A.LD. EVALUATION SUMMARY - paRT | (ow i

V. BEFORE FiLLiNg QuUT THIS FORM. READ 1} ATT
INSTRUCTIONS EATIACHC

¢ USELETTER QUALITY TYPE, tioT -nor MATRICT Tyre
IDENTIFICATION DATA ‘

A. Reportin 1.D. it
p g A.l.D. Unit B, Was Evaluation Scheduled In Current FY

. ! C. Evaluation Timin
A é N
Mission or AID/W Office ~ USAID/Honduras T3 oo
eoson or o : Yes [T] Slipped x] Ad Hoe [ Interim (XJ Finat [
) Evaluation Plan Submission Date: Fy 88 Q4
D. Activity or Activitler Evaluated {LIst the following inf R ——— -

Svaluation report,) ormetion for prolect(s) or program(s) avaiuated; it not applicable

+ st title and date of the

Project No. Projact /Pro Titt
gram Title g’[rsthFL”Fl?v(Z;:St zizf:toﬂecent Planned LOP {Amount Obligateg
L (FY) (Mo/¥r) Cost (000} to Date (000)
522-0249~-ESF-] Agricultural Research Foundation ESF 522- [9-30-89 (L. 6,580 L. 4,700
/Integrated Pest Management. 0233
PIL No.
93
11-26-86

*This Evaluatfion covers the 2nu. phase of the IPM Hrogram whikh began {n Septembkr 1986
and is fundefl by this PIL.

ACTIONS
E. Actio | - reclor
Na f o1 - Y
Actlon(s) Requlred apcmglbc;o tor ?étl%ﬁ ?:It:eepccélrﬁglemd

L. USAID/Honduras will support a 1989 maintenance budget for B.Cooper/ Completed
the IPM Project. The most likely source is a dollar D.Schaer 3/89
funded Grant,

2. USAID/Houduras will encourage ROCAP to fund appropriate B.Cooper/ Completed
[Pi{ Project activities under its Regional Environ- D.Schaer 3/89

mantal Project presently being developed.

3. LUPE, as it tegins to implement in 1989, will consider D.Schaer/ 9-30-89
developing close coilaboration with and funding for LUPE
services of the IPi Project. A decision will be made
based on input from the LUPE Project lManagement and Technical
Assistance teams.

o~

EAP/IPM will expand its sources of support and will look EAP 12/31/89
for alternate non-AID funding sources including overhead.

(Attach extra shoel| necessary}

APPROVALS

F. Date Ot Mission Or AlID/W Offlce Review Of Evaluation: {Month) {Cay) {y
ear)
3
~]

G. Approvals of Evaluation Summary And Action Declslons: 5 -

Project/Program Officer Reprasentative of Evaluation Officer Mission or AID/W

Borrower/Grantee Oftfice Director
N D. Craig Anderson].
ame (Typed) Simon E. Malo Robert Hanser, A g John A. Sanbrailo
Director.

Date 7/“/‘?7‘

A£4£7 ni;Frrnr EAP Carmen Zambragda,

Signatura M ﬁlj- [(/ |I I % J B 1

‘ Lgrac € Hc |y NI 942‘ LI yefowl]
! J ' [ 6" T

AID 1330-5 (10-87) Page { " ' 4




ABSTRAC

T

H. Evaluation Abstract (0Q not exceed the gpace providad)

designed to 1) generate, validate and develop
pest management programs
2) develop, validate and

training pest management

guarantee the use of

by AID/Honduras that this ev
evaluate the feasibility of incorporating cthe

Project.

field staff of the project rear Siguatepeque,
cooperators were contactcd in the field phase
and participate in re
follows:

very effectively,.

because several components of the project

AlD-sponsored Integrated Pest Management (IPM) activities
Panamericana (EAP) were initiated in June, 1983 (0OPG 52
Project was initiated in September 1986 (via Project 522-0249).

students at the University level.

project was designed as a five year program with funding in
contingent upon an evaluation to be carried out
aluation should take place during year two in order to

program leaders of the divisions within the project,
nthers knowledgeable and familiar with the project.

The IPM Project is carrying out its mandate in

at Escueld Agricola

2-0222). A second phase of the
The IPM project was

technologies and extension procedures for

to benefit small scale basic grain and vegetable farmers and

innovative teaching materials for

The second phase of the IPM
the last two years

in year three. However, it was decided

IPM activities under the proposed LUPE

The Evaluation Methodology used consisted of interviews held with responsible

EAP administrators, students, and
Five days were spent on site with
Olancho and El Paraiso. Over 100 farmer
giving the team opportunity to observe

search-extension activities. Major findings and conclusions are as

teaching, research and extension
per year for the remaining

production of maize, beans, cabbage

important function in Honduran Plant
e development process is

both small

The IPM plant

2. Project funding should be maintained at us$1,000, 000
years of the Project and beyond.
3. The IPM Project contributes to the increased
and other crops.
4. The Project maintains effective functional linkages with other agencies and
institutions both in and out of Honduras.
5. Each of the specialized centers serves an
Protection. Several of the centers can be expected to become self-supporting,
6. The extension approach which involves farmers in th
effective and should be continued.
7. Extension, research and teaching components strengthen one another;
farmers and students benefit from this project.
8. The IPM program is consistent with and shouli contribute to LUPE objectives.
The IPM program should be incorporated into the LUPE project.
protection technologies could serve to facilitate interaction with farmers.
9. Regional sources of revenue, especially ROCAP funding, should be considered

are of a regional scope.

COSTS

. Evaluation Costs

1. Evaluation Tea
Narme m Contract Number OR Contract Cost OR
Affillation TDY Person Days TDY Cost (U.S. $)f Source of Funds
Rodney Fink Development Assceiatey Ioc o, $22,000 PD%S
Milcon Certsel Ine. PRC-140h~
1-23~70050,
worl Jvier
vo. 83.
2. Missj
. S onl;)mce Protessional Staff 3. Borrower/Grantee Prolessional
erson-Da
ys (Estimate) 15 Stalf Person-Days (Estimate) 50
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A..D. EVALUATION SUMMARY - PART ||

SUMMARY

J. Summary of Evaluation Findings, Concluslons and Recommendations (T
. ry not to exceed the th
Address the following Items: e 199 13) pages provided)

® Purpose of evaluation and methodology used ® Princlpal recommendatlons
® Purpose of activity (les) evaluated ® Lessons learned
e Findings and concluslions (relate to questions)

Milsslon or Offlce: Date This Summary Prepared: Title And Date Of Full Evaluation Report:Fing] Report
USAID/Honduras April, 1989 ‘ ?n the Evaluation of the Integrated Pest
Management (IPM) Activity at the Escuela Agri-

L. Purpose of the Evaluation and Methodology cola Panamericana (EAP). September 1988,
The evaluation was designed to review and analize the effectiveness of the IPM Project
at the EAP. Five constellations of questions were addressed concerning the
effectiveness and viability of the EAP/IPM reseacch program, extension activities,
teachiny program, specialized centers and compatibility of the IPM Project with the
propused LUFT Project.

Interviews w ve held with program leaders of each division within the project, EAP
admin: ' .t s, AID officials, students, collaborators and outside sources familiar
with the Project. Over 100 farmer cooperators were contacted. Collaborating
organizations such as the Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR), Project HOPE, Peace
Corps, Partners of the Americas and World Neighbors were interviewed. Extended field
trips to sites where on-farm research and extension activities take place were carried
out. In addition, teaching, training and extension materials were evaluated.

2. Purpose of the Activity Evaluated

The purpose of this project Is to: (a) Assist the reform sector and small farmers,
whicli are the principal basic grain producers in Honduras, learn cost effective and
safe pest management techniques which will result in increased productivity, and
subsequently have a direct effect on improving the quality of life for the
participating farmers, (b) Improve the quality of pest Ranagement training received by
the region's agronomists by strengthening the institutional capacity of the Escuela
Agricola Panamericana (EAP) by upgrading its pest management curriculum.

3. Findings and Conclusions
a) The IPM Project at ZAP is an effective, well managed program which meets its
teaching, research and extension mandates.

v

Effective teaching materials have been developed which can serve throughout Central
America, such as life tables for corn and other crops which show in one simple diagram
the life cycle of the crop and cycles of those pests which affect the crop. Handbooks

such as the "Guide for Diagnosis and Control of Diseases in Plants” are used for
teaching at Zamorano and throughout the C.A. Region.,

Students receive a good balance of theory and’practical training. Off station research
And extension efforts feed back into the teaching process., Regional organizacions,
most notanly ROCAP, should be encouraged to assume responsibility for support of these
dctivities of a4 regionai nature.

Good rasearch techniques are used and effective coolcction, araeessiig and Jdisenmination
of the information takes place. Research work is integrated with extension programs.
Social scientists, especially anthropologists, are key members of the

research- extension team. Farmers are invnived throughout the technology development
process in identifying research needs and in developing research

and extension methodulogies. Research programs emphasi.e non-chemicai control

procedures, minimal use of pesticides and effective use of alternative m?nageme

: : , L t
techniques. Their racommendations for contre! of slugs in beans using bailts comglned
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SUMMARY {Continuad)

with other inexpensive techniques before the bean season begins has allowed farmers to
produce beans where thev had given up before due to slugs and thereby increase
production significantly. This alone saves losses and adds to production by
approximately $1,000,000/year.

The Project has produced a large "variety of attractive materials for extension use,

The systematic evaluation and lmprovement of visual materials has resulted in printed
materials which are effective and acceptable to farmers. Emphasis has also been placed
on developing improved extension methodologies and special courses for training
trainers. To date, over 1,600 trainers have participated in intensive short courses
and nearly 17,000 farmers have been exposed to improved pest management procedures.

b) The six centers in place at the EAP are interrelated and serve the entire IPM
Project. The value to students, teachers, extension workers and researchers will
continue to improve as the centers develop their programs and databases. Several of
these centers can be expected to become partially or completely self-sustaining and
several will be of special value to LUPE.

c) IPM activities are, in general compatible with the objectives of the LUPE
Project, and LUPE should find several IPM services attractic: in project implementation
phases. The work of the anthropoligists and the strong technician-farmer linkages of
the IPM methodology should be of particular interest to LUPE, as well as the general
support and training services offered by EAP specialized centers.

4. Principal Recommendations

The IPM Project at Zamorano is an effective program in teaching, research, extension
and train-the-trainer phases of Integrated Pest Management. The Evaluation Team
recommends that the project should be maintained and funded for the proposed remaining
life of the 5-year project and beyond. The technologies developad by this project
should be validated and disseminated throughout Honduras. The final report listed 15
recommendations (see attachment B). This list has been reduced to four actions on the
cover sheet in which related recommendations have been integrated. Some
recommendations have not been accepted by the Mission (refer to Mission communts on
Section L, and attachment B). The specific principal recommendations of the Evaluation
follow:

a) The AID commitment should be continued throughout the 5-year period with funding
level of at least US$1 million per year for the remaining years of the Project and
beyond.

b) The specialized centers are effective and should be retained and developed.

c) The technology development and transfer methodology used by the IPM Project should
be expanded to include other areas of expertise such as agronomy and rural
developnent.

d) The work of IPM is directly related to the proposed Project LUPE. 1If Project IPM

hecones a part of LUPE funding should be at least US$l million per year. Funding

should support research, extension and teaching as well as research on extension
methodologies. Funding for both on and off-station research and extension work
siwould be included. Support for the centers as well as anthropology and
communiciation activities should also be continued.

[Z fund reduction is necessary support to the centers should be reduced. Reduced

funding will be possible within two yedrs as certain of the centers become

self-supporting. Regional agencies such as ROCAP should be encouraged to support
regional efforts in biological control and university level teaching,

f) The IPM Project should be part of LUPE. Current funding relationship with FHIA
should be discontinued and the EAP's IPM Project should be funded directly by
USAID/Honduras.

g8) If full funding is not possible, reduction of support should occur (in this order)
for certain of the six centers, deletion of one work site, reduction of the cabtbage

program, and phase down of central support.

[+
Ser
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SUMMARY (Continued)

5. Lessons Learned

a) Plant protection provides easy access to farmers because of solutions which are
usually dramatic and positive.

b) Continuing research in IPM is necessary in order to anticipate and correct early on
the problems associated with technology innovation.

c) EAP's IPM Project has developed an outstanding program in all phases of IPM.
Adoption of methodologies developed will have a significant impact on food
availability and gross domestic product in Honduras.
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ATTACHMENTS

K. Attachments (List attachments submitieq with this

F.valuation Summary; alway
eartler: attach studlas, survayse, etc, .

$ attach copy of fuit evaiuation report, even If one was submilteq

1 1rom “on-gsing*® ovuluation If relevant 1o the evaluating teport. )}

A. Basic Project Identification Data.
B. Recommendations of the evaluation team.

Note: The final report of this evaluation was forwarded to AID/W on
March 3, 1989.

COMMENTS

L. Comments By Migsion, AID/W Qlfice and BorrgwerlGrangeo On _Full Report

It is the Mission's consensus that the evaluation team did an outstanding, thorough
objective job. They provided a clear and concise document which serves as the
basis for decisions regarding the IPM Project. The team complied fully with the
scope of work. The EAP is in general agreement with the team's conclusions and
recom. :ndations. EAP sees advantages and disadvantages to working through either
FUIA or LUPE and it's interested in continuing dialogue with AID regarding what the
best arrangement might be. However, the EAP prefers direct funding for the IPM
Project.

The Zamorano IPM Project is probably the best, most successful, Integrated Pest
Management Program in Central America. It provides practical cost effective
solutions to pest and pesticide problems.

The Mission has supported this program since 1983 with a total of Lps.7,782,130
through January 1989 and given the continued support to the EAP and the extended
period of funding to the IPM Project itself, the Mission feels that EAP and the IPM
Project should now begin to obtain its own funding. The IPM Project should also
start generating part of its own resources by charging for services. For the above
reasons the Mission cannot agree fully with many of the Evaluations recommendations
to continue funding at a high level For the full 5-year period. It is willing to
encourage ROCAP support for IPM and provide funding for the IPM Project in 1989
with a dollar grant. One of the objectives of the evaluation was to see if LUPE and
IPil were compatible and recommerd collaboration where feasible. It is clear from
the evaluation that LUPE will require and benefit from IPM services. However, the
LUPE team should be responsible for the decision to contract with IPM for its

- services,
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ATTACHMENT A

BASIC PROJECT IDENTIFICATION DATA

Counry: Honduras

Project Title: Intéérated Pest !lanagement (IPM)
Project Number: 522-0249-1PM:

Project Dates;: September 1986 - September 1989

a. First Project Agreement: PIL 93 11-26-1986 522-0283
b. Final Obligation Date: FY89 :
¢. Most recent Project Assistance Completion Date (PACD): 9-30-89

Procject Funding: (amounts obligated to date)

a. A.I.D. Bilateral Funding Us$

b. Other Major Donors us$

c. Host Co:itry Counterpart Funds Us$ 2,349,900
Total Us$ 2,349,900

Mode of Implementation: Dirert Contractor, EAP
Project Designers: EAP (Keith Andrews/Carl Barfield).
Responsible Mission Oifficials:

a. Mission Director(s): Anthony Cauterucci John Sanbrailo
b. Project Officer(s): Richard Owens Blair Cooper

Previous Evaluation(s): None



ATTACHMENT B

RECOMMENDATIONS RESULTING FROM THE EVALUATION

The IPM Project at Zamorano is an effective program in teaching, research, extension
and train-the-trainer phases of integrated pest management. The coordinated project
should be maintained and funded for the remaining life of contract and beyond, The
technologies of the project should be developed and expanded throughout Honduras,

Specific recommendations follow:

(1) Recommend USAID/Honduras continue support of the EAP/MIpP

Us$1,000,000 per year. Funding through project LUEE is a viable
alternative.

( 2) If the EAP/IPM is funded through USAID/LUPE, the mechanism
should be a memorandum of agreement between USAID/LUPE and EAP -ut-

lining obligations of both parties. Funding should support the
following:

a) Research both on and off-station;

b) Extension development and validation activity;

c) Teaching development and teaching research;

d) Extension materials and methodology;

e) Vehicles, teaching and research equipment, supplies
and other needed materials;

f) The six specialized centers; and

g) Teaching development and teaching research.

N
( 3) The AID commitment to EAP should be contiaued throughout
the 5-year period and beyond.

{4) There should be close functional linkages between LUPE and
EAP/IPM in order to facilitate:

Mission does
not fully
agree with
recommen-~
dation (see
Mission
comments,
Section L.)

To be
determined
by LUPE
Action No,
3 on face
sheet,

Mission does
not fully
agree with
recommend-
ation (see
Mission
comnents,
Section L.)

To be
determined
hv LUPE
action No. 3
on face
sheet.



a) Pest management practices evolved by the IPM Project
winich are usable within the LUPE production cad conservation enhance-
ment effort;

b) LUPE's utilization of the extension/research methodology
developed by the IPM Project; and

c) The possible use by LUPE of EAP capability on a
negotiable fee basis for specialized activities such as soil testing,
tissue testing, feed analysis, seed processing, anthropological and
other surveys.

(5) AID/LUPE should fund the six specialized centers fully for
two years followed by reduced funding as the Diagnostic Center and
Pesticide Use and Efficacy Center generate replenishment revenue.

( 6) Life tables research shoi:ld be sustained, expanded and
improved as other research extension avenues evolve.

«7) If fund reduction is necessary, support to centers should
be reduced. The plant protection base of the IPM Project should take
the lead in information transfer and be the conduit for initial farmer

contract and confidence building to be followed by other technologies
appropriate to LUPE.

( 8) EAP/IPM should become the Center for plant protection and
teachiing improvement in Central America. USAID/Honduras should support
and encourage ROCAP support to establish EAP/IPM as a center of teaching
improvement for development, training and regional distribuition of IPM
instructional materials.

(M Regional agencies (ROCAP) should be contacted for support
of 4 regional effort in biological control through the Biolcgical
Control Center.

(10) EAP should be established as a single site not only for
diagnistic services related to plant prnotection but also for soil

tescing, tissue testing, water testing and other services on a fee basis.

(11) Anthropology work with EAP/IPM and the Rural Development
Department of EAP should be considered for services (by memorandum of
agreement) to support LUPE.

Mission does

not fully
agree with
recommen-
dation (see
Mission
comments,
Section L.)

Ongoing
depends on
Action No.4
on face
sheet

Apt to

EAE, depends on
4 on

Action No.
face sheet.

Action No.
on face
sheet

Action No.
on face
sheet

Not
feasible
under
present
circum-
stances,

Action No,

on face
sheet

2

2

3

A



(12) Other funding considerations for IPM/EAP (by USAID/Honduras
or LUPE) are programs of training consulting agriculturalists, employ-
ment of 5 agronomos who would concurrently complete the EAP fourth year
program, and thesis research of Central American students studying
related work in the U.S.

USAID/LUPE shonld contract with EAP as a resource institution
including
post harvest

(13)
capable of evolving crop production/farm production programs,
soil conservation, preparation, management, water management,
problems and other areas of expertise.

(1l4) The IPM Project should be a part of LJPE. If not, the
current funding relationship with FHIA shouid be discontinued and EAP/IPM
should be funded directly by USAID/Honduras.

(15) In the event full funding is impractical, slternatives for
reduction (in priority order) are the six centers, near deletion of the
one resident site and the cabbage program, and phase down of centrzl
support because of less off-station work.

Action No.
on face
sheet

To be
determined
by LUPE.
Action No.3
on face
sheet

See Mission

Comments
Section L,

Apt to EAP,
depends on

Action No.4
on face

sheet
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