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I. PROJECT HISTUVRY /

1, Backyrouna:

Ine Rwanca Corrwnal Artorestation Project was a suwproject under the Energy
Initiatives ror Africa (EIA) Project. USAID ana the Government of Rwanda
(GUR) s.yned tne Project Agreement on August 31, 1983 for the purpose of
wmproving tne erfectiveness ot the GOR Lorestry extension system 1n three
Culunes oL Cyerd, Butaro ana Nyamugail 1n Runenger1 Prefecture. The l1fe of
ProjecCt was 4 years. USAID committed $500,000 to the rroject, The GOR

PLOpOsey to contriwste $335,000 1n salaries ana services.

Tne project was managea oy a GOR Project Manager unuer the airection of the
Director or Forestry at MINAGRI. He supervised directly two extension
officers, one in Cyeru and another 1in Butaro who, in turn, trained extension
agents. Hyamugadl Commune never recelved an extension otficer because of
ugget constraints. The Project Manager served as extension otficer for this
COUNE ali SUPeLVISed sour extension adents. A total Of three Peace corps
VOluntexrs wele assiynedq to trhe project 4s tecrnical auvisors until October
1966, lre DrOJECt a1SO nired a secretary, « ariver, an otfice hanug and 4
guarud as pruject personnel., One cactographer employed by the GOR was asslyned
Lo Lre proujeCt tu produce maps Of ex1sting woodiots i1n the Klramnito
SOUS-prerecturs,

Major conmpunents of the project's reforestation efrort were 1) to plant 400
rectares of communal wooalots, 2) to biant up to 2,500 hectares of private
Larm lany, ang 3) to estantish 37 sectoral nurseries. Project activities
Degan April 1984, Most of the above Output targets were accomplisned by the
€NJ OL Cre tnlra year Of the project lire.

A MlGterin =valuation took place 1n Octoler and liovemter 198b, ‘The evaluation
team criticie=u 1naefinite statements ot project goals, objectives or purposes
ln tre Suyro)ect Paper and the Project Agreement. The evaluation team
Propused tre project logical framework (Attachment 1) which was compiled of
€X1Sting project ducuments in oraer for any future project
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evaluation to have a clear perspective of the project. The evaluation report
also criticizea the lack of a technical manageiment plan for trne project's
selt- sustainability.

In response to the evaluation recommendations, the Director of Forestry
establisreu a nanagement plan which lald out detalied activities of the
Project Manager, extension ofticers, extension workers and other project
personnel. His pian also included the commercialization of nurseries and
cooperation with other USAID-fundea projects in the area, e.g. FSRF and RRAM,
With regara to training, a soil scientist rrom FSRP trained and supervised
extension agents 1n agroforestry practices. This contrituted to an emphasis
on agroforestry activities in the project..

2. Current Status:

MOst Or tie project output targets were met prior to the original Project
Asslstance Completion Date (PACD) of Septenber 30, 19Y87. However, this PACD
Was efLenaed to September 30, 1988, without additional runding, solely to
permit tne completion of construction of a house in Butaro. The construction
was deferred as a result of a midterm evaluation recommendation to leverage
management 1mprovements. Further delay occurred in processing requests for
the release of USAID funds under the fixed amount reimbursement (FAR) system.
A total life of the USAID project assistance was thus increased to 5 years.

Tne project 1s tavorahly viewed by the GOR, as the President of the Repuhlic
strongly supports reforestation efforts. The President vVisited the project
Slte and statea that 1t was one of his favorite U.S. funded activities,

Project implementation was unaertaken by each commune, under the guidance of
the Director of Forestry,

The proposea Natural Resources Management Project (696-0129), which 1s
currently 1n the stage of PP design, will adaress soll conservation and

agroforestry etrorts 1n Ruhenger1 Prefecture. These activities will bulld.
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upcn the experiences of the USAID-funded prozects in the area, including this
Communzi Aftforestation Project. USAID assistance through the tRM Project will
te limited in terms of tunaing, tut wiil nelp ensure the Sustainabrlity of the

Communal attorestation project, especially in terms ot communal etforts in the
area of ayrororestry extension.

II. STATUS OF COMPLETION OF PROJECT ELEMENTS

l. Technical Assistance

The project agreement called tor a short~-term (4 months) technical assistance
1n the darea of agrotorestry with a budget of $50,500. However, the unexpected
NEEA for runas to cover the costs of nursery workers ana casual latorers
flecesSsitated tie elimination of several items from the wuuget, 1ncluaing the
short-term technical assistance fungs. This was of great concern to the

miaterm evaluation team. However, the project aid receive oCcasional support
and assistance from EIA and REDS)/Nairoby.

Between 1984 ana October 1986, a total of 3 Peace Corps volunteers provideq
admlnlstratlon/management assistance to the Project Manager, as well as
technical input on nirsery extension and agroforestry. The GOR covered the
local cousts of the volunteers. Although the Sutproject Paper cailed for
long-term pPCV assistance, the last PCV resigned in October 1986 for personal

reasons. The USAID mission then decided against ass)gning another volunteer
to the project.

2. Commodities:

Accoruing to the Project Agreement, the USAID contribution in this element was
Lo prouviae z venicles, 5 motorcycles with 2 replacements, and 37 bicycles with
25 repiacements. ‘The actual brocurement for the project 1s listed below,



1 Toyota H1 Lux Pick-Up
4 Yamata Motorcycles
24 picycles

A Hi-Lux Pick-Up was selected by the Project Manager instead of two venicles
equivalent to Land Rover. This purchase used almost all the tunds budgeted
for the two vehicles because 1t was larger but provided better

transportation. This pick-up truck was utilized fully throughout the life of
the project.

Four motorcycles were purchased insteaa of five. After the PCV left the
project, the firth motorcycle was consiaered unnecessary. The purchase of the

bicycles was Limted to 24, as only 24 extension workers worked on the project,

3. constcruction:

The project originally proposeu to construct five houses and one office. This

inclucea 3 houses and 1 office in Cyeru, 1 house in Butaro, ana 1 house in
Nyamugalli.

Construction of the house in Nyamugali was cancelled because an extension
officer was never issigned to the commune. The decision not to build this
house was supported by the midterm evaluation team.

Tne ofrice and three houses were built in Cyeru. One house, originally for a
Peace Corps volunteer, has been rented to FSRP since the PCV's aeparture from
the project. Tnis house will continue to Le used by USAID for as long as
there 1s a need. One house was occupied by the Project Manager, and the other
by tie extension officer i1n the commune.

Construction or une house 1n Butaro was delayed tut firally completed at the
ena or Septemoer 1988, This house has been assigned to the extension officer
of the Butaro commune. As already mentioned, the deiays in the construction
rorced tnree extensions of the PACD.



4. Local Costs:

The original muaget tor iocal costs under the USAID contritution was
$273,000. Tms was increased significantly, as a result of the issuance of
Project Implementation Letters No. 4 and No. 7, to $338,288. A breakdown of
expenaitures wy ltem 1S given below:

l. Personnel RF 23,374,491
¢. Training 253,000
3. Commodlitles 5,647,108
4. Otner Costs 1,866,803
Total RF 31,141,402 = US$ 329,253.00

The Project Manager was responsihble for project accounting. While he was

Capatle ot tookkeeping, USAID verification determinea that tinancial papers
ana aocuments were not maintalned properly.

AS a result Of tie MLAtErm evaluatlon report, whicn criticizeaq the lLnadeguacy
OL training tor extension otficers and extension agents, the project
estanlishtea a training curriculum which emphasized on-the-Job training for all
the project personnel. A soll scientist from FSRP assisted 1n organizing the
training and 1nstructing the extension agents. The extension workers assisted
tarmers with aliey cropping of agrotorestry trees on selectey farms. The

farmers were also instructed on 1ntercropping techniqgues anag nursery
techniques.

III. SUMMARY COWTRIBUTIONS

1, USAID Contritutions:

The USAID contrihution of $500,000 was useqa primarily to finance local costs
and construction., Especially, the local costs took much more funding than

anticipateu. A breakaown of the total contributions by project element 1s
given telow:
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1. Technical Assistance $ 0
Z. Commodities 23,712
3. Construction 138,000
4. Local Costs 338,288
TOTAL $ 500,000

2. GOR Contriwbutions:

Tre GOR contribution was for the payment ot saluries, seed procurement and
contingencles. The GOR recruited and employed the Project Manager, the two
extension orficers, 24 extension agents and a cartographer. Because of the
tudget constraints, the Nyamugali Commune did not receive an extension

officer. In this Commune, the Project Manager fulfilled the extension
responsibilities.

AS & resuit of tre ageparture of the PCV, the miaterm evaluation tean
recommendeq that tre Project reCruit an expatriate assistant project manager.
However, tie GUR oppousea this recommendation, since 1t regardea such an
assistance as questioning competence of the Rwandan participation to the
project. HNevertheless, project management subsequently improved. In line
Witn tne management plan established by the Director of Forestry 1n response
Lo the midterm evaluation, a weekly reporting system of project activities
were estabilshed and the bookkeeping was 1mproved.

After the miaterm evaluation team criticized the uveruse of casual labor,
which 1ncreasea local Costs, the project reauced the use of the Casual labor
ana each cormune 1ncreasea UMJGANDA (commune self-nelp) efforts for tree
planting anu tending activities.



-7 -

IV. Proolems Encountered/Lessons Learneq

The Communai Afrorestation Project has helped the participating communes and
farmers tu e aware of the lmportance or reforestation and to establish their
own forestry extension services. As the President of the Repupblic has
Stronyly supported a reforestacion canpaign, communal orfficiais ana MINAGRI
authorities mage serious efforts to ensure the success of the project.
Although the GOR considers this project favorably, there existed several
problems with project management.

l. A logical tramework of the project was not clearly established at the
time of the project cevelopment. The evaiuation team explained 1n its
report that the EIA project did not fequire detdiled 1nformation for
Supproject cocumentation and criticized this noting that it leu to

difricussies 1n evaluating the project. The tean proposed a logical
framework ana recommended that tie USAID mission 1ssue a Project
Implementation Letter (PIL) to adopt the logframe proposal. A PIL for
this purpose was never issued. The mission's twice yearly project

lLiplenentation review focused only on the physical outputs/achievements
of the project.

—— e - S

asslstance,

However, auring the second Year of the project, the need for funus to
Cover nursery workers and casual labor necessitated the elimination of
all short-term technical assistance funas. As a result, the project had
Lo aepend on DY assistance trom EIA and REDSO's regional forester. 1In
ddaition, the project receiveda technical collaboration from FSRP for

Lrfalning of extension workers and soll fertility management research
actlvitles,
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Although the GOR/MINAGRI managea to Lmplement this project without
technical assistance, PCV participation or expatriate consultancy
througnout the life of the project could have contributed positively to
1ts the overall management,

The project depended heavily on casual field labor for tree planting and
Cenaing activities, which incurred a significant amount of expense from
the local costs element of the USAID contritution. Casual labor was to
e ror occasional assistance for the nurseries, but not tor communal
plantings which were to be achieved Ly applying UMUGANDA. The project
ceased to employ casual lator after the midterm evaluation and the three

cumaunes significantly increased UMUGANDA efforts for reforestation,

Anotner unexpecteag expense was for nursery workers. \While the original
Pian was tor the nursery workers to be self financed through the
commercialization or the nurseries, they continuea to bte financed by the
project until September 30, 1987 when MINAGRI took over the
responsiuility of paying the salaries.

A reforestation demonstration plot with a small nursery was established
near the project office in Cyeru. While this was not planned in the
project paper, 1t proved to be a very valuable adaition to the project.
The demonstration plot provided a center point for extension activities
for Cyeru. It also permitted tridais of torestry and groundcover species

of proven qualities in a field setting without the risk or on-farm
faiiure,



Attachment 1: Goal and Purpose for a Logical Framework of the Subproject as
proposed by the Midterm Evaluation Team

Subproject Goal:

The goal is to address the problems being caused by the impending scarcity of
wond in the communes of Cyeru, Butaro and Nyamugali by encouraging the

improvement of soil quality, the provision of fuelwood and the augmentation of
income.

Subproject Purpose:

The project purpose is to establish a forestry extension system in three
communes, based upon the forestry extension system devi:loped by the Swiss
funded Projet Pilote Forestiere, and utilizing the agroforestry research and
field trials of the German funded Nyabisindu Project, as well as the Farming
Systems Research Project (FSRP).

End of Subproject Status:

1. Incressed planting of trees in communal or GOR owned woodlots and
roadside plantings;

2. Improved management and exploitation of existing and new woodlots and
roadside plantings; and,

3. Planting of agroforestry species on farmers' fields and the planting of
on-farm woodlots encouraged.

Note: The midterm evaluation’s logframe proposal was never officially adopted
for the project.



Attachment 2:

Name

Bucalyptus saligna
Eucalyptus maideni
Cupressus

Pinus patula
Callitris

Albizzia

Avocado

Guava

Maracouja

Aberia caffra
Pruniers

Grevillia

Cedrelia

Ms.:a0psis

Acacia melanoxylon
Leuceana

Filao

Sesbania

Markhamia

Types of Tree Seedlings produced in Nurseries

Uses

Woodlot

Woodlot

Woodlot

Woodlot

Woodlot
Woodlot/agrofor.
Agrofor./fruit
Agrofor. /fruit
Agrofor. /fruit
Agrofor. /fruit-fence
Agrofor./fruit
Agrofor./timber
Agrofor. /timber
Agrofor. /timber
Agrofor./pasture imp.
Agrofor. /soil--fodder
Agrofor. /woodlot/soil conserv.
Agrofor. /soil-fodder

Agrofor./so0il conserv.
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