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SECTION I, INTRODUCTION

Project History

The Gambian Opportunities Industrialization Center (TGOIC) was a
community based agricultural training center located near Chamen Village,

Farafenni, North Bank Division of The Gambia,

Adminstered by Cpportunities Industrialization Center International
(0ICI) of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, and funded through an Operating

Program Grant (OPC)l/

by AID, TGOIC center aimed at training primary

and secondary school "leavers™in literacy, hygiene, positive self image,
along with instruction in necessary agricultural skills, TGOIC graduates
would then resettle in theif villages and commence farming. The ordiginal

curriculum was set to last for two years, and additional programs were to

be run including a Community Outreach Program (COP) fbr day students, who

* were enrolled in a one-year program, along with a two year program for

boarding students., Due to project implementation problems, the course
work was shortened to one year., Initially, TGOIC was also going to
maintain a production farm that eventually would make the program

financially self-sufficient.

l/ A name for funds granted to Private Voluntary Organizations (PVO).



The project funding actually began in 1977 (LOP: 5 years), though
OICI involvement in The Gambia dated back as far as 1973 (Wood). Due to
implementation problems, including the placement of technical personnel
in the field, the program did not begin operation until 1979, when the

first class of students were enrolled.

Recruitment and personnel problems, and lack of experience on the
part of OICI continued to hamper the project such that by the end of
1981, a total of 81 people were graduated over the 3 year period of
instruction; only 277 of the LOP pignned output of 296 person years of
instruction., Originally funded for $1.3 million, an additional grant of
$360,000 (providing additional funding because of budget overruns)
brought the total cost of the project to $1.67 million or slightly less
than $20,000 per full-time student., The construction of the 13-building,

500-acre training site accounts for the relatively high per unit cost.

The production farm sustained a financial loss for the 1979 and
1980 growing seasons, attributed in part to drought (1979), an uneven
distribution of r;infall (1980), poor seed quality, pests and diseases,
mismanagement and unfamiliarity with local agricultural conditions
(Dorman). The three years of farm operations are summarized as follows:
TABLE 1

- Farm Operations, 1979-1981

Year 1979 1980 1981
Total Acreage 253 216 150
Peanut Acreage 112 81 42
Corn Acreage 55 75 66
Actual Net Income ~12000 -3500 1790 (est.)

Projected Income 18505 60000 n,a.
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One hundred and twelve (112) acres of groundnuts were grown in
1979, 81 in 1980, TGOIC peanut yields were only 21% and 41% of the

national average for 1979 and 1980, respectively.

In addition to the outputs of trained school leavers and a viable

production farm, other project outputs were to have been obtained

including:

-~ an active TGOIC management committee (board of community
members) who oversee the center's activities;

~ local employees functioning-independently of technical assistance
personnel;

-~ operational adrinistrative and service systems;

- development of training facilities (including farm production);

-~ effective community support; and

- development of 10 new cooperative societies.

i

The success of obtaining these results was also mixed. More detail

can be found in the evaluations by Wood, Dorman, and Dodwell, which also

contain in-depth histories of the TGOIC project.

The Wood evaluation attributed the failure of the project to the
three parties which were involved: O0ICI, AID, and The Government of the

Gambia (GOTG) though most of the blame was laid upon O0ICI,
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To quote (Wood, pg. 42):

"Many extenuating circumstances explain the poor performance of the
project, but in the main, the critical mistakes that brought about
these circumstances and caused the project to fail can be laid at
the doorstep of OICI. inexperience in agriculture and The Gambia,
lack of technical competence and astute management, poor cheice of
some technical staff, inadequate selections of equipment for
training (the Gravely tractors), too much 'philosophy' (e.g., no
stipends) at the expense of fipxibility needed to accommodate
another culture, and the inability to establish needed linkages

are cases in point,

"USAID was also a major contributing factor in causing the project
to fail. 1Its funding delays, lack of critical assessment and
assistance in correcting the initial project design, unwillingness
to commit the resources needed for the project to succeed as circum-
stances changed and even as mistakes were made, and its continued
dalliance as the project ran further and further in trouble are

examples.



"The GOTG also contributed to the failure of the project by its

lack of political, financial, and institutional support and by

its insistence upon changing the rules of the game with respect to

the structure of the project for political reasons,

“Local villagers made major positive contributions (in proportion

to their means) to the project while not adding to its woes.

"The OICI and GQIC staffs weré_and are strongly committed to the

project, and they labored diligently to use the skills, resources,
and experiences they had to make the project a success. They made
many, some foolish, mistakes. Only by their resolve, spirit, and

by dint of extra effort were they able to recoup as much as has been

]
]
[ ]
[ ]
]
]

achieved by the project. Had the project, under identical circum-
stances, been operated by any agency or group who looked upon their

work merely as a job, not nearly as much would have been

accomplished as has been by GOIC.

"D. Conclusions

The GOIC has failed to achieve its original project goal,
r % purpose, and outputs Iin substantial measure. The short-
‘-—g fall in each of these areas is apparent and serious. At

bottom, based on the original project design and accounting
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for all subsequent changes in it, the project must be judged
to be a failure on all major counts., In particular, its costs

per student trained and per student resettled are very high,”

It was felt that a poorly designed log-frame.led to a
mis-specification of 1nput/ou£put linkages and overly ambitious
expectations of project results., Coupled with OICI poor management, the

project was thus considered a failure.

The 1982 Grant Amendrent

Given the above-mentioned background, AID made the decision in 1981
to not continue project funding, although options were considered to
permit the design of a Phase II project (Wood). Instead, a one year
grant amendment was used to extend the project life so as to permit an
adequate resettlement and follow-up of the TGOIC graduates, Dodwell's
survey, taken in mid-1981, indicated that several of the graduates were
;unhappy with TGIOC because they had not received the resettlement
package, one of the motivating factors for attending TGOIC, promised to

them during recruitment (Dodwell, pgs. 8, 11, 12),

This was, in part, due to the failure of GOTG to provide the
resettlement funds that it had committed as part of its contribution to

the project, To quote (Dodwell, pg. 11):
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"It has been reported in other documents and in discussions with
GOIC staff that lack of resettlement funds on the part of GOIC

has seriously hindered the resettlement effort,”

Authorized on June 17, 1982, the PP amendment provided an
additional $319,352 to aid in the resettlement of the students. Some 57
of the original 81 students were to be the direct beneficiaries of the

resettlement package which will be described telow.

The project goal remained the same as that of the original project:

"To strengthen and diversify the agricultural capacity of the rural

labor force”,
while the project purpose was stated to be:

"graduates of the Gambia OIC will be settled on their own land and

farming effectively”,

The project outputs included, among other things (evaluated below
in greater detail): (1) 50 school leavers trained at GOIC resettled on
their farms and have produced one crop se;son, and (2) the GOIC training
center is to develop a viable extension support program, including 200

visits to trainee farms,



Purpose of Evaluation

Thus, the purpose of this evaluation is to determine how
effectively the last year of the GOIC project was implemented, the degree
of accomplishment of project amendment outputs, and the effect of the
project on the resettled Cambians, their families, and the community,
Part of the analysis includes the presentation of results of an informal
survey taken among selected resettled TGOIC graduates., Comments will
also be made concerning initial project amendment design and potential

: future uses of the GOIC center. The;remainder of the paper is organized

as follows:

Section II: Project Implmentation Effectiveness
Section III: ) Project Effect on Farmers
A Demographic Description
The Technical Packarc .
Project Design: A Comment
Social Impact
Survey PResults.

Student Yields

Section IV: TGOIC Community Relations and Current
Operations

Section V: Future Use of the Center

Section VI: Project Financial Analysis

Section VII. Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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SECTION II. PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION EFFECTIVENESS

Project Program Timetable (PPT) Accomplishment

In this section, we will examine the "Gambia 0OIC Schedule of
Activities, January 1, 1982-December 31, 1982" (Appendix, Project Paper
Amendment) and the log-frame outputs to determine if GOIC has

acconplished the project tasks.

Appendix I of this report shows the Schedule of Activities (Project
Program Timetable:PPT). Based on th; quarterly reports for the first and
third quarters, and the semi-annual report for the second and third
quarters (no other reports were available, either from AID/Banjul or
GOIC/Farafenni files), it appears that all of the first three quarters'
actions were completed, with the exception of staff development sessions

(only half as many as planned were done in February and March), staff

management meetings Iin the second and third quarters (again, only half as

‘many as planned were accomplished), two workshops to be held for TGOIC

graduates, a mid-season evaluation of trainee farms, and the
agro-economic village survey. The quarterly report for the fourth
quarter containing the task accomplishment record has not yet been
completed, though Ousmann Bobb, Acting Diréctor of TGCIC, indicated that
this quarter's tasks were also performed, with the exception of the

semi-annual, quarterly, and final reports, and the external audit.
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Of all the listed PPT tasks that were to have been performed, only
two items really stand out as needing attention. The first is that
appropriate agro-economic data for the villages (Item 2, April 19825 was
not collected. Although the students' fields and their family fields
were measured, little information about their neighbors was collected so
that valid end-of-season crop comparisons could not be made. However,
this problem was mitigated since national data was substituted in its
place. Second, although the quarterly reports indicate that maintenance
of the TGOIC infrastructure was performed on a quarterly basis, a casual
observation of the facilities during an on-site visit (January 12-14) at
TGOIC indicated that the buildings w;re not being properly cared for,
Two of the dormitories had been converted for farm use: one as a corn
crib, the other as an equipment storage shed, Some of the ofher farm
equiﬁment, though stored under open sheds, were beginning to show signs
of rust, Certain pieces of équipment had not been used in months because

the production farm was not cultivated in the 1982 season. 1In short,

maintenance and care of the facilities were less than optimal,

In summary, Table 2 shows the proportion of completed actions for

the PPT.



Tasks

Total Actions

Completed

Not Done

Cancelled

Reprogrammed
(later date)

50% Completed

PPT Completed Action

=11~

TABLE 2

fr=

20

14

1/

2/
3/

II

14

12
14/

0

111

12
10
6/

7/
8/

IV (est.)

20

16
49/

0

Source: Quarterly and Semi-Annual Reports, GOIC, Interviews

1/ Hire local staff replacements; purchase 1 motorcycle.

2/ Peugeot auto repair; develop phase-out plan,
3/ sStaff development sessions, February and March,
4/ Agro-economic data collection,

5/ Staff management meetings (staff development meetings for Quarters II
;and II1 totalled 11).

6/ 2 workshops held for resettled graduates (not part of PPT, but
mentioned in quarterly report.
7/ Mid-season evaluation of trainee farms (this was never done),
8/ Staff management meetings,

9/ External audit, quarterly report,

evaluation.

final report, final joint AID/OIC
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Project Outputs

The log-frame (Appendix II) indicated that the following outputs
were to be achieved:
TABLE 3

Project Output Targets

Item Target Actual
Staff development sessions 44 48 +
Coop merberships : 30 40 +
Workshops held 4 21/
Local staff employed - ' 12 14
Management committee meetings ) 4 32/
Staff meetings 12 92/
Extension system 200 visits 350 + visitsl/
Input packages distributed 50 533/

Source: Quarterly Reports, GOIC files, interviews.

1/ Discussed below in Survey Results,

2/ Excluding 4th quarter.

3/ 57 packages were distributed as follows: 45 peanut/cereal farming; 1
‘each for vegetable and poultry; 2 for beekeeping; 4 cancellations (packages
given and withdrawn for failure to meet conditions of the agreement; and 2

shopkeeping, 1 tailor, and 1 carpenter kits.

The project thus accomplished a high proportion, and in many cases,

exceeded the quantitative requirements set forth in the log-frame.
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End of Project Indicators

The EOPS indicators were stated to be as follows:

1. 50 school leavers trained at TGOIC resettled on their farms and
have produced one crop season.

2. The TGOIC training center has developed a viable extension
support program,

3. 88% of the trainees will be producing more than other
comparable age farmers,

4, The trainees will understand the agricultural concepts taught

at GOIC and apply them on their own land.

Each indicator is examined below,

50 school leavers trained at GOIC resettled on thelr farms.

Actually, 53 of the 57 individuals received agricultural packages

‘(described below), but four had to be cancelled because they did not

honor the terms of the Acceptance Contract, described below, that they
had made with TGOIC. Detailed files of each of the students were
maintained at the center by 3 extension workers who made periodic visits
to the students during the 1982 agricultural season., It was determined
that 49 students had engaged in farming in 1982 (98% EOPS) while a total
of 53 (4 non-agricultural packages) had actually been resettled. Section
III is devoted almost exclusively to the examination of this indicator in

greater detail,
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A viable extension program. The GOIC extension workers, according

to their project files, visited their students an average of 10-12 times
over the agricultural season in the North Bank and Lower River |
Divisionsl/. The M.I.D. and Western Division students received

slightly lesser contact - an average of 6-8 contracts because of
difficulty in obtaining transportation or personnel turnover. Two of the
three current extension workers did not begin working for GCIC until
September 1982, One of the previous extension workers had been released
from the job because of local political considerations, so there was a
1-2 month gap while the center looked for a replacement, Consequently,
the number of July/August visits for these divisions became less
frequent, On several occasions, public transportation was used to nake
contact with the students because of the lack of available vehicles fron
the center, Although this means of transport was time consuming,
follow-up was maintained. As a result, those students who were farthest
from the center received fewer visits, Students closest to the center

received a greater number of contacts.

88% of the trainees will be producing more than other comparable

apge farmers, This statement could not completely be validated because

only two-thirds of the students had finished their post-harvest
processing and marketing activities at the time of this evaluation, nor
was data for comparable age-group farmers available. However, the yields

obtained by several of the students (see Section III) were higher than

}j A division is similar to a state. Each division is composed of

districts (like countries),
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the national historical figures. Also, few other farmers of the same age
group would have access to the same level of fertilizer and equipment
that TGOIC students had this season, so it is likely that the students

would have produced more than their peers.

The trainees will understand the agricultural concepts taught at

TGOIC and apply then on their own land, There was no direct way to

measure th%s accomplishment, though three factors indicate that the
students attenpted to farm efficiently: (1) the yields obtained by the
students; (2) the survey result (Section I111) in which there was a
unanimous response by all interviewees that the most useful thing they
learned at GOIC was "agricultural science”; and (3) the large number of
neighbors who visited the students and their fields, asking them what

things they learned at GOIC, and how to use certain types of equipment.

Summary

In summary, then, based on project files, quarterly and semi-annual

reports, and project personnel interviews, it appears that the PPT
schedule and EQOPS items were satisfactorily accomplished. The actual
magnitude of these outputs (yields, spread effects, etc.) are the

subjects of discussion in the next section,
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SECTION III. PROJECT EFFECT ON FARMERS

A Demographic Description

Information about the GOIC graduates other than student age and
size of farm/crop mix was limited. Nevertheless, what is known ahout the

students will be described. The Gambia itself has an ethnically

heterogeneous population of Mandinka, Fula, Peul, and Wolof people.

Since the TGOIC students were recruited from all over The Gambia, it is
likely that all four ethnic groups were represented at the center. The
1979 class of students were mostly recruited from nearby villazes in the
North Bank Division. By 1981, the majority of the students had come from
the Upper River and Western Divisions (Manning). Mostly single, the 1977
and 1980 students each averaged 23 years of age in 1981. They came fronm

a wide range of different sized farms, [FEleven students came from urban

]
]
]
]
1
]
]

Y
|

Tables 4 — 6 show the breakdown of the size of farms cultivated by
the GOIC graduates and their families. The majority (45) of the students

who received resettlement packages cultivated peanuts/corn/millet and so
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this analysis will be restricted to them. (An attempt was made to
contact the poultry and beekeepers at their homes, but they couldn't be
located.) Table 4 shows that the students came from a range of family
farms where less than 3 acres of peanuts were cultivated to those which
had over 50 acres under cultivation.l/ Close to 60% of the students

came from fa;ms where 10 acres or less of peanuts were cultivated. 1In
Table 5, it is interesting to note that more students (35) cultivated
some cereal acreage than did the family farms (30). Moreover, a greater
number of the students cultivated corn (only 8 of tﬂe 35 did not) than
millet (21 of the 35 did not), while on the family farms (Table 4), fewer
farmers cultivated corn than millet. The implication of this is that the
students have, in fact, adopted a newer crop, having moved away from the

more traditional millet to corn.

However, the students' overall total acreage is smaller than that
of the family farms, which is to be expected. Two-thirds of the

students' peanut acreage is less than 6 acres, while 50% of those who

cultivate cereal, cultivate less than 2 acres of grain.

Table 6 shows the possible existence of a positive correlation
between family size and the number of acres cultivated. The correlation

appears to be more closely established with peanuts than with the cereal

1/ The 2 largest farms had cultivated 70 and 100 acres of peanuts in

1982,



-

hic wa e

.
a
Risad

B -l

.9

- ey

| -

—

.
hod Lo LJ N

i |
[ |

i

——

-18~

TABLE 4

Breakdown of Farm Crops by Acreagel/

No.
of Families Peanuts
Cultivating & All No. of Families Cultivating
Acres Peanuts Cereals Acres Corn Millet Sorghum Cerealsz/
0 6 5 0 14 2 12
.01-3 8 4 .01-2 8 10 1 4
3.01-6 8 6 4 3 4 1 7
6.01-10 5 4 6 4 6 1 5
10,01-15 4 7 8 ) 1 3
15,01-25 5 6 10 1 2 5
25,01-50 5 7 15 0 3 1
50+ 2 4 15+ 1 3 6
Sample size 432/ 43 31 31 : 43

1/ Exclusive of student acreage within family farm, Interpretation of table is as
follows: 8 farm families cultivate between .0l and 3 acres of peanuts (2nd column,
2nd row); 12 families cultivate no cereal at all (7th column, 1lst row); of those
that do cultivate cereals, 14 do not cultivate corn, while 8 cultivate between O and
2 acres (4th column, lst and 2nd rows).

2/ There are a total of 45 resettled student peanut farmers, However, acreage data
for two of the students was unavailable, thus reducing the sample size to 43,

3/ All Cereals: Numbers do not add horizontally because a farmer may cultivate,
for example, 2 acres of corn and 4 acres of millet, thus giving him 6 acres of all
cereals, B
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TABLE 5

No. of
Students
Cultivating Number of Students Cultivating
Acres Peanuts Acres Corn Millet Sorghum Other  Totall/
0 0 0 8 21 g 2/
.01-3 12 2 19 5 2 1 17
3.01-6 17 2.01-4 5 8 2 11
6.01-9 10 4,.01-6 3 1 2 4
9.01-12 2 6.01-8 1
12.01-15 2 8.01-10 - - - - 2
Total 43 35 35 4 3 43

1/ See footnote 3, Table 4.
2/ Eight (8) cultivated no cereal.
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TABLE 6

Breakdown of Family Farms by Family Size

No. Peanut Acreage Cereal Acreage

Family Size Families Average Stan, Average Stan, lev,
0-5 1 21 0 0 0
6-10 12 6.5 4,9 4,6 4.4
11-15 12 10.6 11.5 3.9 6.1
16-20 9 17.9 18.7 11.1 18.3
21-25 4 28.4 28.8 12.8 8.0
25+ 5 29.6 39.8 7.6 9.0

Total 43
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crops. This table can also be seen as a restatement of Table 4,
indicating that not only do the students come from a broad range of farm

sizes, they also come from a broad range of family sizes.

Lastly, by way of general information, Dodwellvreported that the 35
graduates interviewed during his survey averaged 9.8 years of formal
schooling and 7 years of farming experience before going to GOIC.
However, the schooling was split between Yoranic and government schools,
so that English literacy among some graduates was limited.

The Technical Package

Pefore proceeding any further, it would be useful at this point to
define the technical packages received by the students. As mentioned in
a footnote from Table 4, the number and kind of packages received by the

students wvere as follows:

45 Groundnut/cereal packages
1 Vegetable gardening
1 Poultry package
2 Beekeeping packages
4 Cancelled (1 poultry, 3 groundnut)
1 Tailor package
1 Carpenter tools
2 Shopkeeping
57
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Iﬁ addition, 5 other graduates were doing nothing and 19 were employed in

other jobs, bringing the total to 81,

TGOIC was very accomnmodating to the students who were being resettled
as evidenced by the four non-agricultural resettlement packages that were
given away., -There was little connection between these packages and the

TGOIC agricultural curriculum,

The poultry and beekeeping packages essentially contained the
materials necessary to start those businesses - coops, chickens, feed,
hives, etec. The vegetable package included seeds, fencing, water cans
and a hand pump. However, the majority of the packages were for

groundnut farming, and included:

1 team of oxen

1 ox cart

1 hoe sine

1 seeder

Animal feed and sufficient seed (maize and peanut)
and fertilizer to covef the acreage which varied

according to the size of the student's land.

These groundnut packages cost approximately U.S,$1,000,
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Project Design: A Comment

The Grant Amendment lacked both an economic and social impact analyses
for the one year project extension, Though perhaps not required, the
consideration of project effects upon the local Gambian communities on
the part of the project officers or other personnel, could have led to a
more responsible project design, Four potential areas of trouble in
terms of the social impact now exist as a result of the project. Before
these points are discussed, however, this fact should be realized:

during the entire 3 year period of GOIC course work, no instruction was

given on the use of animal traction. The farmer demonstration plots were

cultivated using pover tiliers. The production farm used tractors., That
some of the students lacked knowledge about cattle is evidenéed by the
fact that when the students were told that they were going to receive
their packages, they were requested to go and select the bulls that TGOIC
would purchase for them. Some of them did not select the Mhama cattle,
not knowing that this species was trypanosomiasis-tolerant. The students
then took their oxen to the Mixed Farming Centers (MFC) to be broken and
used on the traction equipment. Dodwell's report (pg. 11) also makes
mention of the fact that the students lefﬁ TGOIC with the hope that they

would be able to farm using either tractors or power tillers,
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Consequently, one may almost conclude that there is little connection

for the majority of the GOIC students between their practical training

curricula received at the center and the resettlement package. The

reason that the package worked (this season's results are discussed
below) is because of: (1) a good crop season, andr(b) the technical
package was appropriate for the region. The success of oxen traction in
the Saloum region of Senegal (Delgado and McIntyre), and for the North
Bank/M.I.D. Divisions (also considered to be Saloum) made the
introduction of the oxen traction, aside from sleeping sickness, to the
students less risk free than some other package though they had no GOIC
related instruction in oxen use. Unfarmiliarity with oxen care on the

part of some of the students (as evidenced by a number of sick and dead

bulls), though, may hinder future use of the oxen.

Social Impact

The delivery of the packages to the students potentially affects four
groups of people: the individual graduate, his family, his community,
and the government., First, the impact and magnitude of the agricultural
package give—-away should be understood in its proper light. The GOIC
farmer/students have received production capital equivalent to four times

the national per capita income. A similar program in the United States,

for example, would have required a $15 - $20,000 capital package,

including the first year's annual operating expenses. The
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eduipment should never have been given away. At best, it should have
been purchased by the students on some sort of credit basis, The reason
for this can be understood through an explanation of the social structure

of the rural population,

In the Saloum region of the Peanut Basin, which extends into The
Gambia, there is a particular family structure that is closely related to
farming. Members of the family have specific status with related labor
obligations., Among the Wolof and also among some other ethnic groups
which have adopted this farm/family structure, the status of some family

members is designated by the following: chef de carre, chef de menage,

sourgha, navetane, and women. The chef de carre is responsible for the

extended family compound, which may consist of one or more facilities
(nuclear families) each having a head of household (cousins, brothers or
married sons). The sourgha is an unmarried son who receives his land
allocation from his chef (or father) and, in turn, has a labor obligation
to the chef. The navetanes, if present, are migrant farm workers from
Mali, Upper Volta, or another village in the region, who live in the
compound and farm for an agricultural season, splitting their labor
between the compound’'s fields and their own fields, which were allocated
to them by the chef. The women have their own fields, teo, but they also
work on their chef's fields, helping in such activities as seeding or

weeding,
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The chef de mengage is responsible for seeing that his household
members are fed. If the chef owns equipment, it is used first, usuvally,
on his own fields (which also receive the largest amount of fertilizer),
and then allocated to other members of the compound. The sourgha works
from 2 to 5 days/week on the chef's fields and the remainder of the time
on his own fields. Traditionally the obligation was as high as 4-5
days/week, though this has declined in the last 20 years (Barnett;
Hopkins; Xleene; Monnier). The sourghas are usually more concerned with
cultivating cash crops than with crops for household consumption. When
the sourgha marries, he may continue-his labor obligatiqn for some time
after his marriage until he becomes capable of supporting his own

household,

By giving the equipment to the sourghas, (i{.e. the majority of the
GOIC graduates), this family relationship can be potentially upset.
Depending upon the strength of the tradition in each carre, the students
potentially may gravitate from more communal to individualistic farming,
weakening the structure of the carre because they have received their own

equipment,

Indeed, an analysis of the labor obligations by 43 of the 45 peanut
farmers shown in Table 7 reveals that the labor obligation factor is

quite varied among the students.



TABLE 7
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Labor Obligations to the Compound

‘o Days Work for No. Students No. Students
l a Self Compound (GOIC records) _ (Survey)
2 3 1
2 4 1
2 5 4
3 2 1
3 4 13 2
4 0 1
4 2 2
4 3 4 2
5 2 7 1
’ 6 1 -3
. 7 0 8 2
Undefined 0 3

' : Total 43 12
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The greatest number of students still worked a traditional 4
days/week on the family fields but 18 of the 43 work 5 or more days on
their own fields. Without having village based data to compare this
group against other compounds, the conclusion that labor obligations have
been affected is indeterminate. It is also possible that several of the
8 individuals who work 7 days a week on their own fields are now
independent members within the compound. (See Table 4, Row 1, Column 2)
The survey results (see below) also show a wide variation in the number
of days worked each type of field and differ slightly from the GOIC
records. Note also that 4 of the 43 and 2 of 12 students work less than
7 days/week. The equipment may possibly be a substitution for labor.
All of the respondents in the survey also mentioned that their equipment

is used on other members or neighbors' fields.

In conclusion, from the available data, it is difficult to say
whether the sourgha ownership of the equipment has hurt the carre
structure, but there is an indication that a number of the sourgha are

working more days on their own fields than on the family fields.-y

l/ Though the trend has been for sourghas to spend fewer days on the
family fields, which may not necessarily be judged "bad"”, any attempt to
change the status quo should not be done haphazardly, or from a lack of

knowledge.



b=

i

[
(9

L

-

L

{
!
7 | ko4

[

4

-20.

The positive side of this impact is thét the students of some very
needy families (especially those from smaller farms) have received a
package tﬁat has greatly helped the whole family in farming. As the
father of one student exclaimed during an interview, "I never earned this

muéh money in my whole life.”

The second and third potential negative impact of this package
give-away is upon the individual student and the community in regard to
credit and debt repayment. Preceded by President Jawara's 22 million
dalasis farmers' debt cancellationl/, the delivery of a free package
(if the recader recalls, the package is analogously equivalent to giving
cadillacs to 45 taxi drivers) has created all sorts of expectations and
hopes that similar packages will be made available. (See also the
section on GOIC community relations,) Another farmer stated, "I wish 1
were young again, then I woﬁld go to TGCIC.” TGOIC Director, Ousman
Bobb, indicated that the center has received numerous requests regarding

the re-opening of the center and acceptance of new students,

Future attempts at credit repayment may be hindered: three of the 12
TGOIC graduates interviewed in the survey thought that GOIC was going to

help them with fertilizer purchases in 1983,

lf President Jawara recently cancelled the nation's farmers' debt owed
to the Cooperatives. This will drastically affect future repayments, and
farmers were required to make cash payments for fertilizer this year.
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The fourth potential negative impact of this package give away is
that a burden is now placed upon GOTG and possible USAID, who may have to
explain why it is not possible to continue such a program, One forestry
extension worker, upon being asked the question "What do you know about
TGOIC?", responded, "TGOIC, isn't that the place vhere they give you
whatever you want in order that you can start a business?” GOTG now has
problems in meeting budgeted expenses, and though it failed to contribute
its share to TGOIC, the TGOIC operating costs could only be met at the

expense of some other program.

Whether these potential impacts will develop further into real
problems is not clear., However, had some other scheme for loaning the
packages, instead of being given away, been developed, it is possible

that these problems could have been avoided altogether,

Survey Results

During the course of the evaluation, several of the resettled
students were contacted to determine their reaction to this year's crop
season, the agricultural paékage they recéived, and the GOIC follow-up.

A short, informal questionnaire was designed and administered. The
results are shown in Table 8. A total of 21 attempted contacts were made

out of which 13 interviews were conducted.

An attempt was made to contact several of the students who live near
Brikama, a large city not far from Banjul, but the difficulty in locating
their residences excluded these individuals.. Mammadou Bah, USAID

driver, aided in translation when necessary.
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TABLE 8

Survey Results

EE_ Subject

9 Ag. science
2 All
1 No response

Average Acreage Cultivatedl/ Oxen Status
Year‘ 2/ NR Status
Graduated NR— Peanut Corn Millet
-_- (Acre) 2 1 - dead
3 1 - sick
1979 5 6 1.7 1.2 7 pair healthy
1980 4 5.6 2.8 2.1
1981 3 6 .3 1.3 )
Frequency Fol low-up Next Year: Additional
NR No. Visits How obtain Equipment
Fert./Seed Desired
7 Every week NR  Source NR Type
2 3 times/month :
3 L-6 times/year 3 oic 6 Tractor
7 . Savings 1 Mech. cultivator
2 Co-op 1 Horse
1 Business material
3 No response
Understand
Attend GOIC Meetings GOIC Contract Co-op Member
NR No. Meetings NR Status NR Response
9 0 8 Yes 11 Yes
1 1 2 Partial 1 No (brother member)
2 1 1 No
1 Father's
version
. Learned at GOIC
Most Useful Least Useful/Desired

NR

4
4

3

Subject

Farm mechanics
Poultry
Accounting/Co-op

Spread Effect

See text,

1/ The meaning of certain table headings is explained in the text.
2/ NR = Number of respondents,
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One of the 13 worked as a pump attendant and did not farm, thus a

total of 12 responses to the questionnaire were obtained, 1In addition,

one of the student's father's answered the survey for his son (for crop

™

data, etc, the records were on hand) who wasn't present,

As Table 8 shows there was little different among the sample's

graduates by class year, in the number of groundnut acres cultivated.
Note that 5 of the respondents were from the 1979 class, 4 from 1980, and
3 from 1981, The survey revealed that there were some problems with the
cattle. Five of the twelve either had 1 sick or 1 dead bull which
affected their cropping for the season, Since the bulls were generally
young, and used on fields not belonging to the sourghas, they could have

been overworked. Also, the lack of available verterinary care would

-l

contribute to the oxen's poor health, Still, 40% of the sample needed

better animal care.

}—ﬂ

The next category - frequency of follow-up - shows responses that are

at large with GOIC records. Seven of the respondents claimed that they

-

were visited weekly although GOIC records showed the visits to be less

frequent than that. Part of this different might be explained by the

fact that all of the student/farmers were informed that an evaluation

L.

would take place and that they would be visited. Grateful to TGOIC for

their package, they may have given biased responses. One of the fathers

-




- oo &N m

i
il

- -

-

i

i

-33-

actually asked permission if his boys were now free (i.e.,, no more
visits) to go to Banjul to work during the dry season., They had been
waiting for the visit. There was also some misconception among the
graduates as to how they'd procure next year's fertilizer and seed.
Three of the 12 thought that GOIC would provide the inputs again; more
encouragingly, 7 had stated plans to reserve some of their crop earnings
to purchase next year's inputs, Some of the students had saved their
seeds and had started savings accounts at the Agricultural Development
Bank, MNot faced with the first year's operating expenses for seed and

fertilizer, the graduates had an extra large income that may have granted

them the ability to save the necessary operating capital for next year,

The students persisted {see Dodwell) in maintaining desires for
expensive, inappropriate equipment, Seven of the 12 indicated that if
they could have more equipment, they'd first want a tractor or mechanical
cultivator, Next (question), although TGOIC claired to have held 2 of
the 4 planned workshops for GOIC graduates, 9 of the 12 did not attend

either meeting, though one claimed that he went to both,

When the student received the equipment from TGOIC, he made an
agreement, witnessed by a TGOIC representative, village eider, and his
own father with GOIC that he would farm for four years and properly care
for the equipment. If not, GOIC had the right to reclaim the equipment.

Upon posing the question,. "What is the agreement that you made with GOIC
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concerning the equipment you received?"‘to the students, 8 of them
correctly expressed the intent of the contract, 2 were only partially
correct, and 1 did not understand. One of the fathers, answering fbr his
son who wasn't present, stated that his understanding was that his son
was to work with him (!) for 4 years, If this were a common perception,
the carre infrastructure will. certainly not be harmed. Asked if there
were plans to sell the equipment, almost all of the respondents
emphatically said no, with a tonal inflection (author's opinion) in some
cases, expressing the thought “Are you crazy?". All of the farmers were
members of the co-op, except one (whose peanut crop wasn't very good) but
his brother was a co-op member, and ﬁe marketed his crops through his

brother.

When asked which subjects taught at GOIC the most useful, 9 replied
"agricultural science” without being more specific. Four replied farm
mechanics was the least useful (the question may have been interpreted as

least understandable), three said the same thing for

-accounting/recordkeeping.

Lastly, the spread effects appeared to be large, One farmer claimed
that he showed over 100 people the new techniques he learned, 4 qthers
claimed they each helped between 12-20 peoble (different villages) and
that visitors were constantly dropping by to see their fields. When

asked to provide at least 5 names of those whom they helped, they were
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able to do so. Few, if any, of these observers, were motiviated enough

by what they saw (or they lacked the means) to go out and purchase the

equipment for themselves.

Student Yields

The acid test for this project is the examination of the yields
produced by the graduates., Based on TGOIC records, student marketing
receipts, and the interviews, the yields for some of the GOIC students
were obtained. These are shown in T?ble»9. Unfortunately, data for
sirilar aged farmers wa§ not available (the village socio-economic data
was not taken), to make a valid comparison, Peanut yields for B of the
graduates (see Table 9) appear to be 150-200 kgs. (20% above the national
average), while corn is 300 kgs. (also 20Z) over the average. This
success Iis over-shadowed by the fact that most of the farmers felt that
this was a good crop year, and overall yields may be higher than
average, Given the fact that this was the first year of oxen cultivation
for many of the students, and thus inexperienced, and that the oxen were
young and inexperienced, too, these yield results are not bad. The
effect of the oxen traction on the yields of chef's or others' fields was
not measured here, either., A second acid.test that could be applied to
this resettlement scheme would be the determination of second year yields
(adjusted for climatological effects) and compare both to the national
and first year yields. It is likely that this won't be doqe, though, if

TGOIC ceases to operate or follow-up the students.
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Table 9
Estimated Yields of TGOIC Graduates
(kg/ha)
Peanut Maize

Average 1040 (953) - 1808 (3.32 bags)l/
Stan. Dev, 259.3 (335) 1570 (1,08 bags)
High 1465 - (1465) 4.6 bags2
Low 638 (361) 1.5 bags
Sample size 8 (16)2/ 7
Pegional yields 700-900 1500-1600
Jational yields 800 1500

Source: TGOIC records, farmer interviews, marketing receipts,

1/ To convert bags/acre to kg/ha,:

(3.32 bags x 220 1lbs/bag x 2.47 acre/bag) = 1808 kg/ha.

2/ One student reported a yield of 11 bags/acre. Though verified by another
‘source, the yield seemed to be too high and was thus excluded.

3/ Given the nature and source of data, the author constructed two

averages: one data which was verified by 2 or more sources (TGOIC records,
students, other records), another using data from only one source. The
author subjectively estimates that the first data set of & is 9067 accurate;
the second is 75%.
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In summary, these points are to be noted: -

1. The students' sample of yields was adequate for the first year of
production, compared to the national historic average, but the traction
effect is somewhat reduced in importance because the crop season was

generally considered to be gobd.

2, Maintenance of the oxen is and will continue to be a problem, Forty
percent of the sample had either a sick or dead bull,

3. Most of the students in the sample had an understanding of the
contract they made with TGOIC, and where they would obtain the next season's
crop inputs. An effort should be macde to make sure that all of the students

understand the contract and how they will procure the inputs for next year,

4. 1In spite of whatever past experiences the students had with TGOIC,
there was an overvhelming response in favor of the institution on the part of
.the students. However, this is probably due more to the fact that the
package was received rather than being due to any of the time actually spent

at the center.
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SECTION 1V. TGOIC COMMUNITY RELATIONS AND CURRENT OPERATIOCMS

During the past year, TGOIC has maintaned a "good relationship” with
the community. It provided many services that engendered a favorable

opinion of the center,

Among its various activities were included:

- the net provision of 53 resettlement packages;

— the plowing and land preparation of some 200 acres of TGOIC pro-
duction farm land and then making it available to the local farmers
to use the land for their own crops;

- the provision of 12 power tillers to nearby villages for land

preparation;

- the hiring out of a TGOIC tractor/peanut thresher for the purpose

of processing local farmers' crops;

E : - the hiring out of TGOIC's lorry to transport peanuts to a Cambian
E ) river port for transport to Banjul; and
-~ the rental of TCOIC dormitory facilities to participants of a
a
E% cooperative numeracy training program.
rﬁ. A}

[ S_—

The latter three activities were partially performed as revenue

generating projects to raise funds from the community to keep TGOIC

TR
e

operating after December 31, 1982, the date when the project formally

finished receiving USAID funding. To date, some 15,000 dalasis have been
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generated to keep the center operating on an interim basis. A minimum
staff of 11 is kept on the payroll, including the Director,
Accountant/Bookkeeper, secretary, three extension agents/instructors, 2

tractor drivers, 2 watchmen, and 1 farm laborer,

The center's Director, Ousman Bobb, is currently seeking for
different sources of financing in order to reopen the center, Farmers in
nearby villages have asked when the center will be reopened so that new
students can be received. The President of The Gambia visited the center
on January 20, 1982 to determine thé_community support that exists for
TGOIC, and possibly to determine the level of GOTG commitrment to the
center, Discussion with the Director revealed that he thinks the
Ministry of Agriculture would like to take control of the center away
from the GOIC town committee_who now have the right to the center and its
equipnent, Whether this occurs remains to be seen and depends upon

1/

President Jawara's visit.~

There now remain two related elements of the project that need to be
dealt with, The first has to do with the accounting and financial
control of the center. The second has to do with the future activities

of the center,

l/ At the time this report was written, the outcome of President

Jawara's visit wasn't known,
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In C.L. Manning's working paper on the GOIC resettlement package, a
description is given regarding the procedures to be taken for the
financial control of cash disbursements. Since checks are rarely used in
up-country Gambia for local purchases, etc, (Mannings), a method was
devised whereby TGOIC persomnel received checks made out to their own
names which they then cashed at the bank for the acquisition of
center-related ftems. However, when the center reduced its staff from 24
to 12, the procedure basically was reduced to check approval by the
Director, bookkeeper, and a member of the TGOIC management committee.
Exanination of the accountant's books reveals that several checks in
excess of a thousand dollars were issued to employees of TGOIC., Most of

the checks can probably be legitimately accounted for as the purchases of

the resettlement packages and other items,

On the other hand, there now exists, in the evaluator's opinion, the
lack of an adequate financial control system. Moreover, there appears to
be some question whether the charges rendered for the threshing and lorry
services are appropriate. In December, TGOIC charged (according to its
accounting records) 1.5 dalasies per donkey (two bags of peanuts). In
January, this was raised to 3.5 dalasies, a rather large increase. The
small increase in the price of tractor fuel that occurred during these
two months doesn't account for this 133% increase in price. Even so, at
1.5 dalasie/donkey, though, the charge works out to be less than .4¢/kg.

of peanut (1.5 dal/2.50 dal/$)/(2 bags x 80 kg.)
bag
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SECTION V. FUTURE USE OF THE CENTER

On December 6, 1982, ownership of the TGOIC and its equipment was
officially turned over to the GOIC management committee. Though the
committee is technically in charge of the equipment, the shoestring
budget now available for the center doesn't permit them to operate the
center at the original capacity. Thus, if full use of the center is to
be made, one of two options must be sought, First, TGOIC management
cormittee must secure additional sources of funding - from USAIDl/,
another donor agency, or GOTG (which is short on funds), The second
option is to dissolve or render inactive TGOIC and hand the facilities
over to another agency or project., In regards to the latter option,

there are at least two other projects currently going on in The Gambia

that could make use of the facilities at Chamen,

The first project, entitled Cooperative Fducation and Training

;Project (AID/Afr-G-1677), is being managed by Tom Winn of the Cooperative

League of the U.S.A. (CLUSA). This project involves the improvement of
local management of the cooperatives through increased and upgraded
training at the village and primary society levels., Numeracy training is

provided in that co-op members can read the produce weighing scales and

l] USAID has indicated that it is not interested in continuing the

funding.
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their account records at the cooperative. Cooperative committee members
are trained in their specific tasks in relation to financial management,
planning, organization, member education, and cooperative operations,

The TGOIC center has already been rented by CLUSA for short-term training
sessions. The center is an ideal location as an operational base for the
project; CLUSA already maintains a compound in Farafenni for the project
director because of his frequent visits to that locale., GOTG has already
assigned some 36 government employees to this project. If the project
used TGOIC facilities, operating expenses could also be partially.
defrayed thrcugh the renting out of the center's equipment. Other CLUSA
specialities could be exploited, inciuding such an item as the
organization of small-scale village-based poultry operations. This
option would permit continued U,S. involvement in the center, which is
now the largest single sized farm in The Gambia, and guarantee that the
center would be usefully occﬁpied and maintained., A second possible user

of the site would be a private voluntary organization, World Vision,

which is funding a literacy and farming project near Sibanor and Somita.

‘Less information is know about the details of this project,
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SECTION VI. PROJECT FINANCTAL ANALYSIS

" The project amendment called for additional funding of approximately
$319,350, Divided by 57 students (resettled), per student cost is
approximately $5,600, a2 substantial sum considering that only $1,000,00
of the $5,600 was the actual cost of the technical package. Although
this figure may, in fact, partially misrepresent the situation (there are
other project outputs, such as staff development sessions), it does point
out that the TGOIC resettlement was not Iinexpensive. One reason for this
high cost was the cost of the TCP (T;chnical Cooperation Personnel) and
the overhead used to support him. Together, these two items were
budgeted to be $183,274, or 57% of the Amendment budget. In comparison,
the local program was budgeted to be $136,000, including the actual

resettlement packages which cost no more than $57,000,
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SECTION VII. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The evaluation of the final year of the TGOIC Agricultural Training
and Resettlement Project took place during January 10-18, 1982,
Examination of the project documents, quarterly reports. TGOIC records,
and interviews with personnel, local officials, and recipients of the
resettlement package formed the basis of the evaluation, The evaluation
was limited to those students who cultivated peanuts. The beekeepers,
tailor, and carpenter couldn't be contacted. Alternative uses of the

TGOIC center were briefly explored. lLastly, the major findings and

recommendations are presented below,

Conclusions

It appears that the project has been successful in three aspects:

1. that of accomplishing the targeted project outputs;

2, that in the producing satisfactioﬁ among the recipients of the
agricultural package; and

3. that in producing an adequate level of yields by the farmer/

students for the first year of operation.
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The latter two accomplishments could have possibly happened without
the aid of TGOIC: the delivery of a free technological package worth 4
times the per capita income would certainly please most anybody, and the
good crop year helped boost the yields. Moreover, the students at TGOIC
never received instruction on animal traction. The bulls, when

purchased, werc taken to the Mixed Farming Centers for training.

The give-away nature of the project, however, may have created some

ol i b

problems:

¢
-
t I

a potential weakening of the social structure of the extensive

—
-

family compound by making the farming more individualistic and
less communal;

2. «creating false expections for fuéure TGOIC programs for other

members in the cormunity;

altering the perceptions of credit/acquisition of equipment by
the individuai recipients and the community; and

4, placing a burcen upon GOTG and possibly USAID to determine a

Y

means to keep GOIC operating.

The farmer survey also revealecd some useful information. The

proportion of sick cattle is somewhat high; future operations by the

-

studends may be affected unless some means -is found to provide adequate

care for the animals,

e
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Some of the farmers (students) need to be 'informed that they are not
to rely on TGOIC for inputs for the next growing season., Second, a small
proportion of them may also need to have the GOIC agreement concerning
the ownership of the traction equipment re-explained to them. However,
this may be a moot point. If GOIC ceases to exist, there will be no

organization present to enforce the conditions of the contract,

The current maintenance of the center was thought to be non-optimal,
The conversion of two dormitories into a corncrib and farm storage shed
reduced the potential for using thoée buildings as lodgings in the
future. The equipment in the (original) storage shed should be kept
clean, and the tractor which has been idled for over half a year because

of a flat tire should be made operational again.

Lastly, it is felt that there currently exists a lack of adequate

control over the handling of GOIC resources and finances, and efforts

should be made to prevent the cccurrence of any possible misuse of funds,

facilities or equipment.

In a brief examination of potential alternative uses for the center,
it was found that project operated under the direction of the
Cooperatives League of the U,.S,A. (CLUSA) could very well make use of the
TGOIC site as a center for its own Instructional and outreach programs.

The farm ground and equipment could be rented out to the local comﬁﬁhity

"
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as a means to generate funds that would partfally offset this program's

operating costs, Other forms of CLUSA expertise, such as small-scale

poultry production, could be brought in to make better use of the

facilities as well.

Recommendations

Although this is a project evaluation, the following are some

recommendations:

If USAID wishes to provide some sort of limited assistance to

to the resettled students, the provision of animal health service
would be helpful to the students,

TGOIC should make at least one last contact with the students to
make sure that they understand the contract and that little
input (material) help by TGOIC to them will be provided in the
future,

Maintenance at TGOIC should be brought up to par.

The financial controls of TGOIC accounting system should be
examined and possibly tightened up.

Strong consideration should be given to seeking another, but
proven, PVO or project to use the TGOIC site because-of TGOIC's

past performances,
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The student files at TGOIC should either be duplicated or handed
over to socio-economic researchers (should TGOIC be dissol?ed).
Given the yield, land, and family data already collected, there
is now a small data base of Gambian farmers. A continued
monitoring of these farmers may provide added insight into the

Gambian farming system.
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THE GAMBIA OIC SCHEDULE OF ACTIVITIES
JANUARY 1, 1982 - DECEMBER 31, 1982

JANUARY, 1982

’i. Submit January - December 1982 project proposal to USAID/W.
_2. Program Advisor will re-contract and return to The Gambia.

3, GOIC staff complete the assessment of the trainee resettlement
reguirements.

4. Solicit bid estlmates for the repair of the Peugeot 504 and
the purchase of one motorcycles.

5. Local staff submit yearly work plans.

FEBRUARY, 1982

The Peugeo£‘504 major repairs are completed.
2. ldentify sources to purchase trainee resettlement packages.
Recruit and hire local staff replacements

Conduct four staff deveiopments sessions in budget ﬁ}eparation.
and planning.

Conduct one general staff meeting.

Quarterly meeting of the Management Committee.

7. Finalization of staff work plans.

'MARCH 1982

. Begin purchasing trainees resettlement packaging items (implements,
' ’ seeds, fertilizer, etc).

Purchase one motorcycle.

o ey
g
U

Final approval of The Gambia 0IC 1982 budget by USAID/W.

v““. Purchase the required training and office supplies.

Hold one general staff meeting. -
r
,‘;6 A phase-out plan for GOIC submitted. . *

A
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7. Individual trainee farm plan developed.

8. Conduct four staff development sessions in evaluation, program
management, budget development and staff development.

APRIL, 1982

1. Inspect individual trainee land for resettlement.

2. Collect agro-ecorcmic data about villages for later comparison.
‘3. Prepare first quarterly report. |

4. Repair center generator.

5. Quarterly scheduled maintenance of farm and office equipment.

6. Hold one general staff meeting.

7. Conduct four staff development sessions in planning, delegating
authority, forecasting and controlling.

MAY, 1982

1. Final delivery of each trainee resettlement package to his far®
2. Quarterly meeting of the Management Committee.

3. Hold one staff meeting.

reports and utilizing time effectively and efficiently.

JUNE, 1982

l. Fifty trainees begin planting on their farms.

2, Semi-annual maintenance of infrastructure done.

Hold one staff meeting.

Semi~annual and guarterly reports prepared.

Quarterly scheduled maintenance of office and farm eguipment.
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4. Conduct four staff develcpment sessions on accountability, writin
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':ngf Hold one general staff meeting.

ﬁ4, conduct four staff development sessions in principles of

management.

. AUGUST, 1982

“;1, Mid-season evaluation of trainees farms.
! 2; Quarterly meeting of the Management Committee.
3. Hold one general staff meeting.

4. Conduct four staff development sessions on evaluation, management
styles, proposal writing/development and organization.

“&‘5, Fiscal Specialist visit to the field.
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CEPTEMBER, 1982 - -

1. Conduct four staff development sessions in job interviewing,
preparing resumes, phasing out process, interpersonal relationship:

2. Quarterly scheduled maintenance of office and farm equipment made.

.
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3. Hold one general staff meeting.
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Prepare guarterly report.
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Conduct four staff development sessions in MIS procedures,
conducting meetings and fiscal monitoring.
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3. Hold one general staff meeting. .
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NOVEMBER, 1582

l. Conduct joint 0OICI, GOG and AID program evaluation.

T, .

7 2. Quarterly scheduled maintenance of office and farm equipment.

A "'}’\"."
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3. Semi-annual scheduled maintenance of infrastructure.

”,

4. Hold one general staff meeting.

5. Conduct four staff development sesSions on procedure for taking
inventory, project evaluation, budget review.

6. Quarterly scheduled meeting of the Management Committee.

»



DECEMBER, 1982

l.

2.

3,

Phase~out, end of project.

Program Advisor return to the USA and debriefing at Philadelphia- i

Submit semi-annual, quarterly and final reports.
Conduct external audit.

Hold oné general staff meeting.

Evaluate resettlement and outreach programs.

Final evaluation of local staff and phase-out.
Prepare final inventory.

Close all accounts and recogds.

Conduct one staff development session in phasing-out.

Fiscal Specialist final visit to the field.
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o ' oo ' THE GAMBIA OIC
' L ' Lo PROJECT DESIGN SUMMARY
LOGICAL FRAMEWORK MATRIX.
l ,
i L]
i RRATIVE SUMMARY OBJECTIVELY 'VERIFIABLE INDICATORS ' MEANS:OF VERIFICATION| IMPORTANT ASSUM
toject Qutputs Magnitude of Outputs o I
N . .
. Staff development L ] . 1. GOIC/0ICI MIS records and 1. GOIC takes an act
sessions 44 _ . reports _ _ * role in monitorin
. Resettled ttainees_ . ' . 2. Joint evaluation GOG, OICI achievement of pr
membership inm . : : outputs.
. S ) . . USAID »
cooperatives. . 30 : - :
» Workshops h?}? .4 < . . | 3. Fleld visits records to .
. Local staff - - . . trai £ .
employed’ ‘ . 12 ‘ , ) ra nee -a'rms' L (PN
. Management. Commit- |+ - - : _ B R . T e o ) X
tee Heetings . 4 - S ' : : .
. Staff Meetings 12 o S
, Staff development . ) :
scssions 42 . . SN K \ .
. Ao efficient extend = = B . ' ‘ :
.8iun system 1is ; : o - .o~ . .
implemented by GOIC 200 visits ‘to trainee farms’. .- . . Vo . ’
. Input packages are ) . . T . 8. USAID releases su
purchased and on- 50 input packages . . : , ’ - clent funds in ti
' site as needed. : ' K - " manner.
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rbia OIC will be
settled on their .
t land and farming

on their farms and have produced one crop
.8eason.

‘ectively.

&7[The GOIC training center has developed a
" viable extension support program.

3. 887 of the trainees will be producing more
than other comparable age farmers.

4, The trainees will understand the ngricultural
concepts taught at GOIC and apply them on
thelr own land.

BEST AVAILABLE COPJ

trainee follow-up activitiej
*lrect obLservations,
lollow~up reports, annual
evaluation,

RATIVE SUMMARY | ODJECTIVELY VERIFIABLE INDICATORS MEANS' OF VERIFICATION| IMPORTANT ASSUMPT
olect Goal Measure of Goal Achievement
strengthen and 1. Degree of increase in traince farm household 1. chtistical survey of 1 That diversified Agr
versify the” agri- income, : trainees by GOIC and OICI cultural development
f ' aff, .
-{tSZ:ilcigzgitio:cc 2, Degree of increase in agricultural production stutf ; , coztt::e ;o ?eac?ggz
= . per employed person surveyed by the project., 2. Statistical Reporting priority curing
3. Degree of reduction in rural undércmplb)mmnc b“:?!FC sta?istics on fural 2. That climatie conditf
D . henwohold réceipts.
and unemployment in target community. . . arve conducive to crog
. <4+ Degree of increase in crop diversificntion 3.fﬂiﬁistry of Ecbnomlc and livegtock product
g ‘_';x' T e . . P -
- . ‘within target population Jcéizgf:idstacistical data 3. That viable linkages
N | &' with relevant GOG
' ‘ a. agricultural sector - Ministries arc made.
> growth trends . ‘
. L. national employment by \
s * occupation and income " P
" : level : b3
* . \
vject Purpose End of Project Status )
zduates of The 1. 50 school leavers trained at GOIC feset;lod I. The Cambia MIS records on |l. GOIC extension method:

are acceptable and
adoptable by the
trainees,

. There's no undue delay

in receiving funds.
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THE GAMBIA OIC

. PROJECT DESIGN SUMMARY
LOGICAL FRAMEWORK MATRIX,

JANUARY 1, 1932 - DECECMBER 31, 1982
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RATIVE SUMISARY

OBJECTIVELY VERIFIABLE INDICATORS

~ "MEANS' OF VERIFICATION

IMPORTANT ASSUMPT

TCT (in person
months) Program
Advisor .
12 local staff"

* (pergson months)*
short term (TDY)
(person months) |
Equipment/vehicles

cludes 24 person mon
' March, 1982,

e Motorcycle

P} .

BEST AVAILABLE COPY .

1. COIC/OICI MIS Fiscal Report

Magnitude of -Inputs T
12 . .
168¢
R

$1,300%*

the.due to local staff terminations after January 1, 1982 required by revisions

2. External Audit

3. Joint Evaluation COG, USAID
- and OICI" .

—

1. Funding will be time
and funds released ¢
schedule.

in program




