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ABSTRACT

H. Evaluation Abstract (Do not exceed the space provided)

The Agriculture Planning & Analysis Project No.383-0083 is a six year
lnstitution building project designed to develop an integrated national level
agricultural planning system. Project outputs include trained and adequately
supported statf in ministerial planning units, an inter-ministerial; Agricultural
Planning Group, a minimum of 15 agricultural policy program studies, and a
revised National Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Strategy. Total project costs
are estimated at US$Y.3 million of which AID will provide $6.6 million and the
Government of Sri Lanka (GSL) $2.7 million.

Tnis Evaluation is the planned mid-term evaluation. Although project
activities have been slow to start (both by design and due to implementation
delays), they are now picking up with the arrival of the technical assistance
team. The evaluation is intended to assess the validity of the project approach
in light of changes in the GSL organization and to provide input into pending
decisions on revision of input plans.

The evaluation tound that the value of agricultural planning is well
accepted by the GSL, that the project has a reasonable chance of accomplishing
objectives, and that the project carries the potential for providing a high
return on investment. However, project activities are delayed and more time
will be necessary to realize project objectives.

The evaluation recommended: (a) a one-year project extension; (b)
developing benclunarks For replacing project funding with GSL resources; (c)
consolidation of ministerial planning units; (d) increasing training activities
and providing support to provincial planning units; {(e) utilizing task forces
For studies; and (f) providing technical assistance to Ministries ot Plantation
Industries and Land, Irrigation and Mahaweli Development.

COSTS
. Evaluation Costs
1. Evaluation Team Contract Number OR |Contract Cost OR
Name Affilation TDY Person Days TDY Cost (U.S. $)| Source of Funds
Dr. Fred Mangum Devres 383-0083-0-00- {$20,500 Project
0018-00

2. Misslon/Office Professional Staff 3. Borrower/Grantee Professlonal

Person-Days (Estimate) 20 Staft Person-Days (Estimate) 15
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SUMMARY

J. Summary of Evaluatlon Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations

(Try not to exceed the three (3) pages provided
Address the following Items: %) pagos p !

® Purpose of evaluation and methodology used ® Principal recommendations
® Purpose of activity(les) evaluated

¢ Lessons learned
e Findings and concluslons (relate to questions)

Mission or Oftice: Date This Summary Prepared: ;1“'(‘13 And Date C%t Full Evaluation Report:
. . id-Term Evaluation of the Sri' Lanka
USAID/Sri Lanka April 12, 1990 Agriculture Planning and Analysis Project

A. Background
1. Title

"Evaluation of the Sri Lankan Agriculture Planning and Analysis
Project' (No 383-0083) April 12, 1990. The midterm evaluation was initiated by
USAID-Colombo and was contracted with Devres, Inc., Bethesda, Maryland.

2.  Purpose

Tne Sri Lankan Agriculture Planning and Analysis Project began in
August 1986 with an expected completion date of August 1992. The purpose of the
six-year project was to develop an integrated, national-level agricultural
planning system which can provide a rational basis for policy formulation and
decision making in the agricultural sector. The project contributes directly to
USAID-Colombo's broader goal ot enhancing the contribution of the agricultural
sector to overall national economic development through increased production,
expanded employment and higher incomes.

The project had its genesis with the development of the first
integrated National Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Strategy (NAFNS). This
exercise 1dentified several major constraints to agricultural planning in Sri
Lanka: (1) limited capacity of planning unit staffs, (2) over-emphasis on
projects without adequate consideration of policy impacts and priorities, (3)
inadequate linkages between planners and decision makers, (4) institutional
fragmentation and (5) a fragmented and inadequate data base,

Project outputs were designed to remedy these problems and result in
a strengthened, integrated agricultural planning system in the context of the
Sri Lankan setting. Project outputs included: (1) trained and adequately
supported professional statf{ in planning units of participating ministries with
special emphasis on the Ministry of Agricultural Development and Research (MADR)
and the National Planning Division (NPD) of the Ministry of Finance and
Planning, (2) a tunctioning inter-ministerial Agricultural Planning Group, (3)
completion of a minimum of 15 agricultural policy program studies and (4) a
revised and expanded NAFNS.

Total project cost is estimated at US$ 9.3 million of which AID will
provide § 6.6 wmillion (71 percent) and the GSL the rupee equivalent of $ 2.7
million (29 percent). These tunds provide inpurs directly reluated to identitied
problems: training, tecimical assistance, operational expenses, facilities uand
commodities.
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SUMM A RY (Continued)

B. bvaluation Purpose, Procedures and Scope

The mid-term evaluation of the project has the purpose of providing
inanagement information on project implementation, use of resources and pregress
to date and to recommend any modifications needed to achieve the project
purpose. A detailed scope of work guided e evaluation throughout. Specific
questions to be answered included: is the project design valid in light of
governmental reorganization, are modifications needed with the institutional
change and is an extension of the project needed.

Answers to these questions were sought by reviewing project documents on
tile at USAlD-Colombo and in the project office and by interviewing key
personnel with knowledge of project activities and/or the planning environment
in Sri Lanka. Bascu on this evidence, quantatative and qualitative tindings were
presented and conclusions drawn regarding project implementation and progress
toward stated objectives. From this analysis recommendations were derived for
the remainder of project life.

C. Findings and Conclusions

The evaluation found project implementation to be delayed, partly as a
result ot tie design which combined a host country contract with planned delayed
arrival of long-teum technical assistance and partly as a result ot govermmental
reorganization and security disruptions in the country. Only 17 percent of AlD
expenditures had been made at the time ot evaluation compared with a planned 49
percent. Total GSL expenditures, were also somewhat behind the planned rate,
with 27 percent ol budget expended compared to a plamned 40 percent.

lhe arrival ot a skilled, long-term policy advisor with previous working
experience in Sri Lanka and excetlent rapport witn host government officials has
moved the project activities to a higher level. This event combined with the
beginning tlow ot returning trained plaming unit staff and the enthusiasm of
kKey GSL planners and administrators has signiticantly improved project
pertormance in recent months,

Project implementation was found to be uneven across the five
participating ministries with planning unit development in the Ministries of
. Lands, lrrigation and Mahaweli Development (MLIMD) and Plantation Industries
(MP1) lagging the other three. Evidence for this conclusion was: (1) these two
Ministries had the lowest rate of actual vs planned, long-term training
completed (21 and L8 percent), (2) the smallest number of months of short-term
training completed (2.5 and 0) and (3) no analytical policy studies completed by
MLIMD and two by MPI. A major reason for these shortcomings was lower
use/availability of project inputs including technical assistance, training and
operational tunds. A conclusion of the evaluation was that these two ministries
would benefit frow additional specialized short-term technical assistance. It
concluded that this input would overcome present implementation provlems and
contribute to project institutionalization.
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SUMMARY (Continued)

lt was also tound that recent governhental reorganization had
shifted the focus of some agricultural planning from the national level
to provincial levels. In light of this and ongoing changes, it was
concluded that the project should broaden its target audience to include
strengthening these planning organizations as part of the overall
national etforr.

D. Recommendations tor the Agriculture Planning and Analysis Project

Two general recommendations are made for achieving project
objectives and institutionalizing the planning activity. Tirst, the
project should be extended one year because ot changes in governmental
organization since its design and because activities now with the
arrival of long term technical assistance are much more focused. Second,
that tor the remaining life of the project, specific benchmarks be
agreed on for replacing project funding with GSL resources.

A number ot specitic recommendations were made for the purpose of
lmproving probability of achieving project objectives in a reorganized
ministerial serting. These include:

* giving consideration to further consolidation of planning
entities to arrive at an integrated, cohesive planning systenm,

* increased training and extending both training and commodity
procurement to planning units at the provincial level,

* completing policy studies on a task force basis focused on
those with a quick turn around response to policy makers requests and
longer term, forward looking studies largely initiated within the
planning units and,

*utilizing additional technical assistance to strengthen the
planning units in the MPI and the MLIMD.

E. Lessons Learned

The evaluation suggests that agricultural planning and policy
activities are by nature integrative and long term in maturing. Project
design must take this into consideration and establish realistic time
Erames tor expecting positive results. This lengthy learning curve is
evident in the present project which appears now to have crossed a major
implementation threshold toward attaining its objectives.

A second clear lesson tor project design is that the combination of
a host country contract and deluyed technical assistance is to be
avoided. Either way have valid reasons to be used alone but the
combination in a single project virtually assures unwarranted complexity
and 1mplementation delay.
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K. Attachments (List attachmuonts submitted with this Evaluation Summary; always attach copy of full evaluation report, even if one was submitted

earher; attach stugias, surveys, e!c.. from "on-qoing” evaluation, if relevant to the evaluation raport. )

A copy of Full Evaluation Report - "Mid-Term Evaluation of the Sri Lanka Agricultural
Planning & Analysis Project No.383-0083"

COMMENTS

L. Comments By Misslon, AID/W Office and Borrower/Grantee On Full Report

The Mission found the evaluation report to be very useful in planning future
implementation actions and assessing adequacy of the proposed project work plan.

The approach of doirg a quick overview of the project as a mid-term evaluation was
very useful and cost effective.
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