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'MEMORANDUM o
"¢p;f‘} ,S&T/N. Nlck"uykx”
 FROM: SET/N, ke Hatrhimonjl

SUﬁJECTifT'Bvaluatlon Planning for the vltamin A Household and

o Community Gardens Project - - S R

'On. reviewing the recent paper by_Patricia O'Brien-Place, Evaluation
of Home Garden Projects and considering the resources we -have in the
NEG and the new Nutrition-in-Agriculture IQC, it seems appropriate

to suggest some actions that could be taken to improve the Vitamin'A,nf

Houszhold and Community Gardens project and Whlch could beneflt
‘otheér similar activities :

Tricia's paper contains some useful evaliuation guidellnes in :
determining the ccst effectiveness of consumption based nutr1t10na1~
gardening interventions that would be supportive of and complement
the design of the vitamin A project. The timeliness of the paper:
_glveu us an opportunity to use the gu1dc11nca for this
first-project-of~ it's-kind activity in Africa and because of the
umlxed record of gardening projects, we need to focus on ways to
assure success. As Tricia says there "is a need for a consistent
method of evaluating home gardens." Documented evaluatiuvns of.
projects are also needed to convince other donors of the 1mportance'
of the project,-especially those focussing on v1tam1n A.

;As an example of what 1n1t1a1 steps can be taken, before the year.?'
.one ‘assessment phase begins, an evaluation plan should be designed.
.-In the plah. the objectives of the project should be defined and the
eriteria against: which the project can be evaluated decided upon.
Factors such as vitamin A status, dlctary intake, food prerferences
and constraints are stated as part of the assessment. However, the
resources of NEG and the new IQC could be utilized as ready sources

- of skills in these areas or where the AVRDC may not have that much

‘- depth. These services would supplement and strengthen what we now
“have. The objectives of the new IQC coincide with the project and
‘should be used for various activities ~ design, analysis, evaluation
‘and preparation of case studies on food consumption aid nutrition ;
‘igsuee that would be useful for this and other gardening
~activities. Changes in vitamin A status of the target group could
“be.asceértained during the life of the project, as part of an overall
.impact evaluation. Also, the training curriculum design could be
modified, if needed, according to analyses of data collected.
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In the Apalysis and Synthesis section of Tricia's paper, .cost . -
effectiveness and beneéfit - cost ratios are explained as indicators
used .in evaluations. Cost effectiveness seems more appropriate for.
the vitamin A gardening project and since evaluation pianning will.
take place in the assessment phase, the opportunity should be taken
for work in this area. Again, data on cost effectiveness would be
highly useful in the evaluation and asg convincing information for

proposals of other activities.

In considering the foregoing suggestions, the role of AVRDC should
be clearly understood within the context of the project. Whatever
inputs that are used outside of AVRDC's role are meant to improve
and support the activities of the project. Coordination however is
vital so as not to overshadow the role of AVRDC as the primary
implementor of the project. Lo , : :

‘cex SST/N, Sallie Mahone

" S&T/N:IHatchimonji:lm:12/12/86.
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. .Foreword

The Nutrition Economics Group was created in 1977 with funding from
AID’s Office of Nutrition. The Group’s staff of economists help AID
implement a program of applied research and technical assistance
designed to assist developing countries integrate food consumption
and nutrition concerns into their agricultural planning, programming
and policy making processes. Located within the Technical Assistance
Division of the Office of International Cooperation and Development
(OICD) within the Department of Agriculture, the Group can draw on a
wide variety of other specialists from within the Department as well
as the U.S. land grant university system to complement its work.

The Group has been concerned with improving the cost effectiveness of
nutrition intsrventions as well as the consumption effects of
agricultural policies, programs and projects. This paper originated
with a request from AID/Office of Nutrition to increase economic
evaluation efforts and cemparability of evaluation data across home
garden projects (and components) as sponsored by PVOs and AID. This
paper is seen as a first step in developing an evaluation protocol
which could be tested by tOe PVCs, revised as necessary, and
eventually applied to all home garden projects.

Dr. Patricia M. O’Brien-Place, the author, is an agricultural
economist on the NEG staff. She was given the responsibility of
writing this paper given her prior knowledge of evaluation of
nutrition interventions for the World Bank and her interest in :
farming systems work which include gardens, at least theoretically. .

As background for this report, O’Brien-Place (1) discussed the

reasons for improved evaluations with AID personnel and others in
Washington, D.C.; (2) attended the XIII International Nutrition ;
Congress in Brighton, England, August 1985, in order to participate .
in the session on home gardens and to meet with home garden S
practitioners from the international organizations; (3) visited the.
Asian Vegetable Research and Development Center (AVRDC) in Taiwan to'
observe their home garden research program, their outreach efforts-in.
Thailand, and their evaluation efforts for both. o
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I." BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES

The need for a consistent method for evaluating home garden pro.jects
is obvious as a result of recent reviews ot the home garden project
Literature (Brownrigg (1985), Ninez (1984)]. Most evaluations have
occurred ex post and have varied from highly technical and thorough
reviews (Issariyanuiula, et. al, (August. 1985), Swift (1980)] to
descriptive accounts [Yoon (1983), Van Eijnatten (1978)]. These
evaluations are a wealth of information, but due to the
inconsistencies between them, little or no comparative analysis is
possible. Thus, no general picture of the benefits and costs of home
garden projects can be drawn. :

A clear accounting of the benefits and costs of home garden projects
is needed in order to provide documentation to donor agencies of the
efficacy of home garden projects. As stated in the introduction to
Brownrigg’'s review

...35 1ong 2 cotzntizl sonars sannot slearly sz Wnat sanefite thev ars nuvingt 1f
tmvwngmmguumw:mﬁu;athsmqumwawcurﬁﬁmwewmymzo
otier 1nterventions, thav are likely to ramain unwilling t6 1nvest heavily in thea,”
(Breanrigg (1985), p. IX ], - o

In addition to convincing donors of the usefulness of home garden
projects, the implementors of projects themselves need evaluations in
order to-achieve effective projects consistently. Evaluations can
provide better information on what programming successes and problems
are occurring. This information in turn allows for intentional
replication of successes.

The main objective of this paper is to provide an initial method for .
decumenting through evaluation, the benefits and cost efficiency (or
lack thereof) of home garden projects. The steps in developing. this -
methed will be to ; _ -

. define a framework for evaluating home garden projects
deédribe the data needed for evaluation

' provide'altérnative methods of analyzing the data inclhding
suggesting a limited number of indicators which should be .
derived for all hcme garden projects to provide cross-project .

comparisons

discuss the limitations inherent in the evaluation methods
suggested by this paper. S S S

II. DEFINING A FRAMEWORK FOR ‘EVALUATION

Evaluation has different défihitiohsféépgnaing«6nfﬁﬁgftypgquvpqugct: i
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being evaluated, the stage of the project, and the professional

baclground of the evaluator. This section will discuss evaluation as_
it theoretically should be from- the perspective of nutrition S
evaluation specialists and define the term evaluation as it will be

used in this paper,

AL Evaluation in Theory

The first two steps in any evaluation shoﬁldibeﬁ_‘

« defining the project you are evaluatingv 

+ deciding on the criteria against which the project is)tdfﬁeff,{“

evaluated,

Defining a project consists of expressing the plan for the-projéct,‘ 
The major objectives of the project (explicit and implicit) provide
the criteria for evaluation.

After these preliminary tasks are accomplished, three more stages of
evaluation need to be addressed before the net outcome of the project
can be determined [Mason and Habicht (1984), p.26]. These stages are

+ evaluating the plan for the project: are the objectives fully
and clearly specified and are inputs compatible with
objectives? do implementation, targeting, and outcome
objectives follow from each other?

. evaluating the implementation of the project: is the intended
target group being reached? is delivery going as expected?

do deviations from the original objectives effect the expected .

outcomes? how can implementation be improved?

- evaluating gross outcome of the project: choose outcome .
indicators, measure gross outcome given available data, is
this outcome adequate? is further data needed? -

.+ evaluating net outcome of the project: comparison of gross’

outcome with costs [Mason and Habicht (1984), pp._29+41];f",,1‘

An assumption behind this paper is that the above stages will be -

performed in the order indicated, either in full or in part, before .

an evaluator moves to evaluating the net outcomes of the project. If
a project fails at any stage, then one should not attempt the next
stage for the results will be necessarily based on insufficient or
contradictory data. For instance, trying to evaluate the
implementation of a project when there were no clear objectives in
the plan of the project will necessitate guessing the original
objectives or providing €X post objectives,
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'B. Evaluation for Home Garden Projects

Home garden project evaluation is a method for determining the
effectiveness of a home garden project in improving the diet and/or

the income of households, while keeping the costs of the project

within limits consistent with the project area’s income. - As stated
above, the first steps in evaluation are to define the "project" and .
to decide on the criteria it will be evaluated against. The next two -
subsections deal with these isgues. o

1. Defining Home Garden Projects

Given the variety of home garden projects, inherent differences
across countries and project implementation and funding agencies,
other papers [Brownrigg (1985), Ninez (1284), Binkert (1981), and
others] have gone into great detail to define gardens. Simply put,
gardening is, in reality, a very intensive form of agriculture. It
usually involves the use of high levels of inputs per unit of land
area as compared to inputs used for field crops. The resulting garden
output per unit area is "high"”, Justifying the higher level of
inputs. Given both the higher level of inputs and outputs, gardens
are generally located near the household to ease transport of inputs
and outputs, and to ensure the produce is not stolen or injured by
animals. To provide further security for the produce, gardens are
often inside the homestead (for example, African compound farms) or
fences. Home gardens are usually multifunctional, multi-storyed,
mixed cropping systems which have varying levels of adaptation to the
ecological environment. That is, gardens prcduce items for foed,
utensils, and fuel (multifunctional). They include tree crops as
well as ground crops (multi-storyed) and these crops are intercropped
(mixed croyoJing systems). 1In addition these gardens can range from
the Western version with its rows of vegetables and high use of
purchased inputs, to the Asian version which looks like a slightly
tamed jungle and utilizes few purchased inputs. :

Therefore, "gardening" as the term is used in this paper, can include
not only vegetables, but rerennial food crops (e.g. taro), frui+t
bushes and trees, fish ponds, and small livestock when these are used
together in a systematic way to ensure home food supplies. For the
purposes of this paper home (or school or community) gardens will be
defined as the intensive use of land and other resources (nhousehold
wastes, fertilizer, seed, livestock, etc.) near the hnusehold (or
school or community) for the preduction of food, largely intended for
use bv the household (or school or community) members.

In order to define home garden projects, one must first clarify the

difference between projects and programs. A "program" is a o

well-defined set of activities designed collectively to accomplish

certain broadly stated goals and objectives. A program may be

composed of several sub-programs or "projects”. For example, a

country may have an extension program designed to encourage the

adoption of more productive technology and methods by farmers with

the objective of increasing the agricultural output for the country.

A home garden project could be a part of this program with the .

objective of increasing the preductivity of home gardens in order to " '-/(t>



Hbme‘GafdéﬁVEvaluation ; . Page. 4

improve rural food consumption through training of rural people. _
Such a project could be financed by a private voluntary organization
(PVO) or an expatriate development agency (e.g, AID). The o
distinction between "program" and "project” needs to be made, so that
the objectives of the program do not become confused with those of '

the project. )
2. Critaria for Evaluating Home Garden Projects

The wide variation in home garden projects and in their intended
objectives, along with the large number of organizations performing
them, results in different goals: and objectives for home garden
projects. These goals and objectives in turn result in different
criteria for evaluating the projects. Table I lists some of the
possible criteria, and illustrates the data necessary for two
aporcaches to evaluation that have been practiced to date.

The two evaluation methods illustrated in the table follow from &
review of the home garden literature on economic evaluation. The
alternatives are:

. the zeneral, unstructured gathering of data practiced on mdstf
home garden projects; and .
a detailed economic evaluation as developed and bragticed by -
the Asian Vegetable Research and Development Center (AVRDC) in .
Taiwan and Thailand. '

Although additional methods have been practiced, these were the only
two methcds which have been repeated significantly. Several
variations of the AVRDC evaluation protocol have existed during its -
development. Prior variations of it have been applied by others to
projects domestically and abroad, but again not in a systematic
manner. The information presented in the table is a theoretical
amalgam of these aprroaches for purposes of illustration.

The criteria presented are a compilation of those mentioned to the
author during interviews with people working with or interested in
home gardens (see Appendix A). Criteria in any actual case
necessarily follow from answering the questions: who is doing the
evaluation? for whom? for what purpose? [Mason and Habicht (1984),
P. 27]. The ansvers to these questions for the purposes of this
paper and according to information gleaned from interviews are

. Who? ' ,
= Present project staff not professionally trained in
evaluation ¥ T

. For whom?
Two possible answers
= donor (funding) agencies
= implementation agencies
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+ « 'For what purpose?
- Corresponds to answers on "for whom?"--
. = to determine whether home gardens are a cost effective

- mechanism-of increasing incomes, increasing food consumption,
or improving nutrition ' - ‘
= to examine the effectiveness of different programming
alternatives and determine where changes are needed on' a
timely basis. : S

The dichotomy expressed above is not necessarily mutually exclusive.
Information derived to answer the donors’ questions can (and should)
be used by the project administrators. The differences are more in
timing of evaluation reports and the type of detail necessary on any
question. For example, program personnel probably prefer information
more frequently such as detail on questions of input availability
{vhy or why not, what are the bottlenecks, etc.), whereas the donor
agency would prefer less frequent reports with information on costs
and amounts of inputs used. : '

Within the context of this report, the criteria will follow primarily
from the donor-related questions as this is necessary to meet the -
major objective of this paper: providing a method for determining
the cost effectiveness of home garden projects. Questions related to
improving programming will be addressed as they fit within the
context of questions asked by donor agencies, e.g. which programs are
the most successful and where?

The criteria, ‘with the justification for each of:them, which will be
emphasized in this paper are o I

+ economic benefits for the household: to provide evidence of
the cost effectiveness of home gardén projects, to the extent
- possible, given the implicit objective in any project of '
utilizing resources efficiently; : o

. nutritional tenefits: to provide evidence of nonmonetary .
benefits from a project, given the majority of such projects
cite nutritional improvement as a primary objective. ;

The rest of this paper will address the issue of how to obtain gross
outcomes and from that net outcomes of home garden projects. The -
- paper will necessarily address all the stages of evaluation
(including the earlier ones) as they effect the evaluation of net
outcome. Again the author realizes given the complicated interplay
of people, crops and livestock in the home garden, that any attempt
to describe this system at one point in time will necessarily be an
abstraction from reality. As an economist I will present methods for
calculating the "stocks" of the home garden while taking account of . -
the "flow" of the system with background and baseline information.

III. DATA NEEDS

This section descrites the data necessary to evaluate home garden
projects, given the dual requirements of meeting economic and -
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nutrition information needs. In order to provide data which is
easily comparable between different types of home garden projects,
simple indicators of the economic and nutrition effects of the .
projects are needed. These outcome indicators can range from a
number that is directly collected by the evaluators, e.g. number of
households participating, to numbers which require some calculations,
e.g. food produced by the garden (weight) per person in the
household. Suggested indicators will be discussed in the section on

"Analysis and Synthesis", for now, keep these in mind as data needs
are discussed.

Data is often collected for its own saeke, that is, once it is
available little is done to utilize the information effectively. To
avoid this, the data discussed here are directly related to the
outcome indicators derived in the following section. Not all of

these data are necessary in every case. The choices are dependent. on
the evaluation criteria and data collection and analysis capabllltles‘
of the evaluators. oo

A. Baseline Data

Basellne data is descriptive of what households are like prior to the
start of a project. Baseline data-has several uses. In order to
fully evaluate a project which is near completion, comparisons
between the state of the project beneficiaries before and after the
project are preferable. However, given the fact many projects are
likely to address the issue of evaluation only after being underway,
not much can be done at that point except to suggest future
collection of the data. Interim evaluations of prOJects should also
have access to the baseline data. The information from the basellne
data is also a useful tool in planning project interventions, in
particular, providing implementors with information on the _ :
participants’ gardening (or small livestock) activities prior. to the
inception of the project.

The baseline data should consist of three major categorles of
informaticn: the intended project participants, the project plans.
and costs (including any available documentatlon), and the larger
environment of the project area. :

The household information should include

. socioeoonom1c factors: background 1nformatlon such gs number f
" of household members, education levels, age-set dlstrlbutlon,,
size of land holdings C

“»  food habits and preferences: what vegetables, fruits, and

~ other possible garden produce do they eat? which do they
prefer? why? where do they get them from? how much do they
purchase? similar questions should be asked about small E
livestock if they are to be included in the prOJect

. gardening: description of present garden or small llvestock ;j
(if any), why (or why not) do they garden? for what -
purpose(s)?

I
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' ,These data are llsted in more: deta1l 1n Thble II along w1th
Justlflcatlons for thelr use L

The proJect 1nformaf10n should 1nclude ;
. project lmplementatxon plans

. expected costs of the proaect to the 1mp1ement1ng agency, to
the host government, and to the part1c1pat1ng households ..*

.+ objectives of the prOJect, 1mp1101t and expllclt.

The larger environment of the project, or macro-env1ronment, can have
a very significant effect on whether the project succeeds or not. . = -
The factors which should be accounted for at the outset of the
project. and be updated as often as evaluations are made should
include:

significant changes in the physlcal env1ronment, e. g.
irrigation scheme is put in plac° - :

. significant varlatlons from the norm in weather, e g.’
drought _

. tfajor agricultural pollcychangeswhlcheffectthe projant’
area E - R T R S ' SRR
major political disruptions

. the prOJect area’s transportatlon, credlt resources, storage
facilities, marketing system, and'extension services . [Hagan '
- (1982), Supplement, p. 9] :

the project area’s public health, ecucatlon and food ald
systems (if any) .

. existence of monetary or technical assistance form the world .
- donor community in additicn to the particular garden project. |

B fBaekaround Data Collection During Implementatiqne

Once the baseline data is collected and analyzed, a subset of the
baseline data questions should be chosen to provide continuing S
‘background information which would be gathered throughout the prOJect
cycle . These would include:

socioeconomic information: number and type of households
participating and age-sex distribution of household members,

{“‘food habits: any significant changes in food preferences, such

- as, acceptance of a& "new" vegetable, fruit, or other garden
- produce o ' '

5 17



- Home ' Garden Evaluation

"TABLE II’

*Qfﬁdﬁééﬁbia;:i

1. Soc1oeconou1c factors
- cize of hbuéahblq P
" 398'ana sex of aach membar .
- sducation level of the head of

housenold and oldest ch11d
- size af farm

- ava1lan1'1ty of watar for dr1nk1na B

ane other u°e=
2. Food habits anc preferences

= prasant consumotion of tvpical
garden produce (2.9. vegetables
and fruits) type and ioount

-

- Whare produce abtained and at ~=.-°

what cost?

what would they like more of?
lass of?

- is therz any garden prod¥e which is
taboo? or only given to certain
types of peopla?

uhat srall livestock do they
consune? where i< it obfained?

3. Gardening (before project)

4~nhy do they’(un they not)_gennenf
‘ - What is: be'ng produced nou? -
E’ao th=y ra1se snall llves;ock’ e
nou nucn lana do they (or could‘they)

have availaole to garden? -
-,anefe 1is the lana 'ocateu? B

. dhat type and whera is water source’
* What ic done with what is grown now?

. 'ji - indicator of knowledge ‘evel anu IS0

) provides indicator of prevent aarde i

- indicatss present level of knouledge 5

: Page_ll

ackground Data for Bassline

| JUSTIFICATION g

Prav1de 3 ganeral deecr1pt1on of tne noueenolc

for ula°51f1cat10n

‘:iﬁcf - usad to index other daia e S
- necessary for deriving consunnc1on neea° of

the housahold

abilities to self-collect =valu;t10n date’
- economic base of nousehold '
= econoAic and health 1nalcanor_}

Inuieator of po 1ble crops to .u;ge or:avnfafﬁ

. 1nd1cate= preeent pret=r=nc== -

1nd1cate° dependence (or lack of)

© markets
provides inforaation for craps &

suggest for the garden

- suggests food to avoid trying o intro-

' duce (or emphasize 1f thev go prlnarll/
_ to 2 nutritionally vulneraole group}

~ = indicites possibilitv for ancouraqing

" samall livestock production

83515 from Which to Je:lgﬂ ney or
1nproved qardens

’f~- knoaledge of 1ncent1ves (or con-tralﬂtsﬂ
-to gardening :

knowleage

.- livestock practices
- useé te plan possible crono1ng 9al;€fﬂ°:

- indicates time costs to housanole 1
qetting to and from gardan -

- time costs in watering . 8

indicates precent selling or. home :

consuaption habits :

W
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. environment: note théTOC§ﬁrrehce'(time ahd;ev¢nt5f¢fIghy?
 major changes in the project environment. ERE
. These background data will be very useful for the praject. _
implementors to monitor the project. .Some of these data will -

eventually be very useful in evaluating the overall .outcome of the:
project. : :

C. Garden Output and Input Data

The most bagic information to be collected throughout the project
cycle will be on the output (production) and inputs (costs) of the
garden activity. The author is aware just how difficult it is to
obtain valid data on these factors, but not withstanding the problems
it is necessary to make the attempt, to be able to say even with
reservation, what is the likely relation between your project efforts
and any observable outcome. 1In the following discussion, keep in
mind that two levels of costs and benefits are being discussed: the
household level and the project level. '

Basic to any economic or nutritional measure of outcome is the data
on total garden production (note that in the case of a garden project
in an area where gardens already existed, the relevant production for
evaluation purposes will be the increase in production from the
baseline period not the total production). A method for either
weighing or estimating the garden produce will have to be instituted
to provide this data. Since a garden produces continuously over a
long period of time, output is not as easily estimated as for field
crops which are usually harvested all at one time. A choice of
method for gathering output data should be made depending on two
constraints: :

+ How much time does the data collector have?

+ What is the level of literacy of the project households?
Depending on the time the data collector has, the options range from -
collecting detailed production data on a few gardens and LR
extrapolating to the rest (least time consuming) to visiting several =
farms in turn once a week and multiplying the result by seven. If a
member of the household is literate and able to weigh the produce
daily, all the data collector needs to do is give an initial lesson
in weighing and recording, then monitor the situation. This latter
method is used quite successfully by the AVRDC Outreach Program in
Thailand. [Personal observation, 9/85]. A third method would be to
estimate typical yields by crop from a small sample of plots and only
gather area information on the rest of the participating gardens by
crop. Estimated total yields for the gardens could then be
calculated by multiplying yield per crop by area of crop, then
summing these products for all crops to get total yield.

Costs to the household of the garden project fall in two categories:,lfg
time (labor) and physical inputs (e.g. seeds, fertilizer, water). = - /C?
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‘The cost of time in a rlgorous cost-benefit analysis would generally
be set at the relevant wage rate per hour. In the case of home
gardens,. the labor utilized (other than start-up labor) is often
children, who would not otherwise be employed, or spare moments by
the adults, which would not necessarily be productively employed

elsewhere. In these cases, the "relevant" wage rate for alternative

uses of that labor is zero, and thus need not be considered. Ina
case where there are alternative uges for the labor, the wage in the
alternative employment should be used. 1In either case, the time
spent on the garden, preferably by whom, should be collected.

Physical inputs might be purchased or "free" from the household
point-of-view. If purchased, the quantity and price of the input -
shculd be recorded to provide cost information for the garden. If,
free, the quantity should be kept at the household level, and the
price information at the project level (assuming the prOJect 13 the
source of the free input). : :

Water is an input different from the others because it will seldom
have a price, but may entail a cost, e.g. labor to fetch it. Given
that the time involved in watering the garden should be collected
under the time (labor) data discussed above, any cost will be
attributed through that point in the analysis.

All of the input data could be collected by any of the methods
discussed for output, that is, the method chosen will depend on: the
time available to the data collector and the literacy of  the o
household., * .

D. Prices and Transport Cost

Market prices for the garden produce will- be needed to value the home
production. These should be local prices preferably for the season
in which production occurs. In addition, if significant transport
costs (i.e. large in comparison to the value of the products or
transport costs not already being incurred for other purposes) are
incurred in marketing the vegetables, these should be gathered.
Transport costs for purchase or collection (from project office) of
inputs should also te gatheced if significant. Market prices and
transport costs would only need to be gathered a few times over the.
growing season either directly in the market or indirectly from
household recall. These could then be averaged and used for all
project participants.

E. Programming Information

The implementation of the project should be evaluated prior to

- estimating the gross outcome of the project (see Section II above),
however, throughout the life of the project, data will have to be

- gathered to perform this evaluation. The background data discussed
above will also assist in evaluating the implementation of the
project. The main programming issues include

delivery and availability of inputs provided under thetproject'
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1lﬂ a¥ailabilitY ahd?tihéiinéééiof$tECHhical(assistah¢e“dn'géidér
methods B s e O B

~+ timeliness of demonstration garden plots . .

+ other items as appropriste to the project design. .

These data should be gathered on a routine basis throughout the'
 project and constantly fed back 'to menagement to improve the .

programming. - :
IV. ANALYSIS AND SYNTHESIS

This section will utilize the data described above to develop &~ '/ .

indicators of project performance in three categories: economics,.
program implementation, and nutrition. ’ S

A. Economic Indicators

Within economic terminology, two evaluation "indicators" are used:
cost effectiveness and benefit-cost ratios. Benefit-cost ratios are
most appropriate to projects which have largely monetary outputs or
with benefits which can be monetized. Cost effectiveness ratios
answer the question: givenan objective, how can you meet it in the
most efficient way? Depending on the intended use of the indicator,
evaluation of home garden projects would require one or both of these
ratios. Cost effectiveness is more appropriate when nutrition
benefits (non-monetary) are expected to be high or are the main
objective of the project. A benefit-cost ratio would be preferable
if income was the major objective or benefit of the garden. Given
that income and nutrition improvement are likely to be joint
objectives, it is suggested both ratios be calculated. The
interpretations of the ratios is the most important aspect of their.
use, misinterpretation can lead to funding (or not funding) the wrong
project. R

1. Benefit-cost Ratio

Table III presents steps for calculating an approximation of the
benefit-cost ratio for a project. This is only an approximation
since it does not use discounted streams of benefits and costs over
the whole life of the project. This provides an abridged version of
the benefit-cost ratio to minimize the data collection process and
level of complexity of the analysis. Table III and this discussion
draw heavily from two draft papers by Robert Nathan Asscciates
{(1983), pp. 28-34; (1984), pp. IV:3-7]. The following discussion
will provide details on gathering the data for Table III.

In the case of home garden projects, the gross benefits received (on
a monetary basis) would be the produce of the garden valued at local
market prices. This requires estimates of production and collection
of market prices. These data could be gathered directly or
indirectly according to the methods outlined above. The sum, over all
crops, of production by crop times market price by crop, equals gross
benefits to the household. One way to simplify the estimation is to.

7
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TABLE III Steps for. Computlng an Approx1mate
,Wv.‘ Beneflt cost Ratlo Sl

1. ;Number of progect part1c1pants for current year .
: (sum ‘of 1nd1v1duals over: households) TR

2. Outslde funding received’ to date ‘I<<_ e
(1nvestment costs) S o

3. Gross value of garden producex (before subtract1on 1 S
of costs) for the most recent year (or those S e
projected to a 12-month perlod)

4. Gross benefits per participant - T AR
(llne 3 + line 1) o ‘ '

5. Recurring and variable costs of the project for

current year (operational expenditures, plus TR et
expenses incurred by participants and not
covered by project)
6. Annual cost per part1c1pant : R
(line 5 % line 1) R
7. Net tenfits per. part1c1pant —_— >
(llne 4 - llne 6) ST
8. Ratlo of. beneflts to cost

'(llne 7- llne 2)

*. Garden production is defined here as additional food produced as a
result of the project. If at all possible this should be calculated'
as the difference between what was produced before the project and
what is preduced sz a result of the project. This increased
production would be valued at current. market prices to provide the
gross value of garden produce. '
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use average annual production over groups. of similar households. and:
‘average prices, then multiply by the number of households in that
group. These group estimates would then be added to obtain total .
gross benefits. This process allows one to avoid figuring gross
benefits on a garden-by-garden basis.

Recurrent costs of the project will include

operational expenditures for the current: year
salaries and wagesg R At e
maintenance of equipment

rent B T
other costs which will réocch-yea?Atijegr;Q

variable costs to the project:

fuel for extension vehicles e R

inputs for gardens provided by the project. - .
other costs which vary by the number df¢par£i§ipapp§;f

costs incurred by the households:

inputs not supplied by the project

labor cost (if relevant, see above) :
transport cost (or savings) if significant.

If, however, significant transport costs are saved by the household
not having to buy produce or are incurred by marketing home Pgoduce,
these should be estimated. A transport cost savings will be a
positive cost, thus reducing total costs to the household. Whether
transport is significant will depend on

+ the distance to markets (the farther the market the higher‘the
cost in time or fares) ' Lot

.+ the frequency of market trips fbr‘other reasons (if théitfiﬁj'
to market would occur anyway, the cost or saving is o
irrelevant), -

The benefit-cost ratio of a home garden project could ke interpreted
as the dollars of food supplied per dollar spent on the project. The
benefit-cost ratio can be interpreted through the help of Table IV
given the cautions listed in Table V. In essence, the benefit-cost
ratio is a simplified annual rate of return on investment, i.e. it
estimates how long it will be before the original investment will ke
repaid. For example, if the ratio is 0.50 then it will take two.
years (1 divided by 0.50) for the original investment to be repaid.
Therefore, home garden projects intended to increase consumption,
could be compared with the effectiveness of food stamp and income
transfers with the same intent. According to Reutlinger and Selowsky
(1976, p. 52], only $0.50 of each food stamp dollar in the U.S. is
spent on food, and direct income transfers are estimated to provide
only $0.20 per dollar of transfer., Neither of these estimates o
include administrative costs of the programs which would lover these -
numbers significantly. Thege are estimates for the U.S., but similar.

75
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Ran‘BEa Of Ratloe Of BenEflts : .
jto Costs and The1r Interpretatlon

Ratios greater than 1.0: The proJect is an etcellent one.: Full ’
T " ‘benefits, if they continue for several -
years, are more than adequate to cover K
outside funding. o

Ratios from 0.31to 0.99: The project is probably cost effectlve.

' R The more years that the ‘project is able
to generate full benefits without addi-
tional infusion of outside funds, the
better the project looks.

Ratios from 0.0 to0'0.31: The project is probably not cost-
o : - effective in an economic sense when the
impact of inflation and the value of
time are taken into account. It would .
‘require many years of full beneflts to :[
cover outside funding. b

Ratios”leésgtﬁéﬁfQ;O;v The project is not cost-effective. Thé f
LA T : benefits can not even pay for local 5
operating costs :

Sourcé:jiﬁﬁﬁértiNéﬁﬁan"ASsooiatesf(1983)a,?5132{}:5
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_Checkllst of’ Consxdaratlons for

in a year when benefits .
had reached their full level?

TABLE v: T

R Interpretlng the" Ratlo of Net Bene.lte;
fto Costs ‘

auestio Interpretation.

Beﬁef{tSV |

1. Was the project evaluated ‘*fIf prOJects in early stages of”

implementation are compared .

- with mature projects which have

reached full benefits, a newer

project may appear relatively

less favorable than it reallv
is. :

To the extent that a given
project’s benefits continue
considerably longer than for
other projects, the project’s v
current ratio will understate
its true relative value.

If the project returned larger
benefits in earlter years it
may have already reached the

break even point and the ratio
may understate the level of

benefits relative to other R
projects with similar ratios. :

If this is not the case,

the ratio may overstate the
relative cost effectiveness of
the project since total outside
costs are not included in the
calculation. :

'If this is not the case, the

ratio may overstate the
relative real benefits in an ‘
economic sense when con31der1ng;”

‘the time value of money.

2. Will benefits continue at a.
similar level for a substan-
tial number of years?

3. Were benefits larger in years
prior to the evaluatlon° “ '

jcdstszy”ﬁ

,vl;ﬁ§Have all out51de contrlbutlons
... to'the project been completed
o at fhe time of the e\aluaflon°
2. Are the outside contrlbutlons L
' large in the first year and
‘gradually rpduced” L
Source:

'Rbbér£'Néihan AséoéiétesQ(1983), p. 34,
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- Iiagures for other countries could be:estimated using the calculations ',
| presented in Reutlinger and Selowsky [19761. . .
2. cost Effectivensss

Cdét gffectivéhéés_ratios»require~data on costs and on-a.”
- quantifiable, nonmonetary indicator of benefits. The benefit

- indicator should be chosen to illustrate the major benefit of ‘the : .

project and to compare with known ratios or factors. For home: garden
projects possible benefit indicators are o :

. number of participants (households or individuals).
. food produced (kg) |

in supply) 3 Speckla pistrteh

. reduction in number of malnourished children (as defined by a
chosen standard). T ;

The first two of these will be the most generally applicable given
the data available and the ease of their use and interpretation. The
latter two should be considered if nutrition improvement is expected
to be the major observable benefit of the project or as additional
information to the other ratios. Table VI presents steps for
computing various cost effectiveness ratios. Note as per Table VII
that it is important to have the annualized investment and fixed
costs as well as recurrent and variable costs when figuring cost
effectiveness ratios [for detailed instructions on depreciation, ,
inflation and foreign exchange ratios, see Robert Nathan Associates E
(1984), pp. 38-47]. e

Cost effectiveness ratios cannot stand alone, unlike the bengfi?TCQétf,
ratio which has an interpretation by itself. Cost effectiveness = -
ratios only have meaning as they compare . = - .. ... .

.:‘ﬁith other known factors.
A'f'quer,time within a given project  Vf:
.;fgifhlalternative approaches within' a given project ..

}v;With other projects [Robert Nathéh‘ASSOCiates (1984);gppsl,j5f
49-50] . ' o R

~For home garden projects, all of these comparisons are possible. In
fact comparison across projects, once this method is consistently

- applied, is one of the intentiong of this paper. However, from the
point of view of any one project, a comparison with "other known Sl
factors” is likely to be the most informative, Table VIII lists some'
of the possible factors to be compared with the respective cost
effectiveness ratios for home garden projects. o
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TABLE*VI: - Steps for Computlng Indlcators,
: of Coet Effectlveness S SR

Vote compute on annual ba51s for each year of progect
1! Number of households

2, Number of part101pants (1nd1v1duals)
(either line 1 X average household 31ze
or actual sum)

3. Food production¥, Kg (either llne le
average production or actual sum) B

4. Food production per capita
(line 3 = llne 2)

5. Value of food production
(Table III, line 3) T

6. Value of food production per
- capita. (line 5 + line 2) i

7. Project costs (from Table VII Total
Annual Budget) ,

8. Food production converted to nutrient
content for a nutrient "N" [sum of (hg
of food by crop X units of nutrient. "N" per Kg
- by crop) over all crops]

9. Cost of providing home gardens to . 3!7517,:'h7;?
each household, $/household . R A CR
(line 7 + line 1) : .

10. Cost of providing home gardens by ‘ -
~ individual reached, $/individual D
-(line 7 + line 2)

’f?\ll,"Cost of increasing home food supoly by -
1 Kg of food, $/kg (line 7 = line 3)°

]_2- .Cost of prov1d1ng nLItrlent "\J", S/um.t Of "N"
*”?i;(llne 7 + line 8) . ‘

-fi* Food productlon is defined here as addltlonal food produced as'a ;
- result of the project. If at all possible this should be calculated
as the difference between what was produced before the prOJect and 3
what is produced as a result of the project.

BY



Home Garden Evaluation

Page 21

TABLE VII: Annual Project Costs

Item

" ‘lUnits of Currency

INVESTMENT COSTS*

Land
Buildings
Vehicles
Labor
Training

ANNUAL OPERATING COSTS

Fixed Costs

Administrative salaries

Other labor
Supplies
Utilities
Variable Costs
Garden inputs
Fuel
Labor
Maintenance

TOTAL ANNUAL BUDGET |

* Use depreciated values to get.investment:'costs on an arnual:

ba$i$:>,$‘

.Séuréé} Derived from Robert Néthanféggécigﬁééf(1984{@FQQJf2}?
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Some Comparlson Faetors:'
for Coet tffectlvenees Ratlos

‘TABLE vr:r-[f

| Fatio of Cost Exfectivansss of 5., actos o Comare

_Prov1d1ng home gardens to o ‘ 3Standard % of Cost/person in

' hcuseholds* (S/Ind1v1dual) . relation to income/person e.g.
government expenditure for
health and nutriticn as percent

- of GNP *x
Increaelng home food sunply Average price of food/kg, if
(S/Kg) L L available or price of a major

- staple or vegetable per kg.

_'Prov1d1ng nutrlentA"N"' ‘ Cost of providing nutrient "N" |
';(s/unlt of "N")"ﬂ~ o L ) through fortification or health :
, : ‘ Lo services o
Food productlon per caplta - Average annual kg of food 1n
(Kg/person) . ._,,”ge3, adequate diet
Annual food value per caplta Aﬁerage (or average for f”yﬁ?i
(5 food produced/person) - low=-income group) annual: food ‘

.expenditure per capita

¥ Divide line 4 Table VI by per capita income for low-lncome
households in order to standardize it for comparison (See Appendlw By

--Table I)

* See Appendix B, Table II.
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f‘Bf”'Nutrit;Qn Indicators

Nutrition indicators can be derived either indirectly through
revision of the economic indicators or directly. 4n example of an -
indirectly cerived nutrition indicator are the cost effectiveness
ratios above which use indicators such as nutrients produced. These
can be taken even further and limited to the increase in nutrients
consumed by the household (or target group within the household) as a
rasult of the project. This would of course necessitate baseline '
data on food consumption prior %o the project in order to calculate
* the change in food consumed.

Another indirect indicator of nutrition benefit is calculated by
converting the food produced into the relevant nutrient(s) provided
on a daily basis. This indicator of total nutrients could be indexed _
per capita, by household, or by project cost (see Table VI, line 8).
The result could be further revised to a percentage contribution of
the nutrients from the darden to the diet by dividing the total -
garden nutrients by the Recommended Dietary Allowance (RDa) for the
household or individual. A decision would need to be made as to what
nutrient (or nutrients) was appropriate as an indicator of project.
benefits. Although gardens are not likely to be a major source of
calories or protein (exceptions to this exist in Asia), these are
general nutrients which indicate the overall adequacy of the diet.

In addition, calories and protein from the garden could be readily
compared with tlie amount of calories and protein frcm other sources.
The garden is likely to be a major source of vitamins A and C, and to
a lesser degree, iron.

An addititional indirect method for describing the contribution of a
garden to the household diet combines nutrition and economics:
relative nutrient cost (RNC) [Tsou, et. al. (198?) pp. 181-182].
This method derives a "cost" for nutrients based on the present
consumption of. nutrients and the present food expenditures:

foed expenditure (s)
RNC of nutrient j = '
" {S/unit) . intake of nutrient J (units)

“where units are the units typical to nutrient J» such as, milligrame
-{mgs). The RNC can be estimated for any population group on which the -
data is available. The most easily available data will be at the
‘national level, i.e. use naticnal average food expenditures per
capita and FAO food balance sheets for nutrient cnsumption per
capita. If data is available at the garden project level, that would
provide the most pertinent RNC. ' -

Given the RNC for each nutrient, the value of aﬁy,commodity cah;béaf
expressed as _ e e B ek

Total nutrition value = NVi.é,
of commodity i GRS
(s/kg)

whera
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‘These nutrition values (NV) can be used in conjinction with yield

‘data (available from AVRDC:Q?{?ﬂ?C@ﬁntrY)ftb DP°YideVnUtfiti9n'Yielﬁsﬂf3:

per square meter:

Nutritionél = 'NYj.:ﬁi}iéldif xﬁ
Yield ‘ "; f;55  f;3 B
(s/may o (k3

Then, these-éah7be:cbmpatéafwith%bf@dﬁéiidﬁVcbéfétlinvakhbmeicgfaéhi5“

' Cost rétio,=:CRn»=7pf§duc£iéﬁréd$£${f+ NV

: (5/m2);,,digf*ffa(S/mZ)'ﬂ
where production costs are in terms of $/m2, [Note: if production
costs are available only in S/kg, convert this to $/m2, by S
‘multiplying by vield (kg/m2)]. If a vegetable is both low in v
production costs and high in nut ient value, the CR will be less than
1. If the CR is greater than 1, the vegetable ig likely to be too
costly given its low nutritional value. These data can be used to L'
suggest crops which would be the most cost effective for improving -
the nutrition of households by using hcme gardens. S

Another method for describing the relation between production cgsﬁ;?;,

and nutrition is provided by deriving the Relative Nutrients-ﬂyiﬂj«w~7\
Production Cost (RNPC) of each commodity i for a specific nptriggt  o

Relative Nutrient = RNPC;; = production + Cii :
Production Cost costs; e
($/unit)  (s/kg) (units/ke)

The RNFC concept allows»a‘comparison-across cdmmodities;‘aS‘to'which'
commedity is most cost effective at providing a particular nutrient.

Whereas, the CR provides a comparison across commodities, as to which_'i
commodity is the most cost effactive at providing nutrients overall -

given the NV,).

The RNC concept. could also ke used to evaluate the effects of a home
garden project. If the \V of each crop was used, instead of market .
price, tc value total ouput, it would provide a monetary measure of
the nutrition benefits of the project. This benefit figure could be -
used instead of the value of food production calculation {Table I1I,
line 3) to derive the benefit-cost ratio (Table III, line 8). The
RNC and NV measures should be used with caution until they are
applied on several examples. A clearer understanding of their
possibilities and limitations is neded.

The direct method for calculating the nutritional impact of a home
garden project would be to gather anthropometric data (heights,
weights, and ages) on the households before and after the N
Intervention. The analyst would also have to gather the background
data discussed earlier and attempt to assign the change in S
anthropometric status from before to after the project while taking
account of any possible confounding variables. Since nutritional
status is effected by many factors, only one of which is diet, this"

3
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‘procQsé'can'be rife with difficulty. Although the indirectimethodgf-f_
may seem <rude from a nutritional status standpoint, they are'pephapsjl
closer to capturing the true project effects. o RGN

C. Proaram Evaluation Indicators .

Evaluation of the overall program entails two steps

. is the program functioning optimally? e.g. are inputs:.

. ' received in a timely menner?

. is the program cost effective?

The first item is outside the scope of this article as stated in the -
intreductory sections, however, these issues are basic to home garden
project. monitoring and evaluation. Seed supply has at times been ‘
cited as a major problem on home garden projects. If seeds are in
low supply, then any discussion of the garden output ig likely to be
useless or misleading.

Similar issues over the long run must be faced within the contaxt of
whether the program is cost effective. These issues can best be
addressed through a "Checklist" procedure developed by Robert Nathan
Associates [(1983), (1984)] for use by PVOs. A home garden project
version of.their checklist of impacts on participants is given in the
first part of Table IX. The Checklist is intended to be f‘
self-explanatory, except possibly item 4: "cost per participant .
being proportional to local resources and inccmes”. Table X provides - -
steps for calculating this income indicator: if it is positive the
project. is prokably sustainable, if negative it is probably not.

This indicator is based cn the assumption that the donors plan to
eventually turn the operation of the project over to the local people
to support. If the annual costs of the project (less start-up and
expatriate ccsts) are proportionately higher than what is teing spent.
in the country on such efforts at present, the project is not likelx -
to centinue after the donors depart. : : :

The second part of Table IX prbvides even less structured. indicators : -
-of" what might be termed project "success". With "success" being

- defined here as the people (the beneficiaries or end clients) change
something about the way they are producing food and obtain "better”
results as defined by the people themselves. These indicators would
vary with the project area and itz objectives, but for the most part
scme cr all of the indicators in Table IX would provide a basis for
considering the project a success whether or not more quantitative
indicators could be derived. :

Y. LIMITATIONS OF THE METHOD AND CONCLUSIONS

This paper has presented methods for evaluating home garden projects

with the main emphasis on economic issues and secondary emphasis on -

nutrition. Given the complexities of home garden projects and the

diverse audience for evaluation reports, not every view or issue

could te included in the methods outlined here. 1In particular the :

view of gardens as an all inclusive metaphor for home production of ""fgg :Z//
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o TABLE IX: Checklxet of Ind1cators of
TR Cost Effectlveness of. Home
Garden Projects | R

!JJolrect Inulcators of Success with the Part1c1oants*

“,ilﬁu*Gardeners assisted by the project are investing thelr own fundsf?‘

- in the garden enterprise, and this- 1nvestment 1s 1ncreaSLng each
. year,

/éﬁ‘ Households feel they can continue (or actually do cont1nue) the
.~ gardens without project support, 1i. e., the earnlngs are greater
~ than the operating expense. , e L

o 3. Costs per participant for the garden project are proportlonate ro

the incomes and resources of the participants and their
communities. ‘

Indirect, Indicators of a "Successful” Prodeﬂ
1. Gardens start next to prOJect ares, w1thout proaect supportz

2. A greater variety (or volume) of food 1s avallable,whlch«flllsd
~ nutrition. gaps whlch may be seasonal‘or target group orlented
'ulgaps.,” - : L P "

~3;f:Some surplus garden produce is avallableifor sale or barter.fu-

lf?rInputs are (or will be) avallable after the project at affordable ’

‘prices in the local markets, or. w1ll be replaced with locally"
: vallable inputs.

4}7uInd1v1duals have learned skill and/or galned resources suff1c1ent
s to expand prcduction beyond famlly needs. ‘

Crop rotations and other learned technlques prevent pesr and
~ disease build up and malntaln 301l fertlllty klth ‘minimum ‘of
-purchased inputs. : :

L oor

‘? 6. Ind1v1duals contlnue to seek gu1dance as to hot to ‘further:.:
‘ "improve" their rrarden enterpr1ses.

j_"Tf.'jPartJ.olpants encourage others to adopt rhe new. crops or methoas
-:Souroe‘ Partlallj based on Robert Vathan Assoclates (1983) p. III_S

and (1984) p. 13; along with personal communlcatlon from Donald
- Ferguson, USDA/OICD. » . ,

%2
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CTABLZ X: 'Staps for. Computing the.
Ratlo of PFo:ect Coets f

fCalculatlons

"i:"“Annual per nart1c1pant cost of the prOJectfi
e (Table VI, line 9)

- 2. Average per capita income of particinants’ ‘f
 (Appendi:x: B, Table I)

2. Annual per participant cost ds'a percent of
© per capita income . 5
.(llne 1l #line 2 X 100)

’¢ 4.QtPerc°nt of govprnment etnendltur 
L seetor S &
s f'-»”"‘f;(Anpenal B, Table IT)

'“otfiPer ca Dlta 1ncone lndloator
R ,(llne 4 - llne 3) e

vl 1I1te retatlon of Results
“§55fIf llne 5 is p031t1ve, th.,P,.,f ]
o probably sustalnable.ip FERCLI T

 fQ If llne 5 is negatlve, the prOJec f
'ff'kaObably not sustalnable.

f~.?Séﬁtcé?]~ﬁéiiﬁédfff§wTRébeitwﬁéfﬁéhiéééaéiatégyi1934»xprrrxzs

=
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‘food in 21l its forms' is not addressed by this paper. The author has.
intentionally abstracted from the real world those variables for
which estimates can possibly be derived, in order to provide decision
makers with a starting point for the evaluation of home gardens. As
with all abstractions, this method can be misused if accompanying
lkmowledge of local conditions and habits are not. gathered and
analyzed (as suggested in the baseline data section) along with thls
largely econcmic and numeric approach. RRRPER

Some specific issues which are not covered by thls paper are

T 'how do gardens fit into the larger farm enterprLse7 SN

‘household"
‘f; what. role do small llxestock play in hcme gardens

. 'what is the relation between perennial (usuallv fru1t) orons
; and annual (usually vegetable) crops?

These and other issues of concern could still be considered 1n part
by using rapid appraisal techniques during the baseline ‘and - Sl
monitoring surveys. Using focused: questions, a qualltatlve answer to
these issues could be reached. ‘ : R

Other issues for which no agreement was obv1ous amongst home garden =
project practitioners are . :

. will (or do) households have home gardens for nutrltlonal
reasons? or must there be a clear 1nccme benefit before
households will garden? : S

-+ how much effort (if any) should be put into evaluatione?

. The reasons households will perform a home garden activity need to. be',
investigated rigorously to provide an answer that will be accepted by

a majority of practitioners. The evaluation methcds above could

provide valuable data for such an analysis. The level of effort to
te placed in evaluations will vary according to resources, honever,,
an effort must be made or home garden projects will continue to be
~limited in their scope and applicability. .

In conclusion, evaluation is a necessary adjunct to good project

work, it is as important (or more so) than the design and ‘
implementation. Without evaluations a project cannot learn from its
mistakes and successes, and would always be limited in its growth. '
Evaluation should start with the appraisal process at the design -
stage (baseline data) continue through implementation (monltorlng)

and conclude with a final evaluation report. o

3%
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'APPENDIX A -

‘Persons .Contacted

NAME .
'ﬂ washihgtdn D.cC. "1é851

‘st. Denlse Conley LLOHE iﬂ'Coordlnator, League for .
’ - . Internatlonal Food Educat1on

h‘“?{JtifiE/AFFIﬁfAriq&“,°'°7 R

Ms.'CaLvinaVDupte - "Agrlcultural Requarch Adv1sor,
: - s USDA/OTICD

_ADr.wDon-Ferguson S Natural Resource Dpvalopmenf
Lo ‘ - Officer, LSDA/OIPD g L

Ms., Maﬁrﬁ“ﬂ&é57~ffl,* - Nutrition Oftlcer,IOEf;ceﬁdf»f

Lo L Nutrition, S&TnBuregu,iAID o

Mr. AL MéiSéi”F4v‘j,“ - Executive Director, League for
e o International Food Education

Dr. John McKigney ‘Nutrition Officer, Office of
D ~ Nutrition, S&T Bureau, AID
Mr. Hél’ﬁice'! '»uﬂ‘ﬁ “Nutrition Adviéor, Asgia Byreép,
Mr, Tom Wilsbn ' - v Agr1cu1tural Economlst, A51a
SRR A §_Bureau.rAID o ot

l\III Internatlonal Vutrl_lc
E Auggst 1823, 1983

Mr., Alan Berg

n Congress, Brishron,

_Df; Peter Greaves ’ lﬁJ01nt Nutrltlon Support
R : Program, UNTCEF

Dr, Jane Kusin = Medical Doctor, Tropicél_7«
- S GRTIE Institute, Amsterdam ‘
Dr. Richafdftoggﬁurétj.ﬁ Economist, Institute for

Dpvelopment Studies,. Sussex

England

finggiyg;gQNingz;"fk Researcher, Internatlonaltk‘
’ ' o ‘Potato Center, Peru
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Dr. Per Pinstrup-andersen
Dr. Barry Poplin”

Mr. Irein Shor
Mr. Paul Sommers

Dr.ytébﬁafaiTébiFf

Dr. Marianne Zeitlin

AVRDC, Taiwan, September 1985,»

Dr. Diosado Castro

Dr. Jack Gershon

Dr. Sylvia Green
Dr. George Kuof;“}‘
Mlss Jen-Fon, huo

‘}ku H51n—fa L1n

"-:Mr.fBrace HcLean o

f’qrigpaul Sun
= br;‘Arnold Tschanz ‘
”ﬁf;fSamson Tsou -

AVRDC.

~Dr Chamnlen Boonma

’Nutrltlop;st;;Tuft;fUﬁi?éféit#f:
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if”Agrlcultural Economlst,,g .f"
* International Food POllCV
- Research Institure -

" Agricultural Economist, School .

of Public Health Unlxeralty of
North Carolina

‘Nutrition Survey Consultant,  !

UNICEF

Home Garden Aav1sor,;;i
UNICEF/UNDP, F1)1 u{ifﬁ

Nutrition Auxlsor, UVICEF, Nen?
York . : :

~ Senior Scientist, Nat*onalvEVp
. Institute, Vatlonal Insrl'
of Health i

ureéﬁ

:;Tralnlng and Developmenf Head .

:fConsultlng Nurr1t1onlst, a'f  ;.
f{Small-Scale Food Produoflon o

fPlant Pathologv
lPlant Physiologist, Head

fHome Garden Research 4551bfanrf

vf‘Offlce of Informatlon Serv*cpsf'
,v,Head : : o

g Actlng Dlrector Genera;

;;Plant Pathology, Head

ffChemlstrVJ(Vutrltlonal), Head

‘"i?Dlrector, Center for Applied

Economic Research, Faculty of
Econ. and Bus. Admln.,
Kasetsart University
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Dr. spisith Tssatvmniils
Dr. Thavat Lavapaurya '

Dr. inchianes Utalpatanachees

Exension Agents

ffHorflgulturallstfl

IniLecturer in’ Agrlcultural
" Economics -
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fj;kgrloulfural Economlst

 Home Economist and Nutritionist,

- Don Yai, Bangpae district,
~Ratchaburi province
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~Income and Government Eknendltures in beleﬁted r‘oum'r:.es

‘The representative zovernment expenditure levels given in Table B-IT -
‘are not. in categories which directly relate to home garden projects.
These categories are given as representative of expenditures with .
similar goals because the data was available for them. They should:
be considered as the general range of acceptable expenditures for =
comparative purposes not. as strict limits. R
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'féﬁpéféF{} Averafe P=r Cap1ta Income
- e (198q DoLlar:) ‘

Country

Bangladesh

Benin

Bolivia

Burkina Saso
Burma

Burundi

Cameroon :
Central Arrlcan Repuollc}
Chad SR ‘
Congo

Costa Rica ‘
Dominican Republic
Ecuador

Egypt

El Salvador
Ethiopia

Ghana

Guatemala

Guinea

Haiti

Honduras

India

Indonesia

Ivory Coast
Jamaica

Jordan

Kenva

Lesotho

Liberia
Madazasear

Malawi

Malavsia

Mali

Mauritania
Morocco

Nepal

Nicaragua

Niger

Nigeria

Pakistan o
Papua New Guinea
Peru

Philippines
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R T B ~_Average Per .
Country . . Capita Income .=

Rwanda 216 -
Senegal 2382 -
Sierra Leone 264
Somalia 200 ;
Sudan 3200
Tanzania 192
Thailand 658
Tunisia 1,032.
Uganda 176
Yemen (YAR! 440
Zaire 136
Zambia 464
Zimbabwe

A 1982 dollarsffrom-1984.repqrt.

Source: The‘World Bank, World Develgpment Report: 1985 (Oxford
University Press: New York), 1985. Calculated from Table 1 by
mulriplying 0.8 ¥ GNP per capita [Robert Nathan Associates (1283) p.
18]. , L
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2fﬁ3ﬁéf§fii@[7sbvernment Expénd1tQh§§ 6hﬁ7Q :
oo Eduecation, Health, and Housing.
ana Community SerViceS@'” RN

Percent or
R R government el
Sector/country category expenditures Decqip;iqngof;expénditUges”“

Educaticn
Low inccme countriess 10.6 ' Public expenditures for
Middle income cduntries3 - 1i.6. "7 - the provisions,
oo o0 management, inspection,

. andsupport of pre-primary
and secondary schools: orf
university and colleges;
and of vocational,
technical and other
training institutions

Health*
Low income countriess+ 4.0 Public expenditures on
Middle income countries® 4.7 , hospitals, medical and
. dental centers, clinies, -
family plannings, and
preventive cares
Housing and Community Sarvices ; _
Low income countriesA 6.0 Public exrenditures on
Middle inceme countries?® 17.7 housing; on provision and

‘support of housing and
slum clearance activities:
on community devlopmant;
on sanitaryv services: and
on cost of welfare :
services such as care of
aged, disabled, and
children

“ACountries with per capita inccme less than $320.
8Countries with per capita income greater than $320,

Source: Data from the World Bank, World Development Report: 1985f 
(Oxford University Press: New York), 1985, Table 26; format from
Robert Nathan Associates (1984) p.III-7. P




