~hen the evaluation t~am 
asked several faculty members if they thought that LAC graduates could read an 
AllOVA table (a type of statistical table) giving the statistical rlesults of 
crop variety trials, the answer WfLS universally no. At the Leribe Cllmpus, the 
director was even less sanguine about basic science instruction. Although the 
evaluation team learned that faculty and resources from the Maseru Campus were 
available to Leribe, the director stated that the level of instruction was 
lower. Bluntly he told the team that students were taul~ht a little of 
everything and learned nothing in sciences and math. 

In spite of these problems steps are being taken to remedy the situation. 
First, the college is recruiting some Itudents from a Dutch sponsored program 
(LESPEC) that gives secondary school graduates additional training in the 
sciences and math. Secondly, a full-time sciences inatructor has been hired 
vith LAPIS funds as well as an instructor in statistics from the research 
component. However, there is a question as to whether the KOA will continue 
these positions after the project hes ended. 

The third area where basic science instruction is being improved is the 
overall upgrading of faculty. Participant training under LAPIS and the 
recruitment of university graduates will hopefully raise the level of science 
input in all of the agricultural courses. At the end of the project, 66~ of 
the faculty will have university degrees. This is up from 3~ before the 
project started. 

To put this issue into perspective, one could compare LAC with the University 
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of Marylwld's Institute for Applied Asriculture. This is a two-year 
certificate pro&ram at the University of Karyland'. Colle&e Park campus that 
i8 in many ways analo&ous to LAC. Ther., too, stu~ent preparation in the 
basic 8ciencas i8 &enerally poor, and providin& up&radin& in these fields i. a 
challen&e to the faculty, even with the ~ense resources of the University of 
Maryland and nearby USDA facilities. Practically oriented chemistry and math 
courses are offered at the Institute, but attrition in the first year is hi&h, 
aince those who do not make the &rade are failed. 

While the evaluation team was in-country, the LAC administration released a 
report by the faculty 8U&&estin& additional curriculum chan&es for students in 
tho Diploma in Asrieulture Pro&ram. Presented by individual departments, the 
report emphasi~es ways in which practical trainin& can be further improved at 
the Colle&e. ~lthough none of these measures has yet been implemented, they 
have been approved by LAC Administration. Lon&er time periods for field work 
are racommended, ~s well as consolidation of some courses and expansion of 
others. This report demonstrates that the course improvements are now 
considered an ongoing process at the colle&e. 

4) ABC Long-Term Training 

Long-term degree trainin& started in Au~ust 1986, and since then nine members 
of the LAC faculty and two AIO staff have been nominated for degree programs 
in the US (3 M.Sc, 8 B.Sc). Only one of them has completed the program, so it 
is teo ea~ly to co~nent on the effectiveness of this training. However, two 
comments should be made on the type of training selected. First the number of 
fields of study seems narrow. Four of the candidates are in Animal Science, 
two in Home Economics, two in Journalism/Communication, one each in irri&ation 
science, agricultural economics and extension. Presumably the candidates own 
background and their suitability dictated thene choices. Fields of study that 
are supposed to become mo~e important at the school are not represented. 
Agribusiness, marketing, farm management, and other subjects that support 
commercial agriculture have not been selec~e6. Also questionable is the value 
and relevance of US-style home economics training for use here in Lesotho. 
Future degree training should consider a range of fields that reflects the 
AEC's training goals. 

The second comment concerns what additional incentives returning &raduates 
will be offered to remain at LAC or AlO. Pay scales at LAC are half of those 
at the Yational University. Even better salaries are being offered at newly 
established universities in the South African homelands. The assumption that 
returning graduates will stay with LAC or AIO is not realistic. Currently 
there are few incentives for staff to do so. The following table demonstrates 
how low LAC salaries are. 
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COMPARISON OF LAC SALARIES 
WITH OTHER GOL PAY SCALES 

Kinimum Kaximum 

LAC 
Lecturer 8,880 10,080 
Senior Lecturer 10,344 11,664 

WL 
Lecturer 12 ,504 17,064 
Senior Lecturer 15,864 20,326 

COMPARABLE CIVIL SERVICE 

Senior Official, B.Sc. degree 18,000 (approxl 

b. Output 2: Improved Training programs for MOA field staff, farmers, 
and public/private sector personnel 

The project paper called for a major nonformal training effort to be launched 
by LAC in coordination with the Ministry of Agriculture and the research and 
production components of LAPIS. The project design spelled out very 
specifically the dates, subject matter and participants of these courses (PP 
page 35). 

While the exact timing and type and level of participation have been altered 
someWhat, the training has taken place. Furthermore, extensive documentation 
has been kept of all of these activities. In reviewing this documentation, 
the evaluation team believes that the letter of the project paper has been 
satisfied. Proceedings from LAC sponsored training programs list subjects 
covered, participants and schedules. In addition, a questionnaire is given to 
participants to assist in the planning of other training sessions. The annual 
report gives courses completed as of Kay 1987. The 1987-88 work plan lists 
cou~ses to be given, such as the livestock course offered in January 1988. 
The training also has been carried out with a high level of participation 
between all concerned, LAC, LAPIS, Research Division and other HOA divisions. 

The effectiveness of this training has, however, been compromised by several 
factors. First, the evaluator found that there is a lack of follow-up. The 
LAPIS staff pointed out that two courses on irrigated vegetables for extension 
agents were given six months apart. The second of these co~rses was for a 
selected group of agents and was believed to be highly effective in bringing 
greater depth to the subject. What is not clear is whether additional courses 
will be follow-up instruction for those who have already attended at least one 
workshop, or the courses will be only for those who have not yet attended a 
workshop. In-service training should be a continuing process. If the project 
is to generate lasting effects, then a mechanism or model for continuous 



in-service training must be developed and implemented, either u8in! LAPIS 
resources, or if those are unavailftble usin! other Ministry resources. 

A second problem is application of information given to agents at LAPIS 
sponsored courses. Again using the example of the second irrigated ve!etables 
course, ve vere told that only three of the 15 agents trained is working with 
the project at irrigation sites. With no or little further field experience 
with irrigated vegetables, the value of the training conducted can be called 
into question. 

Another area that is of concern to the evaluator is the level of Basotbo input 
into the course development process for nonformal training. In re~iewing the 
proceedings of two workshops given in January of this year (Livestock and Home 
Gardening Program), it appears that expatriates dominated the program 
(somewhat less so in the livestock workshop). While this may not reflect the 
organization of &11 workshops, it is an issue which should be considered by 
all TA when preparing and conductinor, workshops. 

While in-service training is falling short of meeting project objectives, the 
LAPIS staff emphasized to the team that some of the ct'iteria outlined in the 
Benchmark Report have been achieved. They believe that the workshops are 
contributing to HOA staff motivation and team work and allow the LAPIS staff 
to identify superior field agents. ABC staff have also pointed out that 
longer courses for selected MOA staff are being planned. For example we were 
able to examine a proposal for a new in-depth irrigation course that LAC will 
offer to extension personnel. Other efforts to upgrade in-service training 
have been suggested at a workshop that was held in Hohale's Hoek in Hovember 
1987 by HOA. One section of the report addresses in-service training and 
calls for expanded LAC activity in this area. 

Programs for lead farmers appear to have gone very well, both in terms of 
content and farmer receptivity. We were told that farmers appreciated being 
selected for training and had participated in courses with great enthusi~~m. 
We would like to add that costs have been kept low for these sassions, only 
160 m. per farmer. c~sts for workshops for MOA staff have been between 
150-200 m. per participant. 

c. Output 3: Improve the dissemination abilities of the AIO 

The assistance provided to the Agricultural Information Office has greatly 
enhanced its ability to carry out its functions. It has also permitted the 
ArO staff to take initiatives in producing training materials. Both the 
pr.·ovision of equipment and technical assistance has been effectiv(l. A 
complementary FAO project has also helped AIO's activity. 

The evaluation team reviewed both the 1985-86 (pre-LAPIS) and the 1986-87 
(post-LAPIS) annual reports. Increases were noted in the number of 
agricultural notices on the radio, direct advice to farmers and, most 
dramatically, the number and quality of pamphlets and press releases 
produced. The team also noted that topics shifted from reporting ministerial 
activities to more technical subjects. We were told that about half the 
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material produced is done in collaboration with ARC personnel. These tended 
to be material aimed at extension personnel, While material for general 
distribution to farmers has been put together by AIO Itaff. Host of AlO's 
.enior staff are LAC graduates with a genuine interest in agricultural topics. 

The evaluation team also reviewed topics that had been discussed during a one 
week period on the AIO's daily radio program. Atain, the aubjects were 
technically oriented and relevant to Lesotho's small farm environment. Also, 
AIO staff has helped in the preparation of materials used in training 
workshops conducted by ABC. 

Major problems include difficulty in using lome of the offset equipment 
provided by LAPIS, and a lack of documentation of their activities and 
transportation. Additional technical assistance and training in computerized 
typesetting is needed, and both the director of AIO and the head of the ABC 
suggested additional assistance. Additional training would protect and 
enhance the prior investment in equipment. Although the AIO was able to 
compile a list of topics for one week of broadcasts, no records are usually 
kept of these topics. Similarly, no plans are made for further broadcasts. 
In general there seems to be little planning of activities and only the bar~st 
sort of records of what has been done. Finally, as is the case with other 
parts of the MOA, transportation to field sites remains a problem. The team 
was told that AIO could do much more if vehicles were available. 

d. output 4: Upgraded Physical Facilities at LAC, the Agricultural 
Information Office and two Farmer Training Centers 

The upgrading of physical facilities has gone smoothly. The evaluator was 
informed that equipment needs had bean met and had contributed significantly 
to the training effort. A review of AAI's annual report (1986/87) shows that 
the contractor has implemented the physical improvements that were called for 
in the project paper. 

At the LAC Maseru Campus, building improvements include: 
- A new tuck shop 
- A new staff room 
- An expanded refectory 
- Three new faculty offices 
- A computer room 
- Yew parking facilities 
- Yew Livestock facilities 

As called for ira the project paper, both physical improvements and new 
management plans have been carried out at LAC's Maseru farm. These include: 

- A development plan prepared for the demonstration village at the farm. 
- Yew grain storage facilities were constructed. 
- A new 100 m. greenhouse was constructed. 
- A four hectare vegetable plot was fenced. 
- The campus orchard was renovated. 
- The irrigation system is being redesigned. 

In spite of this progress, problems of maintenance remain. Contributing to 
this is the fact that no allowances are currently being made for depreciation 
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of equipment of the school's commercial farm operation. CUrrently ,the, 
"profit" that is made from food sales is turned over to the &overnment without 
consideration of capital costs. 

At Leribe Campus of LAC, a &reenhouse was put up alon& with construction of, a 
storage shed. The principal of the Leribe campus said that physical 
facilities at the campus were sufficient to carry out all activities. Other 
physical improvements at the Farmer Training Center at Leribe and Mohales Hoek 
have been completed, including the provision of facilities ouch as fertilizer, 
.eeds, seedlings, tools and oxen. These have been documented in a recent 
status report released by the LAPIS .taff in January 1988. 

e. Output 5: Improved formal linkates between MOA Trainin&/Infurmation 
Services and MOA Technical Services 

The improvements to forma! linkages between MOA Trainin&/Information Services 
and MOA technical service:s have just .tarted. The expanded activities of the 
agricultural information service have taken place over the last year. This 
has resulted in AIO participation 1n field work with MOA technical services, 
and greater involvement with LAC. 

The ABC has also attempted to strengthen formal linkages to technical services 
within the HOA through the formation of several coordination committees. 

The training/extension task force appears to be the most active of these 
comrnlttees. Chaired by the KOA's senior extension officer, it has met four 
times to review and approve ABC nonformal training activities. ~he 
research/training coordination committee has set up joint LAC-ARD research and 
has coordinated activities between the two. In addition, an 
Extension/Training Coordination Committ~~ chaired by the LAC principal has 
reviewed and approved the five year work plan for LAPIS nonformal tra~ning. 
This committee also includes MOA extension and technical personnel. 

While these committees probably serve a useful purpose, it would be a mislake 
to put much emphasis on this output. Informal association and linkages seem 
to be the most effective way for those with initiative to achieve results. An 
8xample of this would be the Agricultural Information Office which has put out 
some training materials on its own initiative outiide of its formal links with 
the technical services. 

3. ABC-RELATED RESEARCH COMPONENT OUTPUTS 

The following two ARC outputs are discussed below in terms of their 
relationship to agricultural education. 

a. ARC Output 5: Dissemination of Research Results 

Discussion of this output can be brief since not much dissemination of 
research results has taken place. A review of information prepared by the 
Agricultural Information Office, LAC and PIC for extension purposes indicates 
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that very few of these are based on documented test ins from the LAPIS research 
component. Kost recommendations that are used for the irrisation and home 
sardening prosrams come from pre-exi8tins tables, not neces8arily 8pecific to 
Lesotho althoush 80me information from previou8 studies has been u8ed. The 
re8earch component has been involved in Bussestins topics, vritins texts and 
reviewing other extension msterinls, but most of these activities are not 
"effective dissemination of research re8ults". 

The recently produced 'ertilizer Recommendation Guide for Vesetable Crops 
based on soil tests, is the results of work done by the .oil testing Lab. 
Other work by the research component that has been di8seminated includes 80il 
limins tests, control of srain Itorase pests and lome potato trials. 

It is interestins to note that the description of the Research Component in 
the project's annual report makes no mention of continuation ~f work started 
or completed under the previous Farmins Systems Research Project nor does 
there seem to be any effort to disseminate information senerated from the 
preceding seven years work. 

b. ARC Output 7: ARC Impact on LAC Curricula 

The Benchmark Report states that there should be a "demonstrable impact of ARC 
work on LAC curricula" but what is meant by "ARC work" is open to debate at 
this point. A careful reading of the project paper shows that it assumed 
research results would be very significant. This highly productive research 
would then be used to continuously update information on Lesotho's asriculture 
as presented at LAC. Given the recent start-up of the LAPIS-sponsored 
research, there has been little opportunity so far for this to take place. 
However, the presence of research staff on the faculty at LAC and the start-up 
of joint research means that ARC work is definitely influencing and enriching 
the curriculum by brinsing research experience and sreater depth to course 
work. For example, 8taff from two of the most active branches of research, 
soil fertility and plant protection (E. Pomela ~nd G. Massey), have taught at 
the college. Students have been involved in the joint LAC-ARC livestock 
research prosram. In summary, while it is too early for the direct effects of 
research to have an impact on curricula, such as 8ubject selection or content, 
there is considerable evidence that ARC work is havins an l~~i~ect yet very 
beneficial effect on the LAC curriculum. 

4. ADMINISTRATIVE AND STAFFING CONSIDERATIONS 

Advisors of this project component have helped to improve LAC's 
administrative, personnel and financial operating procedures. Initially there 
were a number of operational problems 8temrnins from LAPIS staff and LAC staff 
working parallel to one another and not collaboratively. For the most part 
the parallelism has been solved and this is attributable to th~ sood workins 
relationship established between the Principal of LAC and the LAPIS Education 
Component Team Leader, combined with their leadership. A~~inistration at the 
r~c has improved but there remain areas that demand attention, as noted below, 
which are particularly important to the sustainability of the improvements 
undertaken. 
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The need continues for additional admini.trative wupport .taff (see LAPIS-AAI 
"Quarte~ly Report" Sept.- 80v. 1987) •• 0 .teps have been taken to orsanize 
the present administrative .tructure of LAC to create a Vice-Principal post at 
Leribe. The recommendation to desi&nate a Director of Studies to .erve LAC's 
campuses at Maseru and Leribe has been implemented and now the Vice-Principals 
.erve as the Director of Studies at their respective campuaea. In addition to 
his teachin~ functions, the head of the Department of Asricultural In~ineering 
lectures and serves as the Director of Student Affairs at the Maseru campus 
but the combined workload is overtaxing. The position has undersone little 
development and serves essentially a. the contact point for requeats for 
student activities IUch as aports event •. 

The chronic shortage of qualified (de~ree-level) .taff in irrigation, 
horticulture, animal science, and extension/education (8ee "Quarterly Report" 
Sept.- Mov. 1987) has been ali~htly alleviated but all indications are that 
the problem will exist until at least 1990. There i8 no M080tho irri~ation . 
lecturer; LAC wants two but only one Mosotho is in training and expected to 
return in 1990; there is one LAPIS/AEC irri~ation lecturer; LAC is in the 
process of integrating the Research Station with the College's Irri~ation 
System and someone will eventually be responsible for its management. LAC 
employs one degree-level Mosotho in horticulture and one diploma holder; one 
MS returns in 1989; one is completing a diploma in 1988 but aspires to the 
B.Sc.; one from the Leribe Campus is working on a B.Sc.; and LAC has requested 
an extension of the LAPIS lecturer in agronomy. 

The College currently has no Mosotho lecturer in extension/education since the 
last individual resigned; one person is in training. LAPIS employed a 
sociologist as a counterpart to work with the LAPIS Extension/Education 
lecturer yet the long-te~ need persists for lecturers in this discipline. 

The interchange of research personnel serving as lecturers in LAC teaching 
programs and participation of LAC personnel in research programs is working 
well. A Research and LAC Education Component Coordinatin~ Committee was 
established to handle all arrangements. However, the teachin~, field work and 
other demands made on lecturers make for a bulging schedule. LAC staff are 
involved in two ARD research projects: (1) pi~s and improving low-cost 
feeding, and (2) sheep and improving meat and wool simultaneously. ABC 
horticulture and irrigation specialists will continue to cooperate with the 
a~ricultural research staff in overall horticultural research and irri!ation 
layouts at Maseru Stations. The LAC CUrriculum Development Committee has not 
yet been expanded to include representatives from MOA's Research, Extension 
and Planning Divisions. 

The Operation/Management Specialist provided by LAPIS has worked with the 
College to improve operating procedures in the development of several computer 
programs designed to establish an historical atudents' data base (currently 
includes data covering calendar years 1987, 1986 and 1985) and to ~enerate 
reports of student ~t'ade point averages (Annex 8); monthly financial returns 
on the sale of farm produce (Annex 8); fees !enerated by the College (Annex 
8); transcripts, and results of 8tudent enterprises. The College plans to 
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computerize activities of the tuck shop and the book shop. A model for 
recordins commodity procurement of the education component was also desisned. 
The identification of manasement, administrative and personnel operating 
procedure& and policies appear in the recently revised Lesotho Asricultural 
Collese Staff Handbook and the LAC Information OUtline for the 1987/88 
Academic Year. The sustainability of the efforts of the Operations/Manasement 
Speciali8t and their impact upon improvins LAC administration are already 
beinS explored. The Assistant Bursar, who works closely with the above is 
considered the stronsest and the likeliest candidate to pickup ~ere LAPIS 
technical assistance leaves off. The Operations Manasement Specialist has 
taken the initiative to develop a proposed, 9 aonth trainins prosram to 
complement experience already sained by the candidate. All trainint. 
estimated conservatively at * 15,000, would be U.S.-based. 

The LAC Library, housed in a leparate buildins at the Maseru campus, contains 
an inventory consistins primarily of textbooks. It has undertone no 
improvements and its pUblication inventory has not been increased althoush the 
College recently acquired additional textbooks from the Ministry of 
Education. As of this writing, the books have yet to be processed and 
shelved. Audiovisual training aids purchased under LAPIS are not kept in the 
library but elsewhere temporarily to retain close accountability and pending 
the GOL's decision with regard to the permanent location for the Ministry's 
Asricultural Library. 

5. Outstanding Issues 

a. What exactly are LAC students being trained to dof 

One of the most pressing issues facing the fOTmal education component of the 
LAPIS project is what types Qf employment are LAC students being trained to 
do, and, in a more general sense. does this trainins fit into a realistic view 
of Lesotho's development needs. In keeping with LAPIS's Soals, training 
criteria should be broadened to include elements that promote successful 
commercial agriculture. Until two years aso, the overwhelming majority of LAC 
students was hired by the Ministry of Agriculture in various positions. 
Budget restrictions and presumably policy changes have stopped this practice. 
The question remains then, what are LAC students trained to do? Would 
Sraduates from this program make sood extension asents' Are they qualified to 
help stimulate growth of Lesotho's infant asribusinessesf 

Of the ten original soals that are set out in the college's catalogue 
describing how it will serve the nation, three address student employment: 

To provide the Ministry of Agriculture, as well as other Ministries 
and parastatal organizetions with trained manpower in fields related 
to asriculture. 
To provide the Ministry of Education with Agricultural and Economic 
teachers. 
To train youns Basotho wishing to ensage in commercial asriculture. 

These employment placement targets seem straisht-forward and appropriate, but 
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the evaluation team believes that they need to be expanded. There is little 
doubt that the .chools' current emphasis is still ,n sovernment emplo~nt for 
its sraduates. To obtain a better picture of this. the evaluation team did a 
.urvey of 28 first-year stUdents at the collese. Of these students only tva 
mentioned private farmins as their career soal. Kost wero interested in 
teachins or extension work. Are the students risht' Do opportunities really 
exist outside of sovernment employment and donor sponsored projects' This is 
one of the .ost basic questions. 

One of the major assumptions of the LAPIS project is that commercial farmins 
is viable in Lesotho and will eventually senerate hisher income and 
asribusiness deve14~ent. This remains to be .een. While the collese is 
definitely takinl~ l'tepS to promote c01llllercial farmins, this should be assessed 
asainst what opportunities actually exist. Courses that are usually 
associated with commercial asricultur.e such as Asribusiness. Marketins. Crop 
Reporting, etc. ~re not adequate in the curriculum. 

b. Are any of the trainins prosrams sustainable' 

This issue touches both fo~al and nonformal aspects of LAPIS trainins. 
Already mentioned in other s0ctions of this report have been most of the 
obstacles to project Bustainability. Underlying many of these problems is 
insufficient support from MOA. As a result, the LAPIS project is not 
developing capabilities, but temporarily filling voids. The return of 
long-term degree trainees should help, but siven the low salaries at ~'C and 
opportunities elsewhere, it is uncertain how long they will help. We have 
been told that other projects have made demands on staffins as well. As a 
result, many activities have been done without substantial Basotho input, 
calling into question the sustainability of prosress to date. 

c. Can the quality of the ac1minist'rative and teaching staff be 
maintained even to the ena of the project? 

CUrrently the LAC faculty in seneral and the LAPIS technical assistance team 
specifically is considerably overworked. Extension is a sood example. Hr. 
Tyson, the extension specialist, teaches or supervises over twelve coursos a 
year, as well as orsanizes and participates in workshops and other extension 
duties. Other faculty members are also stretched thinly. Based on classroom 
observation, the comments of the acting principal, and a survey of students, 
it can be said that despite the demands made on staff I' the quality of the 
teachins has been m~intained. For example, most first year AS~icultural 
otudents at the College listed extension as the Ilost interestins course" they 
were taking. How long the faculty can keep this up ranains in question. 

On the administrative side, major personnel chanses will occur before the end 
of the proj ec t. The Education component Tr.dm leader, Dr. Rooyani will be 
leaving in June 1989, his deputy Dr. Rusk in Au~ust 1988. Furthermore, the 
acting Principal Mrs. Mathaha will face mandatory retirement next year. There 
is also a possibilit'Y that the vice Principal, Mr. Keta, will be transferred 
to other duties in the MOA. Obviously,this much change will greatly effect 
the administration of this component. Steps will have to be taken now to 
assure smooth transition. 

/ / 
<\) 

, . 
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d. Should LAPIS aupport Home Economics Iduc~tion a. vell as Alriculture. 

The actin~ principal has cQrrectly pointed out that the current distinction 
that the LAPIS project makes between Alriculture and Home Economics is invalid 
liven the settin~ here in Lesotho. The women who ,ro~ food on .ubsistence 
farms are also the same people who store and prepare food. We a~r3e that 
.eparatin~ these two reflects a cultural bia3 that does not reflect the 
reality of the small farm environment. LAPIS is currently only asshtin~ 
~sricultural courses at LAC. 

e. Will the KOA fund Math and Science positions after the project? 

This is of utmost importance if the pro~ress in up~radin~ academic standards 
iu to be maintained. LAPIS mi~ht consider 80me transitional support to "o! at 
the end of the project to accomplish this. 

f. Can in-service training be reor~anized? 

Some major rethinking should ~o into the in-service trainin~ component. As 
mentioned earlier in the text, the effectiveness of the workshops for "OA 
personnel has been weakened by insufficient follow-up and field work, 
superficial treatment of some topics, and at times excessive expatriate 
participation. 

~. Should LAC b~come a degree granting Institution? 

This concept wag ~iven a through examination by T. H. SUtherland in a report 
done in 1982. His conclusion was that such a move would be beneficial. The 
current effort to improve edur.ation in ~eneral in Lesotho makes this question 
even mo're important. However, we believe that ~i ven the resources avallat-le, 
this should remain very much a lon~-term ~oal (perhaps twenty years hen~e) and 
in any case should not be initiated under LAPIS. 

6. RECOKKEHDATIONS 

a. Long-Term Trainin& 

Any future t~aining should include fields of study that are relevant 
to commercial a~riculture. 

The possibility of training in south Africa should be explored. 

b. Curriculum at LAC 

Additional courses related to commercial a~riculture should be 
considered. Specificalli, a~riculturMl marketing, ~&ribusiness, and crop 
reporting could fill out the pro~ram. 

An honors pro~ram to provide additional challen~e to students who 
demonstrate superior ability should also be considered. This would be in 
keeping with efforts to up~rade the school's academic standin~. 
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c. lonformal trainin& 

Short seneral workshops Which c?ver many subjects under one topic 
should be used only for direct farmers' trainins. 

A new in-service trainins plan for KOA field staff ahould be 
developed that includes lonser more in-d~th trainins. The short 
workshops should be eliminated and these resources used to support lonser 
courses for fewer people. 

d. Administration 

Contract extensions should be considered for Rooyani and Rusk, ~~ if 
extensions are not possible the positions should be extended and 
recruitment started to fill the positions. 

Krs. Kathaba's continued employment in her current position should be 
encourased. She is the school's third principal since the start of the 
project and further change would be disruptive. 

LAPIS should consider increased support to LAC's home economics 
prosram. 

LAC should reorganize the present administration structure of LAC to 
create a Vice-Principal at Leribe. 

Consideration should be siven to formal, short-term, t~ainins of the 
Assistant Bursar to assume functions currently undertaken by the 
Operations/K~agement Specialist. 

Representatives to the Curriculum Development Committee should 
include KOA's Research, Extension and planning division. 

The number of instructors at LAC naeds to be increased, especially in 
extension. 

LAC needs to recover capital costs from on-farm food sales to cov'er 
depreciation of equipment. A system should be devised whereby LAC can 
retain, under special arransement with Treasury, funds from farm sales for 
operations of the College program. 

The chronic shortage of qualified staff can only be addressed by 
increasing sala~ies to levels comparable to university levels and thosEI of 
the upper levels of the civil service. A major policy decision of this: 
sort soes outside of the scope of the LAPIS project and presumably would 
have to be part of USAID's ongoing dialosue with the sovernment. 

e. Technical Assistance 

The contract for the Horticulturalist lecturer at LAC should be 
extended !,'or a period of two (2) years. 

The contract for the Operation/Hanasement Specialist should be 
extended for a period not to excoed one year. 

The contract for the livestock'lecturer at LAC should be extended for 
a period of two years. 

Additional technical assistance and training is needed for the 
Asricultural Information office. Special training in maintenance of the 
offset equipment is needed, end training in the use of the computer 
system. At least a six month conSUltancy should be considered. 

/\~ :' 
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LIST OF RECOMKEHDATIOYS 

The following is a list of the recommendations which appear in the text of the 
ev~luation report. 

A. Recoll'll':lendations on the subject of "Project Orr.anization and Manar.ernp.nt": 

1. Improved mOl'dtorinr;) and implementation 

a. The COP should perform increa3ed supervision, and consider direct 
interventions in pro;iect implementation to pL'omote integration of project 
components. The COP and USAID project manager should assess whether the 
cooL'dinating funclioIl of the COP can be adequately performed as the project is 
currently structured. The COP should delegate administrative and other 
day-to-day operationel problems to Administr&ti~e Mana~er and Co~onent Team 
Leaders, respectively. If necessary, USAID and COP should consider a 
technical director/de:outy COP to monitor achievement of project objectives and 
identify issues for the COP's attention. 

b. As proposed by USAID, a team-building or organization 
effectiveness training exercise should be planned that includes but is not 
limited to establishin~ collaboratively working relationships; und~rstanding 
goals and objectives; l'einforcing roles, building confidence and exercising 
initiative. Inprepara.tion for this exercise, USAID project managemant, LAPIS 
COP and component team leaders, and KOA department heads should discuss the 
purpose of the exercise. Included as one purpose should be reuolution of 
proj ect documentation iusues, 1. e. how the various design and implementation 
documents relate to each other, and when formal documentation is necessary in 
the revision of project design and/or implementation. The tarf.,1.~t popullltion 
organized by groups folll')ws: 

(1) USAID's ADO/PDO and COP/Administrative Manager/Component 
Team Leaders; 

(2) COP/Co~onent Team Leaders and TA staff, 
(3) All MOA Department Heads/Chief, Planning and Project 

C()ordination and COP/Admi;\istrative Manager/CI)mponent Team 
Leaders; 

(4) MOA counterpart personnel only; and 
(5) MOA counterpart personnel and TA staff. 

d. The USAID project manager(s) should conduct regular field visits 
at least on a quarterly basis, in addition to representational visits. 

e. The project manager(s) should establish regular, scheduled 
meetings with LAPIS management in lieu of ad hoc moetings. Scheduled meetings 
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Ihould include the POO, and other USAID offices should be invited. At a 
min~, this could be accomplished throulh relular Project Kanalement 
Committee meetin,s. However, if these are irrelular or inadequate in content, 
another mechanism should be found. 

f. The KOA Office of Planninl and Project Coordination and Cent~al 
Planning and Development should be involved to a I~eater extent in .onito~inl 
the p~oject on behalf of the Ccvernment of Lesotho. 

I. P~oject TA should not be restricted to a narrow defir.ition of 
what is LAPIS-related activity. They Ihould be permitted to do What is 
necessary to achieve all of 'he project objectives in the most effective 
manner. Confusion over the Iround ~les for TA activities may be the result 
of a misunderstanding, but in any case resolution of the issue is necessary. 

h. The USAID Kission should conduct a formal review of all major 
project documents (PP, ,rant a,reement, Benchma~k Report, AAI contract, 
implementation plans and work plans), determine what is appropriate in each, 
and revise the PP, ,rant agreement and/or contract as necessary .. This could 
take place in conjunction with the team buildin, exercisp. recommended above. 

2. Improved organization 

a. The PS/HOA must take the lead in establishing the Project 
Management Committee, and the PMC should include in its membership both the 
USAID Project Manager and Project Development/Evaluation Officer. 

b The Marketing Working Croup should be established as soon as the 
Marketing Specialist is on-board and meetings should be conducted at least 
monthly initially. 

c. Minutes of all committee and workin, ,roup meetings should be 
distributed to all interested parties through the respective committees or 
Administrative Manager. 

3. ~oved administration 

a. The DPS for Administration should receive a copy of all 
administrative documentation dealin, with procurement, personnel, and 
staffing, and identify two contact persons to represent her/him in he~/hi. 
absence. 

b. The LAPIS Administrative Kanager should assume responsibility 
for coordinating submission of the Quarterly Project Monitoring Report 
distributed by the KOA. These reports should include data on: prolress toward 
meeting objectives; expenditure status; commodity status; major problems and 
recommended actions; ~d expected pro,ress toward meeting objectives next 
quarter. 
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B. Recoll1llendations on the subject of "Production Initiatives Component .. : 

1. The most urgent area r&quiring attention,is the necessity of 
establishing more effective coordination if the potential of the several 
components are to be realized and the objectives of the Project attained. The 
contractor is responsible for compliance with the terms of the contract 
regarding coordination. USAID is responsible for dete~ining that the terms of 
the contract are complied with. MOA likewise has responsibility for seeing 
that effective coordi~ation is attained. Attainment of effective coordination 
is a function of the resolve and leadership of the Project mana&em~nt and the 
willingness of the individual whoce activities are to be coordinated to 
cooperate in the effo~t. At least some members of the Project staff have 
indicated their willingness to have their activities coordinated. Thus it is 
the responsibility of the management group to develop the necessary resolve 
and to test their leadership abilities. 

No organizational structure can assure attainment of coordination, 
effective monitoring and improved management. However, establishment of PCU 
as envisioned in the original Project and more precise designation of the 
duties of some of its members would facilitate such attainment. If it is 
decided to establish PCU, the following steps are recommended. 

a) Carefully revi~~ the data specified for collection to see if 
additional data needs have developed or if all data specified are still 
required. If the requirements can be reduced or refined, sustainability 
prospects will be improved. 

b) Arrange for a short-term farm-management consultant, with 
African experience if possible, to assist in improving the relia~ility and 
usefulness of performance data being collected from participating 
production units. . 

c) Arrange for the assistance of the REDSO/ESA Regional Computer 
advisor to developing a scope of work for a computer pl'ogramrner to develop 
a workable program for processing the complex of data that PCU is charged 
with collecting, analyzing and making accesable to Project. management. 

d) Employ local computer operators as a part of the fCU staff to 
input the data and operate the syatem. 

e) Reconsider the make-up of the PCU membership. Authority for 
enforcing coordination among the LAPIS staff necessarily rests with the 
Chief of Party. If he is unable to serve as the counterpart of the 
Director of Field Services and exercise his coordinating role, then he 
must delegate this authority and responsibility to lome other member of 
the staff. This could be to the present PIC Team Leader who currently is 
identified for this role. However, in view of his added responsibilities 
as Team Leader when LDRC is merged with PIC, assignment of responsibilit~ 
to function as coordinator of all LAPIS functions appears unfair and 
likely to be ineffectiVe. 
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2. A second area requirint attention is marketint of the expandint 
supply of horticultu~al products. While it is realized that marketin, vas the 
flounderint point for many development protrams over the pa,t two decades, the 
seriousness of the present situation, with many larte new producers comint 
into production, probably is not realized. It il not pOlsible to establish a 
marketint system and have it on a stand-by basis ready to absorb any liven 
supply unless one is willint to accept a hi,hly subsidized inflexible 
parastatal or state controlled ortanization such *B PMC or Coop Lesotho. 
These types of or&anizations have been tried and found ineffective and 
unaccept&ble. As an alternative to tryint to establish a Itand-by Iystem to 
handle uncontrolled and hithly vari.ble supplies, it is recommended that a 
marketint stratety be developed that permits alternative responses to handle 
varyint market supplies or meet varyint marketin~ conditions. It is further 
recommended that the development of this stratety be the responsibility of the 
PIC Marketing Specialist if one should become available in the reasonably near 
future. While the staff of the Marketint Department now being created will 
doubtlessly be willin~ to consult and assist to the extent possible, it is 
clear that, with their new duties, they cannot provide extensive assistance. 
If the PIC Marketing Specialist is not available within the next few months, 
it is recommended that a short-term conSUltant, who preferable would be 
available to return for a series of short-term consultancies, be recruited to 
initiate this work which has been delayed ruuch too. long already. 

It also is recommended that project funds be used to contract with a local 
firm familiar with the existing marketint system and local customs and 
preferences to assist the Marketing Specialist carry out studies that must be 
done in the process of developing the market strate~y. nlese studies must 
include very area-specific market assessments. These assessments should 
include estimates of demand in each area of each commodity or commodity 
class; a description of the structures and appraisal of de~ree of 
competitiveness of the marketin~ system of each area; inventory and 
description of conditions of physical marketing facilities; and estimates of 
marketing costs particularly costs of transportation between major production 
and consuming centers. In collaboration with the staff of the Marketing 
Department, the feasibility of developint a marketing information service 
should be explored - particularly the development of estimates of total 
supplies by areas. 

3. A third set of items raquiring early attention relate to .laffin,. 

a) In regard to the i~ritated horticultural production technical 
assistant staff, it is recommended that; (a) the requests for extension 
for two years of the appointment of the entineer/farm planner and the 
second horticulturalist be approved as soon p.~ pussible; (b) that a 
replacement for the pomologist be provided and arrantements made for an 
~verlap with the departing pomolotist in oreer to minimize the disruptions 
of the very good pro~ram that has been start~di (c) in ~~dition to 
obtaining professional assistance in developil~o Qr.d put tint a workable 
program in place for PCU as recommended above, it is recomr.ten~ed that the 
Sociologist, now extensively involved in data manipu16tion, be assitned 
full time duties as a Sociolotist in either PIC or ARC or to divide his 

o \ o 
, , 
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Ume in a specified manner and (d) that a farm mana!ement specialist be 
added to the staff. 

b) In regard to the technical assistance staff for the livestock 
phase (output 7), it is recommended that, to the extent budget constraints 
permit, at least four and if possible five, members of the present LCRD 
ataff be transferred and retained on the LAPIS ataff. 

c) It is recommended that USAID aupport the contractor's request 
for Peace Corp Volunteers to assist in the continued development of the 
crop production (outputs 2 and 3) and ran!e/livestock (output 7) phases of 
PIC. 

•. In view of the basic flaw in desi!n and unsatisfactory status of the 
CARE nursery Project (output 5) identified by the evaluation team (Annex 3), 
it is recommended that the Project paper be revised takin! into account the 
evaluation results, the first season's sales and subsequent nursery 
assessments. 

S. It is recommended that LCCUL continue to &tudy factors accounting for 
the high delinquency rate both among LAPIS and regu1Rr cooperative borrowers 
and explore alternative means of lowering this rate. 

6. In view of the need to find alternatives fo~ movement of livestock 
from lowland to upland areas that will be involved in the adjudication 
process, it is recommended that the LAPIS encourage team participation in 
developing intensive livestock enterprises. 

C. Recommendations on the subject of "Agricultural Education Component": 

1. LonB-Te~m Training 

Any future t~aining should include fields of study that are relevant 
to commercial agriculture. 

The possibility of training in south Africa should be explored. 

2. Curriculum at LAC 

Additional courses related to commercial a!riculture should be 
considered. Specifically, agricultural marketing, agribusiness, and crop 
reporting could fill out the program. 

An honors program to provide additional challenge to students Who 
demonstrate superior ability ahould also be considered. :his would be in 
keeping with efforts to upgrade the school's academic atanding. 

3. Yonformal traininR 

Short !eneral workshops which cover many subjects under one topic 
should be used only for direct farmers' training. 

A new in-service training plan for KOA field staff should be 
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developed that includes lonser more in-depth training. The short 
workshops should be eliminated and these resources used to. support longer 
courses for fewer people. 

4. Administration 

contract extensions should be considered for Rooyani and Rusk, or if 
extensions are not possible the positions should be extended and 
recruitment started to fill lhe positions. 

Mrs. Mathaba's continued employment in her current position should be 
encouraged. She is the school's third principal since the start of the 
projgct and further change would be disruptive. 

LAPIS should consider increased support to LAC's home economics 
program. 

LAC should reorganize the present administration structure of LAC to 
create a Vice-Principal at Leribe. 

Consideration should be siven to formal, short-term, training of the 
Assistant Bursar to assume functions currently undertaken by the 
Operations/Management Specialist. 

Representatives to the Curriculum Development Committee should 
include HOA's Research, Extension and plannint division. 

The number of instructors at LAC needs to be increased, especially in 
extension. 

LAC needs to recover capital costs from on-farm iood sales to cover 
depreciation of equipment. A system should be devised whereby LAC can 
retain, under special arrangement with Treasury, funds from farm sales for 
operations of the College program. 

The chronic shortage of Qualified staff can only be addressed by 
increasing salaries to levels comparable to university levels and those of 
the upper levels of the civil se~vice. A major policy decision of this 
sort goes outside of the scope of the LAPIS project and presumably would 
have to be part of USAID's ongoing dialogue with the government. 

5. Technical Assistance 

The contract for the Horticulturalist lecturer at LAC should be 
extended for a period of two (2) years. 

The contract for the Operation/Management Specialist should be 
extended for a period not to exceed one year. 

The contract for the livestock lecturer at LAC should be extended for 
a period of two years. 

Additional technical assistance and training is needed for the 
Agricultural Information office. Special training in maintenance of the 
offset equipment is needed, and training in the use of the computer 
system. At least a six month consultancy should be considered. 

D. Recommendation on the subject of "Agricultural R~search Component": 

As presented in the project paper, farming systems research methodology 
should be adhered to in the implementation of the Research Component. 
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However, &iven the reservations displayed by project management toward this 
methodolo&y, a workshop should be or&anized during which the direction and 
pro&ram of the Research Division be assessed. Alternative Btrate&ies should 
be discussed, and a stronger program with a more clear directioil should be 
developed. If a decision is made as a result of the workshop and possible 
second ARC evaluation to revise the research component strategy which is Bet 
forth in the project paper, then proper documentation should be prepared and 
the PP amended if necessary. 

PES ABSTRACT 
The project purpose is to provide direct production and marketing 

assistance to small farmers and to strengthen Government of Lesotho (GOL) 
institutional capabilities in agricultural research and extension education 
for contributing to small farmer production, in order to increase incomes and 
employment of the rural population of Lesotho. The life of project is six 
years (8/85 - 8191). Project implementation (arrival of contract team) 
actually began about August, 1986. The prime contractor is American 
Agriculture International; there are also two cooperative agreements, one with 
CARE and another with World Council of Credit Unions. This first evaluation 
was conducted by an eleven member external team on the basis of project 
documents, site visits and interviews with project participants, and 
interviews with Gove~ent, USAID, and technical as~istance ~eam r~rsonnel. 
The purposes of the first evaluation were to assess progress to ( .te toward 
achievement of project objectives, and to identify areas requiring 
implementation andlor design modification. 

Project activities are in three areas: production, researc~. and 
education. All activities involve strengthening Hinistry of Atriculture (HOA) 
capabilities to provide integrated technical services to small'nolders engaged 
in producing high-value marketable crops. Production activiti~s are geared to 
providing technical information and extension services to project 
participants, research activities to improving the quality of technical 
information provided by the HOA's Research Division, and education activities 
to strengthening the Lesotho Agricultural College and providing increased 
agricultural training. Project assistance includes the prevision of technical 
assistance, funds for overseas training, and some commodity support. 

The project has b~en successful in meeting its quantifiable targets, ego 
number of irrigated farms established and number of trainees sent for 
trair.ing, but has been less successful in making progress toward the 
achievement of its institutional objectives with the exception of the work at 
the Lesotho Agricultural College 

Significant progrp.~s has been made in the areas of establishing irritated 
crop production uni~s, upgrading the academic standards of the Lesotho 
A&l"icultural College, placing participants in long-term trainin& pro&rams, and 
!ieHing a qualified technical assistance team. 

Areas of concern are the institutionalization of project achlevements and 
level of MOA field support, the relevance of the project to current GOL 
agricultural development strategies, the utilization of farming systems 
research methodology, and t~e marketing of crops produced with project Bupport. 

A majol' lesson learned is that the current design of the project will not 
allow both inst:tut.ionalization and provision of long-term training 
simultaneously. 
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The Lesotho Asricultural Production and Institutional Support Project (LAPIS, 
USAID Project 110. 632-0221) Asreement was sisned on Ausust 30, 1985, and has a 
Project Assistance Completion Date of Ausust 31, 1991 .. The total life of project· 
funding is '31,600.000. of which '26.100,000 is the Atency for International 
Development (AID) contribution. The prime contractor for the project iB American 
Atriculture International, with which a contract vas Bisned in Karch, 1986, and 
contract personnel besan to arrive in-country in June, 1986. The project also 
includes two cooperative agreements, one with CARE ('629,200) and the other with 
CURA/WCCU ('1,898,700). These asreements vere Bisned in Karch and Ausust, 1986, 
respectively. This is the first evaluation of the project, and it vas conducted 
with a view to identifyinS are6S _~ich may require further review and possibly 
redesign. The evaluation team W6S in-country from January 25 to Karch 4, 1988, and 
interviewed project personnel, Government personnel. project participants, and 
USAID staff. 

The project purpose is to provide direct production .nd .arketins aEsistance to 
small farmers and to strengthen Governm€lnt of Lesotho (GOL) institutional 
capabilities in agricultural research and extension education for contributins to 
small farmer production. in order to increase incomes and employment of the rural 
population of Lesotho. In this way, the project is attempting to increase 
employment opportunities in Lesotho in part to provide alternatives to employment 
outside of Lesotho, in particular in South Af~ica. 

The primary objective of the project is that farmin~ households are involved in 
inten~ive horticulture. cash crops. and livestock production activities, which have 
measurably contributed to increased employment and income. The project is t~ 
support this overall effort by: establishing a coordinating structure within. th~ 
Kinistry of Agriculture (KOA) to facilitate support to smallholder produ~tion 
projects; strengthening the capabilities both of the HeA Research Division to 
address the constraints to smallholder a~riculture. and of the trainin& 
institutions to train KOA extension &nd technical staff, farmers, and public and 
private sector personnel; and providing direct training to Basotho to support and 
maintain the objectives of the project. 

ACHIBVEKENTS 
When con~idering pro~ress toward achievement of project objectives, it must be 

remembered that actual implementation of LAPIS started only about 1 1/2 years prior 
to this evaluation. Despite the fact that the project is in an early sta~e, 
significant p['ogress has beer. achieved in a number :of areas, as noted belovo 

Pro,ress on the irrigated crop production activity of the Production. 
Initiatives Component (PIC) has exceeded expectations in terms of units 
established. The dedication and technical effectiveness of the PIC team and the 
Lesotho Council. of Credit Union Leasue (LCCUL) team, the Peace Corps volunteers, 
the District Production Officers (DPOs), and the assi,ned extension personnel in 
providin~ support to the participating farmers are particularly noteworthy. By the 
end of project year t~o. the ori,inal p~oject desi~n expected that there would be 
20 individual farmer£ and n~ farmer associations in production. In fact. after one 
and one-half years, U:qre al'~ 39 individual farmers RI'ld two. farmer associations 
(with 70 total m3mbers) in production. 

The Education Component is well or,anized and has m&de considerabl~ prosrCD~ in 
upgrading the acad~ic standards at the Lesotho A~ricultural Colle,e (LAC). 
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Long-term training of LAC faculty and the marked increas~ in the amount of 
practical hands-on training have addressed Bome of the basic weaknesses of the 
program priQr to LAPIS interventions. The level of technical assiatence has 
received mur.h praise from the LAC adminiutration end the stud~nts themselves. 
However, the relatively low level of salaries paid to LA~ profesoional staff 
results in loss of staff members to other institutions in w,~ outside of Lesotho. 

Long-term trainin&: Thirty-eir,ht indi.viduals havtl been plucrad in u. S. 
universities for BSc. or advanced der,ree ~raining. That the project has managed to 
identify and send off this large number of traininr, participants is impressive. 
The c~ntractor's monitoring and progress reportinr, has also been commendable. The 
individuals sent for training 8\"e those who will be primaril)' responllible for 
MUstaining project achievements after the departure of the expatriate technical 
assistants. 

Fielding and composition of the TA Team: Once contract negotiations were 
completed, the contractor fielded its large team witMn a ohort perioo of time. 
The speed with which the contractor was able to do this undoubtedly contributed to 
the achievements discussed ebove which have been ~cccm~lished over the past 1 1/2 
years. In addition, overall the team is hir,hly qualified and has performed its 
technical duties in a professional and effective manner. 

ISSUES 
Resolution of the following i3sue~ will require increased attention on the part 

of project management to project monitoring and implementation. 
Institutionalization and Level of MOA Supi~ort: The LAPIS project is not being 

successfully incorporated into MOA oyerations, nor is the MOA providing adequate 
personnel support to the project particularly in the field. Becaus~ this project 
is in its early stage and many of the MOA professional staff are overseas being 
trained, it is not expected that the Ministry's capabilities would be fully 
strengthened already, but more progress toward that objective should be apparent by 
now. In p'1rticular, unless the MOA creates an institutional sh'lctur.·e ~uch as the 
Production coorrlination Unit within the HOA to coordinate and stimulate support for 
smallholder commercial production, it is unlikely that such support will continue 
past project c~mpletion. In Ilddition, without this structure, project obj2ctives 
which requir.e coordination are less likely to be achieved. Finally, if the project 
concept is to be followed past the project's completion, increase~ HOA field 
personnel are required now to work directly with the farmer partidpants, and, at a 
minimum, it is essential that when those who are being trained O\"erseas return, 
they fill the TA pOGitions and continue to perform the TA functions. 

Relev~ce of UU'IS to Current GOL A£ricultural Development ~trategies: Given 
recent GOL .'Cllicy statements which raise as an issue "the donor preference for 
'small farmer' ind!.vidual production strategies" vs "tne GoverTiltlent' s preference 
for small farmer 'cooperativa schemes' (irrigation) and capital intensive 
cooperative Hock (TOU) approaches", it is questionable whethrJr the LAPIS project 
continues to be relevant to GOL ar,ricultural development strategies. When this 
issue was raised with the MOA, the response was that the abolle statement ref~rred 
not to total dissatisfaction with donor-sponsored projects, but rather to the 
reluctance of donor-funded technical assistants to work on ~OA projects not 
directly related to the donor-specific activities. However, r,iven the ambir,uity of 
the policy statement, USAID should review the relevance of LAPIS smallholder 
individual irrir,ation activities to current GOL Qr,ricultur.,l strater,ies, and decide 
what action to take. It is likely that if these activitie:; do not fit into current 
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Itrategies, there will be weak MOA support both during project implementation and 
after the end of the project. 

Utilization of Farmin, System Research Methodoloj&l: Fa~ing syst~~ research 
(FSR) methodology is an integral part of the LAPIS project design as pr~~~nted in 
the project paper. However, the intended emphasis on FSR was not con Hnuel"l in the 
Senchmark Report, which gives details of the nature of data to be coll~ct~d for the 
purposes both of implementation and monitoring/evaluation, nor is it evident that 
FSR methodology has been successfully incorporated into the implementation of the 
project's AgricuJtural Research Component. It is the evaluation team's view that 
this methodology is appropriate to LAPIS. However, there is disagreement on this 
point within the project management. In any ease, for some time the relearch 
program has lacked direction and has not contributed as expected to the achiev~ent 
of LAPIS project objectiv~s. 

Marketing: Marketing the expanding lupply of horticultural products requires 
particular attention. Many large new producers are coming into produ~tion, and the 
resulting increased supply of horticultural products may flood the market. The 
LAPIS team should be developing a marketing strategy that permits alternative 
responses suited to varying market conditions and to varying market supplies. 

LESSON LEARNED 
Project implementation has suffered from an attempt to simultaneously 

strengthen an institution structurally (the MOA) and Bend a large number of 
professional staff oversoas on long-term training. A longer life of project time 
frame, the sprea~ing out of trainee departures, and expatriate TA presence before 
trainee departure, during their absence, and after their return, all would help as 
part of the project design to promote successful achievement of project 
objectives. Otherwise, to try to accomplish all LAPIS project objectives during a 
five or six year period is unrealistic. Any extension or redesign of the project 
in the future should consider these factors. 

PRINCIPAL RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. The Production Initiatives Component requires a functioning Production: 

Coordination Unit with effective leadership in order to attain both the 
coordination necesspry for successful project implementation, and the 
sustainability of project achievements. In addition, a marketing strategy should 
be developed ~n&t permits alternative responses to varying market supplies. 

2. The chronic shortage of qualified staff at LAC can only be addressed by 
increasing salaries to levels comparable to university levels. A similar problem 
exists with respect to other professional staff in the:MOA. 

3. As presented in the project paper, farming "ystems research methodology 
should be adher~d to in the implementation of the Research Component. However, 
given the reservations displayed by project management toward this methodology, a 
workshop should be organized during which the direction and program of the Research 
Division be assessed. Alternative strategies should be discussed, and a stronger 
program with a more clear dirEction Ihould be developed, along with necessary PP 
amendment documentation. 

•. Project management requires strengthening. Increased supervision and 
direct intervention is required on the part of the technical assistance team chief 
of party in particular to assu~e project component coordination and achievement of 
overall project objectives. Quarterly meetings of the Project Management Ca.mittee 
Ihould be held to improve communication among the MOA, technical assistance team 
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and USAID, and to provide a forum in which i&plementation and .anasement issues can 
be resolved before they become major probl~~. USAID project .tnasers must take a 
more active role in monitorins projeet perfonDance, and must be prepared to 
intervene in as direct a fashion as nocessary When the MOA or the contract team i. 
not meetins their respective commitment.. Finally, a team-buildins exercise should 
be held by a profession;'.l consultant t.o improve cOJllDUllication and understandins of 
project objectives among the entire project team (KOA staff, contract team, and 
U~AID project manasers). 
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Executive Summary 

Lesotho is unique in all of Africa south of the Sahara. The 
climate is temperate but with high mountains capped with snow in 
the winter months. These same mountains cause warm moisture
laden air circulating from over the ocean to dump torrential 
rainfall in the summer. The steep slopes and huge surpluses of 
water that exceed the water-holding capacity of the soil result 
in rapid run-off and erosion problems without precedence. 

The Basotho people have accomodated to their role of a land
locked island nation within their larger South Africa neighbor. 
Large numbers of young Basotho ~n from rural areas seek 
employment in the mines of South Africa. This seems to have 
solved the prob1emE of urban migration that have plagued other 
countries of the region. 

As a result, Lesotho is faced with sociological and 
environmental problems that must become a part of long-range 
planning for continued agricultural development and growth. Of 
increased importance to the country are institutions of 

·Agricu1tura1 Research and Extension capable of not only solving 
problems of feeding the nation, but also of developing income
generating agricultural enterprises that are competitive with 
wage income available in South Africa. Thus, Agricultural 
Research must find solutions to today's problems, and be 
encouraged and supported to find \o~ays to avoid problems that may 
occur in the year 2000j i.e., assume a reactive and proactive 
stance. 

With the foregoing as our philosophical base, the following 
represents a summary of an evaluation of the Agricultural 
Research Component (ARC) of the Lesotho Agricultural Production 
and Support (LAPIS) Project No. 632-0221, a cooperative agreement 
between the Government of Lesotho (GOL) , the U.S. Agency for 
International Development Mission to Lesotho (USAID), American 
Agriculture International, the project Contractor. The project 
started in mid-1986 and is scheduled to ~nd in mid-1991. 

SumDary ConclusionG 

1. The potential exists in the Agricultural Research Division 
(ARD) of the the Department of Field Services, MOA, to make a 
positive contribution to agricultural development in Lesotho. To 
do so, however, will require: a) provision of ARD scientists who 
are peers in terms of technical training and scientific 
competence to their ARC counterparts; b) a Change in ARD's 
emphaSis/strategy to a more balanced comprehensive approach 
through complementary on-farm and on-station research; c) Daking 
.farmers and Extension full and equal partners in problem 
identification and prioritization, and in technology verification 
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and transfer; d) an objective and systematic means of 
prioritizing research program areas, and research projects within 
areas; and, e) a clearly articulated MOA policy statement 
regarding the expectations of agricultural research in Lesotho. 

2. The Soil Analysis Laboratory is providing a valuable service 
to scientists and farmers, and the Agricultural Library has the 
potential to provide invaluable services to researchers in their 
quest for improved technology that would increase agricultural 
production and improve the well-being of the farmers of Lesotho. 
These two areas do, however, require assistance and support if 
they are to realize their full potential. 

3. The GOL, the Contractor and USAID have, to varying degrees, 
demonstrated their commitment to and support of achievement of 
the objectives of the ARC of the LAPIS Project. The Contractor 
demonstrated awareness and responsiveness by making a needed 
change in leadership of ARC. 

4. Problems of coalescence and coordination exist between and 
among components of the LAPIS Project. These problems, if left 
unresolved, will certainly detract from full realization of 
Project objectives and goals. 

5. The progress made 
Research Project has not 
the LAPIS Project. 

by the predecessor Farming Systems 
been capitalized upon or built upon by 

Principal recommendations follow. other recommendations can 
be found in Section II of this report. 

Major Recommendations 

1. That there be planned and implemented as soon as possible a 
team building exercise that will make full use of the expertise 
found in the LAPIS components thus complementing and strenthening 
the outputs of individuals toward achievement of identified 
goals. 

2. That linkages and communication lines be developed within 
LAPIS and ARC and ARD counterparts. That these linkages be then 
improved within the Field Services Department between ARC/ARD and 
Extension Service with particular attention to the decentralized 
District Agricultural Officers, District Extension Officers, 
Extension Agent and farmer units. 

3. That working 
(LTTA's) and ARD 
other components as 
lines. That these 

teams of Long-Term Technical Assistants 
counterparts, along with representation from 
appropriate, be organized along cDDDOdity 
teams be charged with: including farmers' 
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problems in the prioritization 
and, the immediate transfer of 
technology requiring no adaption. 

and design of research projects; 
improved appropriate off-shelf 

4. That Research, E):tension and farmers be made full and equal 
partners in problem identification and prioritization, and in 
the technology verification and transfer processes. That 
achieving a ba'lance between complementary on-station and on-farm 
research is critical to the stated goals of XOA. 

5. That the Maseru site may not appropriate to implement 
research to solve the winter feeding problem of livestock. We 
suggest relocation of the ARC livestock LTTA and ARD 
counterparts to an appropriate location more suited to the range 
management and winter forages emphasis of the project. 

6. That market and economic feasibility be designed into all 
research projects with recommendations made to reach the maximum 
profit point on production curves. On-farm and prototype 
research using farmer conditions should reflect considerations 
for farmer management practices and competition for his/her 
limited resources. 

7. That ARC and ARD access International 
Centers (IARC~s), the U.S. Land Grant 
regional National Agricutural Research 
identify improved off-the-shelf technology 
with minor adaptation, applicable to 
problems. 

Agricultural Research 
College network, and 
Systems (NARS~s) to 
that is directly, or 

Lesotho agricultural 

8. That a careful assessment of training and problem needs be 
made to identify those that can be solved with Short-Term 
Technical Assistance. Utilize where possible, expertise from 
nearby countries and IARC~s, and commit individual consultants to 
a responsibility for follow-up. 

9. Carefully assess the role and level of support required from 
support facilities as a part of the insti~ution building process. 
For example, the soils laboratory and a plant tissue analysis 
capability, a research farm management structure, library and 
plant disease diagnostic laboratory. 

10. Carefully assess levels of formal training for ARD personnel 
requir~d to insure a functioning NARS and negotiate with XOA for 
the provision of counterparts having levels of training 
commensurate with the research leadership required. In some 
instances overlap between counterparts with a LTTA is critical to 
leaving a functioning unit at the end of the project. 

11. That the XOA make sustainable agricultural systems a mid
term program priority for the purpose of preventing fUrther 
degr~dation of the agricultural resource base. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

A. General 

This is a report on the evaluation of the Agricultural 
Research Component (ARC) of the Lesotho Agricultural Production 
and Institutional Support (LAPIS) Project No. 632-0221, a grant 
agreement between the Government of Lesotho (GOL) , the U.S. 
Agency for International Development Mission to Lesotho (USAID>, 
and American Agriculture International, the project contractor. 
Project activities were launched in June 1986, the date when 
USAID signed a contract with the contractor. 

B. Evaluation Methodology 

This evaluation was carried out by Joe N. 
F. Pasley, both of whom were contracted by 
University of Florida. The evaluation began on 
both evaluators arrived in Lesotho and ended 
when both left the country. 

Busby and Sherman 
USAID through the 
10 July 1988 when 
on 6 August 1988 

The project outputs anticipated in project design under thi6 
component, the Proj ect Implementation Pl"r~ (P IP) , t.he LAPIS 
Benchmark Report, and the Scope of Work given the evaluators by 
USAID provided the general framework tor the evaluation. Th~ 
Scope of Work, combined with the anticipated outputs and 
evaluation factors in the Benchmark Report, provide the general 
outline for this report. 

1. Expected Project Outputs 

The following is a summary of the the outputs described in 
the Proj ect Paper (PP) to achieve the sub-goal OJ: the ARC II to 
increase production, income and employment by increasing the 
capabilities of the Ministry of Agriculture to develop and extend 
improved agricultural technologies to farmers." 

a. Research priorities are based upon, and responding to 
systematic assessment of farmers' constraints and goals. 

b. Use of 
validity and 
increased. 

on-station and 
applicability 

on-farm trials 
of research 

to test the 
results is 

c. Additional 
recommended by 
farmers. 

production technical/management packages 
research are tested and transferred to 

d. Researc~ institutionalization, FSR capacity, skills and 
supporting services are improved. 
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e. Linkages among researchers, extension workers, farmers, 
production input services, agriculture policy planning 
personnel and other supporting institutions are improved. 

f. Soils laboratory is equipped, staffed and effectively 
performing its role. 

g. Feedback from Research Division is linked to curriculum 
planning and training systems. 

2. Evaluation Scope of Work 

The Scope of Work provided the evaluators described the 
following actions. 

a. Examine the impact the sub-project has had to date on 
developing the Research Division's institutional capacity to 
carry out effective national agricultural research 
activities and developing and transferring 
production/management packages to the production component 
and the Basotho farmer. 

b. Asses~ composition, appropriateness [to) technical 
skills an~ functions of the technical assistance team 
particularly as related to staffing and funding levels. 

c. Closely examine and assess effectiveness of utilization 
of inputs provided under the sub-project and the impact 
these inputs have had on achieving project outputs to date. 

) 

d. Examine level and quality of outputs achieved to date 
against those projected in the original project log-frame. 

e. Evaluate commitment, adequacy, timeliness and level of 
support from Contractor, Government of Lesotho (financial 
and human resources) and USAID in project implementation. 

f. Recommend modification of the component's strategy, 
implementation, inputs, outputs as may be required to ensure 
achievement of the component's goals and purposes. 

g. Identify problems and constraints which have been 
encountered in the implementation of this component, and 
make recommendations to alleviate them. 

3. Evaluation Procedures 

Upon arrival in Lesotho, the evaluators reviewed: the LAPIS 
PP and Annexesj LAPIS Benchma:dt Report; Contractor 5-Year 
,Xanagament/lmplementation Plan; Contractor Annual Plan of Work; 
Contr~\ctor Progress Reportsj Draft Minictry of Agriculture (XQA) 
Fourth Five-Year Development Planj and, Final Evaluation Report 
of the predecessor Farming Systems Research Project. 
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During t~e course of the in-country evaluation large numbers 
of draft and final reportG and documents were reviewed. 
Particularly useful were: ARC Annual Implementation Plans and 
Annual Reports; and, the Proposed Development and 
Decentralization Plan for the Agricultural Research Division 
(ARD) prepared by the ARD. 

The evaluators interviewed all ARC Team Members and their 
counterparts as available. The physical facilities of the Maseru 
Research Station were obs~rved including field experiments, 
laboratories, library, offices, and field equipment, as well 8S 

those of the Lesotho }.gricultural College (LAC) Campus. 

The evaluators visited tbe Team Leaders of the Production 
Initiatives Component (PIC) and Agricultural Education Component 
(AEC) of the LAPIS Proj~ct, and with Team Members of these 
components as availA~~~, to discuss linkages and 
complementarities to be realized from these linkages. Visits 
were also made to the Agricultual Information Office (AID) to 
better understand the mechanisms available for technology 
transfer. 

Field visits were made to the 
Nyakosoba prototype area, and to the 
the Farmer Training Center at Leribe. 

Lekubane Substation, the 
District Headquarters and 

Visits were made to the Honorable Minister of Agriculture, 
Dr. D. Phororo, the Permanent Secretary, MOA, Hr. R. L. Ntokoane. 
and the Director of Field Services, ~OA, Mr. M. Motsoene. 

Ini~ial orient3tion discussions were held with the USA!D 
Mission Director, Jesse Snyder; the Agricul~ural Development 
Officer, Barry H. Hilli and, the Deputy Agricultural Development 
Officer, Abdel )t. )toustafa. There were frequent informa\l 
discussions with all of the aforementioned, and Dr. Moustafa 
attended several meetings and accompanied us on our field trip to 
Leribe, as well as giving leadership to tbe initial meetings with 
ARC Team Members and ARD count.erparts. Dr. E. Loomis, ,ARC Team 
Leader, arranged all of the meetings with ARC Team Members and 
ARD counterparts as well as with the AEC and PIC Team Leaders and 
members. 

Following 12 days of activities as outlined above, the 
evaluators began synthesis of information, tempered by 
judgements, into a report. Our recommendations reflect our firm 
belief that appropriate agricUlture research is essential to 
agricultural develqpment in any country. Hopefully our 
recommendations will be useful to the GOl in its efforts to 
improve agricultural production while maintaining this very 
important resource base, and in improving the financial. physical 
'and social well-being of the Basotho people. 
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II. RESPONSE TO SCOPE OF WORK 

Prologue: The Agricultural Research: Component (ARC) of LAPIS 
was assigned to a facility contiguous to the Lesotho Agricultural 
COllege (LAC) campus where they were housed with the Agricultural 
Research Division (ARD) of MOA. There did not appear to have 
been a formal team-building exercise to develop a clear 
understanding of component goals and purposes. As a result, each 
Long-Term Technical Assistant (LTTA) designed research projects 
that were highly discipline-oriented as contrasted to a problem
solving team approach. As often happens with projects having a 
participant training program, the USAID concept of counter
parting has been slow to reach· fruition. Furthermore, an 
austerity program in GOL has limited personnel growth of the ARD. 

The Project Agreement between USAID and the GOL gives the 
Component sub-goal for Agricultural Research as: "The sub-goal 
of the Research Component is to increase production, income, and 
employment by increasing the capabilities of the Ministry of 
Agric"l ture to develop and extend improved agricul tura 1 
technologies to farmers. This component will directly assist th€ 
Research Division to produce tested, production oriented, 
technical packages." 

The Component Purpose is stated as: "The purpose of this 
component is to assist the Research Division to strengthen its 
Farming Systems Research (FSR) program to produce and de.liver a 
continuing flow of improved technologies for increasing the 
productivity of Lesotho's farmers." 

As stated, the clear intent was for the ARC to build on th~ 
previous Farming Systems Research Project under Washington State 
University. It also reinforced the MOA's perception that ARD 
would continue to conduct on-farm research. 

Unfo:"'tunately, there was a gap in time between the 
completion of t~~ FSR Project and the arrival of several of the 
discipline-oriented LTTA's in the ARC. The FSR Project did 
design, and with USAID assistance, left a small functioning 
research library, soils testing l~boratory, office space for ARD 
and ARC, Some equipment, vehicles and a research farm with roads 
and plots laid out. Essentially the ARC had the nucleus of a 
functioning facility with which to begin their program. 

The FSR Project was, initially at least, heavily influenced 
by the input of social scientists. USAID's decision not to 
includ~ expp-rtise in Agricultural Economics on the ARC Team 
~ontributed to the failure of the ARC to utilize and build on the 
results of the previous projects - even to the point of rejecting 
the work as inappropriat.e to their discipline. The project 
emphasis shifted from on"farm trials heavily involving extension 
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agents and farmers to controlled research on the central station 
or at prototype areas also using project designs parallel to the 
central station but in the climatic zones resulting from altitude 
and availability of water, and to multi-location trails in 
farmers' fields. 

The LTTA's were only recently impressed with expectations of 
administrative policy levels of XOA. Prior to this time, both 
ARC and ARD had become targets of much criticism and pressure to 
do a multitude of tasks. There were internal problems of 
administrative leadership and communications that seemed to have 
further added to their inability to respond coherently. As a 
result, morale of personnel has been at a low level and there has 
been a tendency to react to criticism rather than to respond 
positively. 

The internal administrative problem has been corrected and 
with the arrival of a Marketing Speci~list on the PIC and a Farm 
Management Specialist for ARC we believe the ARC and ARD to be 
ready for a positive team~building exercise that will develop 
research priorities commensurate with MOA expectations. A 
balance between on-station and on-farm research needs to be 
achieved which will be oriented toward solution of major 
production problems of important crops and livestock. 

There are capable people in ARC and ARD that are willing to 
work toward the agricultural developm2nt of Lesotho. If given 
some direction, encouragement and support, we believe they will 

'react positively. Dr. Scott Hyer, long time Industrial 
Psychologist, Texas Instruments, claims that the best personnel 
motivation comes from a worker having a full understanding of the 
institutional mission and goals and then being given the 
opportunity to participate in planning ways to achieve them. He 
follows up to say that there must be constant feed-back from 
management on how they are doing. A worker that contributes and 
is recognized for his contribution is a productive worker. If 
ARC and ARD are to make a ueaningful contribution to agricultural 
development in Lesotho, make sure they understand the goals, are 
involved in planning and implementation of projects targeted 
toward solving problems preventing achievement of the goals and 
are given full recognition for contributions they make. We 
believe the potential for successful problem-solving, transfer of 
technology and adoption of technology i~ in place if properly 
managed and supported. 

The following evaluation report examines each task in the 
Scope of Work. Many .of the recommendations or comments under the 
Scope of Work are designed to be used more as suggestions to ARC 
on how they might improve their contribution toward ultimate 
achievement of the output. We did, however, Eummarize a list of 
recommendations in the Executive Summary that are of high 
priority and, i~ our opinion, require action by USAID or LAPIS or 
MOA or through collaborative action among all three Agencies. 
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Details of findings and recommendations tTom \lh1ch the summary 
was taken tollows: 

A. Task A: Exaroine the impact the sub-project has had to date 
on developing the Research Division's institutional capscity to 
carry out effective nationsl agricultural research activities and' 
developing and transferring production/management packages to the 
production' component and the Basotho farmer. 

1. Definition of an Institution 

Institutions mean nany things to many people. For our 
purposes, we will define an institution as an organization or 
body that: has a well delined m~ssion or goal; provides a 
product or service that benefits a great number of people, in 
this case the Gov£r~ment and the Basotho farmers; can be counted 
upon over time to provide this product or servicej hss effected 
enduring linkages with entities that allows it to provide 
services and to persist, in this css~ the MOA which provides the 
support necessary for ARD ~o function and the Extension Service 
which disseminate~ its product or service to the Basotho farmer; 
and, is responSive to the needs of its clients, the Basotho 
farmers. 

2. ARD Mission Definition 

It is our perception that some confusi~n ~xists in ARD, and 
among the ARC Team as well, over XOA policy vis a vis 
agricultural research and, as a result, Research is uncertain of 
the direction they should take. In our meeting with the 
Honorable Minister of the MOA, he articulated this policy. We 
understood the ~inister to say that: 1) in view of~the fiscal 
constraints of Government, research must be priority-oriented to 
achieve maximum impact; 2) Research must, change itsstrategic 
spproach to adaptive-type resesrch to: make what is known 
available to farmers as a first priority; identify those real 
problems that the MOA can tsckle; answer questions for the MOA 
such as why fertilizers aren't being used at recommended rates; 
and, advise the MOA and Extensirn on packages to take to the 
farmers; 3) Research must work with Extension, XOA Production 
Departments, and farmers to prevent breakdowns in the te~hnology 
identification and dissemination continuum; 4) Research DUst work 
with the Crops Department to provide advice on the tech~!cal 
aspects of seed production, and to give advice on just what seeds 
and seedlings Lesotho can and cannot produce; 5) Research DUst 
constantly be or. the, lookout for new crops that the average 
farmer can grow and market, ftsparagus as an example; ·e) Research 
needs to conduct ecomonic and social studies fur the XOA on 
topics such as land leasing and contract plowing to determine the 
economic, social and political implications; 7) DOre emphasis 
must be given to decentralized on-farm trials for prob12m 
identification and prioritization, and to assist in technology 
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varification and transfer; 8) livestock researcb sbould focus on 
finding solutions to tbe winter gap feed problems; and, 9) 
Researcb must be innovative and aggressive. !t is our 
understanding tbat tbere is to be a worksbop conducted in tbe 
very near future during whicb policy :[or eacb MOA Department will 
be formalized, and protocols for linkages and working relations 
between Researcb and Extension will be developed. We consider 
tbis worksbop to pe essential to tbe development of an effective 
and efficient tecbnology identification/development and transfer 
continuum in Lesotbo. 

Recommendation 

Tbat, during tbis worksbop, a clear and specific Xission 
Statement be developed for ARD. 

3. Program/Project Prioritization 

When human, physical and financial resources are limited, as 
tbey almost always are, it is incumbent upon agricultural 
researcb to employ its resources on tbose problems tbat, wben 
solved, will have a major impact on acbieving Government 
development objectives and solving farmers' most pressing 
problems. However, reaching a consensus on tbe most important 
problem is always difficult because eacb person's problem is, to 
tbem at least, tbe most important. Thus, tbere must be some 
systematic effort wbereby problems are identified and 
prioritized. 

Recently, tbe ARC Team and tbeir ARD counterparts bave 
addressed problem identification and researcb .prioritization 
wbich we consider an important step. However, tbe mecbanism 
described seems largely subjective in nature in tbat it is based 
upon tbe scientific judgement and problem perception of a very 
few individuals. 

Several other countries in tbis part of Africa, Malawi and 
Zambia in particular, have addressed this problem tbrough two 
distinct but mutually dependent stages; the first being througb a 
bigb-level body of Gov~rnment officials, and representatives from 
tbe agribusiness and farming sectors. This body assists the 
Xinister of AgriCUlture, or an equivalent autbority, set 
agricultural researcb policy as it regards progra~ areas 
requiring researcb in order to meet Government development 
objectives and goals. Tbis body usually has a technical advisory 
committee tbat gatbers and anyalyzes data to assist in 
del~berations and· decisions. Hear-, mid- and long-term 
priorities are established through the use of weigbted criteria 
sucb as: importance of the commodity or enterprise in terms of 
.tbe value added to tbe economy; importance of the commodity or 
enterprise in terms of its saving or earning of foreign excbange; 
importance of the enterprise in terms of its maintaining/ 
improving tbe agricutural resource base; etc. The second stage 
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involves a group of scientists who use their collective. technical 
wisdom, and knowledge of farmers' problems and obj~ctives, to 
establish priority projects within those programs. identified in 
the first stage. Again weighted criteria are use~ to evaluate 
proposed projects such as: the time required to solve the 
problem; human, fiscal, and physical reso\]rces reqUired to solve 
the problem; expectations in terms of increased production if the 
problem is solved; etc. If during the latter deliberations 
conflicts arise between Government development objectives and 
farmers' problems and objectives, the matter is referred to the 
high-level body for resolution. Also, the high-level body is 
usually the final decision authority on research pr.ojects tha~ 
require a capital input of some base figure or higher. 

Recommendation 

That the ARC assist the MOA and ARD in 
employing a systematic objective method 
priority research programs and projects. 

4. Project Review 

developing and 
for identifying 

At present, the Deputy Director of ARD is charged with 
monitoring each ARD Section to assure that proposed projects have. 
been implemented, and to resolve problems as they arise. It is. 
proposed that there will be an annual external evaluatio~ of 
programs and experiments to ensure that they are answering 
relevant questions and meeting ministry goals. We endorse this 
proposal because after priority research projects are identified 
and implemented, it is essential that progress toward meeting the 
research objectives of the project is determined because: 
other solutions to thn problem may be identified exogenous to 
Lesotho; a new problem may be identified that has higher 
priority and, therefore, 'warrants investment of limited 
resources; the research t\pproach employed may not be :meeting the 
benchmarks described in the original research proposali etc. In 
any event, research projects must be tracked so that limited 
resources are expended on only those projects that are achieving 
priority objectives. 

The ARC Team and their ARD counterparts have made 
significant progress in reviving a neglected aspect of a viable 
National Agricultural Research System (5ARS)j that being, on
station research. In their enthusiasm to do so, however, there 
seems to have been a proliferation of trials some of which could 
not be properly implemented, and others, we believe, that 1l.ave 
little to do with the development needs of the Government or the 
priority problems of the farmers of Lesotho. If resources were 
unlimited, s~rendipity would probebly account for eventual 
.successes through this broad approach. When resources are a 
severely limiting factor as is the case with ARD, research 
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planning beco~s far more important, and requires much more time 
and reasoned thought, than research i~plementation in terms of 
return to research investment. 

Building and strengthening external linkages between ARC/ARD 
and the Extension Service should ~e a planned part of the project 
planning and review process. If a District Agricultural Officer 
(DAD) or Extension Agent [collectively the District Extension 
Officer (DEO) , the Senior Extension Agent (SEA), and/or the 
Extension Agent (EA») has participated in the problem 
identification phase of project planning, including that person 
in a project review can be mutually beneficial because they can 
make a valuable assessment of the research progress and its 
appropriateness for farmers. Equally as important would be thclr 
jUdgement on when and how to prepare the research results for 
Extension Service use in the field. They can also help ARC/ARD 
determine whether the transfer of a recommendation can be easily 
included in a farmer's management practices with little or no 
modification, or whether both Extension Ag~nt and farmer training 
will be necessary to obtain adoption in the field. We were told 
that Basotho farmers often adopt practices directly from South 
Africa, and that many of these practices are already widely 
accepted &nd in use by the time research in Lesotho is ready to 
release information from adaptive trials in-country. Inclusion 
of a DAD or Extension Agent on the project review should identify 
and permit early cancellation of a project that is redundant. 

Recommendations 

1. That the ARC Team assist ARD in the development of a 
systematic project review mechanism to annually review the 
progress of all r~search activities. This mechanism should 
entail proced1:res to curtail or to expand/lengthen research 
projects if warranted. 

2. That ARC/ARD and representatives from Extension and the 
Districts meet to review on-going and proposed research 
projects. The goals of this review should be: improved 
quality and reduced quantity of trialsj research focused on 
a collective best estimate of ~armers' problems and 
Government development objectives; research that has a high 
probability of success in the very near ~uturei to acquaint 
Extension with improved technologies that might be 
appropriate for their area of responsibility; and, to make 
Development and Extension ~ull and equal partners in the 
research prioritization and planning processes. 

3. That consideration be given to making this an annual 
meeting for the reasons previously described. 
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5. Human Resource Development 

Well-trained dedicated peaple are the foundation for 
institutional development. 'The LAPIS Project provides for both 
long- and short-term training opportunites for ARD personnel. 
The PP calls for the long-term training of 20 ARD personnel and 
numerous Ghort-term training oppor.tunities. However, we have 
found that the long-term . training has been reduced to 9-11 
personnel, and that short-term training has been, in Dany cases, 
programmed on an ad hoc basis. Further, some of the short-term 
training has resulted from opportunity rather -than need which may 
in some cases impede rather than assist ARD in terms of 
fulfilling its mandate. 50r, have we found evidence of any 
formal short-term training conducted for ARD staff by the ARC 
Te~m although several of the ARC Team Members have carried on 
extensive, and very important, in-service training activities 
within their own sections. Thus, there is need for a coordinated 
effor·t of human development, specifically as it relates to short
term training, that addresses ARD needs in terms of 
identifying/developing appropriate technology to meet the 
development soals of the GOL ~nd the priority problems of the 
Basotho farmers. 

Recommendations 

1. That the ARC Team and their ARD counterparts conduct a 
training needs assessment of. all sections to identify 
priority short- and long-term training requirements. 

2. That as many of thece prioritized needs as possible 
should be met by the ARC Team. The remaining should be made 
known to the )lOA Training Offic~ so that they may match 
needs agalIlst opportunities. For those needs that cannot be 
satisfied by the Training Office, the LAPIS Project should 
use its resource~, and those of the International 
Agricultural Research Centers <IARC's) and regional IARC 
programs in Africa, to 1ill the gaps. Further, the Director 
of ARD should have the opportunity to veto those training 
opp~rtunities that do not meet the priority training 
requirements of the ARD. 

6. Research Management 

Organizations or bodies that make up institutions require 
creative management. if they are to Dature and grow. And, 
effective management requires communication and understanding 
between management and those they arp. managing. In an effort to 
be more efficient, the ARC Team and their ARD counterparts have 
made structural adj ustments wi thin .tR.D through a significant 
reduction in the nU¥llber of sections such that DOre human 
resources could be brt:J'ught to bear on a single area. We were 
told by ARD administration and staff that very recently the ARC 
Team has markedly imprflVed communication and dialogue 'With their 
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ARD counterparts, and now refers to problems and possessions in 
thp. collective we rather than yourG and ours. For the foregoing, 
we commend both the ARC Team and ARD. But, inherent management 
ability is a rare gift, and most of us have to learn effective 
management techniques by trial and error. Given tbe rather 
severe human, fiscal and physical resource limitations of ARD, 
ARD personnel who ~nage any reso'urce have little or no time to 
learn effective management practices by trial and error. 
Unfortunately, graduate training in a specific agricultural 
discipline rarely includes manageme:~t training, at least in the 
U.S. university system. 

Recommendation 

That the LAPIS Project employ 2ln outside consultant, such as 
the U.S. Department of Agrtculture (USDA), to provide 
research man~gement training 1;0 all ARD management, and to 
all Research Officers. 

7. Decentralizaton of Research Activities 

In a Gubsequent section of this report, we discuss the need 
to understand farmers' problems in order to conduct appropriate 
far~er-oriented research. Und~rstanding of farmers' problems 
reqUires frequent contact with far~~rs, or, at least, a frequent 
opportunity to observe farmers' practices in order to ~ke an 
objective aSSEssment of their problems. Further, farmer-oriented 
research reqUires verification of technology in conditions 
similar to which it will be employed. After a tour of the 
research facilities at Maseru, both the station and the LAC, and 
a visit to a sheep and goat production area at Lekubane, we can 
find little similarities between the twti locations. And, the 
land available at MasEru would seem to severely limit the 
livestock research that could be carried on there. More frequent 
contact w!th livest~ck farmers, and a better understanding of 
their problems; more appropriate farmer-oriented research; and, 
cost-effectiveness (the transport costs to visit substations 
where livestock research is being conducted probably exceed the 
cost of the research) seem sufficient justification to consider 
moving the ARD Range and Livestock Section to a more appropriate 
location. 

Regarding other commodities, the opportunity to use 
supplemental irrigation at the Maseru Station on those crops 
grown under dryland conditions seems worthy of our cOmDents. 
Although a researcher might argue that the use of supplemental 
irrigation during the dry spell that is normally experienced in 
the middle of the growing season was necessary to assure that a 
year of data was not lost, our counter argument would be that the 
data are not valid because the conditions from which it was 
derived bears no correlation to the conditions that farmers 
normally experience. Thus, the opportunity exists at the Maseru 
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Statio~ ,to 
technology 
farmers. 

crp.ate 
derived 

Recommendation 

an artificial 
;::m-station is 

situation such that the 
totally inappropriate "to' 

That a feasabili~y study be made of moving the ARD R~nge and 
Livestock Section from Maseru to a more' appropriete 
location. 

B. Task B: Assess composition, appropriateness [to) of 
technical skills and functions of the technical assistance team 
particularly as related to staffing and funqing levels. 

1. Composition and Appropriateness of ARC Team 

We have found the ARC Team to be made up of well-qualified, 
highly-motivated individuals. It would have been desirable for 
each to bave had a previous significant long-term assignment in a 
dev~loping country. Evidence of this experience, we believe, is 
reflected in the differing degrees of in-service training for 
those sections who have a LTTA with significant development 
experience and those who do not; i.e., an appreciation for 
institution building through counterpart development. We do, 
however, seriously question the exclusion of a social scientist, 
specifically an Agricul'tural Economist, in the 'composition of the 
initial ARC Team as described in the Project Paper. Without 
socioec.onomic input, sound recommendations cannot be made, and B 
viable FSR effort, as called for in the output sectioti of the PP, 
cannot be mountFd. We, therefore, endorse the ::Inclusion of an 
Agricultural Economist on the ARC Team. 

RecomIDendation 

Th~t 6ignificant long-term experience in a developing 
country be a primary selection criterion for the 
Horticulturist now being being recruited, and for any LTTA' 
recruited in the future. Another criterion t~at would be 
appropriate would be experience as an Extension Specialist 
in a system having joint appointments with research. 

2. Research Focus 

We have examined most of the research projects implemented 
by the ARC Team and their ARD counterparts and have found that 
the maj ori ty were desigI).ed and implemented a,long di&eiplinary'. 
lines. Further, we tound that the majority of these experiments 
were not designed to gather data that could be subjected to 
economic analysis. While the former only leads to duplicative 
experiments, the latter could lead to recommendations that are 
not economically sound Dr do not take into consideration the 
farmer'S resource limitations over a cropping/enterprise cycle. 
To illustrate, suppose that a fungicide was tested that 
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controlled a major disease of an important crop, and that, in a 
research setting, the control was justified economically. But,. 
supppose the cost of the fungicide competed for the scarce cash 
resources of the farmers and they, through their system of 
establishing priorities, could not justify the expenditure. This 
lelck of understanding of the economic circumstances of the farmer 
would have resulted in the expenditure of limited research 
resources on the testing and recommendation of a management 
practice th3t would not be adopted by a significan~ majority of 
farmers producing that particular crop. 

Several other countries in this part of Africa now conduct 
research using a coordinated commodity approach. This approach 
optimizes scarce resources by brin8ing the expertise of several 
disciplines to be~r on a priority program area (usually a 
commodity or farm enterprise>, and allows for answers to several 
disciplinary questions with a single trial. Further, it 
requires researchers to have a complete understanding of the 
total production sequence of that commodity because the objective 
of the coordinated commodity approach is a production guide, or 
package if you will, which includes alternative practices to 
cove~ circumstances a farmer is likely to encounter, and an . 
enterprise bUdget which is very helpful to farmers a~d planners 
particularly as it relates to the introduction and adoption of a 
new commodity or enterprise. It might be useful at this point to 
use an illustration to describe what is mean~ by alternative 
practices. We know that it is recommended that maize be side 
dressed when it is knee high. We also know that it would not be 
advisable to side dress maize at that time if it were stressed by 
lack of water. And, we also know that maize responds to 
nitrogen application up to tasseling. Therefore, the production 
gUide should includp what the farmer should do if his/ber maize 
is water stressed at tbe time fertilizer is usually applied as a 
side dressing. 

Recommendation 

That ARC and ARD adopt a coordinated commodity approach. 

C. Task C: 
utilization of 
impact these 
date. 

Closely 
inputs 
inputs 

examine 
provided 
have had 

and assess effectiveness of 
under the sub-project and the 

on achieving project outputs to 

In general, the only inputs described in the PP tor the ARC 
are: technical assistancej commoditiesj and. training. In 
previous sections of 'this report we have made observations and 
recommendat.ions pertaining to the long-term technical assistance 
and training inputs. From our lim~ted observations, and 
'conversations with the ARC Team and their ARD counterparts, ~e 
believe that the commodities purchased for this component were 
badly needed and have been judiciously employed to achieve 
Project outputs. We did, however, find that no Short-Term 
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Technical Assistance (STTA) had been utilized other than in an 
adminibtrative capacity. It has been our experience that ST~A, 
p.specially when used an a recurring basis, can be a valuable 
resource when used for in-service 'training and project 
development. ~he development of the Research Data Bank and the 
Agricultual Library would probably benefit from expertise which 
is not now resident in LAPIS Project LTTA or in Lesotho. And, an 
Agricultur~l Engineer with experience in providing appropriate 
technology in countries where animal traction provides much of 
the on-farm power should be recruited for STTA in Lesotho. There 
a~e ~everal IARC's in Africa where such an individual might b~ 
located. To make the most effective use of ~his STTA, we suggest 
that he/she be recruited for several visits to Lesotho to follow
up on the adaptation of technology to Basotho conditi~ns, and 
that he/she be committed to identifying and supplying other 
applicable off-shelf appropriate technology from sources within 
the appropriate technology network. 

Recommend.ation 

That the ARC Team, and their ARD counterparts, conduct ~ 
needs assessment to identify project and, servlce areas tha,t 
would benefit from STTA. 

D. Task D: Examine level and quality of ouputs achieved to 
date against those prOjected in the original project leg-frame. 

PP Output 1: Research priorities are based upon, and respondi~g 
to, systematic assessment of farmers' constraints and goals. 

aDd 
PP Output 2: Use of on-stat~on and on-farm trials to t~st the 
validity and applicability of research results is increased. 

1. Research Pocus Relating to Problem Identification 

In general, research now beibg conducted is based on a need 
perceived by the responsible researcher after a pcll of 
individuals in the Crops and Livestock Departments of the XOA,. 
management and extension agents in the Districts, in some cases 
farmerb themselves, and in another case, after a fairly 
comprehensive review of the research that had been conducted in 
Lesotho. This method of setting research prio~ities has been 
explained by the fact that the ARC is working with the ARD to 
revive the on-station aspects of the ARD, probably as a result ef 
the criticisms leveled against the FSR Proj~ct. Although it is 
easy to question this decision from benefit of hindsight, we 
would have liked to. have seen a DOre comprehensive and balanced' 
approach to research, that being an integrated approach based en 
the synergistic effect realized from complementary on-st~t10'tl and 
,on-farm research <OFR). But given that thr starting point in 
terms of on-station research was very low, we believe the ARC' 
Team aD~ their ARD counterp~rts have made progress albeit along 
traditional diSCiplinary lines. However as a reF.~lt o! these 
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endeavors, the OFR aspects of an integrated effort have received 
little attention, and problem identification and prioritization 
have suffered. OFR as described by CIMMYT, and the Consultative 
Group for International Agricultural Research (CGIAR) require~ a 
technology support base which is usually found on-station in most 
viable BARS. The ARC Team and their ARD counterparts have 
certainly reached the point where the technology support base is 
adequate for develop~nt 01 a viable CFR effort. 

2. On-Farm Trials versus On-Farm Research 

At ihis juncture, we would like to nake a clear 
differentiation between on-farm trials (multi-location) and DFR. 
The ARD is conducting trials in farmers'" fields. However, these 
trialG are not capitalizing on the benefits that can accrue frDm 
properly executed DFR efforts; those being farmer and Extension 
participation in problem identification and prioritization, and 
in technology verification and technology transfer. 

3. Multidisciplinary Nature of On-Farm Researc~ 

OFR is implemented through a multidisciplinary effort of 
biological and socioeconomic sCientists, and requires special 
skills and techniques which are not usually fou~d in the 
repitoire of most of these scientists. To date, there has not 
been a Socioeconomist on the ARC Team, and none of the ARC Team, 
to our knowledge, have had any specific training in the planning 
and conduct of OFR. And, even though some of the ARD scientists 
were trained in FSR methodology under the aegis of the 
predecessor FSR Project, FSR methodology and thinking have 
evolved since that time, in particular as it relates to the need 
for inputs from biological scientists, and for a viable on
station research program and the linkages that must be effected 
between on-station ftnd DFR if both are to be complementary and 
effective. 

Recommendations 

1. Thnt all of the ARC Team, their ARD counterparts, and as 
many of the Subject Matter Specialists (SMS) and Extension 
Agents from the Districts as possible receive short-term 
training in DFR techniques. This capacity 1s extant, and 
available through USDA and several of the Consortium for 
International Development (CID) member universities. 

2. That a focused DFR effort be mounted to: sharpen DFR 
skillsj develop linkages and working relations with 
Extension and farmers for problem identification and 
prioritization, and for technology verification and 
transfp.rj and, identify priority problems that might be 
solved by technologies that have been verified on-station. 
or elsewhere, over the past years. 
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3. That the XOA enlist the support of the CIKHYT Regional 
East Africa E~onomics Program to facilitate the 
establishment of a viable OFR Program. 

NOTE: For the benefit of the MOA, USAID, LAPIS, ARC; and ARD, 
there is little to be gained by planting trials in farmers' 
fields allover the country to comply with our recommendation to 
mount a focused OFR effort. Instead, time would be better spent, 
for the first year at least, by: learning how to do effective 
OFRj developing the necessary linkages between and among 
Research, Extension and farmersj developing a comprehensive 
understanding of Basotho farming systems to include the !1miting 
factors over the entire cropping/enterprise calendar; and, 
determining, to the extent possible, how Basotho farmers 
prioritize use of their limited resources. 

PP Output 3: Additional production technical/management packages 
recommended by research are tested and transferred to farmers. 

1. General 

Usually scientists are hesitant to make recommendations 
based on one year of data, and given that the ARC Team and their 
ARD counterparts have just this year collected two years of data 
on trials initiated in 1986, it is unreasonable to expect 
research recommendations to be made from those trials. 
Additionally, from our point of view at least, the verifj6ation 
of this technology is incomplete be(".ause the farI~er and Extension 
Personnel have not been active part~cipants in the process. 

2. Technology Dissemination Opportunities 

The Agricultural Information Service (AIS) has exc~llent 
capability for reproducing and distributing information. 
Recently acquired throug~ LAPIS support was an off-set press and 
electronic plate maker which will produce circulars and other 
publications of high quality. FAO has provided a consultant to 
AIS to put in plac~ management procedures for efficient operation 
of the unit. AIS also has audio taping facilities of radio 
broadcast quality, graphic artists and film proceSSing. Although 
a memorandum had been written to the the former Team Leader of 
ARC from the AEC Team Leader outlining procedures to follow for 
getting publications printed and c.irculated, this apparently 
never reached most individual LTTA in ARC or their ARD 
counterparts. Although some management recommendations have been 
made by the Soil Science Section, evidently their LTTA kne", the 
process, we found other ARC LTTA with manuscripts written but 
placed in their desk drawer. 
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3. Production Campaigns 

We also found a campaign on maize production had been 
developed by the LAC Training Office. AIS and Extension. There 
had been no involvement of Resea~ch for input of technical 
information or the design of complementary OFR in support of the 
campaign. Effectiveness of the c~mpaign had been evaluated 
through measurements of increased knuwledge of farmers and 
extension agents. Increased knowledge is only the initial phase 
of the adoption process, and there must be designed follow-up 
steps to a media campaign to increase the on-farm adoption of 
recommended technology. We were also told that there were plans 
to develop as many as five additional media campaigns and allied 
training meetings by AIS and the LAC Training Office over the 
next year. 

4. Dissemination of Existing Appropriate Technology 

One thing that seemed striking to us was that there had been 
little effort by the ARC Team and their ARD counterparts to make 
what is known, and directly transferrable without testing, 
available to Extension and the farmers. A case in point is the 
pruning of peach trees. This technology is not location 
specific, and there are adequate references in the Library. and 
throughout the USDA Cooperative Extension Service which is in the 
public domain and can be used directly, that could be used to 
prepare technically sound recommendations on the practice. 
Additionally, there are a multitude of unda~ed bulletins and 
circulars prepared under the aegis of the FSR Project that should 
be reviewed, updated if necessary. and distributed to Extension 
and the farmers. 

Recommendations 

1. That ARC LTTA and ARD counterparts be 
planning stage of future campaigns. 
technical inputs into the campaign, 
accuracy of recommendations, and the 
complement campaign goals. be a Research 

involved in the 
The review of 

the assurity of the 
design of OFR to 

responsibility. 

2. That the ARC TeAE and their ARD counterparts place high 
priority on making what is known, and directly 
~ransferrAble. available to Extension and farmers. 

PP Output 4: Research institutionalization, FSR capacity, skills 
and supporting services are improved. 

1. Soils Laboratory and the Agricultural Library 

Two facilities designed and put in place under the previous 
FSR project that appear to be working well are the library and 
the soils laboratory. The soils laboratory has been discussed in 
some detail in this report. The library is functioning welli 
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has a large collection of refe~ence bonks, texts and journals 
appropri'ate for support of the present ARD. All materials are 
catalogued and organized on IDhelves by referenc~ number. The 
librarian, Hrs. Thabisi, has, a diploma but was well trained and 
is to be commended for a superior level of performance. This is 
the one place where institutionlization has been effective and is 
functioning without LTTA. Acquisitions of additional volumes for 
the library and the proposed adoption of the Library of Congress 
System of Cataloguing are supported but could require some STTA 
to implement. Present shelf space is near capacity but we did 
find one area that is being used for storage of a large number of 
the Lesotho Farming Systems Research Project, Program Reports, 
1979-1986. 

2. Plant Diagnostic Laboratory 

A plant protection diagnostic laboratory is operating on a 
very limited basis. The identification of plant diseases and 
insect pests depends almost entirely on 'Tisual recognition by 
technicians from training by the LTTA whose position has been 
terminated. It is our understanding that a participant trainee 
in Plant Pathology will be retu~ning to operate this facil~ty 
within the year. Again STTA may be an appropriate way to help 
this service laboratory to become a functional support unit. 

3. FSR Capacity 

The FSR capacity has actually regressed. The Masotho ~arm 
:Man~gement Specialist does not have the knowledge a.:ld 
understanding of the process necessary for him to function as a 
team member responsible for economic input into OFR projects. 
As stated elsewhere in this report, farm management expertise is 
badly needed and we are pleased that this neec 'has been 
recognized, and that a LTTA Farm Management SpeCialist has been 
recruited and will soon be placed. 

4. ARD Skills Assessment 

In general, there haG been improvement in skills at the 
technician level. Research counterparts with training to the 
M.Sc. level are not available for all disciplines. We disagree 
with the present philosophy expressed by MOA administration 
concerning training levels required for research personnel. We 
agree that the adaptive research .ay ,not reqUire a Ph.D. but 
believe that there should be at least one liIasotho trained to a 
M.Sc. in each area where a counterpart to LTTA is need~d. 
Students with a diploma or even a' B.S. degree do not receive 
training in very necessary research protocols. Unless there are 
people tr~ined to that level it will be very difficult to 
,institutionalize Basotho research capacity. 

18 



5. Research Farm - Xaseru Station 

The FSR project placed strong emphasis on the development of 
OFR and only very late in the project gave priority to the 
development of a NARS for Lesotho. The land area was mapped, 
access roads to plots laid out and some laboratory support 
facilitie6 put in place. The LAPIS project has made further 
contributions to facilities and added a team of LTTA that are 
potentially capable of institutionali2ing this facility. One 
area that did not seem to have been addressed is a management 
component for the station. 

Although plots have been laid out and are being used fol' 
research projects designed within a discipline, we could not find 
in place a syst~m for maintaining 8 history of treatments on each 
plot. One of the long-term benefits of a central station vis a 
vis OFR is the inclusion of interactions in the research design 
for various treatment6. For example, there is often a 
synergistic effect from lime and fe~tilizer applications that is 
more pronounced on some crops than others. The liming effect on 
fertilizer efficiency may last for several years and may occur at 
lower levels of application than can be determined from Ph 
readings alone. Plot treatment and cropping history with trials 
designed to measure interactions can best be done on a central 
station under controlled conditions but can have long-term 
benefits in Lesotho agricultural productivity. 

Managing a research farm to effectively support research 
projects, maintain continuing records of pest management and 
fertilizer treatments, maintenance of support eqUipment and 
supervision of farm labor should not be fragmented among 
indivudal research personnel. Xanagement of a research farm is 
an important administrative function that is highly specialized. 

Recommendations 

1. That the Library be assessed for space reqUirements 
commensurate with planned acquisitions in the interim period 
prior to construction of the planned .ationa} Agricultural 
Library. That the librarian be supported in plans to 
convert to the Library of Congress System of cataloguing and 
STTA be provided. 

2. That the Plant Protection DiLgnostic L~boratory be 
.evaluated in terms of its long-term support and service 
function. If the priority need is high enough, provide 
support necessary to develop a functioning laboratory. 

3. The use of computer capability to access 
acqUire tapes of specific scientific journal 
further enhance a functioning library and we 
this be considered. 

19 

data banks and 
articles would 
r~commend that 



4. That ARC and LAPIS identify training opportunities for 
mana-gement of research farm facilities and that the MOA 
nominate a person to be trained as Research Farm Manager. 
STTA should then be used to reinforce and help ARD put in 
place a Research Farm Management system. 

PP Output 5: Linkages amon~ researchers, extension workers, 
farmers, production input services, agriculture policy/planning
personnel and other supporting institutions are improved. 

1. LAPIS Committee Network 

The PIP describes an inter-locking system I~f committees 
with membership from LAPIS Projects and GOL counterparts as a 
primary means of developing linkages necessary for the 
identification and transfer of knuwledge to farmers. These 
Committees have uot functioned as envisioned. They have not met 
to consider important problems on a regular basis. Xinutes of 
Committee meetings indicate minimal discussion on topics related 
to the Committee purpose and often :report one or more key ~mbers 
of the Committee absent from the meeting. The involvement _of
research to help them identify those problems that need further 
research or to adapt technology to Lesotho is totally inadequate 
and contributed to the implementation of research projects which 
are viewed to be of marginal value by the XOA. 

2. Research/Extension Linkages 

Although the Ministry of Agriculture is organized with both 
Research and Extension Divisions within the Department of Field 
Services, effective linkages have not been developed between the -
agencies. The breakdown seems to be most serious in the field 
where cooperation is needed between and among Research Personnel. 
Extension Agents and the farmers. 

3. Research/Agribusiness Linkages 

The suppliers ~f agricultural inputs such as credit, 
fertilizers, seeds, etc., have good communications with LAPIS 
although the only mechanism that has been developed for research 
input of changes of varietal recommendations requiring new seeds; 
plant protection requiring new chemicals; and the availability of: 
soil amendments such as lime in the agriCUltural support system: 
is through the National Inputs Committee to Coop Lesotho. But. 
not informing all othsr suppliers of agricultural inputs Ce.g_. 
Pioneer Seed Company> of changes in recommendations could result 
in critical shortages of reqUired inputs at the beginning of a 
cropping season when new technology is released through 
coordinated campaigns to the farmer. 
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Recommendations 

1. Revision of the Formal Standing Committees! LAPIS 
should re-evaluat~ its complex committee structure and 
design improved internal linkages. It would appear that a 
Deputy Chief of Party with responibility for program 
coordination is needed. In many cases the appointment of ad 
hoc committees made up of individuals with expertise to 
solve an identified problem may be preferable and more 
effective than Standing Committees. LAPIS technical 
assistance personnel should be assigned to complementary 
teams to plan and support educational campaigns and 
research projects. For example. there must be close 
coordination between the PIC Marketing Specialist and the 
research teams to identify those crops for adaptive variety 
trials that have either a possible internal or external 
market. It is essential that research be involved at the 
planning stage of media campaigns or training activities. 
This will give research personnel the lead-time necessary 
for input of known technical information and provide them 
with a basis for design of complementary OFR that will 
assist the adoption process. 

2. Formal Research and Extension Linkages: The Research 
and Extension Divisions of the Department of Field Services 
need to strengthen lines of communications and reach 
agreement on the role of Extension Agents and the DAD in 
support of OFR. The process of farmer. Extension Agent and 
DAD involvement with research in problem identification must 
be supported by both Divisions. An administrative policy 
statement that clearly enunciates the role and 
responsibility of personnel in both Divisions needs to be 
approved by the Dir~ctor of Field Services an~ distributed 
to all personnel in Research and Extension. We believe this 
process to be evolving in the Department of Field Services 
and it should be fully supported by LAPIS. 

3. In-Service Training: For personnel to perform at 
levels acceptable for achieving the desired adoption of 
technology by farmers. there will be continuing need for in
service training. Much of the training of field personnel 
should be done by technical assistants in cooperation with 
the DAD's and designed to support priority programs 
designated by MOA. 

The LAPIS ARC must design in-service training for 
counterparts that will allow them to perform Dany tasks 
independent of supervision by the technical assistant. This 
training has to be commensurate with levels of foraal 
training required for individuals to perform research tasks 
to the limits of their capabilities. Subsequent to training 
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they must be giv(n responsibility to do those tasks 
independently. They must not be made to feel that they are 
performing as hired labor. 

4. Production Inputs: Agencies responsible for production 
input services require as much lead-time as possible to 
permit the purchase and distribution of seeds, chemicals, 
fertilizers, etc., prior to the cropping season. There are 
a large number of circulars that carry recommendations 
published by the FSR Project now in print. It is 
recommended that research personnel review and revise these 
circulars as soon as possible and that the date of the 
revision be printed on the publication. These should be 
immediately placed in the reproduction and distribution 
channels of AIS. The mailing lists for AIS should be 
amended to include all suppliers of agricultural inputs, not 
just to Coop Lesotho. It is recommended that the ARD 
initiate a peer review process for the ~elease of all 
recommendations to insure technical correctness and that an 
agressive policy for the development and release of 
technical information needed to solve production problems be
adopted. As soon as Economists are available, it is 
recommended that partial budgets on major crops grown in 
Lesotho by farmers in the three ecological zones and both 
for mechanized farms and those dependent on animal traction 
be developed. These should be made available to 
Agricultural Credit Unions and banks to assist them in 
making decisions on loan applications from farmers. The 
input of the USAID Credit Management Advisor should be 
solicited. 

5. Policy Umbrella: Research projects must be designed 
under a broad Agricultural Policy approved by the country 
and articulated by the MOA. _ It is recommended that JDOst
research projects be designed by teams whose sub-projects 
all contribute to the GOL objective of improved production 
of an important commodity, i.e. maize, wheat, tomatoes, etc. 
Recommendations for the crop should be de~eloped annually by 
the team using results of adaptive research and technology 
known to be directly applicable. It i& suggested that dates 
be identified for teams to complete the annual 
recommendations and a work calendar be developed jOintly 
with AIS for the publication and distribution of 
recommendations well in advance _of a cropping season. 

o. Other Support Institutions: Much of the research in 
Lesotho is adaptive research that falls in the gray area 
between traditional research and extension. Many techniques 
have been developed and are directly applicable to the 
production of the crops in Lesotho. It is recommended that 
research personnel establish communications with regional 
research centers and applicable U.S. universities to obtain
publications relating to the culture of a specific crop of 
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importance to Lesotho. Cultural practices and methods 
directly applicable to Lesotho described in these 
publications are in the public domain and can be used 
directly without copyright infringement. Of course. cr~dit 
to an author quoted directly is a professional courtesy that 
should be observed. Direct contact with research 
counterparts in these institutions should be increased to 
obtain seed for varietal testing that show desired 
characteristics needed in Lesotho, for example, sorghum 
varieties resistant to smut and ergot and palatable for 
human consumption. 

PP Output 6: Soils laboratory is equipped, staffed and 
effectively performing its role. 

In general, the laboratory is well equipped and meeting its 
service role to both farmers and research. Leadership is 
professional, technicians know their jobs and perform 
efficiently. Correlation studie~ are underway and the value and 
accuracy of recommendations should continue to improve over time. 

Recommendations 

1. Personnel: The driving force behind the laboratory is 
Dr. Behjat Badamchian. She is the only person with the 
professional training and the management skills to make the 
laboratory function effectively. It is critical that her 
services be retained until a counterpart with professional 
qualifications can be trained as her successor. She is to 
be commended fu~ the training of technicians in the 
performance of specific tasks, but there is no one presently 
capable of continuing critical correlation studies, 
interpreting data for fertilizer and soil amendment 
recommendations, and overall Ganagement of the total 
laboratory in the event that she departs or her position is 
terminated. 

2. Facilities: The laboratory is operating at full 
capacity in the space available. If the servic~ function 
continues to grow at present rat~s, plans should be Dade 
imme4iately to enlarge parts of the laboratory. 
Specifically, areas for receiving and drying samples; the 
routine chemical analysiS laboratorYi and, the 
administrative support area where recommendations ar~ 
processed, mailed, and filed. 

There is a well· eqUipped soils physics laboratory that is 
now under-utilized. It is recommended that production 
personnel working with farmers on irrigated crops make use 
of this facility to determine soil moisture holding 
capacity, characteristics of percolation and capillarity, 
and depth of soils to impermeable clays. This information 
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should be useful to farmers on the applicaton of 
supplemental water, and to Research and Extension Personnel 
making recommendations for the design of irrigation systems. 

Figure 1. Services provided by the ARD Soil Science Section 
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3. EqUipment: The laboratory is well eqUipped; however, 
it is recommended that immediate steps be taken to protect 
sensitive eqUipment against surges in electrical current. 
Charges for repair due to electrical surges for one piece of 
eqUipment, the Atomic Absorption Spectrophotometer, could 
cost more than the necessary protection for the entire 
laboratory. 

Correlation data accumulated over ti~ increases the value 
and accuracy of Goil test recommendations. Economic input 
into research projects to determine Daxiaum profit points 
instead of xaximim yield pOints on the production curve will 
need to be reflected in :ertilizer a~d liming 
recommendations. It is recommended that computer capability 
be added to the laboratory to . .ake possible storage and 
retrieval of correlation data to be directly applied in soil 
test recommendations. Computerized print-outs of. 
recommendations· should reduce the time between soil 
sampling and receipt of recommendations by the farmer. 
There are many soil test laboratories in the U.S. using 
computerized recommendations that should be able to assist 
with applicable software. 
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4. Fees: The laboratory has already established the 
precedent for farmers to pay fees to cover the cost of part 
of the service of the laboratory. Presently, these fees 
return to the treasury of the GOL. It is recommended that 
authority be sought to establish a revolving fund with 
appropriate accountability to the GOL for fees collected. 
It is also recommended that a study be made to set fee 
levels to be charged to farmers, commercial schemes, and 
other donors. The present increase in the number of samples 
has resulted in demand for immediate support from LAPIS to 
replace chemicals and other supplies. A fee system and 
revolving account are needed to move the laboratory toward 
operational self-sufficiency. The fee system is only 
expected to replace expendable supplies and other minor 
equipment repair. 

5. Training and Extension: Soil samples must be taken 
correctly to obtain a composite sample that accurately 
represents the area where the crop is to be planted. 
Instructions on correct sampling techniques must be 
continually used by crops and extension personnel to train 
farmers using the soil testing laboratory for the first 
time. A poor composite sample can give disappointing 
results to the farm~r and damage the credibility of the 
laboratory. 

All farmers and professional personnel should be asked to 
plan the submission of samples to the laboratory as far in 
advance of the cropping season as possible. The increased 
volume of samples just prior to a cropping season creates 
logistical problems in the laboratory' that may delay 
completition of tasts and the return of recommendatioLs in 
time for appropriate use in making management decisions. 

6. Plant Tissue Analysis: The s~ils laboratory has the 
capability to do plant tiss~e analysis with the provision of 
space an~ some eqUipment for use in receiving and handling 
samples. Training and ~he demonstration of plant tissue 
sampling techniques would also be a necessary part of 
initiating this service. To Dake plant tissue analysis 
possible there will need ~o be additional input of 
technicians to be trained in analytical procedures and given 
on·-the-job training. The soils laboratory ~taff cannot 
absorb this additional responsibility. 

Tissue analysis offers an additional Deans for correlating 
fertilizer and lime r9sponse over a period of time and will 
refine and sharpen reco~ndations for farmers based on soil 
tests and can be of long term benefit to Basotho farmers. 
The immediate and more pressing need is the analysis of 
forage to determine furage quality and feed value to 
livestock. It is known that the stage of cutting of gra~ses 
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for hay has a direct correlation with feeding value. The 
collection and h~ndling of stover is generally known to 
influence quality of this common feed for livestock. Since 
loss of weight through over-winteri~g is a serious problem 
identified as a high priority by MOA, we believe tissue 
analysis to be of immediate importance for the 
identification, handling, storage and recommendations for 
feeding forages to livestock. 

Thus, we recommend that tissue analysis capability be 
developed at the soils laboratory at the earliest possible 
date. 

PP Output 7: Feedback from Research Division is linked to 
curriculum planning and training systems. 

1. Curriculum Development 

The procedure for curriculum revision is well entrenched in 
Lesotho's Institutions of Higher Education. We do not believe 
that it is realistic to expect ARD to be brought into the 
curriculum planning· and revision process at this time. Their 
contribution should be the communication of research results to 
individual professors for use in up-dating course content. 
Improved linkages with the LAC Training Office need to be 
developed and have been referred to elsewhere in this report. As 
the ARD builds a body of technical knowledge and recommendations, 
and publishes these in circular form, we would expect these to be 
placed in both the LAC Student Library and in the Research 
Library located contiguous to the LAC Campus. 

2. Training Systems 

It is our understanding that the ARC Team and their ARD 
counterparts have served as resource people and trainers in two 
training sessions sponsored by the AEC and LAC. We believe this· 
to be a very appropriate use of their time if these sessions were 
geared for the dissemination of appropriate technology to solve· 
priority problems of the Basotho farmers. 

Recommendation 

That improved linkages be developed immediately with 
LAC/LAPIS Training Office but that ARD not be held 
accountable for curriculum revision. We would recommend 
that information developed by resea~chers be distributed to 
LAC professors to be used in revision of cour&e content . 

. E. Task E: Evaluate commitment, adequacy, timelinesG and 
level of support from Contractor, Government of Lesotho 
<financial and human resources) and USAID in project 
implementation. 
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1. Contractor 

In the vast majority of cases, we believe the Contractor has 
been very responsive and supportive in its efforts to achieve 
Project goais. However, in the prologue to this section, we 
suggest that a formal team-building effort should have preceded 
the fielding of the ARC Team. This omission, we believe, has 
resulted in: a proliferation of discipline-oriented research 
instead of more collaborative problem-oriented research; a lack 
of understanding of ARC goals and how they relate to the LAPIS 
objectives; a failure to capitalize and build on the progress 
made by the FSR Project; and, a lack of understanding of how to 
go about building linkages with other Project components and XOA 
Departments and Divisions that are necessary to facilitate 
achievement of ARC goals. We make a recommendation to rectify 
this omission in a subsequent section. 

2. GOL 

Due to severe fiscal constraints, the GOL is probably not 
makin.g the degree of input to the LAPIS Project as was 
~nticipated during project design which is understandable and,to 
our way of thinking, somewhat justifiable. But, several uf the 
ARC LTTA are now working without counterparts who are peers in 
terms of technical competence and abilities. This requires thnse 
LTTA to assume primary responsibility for project development and 
implementation. This is perfectly understandable for projects 
that have a long-term' training component, and is val'id use of 
technical assistance time. But, if LTTA never have a chance to 
work with counterparts, institutional development is hindered ~nd 
the efforts of the LTTA will probably be transitory. 

Recommendation 

That the MOA use its best efforts to provide counterparts 
for all LTTA during their tenure in Lesotho. 

3. USAID 

The lack of a single complaint from LAPIS personnel and XOA 
management leads us to believe that USAID has fulfilled its 
responsibilities in a timely manner. However as we have 
indicated, the decision not to include an Agricultural Economist 
in the composition of the ARC Team during project deSign was ft 

rather serious error. This omission has contributed to: a 
failure to build on the network the FSR Project had established 
between farmers, Extension, and Research; research being 
conducted along disciplinary lines; lack of achievement of PP 
outputs vis a vis ~trengthening FSR efforts; and, ARD difficulty 
in identifying and prioritizing problems. The assignment of a 
Marketing Specialist to the PIC and and a Farm Management 
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Specialist to the ARC coupled with OFR training and team-building 
training should help put ARC and ARD back on track in their 
efforts to irlentify/develop improved, appropriate technology. 

F. Task F: Recommend modification of the component's 
strategy, implementation, inputs, outputs as may be required to 
ensure achieve~nt of component',s goals and purposes. 

1. Sustainable Agricultural Systems 

It was not our intent, nor were we charged, to try in the 
very short time we were in Lp.sotho to tdentify priority research. 
prog~ams. Data in the materials we reviewed for the evaluation 
indicate that crop yields have declined over time and that 70 MT 
of topsoil/ha/annum are los~ to erosion. This degredation of thp. 
natural resource base, to our way of thinking, is alarming 
because it places the agricultural future of Lesotho in jeopardy. 
For the near-term, the loss of topsoil can be compensated for by 
additional inputs such as fertilizer. For the long-term, 
however, sustainable agricultural systems must be identified that 
are both appropriate to Lesotho conditions and will prevent 
further degredation of the resource base. By sustainable 
agricultural systems we do not mean organic farming or no/limited 
inputs. What we mean are systems that will maintain crop yields 
at current levels with the current level of inputs. Practices 
that come to mind are: 8grofarestry; nutrient recyclingi alley 
croppingi strip croppingi reduced tillagei farming on the 
contour; ridging; etc. Several of the IARC's have done extensive 
research on these practices, and Oregon State University, aCID 
member, has recently commissioned a Center for Sustainable 
Agriculture that can be accessed by ARD to identify those 
practices that hold the most promise for Lesotho. 

RecomJnendation 

That the MOA identify sustainable agriculture systems as a 
mid-term program priority, and that ARD collect a 
comprehensive set of literature on the subject. 

2. Prototype Area Use 

We were asked specifically by a XC! official to make 
recommendations for use of the prototype areas, and we visited 
iyakosoba to assess it facilities. Additionally, we discussed 
this with the ARC Team Leader froD who we found that 
recommendations for prototype ar~a use had been made in a recent 
position paper that he and the Acting Director of ARD had 
prepared for the MOA. They envision using the prototype areas as 
8 step in a sequential process to move technology from Xaseru to 
farmers' fields. In effect, they are planning to use the 
prototype areas to assess technology x environment interactions, 
a perfectly valid step in research. To this we add the following 
for consideration. 
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We suggest that the prototype areas might be used to bridge 
the gap between the research station and farmers" fields. If a 
promising technology is identified on-station, or elsewhere, it 
may be advisable to test this technology under simulated farmers" 
conditions before ent~ring it in OFR, the reason being that 
technology should never be introduced in far~rs" fields if it 
might be worse than that currently employed by the farmers. If 
the maj or i ty of the farmers in the prototype al"ea use animal 
traction for plowing, seedbed preparation and cultivation, then 
the technology being evaluated should be subjected to those same 
management practices. An additional benefit from this approach 
is that those technologies that performed well under management 
practices employed by the majority of farmers could be ~sed as 
demonstrations during field days or farmer training courses held 
at the prototype area. And, recurrent costs would be 
significantly reduced if tractors and farm eqUipment were not 
driven/hauled from Maseru to the ~rototype areas and back. 

G. Task G: Identify problems and constraints which have been 
encountered in the implementation of this component, and make 
recomnendations to alleviate them. 

1. Coordination Between and Among Project Components 

The PP justifies the multi-component nature of the LAPIS 
Project in terms of improved technology development and 
transference. Specifically p. 11 states: "Techno!.ogy 
development and t.ransference are emphasized in the three 
components. .. In the Education Component, i~proved curricula 
will be developed to provide technical training for extension 
agents and farmers. The Production Component will coordinate and 
focus the technical resources of the XOA and advise small farmers 
of the needed technology for increasing crop and livestock 
production. In addition, the Production Component will act as a 
catalyGt to ensure that co~unication linkages are developed 
between research and extension." And p. 8 states: "The multi
component sectoral-type approach offers the framework to bring 
research, extension and related technical assistance to focus on 
production needs. By bringing the key activities needed for 
increased production within one project the required interactions 
can be better synchronized and coordinated." Although not 
specifically stated, inherent in this is the complementarities to 
be realized by all three components from close collaboration and 
cooperation between and among the components. However, 
interviews with all three component Team Leaders, and some of the 
component Team Members, indicate that, in fact, this close 
collaboration and cooperation has not been realized, and that 
each component seems to be operating as an independent project 
under the banner of a single management entity. There is no. 
eviclence to indicate that the ARC and ARD have made any input 
into curriculum for the Agricu~tural College, nor that ARD had 
any input into the irrigated vegetable production projects 
implemented by PIC. Conversely, we have found no evid~nce of AEC 
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or PIC input into problem identification or in the prioritization 
of research projects implemeuted by ARC and their ARD 
counterparts. It was suggested to us that the ARC and ARD could 
support PIC by visiting on-going PIC-supported vegetable 
production areas to provide solutions to problems as they arisej 
i.e., to serve as Extension Agents. Although this may be a very 
valid use of ARC and ARD time, it does not, however, bring ARC 
and ARD expertise to bear on problem avoidanc~. 

Recommendations 

1. That the LAPIS Project employ an outside consultant, 
such as USDA's Development Program Management Center, for 
team building training to facilitate coordinatio~ and 
cooperation within and among Project components and the 
personnel assigned thereto. 

2. That the size, complexity and diverse purposes of the 
LAPIS ProjEct components make it desireable that a formal 
orientation training course be developed for all new 
personnel arriving in-country. This should include 
programmatic linkages as well as administrative and 
logistical procedures. This is an internal administrative 
procedure and can be implemented immediately. 

2. Progra~ Coordination and Oversight 

From our perspectives as former Chiefs of Party, the multi
component nature of the LAPIS Project ~uupled with the large 
Dumber of LTTA assigned to the Project add up to an 
administrative and logistical nightmare. It is hard to imagine 
how the' LAPIS Chief of Party can find enough time to handle the 
logistics of the Project and, at the same time, devote the 
attention that is required to realize effective coordination 
between and among the components, and provide oversight to 
component programs as they relate to achieving Project objecti~es 
and goals. For these reasons, we suggest consideration be given 
to adding a LAPIS Deputy Chief of Party with the responsibility 
and authority for oversight of coordination and programs, but not 
for administration. 
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