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Project Overview:::

demeea

EVALUATION OF THE'DALPKA-ANTASI. PROJECT, AUGUST 1979 TO AUGUST. 1982

A. Introduwetion . e

The DALPRA Project.began operations in Avpust, 1979 in the Dé;arﬁ—_
ment of-Ancash, based on an OPG from USAID, approved in Mafch; 1979;'
and a subsequent contractual agreement between the National Office
of TFood Support (CNAA) and CARE, signed in August 1979. Tt was
viewed as pilot proiect with a possible future extension to the De-
partments of Puno and Cajamarca. The intent was to improve the nu
tri}ional status of campesinos in selécted communities by means of
increased agricultural productioa.

The project was to provide new, imprdved seed Qarieties, fertilizeré
and pesticicdes as well‘®as a staff of agronon.sts who would train and
assist the farmers in the proper application of the technologlcal
packagpe. Ultimately, a generatecd fund, from the sale of a portlon
of the harvest, would be controlled independently by the communities’
in order to assure their long term access to a financial resource

for the necessary agricultural inputs. Simultauneosly, nutritionists
would organize a communal didin ng room in eéch community, relying on

a share of the harvest .ro pr ide a mid- uayjmeal to children ‘under

6 and- pré@ﬁiﬁtf%nd ¢actat1ng mothers. Thggdlnlng room would also

serve as"gﬁgmqentral point for nutrltlon,éﬁucation efforts.

RS macanaiiUR— B
The present evaluation will first review significant aspects re-

iated to the project's overall financial support, staffing and
operatiouss=Ruantitative data will then be ‘presented separately for

the agr1cu*iura1 and nutrition components.r The final section will

offer conclusions and recommendations.
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- B. Plnanclal quvort

,’ w1th CARE Total and ;nnpal 1nputs. 1nAB-S. dollars or equ1ya

*

Prlrilpal fundlng was provxded by USAID through an OPG agreement”

“lent,’ from AID 0! A and CARE were as follows.f]'

,‘< . _': .

1979-80.  1980-81.  1981-82 TOTAL

USAID  $83,083  5138,052 $78,865 $300,000
ONAA 17,000 17,000 17,660 51,660
CARE 17,000 18,000 17,000 52,000
TOTAL $117,083 $173;052 $113,525 ‘403,660

(Based on' the CARE Fiscal Year, July ! through June 30) .

"It should be noted that CARE's confractual obligation of between
517,000 and $18,000 per annum was not expected to cover CARE's

personnel and operatiﬁg costs at the national level. When these
costs are included, total expenditures by CARE for personnel and

operations were as follows:

1079-80 1980-81 1¢81-82 TOTAL
CARE.P&0 - $34,208 $26,169  --$66,735 $127,112
Equivalgnp;gggures for ONAA are not avai;able.'
USATID and CARE,supporu terminated 1n 1e. ';' Since August of 1982,

ONAA has asoumed overall respon51b111ty for DALPRA (between August

and December, 71982, CARE continued to assist in the administration

of the pencrated fund).
—’T_;ﬁ:'”"“— . EE

C. gfo*eﬁf—gffizture and Operations

Overall control of the project rested with the "National Coordina-
ting Comdittee“‘composed of representatives of AID, ONAA and CARE

at the Li@a level. Locally, in Huaraz, the "Regional Coordinating

- 2 =
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' Comnittee" was composed of the senior reglonal staff of ONAA and;Lﬂ
f_the CARE representntlve.. Conceptually,nthe technlcal components
'of the progect were to be managed by ONAA and admlnlstratlon, -
partlcularly flnanclal admlnlstratlon,_was to be assumed by CARE -
staff. 1In fact, the’ Organlzatlonal Manual prepared in early 1980
contained a series of overlapping respon51b111tles-a351gned to

ONAA and CARE staff. This lack of a clear delincation of respon-

sibilitieé certainly played a partial role in some of the personnel:
and administrative problems that the project suffered. For exnmple‘
during the latter part of the project's second vear, it was decided
that a qualified agronomist be hired as Technical Director to re-
solve some of the production problems. However, functions over-
lapped with those’of'the CARE representative in Huaraz and lines

of authority were unclear, thus creating unnecessary friction and

confusion among field staff and project bene”iciaries as well.

At the field level, the two prinecipal areas, Cuenca de Mancos and,
Cuenca de Marcara, were served by two teams, each composed of an
agronomist, a nutritionist, 1 or 2 agronomy technicians and a
driver (the more distant community of Quecas was covered by staff
from these itwo teans). The size of the staff was adequate and,
gcnerally:‘anéllty was a:so acceptable. However, frequent perso-
nnel changes_hadma'negatiye impact on operatlons and the fairly

= . )
hlgh turnower -rate weakened, in some 1nstances, rapport with thc

commun*tes. ; : S -

e ——- =

The reasons for relatively frequent loss of personnel are of course

as varled as Lhe nunber of iandividuals concerned L.owever, one

Aegme -

factor can§§6=5¥ted ‘as a par icularly constant impediment to per-

sonnel. mﬁnﬂ&cment At .the inception of the project, CARE and ONAA

shared responsibility for the hiring of personnel. Salary levels

[ - 3 -

BEST AVAILABLE COPY

[



?fjwere dlfferent for e‘ch organlzatlon._ Thls,;ln tlme,_created a

7

for each classification were based on those tHen'in‘effect for*"

ONAA. However, the frequency of cost of 11v1ng salary 1ncreases. -

51gn1f1cant salary dlrference among progect staff: an employeeﬁ
“on the CARE payroll would eventually earn a hlgher salary ‘than -
a counterpart with 51m11ar quallflcatlons employed by ONAA." '
Addicionally,‘the-existence of 2 sepnrate employers had a nega-
tive”impact on a “team" concept, allegiance.often being directed
toward the employing organization rather than the project itself.
Concerning the nutritional component, each nulritionist reported
directly to the Regional Coordinating Committee, according to the
organizntional chart, during the first 2 years of the project.

In the third year, they reported to the agronomist in the newly -
created position of Technical Dlrector.‘?En"elther case, they
wvere sunervised by a staff ﬁith'limited or no background in nu-
tritigon and as a result, nutrition related issues generally took

a distant second place in operacional priorities.

D. Beneficiaries

As ipiicated above, the project was initiated in 4 communities of
the'CueﬂEende Marcaria, 4 additional communities in the Cuenca de
Mancos and one communlty in the Callejon de Conchucos, Quecas.

In the’g;;;::;e_study presented in Octbber of 1980, the number of
benef1c1arysfam111es in all 9 communities~was estimated at 939,
and a'feféiiﬁcpulation of 6,261 indiﬁidggl ben.ficiaries. The
lassumptien;ﬁas made that if a given comdﬁnity was involved in-the
project, then the total population would benefit. In fact, in

several communities agreements were signed not with t.e community

as a wholegiéfzenly with specific sectorsiwithin the community.
The population in the remaining sectors may be considered indirect
beneficiaries in the sense that they had informal access to the
training sessions provided by nutrition and agricultural staff,
which theyhdid attend, although the exact fr-quency and numbers

: , .

’

| -4 - o
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I1.

" are unknown. They were not however, permitted. to receive meals :

.*1n the communlty 0£ Intl Rayml,'the proceeds ﬁrom the communltles.

in the communal dlnlng room nor agrlcultural commodltles (note"f“:

share of the hanvest was recelved by the governlng councll and
theoretlcally used for devclopment efforts for the entlre commu
nity, regardless’ o? whether a par;lcular sector had partlclpatedgg
in DALPRA dr not. During the third year there were questidns C 7
raised by the c0mmunitf as to the control of these funds by'their,fz*
governiné board.but at tlhis time the matter 1is still pending.

It has becn alleped thu. the funds were used primarily for the ‘

board's own operating expenses). S

During the evaluation of the project's third vear aad in the

present document, only those sectors with active participation
in DALPRA were recognized as direct beneficiaries: 542 families
or an estimated 3,631 individuals. , '

Asro-Economic F.  uation ' - LT

A. Background

When the proyect was first implemented, the evaluation System

was based on CARE's internal "Program Implementation and Evalua
tion" fepcrt (?.I.E;) which is pr ired 3 times per year and,

for DALPRA, included o variety of indicators. During the first
year the indicators were primarily related to the projects struc
ture, e.g. the establishment of committees within each community
and the development.of training programs. One intermediate goal
was related to an improved harvest th9ugh no quantifiable goal was
established. Specific evaluacion of the economic aspects of pro

duction was not a part of the original design.

Ialf way thru the second _project year, Feb. 1681, a ~eminar was
held to establish a method of evaluating the economic viability

of DALPRA. As a result, the evaluation of the second ycar

-5 -
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‘was based on a "partial budget analysis" as first used in an

earller project in the Mantaro Valley. As applied to DALPRA'

this approach would establlsh a beneflt—cost rptlo for produc<5
]-tlon activities of farmers operatlng 1ndependently and u31ng a.
'tradltlonal mlnlmum 1eve1 ‘of investment in 3 varlables. seeds,-
fertlllzers, and pestlcldes.‘ A second benefit-cost ratio 1s'@f
then established for those farmers receiving DALPRA a351stance; 
In this case, the ratio is based on the increase in .the cost of
the variables used in DALPRA plots and the anticipated increase

in the net income from the harvest.

In practice, several difficulties were eventually apparent in
this appreach, The control plot, operated independently of
DALPRA, would théoretically be of equal soil quality, have equal
access to irrigation and be.planted with the same variety of seeds
(though the quality would presumably be lower). In fact this was
not always the case as the farmers tended to select the least
productive areas for DALPRA assistance and similar plots to act
as cbntrole were not necessarily of the same qu:lity. Also,
some seed varieties were introduced to the area by the program
and could not be matched in the control plot. Most important,
however, is that the syétem of gathering data for the control
nlots was based on verbal data provided by the. farmer. Such data
is often not _recorded and rests exclus1ve1y on the recall of the
individuals—="" ’

- Further coﬁplicating the evaluation effort is that a standard re
porting syE?Eh; adequate to the needs of each of the three invol.
ved organizations, was never formally established. As a resu.:,
volumlnous:iggprts were produced by project staff, many of which

‘had questlaikb;e_or limited practical value.
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An attempt has been made in the present eValuatlon to select
cconomlcally SLgnlflcant data from each program year and pre i

sent - 1t 1n a format thut Wl;l allow: comparlson from one yearf

to the next._ In some 1nstances, the data presented here will" s
differ from that found in some of the P.I.E. and other reports.’:ﬂﬁf
The reasons for the dlscgepanc1es wvere not always clear. The " ;{
data presentcd here is based primarily on a review of primary

data from field rcports, especially wvhere coni_.cts existed.

In the case of potato production, the results cf the'controi
nlots are also presented, though the caveats identified above
should be kent in mind. Control plots have only been used as

a comparison in'analyzing potato production as this represents
£0% to 90% of the economic invest.cnt. For 1979-1980, the re-~
sults of the control'plots'are actuvally forrthe period 1978-~79
and are taken from idformation obtained during 1061 interviews
conducted as part of the projects base-line data. . Information
for 1980-81 and 1981-82 is based on 42 and 43 beneficiary inter
views respectively. Respondants were not selected at random,
rather 1t was usually the farmer most accesible at the time of
the interviwvers visit or one with whom the interviewer was faﬁi
liar.

e

B. Arce—Covered_ Table T

The totaffﬁrea moxre than tripled over the three year period,
from about-3.47% to 11.3% of total avzilable l:ad in those commu
nities, or sectors of communities, wihere the project operated.
Since the DALP: plets Jere desipned for demonstration purposes,
the rover®&gé in the last year is a rcasonable level. Generally,
= . p ' he
there was a strong demand among the communities to increase the

coverape each year. . ' i
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AREA TOTAL Y PORCENTAIE (ULTIV:DY ¢ON DALFRA POP CORNIDAD Y 7o ARO

TOTAL CULTIVABLE AREA -AND PERCENTAGE CULTIVATED WIiTH DALPR{ BY COMUNITY

AND YEAR

t

€

COMNTDAD. - EXTENSION (Ha<) AREA CULTIVADA CON DALPRA
. CORUNITY TOTAL AREA (1. ) AREA CULTIVATED VITH DALPRA
1979 - 1980 1980 - 1981 1981 - 1982
. HAS — § OF TOTAL| FAS - $ OF TOTAL .|  HAS'— % OF TOTAL
V. DE MUSHO 181 11,22 6t 25.20 14 | 3485 194
MITIMAES - 122 © 5.38 43 11.57 9% 21,35 18%
J.C. MARIATEGUI 262 6.50 2% 0 0 0 0
MITA 90 0 0 11.90 13% 118.90 214
HUASCARAN 238 9.93 43 18.89 8% 41.29 174,
QUECAS 45 6.50 145 15.70 35% 10.25 23%
INTT RAYMI 388 9.50 2% 17.50 5% - 21.80 6%
. RECUAYHUANCA 224 2.90 1% 11.31 54 24.11 11%
COPA CHICO 369 6. 50 2 14.20 4y 9.07 2
SIETE IMPERICS 241 12.50 5% 13.90 6% |- 35.85 154
TOTAL 2,160 70,93 S 3.4% 140.17 7.4% 27T 11.4%
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"After the flrst year, one communlty J.C. MARIAT&GUi' dld de-

.cide to w1thdrau apparencly because of the lom ylelds achleved

‘as w111 be seen beltw.f In the second year lt was»:=nlaced by
the communlty of’ Mlta.  The percentage of total area cultlvated
w1th DALPRA is based on the total -area of each communlty, or
sector of the c0mmunity, actually. involved in that . particular

year.

C. DBenefit - Cost Lvaluation

In the following tables cdescribing the benefit-cost ratio, two
different ectimates of the level of investment or cost, are
provided. The first is the cost of the physical inputs (seeds,
fertilizers and pesticides) provided by the project. The second
adds to these phy31cpl inputs an estimated value of hum- labor
and anrimal traction provided by the community. No estimate is
made »f the cost of project personnel and operations, interest

costs or land value.

The resvlts of the first year's production: (1979-80) for all
crops ar&,shown in Table # 2. Of the 71 hectarea.sown, more
than !/2 were in potatoes with wheacz, barley and corn as the

other major crops. The most profitalle crop bés .cob corn and
remdlncdzghe -most profltable in each. succeeding year as well.
Overall, the 1nvusfmenc of approximately 4.9 million Peruvian
Soles, in the form of seeds, fertilizers and pesticides produced
a harvest worth 15.3 million Soles, or a return of 3.14 Soles

for cach Sol inverted.

s

Table - a“sg"provides an estimate cf the level of investment
made by the community, i... human labor and animal trac-lon, in
addition to the value of the physical inputs. provided by the

project. (In the case of peas and beans, such an estimate is
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L PATA 1979-1980

RELACION BENEFICIO/COSTO DE TODOS LOS CULTIVOS EN LA C

N

BENEFIT/COST RATIC, ALL CROPS 1979 - 1980

" PRODUCTO - HECTAREA RENDDMIENTC (Kls) ~ | VALOR DE COSECHA | COSTO DE INSMOS RELACION COSTO DE INSLRIOS FLLALIP\ j
CROP :  SEMEADA PRODUCTION (RTLOS) | FARVEST VALUE COST OF INPUTS © BENEF/CCSTO _MAS MANO DE OBRA | BENEF/COSTO |
| ' HECTARSS SO TOTAL/PCR HAC TOTAL/POR HAC BENEFIT/COST | INEUTS PIUS [ABOR COST|BENEE[T/CH o
'PAPA/ POTATG ’ 25.74 162,023 / 6,295 10'937,228 31588,208/139,402 3.05 41800, 536 2.28
TRIGO/WHEAT - | ©16.90 10,963 / - 649 1'048,611 - 444,119/ 26,279 2.36 11047,459 1.00
CEBADA/ BARLEY = 13,10 14,117 / 1,078 1'166,063 327,989/ 25,037 3.56 753,859 1.55
one R - o 'NO DISPONIBLE
ARVEJAS/ PCAC . v 0.68 160 / - 235 48,000 23,161/ 34,060 2.07 ‘NOT AVAINABLE |
WAI7 C}UCUO/ COB CORN‘ 3030 54,000 / 16,364 540,000 95,160/ 28,836 5.67 245,060 2.20
\uav GR:X0, LRAIV CORN 9 11,343 / 1,168 111586,620 387,747/ 39,933 4,09 - 782,069 2,03
~_________"jffi I _ , _ - . NO DISPONIBLE
FRIJOL/ BEW i L.50 58 / 39 10,408 15,307/ 10,204 0.68 NOT AVAILABLE
(OTAL7 PROWDIO .
TOTAL/ AVER B 70.93 -- - 15'336,930 - 4'381, 691 3.14 -- --
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not avallable) : The effect on the beneflt/cost ratlo isg mddest

‘in the- case of potato productlon (from 3.05 to 2 28) 51nce the SRR

ﬁrelatlve value of phy31cal 1nputs requlred 1s much greater than
‘the Value of labor needed - In other crops, par 1cularly corn,_a
the ratio is substa nt1ally wezkened. However, with the exceptlon;ﬁf
of wheat, where the wvalue of theAharvest was almost identical to

the totzl inves:imen=, the remainlng crops still demonstrate a

ratio greater than 1.0, the break-even point.

Potato production levels were particularly disappointing, in

spite of the positive benefit-cost ratio. The production per
hectare was barely 6,300 kilos whereas with the level of tech-
nelogy applied,'it,shoqld have‘approached 15,000 kilos per hec
tare. This was probably due to delays in having staff on- ~
board and material available in a timely manner in the initial
months of project operations, resulting in a late planting

schcdqle.

In the second project year, 1980-81, the results shown in Table
3 demonstrate a much less favorable benefit—cost ratio compared
to the first year: Overall, for an investment in'physical in-

puts oflfB million Soles, a harvest value of 40.5 million Soles
was realized a return of l.44 soles per sol 1nvested When

comm"nvtﬁzrnout is 1nc_lded in the level of investment, the re

turn was mdpative, 0.94 soles per sol invested.

Several reasons have been identified for these poor results.
Comparing production levels per hectzre with those of the first

year,

evels either decrezased or remained at about the same
level. "=IW potato production, there was no substantial increase

(6,323 kilos per hectare), thus the anticipated level of about

BEST AVAILABLE COFY



Custlro ' ; . . v
LD 403 | _ o
TABLE - RELACION BFNEFICIO/COSTO DE TODOS LOS CULTIVOS EN LA CAVPATA 1980-1981
‘ BENEFIT/COST RATIO, ALL CROPS 19§0-1931
 PROUCTO - - HECTARFA RENDIMIENTO (Kls) * | VALOR DE COSECHA | COSTO DE INSUMOS " RELACTON COSTO DE INSIBLS o LACTON |
S oeCROP oo SEMBRADA - PRODUCTION (KILOS) | HARVEST VALUE COST OF INPUTS BENEF/COSTO MAS MANO DE OFRA ! 2ENTF/COSIO
‘ ..~ HECIARES SOWN ~ TOTAL/POR HAC - | TOTAL/POR HAC BENEFIT/COST | INPUTS PLUS [ABOR CC¢ 1 l _-)_\_;i_h ll_:ggf'_l
PAPA/ POTATO = . 77,11 | 487,597/ 6,323 | 341694,895 241972,835/325,860 | ©  1.39 351675,476 0.9°
TRIGO/ WHEAT 25,77 17,856/ 538 | 1'412,670 1.036,691/ 40,229 1.36 2'468,315 57 ij
CEBADA/ BARLEY 18,02 10,090/ 560 932,460 672,090/ 37,297 1.39 1'600,127 0"\? ;
ARVEJAS/ PEAS ~ - - .. 2,90 | 630/ 234 v 127,500 129,085/ 44,512 0.99 268,927 R :

S NOTULSEC DL a0 — S —
MAIZ CHOCLO / COB CORN 815 AVATIABLE 21491 267 644,944/ 79 134 3 86 11535, 580 62
MATZ GRANO/ GRAIN CORN"'i 6,10 4,123/ 677 720,000 476,873/ 78,176 1.51 11324 ,646 0.54
HABAS/ BROAD BEAN 2.12 632/ 326 106,125 . 131,763/ 62,152 0.81 235,290 0.45
TOTAL/PRCNEDIO h T T L ' = — ‘ | =
DALPRA 114017 -- - : 401484,917 . 3'064,281 1,44 43'108,361 ] 0.94

..... - ——— .-_; - z b : -
| I: .
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15,000 kilos remained. aﬁdistant .goal. A priﬁe r:ason was

that the mu3or1ty of seeds—vere purchased from one suppller

and vere documenfedmﬁs in good sanitary condltlon. It was

-

soon realized, However, that the condltlon was not as repref*i >
sented, though too ldte to avoid serious damage to the harvest.
Adding to this were atwlnlstrattve ard logistical problems

that caused delays ~n cdelivering the agricultural requirements
fo the field.

Beyond these production impediments, the benefit-cost ratio

was most severely damaged by price increases in fertilizers
and pesticides thzt far out-stripped the very modest increases
in the market value of the crops produced. TFor example, bet-
ween the first and second year, the average market price per
kilo of potatos increased 5Z {(Zrom 67.5 to 71.2 soles) while

L]
the cost c¢f inputs required per hectare increased 1327 (from

139,402 Soles to 222,260 Soles) in the s: . period. In the
case of wheat, the market price cf the harvest increased by 67
and the cost of inputs increased by 537,

-ty
Table 4 presents the thire nroductiorn year, 1981-82. - Total
value of the harvest was aboutr 122.1 millien Scles; investment’
in physi%%L;inpu:s vAas J3 2 million Soles, represénting a be-
nefit cost ¥atio of 2.3.7 " When commurity iInputs are added to

investment costeg, the ratio becomes 1.6.

his third yecar saw a very csubstantial increase in the key
economic area of potato production, reaching an average of

13,3}? xriv* par hectare, very close to the desired-15,000 kilos

level. N

- 10 -.-.-_....‘.v
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RELACION BENEF ICI0/COSTO DE TODOS LCS CULTIVOS EN LA CAMPARA 1981-1982

BENEFIT/COST RATIO, ALL CROPS 1981 - 1982

HECTAREA

JUCTO RENDIMIENTO (Kls) | VALOR.DE COSECHA | COSTO DE INSUMOS RELACTON _COSTO DE INSMOS - | RELACION
o SEMERADA PRODUCTION (KTLOS) | RRVEST VAIUE COST OF INFUTS BENEF/COSTO | . MAS MANO DE OBRA  |BENEF/COSTO| = .

HECTARES SO\ TOTAL/POR HAC ! :ﬂ"--: L I {tFoTAL/PC BENEFTT/COST | INPUTS-PLUS LABCR Cosr BENEFIT/COSI! - .
POTATO ‘ 02.81 1'236,130/ 13,319 1&)13'877,546 "'| 46i552,605/ 501,590 2.30 62'170,075 L2 o
/ VHEAT 41.68 26,999/ 648 3'482,’@71 ?8.72,1.71/ 1%, 978 I86 4'304,4‘&7 0.81
A/ BARLEY 32.65 31,275/ 958 37469,914 1'473,439/ 45,156]  2.35 51416,853 1.0z
AS/ PEAS 31.10 7,720/ 208 2'802,425 1'533,507/ 49,309 1,83 3'137,02% ;. 0.89 -
CHOCLO/COB CORN 8.25 - LHJI_;>23811/ 16,098 41265811 909,071/ 110,190 4,69 1'628,956 - ,,'._'2_.6_‘2 K

0 (umid). | 2 7 | DT S

GRANO/ GRAIN CORN 7.70 5,641/ 733 | 976,4651 767,783/ 99,713 1,27 1'418,849 0,69
/ OTHERS 3.00 512/ 171 239,000 194,999/ 31,666 2.52 175,399 136
/PRMEDIO 217.17 - : 122'114,008 | 53'203,580/ 244,984 2.30 761251,643 .60

* Incluye un monto pequeiio de frijol

Includes a small amount of bean production

%% Choclo y frijol'

Tarwi and beans
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’_Oﬂce agaln, howevcr, the beneflt cost ratlo was serlously

weakened hy market condltloné;,
toes for example 1ncreased by 217 .over the prev1ous year hut

the cost of 1nputs for potato productlon 1ncreas°d by 557.

Since potato .oduction nepresents the largest financial inves
ment, an effort has becen made to compate the projects experiente
with that of "the farmer operating indepeandently.  Table 5 compa
res the data each year between tnat 0of the independent farmer
on the one hand and DALPRA plots on the other. Again, it
‘should be kept in mind that the data for 1ndependent production
is based primarili on * ‘tbal information from farmers who gene-
rally have mo, or very limited, recorded data available. The
reliability is thercfore very questionabie.

.3 the first year, the benefit cost ratio realized.in the DAL-

PRA plots was almost double that of the independent farmer. It

1. noteworthy that the difference reported in investment costs

in physical inputs, per hectare, is only 17Z greater in the

DALPRA plots. Yet the production per hectare was about 1407
L-eater, Thus, based on this data, thne critical difference was

1apparently 1n the appalcatlon of the technology rather than the
cost of the technology.

In the second year, the situation reversed: DALPRA's benefit
cost ratio was a low 1.29 while the independent farmer realized
a ratio of 2.40 This was in spite of DALPRA investing at a

substuntlalfymh gher level, spcnding about:737% more on physical

inputs than the -independent farmer. Prlrei,-l negative Ffactor

in the case of DALPRA was undoubtndly the purchase of poor seed

stock, as described above.

- 11 -
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RESUMEN DE RELACIONES BENEFICIO/COSTO, CULTIVO DE PAPA CAMPARA 1979-80, 1580-81, 1981-82
[ : T ‘
| SIAMARY OF BENEFIT/€OST RATIOS, POTATO PRODUCTION 1979-80, 1980-81, 1981-82
PRODUCTOR _ . EXTENSION Hag RENDIMIENTO ( Kls)|  VALOR SOLES COSTO DE INSUMOS - RELACION ~ COSTO DE INSUMOS |  RELACION
PRODUCER EXTENSION Has| PRODUCTION (Kilos)|  VALUE SOLES | COST OF INRTS | BENEF/COSTO .~ MAS MANO DE OBRA |BENEF/COST O
| - Il T TOTAL/POR HAS | BENEFIT/COST | INPUTS PLUS LABOR COST|BENEFIT/COS .
; ‘Hh‘[‘ i b . ) CLoe e
H ‘! 1979~ 1980 , B e
- DALPRA | 25.74 162,023/ 6,295 |  10'937,228 3'588,208/ 139,402 305 | 400,536 | 228
1+ INUEPENDIENTE o | | T . o ER s
INDEPREENTLY 1.00(X) 2,624/ 2,624 | . .. 188,400 .. |... 119,243/ 119,243 . |. .. 1.58.. .o | ......197,889 ... | 0.95 . |
1980- 1981 L. S e
CDALIRA 7711 | 487,597/ 6,323 34'694,895 | 24'972,835/ 323,860 |  1.39 35'675,476 . 097
~ INDEPENDIENTE | NO DISPONIBLE - . © NO DI SPONIBLE
INDEPENDENTLY 1.00(X) | NOT AVAILABLE . 450,888 187,603/ 187,603 |- 240 . .| . NOT.AVAILABLE
1981 - 1982 .
NALPPA | 192,81 1'236,130/ 13,319 106'877,547 ' 46'552,605/ 501,590 J 12.30 62,170,075 | 172 |
: INDEFPEND1ENTE ) P ' ‘ ' _ . NO DISISON IBLE -
TNDEPENDENTLY 1.00(X) 8,322/ 8,322 521,367 . | 445,915/ 445,915 1,17 NOT AVAILABLE
* Representa Jos resul fados de produccidén en la campafia 1978-79
DATA KiPRESENTS PRODUCTION ACTIVI1: FOR 1978-79
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Thlrd year data- show a, DALPRA benefit-cost of 2.30 compared
to 1.17 for the 1ndependent farmer._ As - 1n the flrst year,;;
'the dlfference 1n 1ncreased 1nvestment 1s not substantlﬂl
DALPRA 1nvest1ng 124 more than the 1ndependent producqr The -
increased yleld per hectare however wag 607 greater for DAL-
PRA

DL Potato Seed Production

. - -

An additional compotnent of potato productlon was &n eFfort to
produce nood ‘quality seed potrarnec wirhin che communltlesu
Since it was mot identified as a specific objective of the pro
gram, quantifiable targets were never establicshed; nor was &
standarized report{ngfsystem-to trsckﬂ&hgg key aspect of pro-
duction. DBuring the seceﬁd prqgram year, the records indicate
that there were approximately 42 metric tons of seed quality
potato available fro& the first year's production, with a mar-
ket value of Soles 6,720,900 or USS 16,123 (at 416.80 soles =
US$ 1.00). During the second year, the production . seed po-
tatoes was adequate to meet the needs of the principal campaigﬂ
of the third year: 164 metric tons, valued at S/. 29,520,000
or US$ 45,172 (at 653.50 soles = USS 1. 00) These figures re

present the program s share of productlon, an equal amount

being avallable to the .farmer or communlty.

o e — = - ¢ .

- -

.

This deveIOpment of a degree of self sufficiency in quality
potato seed production represents a significant step forward

in future increcased yields. Traditionally, the farmers did not
lhave the necessary capital to purchase good quality seeds,
cspecially—=considering high transportatlon costs and additional

[
—— ——

costs 1mpﬁs€ﬁ by middle-men. The only recourse was continued

use of poor seed stock, consistently limiting the le. 1 of

- 12 -

BEST AVAILABLE COFY -



production.
,necessary every- severdl years,

”be requlred

As replacement stocks of seed potatoes will be
addltlonal 1nvestmcnts w111 :

but lt lS antlclpat8d that thls w111 be feasx-’j '

~

ble for the 1ndependent ftrmer once he has been able to repro

“duce the hlgh ylelds on’ mnon- DALPRA plots.

. Gencerated Fund

S

As mentior. .bove a "Generated Fund"

the sale of the program's share of crop production,
ultimate goal that it be turred over to the communi
end of the third year and thus
resource for the purchase of the necessary agricult
During the operational stage,
some of those agricultural costs not
budget.

»

the final disposition:

Date Deposite/Iutcrest W +hdrawal

Feb. 1981 Opening Deposit s/

Mareh : 2,452,381 '

April 4,561,420 -

May 183,000 o
(July,i{681 occountFtransferred from Banco de
Crédito, Huaraz to the Banco Hipotecario, Lima)

Aug. __. Opening Balance '

Sept. 1,170,431

Nov. 676,849 322,855

Dec. 2,129,365

Jan. 198 === 2,368,074 222,225

Feb 2,400,000

Mareh 7,727,240 2,737,491

Apr 5,691,504

13 -
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was established fromn

with the

ties at the

serve as a continuing financial
ural inputs.
the, funds were used to offset
covered by the basic

The following summarizes the-activity of the fund and

4,372,137
6,824,518
11,385,938

11,568,938

13,686,408
14,856,839
15,210,833
17,340,198
19,486,047
21,886,047
26,875,756
21,184,292




Date . Deposits/Interest = Withdrawal Balance

25,565,849 0.

~ May 1982 ‘l!;g:iQ?’L99;ﬁ¢;‘;, E 4;380.64% fﬁ
Cqun. 10,719,801 7 - 2,982,035- 7 33,303,615

Jul, -~ 3,977,766 16,955,883, 20,325,498 . %
Awg. .- 7 596,250 11,545,987 . 9,375,761
Sept. _ 2,801,897 1,246,459 "9,931,199 1
Oct. | 4,128,652 6,802,547

Nov. 465,980 ' 3,046,247 4,222,280

Dec. 739,549 3,670,980 1,290, 87 .

Jan. 1923 . 21,348 1,312,197 o=

Rhen CARE funding terminated in August, 1982, 7ARE continted to
manage the fund. at CNAA's request until Dec., 1982. During

that period, the fund represented the only available source of
funds for the payment of salaries and termination costs for

staff that Lad previsdusly been paid by CARE directly. The
account was closed in Jan. 1983 and a check for the balance of‘
S/. 1,312,197 (VUS$ 1,274} was delivered to ONAA on Jan. 14, 1983,

The situation relating te frhe Cenerated fund touches on one of
the weakest links in the DALTRA touwcépe. Original plans pre-
sumed ;hé‘early involvement of comnmunity leaders in all phases
of purchasing supprlies and equipment, marketing, and management
of the gemerated fhﬁd,lﬂln préétice, nﬁése 3 componex. , parti -
cularly marketing, presented considerable logistical and admi
nistrative problems that required full attention from project
staff. =~ ‘nging community leaders into the process and the.
development of a training effort in these areas was uncver rea
lized.,tgggzgarliest time frame for such an effort would have

becn the development of a systematic trdining progranm during

the fourth yecar, implementation during the fifth year and fina

.11y primary reSpOnsibility for operations of each componcnt

- 14 -
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iokemone .o 0o

being assumed by the communities during the sixth year.

Nutrition Evaluwatiomi - :=i. .l "% o e L

A. Structure

Nutrition ac;ivities focused on the‘deveioument of'a Nutrition
Committee in ez:zh community, composed principally of the commu
nity women. One of the two staff nutritionists assisted in the
development of an organizational and work pliun for each commi-
ttee whose principal role was the establishment of at.least one
communal dining room, or "comedor", in each community. The co
medores were to provide a mid-day méal for all children under
6 and pregnant or lactating mothers, typicaily he most nutri-
tionally vulnerable group. Suppl& of the comedores was to .
come from a portion of tﬁe harvesc: approximatély 20%Z of the
programs §OZ share of+the total harvest plus additional items |
not available from local production, such as cooking oil, nood,
les, rice and céndimenté purchased with funds from the sale of

the harvest, i.e. the generated fund.

Formation .of the mutrition committees was begun in the first
program year, 1979-1980 and 3 of the 9 communities were opera
ting a comedor by the end of fhat’period.,'By thé‘end of the
second yé%fﬁ"éll“g commﬁnities had a committee established, an.
active nutrition education program and, with one exception, all
were operating at least one comedor. By the beginning‘of the
third year, a total of 12 comedores were operational. Because

of the sporadic starting dates of the various comedores, and

the absenre_of..a-standardized reporting system, the present

evaluation will focus primarily on the third year of operations.

’

The comedores served a double purpose, First as a means of

providing a well balanced meal for the vulnerable populati:n

- 15 -
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and secondly as a'gathering point for cdmmunity women in

'whlch the staff nutrltlonlst would offer elther a class on' _ _
basic nutrition or ‘a. practlcal demonstratlon 1n food prepaiFZ_f’~'*ﬁ
ratlon._ The focus was on 1mprﬂt1ng ;he famlly dlet based on
the use of locally ProdUCcd &oods; An add1t10na1 achlevement

of the committee itself was in the deveivpument of organlzatlg

nal abilities among the women of the comunity. Though this
aspect will not be ‘evaluated in the present document, it was
clear that . a ﬁa:ential does/exisf to broaden the responsibili-
ties of such women's orgénizations and focus on issues.relating

to general community development.

B. Acceptability and Costs of the '"Comedores'

The initial plan was to have each comedor functioning 20 days

each month, though thig level was never achieved:

Average number of days per month

comedores were functioning 1981-82

Cuenca de Cuenca de

Marcara Mancos
Aug. T 16.2. . 17.2
Sept. 16.2 8.0
Oct. | 7.0 12.0
Nov. - 13.2 15.8
Dec. 18.0 17.0
Jan. = 13.8 15.6
Feb.  ——. . 16.6 18.4
March 12.2 17.0

- 16 -
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Cuenca de . .- Cuenca de

Marcara |- = __ Mancos .
o Apr. o c1s.2 o 17.8
CoMay o el T18L,6 o e 17000
et 12,6 - 0 16.0 -
Monthly éverage'14.75‘ 15,45

The reasbns for ﬁpnffunctioning days were varied, but gene-
_rally related to the demands of household or agricultural res
ponsibilities. The women assigned to meal preparation on a
giveh day were quife often unable to include the comedor among
‘other respoﬁ&ibilities, especially during sowing ana harvest
periods. -Illnesé was also frequently a reported cause of
absence. Aside from these personal reasons, there were fre- )
quent instances when the comedor was not functioning simply

because of logistical and administrative problems related to

the purchase and delivery of fobd to each comedor.
Attendance records for children under 6 were as follows:

_Average daily number of children

under 6 years attending Comedores
' 1981 - 1982

Cuenca de Cuenca de

Marcara Mancos
Aug. 222 142
Sept. 222 , 154
Oct; - . 7 208 | 150
Nov. 216 148
" Dec. 212 148
Jan. | 206 152
=1 7 _ N edeormre
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Cuenca de:- _  Cuenca de
Marcard ° Mancos

rev.

March 1800  if | 140 o et
Apr. 10 oo 122 o
May - . - 156 132 S
Jun. - 140 | - 114
' Jul. . 136 o112
Monthly Averagé' . 1806.3 ) 137.5

-

While mothers frequently found it difficult to bring chil-
dren to the comcdor.fqr the same reasons mentioned above
(other responsibilities with high@r pritrity), there was a
clear downwérduﬁrénd in attendance throughout the year in the
Cue:.cd de Mancos and,vparticularly,.in the Cuenca de Marcarﬁf
It was during this third year that community members had be-
come fairly vocal over the value of the comedores. Their

concern centered around the following issues:

-~ The necessity to interrupt the days activi-
ties and bring the youngest children to the

comedor, ©Often a considerable distance had

[T

to be travell¢

- The uncertainty of whether or not the come-
dor was functioning on a given day, either

because one or more of the women "on turn"

not being available or the late arrival of

food supplies. ' -

An additional factor probably existed, not voiced by the be-

neficiaries. The concept of the comedor. was presented to' the

18 -
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communlty .as. an 1ntegral cowponent oF the entlre agrlcultu

o ral and nutrltlonal program and a551stance ‘at ‘the comedor:;fﬂ;fiig
‘was probably seen duang‘;he early stage of operatlons‘as»" L
>a neceSSary functlon for?the contlnuatlon of DALPRA 35515—9'

tance. quoubtedlj, had:the maJorlty of communities beCn.g»nq

given the opportunity to receive the rations for home use’
by the vulnerable population, they would have preferred this
to the comedor.

.
Owing to the low level of acceptance of the comedores in
many communities and a more limited budget, the comedores were
closed during the first half of the fourth project year.

Cost of operating the 12 comedores during the third year was:

ITEM COST

Soles _Lss
Value of food delivered
to comedores from harvest 1,970,535 3,889
Cost of purchased food
(0oil, rise, sugar, noodles .
.and condiments) 1,814,591. 3,467

Total _ 3,785,126 7,356

C. Nutrition Education ..

In the area of nutrition education, each of the 2 nutritionists
visited each community .3 to 4 times per month and at each visit
offered formal or informal classes and demonstrations, in addi
tion to assisting in the organizational development of the co-
mmittee é&étggeration of the comedor. Informal education efforts
were either open ended classes with a general topic or a.practi-

cal demonstration of a particular dish (based on appropriate ba

- - 19 -
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lancing of 1oea11yﬂpfodueed;foude ‘ hureqst:uctured and 1n-7

dépth "eonrees” were al o oféered nsually laatlng 1 to 2 days
and frequently attended by men as well"’ as w0men.i In the thlrd
year, a total of 16 courses and 247 classes or demonstratlons"

were provided. Average attendance in the Cuenca de Marcara _y_"

was 21 during the first half of the year for classes and 11 for ol
demonstrations but this fell to an average of 6 and 7 respecti-

vely during the second half. In the Cuenca de Mancos, the

trend was reversed, with attendance averaging 55 persons for

clasees and 26 for demenstrations during the first half, and

increasing to 78 and 77 respectively during the second half.

One limiting factor in education was that neither of the nutri-
tionists was Quechua 'speaking. For most community women, Que-
chua is the first language and though the majority are able to
converse in Spanish, individual abilities are quite wvariable.

It was often necessary to have one woman translate during * the

lecture.

Towards the end of the third project year when it was likely

the comedores would be closed, an alternative educati -~ strategy
was developed, focusing on already exis:ing work grou:s of about
8 to 12 families each that generally live in clc.e proximity.
Each work g;eup was to become a. sub-unit of the community nutri
tion committee. Rather then focus on the comedor for educatio-
nal efforts, classes and demonstrations would be offered in the
home of one of the members of the'work group. This was especi
11y valuable in giving the nutritionist an opportunity to make
the demonstratlons more relevant to the home kitchen, broaden

her famlllarlty ‘with the practical limitation and addltlonally

provide an opoortunity to observe whether or not concepts taught

- 20 -
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were belng applled partlcularly those relathg to enVLro-f““

mental hyglene. Transportatlon problems would now largely
be Shlfted from the beneflclarles to the nutrltlonlsts.,Pre
liminary reports from the nutrltlonlsts suggest that thlS(
approach has been well received by the work groups.

During the project's third year, two opportun}ties vere ideg"
tified to broaden the impact of the nutrition component of

the program: .1) expansion of the education efforts to in-
clude Speqific health topics anéd 2) the development of family
gardens. In health, informal crntacts were initially deve-
loped by the nufritionist assigned‘to the Cuenca de Mancos
with staff from the area hospital in Yungay as well as health
workers from local health centers. Close coordination at the
"field level provided the opportunity to include sessions on
specific health topics as an integral part of the course of-
fered (especially in the more structured educatlonal sessions
lasting 1 to 2 days) These sessions were presented by medical
professionals and included for example, prevention and control
of diarrhea, importance of vaccinations and family planning
techniques. The most s*ruc*ured effort was a.k lay course on
nutrition and health in the city of Carhuaz, June; 1682 atten
ded by”ig active communlty women. There appears to be strong
community interest in these éourses, varticularly in the Cuen

ca de Mancos. R

The concept of family gardens was also enthusiastically recei-
ved by the coamunities. Crganization and implementation was
under the control of the nutritionists with technical assistan

ce from the agronomy staff. By the end of the third year, %
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gardens had been installed in Marcari and 71 in Mancos. -

AntthPbmetric~Su}Vng7,;" '

e et

In order - to evaluate the impact of the nutrition component™ - -

among children under 6 years of age, periodic anthropome-
tric measuremgnts.(weight for age) were to be undertaken

by the ﬁutritioﬁiéts'for comparison with earlier résults,
p;rticularly with the data obtaiﬁed in the base-line study
of April-May,. 1980. Results of the initial and subsequent
survey§ were comfared to standafds.publishedlby Galvan and..

Jaspe and classified according to the following categories:

.

Normal = wyweight for age at least
90%Z of st§ndard

first degree.malnutrition =  89.9% fo 807 normal

Second degree malnutrition = 79.9% to 70% normal

Third degree malpuqr%tion = 69.9% orjless of no: ..l.

Unfortunately, at the time of preparation of this report,
data for the second and third years were not available for
the Cuenca de Marcara. As soon as they are prepared, they

will be_presented as an addendum to the evaluation.

Table 6 presents the data for the Cuenca de Mancos and
“Quecas in the second and third program years for compariscr

with the base-line survey. Subjects were not selected at
- 22 -
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random;‘oniy thdse”childfen'whc eséisﬁedlet the comedor~bbm7 '

the days that measurements were to be taken were. measured .

Thus, children not attendine

iy
= ,,».__'

generally because of parentefffﬁ*ff7¥

being unable to accompany tﬁem or illness, had no opportunity e

of being inc-pded-in the survey.

The second survey was undertaken a few months after mosc
comedores hed becode.o?erational, and little or no impact
can. be expected. The third year shows no children remain~
ing in third degree malnutrition’and a substantial reduction
in cases of secend degree malnutrition,. General conclusions,

however, must be delayed until the data for the Cucnca de

Marcara can be made available.

- 23 -
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6 EVALUACION DE PESO POR TALLA, “INOS MENORES DE 6 ANOS
WEIGHT FOR AGE SURVEY, CHILDREN UNDER 6 YEARS ,’

. ESTADO NUTRICIONAL EVALUACION # 1 EVALUACiON 2 EVALUACION # 3
’ - ABRIL,MAY, 1980 ABRIL,MAY, 1981 ABRIL,MAY, 1982
NUTRITION LEVEL ’ N = 243 N =173 . N = 123
N° % N LA %
| NORMAL 57 23.5 27 15.6 42 34.1
~1°GRADO MALNUTRICION 111 45,7 91 52.6 . 64 52.0
2°GRADO MALNUTRICION 64 26.3 51 29.5 17 13.8
3°GRADO MALNUTRICTON 11 4.5 4 . 2.3 0 - 0.0
N "A: La evaluacidn # 1 incluye todas las comunidades; la segun- ‘

da y tercera incluye datos solamente de Mancos y Quecas.

NOTE: Evaluation # 1 includes all communities; the second and .-

third includes data only from Mancos and Quecas.

-
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IV.. Principal Conclusions and .Recommendations

R WY

e

The need to satisfy reporting requirements of three distinct

organizations created a cumbersome, lethargic reporting system.

A variety of documents were prepared, intluding monthly and
quarterly field reports, P.I.E.'s, fiscal and inventorj docu-
ments, etc., many of which were modified for vague reasons and
rarely followed any coordinated pattern. As a resuit, many do
duments were produced that were of questionable value and in
other cases reguired information was not available or was not

in an appropriate-fbrmat.

In a project as complex as DALPRA, an adequate and efficient
reporting system shguld be planned in the pre-operational stage
and should consider the reporting requirements of each organiza-
tion. A prerec 'isite of course is the establishpent of specific
long and short term goals and what means will be used to measure
progress. Additionally, internal reporting requirements o: each
organization neéd to be explicitly identified in both fiscal and
programmatic areas. On the basis of these needs, a coordinated
effort among the threco organizations will determine the appro-
priate timing,'contentf'format and recipients of periodic reports.
Flexibility can be maintained provided modifications are coordi-

nated among the three organizations.

Personnel administration was hindered by the different employee
benefit policies of ONAA and CARE. This can only be resolved by
having one agency assume all responsibilities for contracting

staff. As ONNA was seen as the long-term implementor of the pro .

e - . - 24 =
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ject, ONAA would be thé‘;oglcal 1ngt1tut10n ‘to contruct per-r

ll.qw-,c—q .

manent staff-

There was a lack of elear dellneatlon of respon31blllt1es :
among fleld staff creatlng confu51on 1nternally and between ' .
staff and beneficiaries as well. The obv1ous solution is theliﬂf
preparation of more explicitly defined job descriptions. and

organizational chart through which each staff member can read

ily identify the range of his or her responsibility and autho-

rity.’

Since the economic viability of the prbject was a function of
agriculturel broduction levels and marketing operations, this
area was generally given operatlonal priority over the needs
of the nutrition component. A step towards improving the level
of coordination among these two basic components would be to
appoint one of the-twe staff nutritionists ae both senior nu-

tritionist and a member of the Regional Coordinating Committee. -

Agricultural Component

Poor productlon levels in the potato crop during the second
year were largely due to the purchase .of poor quality seeds and,
to a 1esser extent, 1oglstle and administrative problems. Ba-
sed on the third year's level of production, however , the im-
plied premise that an increased investment in inputs will pro
duce a crop large enocugh to justify the investment appeérs,
sound. Production levels of other crops of lesser economic
importance cannot be evaluated in the absence of data.from con-
trol plote. However, a reasonable benefit-cost ratio was rea-

lized for most crops, particularly cob corn.
- 25 -~
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It must be emphasized that production levels by themselves
vere not the controlllng factor in determlnlng beneflt-cost 7
ratios. Far more . 1mportant were the unequal effects of 1n 7“J
flation: substant1a1 1ncreases on the cost of agrlcultural
inputs on the omne hand and ilttle or no compensatlng_lncrease'

in the market value of the crop on the other hand.

Probably the most positive aspect of production was in seéd
potatoes. One half.of the total production of seed quality
potatoes in the 'thifd.year was adequate to the needs of the
principal campaign in the fourﬂ{year. This will ultimately
reduce the farmer's dependance on seed wholesalers and reduce
the level of cash required for maintaing increased production
levels in fufure years. The develbpment of seed banks should:
be considered as an exclusive or principal goal of future pro

ject strategies,

Marketing strategies were not an integral part of the training
procram for beneficiaries, larvuely due to the lack of adequa-
tely trained staff in thie area. The most direct 'recommcnda
tion would be for the pruject .rLo huve included a consulting
agricultural economist with responsibility'fqr the training
and supervision oﬂ_ppdiect staff in marketing stfategiés. Res
ponsibility for markéting_ppéiifiqns would.be increasingly

shared with community leaders.

An alternative approach might also be considered which would
call for a basic change in DALPRA strategy. Rather than pro-
vide the farmers with all necessary inputs in exchange for 507
of the harvest, this alternative strategy would provide the

"inputs in the form of a loan to be paid back to the project,
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“in cash, at the end of the production cyCIé. An agricultu

‘ral econonist would a891st the farmers or commuhltﬂes 1n'

developing approprlate marketlng techn1ques But the actual
marketlng would be the‘ respon91b111ty of the 1ndLV1dual far,;

mey or community, In thlB way, the marketlng aSpect would ﬂtf?ﬁ

not be hindered by the relatlvely complex flnanclal controls
of either ONAA or "CARE and, at the same time, the beneficia
ries would be exposed to new strategies thct would focus on
improving their situation in what is likely to continue to be
a very unfavorable mafkéting enviroment for food producers.

’

Nutrition Component

The communal dining rooms were closed at the beginning of the
fourth year becauge of practical disadvantages in terms of
convenience and custom among the beneficiaries, as well as
limited project resources as ONAA assumed the entire financial
responsibility. 'The development of the alternative strctegy,
which focuses on nutrition education among already existing
work groups, appears véry promising and has been ‘well recelved
in the communities.

A constant limiting factor in educational efforts.was that the
nutritionists were-not f}ueoL.iu Qucéhua,*though ii is recog-
nized that there are few biiingual nutritionigte avzilable.

To the extent possible,-the practice of identifying bilingu;l
women in the communities who demonstrate both leadership -
skills and interest-in mutrition should be encouraged to as-
sume the role of intermediaries‘betweeﬁ“ﬁhtrition’staff and
the community. Additional training for these individualg

should oe developed further.
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Expanslon of th“
health " promotlo
malized w;;h‘tﬁ

Spec1f1c strategles and personnel a531gnments shOuld be

coordinated wlth Mlnlstry staff and approprlate agreement

should be slgned

‘“FAﬁily gardens have been enthusiastically initiated in most
communities and form an appropriate component of the nutri-
tion staff needs to be encouraged and the number of gardens
increased. .The cost of the agricultural inputs of the gar-
dens is relativelﬁfﬁinor and'the’quantity'needed to plant at
least the first cfop'shouid be made available to each family
without seeking a return of 50% of the. harvest. Savings rea--
lized by the closing of the diﬁing‘roomssshould'be directed

to family gardens.

Both of these expansions of the nutrition component were
channeled through the nutrition committees.and it seems likely
that the role of these committees could now be expanded fur- .

ther to include additional activities in community development.
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