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PREFACE 

This assessment of the Productive Land Use Systems (PLUS) Project (521-0217) was 
prepared by a team corlsisting of Donald Ci. Brown, team leader/agricultural economist 
Chemonics Internationill Consulting, Alicia Grimes, Natural Resource Specialist 
LAC/DR/RD, and Michelet Fontaine, Natural Resource Specialist under personal service 
contract. The assessment was conducted in Haiti between April 4 - 16, 1994. Prior to the 
work in Haiti, visits to the head offices of PADF and SECID in Washington, DC and CARE 
in Atlanta were done on March 30 and 31 respectively. The document was completed during 
the week of April 18th. 

- 
The assessment team's work had to be accomplished in an extremely short period of 

time. This document would not have been possible without the extraordinary efforts of the 
project's and USAID'S staff in Haiti. The team would like to give particular thanks to Abdul 
Wahab, Chief of the USAIDIHaiti Private Enterprise and Agricultural Development Office 
(PADO), and Lionel Poitevien, USAlDlHaiti PLUS project Manager. In addition, great 

, credit also goes to Bertrand Laurent and Mike Bannister of PADF, Greg Brady of CARE, 
and Frank Brockman and Zach Lea of SECID. These people and their staffs worked 
overtime to provide the team with invaluable insights and assistance. 

Given the necessity of gathering information and forming impressions within such a 
short time, it was necessary to rely on secondary data. Under these circumstances, factual 
errors and information gaps are possible. Responsibility for these is accepted by the team 
members. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Productive Land Use Systems (PLUS) Project is a continuation of efforts by 
USAID to address critical natural resource and economic issues in the mountainous 
countryside of Haiti. This effort began in 1981 with the Agroforesty Outreach Program 
(AOP) and was followed in 1989 with the Agroforestry I1 (AFII) project. Both of these 
initial efforts focused primarily on tree planting. Over time, emphasis in these activities has 
shifted increasingly towards economic returns and sustainability. The coup d'etat in 
September 1991 that ousted the democratically elected president resulted in a 10 month hiatus 
in project activities. This period served as an opportunity to re-examine the AFII Project and 
to redirect the project's efforts. This redesign attempted to deal more directly with the issues 
of increasing economic returns to the beneficiaries through the incorporation of sustainable 
conservation methoes into the farming system. While the goal and purpose of the project 
remained the same, the dramatic shift in the approach to achieve these objectives was so 
fundamental (see below) that the project was renamed PLUS. 

The project fits into the mission's overall strategic objective #2 -- "broaden private 
sector-led economic growth" under sub-objective #2B -- "sustainable growth in 
agricultural production. " In addition, the project fits under the phase I criteria of the 
mission's approved action plan as part of a llPVO-xun agricultural and private sector 
program to mitigate economic deterioration and ... to reinforce the efforts of private 
organizations to foster democratic concepts". 

Since June 1992, the definition of "humanitarian assistance" used by the State 
Department for aid to Haiti has been expanded to include a few carefully selected activities 
in the areas of agriculture such as the PLUS project. The project has a strong humanitarian 
focus, directing its resources at poor farmers living on Haiti's eroded hillsides. These are 
some of the most vulnerable people in the country. Effective measures to curtail soil erosion 
and other natural resource degradation in these hillside areas are critical to prevent long-term 
human disaster. 

The PLUS project implementation approach is based on a two-pronged strategy: first, 
to forus on land and water conservation interventions that provide a sustainable income for 
Haitian hillside farmers, and second, to increase attention on monitoring and evaluation 
(M&E) to gain knowledge of farmers' needs and to see that those needs are met on a 
sustainable basis. This strategy was to be achieved through a substantially modified delivery 
system of project inputs. The delivery system made three major changes in how the project 
was operated. First, project resources were transferred to participants through a farmer- 
driven mechanism rather than though the agenda-driven approach previously used. Second, 
the efforts of decentralized and entrepreneurial-based nurseries which were started under 
AFE were acceterated and enforced. Third, praject activities and resources were 
concentrated and made better focused. 

The purpose of this assessment is to eduate the project redesign to determine if the 
PLUS project implementation approach can be expected to accomplish the desired impacts of 
the project's objectives. In addition, the assessment is to make recommendations on the 



advisability of ending the project at its present project activity completion date (PACD) of 
December 1994, or of continuing the project, and, if the latter is recommended, to indicate 
any modifications in the project dcsign which may heip ensure its success. 

1- Project's interventions have provided significant financial rewards to project 
beneficiaries 

Using net present value (NPV) of project interventions provided to the 19,000 project 
beneficiaries as of March 1994, farm families have received financial benefits of some 
$6.6 million from tree plantings, $1 .8 million from gardens, and ovar $200,000 each 
for hedgerows and gully plugs. In addition, there is growing evidwice of secondary 
adoption of project interventions that further expand project economic impact. 

2- Soil trapped and water conserved behind barriers created by project 
interventions has resulted in areas of enhanced fertility and higher production. 

There is evidence of increased productivity of beneficiaries' farm holdings due to use 
of project interventions. This evidence comes from case studies (e.g., rockwalls 
increase sorghum yields by 40%) and from anecdotal reports. More data is being 
collected. 

3- The farmer-driven delivery approach has been accepted by senior and middle 
level staff of the grantees and has a growing acceptane and use at the extension 
agent level. 

There is strong acceptance at senior levels of the grantees, and growing acceptance at 
the delivery level, of the farmer-driven approach to delivery of project services. 
CARE'S vertical organizational structure has enhanced faster acceptance of this new 
concept of providing services. PADF's more horizontal organizational structure, on 
the other hand, coupled with its use of secondary NGOs to deliver services, has had 
slower acceptance of the farmer-driven approach. 

4- There would be significant negative consequences if the project were to end in 
December 1994. Negative consequences would be due to the short period of 
project operation (15 months) and need for more time for the full acceptance and 
innovation by farmers of project interventions. There has been an absence of 
institutional building as a component part of the project. 

- - If th-e p*t ends at its present PACD (December 1994) much will be lost. These 
losses include: collapse of the extension system in the northwest region, loss of much 
research and M&E work, potential loss of the seed germ plasm bank with significant 
impact on long-term ecosystem stability, and greatly reduced soil conservation and 
related income enhancement activities. 

iii 
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5- Women issues are being considered, but additional effort is needed. 

Women make up about 11 percent of grantee's extension staff and receive about 30 
percent of grantee training. From 30 to 44 percent of gardens are run by women, as 
are Some 30 to 36 percent of the tree nurseries. Additional effort is needed to expand 
the number of women on staff and to deal with women's issues related to project 
objectives (e.g., marketing, income generation). 

6- SECID support of grantees is generally valued, but it is valued differently by the 
two grantees. 

Both grantees value SECID's support activities, but they appreciate different elements 
of that support. CARE most values on-farm research and the M&E system, while 
PADF most values the seed orchard and some aspects of the agroforestry research. 

7- The M&E system, while capable of providing valued data to grantees, requires 
considerable project resources and should be made more effective. 

The M&E system requires of the grantees 30 percent of senior and middle level 
technical and adminisrzitive staff time. The 19 SPIs are not fully useful to grantees; 
they are hard to rank according to priority, and data may not be obtainable for some. 
A better focused approach is needed. 

8- Life of Project (LOP) output targets need to be revised in light of project 
operation. 

LOP outputs of the project have shifted to respond to farmers' demands for project 
services. CARE'S achievement as of March 1994, for example, ranges from 3 to 179 
percent of target output level while PADF achievement ranges from 3 to 300 percent 
of target. Given the farmer-demand orientation of the project, these discrepancio,~ 
should be expected. To improve operational efficiency on reporting outputs, the LOP 
output targets should be revised. 

i RECOMMENDATIONS 

- 
The recommendations of the assessment team can be divided into three categories -- 

recommendations on whether the project should be expanded, extended or allowed to expire 
at PACD, recommendations on changes in operation of the project in its last year, and 
recommendations on possible future directions the project may take in its next phase. 

-- - A. Recommendations on Continuing the Project 

The assessment team supports the extension of the present project for an 
additional five years. 



As demonstrated in this assessment, the PLUS project is beginning to move 
into full stride, in spite of the constraints within the country. The 19,000 farm 
households that have directly benefited from the project's conservation and agronomic 
interventions are reaping substantial economic returns from their use. Use of the 
conservation measures is also having a positive effect on the ecology in the project 
area. The farmer-driven approach of the PLUS design is working. Secondary 
adoption rate is increasing and will contribute to the improvement of the project's cost 
effectiveness. In short, the new PLUS project approach has been a success. 

The assessment team is recommending an extension of the present project 
because it believes the PLUS goal and purpose are still valid and that they respond to 
the current socio-economic and environmental situation of the country. 

A five year-extension is recommended for two reasons. First, a period of five 
years is needed to provide time for an orderly and gradual transfer of the PLUS 
activities to other institutions within the country. Currently, for example, the PLUS 
extension activity is virtually the only one in the country. The seed bank managed by 
SECID is also the only one of its type in the country and its presence is critical for 
ecosystem stability in the region. An appropriate role for the Ministry of Agriculture 
(MOA) should be developed (see below). It is unlikely that the MOA will be ready 
to take over that role in less than five years. 

Second, the five year-extension will provide for necessary time for the 
improvement of intervention packages by the project and the complete adoption and 
fine-tuning by the farmers of these packages within the project. 

B. Recommendations on Changes in the Present Project 

More resources should be allocated to the on-farm trial component. 

The resources allocated to this component do not suffice to respond to the 
requests for assistance from CARE and PADF. The two field implementors should 
ensure that their field agents understand and support this component so that 
information can be transferred to the farmers as soon as possible. This may require 
shifting resources from other research activities presently undertaken. 

The monitoring and evaluation system should be reviewed for the purpose 
of improving the applicability of its results and the efficiency of its use of 
personnel. 

The team believes that an independent consultant should review the M&E 
system looking at the number and appropriateness of SPIs, the development of more 
operational data collection and support and the level of human resources necessary to 
run the system. The assessment team strongly believes that any..such review should 
build on the present system and not be a fresh start. 



Revision of project outputs to reflect reality 

The target outputs of the project paper are out of date and should be revised in 
collaboration with project grantees to improve project operations and reporting. 

CI Project implementors need to continue to address the gender Issue. 

While project personnel in general ,are sensitive to gender issues, continual 
attention is still necessary. Studies related to gender issues could 3c undertaken 
focusing on operational needs (marketing, revenue generation, etc.) and on gender 
issues related to implementation short-falls. 

C. Recommendations for the Extension of the Project 

Geographic areas and expansion 

The assessment team supports CARE'S desire to expand to an additional 
geographic area such as the Jeremie region, where agronomic condition are more 
suitable to project interventions. At the same time, the assessment team feels strongly 
that CARE should not leave the northwest region, where there are still a number of 
areas suitable to the project. The assessment team feels that PADF should migrate 
into new areas when secondary adoption rates reach acceptable levels and other 
criteria suggest graduation from present areas. The assessment team also believes it 
is important to maintain concentration of project activities within limited managerial 
resources. Any expansion into new areas must be done with this standard in mind. 

Expansion or merging activities into PLUS 

The merging of PLUS with other projects in the PAD0 portfolio would dilute 
the project's efforts and accomplishments. PLUS is unique in the services provided 
to farmers in the project area. Wherever possible, the project should collaborate 
with other projects such as the Coffee Project, where such collaboration could 

d facilitate farmers' access to additional inputs and services such as high quality coffee 
seeds or seedlings. 

SECID9s support to grantees 

- SECID has played a valuable role in support of project grantees and this role 
should continue in the project extension. Better focus is needed in matching the needs 

- - of the project and itsgrantees with the work being undeFtaken by SE€ID. Research 
activities and technical support need to be coordinated both in content and timing in 
the extended project. 

Institutional sustainability 
- 



A major weakness in the present project is that if the project should end thcre 
are no institutior~al structures on which project activities could fall back. Emphasis in 
the extension should be on the institutional sustainability of the project activitics. 
This may include steps taken by USAID to strengthen the MOA. The team realizes 
that this is a complex issue which will need to be dealt with cautiously. Existing 
NGOs, universities and other organizations could also play a role in establishing 
institutional sustainability. 

Marketing support 

As the project succeeds iii increasing agricultural products, the issue of 
marketing will become more important. The assessment team sees two levels of 
support that may be needed in this area -- technical and operational. At the technical 
level (research, surveys, studies, technical assistance) SECID would be the 
appropriate supplier of services. At the operational level (brokering between supplier 
and producers) local institutions could be engaged under the control of the project 
grantees. If necessary, provision could be made to allow CARE and PADF to sign 
direct contracts, on a per service basis, with a local' brokerage firms. Full advantage 
of the informal sector (Madam Sarah) should be taken into consideration in linking the 
producers to larger scale buyers. 

Seeds 

Just as it is anticipated that there will be an increased demand for marketing 
services, there will also be an increased demand for seeds in the project area. The 
assessment team feels that the best way to provide this input is through private market 
channels. Seed banks run by NGOs fit into this category. The future project should 
encourage as much as possible local-level seed production and sales. 

Local nurseries and tree plantings 

Within in the extension of the project, care should be given to finding ways to 
strengthen the establishment of loud-level tree seedling nurseries and to encourage 
additional tree planting in the project area. This could take the form of additional 
material support and technical assistance. Training in tree management should also be 
expanded. 

vii 



I. BR.0 JECT BACKGROUND 

The Productive Land Use Systems (PLUS) Project is a continuation of efforts by 
USAID to address critical natural resource and economic issues in the mountainous 
countryside of Haiti. This effort began in 1981 with the Agroforesty Outrach Program 
(AOP) and was followed in 1989 with the, Agroforestry I1 (AFII) project. Both of these 
initial efforts focused primarily on tree planting. Over time, emphasis in these activities has 
shifted increasingly towards econonric returns and sustainability. Much of the AOP dealt with 
hardwood tree plan:ing from luge central nurseries. AFII shifted more to fruit trees and 
began the creation of localized private nurseries. The coup d'etat in September 1991 that 
ousted the democ~atically elected president resulted in a 10 month hiatus in project activities. 
This period served as an opportunity to re-examine the AFII project and to redirect the 
project efforts. A project redesign was undertaken to deal more directly with increasing 

. economic returns to the beneficiaries through the incorporation of sustainable conservation 
I methods into the farming system. While the goal and purpose of the project remained the 

same, the dramatic shift in approach to achieve its objectives was so fundamental (see 
Section I1 below) that the project was renamed PLUS. 

The goal of the PLUS project is: 

- 'ITo maximize the productive potential of Haitian hillside agriculture by reducing 
the ongoing degradation of the country's natural resource base through 
sustainable land-use interventions. " 

The purpose of the project is: 

"To achieve sustainable incremes in on-farm productivity and income generation 
by integrating into existing farming systems appropriate land use and soil and 
water conservation measures, involving trees, shrubs, grasses, and other plant 
material wl~lch will enhance soil fertility. " - 

The project fits into the mission's overall strategic objective #2 -- "broaden private 
sector-led economic growth" under sub-objective #2B -- "sustainable growth in 
agricultural production." In addition, the project fits under the phase I criteria of the 
mission's approved action plan as part of a "PVO-run agricultural and private sector 
program to mitigate economic deterioration and ... to reinforce the efforts of private 
organizcrQ~ons to foster democratic concepts1I. 

Since June 1992, the definition of "humanitarian assistance" used by the State 
Department for aid to Haiti has been expanded to include a few carefuily selected activities 

-- - in the areas of agriculture such as the PLUS project. The project has a strong hmanitarian 
focus, directing Its resources at farmers found on Haiti's eroded hillsides, some of the most 
vulnerable people in the country. Effective measures to curtail soil erosion and other natural 
resource degradation in these hillside areas are critical to prevent a long-term human disaster. 



11. PURPOSE AND METIIIOD OF ASSESSMENT 

The purpose of this assessment is to evaluate the project redesign to determine if thc 
PLUS project implementation approach can be expected to accomplish the desired impacts 
encompassed in the projtxt's objectives. In addition, the assessment is to make 
recommendations on advisability of ending the project at its present PACD of December 
1994 or of continuing the project and, if the latter, to indicate any modific;ltions in the 
project design which will help ensure its success. 

It is important to note that this is an assessment and not a full-scale evaluation. While 
the form the assessment takes is similar to an evaluation, the scope is more limited arrd 
directed. A standard evaluation based on the log frame, for example, is not undertaken, 
although a review of the outputs of the project is done. A number of issues about the project 
have been raised in the course of the assessment by diverse project participants. These are 
included in this report as information and to provide guidance for project management. 

Since the assessment is to look at the PLUS project implementation approach, it is 
important to define clearly what that ap~~roach is. The developmental hypothesis of PLUS is 
that for soil and water conservation measures to be fully utilized and maintained in a 
sustainable way by farmers, there must be real and short-term economic benefit to the farmer 
from using these measures. In light of this basic hypothesis, the PLUS approach is based on 
a two-pronged strategy: first, to focus on land and water conservation interventions that 
provide a sustainable income for Haitian hillside farmers, and second, to increase attention 
on monitoring and evaluation (M&E) to gain knowledge of farmer's needs and to see that 
these needs are met on a sustainable basis. This strategy is to be achieved through a 
substantially modified delivery system of project inputs. The delivery system made three 
major changes in how the: project was operated. First, project resources were transferred to 
participants through a farmer-driven rather than the agenda-driven approach. Second, the 
efforts started under AFII of decentralized and entrepreneurial-based nurseries was 
accelerated and enforced. Third, project activities and resources were concentrated and more 
clearly focused. 

Given the task of assessing the validity of the PLUS approach and its impact on the 
future course of the project, the assessment team developed an outline that centered on the 
basic parts of the new approach, namely: enhdnced income and productivity, reduced 
environmental degradation, changes in the delivery system, and the M&E system. In 
addition, the scope of work (SOW) asked the team to look at project outputs and their 
validity [note: because of a change in the composition of the team, the SOW has been 
modified (see appendix C)]. Using a combination of literature reviews, interviews, and field 
visits, the team has prepared the following assessment. 

- " 

III. ASSESSMENT OF PROJECT ACHIEVEMENT 

Project achievement can be looked at in terms of the end-of-project-status (EOPS) and 
in the life-of-project (LOP) target outputs of the project. The project paper (PP) amendment 
has figures for both types of indicators. 



A. End-of-Project-Status (EOPS) 

EOPS found in tho log-frame of the PLUS project are di~playcd in table 1. Various 
estimates of the present status of these EOPS are also included in tab,lc 1. 

Sources: (1) PADF 1993 Annual Report, February, 1994 
(2) CARE Semi-Annual Report, March, 1994 
(3) Pagoulatos, First Assessment and Refinement of the PLUS M&E System 
(Draft), March, 1994 

50,000 farmers have produced tree 4,200 SECID (1993 total)3 

As is readily evident, at this point in the project there is some disparity between the 
planned and the actual figures for the EOPS. As the PP amendment notes on page 18, the 
figures in the log-frame and for the output table are "illustrative, not definitive." In this 
light, we can see that of the planned vs. actual figures of the four EOPS, two (number of 
farmers adopting new land practices and number of farmers producing tree seedlings) have 
planned figures that are higher than actual. And, for one, (farmers having bio-intensive 
gardens) the planned figure is lower than actual. No data are yet available to evaluate the 
fourth EOPS (farms with productivity over 15%). The M&E system may be able to provide 

- -- this infbrmatien, but at sonsiegrable expense (see ~ 8 6 t i 0 ~  W .IS.). 

seedlings over 4 growing seasons 

3,000 farmers have had bio-intensive 
gardens for more than 2 seasons 

6,000 farms have increased productivity 
by at least 15% 

An examination of how the project has developed over the past 15 months can explain 
some of the discrepancies in the results of the EOPS to date. The 19,000 identified project 
beneficizries are two-thirds of the 30,000 beneficiaries designated in the first EOPS. Since 
the project is about two-thirds over and it is expected that project activity will be increasing 
in this last third of the project, it is likely that this EOPS will be met or exceeded. 

1,260 PADF (1 993) 
440 CARE (1993) 

4,450 SECID (1993 total) 
2,314 PADF (1993) 
2,463 CARE (1993) 

Data being collected 

I 



The second EOPS calls for some 50,000 farmers to be protlucing trec s&lings. 
There will be a significant shortfall in this EOPS for which there are several rcasons. First, 
the EOPS was established based on work being done in the previous phase of the project 
(AFII), which was focus& heavily on tree planting. Secorrd, because of desire for more 
immgiate cash returns, farmers have planted more vegetables and plantain, and grafted more 
fruit, trees than they have produced .seedlings. Third, the production of tree seedlings 
requires hard to obtain inputs (plastic sacks) and a continual supply of water. In short, the 
most importcmt factor for the shortfall of the levels of tree seedlings being produced may 

4 

well be, as seen below, that the PLUS phase of the project is based on a farmer-driven 
delivery system, a system that appears to be working. The accounting for the EOPS, on the 
other hand, is part of AID'S own agenda-driven system. 

The third EOPS sets a target of having some 3,000 bio-intensive gardens (BIG) in 
place within the project. Actual gardens may well be double this EOPS target. The reasons 
are sirnilar to those which explain why the second EOPS is falling short. Farmers are 
loo!cing for the increased short-term cash flow that the BIGS can provide. 

B. Life-of-Project (LOP) Targets 

Proposed and actual LOP target output!; as of March 31, 1993 are seen in tables 2, 3 
and 4 below. The proposed target output figures come from the table "PLUS project-wide 
targets" which is located between pages 18 ancl 19 of the PLUS project paper amendment. 

Several things are readily evident in the: tables. First, the proposed outputs for trees 
was too high. The proposed output of gardens, on the other hand, was greatly exceeded. 
Some of the reasons for these differences are similar to those already explained for the EOPS 
in section 1II.A. In addition to these reasons, a number of external political and economic 
constraints have affected the achievement of outputs and restarting the project. The oil 
embargo put into place after the coup has created great difficulty for all parties in getting 
personnel and equipment to project sites. Farmers are unable to obtain improved plant 
n;aterid, even if they have the resources to pay for them. Smuggled fuel is costly and often 
contaminated. During our field visits, for example, two vehicles (one PADF and the other 
SECID) broke down due to damaged fuel pumps caused by poor quality gas. All partners in 
the project have taken extraordinary measures to overcome these continual constraints. 
CARE shifted the work schedule of its Port-au-Prince based field staff from seven day field 
stays to twenty-eight day stays to reduce travel timc. Without electricity, emergency 
generators were implemented. All of these measures could only partially make up for lost 
time and energy in delivery of project inputs. This lost time, in turn, has negatively 
impacted the level of outputs. The project staff are anxious for the situation within the 

-- -- comrtrytuimpnme. Ever! with a cmtlnuatfy stafemateii economic and po1ifica.I situation, 
however, the coping mechanisms now put into place assure that a more steady flow of 
project activities will take place. It is expected that outputs for 1993 will increase by 30 to 
40 percent in 1994. 



Ts~kle 2. Totul Proposed LOP Turget Outputs 
vs. Actuul Outputs through Mwch 31, 1994 

1. 

LOP Aclurll 

Dead Barriers (krn) 

IV. Trainins 

Direct Seeding (trees) 

Individ. Nurseries 

Group Nurseries 

Multipurpose (trees) 

+ 

1,650,000 

1,460 

530 

4,500,000 

141,395 

1,863 

494 

69; ,000 

~ 

- 
C - - 

25,889 

NIA 

5,430 

-- - 

Farmers Trained 

Farmer Cross Visits 
(farmerldays) 

Field Agent Training 
(trainerldays) 

& 

40,000 

14,500 

13,000 



Tnble 3. CARE UIP target Outputs 
vs. Actual Outputs through Mnrch 31, 1994 

Actual % 

11. &stainahle Production Systems 

111. Tree Production 

1 
I 

Hedgerows (km) 

Gully Plugs (plugs) 

Ravines Protected (km) 

Rock Walls (km) 

Dead Barriers (km) 

IV. Training 
- - - 

Direct Seeding (trees) 

Individ. Nurseries 

Group Nurseries 

Multipurpose Trees 

1,200 

7,500 

83 

3 8 

575 

350,000 

760 

250 

600,000 

Farmers Trained 

Farmer Cross Visits 
(farmerldays) 

Field Agent Training 
(trainerldays) 

2 16 

7,228 

NIA 

74 

320 

18.00 

96.37 

0.00 

194.7 

55.65 

92,908 

440 

394 

129,000 

18,000 

6,000 

5,500 

26.55 

57.89 

157.6 

21.50 

6,084 

N/A 

1,454 

- 

33.80 

0.00 

26.44 



a Table 4. PADF LOP turgct Outpub 
vs, Actual Outputs through Merch 31, 1994 

9 

JBP Actual % 

11. Sustainable Production Svstema 

l. 

Bio-intensive Gardens 
(# of farmers) 

111. Tree Production 

Hedgerows (km) 

Gully Plugs (plugs) 

Ravines Protected (km) 

Rock Walls (km) 

Dead Barriers (km) 

4,400 

IV. Training 

2,700 

8,200 

80 

36 

800 

Direct Seeding (trees) 

Individ. Nurseries 

Group Nurseries 

Multipurpose Trees 

2,579 58.61 

1,280 

7,079 

N/ A 

108 

110 

1,300,000 

700 

320 

' 2,800,000 

Farmer Cross Visits 
(farmerldays) 

47.41 

. 86.33 

0.00 

300.0 

13.75 

Field Agent Training 
(trainerldays) - 

48,487 

1,423 

100 

561,000 

8,500 

3.73 

203.3 

31.25 

20.04 

7,500 

N/A 0.00 

3,976 53.01 



As mentioned in section III.A., the output table in the PP amendment was seen by the 
project designers as being only illustrative. Both PADF and CARE feel that the outputs in 
the PP amendment are unrealistic and need to be revised. Both partners have submitted 
different output levels in their yearly implementation plans and are using those outputs as 
their operational target levels. From the tables it is evident that new figures are needed to 
rationalize operational activities and reporting. 

IV. FINDINGS RELATED TO THE PLUS PROJECT APPROACH 

As mentioned in section 11, there are four major elements in the PLUS project that 
form the basic project approach to achieving project objectives: enhanced income and 
productivity, reduced environmental degradation, change in the delivery system and M&E. 
It is necessary to examine each of these four elements in detail to determine whether the 
PLUS approach will accomplish its desired impacts. This determination will form the basis 
for recommendations on the future course of the project. 

A. Enhanced Income 

The developmental hypothesis of the project noted in section I1 means that enhanced 
income is one of the critical factors in the sustainability of the conservation measures used by 
project participants. Before looking at this factor, however, a caveat needs to be noted on 
the use of income and other economic variables as proxy to predict project success. These 
variables are relevant if a profit-maximizing strategy is used by the farm households in 
making decisions concerning the installation and maintenance of conservation measures. In 
the rural Haitian context, however, it is more likely that the farm households are using a 
risk-minimization or similar protective strategy in making farm decisions. Within this 
context, installation and maintenance of conservation measures may, or may not, be 
promoted by income generation considerations, but more likely they will be promoted by the 
ability of such structures to contribute to the overall stability of the household. 

To gauge the extent of enhanced income the project has generated, the assessment 
team looked at the financial impact of project activities on the participants. To do this, a 
simple count and coefficient method was used. Table 5 provides a list of the important 
project-related conservation interventions and the total number of these interventions put into 
place as of March 31, 1993. The number of interventions are then multiplied by coefficients 
for net present value of these interventions. These coefficients have been developed by the 
SECID agricultural economist as part of the M&E system. The coefficients at this point are 
estimates made from literature reviews, adaptations of data to the Haitian context, and 

- -- ganeralizatians abut field situations. The M&E system is in the process of developing 
project specific information that will be used to create much more accurate coefficients. In 
the interim, the present coefficients serve as general indicators of financial gain to the 
participants from project interventions. 



Table 5. Financial Impacts of PLUS as of March 31, 1994 
$ U.S. 

Notes: (1) From Table 2 
(2) Calculation based on figures gathered by "Zach" Lea, SECID 
(3) NPV based on 20 years at 10% discount rate, assuming 50% survival rate 
(4) NPV based on 15 year at 10% discount. Return is mostly on capitalization 
of technology 
(5) NPV based on 20 years at 10% discount rate 
(6) NPV based on 20 years at 10% assuming lo2 meter soil surface 
(7) NPV based on 19 years at 10% discount rate 

The information in table 5 provides partial information on the financial impact of the 
project on beneficiaries. From this partial information, it is evident that some $9,072,757 of 
financial capitalization, in terms of net present value of project interventions, has been 
acquired by project beneficiaries. Not counted in this table are the values of human capital 
formation and the financial benefits received by secondary adopters of project interventions 
(see below). This latter figure could be very significant. According to SECID (Pagoulatos), 
secondary adoption of some interventions such as hedgerows in specific monitoring zones is 
as high as 67 percent. 

Table 5 indicates that trees provide the largest total financial impact to project 
beneficiaries. However, the intervention that has the single highest return to project 

J participants is gardens. Gardens shaw the highest single unit financial gain and, that gain - 

begins within the first season. Fruit trees, on the other hand, take at least five years before 
they begin to produce. Returns on hardwood trees, while very high, come some 15 to 20 
years after the trees are planted. 

Table 5 gives information on financial rather than economic impact of the project. 
These figures cannot be used directly to judge the economic impact of the project. They are, 
however, indicative of this impact. Not included in the financial calculations in table 5 are 



,the economic implications of reduced environmental degradation resulting from the 
conservation measures used by the project. 

While the numbers in table 5 are important overall indicators of project benefits, a 
few anecdotal examples provide a clearer view of how the project's financial impact actually 
touches particular participants. 

In the northwest, 1,050 farmers have established 836 bio-intensive gardens 
since July 1993, making this the most important activity in region IV, La 
Fond. Farmers use income from the gardens to purchase corn and bean seeds 
to plant in the next rainy season. During interviews with farmers in this 
locality, women farmers said that in addition to being able to purchase 
traditional crop seeds, they were able to buy school books and reduce health 
care costs through the improved nutrition offered by a diverse vegetable 
garden. These interviews yielded two facts that are indicative of the value 
farmers placed on the income-generating potential of this activity: 1) although 
trained in a group, they preferred and established their own individual plots, 
rather than communal plots, 2) they were still highly interested in the BIGS 
despite having to haul water over a considerable distance and provide daily 
labor to maintain the plots. 

Project reports cite one farmer, (I. Dayout), as estimating that in his 70m2 
garden, he was preparing to sell 429 heads of cabbage for 1,700 gourds ($US 
121). While this level of production is unusually high, it is common to find 
farmers who produce 60 heads of cabbage which can generate 240 gourds 
($US 17) in one season. This represents some 36% of the total average 
seasonal income for farmers in Haiti. 

As mentioned, an important economic factor is the benefit received from the project 
by secondary adopters. Secondary adopters are those farmers without direct contact with the 
2roject who have integrated certain practices into their own farming activities from 
observation of their project-related neighbors. Secondary adoption is probably the single 
most important indicator of project success (see section 1V.E). 

Secondary adoption takes many forms. PADF reports that in an area near Maniche, 
farmers started making their own "A-frames" used to put in contour hedgerows. In another 
region a group of farmers started to teach other farmers. Near Barbe Pagnol the assessment 
team saw numerous examples of farmer adoption and adaption of PLUS project conservation 

- - -  - intw6ntions (see sssriw IV.G. I-). These stxmdary adoptions provide substantid additimal 
revenue not directly counted in project benefits to farm families. 

B. Increased Productivity 

The goal of the PLUS project is to maximize the productive pctential of Haitian 
hillside agriculture through sustainable land use interventions. Increased productivity is 



indicative of whether the projcct is achieving this goal. It is the direct link between 
increasing farmer income and reducing environmental degradation. 

There is a mutual feeling among PLUS project implementors -- from both senior staff 
and field personnel -- that the sustainable land-use interventions are resulting in increased 
productivity. In addition, observations made by the evaluation team of farmer interest and 
secondary adoption were indicative of this. What is not clear is what role external factors 
such as rainfall have played in recent increases, and whether these increases can be sustained 
over time, Data from the M&E work will provide some of these answers. However, the 
key to sustainability with small farmers who are risk-averse lies not with a specific 
technology, but rather with increasing farmer options and adaptability. 

Some of the first data from on-farm trials and M&E case studies are beginning to be 
analyzed. They indicate positive results in at least one case of using rockwalls. Case studies 
conducted by SECID compared 25 plots planted with sorghum behind rockwalls with 25 
"witness plots". The study indicates that sorghum yields from farm plots having rockwall 
structures are significantly higher than those on neighboring, traditional plots. Areas behind 
the rockwalls showed an average increase of 40% in the sorghum yields. An analysis of 
variance test confirms that the differences between the rockwall yields and the traditional 
yields are statistically significant at a 95 percent level. 

Although the rest of the M&E data has not yet been analyzed, the project has given 
some illustrative examples of increased productivity resulting from PLUS interventions, as 
perceived by farmers. These include the following: 

Farmer Jean Souffrant of La Fond described to PLUS agricultural economist 
R. Saint-Dic that he experienced a crop yield increase of 30% in a system 
using U c a e n a  hedgerows. He attributed this to increased soil moisture rather 
than improved fertility from cuttings. He is one farmer who trims Leucaew 
before it seeds. 

Farmer Herode Amime of La Fond indicates crop yields have increased 15% 
as a result of Leu- and flamboyant hedgerows installed under AFII in 
1989. He feels that the hedgerows made his field more drought resistant. 

Farmer Eugene Assilus of Palmiste Avin/Cormier installed Leucaena 
hedgerows on 40% of his 1.29 ha farm under AFII in December 1991. In 
addition to getting an extra crop of corn, he says that his last manioc crop was 
SO,% higher than without the hedgerows. He attributes this to soil moisture. 

Farmer Edk Petit Frere of Passe Catahois reclaimed a0.5 caneau - 

(approxin~ately 0.6 ha.) plot of land with 10 checkdams in March 1993. By 
October, he was harvesting cowpeas grown in soil accumulation behind 
checkdams. He had also planted 4 coconut trees and 24 plantains, and was 
planning on planting 72 additional plantain trees when he found the plant 



material. Fifty percent of that crop alone would be potentially worth 600 
gourdes of net revenue. 

As mentioned, the success of the PLUS project will not depend on specific on-site 
increases of productivity, but rather on sustaiued increases in the productivity of hillside 
farms. This in turn, will not be determined by a single miracle conservation structure, but 
rather by the ability of the farmer to adapt to changing conditions and to the constraints 
typical of a tropical developing country. This adaptability requires that the farmer be able to 
choose from a wide range of options. 

C. Reduced Environmental Degradation 

To reduce the ongoing degradation of the country's soil and water resources, the 
PLUS PP asked the implementing organizations to focus on "land use interventions which 
provide sustainable, income" for the hillside farmers. It also states that "...The most 
economical intervention must be stressed in order to stimulate spontaneous'and endurable 
replication of activities. " 

Since January 1993, the project implementors have been refining and promoting 
sustainable interventions such as bio-intensive gardens, alley cropping (hedgerows), rock 
walls and gully reclamation (gully plugs and check dams). TO date, 1,496 kilometers (km) 
of hedgerows, 182 km of rock walls and 14,307 gully plugs have been established or 
constructed by the PLUS-assisted farmers. Again, although estimates of impact are being 
made in terms of "numbers of' items used, these numbers must be counterbalanced 
qualitatively by larger increases in farmer incomes which can ensure a greater sustainability 
of farming and conservation. How effective are these practices and structures in reducing 
the environmental degradation and in improving soil fertility, micro-climate and bio- 
diversity? What are the factors which have encouraged or retarded primary and secondary 
adoptions of these measures? These are some of the questions at which SECID and the 
M&E system are looking. Below is an examination of the six principal interventions. 

C.1. Project Interventions 

C.1.a. Alley CroppingJHedgerows . 

Alley cropping consists of an association of annuail crops planted between strips of 
grasses, shrubs andlor woody perennials established on the contour on moderate to steep . 
slopes. The annual crops are associated in such a way so as to ensure maximum soil cover. 
The hedgerows are used for filter strips, erosion control, green manure, edible products 

- 
andlor fodder. To effectively play their roles, the hdgerows require regular maintenance. 
T E  Evel-of m~agemenf~undertdien by the farmers depends on their perception of the 
economic value of the hedgerow. 

Indeed, the better managed hedgerows were observed mostly on the relatively good 
soils located on moderate slopes. For example, on poor, degraded plots some farmers tic 
their animals directly on the hedgerows, especially on Leucaen_a. In addition, several studies 



report the farmers' repulsion for Lcucucna hedgerows, mostly because of its prolific nature. 
However hedgerows establisi~ed on more productive soils are well protected; the animals are 
tied between the rows out of reach of the hedgerows (Communication with Project technical 
staff). 

AR a result of the "Farmer Needs Assessment Exploratory Surveys", the project 
implementors are now testing (on-farm trials) the economic and ecologic impacts of the 
inclusion of high value cajh crops within the hedgerows. These include sugar- cane, 
pineapple, cotton, castor beans, etc. Some farmers, not waiting for the results of these 
trials, have diversified the composition of their hedger~ws at their own risk. This 
spontaneous innovation indicates that the adoption rates (primary and secondary) of this 
practice, as modified, should increase. 

Under these conditions, it seems that the hedgerows can be managed well enough to 
have a positive impact on the productivity of the plot.   heir root systems stimulate surface 
water penetration, increased soil water storage and improved water cycling. However, it 
seems that the beneficial impact on soil moisture extends only a few centimeters from the 
rows. In a few instances, some gaps within the rows have caused water concentration and 
rill formation. Where litter and cuttings are piled upstream from the rows, enough volume 
of soil has accumulated behind the hedgerows to form some terraces. In one case in the 
northwest, we observed 45 centimeter high terraces. 

Terrace formation behind the hedgerows is an indication of their effectiveness. To be 
fully effective, the management of the hedgerows should comprise management of the whole 
alley. Nevertheless, because of the steepness of the cultivated plots, one should not expect to 
fully stop the soil erosion process. Properly established and managed, the hedgerows will 
only limit soil loss. 

Although leguminous hedgerows are sometime promoted for their value as green 
manure and mulch, typically the farmers do not incorporate the cuttings into the soil 
(personal communication with project technical staff). In some cases, the farmers do not 
recognize the value of hedgerows for their soil conservation and soil fertility functions. 
Thus, the introduction of species which produce a more immediate economic return in the 
hedgerows is appearing to offer a higher incentive for their proper management. The 
farmers need assistance from PLUS for the valorization of the alleys, both in agronomic 
practices and good quality seeds. 

, . 
C.1.b. Rock Walls 

Rock walls are dry walls of stones constructed on contour lines. The steeper the - -dapq,-rKecrirsm me distance shourd be between waIIs. Their purpose is to impede water 
flow and to trap the soil. As with hedgerows, annual crops are cultivated between the rock 
walls. The rokk walls contribute to dissipation of the force of the runoff, thus decreasing its 
erosivity. 



The choice of rock walls as a soil conservation measure depends greatly on the 
number of stones found in the plot. When the plot is as stony as some of those in the 
southeast (PADP region I), the farmers usually pile up the rocks in different places to 
increase the surface available for cultivation. Instead of randomly piling up the rocks, PLUS 
imp!ementors have been promoting rock wall structures. The labor intensive characteristic of 
rock wall construction explains why many of the rock walls observed were less than 50 
centimeters (cm) tall and 40 cm wide (based upon communication with PADF technical 
staff). Although properly constructed rock walls are likely to trap soil particles more easily 
than hedgerows, ,we did not observed many new terraces. (Please note that the assessment 
team only went to two sites in the southeast and two regions in the northwest.) Nevertheless, 
the "Farmer Needs Assessment Exploratory Survey" team reported that "even in areas where 

hedgerows have largely disappeared, one still finds rock terraces 'filled to their 
tops, with often significant vegetation behind them". PADF noted that the opposite can also 
be found. 

As for the hedgerows, well constructed and managed rock walls depend on the 
potential economic values the structure offers from cultivated crops. For example, mini- 
terraces are constructed for high value vegetable gardening. 

C.1.c. Gully PlugsICheck Dams 

Gully plugs or check dams are mechanical soil conservation structures built across 
small gullies to decrease water velocity and hold the eroded soil. They are built either with W 

stones (check dams) or with live wooden sticks which can sprout (clayonnage or wattle 
fence). The design of most of the new gully plugs observed in the northwest has 
significantly improved. Their trapezoidal cross section and their base width will help them 
to better withstand some heavier storms. The new design also allows for the safe evacuation 
of excess runoff. They require more labor than the old ones do, but their life expectancy 
will be longer. 

The number of gully plugs established during the past 12 months is a very good 
example of the farmers' high motivation to adopt an intervention. Gully plugs are one of the 
most sophisticated, complex and labor intensive soil protection interventions promoted by the 
project. However because of their rapid economic return, most of the farmers are willing to 
invest in gully plug construction. Many one-meter tall gully plugs built less than one year 
ago are already filled to their rims; and the newly created surfaces are planted with high 
value cash crops such as plantain. The high moisture, the depth of soil, and very often the 
good physical and chemical characteristic of the new surfaces render them more valuable 
than the adjacent hillsides. 

- - . -  - -  - 

Several gullies previously abandoned by the farmers are now transformed into very 
productive valleys. SECID estimates approximately 60 hectares of arable surface area have 
been created as a result of gully plugs. Though this number seems very small, it is very 
significative because many of the reclaimed gullies are less than two-meters wide. 
"Considering the high value of the crops produced, the present value of possible net revenue 
is about US$ 1 5 , O  per hectare" (taken from "Intervention Success Stories" by SECID). 



Without the plugs, these gullies would continue to widen and deepen, carrying runoff 
at excessive speed. The environmental impacts of the observed gully plugs are many: 1) 
they reduce runoff speed and erosivity, contributing to higher infiltration and lower erosion 
rates as well as the settling of some suspended particles; 2) they hold most of the 
sediments which would otherwise end up in  the rivers and other water bodies; 3) they 
provide for the development of the deep root system of perennial crop and tree species, 
contributing to the biological diversity of the area. In some places in the northwest, certain 
species are only found in these improved valleys. 

In the southeast (Marigot), gully plugs constructed in a sub-catchment upstream of the 
Perredo irrigation system have potential impact on the improvement in the performance of 
the system. Soil deposited behind the gully plugs reduces the siltation that impedes 
performance of the irrigation system. However, it is likely that the impact will not be 
significant until a larger percentage of the gullies in the whole Perredo river watershed are 
protected or reclaimed. Project staff identified gully plugs as the practice with one of the 
highest secondary adoption rates. In the northwest, a farmer has improved the clayonnage 
technique by strengthening the structures with two to four additional large diameter wooden 
posts. They are planted into the soil behind the structures at angles of 20 to 45 degrees 
against the flow direction. A CARE training specialist plans to revise the gully plugs 
training manual to incorporate this farmer innovation. 

It seems that the gully plugs may soon reach the point where they may sell themselves 
directly to the farmers. Nevertheless, PLUS will still need to assist the farmers in the proper 
location and maintenance of these structures. Their effectiveness greatly depends on the 
distance between them, and the use of the proper design -- depending on the shape and size 
of the gullies and their catchment areas. PLUS will dso need t,o assist the farmers in the 
valorization of the newly created farmland. To our question on why he did not plant the 
whole newly created area, a farmer in the northwest responded that he could not get all the 
banana cuttings he needed. He hopes to be able to do so next yea.. The lack of resources to 
valorize the newly formed farmland may become an impeding factor for the expansion of 
gdlly plugs. The project needs to facilitate farmers' access to quality seeds or cuttings of 
high value cash crops. Assistance in agricultural practices is also necessary. 

C.1.d. Fruit Tree Grafting 

Reduced value species of fruit trees, mainly mangoes, avocado and citrus abound in 
most of the project areas. Unfortunately, because of the opportunity cost of firewood and 
charcoal making, many of the poor quality and low productivity fruit trees are cut down and 
sold as firewood or charcoal to the dry cleaners, bakers and agro-processors. Through tree 
grafting, the PLUS project is capitalizing on investments made by USAID under other 

-- - pqjectsby adding value to ftaRdiftg trees a d p i d ' i  an hwttfhe fer he i r  mscrvatiorr. 

SECID estimates that the value of a tree cut for charcoal is approximately US$ 12.00. 
On the other hand, a farmer may earn US$ 3.26 per :;#ear for twenty years from a good 
quality mature mango tree or a nei present value of US$ 20.00 (Francisque for example). 



All the budwoods used in the fruit tree grafting program to date are found in Haiti. 
Thus the varieties are already known by farmers and consumers, and some, such as the 
"Francisque" mango, already have a market, 

In some areas, like the southern region where tree grafting was already very popular 
because of the past USAID-funded Fruit Tree Improvement Project, the farmers bear the cost 
of the tree grafting. In other areas such as the Northwest, where the farmers are 
decapitalized, fruit tree grafting is not very popular and the project bears most, if not all of 
the costs. Nevertheless, steps must be planned for the phasing down of tree grafting 
subsidies according :o the respective socio-economic conditions of each region, 

The upgrading of these low value old fruit trees will contribute to increasing farmers' 
production and income. Income from them is one of the best incentives for saving these 
perennial trees, with all their environmental benefits. Unfortunately, are few standing fruit 
trees are left on the hillsides. 

The shifting from central to community nurseries has allowed the farmers to choose 
the trees to be produced. These small nurseries have also provided for the training of 
farmers in tree production and grafting. As observed in the northwest and per 
communication with the project technical staff, more than 80 percent of the tree seedlings 
produced in these nurseries are fruit tree species. The non-participating farmers purchase the 
fruit trees from the local nurseries, but they are not yet willing to pay for the required forest 
trees. In the northwest, a fi-iiit tree orchard established under the past Agroforestry Project 
provides most of the needed budwoods. 

C.1.e. Bio-Intensive Gardens (BIGs)/Veget.able Gardens 

One theory commonly ~ s e d  in formulating approaches to reducing environmental 
degradation is that if agriculture can be intensified (preferably using non-chemical inputs), 
farmers would not have to expand production on more fragile areas. The use of bio- 
intensive gardens (BIGs) in the northwest and vegetable gardens in other regions is one 
PLUS project approach that falls under this category. Both BIGs and vegetable gardens aim 
at concentrating inputs (labor, water, green manure, soil, and integrated pest management 
[IPM]) in a small area to produce a diversity of high-income producing vegetables such as 
cabbage, eggplant, tomatoes, peppers, amaranth and carrots. BIGs differ from vegetable 
gardens only in that they are irrigated and can therefore offer more flexible !lamesting 
windows throughout the year. Thus, BIGS and vegetable gardens are concentrated income- 
producing activities which potentially keep fiirmers from expanding onto fragile hillsides or 
from cutting trees to produce charcoal to sell so that they may buy food. 

- 

One of the principal environmental constraints to increasing farmer productivity is 
poor soil structure and fertility. By using green inputs such as processed vetiver root, 
composted organic matter and manure in these gardens, ahd by deeply cultivating soil and 
using raised beds, farmers can increase fertility and improve soil structure. In the northwest 
region, farmers explained that they liked to rotate their traditional crops of corn and beans on 



the BlQ site occasionally, believing that the higher fertility of the garden would increase 
yields of these crops. 

Between July 1993 and December 1993, 1,050 farmers established 836 BIQv in the 
- northwest. At an average size of about 45 square meters, this represents a potential increase 
- of 3.7 ha. of "environmentally improved" land. During 1993 in the PADF regions, a total 

of 2,579 vegetable gardens where established, representing an increase of approximately 11.6 
ha, of ecologically enhanced land. 

C.1.f. Tree Planting System 

Planting trees remains an important part of PLUS, both economically and 
environmentally. Under PLUS, the tree planting system has dramatically changed from a 
large-scale, subsidized effort based out of 30-40 centralized nurseries, to a smaller but more 
sustainable on-farm activity. Both systems have their advantages and disadvantages. Under 
AFII, it was a lot easier to get a large number of trees planted over a large geographic 
expanse. Since AFII was not focussed geographically, there were a lot more local PVO's 
which were interested in obtaining and distributing trees. Furthermore, the centralized 
nurseries could distribute seedlings in small root containers, which allowed a far higher 
number of trees to be transported at a time. PLUS required that the system be discontinued 
and that the nurseries be decentralized, primarily because the centralized nurseries 
represented a subsidized activity whose impact was difficult to assess. Nevertheless, many 
argue that the environmental importance alone of trees in Haiti might justify such a large- 
scale activity. In addition, recent analyses show that trees are important economically, and 
that many of the economic benefits of trees planted under AFII are just now beginning to be 
felt. 

The PLUS project reveals that trees are valued by small farmers. At least 1,863 
individual nurseries and 494 group nurseries have been established in farming cammunities. 
It is interesting to note that farmers value trees where there have been previous tree-planting 
projects, the benefits of which have been realized with time (conversation with Mike 
Bannister). The number sf trees being planted under PLUS is far smaller than under AFII, 
but this is to be expected given the farmer-driven approach. In the small farm nurseries, 
farmers are constrained by the lack and cost of inputs such as planting containers, a constant 
water source, seeds and compost. The distribution of seedlings in plastic bags or other 
containers is far less efficient than in the lighter root containers. It has been observed by 
PADF that trees are normally planted near the home so that they can be protected from 
thieves and animals, but the'home garden area limits the number of trees that can be planted. 
This also means that trees are not being planted far up on the hillsides where they would play 
an important ecological role. One could also expect, given the delicate nature of nurseries, 

---- ---thatkswPivat rateofseedfirrgS pbiitea QpW-iC far smaITer t K i  wi'lh the previous 
system. On a smaller, farmer-owned scale, tree mortality will also have a greater impact 
than it would in a large-scale system. These constraints have led farmers, through the 
assistance of PLUS field agents to ellgage also in direct seeding, trar~splanting of wildings 
(regenerated under parent tree), and planting via stump cuttings and bare roots. They have 
also used local materials such as cut plastic bottles, used cups, and parts of banana trees for 



containers. Nevertheless, givcn the cnvironmcntnl and economic importance of ttecs, it  is 
evidcnt that the nurseries could use additional ausistance. FLUS shotrld contlnuc to focus on 
monitorjng &ling survival rates and helping farmers to identify and overcome constraints, 
especially. In addition, PLUS should offer more assistance in woodlot management and 
planning (both economic and ecological) to maximize the efficiency of tree planting and to 
identify how to capture the highest rent for timber spccies for which there is a growing 
market. 

The small local voluntary nurseries do not address the need for wide scale tree 
planting in some regions, especially in the northwest, to cover firewood and charcoal 
production. This does not mean a return irs necessary to the central nurseries under the 
PLUS project. Altlnough the project technical staff recognizes the needs for larger forest tree 
production, it agrees that the small local rrurseries fit the overall approach and strategy of 
PLUS. For wide scale tree planting which would respond to the national need, USAID and 
the implementing agencies would better contemplate a separate project or program. The two 
programs or projec~ts could be complementwy. PLUS would specialized in the production of 
high quality fruit trees in the small nurseries with farmers voluntary participation. The other 
project would subsidize the production of forest trees from regional or local nurseries. 

C.2. Environmental Impact 

The ovemll goal and purpose of the project emphasize the need to reduce the "on- 
going degradation of the country's natural resources base . . . and to enhance soil fertility". 
The increase in crop production and farmers' income, seen in section I.A., is considered an 
instrument to promote, as well as an indicator to assess, changes in the soil's physical and 
chemical characteristics. 

Most of the project interventioas described in section 1V.C. 1. are aimed at reducing 
the rate and amount of soil erosion in the targeted plots and sub-watersheds. SECID 
estimates the volume of soil held by the soil conservation structures established during the 
past 13 months as being 263,400 cubic meters. As part of the M&E system, SECID is in 
the process of refining the calculation methods used to better measure the soil saved behind 
these structures. 

The soil retained by the conservation structures at the individual plot level cannot be 
translated yet into impact on the overall watershed basin. As project activities expand, 
however, this impact will become more evident. The assessment team, for example, 
observcd in the northwest two small watersheds (2 to 4 hectares) with soil conservation 
structures both in the gullies (check dams) and on the adjacent hillsides (hedgerows and rock 
walls). This total watershed approach will have significant impact in the projrxt area. 

- - - - - - -- -- - - -  

The soil conservation technologies and farming systems promoted under the PLUS 
project have also played a role in changing the microclimate of specific areas. This, in turn, 
has allowed for crop establishment, increased productivity and income and a more sustainable 
agro-ecosystem. Soil entrapment behind gully plugs, rock walls, and hedgerows has 
improved microclimate by: 1) creating an area with deeper, more fertile and physically 



improved soil; 2) retaining sail moisture; and 3) allowing perennial crops to be established, 
particularly planhin and tree crops with higher moisture rquircmcnts. These crops, in turn, 
provide shade, which reduces evaporation and surface temperature; incream organic matter 
through litter fall and micro-faundflora associations; improve soil structure, soil conservation 
and nutrient cycling through deeper root systems; and harvest water in their vegetativc 
structures and through stem flow, 

D. Modifications to the Delivery System 

In terms of tlie day-to-day operation of the project, the most important factor of the 
PLUS project has been the proposed change in the delivery system used by project partners 
to provide project inputs to project beneficiaries. As mentioned in section 11, the modified 
delivery system has three major components: 1) farmer-driven services, 2) consolidation of 
project area and resources, and 3) use of decentralized nurseries for tree planting material. 
The process of moving to decentralized nurseries was already underway in AFII, and the 
PLUS project only accelerated this process. An additional element, not explicit in the new 
delivery system but certainly implied in its execution, is a greater fccus on the role of 
women in project activities. \With the exception of the decentralized nurseries, the 
assessment team looked at all of the above factors, including impact on women, in some 
detail. 

D.1. Farmer-driven Services 

The heart of the new delivery system is what the project paper calls a "farmer-driven" 
approach. While it is not exac1:ly clear what this means, the basic concept is clear enough. 
The assumption are that farmeris will only demand what they really want and value, and that 
if farmers demand cert;r;? conso:rvation practices they will also be willing to maintain and 
continue to use those practices as long as they see value in them. Thus, sustainability is 
assured. The system used in AlOP and much of AFII was an agenda-driven approach. 
Under that, project personnel ha:d an agenda of resources and techniques to transfer to 
farmers. Too often it was the project personnel and not necessarily the farmer who valued 
the interventions. Consequently,, the interventions and resources ' put into the countryside 
often disappeared. The activity lacked sustainability . 

While there is general agreement on the value of a farmer-driven approach for 
delivering conservation measures to farmers, there are real questions on how it can be done. 
In a pure sense, for a farmer-driven system to work, the farmer would have access to 
complete knowledge about both what she wants and what options are available to her to 
demand. Obviously, this kind of information is not available to most Haitian farmers. One 
then needs to look at a continuum between the agenda-driven and the farmer-driven 

_ Thefh&andmostitrrportaRt,skpahg(kif- g~roaches ,  if a ehmge in attitude 
among project personnel delivering services to the farmer. The next step is where farmers 
are involved in selecting among a range of options and giving acceptance for selected options 
to be put on their land. With increased knowledge and resources, farmers will begin to 
formulate demands that can fit into the possibilities of project activities. Finally, as farmers 
gain additional resources, they can begin to demand services not only from the project but 



from a wide range of other sources, The process is a two-way street. Because Haiti has a 
long history of donors pushing their project's services though an agenda-driven approach, 
farmers are use to, and often expect, subsidies and payment au inducements to accept the 
donor's agenda. project personnel, as well as farmers, have to change their ways. 

The assessment team noted a number of examples that show that the integration of 
farmer-driven approach into the project. At the senior levels within CARE and PADF, the 
attitudinal change has occurred. Both organizations have put considerable effort into training 
their staff in support of this concept, PADF has focused on the farming system research anJ 
extension (FSRE) methods as seen at University of Florida to sensitize their staff and 
associated NGOs on how and why to look at the needs and constraints of the farmer. 
CARE'S approach is driven more by economics, but they too have been trying to sensitize 
their staff to the new approach. 

This change in delivery of services is basically a change in the institutional culture of 
the two organizations. CARE has an advantage in this process because of its more vertical 
organizational structure. Orders and procedures can be formulated at the top of the 
organization and be sent directly down to the field level. PADF on the other hand, has a 
horizontal organizational structure. It works through other NGOs and farmer associations, 
and institutional change has to filkr through a longer and more convoluted path. In terms of 
delivery of services, NGOs offer the immediate advantage of access to an established 
network of farmers. However, these NGOs have been slow to switch or adopt the farmer- 
driven approach. They were organized previously under an institutional identity which 
creates a more influential relationship over the farmers. Farmer groups, on the other hand, 
offer more direct feedback. This has facilitated the change in the delivery system. Despite 
these problems, the NGOs are important entities of institutional sustainability in rural H,aiti, 
thereby justifying the challenge of working with them. 

An important element in the shift from agenda to farmer-driven delivery of services is 
the work being done through the M&E system managed by SECID. Much of the focus of 
the M&E has been on gathering information on farmer perceptions and needs. The 
exploratory surveys provided an insightful summary of this information and, in turn have had 
direct impact on research (see section IV.D.3.) as well as field delivery of services. Some of 
the Strategic Performance Indicators (SPIs) are directly linked to finding priorities among 
farmer preferences and desires. While this information is difficult to obtain, it is obvious 
that it is relevant to the farmer-driven approach. Finally, a number of special studies have 
looked at the economic returns of various interventions and the factors that influence these 
returns. Here again, this information is essential in the project's movement towards the 
farmer-driven approach. 

--- - - -- 

In sum, the fanner-driven approach is being accepted into the project's operation. In 
the limited time of the assessment it is difficult to quantify the acceptance of this approach by 
all project personnel. It is generally believed that most, but not all, project actions take this 
approach into account. An interesting example of the impact of this approach can be seen in 
a recent PADF report. PADF indicates that its agents have stopped working with 5 of the 79 
farmer groups because the farmers insisted on being paid subsidies or did not show adequate 



interest in the conservation measures offered by the prctject. This type of weeding out and 
focusing. of project efforts based on icill farmer demand is an important element in future 
project success. 

D.2. Training 

Training is an important part of any move to a fiumer driven delivery system. Some 
examples of this have been given above. Both grantees have a different approach to training. 

CARE provides basic training for field agents in soil conservation and agricultural 
technologies. With the re-focus under PLUS, field agents also have been trained in 
communication and extension skills as well as understanding group formation and function. 
It was expected that 80 field agents would participate in ten 2-day workshops per year 
(CARE Implementation Plan), as well as in 10 technical training sessions a year, and others 
as needed to respond to the needs of the project. During FY 93, (CARE Semi-annual report) 
at least 32 new field agents received basic training, but we have been unable to detsrmine 
whether the expected targets were met. Fuel shortages have definitely adversely affected 
training activities, although field agents and grafting agents have apparently managed to 
continue to assist farmers regardless of decreased support from supervisors and trainers. 

Project staff utilize land use diagnostic techniques or agroforestry rules-of-thumb to 
identify, in collaboration with the farmers, opportunity areas within the farms. Additionally, 
CARE develops and utilizes training manuals which they have created on the various 
interventions. 

Farmer training is described as essentially demand-driven (CARE Implementation ' 

Plan), based on farmer priorities. The training is designed for a cumulative effect to take 
advantage of and build on previous experience of the participants. It was expected that 80 
farmers would participate in 10 technical training sessions a year in agroforestry, tree-crop 
production methods and soil conservation technologies which have proven to be 
advantageous. In addition to these training sessions, 80 farmers were to make 6 cross-visits 
per year within or between project regions. 

In addition to the above, senior staff in the field participate in training sessions and 
workshops to sharpen their skills in agroforestry land use diagnostic techniques, 
communication and extension, rural economic programming approaches, training, monitoring 
and evaluation and other areas as appropriate. Outside experts, through consultancies, 
provide short term training in management, planning and in developing specialized training 
modules. By the beginning of June, after the training officer has completed a needs 
assessment, CARE plans to have a project training plan finalized. 

- - - - - 

Under the PLUS redesign, which has emphasized focus on the farming system, PADF 
has chosen Farming Systems Research (FSRE) as the basis of their training programs. FSRE 
is considered by many to be a well-intentioned approach which quickly lost its momentum 
because it became over burdened by its research aspect. Nevertheless, one could argue that 
the techniques used by FSRE have contributed to understanding the farmer's environment 



and that, in general, they still hold value as analytical field tools, although many have becn 
modified. In this regard, PADF should be careful not to focus too narrowly on FSRE 
methodology, and keep an open mind. On the other hand, it is apparent that the PADF field 
staff has quickly accepted this well-defined, systematic approach which is important as they 
change to a farmer-driven delivery system. 

Within PLUS, PADF allows field teams a certain amount of flexibility to try new 
ideas. Successes and failures are shared among staff and have led to changes in field 
activities. Training for farmers and extension agents is done in the field. Unlike CARE, 
PADF does not use any training man~~als or materials. Farmers and technicians "learn by 
doing" in model farmer plots selected through observation by PADF teams. The criteria for 
selection are "the appropriateness of agricultural, agroforestry and soil conservation methods 
used by farmers and how well they are executed" (PADF semi-annual report, 1993). A first 
reaction to these criteria would be that they do not include anything related to economic 
value or productivity. Additionally, one must question what is meant by the word 
"appropriateness". 

It is evident that both grantees have heavily invested in training, but the ,assessment 
team was unable to determine the full effectiveness of the training programs within the two 
week visit. Some of this effectiveness will be evident through the results of the M&E 
system. The high morale of the grantee field staff and their thorough knowledge of the 
topics they described to the assessment team is a good sign. 

D.3. SECID9s Support of Grantees 

The project's delivery system is supported through the relationship of the three 
partners -- CARE, PADF and SECID. SECID's role is to provide technical and scientific 
support to the two grantees. The grantees, in turn, provide technology and services to 
farming communities. A questionnaire was developed by the assessment team to look at the 
services provided to the two grantees. The result of this survey is seen below in tables 6 and 
7. Table 6 shows the response of the grantees when they were asked to rank the services 
provided by SECID by order of usefulness to their organization under PLUS. Table 7 
indicates the response of the grantee when they were asked what services provided by SECID 
would be useful to their organization if PLUS were extended. 

As can be seen in tables 6 and 7, each grantee has needs that differ from SECID. 
CARE most valued on-farm research and the M&E system, while PADF most valued the 
seed orchard and some aspects of the agroforestry research. In general, there was limited 
support for brokering work done in marketing and for some aspects of the agro-forestry 

- rpparrh. 



Table 6, Current Utilization of SECID's Services 

MONITORING & EVALUATION 

SPIs 3 3 

Baseline Survey 2 3 

MARKETING 5 

Opportunities 4 4 

Price Surveys 2 4 

Processing Techniques ' 2  4 

AGROFORESTRY RESEARCH 7 

Agro 1 4 2 

Agro 2 4 3 

Agro 3 4 3 

TREE GERM PLASM 6 

Provenance test 5 3 

Seed Orchards 3 1 

ON-FARM RESEARCH 1 3 1 

INFORMATION CLEARINGHOUSE 4 

News Letter 2 5 

Library 2 5 

SPECIAL STUDIES 1 5 3 

(1) very useful 
(2) useful 
(3) maybe useful once results are ready 
(4) not useful 
(5) not applicable 



Table 7. Potential utilization of SECID's services 

--- - - 
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D.4. Geogrnphic Consolidation 

The PLUS project paper calls for both PADF and CARE "to consolidate their 
geographic foci in order to deliver improved extension capability with fewer resources". 
This would contribute to achieving "the greatest economic return per unit of project 
assistance" and the greatest environmental impacts, 

During the first months of project implementation, CARE and PADF conducted an 
assessment of their geographic areas of intervention. PADF reduced its regional teams from 
five to four and within these four regions chose two to three adjacent watersheds for the 
concentration of its activities. CARE kept its original four regions, but concentrated its 
interventions in discrete areas (sub-watersheds) with good agricultural potential. 

It seems that this strategy and approach is starting to pay off. The team observed 
whole catchment basins, though small (3 to 4 hectares), covered with improved soil- 
conserving agricultural practices. Some other small watersheds were more than 50% 
covered. The downstream impact of this approach should be significant, although 
quantitative data are not yet available. The implementing agents need to continue to 
concentrate their efforts in these areas to ensure the farmers' complete adoption of these 
practices. The larger the per'centage of these catchments with better management practices, 
the higher will be the positive environmental impact. The closer the targeted basins; the 
higher the potential for secondary adoption. 

D.5. The Inclusion of Women in the Project 

The PLUS project calls for a greater emphasis on women, to ensure that their roles in 
the farming system are understood and that they are not overlooked in the delivery system. 
In this regard, both grantees have openly expressed to the assessment team: 

1) their understanding of the importance of addressing the roles and needs of 
women; 

2) their failure to make significant progress in this are. to date; and 
3) their intentions to place greater emphasis on women in the near future. 

The project amendment specifically asks for an optimization of the extension capacity 
to introduce agricultural and conservation technologies that will be adopted and sustained 
(project paper, p. 1). This includes increasing the number of women extension workers to 
increase the coverage of women farmers and home garden technologies. 

-- Toda&,-onLylOoutef $1- (1-3 %)-of C A R I % e - n ~ ~ - ~ t s  we twefftert. Te improve -- 

this ratio, CARE has recently modified its recruitment process by demanding that one of 
three agent candidates proposed by a community be a woman. 

PADF works with hundreds of extension agents through local PVOs. During January 
1993 through December 1993, PADF worked with 369 extension agents, 39 of which (1 1 %) 
were women. In an attempt to improve this ratio, PADF has stressed at team meetings and 



to team leaders the need to encourage the selection of women candidates among PVOs and 
farmer groups. So far, this effort has met with limited results. In addition, team leaders 
have reported that although there is a pool of women with two year agronomy degrees who 
qualify to be technicians, they are not willing to perform certain job requirements such as 
riding motorcycles or living in remote areas. It should be noted that the same comment had 
been made in CARE'S area in the northwest but recently hired women extension agents and 
supervisory staff have proven this comment to be false, . 

The percentage, of women farmers, or the percentage of training directed at women 
farmers since the amendment is also less than optimal. During July 1993 through December 
1993 (FY93) 4,711 farmers received training in the northwest, 1,571 (33%) of which were 
women. In the PADF regions, of the 14,644 participant training days for farmers, 3,324, or 
23%, were received by women 'during 1993. Unfortunately no actual numbers of individuals 
trained are given by PADF, making it difficult to assess the number of women reached. In 
addition, PADF cautions that these figures are subject to interpretation due to variation in 
methods of collection. 

During disl~ussions on the role of women, grantees have intuitively observed, based 
on their experience, that women play a significant role in bio-intensive gardens and local 
marketing activities. CARE reports that 44% of women participate in BIGS and PADF 
reports about 30% of women are vegetable gardeners in their regions. CARE figures might 
also indicate a role of women in forestry. In FY93, 36% of participants in individual 
nursery activities were women, as compared with 30% in group nurseries, Twenty-eight 
percent of direct tree seeders were women. Gender breakdown for other activities is not 
given. 

Despite this limited breakdown of data by gender, a formal gender analysis has not 
been conducted. Experience in other localities has shown that a properly conducted gender 
analysis often reveals results pertaining to the role of women which are quite different from 
those intuitively perceived. 

The farmer needs assessment surveys conducted through SECID contain some 
information on women's roles in crop management and marketing. Data are limited, and the 
study in general was not focused on the gender question, per se. Knowing the role of 
women was not one of the eight objectives of the study, and it is unclear what portion of the 
information gathered in the studies were contributed by or solicited from women. Thus, the 
project may want to consider a better focused gender analysis by an expert to gain a greater 
understanding of the role of women and how to improve the focus on women. 

__ _ _ __ _ _ __ ___ ____ .___. - -- - - --- - - - 

E. Monitoring and Evaluation &WE) 

One of the most important elements of the change in implementation approach under 
PLUS is the establishment of an M&E system. The project has succeeded in developing an 
extensive M&E system. This system is managed by SECID but most of the data collection 
for the system is done by CARE and PADF. The M&E system is based around Strategic 
Performance Indicators (SPIs). These component parts include farmer needs assessment 



exploratory surveys, monitoring case studies, on-farm trials, a baseline survey and separate 
economic analysis, Most of the farmer needs assessment exploratory surveys have been 
completed. The other studies and trials are still on-going. While not entirely explicit, it 
appears that the M&E system is built around a conservation farming systems approach. in 
this approach, the M&E system studies the entire farming system and "all of its components 
and their interrelationship, together with the relationships between the system and its 
environment" (Pagoulatos). The goal of the M&E system is to evaluate and rank the 
performance of interventions and effectiveness of the project. The 19 SPIs proposed for the 
M&E system and their present status are found in table 8. 

The level of project resources devoted to fulfilling data needs for the M&E system is 
large. PADF indicates in its Annual Report 1993 that some 17.6 person years of senior and 
middle level administrative and technical staff time is devoted to the M&E system. From 
conversations with CARE, the assessment team estimate that some 9 to 10 person years of 
CARE'S senior and middle level administrative and technical staff time are spent on M&E 
related activities. This approximately 28 personlyears of effort represents about 30 percent 
of these grantees' senior- and middle-level staff time spent on M&E work of the project. 
The assessment team was not able to calculate the cost in gas and transportation of this data 
collection effort. The amount is assumed to be substantial. While both CARE and PADF 

= indicated that they value and support the need for data collection, the strain on their 
personnel system is also apparent. The project needs to look closely at the value and 
usefulness of this proportion of the project's resources being spent on the M&E activities. 
This leads to the next point, which is the appropriateness of the M&E system, particularly 
the SPIs. 

The definition of SPIs and their use in the M&E system appears to be too broad. 
Generally speaking, SPIs should be "conceptually and operationally simple constructs . . . to 
estimate project performance and impact" (Sumberg). The SPIs are not well constructed to 
play the role in operational research and monitoring which many of them seem directed to. 
Because the SPIs are playing the central role in the M&E system, it is very difficult to 
prioritize or rationalize them. During one meeting the assessment team held with the 
implementors, one participant suggested removing one of the less relevant SPIs, while 
another participant in the meeting immediately argued for the need to keep the SPI for 
possible future activity of their particular organization. The relationship of the SPI to 
specific project impact and performance in most cases is unclear. On a cursory examination, 
it appears that a more efficient and useful M&E system could be developed out of the present 
system. For example, a two-tier system, separating SPIs from the more operational data 
needs, may be a possibility. The SPIs could then be reduced to a smaller number of specific 
and well reasoned indicators or proxies that demonstrate project impact whije much of the 

----- 
present ~ ~ e ~ c o u T & 6 e - d i r & ~ e d  to more spkific o@ra,tional &d monitoring activity 
related to project implementation. The one thing that should NOT be done is to scrap the 
present system and start all over. Too much effort and good work have been done already to 
do that. 



Table 0. Strrrteglc Performnnco Indicators 

11 Strategic Performancl; Pldicators Present Status(') 

I I. ENVIRONMENTAL (QUANTITATIVE) 

1, Percent of area of a micro-watershed in 
environmentally improved land use practice. r 
3. Physical soil buildup behind structures on farm 
plots (m3/m) 

Maps of PADF done, available soon. CARE uses 
aerial photos; done soon. 

2. Secondary adopters per area per projected-assisted 
farmer. 

Average 25 fig per 139 m. In 1993, 1.45 mil. m of 
hedgerows held 263,400 ft3 soil, 

Table of '  percentages done. Additional survey needed. 

4. Percent of secure household farm in the 
intervention area in environmentally appropriate land 
use practices. 

5. Area of arable land created by mechanical 
structures (ha) 

- - 

Baseline shows from 70% to 98% of farms have 
secure tenure depending on area. 

I 
60 ha. in 1993. 

11. ENVIRONMENTAL (QUALITATIVE) 

1. Improvement of contiguous farm land adoption of 
conservation land use practices within the micro- 
watershed. 

PADF uses its maps and CARE its aerial photos. 

/ 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL AND INCOME 
SUSTAINABILITY SPIs (QUANTITATIVE) 

' 111. FARMER INCOME 

1. Incremental net returns for each intervention. 

1. Number of farmers adopting improved seed by 
type. 

- - -  - -. 

IRRs for checkdams (73%), hedgerows (85%) and 
vegetable gardens (infinity) are done. 

Cereals: 5,030 farmers, 720 ha. 
Vegetables: 1,364 farmers, 89 ha. 
Fruit Trees: 1-,W farmers, f 54,Wf trm - 

Hardwoods: 1,933 farmers, 164,878 trees 
Direct seeding: 4,215 farmers, 372,000 trees 
CARE & PADF not reporting adequately 



) Source: Pagoulatos, First Assessment and Refinement of the Plus M&E System, March 1994. 

- - 

.. 
2. Area of household farm under improved s e d .  

3. Hedgerows installed (meters) and porcont still 
effective. 

4. Percent of farmer income gain from interventions 
with environmentally improved land use practices. 

5. Percent increase in number of household farm 
livestock. 

6. Incremental net returns to IandIHa. (SPI: 111.1) 

7. Average gain in laborlhour productivity. 

V. ENVIRONMENTAL AM) INCOME 
SUSTAINABILITY SPIs (QUALITATIVE) 

1 .  Interventions addressing farmers' most preferred 
farm-based income-earning enterprise. 

2. Risk reduction associated with eart! intervention as 
perceived by farmer. 

3. Correspondence between project calculated 
evaluation and farmer evaluations of income potential 
for each intervention. 

4. Refinement of interventions based on problems and 
constraints identified by farmers. 

5. Human resource development. 
I' 

950 ha. in improvd seed on 4,450 veyctablo plots, 
CARE & PADP not reporting 

452 ha. (904 km), no information on what Is titill 
effective 

Total income average H$ 860,34. Improved land 
average H$680.34. Percent gain estimated at 79.08% 

Difnculty in getting information. Not reported. 

Land area to be reported. Number of interventions not 
yet known. Average first year net return by 
intervention has been calculated 

Difficult to get information. Callnot be quantified, 

Some information collected, but too general. 
Additional information required. 

No systematic effort to address yet. Some data 
available but additional information required. 

To be calculated after gathering additional 
information. 

List of constraints developed. Additional information 
needed. 

No information yet. 



V, VIEWS ON TBIE FUTURE OF TlIE PROJECT 

A. Impact if the ProJect Ends in December 1994 

The present project's PACD is December 1994. To determine the impact of this 
PACD, the assessment team asked all project partners what they saw as the consequences if 
the project were to end at that time. It should be noted that most people we talked with felt 
that there had been an implicit assumption by USAID that the project would continue, 
although this view was never formally expressed. For the record, the following impacts 
were noted by each partner: 

CARE 
81 full time jobs lost. 

100 casual laborers unemployed. 

. Since MOA has no effective extension presence in the northwest 
region, there would be no technical agriculture information or support 

, in the region. 

In most of the 32 project-related areas most practices put into place 
have not had time to mature and would be lost. BIGS are the only 
possible exception. 

Major effort on M&E system will be lost; 

There would be substantially reduced activity in the area. 

PADF 
There would be loss of soil conservation momentum. Some activity 
will continue but most have had too little time to mature (less than a 
year) 

Training of farmers and NGOs will not be completed. 

Loss of data &d potential analysis of M&E system will occur. 

The advantages of new technologies that are just now being used will 
not be realized. This is a loss of significant potential. 

-- - 

Most importantly, there will be loss of a new relationship now being 
developed between the farmer and hislher land. For the first time 
farmers are being shown they can have a stewardship over their land by 
controlling factors that up to now could not be controlled. 



The lack of timc to strcngthcn institutions (PVOs, farmer group@ will 
negatively affect tho project's sustainability. 

SECID 
A, large amount of research will not be completd, 

Because the project has not focused on institution building, much will 
be lost, including: 

- M&E data and analysis - research trials 
- seed germ plasm (much of which is the only source of 

economically-important tree species and genetically diverse germ 
plasm, both native and exotic in Haiti, and possibly the region) 

loss of human resource development; local scientific expertise 

In sum, the project is just now beginning to reach full stride. If it has to begin 
close-down in the next few months, much of the project's benefits will be lost. 

B. Project Partners' Thoughts 

The assessment team also asked the implementors about ideas regarding necessary 
modifications or re-emphasis of the project if it were to be continued. All partners had 
thought this question through before our visit and came prepared to offer a number of 
suggestions. Some of those suggestions are the following: 

CARE: In general, CARE sees its role in the PLUS project taking two 
directions: 1) sharper focus on those regions in the northwest where 
there are potential returns to farmers from PLUS type of interventions, 
and 2) establishment in the south (Jeremie) of PLUS activities where 
there is a greater possibly of economic returns. 

PADF: In general, PADF sees a need in a future project to focus more on 
institutional sustainability. They are thinking of developing criteria fol 
"graduation" of their NGOs from the PLUS program coupled with a 
planned series of steps to take in this process. Issues related to 
marketing are viewed as very important, particularly related to the role 
of women (e.g., Madam Sarah) in the existing local marketing 
structure, rather than large-scale sales domestically or for export. 

- --- Improved seed - - and - - - further - - -- developmen_t of seed banks are also an - - 
interest. Better integration of women into the program was also noted 
as a continuing future need. PADF also indicated the desire to look at 
new regions and a limited geographic expansion of the program. 



SECID: In general, SECID sees its future activity as closely following its 
present work with two exceptions - expandcd support to on-farm trials 
and greater emphasis on marketing support, Support of the marketing 
effort includes both technical marketing activities (food science, 
agronomy, economics) as well as more direct support of the marketing 
process through workshops and seminars and a possible role in 
brokering linkages between buyers and producers in the project area, 
Finally, SECID also feels a major effort in any future project should be 
directed to development of institutions which can carry on much of 
their present work and activities. 

C. Assessment Team's Observations 

From our visits and discussions, the assessment team has the following observations 
on some of these specific potential future directions of the project. 

C.1. Expand, Extend or End the Project? 

The assessment team believes that the PLUS project implementation approach has 
been a success and that the PLUS project should be extended, In the sections below wo 
examine details of various proposals to expand the project. Before looking these, however, 
some points should be made about the expansion. It is the opinion of the assessment team 
that an extension of the present project rather than a new design is the most appropriate 
course of action for the mission to take. The goal and purpose statement of the original 
project still remains vdid and would remain so under the extension. The present phase of 
the project (PLUS) has been operational for only 15 months. By the PACD in December, 
PLUS will have been in operation for only two years. The contractor and grantees of the 
project are just now getting up to full speed after the ten month hiatus caused by the coup. 
They now have staff, field offices h d  a host of other operational structures and procedures 
in place. More importantly, a relationship and modw operandi has been developed among 
the three partners of the project that is proving fruitful in increasing their effectiveness in 
meeting project objectives. All of these points argue for an extension of the project with the 
same grantees and contractor. 

Extension of the PLUS project, of course, will depend on availability of funds. In an 
era of limited resources, any funds used for the PLUS project takes funds from other 
alternative activities. Outside of a PLUS type of project, there are few other options that 
meet, within AID's mandate, the same economic and ecological concerns for the targeted 
beneficiaries. AID's mandate for ecologically sound, broad-based economic growth and 

- ~ ~ M r n e t ~ r n * - - f ) t t r e r a c n v I n e s  
. . .  

-& - 

as a massive tree planting program would be complementary to the PLUS project but 
experience in AOP and AFII has shown that such projects do not meet short-term economic 
needs of the targeted beneficiaries. A policy project, is only as effective at the government 
structure to implement policy change. At the moment the effectiveness of the present 
governmental structure in Haiti is questionable. Input projects are outside the economic 
capacity of target beneficiaries. Irrigation projects are not suitable to the target area. 



Education, health and family planning program all have long-term benefits, but they do not 
have the short-term cconomIc impact so badly needed by Hdti's hillside population. 

C.2. Expanding vs, Mlgratlng Into New Areas 

The project's work in the flcld as observed by the assessment team, was impressive, 
In those areas where the project had been working, a fundamental change in the ecology was 
taking place. In addition, as was pointed out by PADF, the farmer-land relationship was 
also being modified, These are no small feats, and considerable resources have been 
expended to achieve them. While we assume we saw some of the best parts of the project's 
operation, tiid potential of the project was demonstrated. The problem lies in that the zones 
in which the project works in are only dots in a vast area of land that needs similar attention, 
It is the basic premise of the project that if the project interventions are successful, a spread 
effect will occur through secondary adoption to expand these dots of development to these 
areas. It is too early to tell whether if this will happen, but early signs are positive, The 
needs within the country and the success of the present project are compelling arguments for 
expanding the project areas. On the other hand, an expansion of the project area can only be 
justified as long as the project stays within the managerial and technical capability of the 
implementing partners. 

Both CARE and PADF have expressed interest, w~thin the context of a possible 
follow-on phase of the project, in expanding into new areas. In looking at the question of 
project expansion it useful to look at the concept of migration, an integral part of the project. 
Migration refers to movement to new areas within a region, at the completion of and 
withdrawal from, areas which were "graduated" from project interventions. Both PADF and 
CARE are considering migration-type activities. This type of movement into new areas 
would not necessarily require additional staff. The full development of criteria to identify 
areas ready for graduation and a planned series of steps for withdrawal from a graduated area 
are b:ing considered by PADF, and, to a more limited extent, by CARE. 

Both PADF and CARE have expressed a desire to expand into the Jeremie region, but 
for somewhat different reasons. CARE contends that the northwest region has only a small 
number of zones amenable to PLUS type of interventions that could produce positive 
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economic returns required by the project. CARE wants, therefore, to move to a new area 
with higher agricultural potential. PADF, on the other hand, sees the Jeremie region as a 
potential area of high return for PLUS type of interventions. They feel that it would 
complement the work already being done in their other regions. 

The assessment team considered CARE'S argument during its visit to the northwest 
region. A recent s u r v e u  CARE'S  canteen^^^ q&ure &-near -- 

' ecological collapse with an extremely limited number of opportunity zones of agricultural 
* 

potential. The short two day visit by the assessment !eam to La Fond anci ?zs,ce Catqbois, 
: however, did not confirm this bleak picture. 'In fact, given the grim description of the area 

before the visit, the team found it to be in much better condition than expected. Albeit the 
visual difference that can be seen in arid climates with highly variable rainfall (One of the 
better rainy seasons in recent years had ended some three weeks before the team's visit.), 



these two operational areas of thc CARE program still had a number of additional sites that 
could profitably use PLUS type interventions. At the same time that the situation looked 
better than expected, it was also obvious that the northwest region has much more limitcd 
agricultural potential than other regions of the country. The assessment team felt that 
CARE'S argument for moving to the Jeremie region has some validity, While agreeing with 
CARE'S basic judgment of limited agricultural potential in the northwest, the assessment 
team also felt strongly that CARE should not l y e  the northwest region as there were still 
areas suitable for migration of its PLUS activities within that region. 

, As for the PADF argument, the assessment team felt that their need to move to a new 
region was less compelling. Unlike CARE'S situation, there are still a large number of areas 
suitable for migration of project activities in the four regions PADF is working. It is 
important that expansion by both CARE and PADF be done in line with the objectives of 
PLUS to streamline operations and reduce cost of grantee operations. CARE already has an 
office in Jeremie, limiting administrative and managerial cost of moving into the region. 
PADF has also already worked in the Jeremie region which would also reduce some 
organizational costs of moving into the region. On the other hand, the reasons to incur the 
admittedly smaller costs of PADF's moving into this region are not as compelling as CARE'S 
at this time. 

C.3. Adding New Activities to the Project 

The narrowing of focus of the PLUS project may well be one of the reasons for its 
present success. Any expansion of the basic task of the project should therefore be 
considered with great care. The PLUS project has demonstrated that different organizations 
with different agenda, philosophy and approaches can work together to arrive at a clearly 
defined objective. 

1 
In some cases it may be well to look at additional activities related to PLUS which 

are being undertaken not within PLUS but though some other project or organization. One 
potential problem in this approach is the bias seen in some areas towards larger, more 
sophisticated operations than could be supported in the PLUS project area. Some of this bias 
can be dealt with by establishing contractual arrangement between the PLUS grantees and 
related projects or institutions to provide services tc farmers in the project area (see 
marketing in Section V.C.4, below). 

One such project, for example, with which PLUS could have logical linkages is the 
Coffee Revitalization project (521-0216). Coffee is an important element in farming systems 
throughout Haiti -- not only as a cash 9 but as a liquid asset. Thg Coffee Revitalization -- - -- -- -- -- 
project Tas d e v i i h o p - ~ ~ ~ e ~ ~ ~ s y s t e m  (AFS) for coffee consisting of bananas, citrus, 
beans, and maize, which provides additional income to farmer and reduces risk. In addition, 
shade from citrus and banana help to curtail coffee rust (Ceros~or@. PLUS could assist the 
Coffee Project by identifying additional income-producing shade trees. PLUS could also 
assist in enhancing income of the coffee AFS by fruit grafting on citrus. The coffee project 
could offer PLUS technical assistance on coffee production and processing problems as well 
as marketing linkages, where appropriate. 



C.4. Expanded Marketing Activity 

The question of income generation relates directly to marketing. Marketing includes 
understanding the existing local and regional market structure and dynamic, distribution 
channels, product price information, supply and demand functions, quality control issues, the 
role of women, and potential for expansion into value-added and export markets. It also 
involves the actual initiation of marketing activities such as promotion, the creation of market 
linkages, improvement of market access and related institution building. 

It would be logical for SECID, for example, as a research institution to conduct the 
fust 'set of activities related to information gathering and research. This not only includes 
analytical research through short-term technical assistance, but also a potential role in 
tracking current price information through their information clearing house. 

The second set of activities, which is more entrepreneurial, does not seem to fit 
SECID's mandate, and in fact could pose some conflict of interest problems for USAID. In 
this regard, there are a number of possibilities for where these activities could fall: 

1. as a component managed by the grantees who have the advantage of being 
closely linked to the beneficiaries and local institutions (such as through a sub- 
contract with a local private organization), 

2. a local institution supported by USAID, 

3. through a separate USAID project, or 

4. a government parastatal linked to the MOA. , 

The assessment team recommends something along the lines of the first option (see 
recommendations, below). Given the potential in outside institutions or programs of biases 
and priorities inconsistent with the goals of the PLUS project, the second and third options 
do not appear to be the most effective way of reaching target beneficiaries. The political 
situation in Haiti and the weakness of the public sector means that the fourth option is 
unlikely to be viable, and in fact, it might be disastrous. In addition, this option is presently 
against AID policy. 

C.S. Seed Distribution and Seed Banks 

As soil and moisture conditions improve on farmers' fields from the conservation - -. w- e a B i % t p i i d - q U a T i f y - o K W  6komii more - 
limiting factors in production. In keeping with the general philosophy of the PLUS 
approach, saleable items such as seed should be developed on a commercial basis, to the 
extent possible. This could include mutually-based seed banks. 

Ensuring the sustainability of a local seed source is also an important issue which 
should be addressed if the project is continued. 



C.6. Instltutlonallzartion of Project Activities 

The major weakness of the present PLUS project is that project activities are heavily 
dependent on donor funding and expatriate-based institutions, hoking at the impact of 
possibly ending the project in December highlighted the extreme vulnerability of project 
activities in terms of their sustainability. Loss of project.support in some cases would be 
inconvenient and unfortunate. But the lack of institutions to manage the seed germ plasm 
orchard, or to provide basic technical assistance in agriculture for m entire region would 
have more disastrous consequences. Unfortunately, the current status of governmental 
institutions i n  the gamut from weak to predatory. These difficulties notwithstanding, some 
support of local private or public institutions is essential for the long term success of some of 

- 

the project's operations. 

At the core of the question of institutional sustainability is the issue of financial 
resources. Revenue or funds are required to pay for the operation of institutions providing 
public services. This single issue confounds most approaches that try to deal with 
institutional sustainability. AID and other donors over the past years have shifted their 
activities out of public institutions such as the MOA to NClOs and private organizations. 
This has often resulted in increased efficiency in operations, as NGOs are often under fewer 
political constraints than public institutions. It has not, however, solved the sustainability 
issue. In the past, public institutions inefficiently provided public services though donor 
funding. Now, private institutions provide more efficient public services, but still through 
donor funding. In both cases, the public services, stop if donor funding stops. 

There is no easy or single answer to solve this problem. Some day in the future there 
may be established in Haiti a government that can effectively collect revenue and properly 
appropriate it to necessary public institutions that, in turn, will efficiently deliver public 
services. Until this situation exists, institutional sustainability of public services will have to 
be assured in a partial and creative manner. All provided services that can diredly create 
revenue should be handled by the private sector under competitive conditions. Seeds, bud 
stock for grafting, and fruit tree seedlings are examples of these types of services. There 
remain, however, a number of public goods and services that can't be paid for directly, 
These include extension services, most agriculture research and preserving the tree germ 
plasm stock. Institutional sustainability to provide these services is harder to establish. 

Fees can be charged for some public services, but given the low level of the economy 
in the rural sector, these fees can only be minimal. Outside parties can play a role in 

---. supporting some public services such as preservation of germ plasm. A number of 
internanonu environmentar groups see ---tuthetrowrragerrda;--9Yre -- 

- 

New York Botaniczl Society is already working with some of these issues in establishing a 
botanical garden in the country. For other public service activities, different options need to 
be developed. Some services will have to be reduced in scale to a level that can be afforded. 
In some &ses additional long-term financial support will have to be sought from other 
donors, knowing that this does not solve the sustainability problem in the near-term but that 
it may allow time to generate economic growth that in the future could provide means within 

... . the country to do so. 



Both the grantees and contractor have already begun to think about how to establish 
institutional sustainability in the project, PADF, for example, is thinking about how to have 
planned graduation of its NaOs, This is an idea that should be considered and expanded for 
all future PLUS project activities. CARE is also planning how it will do the same in some 
of its areas in the northwest regions. SECID has been discussing what to do with the seed 
germ plasm orchard and its research program. 

In any discussion of institutional sustainability, it is essential to definc the role of the 
MOA. At some point, the government, represented by the MOA, has to assume the 
responsibility for the direction and scope of agriculture development in the country, At the 
moment, most of this responsibility is in the hands of donors and NGOs who control the 
purse strings. How the MOA gains and carries out this responsibility is a matter for 
discussion. A recent MOA document envisions the ministry's role as including such things 
as infrastructure development, supplying specific agricultural inputs, direct intervention to 
develop specific areas and then gradual release of these areas to manage themselves, creating 
farmer associations, working with NQOs, and strengthening institutional capability of the 
ministry. These are formidable tasks to be undertaken by an institution with limited 
resources. In fact, it appears that the ministry is hoping that donors will provide the 
majority of resources to carry out this agenda. It is unlikely, however, that this funding will 
happen. Nevertheless, a dialogue needs to be started to find out what can be done and how 
to do it. 

C.7. hngth of Project Extension 

One final consideration to be examined if the project is to be continued is thc length 
of the project's'extmsion. Given the long-term nature of the activities PLUS is trying to 
implement, it would be advantageous to extend the project for a full five years. A five year- 
extension is recommended by the assessment team for two reasons. First, five years is 
needed to provide time for an orderly and gradual transfer of the PLUS activities to other 
institutions within the country. Second, a five year-extension will provide for the necessary 
time for the improvement of intervention packages now under study by the project and the 
complete adoption and fine tuning by farmers of these packages within the project area. 

Institutional sustainability is an important consideration in the extension of the project 
(see section V.C.6. above). Currently, for example, the PLUS extension activity is virtuaily 

- the only one in the country. The seed bank managed by SECID is also the only one of its 
type in the county and its presence is critical for ecosystem stability in the region. An 
appropriate role for the MOA needs to be developed, It is unlikely that the MOA will be 
readv to take over t h a t m i n s s h o r t e r n e r i o d t h a n f i v e w T h P t & t k g  - -- - - - -- 

extension should provide enough time to deal with these complex and difficult issues, at least 
at a minimal level. 

VI. RECOMMENDATIONS 

The recommendations of the assessment team can be divided into three categories -- 
recommendations on whether the project should be expanded, extended or allowed to expire 

.. . 



at PACD, recommendations on changes in operation of the project in its last year and 
recommendations on possible future directions the project may take in its next phase. 

A. Recommendations on Continuing the Project 

The assessment team supports the extension of the present project for an 
additional five years. 

As demonstrated in this assessment, the PLUS project is beginning to move 
into full stride, in spite of the constraints within the country, The 19,000 farm 
households that have benefited from the project's conservation and agronomic 
interventions are reaping substantial economic returns from their use. Use of the 
conservation measures is also having a positive effect on the ecology in the project 
area. The farmer-driven approach of the PLUS design is working. Secondary 
adoption rate is increasing and will contribute to the improvement of the project's cost 
effectiveness. In short, the new PLUS project approach has been a success. 

The assessment team is recommending an extension of the present pDoject 
because it believes the PLUS goal and purpose are still valid and that they respond to 
the current socio-economic and environmental situation of the country. In addition, an 
extension should be adtniniutratively less disruptive to the project's continual activities 
than design of a new projtxt. 

A five year-extension is recommended for two reasons. First, a period of five 
years is needed to provide time for an orderly and gradual transfer of the PLUS 
activities to other institutions within the country. Currently, for example, the PLUS 
extension activity is virtually the only one in the country. The seed bank managed by 
SECID is also the only o m  of its type in the county and its presence is critical for 
ecosystem stability in the region. An appropriate role for the MOA should be 
developed (see below). It is unlikely that the MOA will be ready to take over that 
role in less than five years. 

Second, the five year-extension will provide for necessary time for the 
improvement of intervention packages by the project and the complete adoption and 
fine-tuning by the farmers of these packages within the project. 

Be Recommendations on Changes in the Present Project 

More resources should be allocated to the on-farm trial component. 
__ - - - - 

The resources allocated to this component do not suffice to respond to the 
requests for assistance from CARE and PADF. The two field implementors should 
ensure that their field agents understand and support this component so that 
information can be transferred to the farmers as soon as pozsible. This may require 
shifting resources from other research activities presently undertaken. 



The monltorin$ and evaluation system should be reviewed for the purposo 
of improving the applhbility of Its results and tho efficiency of Its use of 
personnel, 

The team believes that an independent consultant should review the M&E 
system looking at the number and appropriateness of SPIs, the development of more 
operational data collection and support and the level of human resources necessary to 
run the system, The assessment team strongly believes that any such review should 
build on the present system and not be a fresh start. 

Revision of project outputs to reflect reality 

The target outputs of the project paper are out-of-date and should be revised in 
collaboration with project grantees to improve project operations and reporting. 

Project implementors need to continue to address the gender issue. 

While project personnel in general are sensitive to gender issues, continual 
attention is still necessary. Studies related to gender issues could be undertaken 
focusing on operational needs (marketing, revenue generation, etc.) and on gender 
issues related to implementation short falls. 

C. Recommendations for the extension of the project 

Geographic areas and expansion 

The assessment team supports CARE'S desire to expand to an additional 
geographic area such as the Jeremie, where agronomic conditions are more suitable to 
project interventions. At the same time, the assessment team feels strongly that 
CARE should not leave the northwest region, where there are still a number of areas 
suitable to the project. The assessment team feels that PADF should migrate into new 
areas when secondary adoption rates reach acceptable levels and other criteria suggest 
graduation from present areas. The assessment Iteam also believes it is important to 
maintain concentration of project activities within limited managerial resources. Any 
expansion into new areas must be done with this standard in mind. 

-. - Expansion or merging activities into PLUS 

The merging of PLUS with other projects in the PAD0 portfolio would dilute 
the Project's efforts and accomplishments. PLUS is unique in the services provided 

a r e a ; - - W t r e r e v e r ~ ~ ~ o u i a  conaboraE- 
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te-faPftners- 
with other projects such as the Coffee Project, where such collaboration could 
facilitate farmers' access to additional inputs and services such as high quality coffee 
seeds or seedlings. 



e SECID's s~lpport to Grantees 

SECID has played a valuable role in support of project grantees and this role 
should continue in the project extension, Better focus is n d e d  in matching the needs 
of the project and its grantees with the work being undertaken by SECID. Research 
activities and technical support need to be coordinated both in content and timing in 
the extended project. 

Institutional sustainabllity 

A major weakness in the present project is'that if the project should end there 
are no institutional structures on which project activities could fall back. Emphasis in 
the extension should be on the institutional sustainability of project activities. This 
may include steps taken by USAID to strengthen the MOA. The team realizes that 
this is a complex isme and that they proceed with great caution, Existing NGOs, 
universities and other organizations could dso play a role in establishing institutional 
sustainability. 

Marketing support 

As the project increases agricultural products, marketing will become a more 
important issue. The assessment team sees two levels of support that may be needed 
in this area -- technical and operational. At the technical level (research, surveys, 
studies, technical assistance), SECID would be the appropriate supplier of services. 
At the operational level (brokering between supplier and producers), local institutions 
could be engaged under the control of the project grantees. If necessary, provision 
could be made to allow CARE and PADF to sign direct contracts, on a per service 
basis, with local brokerage firms. The informal sector (Madam Sarah) should be 
taken into full consideration in linking the producers to larger scale buyers. 

Seeds 

Just as it is anticipated that there will be an increased demand for marketing 
services, there will also be an increased demand for seeds in the project area, The 
assessment team feels that the best way to provide this input is through private market 
channels. Seed banks run by NGOs fit into this category. The future project should 
encourage as much local level seed production and sales as possible. 

Local Nurseries and Tree Plantings 
I___________ _ _--- - --- - - - - -- - - - - 

The project extension should give care to finding ways to strengthen the 
establishment of local level tree seedling nurseries and encourage additional tree 
planting in the project area. This could take the form of additional material support 
and technical assistance. Training in tree management should also be expanded. 
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Annex C: Revised Statement of Work 

The statement of work of the scope of work was revised in light of a change in the 
composition of the assessment team from that of the original scope of work, All other 
cdmponent of the scope of work remain essentially the same, The revised statement of work 
follows: 

111, STATEMENT OF WORK 

The design assessment will be conducted by a three-person team composed of two expatriates 
(agricultural economist/team leader and natural resources management (NRM) specialist) and 
a Haitian international EJRM specialist. The team will work with the SECID/Auburn 
University, CARE and PADF. 

The agricultural economist/team leader must have some prior experience in leading and/or 
conduction project assessments/evaluations for USAID-financed projects. The agricultural 
,economist/tearn leader will spend one day at the CARE headquarters in Atlanta, to discuss 
CARE'S new agricultural programming philosophy in relation to PLUS activities. In addition 
to technical duties, the agricultural economist/team leader will: 

1. Coordinate the team's field work; 

2. Serve as the principal liaison between the team and USAID for all matters related to 
# this consultancy; and 

3. Coordinate and finalize the final assessment report, in close collaboration with other 
team members. 

The agricultural economist/team leader will also be responsible on a technical basis for the 
following: 

1. Assess project's overall progress toward the: achievement of desired impacts at the 
purpose-level as measured by the revised end of project status (EOPS) indicators - 
outputs and Strategic Performance Indicators (SIPS) with particular attention to issues 
related to farm income and productivity. 

2. Assess and possibly revise life of project (LOP) targets for project outputs and EOPS 
indicators particularly as they relate to farm income. In coordination with the project 
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numbers to correspond with the remainder of the LOP and, if appropriate, an 
expansion of the project. 

3. Assess the potential increased incomes from the various project interventions for the 
participating farmers. 



4, Assess the appropriateness and implantation of the M&E system, cog,, SPIs selected, 
data collection methods, data analyses and results, 

5, Assess SECID's revised research approach for its usefulness and demand on the part 
of the implementing grantees, CARE and PADF, 

6, Based on the team's review and assessment of project progress in implementing the 
1992 redesign and potential of redesigned approach to accomplish thc desired impacts, 
make recommendations to the project management staff concerning programming 
options for the future of PLUS. 

The NRM specialist will be required to do the following: 

1. Assess the possibly revised LOP outputs and EOPS indicators as they relate to 
sustainable production systems and natural resource management. 

2. Review and evaluate the progress made toward the transition from an agroforestry 
technology-driven to a farmer-driven systems implementation approach. 

3. Assess the viability, both economic and agronomic, of the tree planting system used 
by project participants. 

4. Assess the applicability of the training and extension program put in place by both 
CARE and PADF. 

5.  With the assistance of the other team members, estimate the potential impact on 
farmer productivity, incomes and environmental degradation in the project area if the 
AID grants with PADF and CARE are closed-out in December 1994. 

- 6. Based on the team's review and assessment of project progress in implementing the 
1992 design and potential of redesigned approach to accomplish the desired impacts, 
make recommendations to the project management staff concerning programming 
options for the future of PLUS. 

1. Assess and possible revise LOP outputs and EOPS indicators related to soil 
conservation and enhancement. 

2. Assess the appropriateness and implementation of the M&E system, e.g., SPIs 
selected, data collection methods, data analyses and results, and whether these 
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indicators will provide the Impact measurements information desired in the area of 
soil and water resources and forestry activities, 

Assess with the NRM spedaljst the reduced soil erosion resulting from the adoption 
by the farmen of improved soil conservation techniques. 

Review and comment on SECID's estimates of the amount of new farming surface 
being ce t ed  by the project's soil conservation structures, and, with the agricultural 
economist, make an estimate of the potential value of this land to participating 
farmers. 

Review the findings of the exploratory survey conducted by SECID and report on 
progress in implementation of the survey's recommendations. 

With the assistance of the other team members, estimate the potential impact on 
farmer productivity, incomes and environmental degradation in the project ares if the 
AID grants with PADF and CARE are closed-out in December 1994. 

Based on the team's review and assessment of project progress in implementing the 
1992 redesign and potential of redesigned approach to accomplish the desired impacts, 
make recommendations to the project management staff concerning programming 
options for the future of PLUS. 


