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EVALUATION OF THE'DALPKA-ANr~Sl! PROJECT, AUGUST 1979 TO AUGUST, 1982

.- ,....

. ,
The DALPRA Project began operations in August, 1979 in the Depart-

ment of Ancash, based on an Ope from USAID. ap~roved in March. 1979~

and,a subsequent contractual agreement between the National Office

of Food Support (CNAA) and CARE. signed in August 1979. It was

viewed as pilot project with a possible future extensiOn to the De­

partments of Pu~o and Cajamarca. The intent was to improve the nu

tri~ional status of campesinos in selected communities by means of

inc reased ' a g ric u l't u r alp rod u c t i 0 a •

"

I. Proj ec t Ove~view':·

A. In t rodu c t'ion

The project was to provide new, improved seed varieties. fertilizers

an d res tic ices as well· as a s ta f( of ag ron01:.'::'s ts who would t rai nand,

~~si9t the farmers in the proper application of the technological

p:lckage. Ulti~ate!y. a generatec fund, from the sale of a portion

of the harvest. w.u'.lld be controlled independently by the communities

in order to assure their long ter~ access to a financial resource

for the ne.c-essary agricultural inputs. Snriultaneo"sly, nutritionists

would organize a communal cining rOom in each c:ommunity, relying on

a share of--·the harvest. t'o provide a' mid-daY. meal to children under
_'_". _.-..... • , - .• "o--..i--;:~;-- .

o undpre~:..a~n~-~_and lactating mothers. Tn~~:'dining room would also

serve as·t".~[e__.ccntral point for nutrition education efforts.

::-;_. "0

The
_.. =c..

presentevaluation will first reviews.ignificant aspects re-

luted to the project's overall financial support. staffing and

operiltiou~uantitativedata will then beJpresented separately for

L1le ngric-Jjj'J.!):.~u-l and nutrition components.~ The final section will
-~- .

offer conclusions and recommendations.
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B. Financial Support

.... , .

Pri~~ipalf~ndins was p!ovided by USAID through an OPG agreement

with CARE.'_ Total'nnd an~ual·(n;ut~. in,··lhS.; dpllars '.'
,0 .•• _ O.'_ •. #'._~_ .• l.'.'.:·..._'._ .~r _. "'~...- ..•• '-''''''", .,.. '. • ~ ~. _ -: ~ ,.

lent,'fr'om'A.ID. ot~AA and CARE.were as follows:'
.4 :.

197~-80 ' 1980-8l. 1981-82 TOTAL

USAID $83.083 $138,052 $78,865 $300,000

ONAA" 17,000 17,000 17,660 51,660

CARE ~ 7, 000 18,000 17,000 52,000

...
TOTAL $117,033 $173;052 $113.525 '$403,660

(Based on' the CARE Fiscal Year, July 1 through June 30) .

It should be noted ~hat CARE's contt~ctual obligation of betwee~

$17,000 and $18,000 per annum uas not expected to cover CA~E's

lH' rs on ne 1 and op era t in,g cos ts at t.he na t ional leve 1. When these

costs are included, total expenditures by CARE for personnel and

operations ~ere as follows:

1~79-130 1980-81 1981-82 TOTAL

CARE. PliO... -_.~- '$34,208 $26,169 7~'-$66, 735 $127,112

Equivalent~,~gures for ONAA are not availAble.
~=-:;--<F - ---,;,,~,

.~-.

:-~~-

USAID and -CARE-support: terminated in E .2.. Since August of 1982,
'--::- •. ~.-:..--~.=--=-

ONAA has assumed overall responsibility for OALPRA (bet~een August

nnd Dccembef~~982, CARE continued to as~~st in the administra~ion

of the ~en~rated fend).

C. Proj~~2r~ture and Operations

Overall control of the project rested ~ith the "National Coordina­

ting Commi ttee"..composed of representatives of AID, ONAA and CARE

at the Lima level. Locally, in Huaraz, the "Regional Coordinating

- 2 -
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Committee" was composed of the senio'r regional staff of. ONAA and

th,e CARE representative. Conceptually ~', the technical components
. : '. . " ..' .... ', , ' "," '. ·~' __ ~.'-_·7,'~"" ._,_:_~" ".• "" •."~.' ."- ' __ ~ -~~:"";.;~ ':~.~~~,'"."

of the' project were' . to'be' managed by ONAA and' a~ministr~tion'. ,. .

pa rt icularl,y financ~ial adminis tration .~asto·be' assum~'d by' CARE,<.

staff. In fact, the' Organizational Manual prepared in ea~iy 1980:'"

contained a series of overlapping responsibilities assigned to

ONAA ilnd CARE staff. This lack of a clear delineation of respon­

sibilities certainly played a partial role in same of the personnel

and administrative problems that the project suffered. For example
" d uri n g the I a t t e r par t' of' the pro j e c t 's sec 0 n d '} ear. i t' was dec ide d

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 ,repres7ntative in Huaraz and lines

of authority were unclear. thus creating unnecessary fricti6n ana

confusion among field staff and projectbene~iciaries as well.

At the field level, the two principal areas. Cuenca de Mancos and

Cuenca de Marcarn. 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~f~o teams). The size of the st~ff was adequate and,

generally ;'q ual i ty

nn el chang e.K"..h a <t..;,il.
.- ~----:::=:----:_----::..:-:...~.

high turnov;e:rc,rate

cOlllUluni t es .~ __

was a~so acceptable. However, frequent perso~

nega~iye impact on oper~tions and the f~ir'v
- ,," ~·.fL-'

weakene'd', in s orne ins t'a.nc es, r app art w~ th . t1l e::

The reasons for relatively frequent loss of personnel are of course

as varied a~,o the number' o'f individ.uals concerned. ~:owever. one
- .,.~. "

factor ca~~~'d:as a particularl'y cons""tant impediment to per-

sonnel man~ent. At the inception of the project. CARE and ONAA

shared responsibility for the ,hiring of personnel. Salary levels

- 3
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for each classification were b~sed on those t~en in effect for
. .

ONAA. However, the freque~cy of cost of living salaryincrea~e

were different fo'r' e.acl! o.rg·a"ni·za'tion •. This ,.i·ne'~·ime~ ~~e'~Ct'~d' a·>'·····,,·
~ - ~ . ;- ...... ~ - ~ ....:. ~_ .. -. - ." .'~., - .., .';' ,"

significant salary difference among project staff: . ane~p~oyee!~:

. on th~ CAiEpayroll would eventually ~arn a higher salary' than. .., .

a counterpart with similar qualifications employed ~y ·ONAA. ~

Additionally, theexi~tence of 2 separate 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 ~uLcit~onist rep~rted

directly to the Regional Coordinating Committee, according to the

organizatio~al cha~t, during the first 2 years of the project.

In the third year, 'they repoz: te.d to the agronomist in the newl~
- ., ....... _0 ••

created p6sitio~~f Techni~~l Dire~tor. In either case, they

were su~ervised by a staff with limited or no background in nu­

tritiQn ~nd as a result, nutrition related issues generally took.

a distant second place in opera~ional priorities.

D. Beneficiaries

As L.Jica ted above, the proj ec twas ini tia ted in 4 communi ties of

th e'CueI\ca' de Marca ra, 4 add i tiona 1 communi ties in the Cuenca de

Mancos and one commun~ty in the Callej6n~~e Conchticos, Quecas.
-..... -----=-....;,-~.:>.._.. ,,"

In the. bag~+ne' study pres en ted in Oc tobe± of 1980, the number of

beneficiar~~ families in all 9 communities-was estimated at 939,

and a t~ota~(population of 6,261 individu..{!. benc:ficiaries. The

assumption-'was made that if a given comm~Uriity was involved in- the

project, then the total population would benefit. In fact, in

several ~~-ties agreemen ts were sig~e~ no t wi th t .. e communi ty

as a whol'eG:~~t"~only with specific sectors':within the community.

The popula,tion in the remaining sectors may be considered indirect

beneficiaries in the sense that they had informal acc~ss to the

training, sessions provided by nutrition and agricultural staff,

\JII i ch theY,d ida t tend, a1 though th e exac t f r quency and numbers

- 4 -
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are unknown.

, '.

They were not however, permitted. to receive meals

in the co~munDl dining room nor ag~icultu~al commodities (note~

in the community o,f,Inti Rayini, ~he proceeds f!rom tlle . comm~nft:~.e.~;"·«·

share of "the' har/~est"wa~':"~~'ce~vedby' the 'g'ove'~ning co,uncii.';'·~nd '.

theoretic~11'y use~.'ford.eve10pmenteffQrt~'fo~ ,the

nity, rega~dless'of whether ~ parti~ular sector had

in DALPRA or not. Duririg the third year there were questions

raised by the community as to the control of th~s~ funds by 'their

governing board but at this time the matter is still pending.

It has been alleged th~_ the fund~ were used primarily for the

board's ovo operating expenses).

During the evaluation or the project's third YP~~ ~~J in the

present document, only those sector~ with active participation

in DALPRA were recognized as direct beneficiaries:

or an estimDt:ed 3,b31 .indivicual_s.
.&.-;-•....

542 families

II. A~ro-Economic F.
II

A. Background

~tat ion

\-Jllcn the proyect was first implemented. the evaluation system

was based on CA~E1S internal "Program Implementation arid Evalua

." t ,'"') T E )t~on reper , •. _. '. which is p1 lred 3 times per year and.

for DALPRA. incluced a' ~ariety ofincicaiors. During the first

year the indicators were primarily related to the projects stru~

ture, e.g. the establishment of committees \.Iithin each community

and the development.of training programS. One intermediate goal

was related to an improved harvest th?ugh no quantifiable goal"was

e::itablGhed. Specific evall;a~ion of the economic aspects of pr.£.

duction vas not a part of the origin~: design.

ll:llf vay t~lru the second project year, Feb. 1981, a seminar was

hell.! to establish a method of evaluating the economic via1;>ility

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

- 5 -
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was bas e'd on a "part ial budge t analy s is" as firs t us ed in an

enrlier\project in the Mantaro' Valley. As applied to DALPRA,

this approach would establish ~ benefit-cost, rflt~o for prod:-ll.c~/;:,

tion act'iviti~s' of far~er~ 6~'er'ati~gindep~~d~~tly a'nd using"ll .. '

traditional minimu'm"levei' of investment in 3 variable~: see.ds,

fertilizers, and pesticides. A second benefit-cost ratio is

then established for those farmers receiving DALPRA assistance.

In this case, the ratio is based on the incrcaseinthe 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 1n

this approach. The control plot, operated independently of

DALPRA, would theor~tically be of e~ual soil quality, have equal

access to irrigation and be planted with the same variety of seeds

(though the quality would presumably be lowerh In fact this was

not always the case ai the farmers tended ~o select the least

productive areas for DALPRA assistance and similar plots to act

as controls were not necessarily of the same qu;.~ity. 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 system of gathering data for the control

nlotswas based on verbal data provided by the. farmer. Such data

is often n6t_r~corded -and rests exclusively on the recall of the

individucr:~---"-
,

. Further co~plicating the evaluation effo~t is that a standard re
.~-

porting system, adequate to the needs of each of the three invol

ved organizations, was never formally established. As a resll,t,

voluminolls'~e~~~tswere produced by project staff, many of which
-,.t-- ----- --

had quest-i-o~;;~~b-lc or limited practical value.

- 6 -
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Au attempt has been made in the present evaluation to select

economically significant data from each progrpm year aIid;~pre' "
• " I • ~ ••

s'(~nt~itin a format"t1\~t will allow, comparison from'one year'
. -' . .

to the next. In som~. instanc~s. the data presented here ~ill '.

differ from that found in some of the P .1. E. and other reports'•..
The reasons for the discrepancies were not always clear. The

I

data presented here is based primari!y on a review of primary

data from field reports, especially ullere con~ __ ct9 existed .

In the case of potato production, tl:e results of the control

plots are also presented. though the caveats iuentified above

',~ -",-

~hould be ke,t in mind. Control plots have only been used as

a comparison in cnplyzing potato production cs this represents

80% to 9 0 % 0 f the e con 0 mi c inv est., '" n t . For 1979-1980, the re~

suIts of the control plots are actua~ly for the period 1978-79

and are taken from in·£orm:ltion obtai-lied during 161 interviews

conducted as part of the projects base-line data. ,Information

for 1930-81 and 1981-82 is based on' ~2 and 43 beneficiary inte~

views respective~y. Respondants were not selected at random,

rather it was usual!y the farmer most accesible 'at the time of

the interviwers visit or one with whom the interviewer was fami

liar.

B. Area-Eov~red- Table ~

The totaT~rirea more than t~ipled over the three year period,

from abou,cr-3.4;~ to 11.3% of total av~ilable l;-,;:d in those commu

nilies, or sectors of com:uunities,wLere the project operated.

Since the DAL?' plot~: .Jere designed for demonstration purposes,

t " l' ~ 0 v e,I)~).~e, in t 3 e 1 a!; t y e 11 r is a r vas 0 nab 1 e I eve 1 . Gen era11 y ,
~

t!ll~[-e was a-strong demand among the communities to increase the

covcra~e each year.

- 7 -
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TOTAL OJLTI\t.AJ3LE .tI.RE.-\A\rn I'ERCE..\T·,\GE QILTIr.UED \':1 rn DAlFR!{ BY CQ,r·Jll\In··

1\1\"D YEAH
I,

, I
!

I
"~'I. ,

,

, , ' . --
._-

"
.. " . - " I.

CGll'j JDAD., ' .. EXTENSION (Ha<:) AREA aJLTIVADA CON DALPRA
cO'!'I1mITY 10TAL AREA (J, ~ AREl\ CULTIVATED \';I'ru DA ,PRl\

1979 - 1980 1980 - 1981 ", 1981 - 1982

H~ - %OF TOTAL PAS - %OF TOfAL· · HAS- %OF TarAL

v. DE MllSHO 181 11. 22 6~~ 25.20 14% ·34.55 19~
•

MITIJ..!AES ' 122 : 5.38 4\ 11. 57 9% ,21 '.35 18%
..

. . :;,'-
- ----

J. C. MARIATEGllI 262 6.50 . 2% 0 0 .0 0

MITA 90 0 0 11.90 13% 1B~ 90 21%.
- -

HlJ.!>,SCl\R1\,\1 238 9.93 4% 18.89 Bi 41.29 la
-, -

(UECAS 45 6.50 1H 15.70 35% 10.25 23%
"

nar R4Yi'·lr .. 388 9.50 2% 17.50 5% 21 ...80 6%
"

REOJAYHllA~Cl\ 224 2.90 1\ 11 .31 5% 24.11 11%.
-,.

COPA onco 369 6.50 2\ 14.20' 4% 9.07 2%

-
SIETE lMPERIOS 241 12.50 5% 13.90 6\ ' . 3S.B5 15\.

-- -
TOTAL 2,160 70.93 3. Lt % 140.17 7.4 \ 217.17' 11 .4%

~ ,', ':.
• ",', f"
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(

After the first year, on~ community J.e. MARIA!£GUI did de­

cide to withdraw app'arently because of thelo~wyields'achieved,

'as wi:p be s~en~~~;ici,~'~'.In the' 'second year it: wa~' .; =,l:ced' ,.~~,
.' -<.;' ~ . -~. J_ •

the community of·,Mit~. The pe~~ent~ge of total ~re~ cultivate~
,,,,' ',I '

with DALPRA is based on th~ total"area of each community, or

sector of the COI!l!!lur.::ty, actually' involved in that particular

year.

C. Benefit - Coot Evaluation

In the follouir.g tables descril:ling the benefit-cost ratio, two

different e~t!mutes of the level of investment, or cost. are

C.",.'

provided. The first is the coot of the physical inputs (~eeds.

fertilizers and p~'st:icides) provid'ed by the project. The second

adds to these physical inputs,an estimated value of hum:" !.abor

and animal traction provided by the community. No cstiaate is

, \

made =-f t!le C05t: of project personnel and operations, interest

costs or land Value,

The results of t:he :irst year's production' (1979-80) for all
-

crops il~ shown in Table U 2. Of the 71 hectarea,sown. more

thon 1/3 were in potntoes with wllea::, barley and corn as the

other major crops. T1~e most profitaLle.crop was ,cob corn and

remuincd'ifhe',most pr~f:ltable in each succeeding year as well."_.- .-- . ...
Overall. the inv~s~ment of approximately 4.9 million Peruvian

-
Soles. iti the form of seeds, fertilizers an~ pesticides produced

a'hervest worth 15.3 million Solc9. or a return of 3.14 Soles

fur each Sol inverted.

.-(~=~-~~-~-.-=-=--.

Table i/--r<lTs()T)rovicQs nn esti1ll2te cf the level of investment
-'!"~ .'. -, -

made by the cummunity, i. '. humnn labor and animal trac_':'on. in

addition to the value ~f the physical inputs, provided by the

project. (In the case of peas and beans, such an estimate 1S

- 8 -
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REL.1,CIQ\ BS\EFICIO/COSTO DE TOLX.1.S LOS OJLTIYOS E\ L-\ C-\'G'A\'j, 1979-1930

,
\ I

lei
O~,,_1C. t

l

. !

I "

I; il: .1
. !'

BEST AVA/LAaLE COpy

"

,.

,.' ._,.... -

I
",.'. ..

PROu\~TO
.. HECfAREA fLt=);11 r·f I EX 1(' (KIs) VALOR DE COSEGiA CaSTO DE INSJ·IOS RE. L-\C lOr-; CO$TO DE I~S1·!OS Rl:L~CIO.

CROP--'- .' SE'·fE~~ilDA PRbtUcr-ici~LRI 11)5) H-\..R\CST VAUJE- COST OF It'-."PUTS BE\EF/COSTO ~l4.S ~l~\O DE OERA InQ."';:r ICC~-.,' ',. n~'Lf",' j~
" ,~

HECr..w:s SO\~\ TOTAl/POR H.\.C rurAL/POR HAC Bt\U IT/ (LIST ~t'l-p\.;ts Ft.U~-LA..EZfRLOST! bt\EFfT(C,. _.

I
.-

AI parATC 25.74 162,023 / 6,295 10'937,228 3'588,208/139,402 3.05 4'300,536 2.28
----

I
;

IGO/KHEAT L 16.90 10) 963 / 649 l' 048,611 ,444,119/ 26,279 2.36 1'047,459 1.00

MJAI BARLEY .' .' 13.10 14,117 / 1,078 1'166,063 327,989/ 25,037 3.56 753,859 1.55

fEJAS;' PfA~, 0.68 160 / 235 43,000 23,161/ 34,060 2.07 N 0 D I SP o i' I B L E
. . .. - N-O T AVA I I A B L E-

Z, Q'(l(LO/,COB'"comP 3.30 54,000 / H~, 364 540,000 95,1.60/ 28,836 5.67 245)060 2.20 -
'._". . -.~

z.GR;~\iO,' GRAIN CORN 9.71 11,343 / 1,168 1'586,620 387.,747/ 39,933 4.09 782,069 2.03
----- ,

-
'," .

.
;~ 0 D I S P o ~ I 13 L EIJOL/' BE: \N . "". 1.50 58 / 39 10,408 .. 15,307/ 10,204 0.93" f/;'· '. ._.__ 01 aT AV A I nAB L E

, "-.'. ..__.,.-------

ALIPRCMTDIO
.

L/:." '.

AL/ AVEF::E i ~
'.

70.93·t':t':~·. -- -- 15' 336,930 4'381,691 3.14 --
" ,

-
( .: ~. : :. :,:.; .

"

MAl

.......~

LOT
TOT

PAP

TR

CEB

AR\

FR
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not available):,The effect on th~ ~enefit/cost ratio is modest

in the' case of potato prod~ction (from.3 .05t,0.2 .28) since the
. . -'" .. ,." .. ~:.,:~.,.:." ... :-~'--'~"" _:..':_--;-;~ ":., ".... " ~.., - .' .... " .-- ~:. .' .~~----"'~,.- ',-

relative, value of 'physica'l- in'puts required '. is much greater than"_
, • ' ~..,'. '. . -', '. ", - ' ", .... ,;' ',,-;, -: J _.'

'the value of labor needed. In other,crops. par=1cular~y corn. ,~c
.:- ; ~- -,

the ratio is substantially weakened. However. with the exception

of wheat, where th~ value of the harvest was almost identical to

the totcl inves:men:, the remaining crops still demonstrate a

ratio greater than ~.O. the break-even point •

Potato p~oduction levels were Furtic~larly disappointing. in

spite of the pos~tive benefit-cost ratio. The production pe~

hectare was b~re:y 6~300 kilos whereas with the level of tech­

nology applied, it should have app:oached 15,O~0 kilos per he~.
tare. This was probably due to delays in having staff on-

boaru nnd material aVailab~e in a timely manner in the initial

months of project operations, resulting in a late p:!.anting

schedule.

In the second project year, 1980-81, the r'esults shm.Jn in Table

3 demonstrate D mu~~ less favorable benefit-cost ratio compared
-

to the first year~ Overall. for an investment in 'physical in-

puts of',T8 ~[llion Soles, a harvest value of 40.5 million Soles

vas realized, a return'~f 1.44 soles pe~ sol invested. When

C01n!!l'..mitt=-..input is in(; ,..:.tled in the level' "cf investment, the re

t urn wn s ~n-cea!: i v c, O. 94 sol e S' per sol inv est c c .

Severa! reasons have been identified for these poor results ..

Comparing prodcction levels per hect&re with those of the first

year. tl~~~..:.~,;~e~ls either decre<!sed or remainecl at about the same

level. --=rtr-potato production, there \Jas no substantial increase

(G,323 kilos per hectar~). thus the anticipated level of about

- 9 -
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2Q8,927

COSTO DE Ir\S.JMOS RELL\CIOi\
cosr OF It--tmrS BS\EF/COSTO

TarAL/PaR HA.C BE\TI IT/COs[

24'972,835/32SJ 860 1.39

1.0~6,691/ 40,229 1.36

672,090/ 37,297 1.39

12~,085/ 44,512 0.99
-----

644,944/ 79,134 3.86
----

476,873/ 78,176 1~ 51 -

131 ,763/ 62,152 0'\81
--------

::;'064,281 1~44

i

I I"

· 127,-500

B5\UIT/COST R~TrO,' ALL CROPS 19S0-198l

BEST AVAILAELE COPY'

23~630/

REL~CIQ'\ BP<EFICIO/COSTO DE TOR1S LOS QJLTf\'OS EN LA. C:\\1PA\~~ 1980-1981--- -_. . -, --- --
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. , ...,.
15,000 kilos remained. ardistl!I!t.:_goal. A prime :r ,,~son \las

that the. I::cj o.rit:,y 0f s ~eds· ~~ere purchas'ei:!" ·trOIl} one. s.uppli e~ , .

. and . ver~' 'do'cll~en ~ei':'as>in gO~d ~s'ani ta ry condi. t'io'n ~. ! twas

soon realized, howeve~, that the condition \las not as repre~
I i

sented, though too late to avoid serious damage to th.e harvest.

Adding to this ~ere a~~inistrative aed logistical prublems

that caused delays in delivering the agricultural 'requirements

to the fieJ.c!.

Beyond these production impediments, the be~efit-cost'ratio

was most severely damaged by price increases in fertilizers

and pesticides thet far out-strip,ed the very modest increases

in the market value of the crops, pr:o~u.ced. For example, bet­

ween the first and seco~d year, the average market price per

kilo of potatos increased 5% (~rom 67.5 to 71.2 soles)ghile

the cost uf inputs rc~uired per hectnre increased 132% (from

i:'. :

139,402 Sales to 223,360 Soles) in the Se In the

ca~e of uheat, :he ffiar~et price of tte harvest increased by 6%
and the cost of inrU~5 incrcas0~ bv 53%.

Table 4 presents t~e thir~ ,ro~uction year, 1981-82 .. Total

value of the harvest ~~s about 122.1 million Soles; investment

in physic;~1.~i.npu::s vas ~3.2 ni::'lion Soles, representing a be-
~~-:-~--~: . ".

nefit co~r-~~tio of 2.3. ··When, comnunity inputs nre adde~ to

investmetrt conts, the ratio becomes 1.6.

Tlli~; t:li!'d Y0cr Bau avery Eubstanticl increase in the key

economic nrea of potnto production. reaching an average of

!.3.31.9_!~~~i.~p_er !Iect<.'.r~. ve::y close to the desired-lS,COO ·kilos

level.' ~-

- 10
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REL1.CIO\ BE\B lelO/COSTO DE TO[~ LC'S OJLTIVOS EN LL\ C\\1P,~~ 1981-1982

BE\TI IT/eOST R-\TIO, .ill CROPS 198.1 - 1982
.I

~OR :DF. COSED-IA COSTa DE INSJ.10S RELACION . COSTO QE INS(1\IOS . RELACION
i jJ{i/F~:r \ "AlirE {OST OF~RJTS BE."lEF/cosro ' tvt~ ~1Al~0 DE OBAA BE\TEF/cosro

l.!,k, I t' 1tterrAL/ \;., ~c BF:Nf.F IT/COST I~1~JTS'PWS .LABORCosr BENHIT/CfE[Ie I" ' I I

l,D ~ ,877 , 546
I '4'6' 552,605'/ 501 ,590 2.30 62'170,075 1.72

.
I

~

3'482,771 1'872,171/ 44,918 1.86 4' jU4 ,lH5I 0.81
f·

-
3'469,914 1'473,439/ 45,156 2.35 ' '

3'416,853 1~O2. .
2' 802,4.25 :l'533,507/ 49,309 1,,83 3'j37,024~ 0'189

~ ..
-

4 '265'~, 81 r -909,071/ 110,190 4'169 1'628,956 - . 2,6~
I

. .._._- --
976,6:)1 767,788/ 99,713 1~27 1'418,849 0,69

___.J_.

23.~ ,.000 94,999/ 31,66E 2.52 175,399 l,,36
-..-

.- -

12,f '1.14,098 53'203,580/ 244,986 2,,30 76'251,643 .1'1 60

648

958

7,720/ -248

31 ,275/

26,999/

1'236,130/ 13,319

,- RTh1)[\lIE-; 10 eKls)
PRO[Ver.ICX, (KIWS)

TOTAL/POR HL\C

31 •i 0

32.63

41 .68

217.17

rkCT.-\F:.E-\
SB·SR~.DA

HECT"""""APJ:S SO\,~

92.8'1

/PROI,[EDIO

(}DCLO/COB CORN 8.25

GR~\[O/ GRAIN CORN 7•70

/ OTHERS 3.00

132~811/ 16,098
~lidad) (lmid) , _L_

• I

5,641/ 733 t'.-

512/ 171
---------------------t-----------r--

POTATO

A/ BARLEY

AS/ PEAS

/ \'.'HEAT

JL'iJCfO
)P

* Incluye lm monto pequeno de frijol
Includes a small amoWlt of bean production , ..-

** Choc10 y frijo1
Tan.,ri and beans
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Once~~~in, howevci, th~.benefit cost ratio was se~iously

wea:ken'~d ~b~ marke t-' cond'i fIons .• '," s~'ie 'P;iE~-:'~er' ~ilo, ~~~;~~ta- '-

toes for example 'in~rensed by 21% ,over th~ previous year~ut','
','

the cost of 'inputs foipotat~ production increased by, 55%.

Sin::e potato :~duction ~cpresents the largest financialinves

ment, an effort has been maGe to cc~~are the projects experience

with that of the ,farmer operating independently. Table 5 comp!!,
res the data each year between t::at of the independent" farmer

on the one hand and DALPRA plots on the o~her. Again, it

should be'~ept in mind that the data for independent production

is based primar{ly on ~ 'rbal information from farmers who gene­

rally have no, or very li~ited, recorded data ava~lable. The

reliability is therefore very questionable.

_~ the first year, the benefit cost ratio realized, in the DAL­

PRA plots was almost double that of the inde?endent farmer. It

1. noteworthy that the difference reported in investment costs

in physical inputs, per hectare, is only' 17% greater in the

DALPRA plot~. Yet the production per hectare was about 140%

u~eater. Thus, based on this data, the critical differehce was

apparently _iJ1.: __the appJ.ica,..tion of the technology rather than the

cost of the Y":echnology.

In the second year, the situatio~ reversed: DALPR!,'s benefit

cost ratio was a low 1.39 w:,i:'e tile iJ'.22?Cndent farmer realized

a ratio of 2.40 This was in s~ite of LALP~A investing at a

sUbstantial~~~gher level. sTlcndillg Cl:10Ut' 73% more on physical

inputs than -the ..in.da,pcn.j~l,t far~cL. ~ri ... c:ljJal negative factor

in the Case of DALP~A W3S un~oubt~cily thr purct~se of poor seed

stock. as described ahove.

- 11 -
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~~~y OF B~£FIT/COST RATIOS, POTATO PRODUCTIUN 1979-80, 1980-81, 1981-~2

RES1J'.1EN DE jU:L\CIO\ES BENEFICID/COSTO, OJLTIVO DE PAPA CAHPA~A 1979-80, 1980-81 J 1981-82

"._-

EXTENSI ON P.as RENTIIMIENTO ( Kls) VALOR SOLES COSTa DE INSUMOS RELACICN . COSTa DE' ·IN~10S RElAClOO .
EXTENSION Has I PRODUCTION (Kilos) VAWE SOLES COST OF INF\ITS BENEF/COsrO , MAS MANa DE OBRA BEJ\H/COST 0

Ijli~:i
,I:

TOTAL/POR HAS BENEFIT/COST INRTTS',PWS IABOR cosr BF1'ffiFtT/CO&.. lJ .~l- , ! I! ' ..
! I ~ ,"~ : I!

1980
'.

j '! 1979- , .
-----.-----.--.------+--....,----~--r------------;r____---------r-------__y_----~----r_----

..
t
t
I
I

I
f

I
!-----_... _--- ....._----_.. -'-.' .... -t •

l ?RO~.JgOR .
P~()ruCER

---_..,.:--.-'-"._.-_._ .. --_ ....

j

1--··---
I DALPR\ 2574 162,023/ 6,295 10 1 937,228 3.'588,208/ 139,402 . 3.05 4'800,536kINllEPENDIENTE -.--- ... -----~-.----t-----'---'-~--_t_-__:__----_f_------..........,...-_+_-----_+---------_t_----:..--

.~c .. T\'!JF.PFj\~)G\jL:---- .. -----.-- .. --~.-O-(X-)---'----2-,_62_4_1__2_,_62_4_._.l--__l_8_8-:-,~4.-..;.0-6-.-.a.-.-....-ll-9-,_24_3_/_1_1_9_,-z,_4_3_._. ....L..-.._•._
1_._S_8_._. .--:............L.._._._.._._._.1_97_.,_8_89 --1.__0_._95_..__.. ........;

, .. 198000: 1981 . , , _ .
.

487,597/ 6,323 34' 694,895 . 24 1972t 835/ 323,860 1.39 35'675,47q 0.97
. . , . . . . . . .' . ..... . .......... . .. .. .. .. . .. . .. . .. . .. .. .. '. - ,'.. . ~ .. . . .

NO DISPONIBLE l NO 'D I S P 0 j JIB L E
NOT AVAILtU3LE .450,888 187,603/ 187,603 . 2.40 .N O,T .A.V-A·! 1'#~ B L E0.•• . ...

1981 - .1982

1.00(X

97.81

----------
INDEf.'F.J\l) I ENTE
Ti\T1EPE\'liENTLY

-----~

,

--!----- ..

1'236,130/ 13,319 106'877,547 46'552,605/ 501 " 590 2.30 62,170,075 1.72
. . . . . . . . .. . .. ..

.-
NO D',I S .. P:'O N B L E " .

) 8,322/ 8,322 521,367 445,915/ 445,915 1.1 7 NOT A·V·A IL 1. \ B LE
, .

.

I
~: J';(>Pl'(>~;cJ)ta ] os resul tados de' prodllcci6n en la campana 1978-79

[)/\T.\I~EPRESB\TS PRODUCTION ACTIV111 FOR 1978 -79

BESTAVAILABLE COpy

John M
Rectangle



...

Third year data show B DALPRA benefit-cost of 2.30 ~ompared

to 1.17, for th.e independent farmer. As.incthe _.first year.

the diffeie~c-~1~' .in~~e~·s~d· inves tmen tis'n'ci;- '~'ub~ tantilll. '
'. '\ .. : , "

DALPRA investing 12% ~~~e,than the independent prod~c~r. ~he

incrensed yield ~e; ~~~iare'however was 60% grc~ter for DAL~

PIU\ •

D. Potato Seed Production

An additional component of potato production was an effort to

produce good quality seed ,poYArnPQ uirh~~ the communiti~s•.

Si n c (> i t \-1 as·not ide n t i fie d n s asp e c i fie 0 b j e c t i v e 0 f t h L' prE.

g r il C!I, quan F i f i ~ b l_e target s we r e n everes tab 1 ish e d; nor \J n s n

standarized report.ing'syste!.,,\- to track this key aspect of pro-
;.'.-r-" ~...

~ .
duction. During the second program year. the records indicat~

that there ",ere approximately 11 2 metric tons of seed quality.
potato available from the first year's production. with a lliUr-

kct value of Sales 6,720.003 or US$ 16,123 (at 416.80 soles =

US$ l.00). During the second year, the production l seed po-

tatoes was adequate to meet the needs of the principal campaign

of the third year: 164 metric tons. valued at sf. 29.520.000

oT US$ 45~172 (at 653.50 soles = US$ 1.00). These figures re

present th~~rogram's share of production, an ~q~al amount

being available to the.farmer or community.

This ueveLopment of a degree of self sufficiency in quality

potato ~eQd production represents n significant step forward

in future increased yields. Trnditionally. the farmers did not

J,avp the necessary capital to purchase good quality seeds.

e s pee i n 11 y~c~on,_~ide r in g h i g h t r n n s p 0 r tat i_o nco s t sandad d i t ion a 1

costs impciiC::d" by middle-men. The only recourse was continued

use of poor seed stock, consistently limiting the ~~. ~ of

12
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production. As replacement stocks of seed potatoes will be

necessary every'several years~ additional investments will

be-required. but i't.is' anticipated, t~Bt' thi,s~willbe fessi-'

ble for the indepen'dent farmer once he hBS b:een able to r,epr.£"

ducethe .high yields on non-DALPRA plots.

E. Cenerated Fund

As mentior.. .. Love . a "Genera ted Fund" was es tablished from

tile sale of the program's share of crop production. with the..
ultimate, goal that it be turced over to the communities at the

end of tIle third year and thus serve as a continuing financial

resource for the purchase of the necessary agricultural inputs.

During the operational stage. the, funds were used to offset

some of those agricultural costs not covered by the basic

budget. The followinz summarizes the'activity of the fund and.
the final disposition:

1)[, teo Depositl"!:::::lIt.::rest E411ance

S/.4,372,137

'6,824,518

11,385,93B

11,568,938

.......,... .

Opening Deposit

.~. 45~, 38~

ll.561,420

May 1~3pOOO

(Juiy-:',:~'981~ account ;'t'ransferred from Banco de

Credito, H~<l.raz to the Banco Hipotecario, Lima)

Feb. 1931

Apri:!.

l'i u r e h

19 82~ -::-~.,

Aug.

Sept.

Nov.

Dec.

Jan.

Feb.

March

Ap r.

Opening Balance

1,170. 1.31

676,8 l19

2.129,365

2.368,07 l •

2,4 00,,000

?,727,2/l 0

322,855

222,225

2,737,/+91

5,691,50 1•

13,685,/;03

14,BS6,839

15,210,833

17.3/.0.198

1 9 , /, 86 • 0 4 7

21,886,047

26,875,7,)6

21,184,292

- 13 -
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Date Deposits/Interest Withdrawal Balance

May 1982 8,762,199, 4,380,642, 25,565,849
,~- ~

1 ~.' 719,801;':>
" '

- .~. ,

Jun. 2,982,035· 33,303,615

Jul. 3.977.766' 16,955.883,' 20.325',498
, :

Aug. 596,250 11,545.987, 9.37.~,761

Sept. 2.801.897 1.246 • I.~ 9 ·~.931.199

Oct. 4,128.652 6,802.547

Nov. 1:65.980 3.046.247 4.222.280

Dc' c . ',739,5 /19 3.67J.980 1.290.8/
...

Jan. 1933 21.3 11B 1.312.197 -0-

~'hen CARE funding terminatC'J in August. 1981. n./.RE continued to

manage the f~n~at C~AA's request until Dec., 1982. During

that period, the fund represented the only available source of

[unG~ for tile payment of salarielJ and termination costs for

Btn!:'f that Lac previOusly been paid by CARE directly. The

account \J:JS closed in J:ln. 1983 and a check for the balnnce of

5/. 1.3:2.~97 (US$ 1,27 /.) was delivered to O~AA on Jan. 14. 1983.

Tile ~ltu~tion relatin~ tc t'hc Cenerat:ed fund touches on one of

th" \Jeakest links in the; :;~\1L"~i\ l.U" .. ';po.. Original plans 1>re­

uumC'd ~he early involvement of co~nunityleaders in all phases

:the geftera~cd fund,_ .. ,In practic~,t.h•.:ese 3 compone=-_

of

of

purchasing 9u~pl~es, and, . . .
equipmen t, niarke ting.' and management

parti

cularly mark~ti~g. presented considerable logistical nndadmi

nistrativc problems that requi~ed full ittention from project

staff. ~ging community leaders into the process ~nd the

development of a training effort in these areas \Jas ncve~ rea

lized. ~.!_enr:iest time frame for such, an effort would have

been the ~eve1o~ment of a systematic tr~iniug program during

the fourth year. implementation during the fifth year and fina

, 1 1 Y P rim a r y res pan a i b i'l i t Y for operat ions a fen c 11 co III pan c n t

- 14 -
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.."...,....

being assumed b-y' th,e communities during the sixth year.

Nutriti~n E~~luat{rin: , " .. '
~'

;-.

A. Structure'
r J

Nutrition activities focused on the develonment of a Nutrition

Committee in e2~h community. composed princ~pal1y of the commu

ni~y women. One of the two staff nutritionists assisted in the

development of an organizational and work pl~n for each commi­

ttee whose princip~l role was the establish~ent of at· least one

communal dining room. or "comedor", in each community. The co.
medores were to provide a mid-day meal for all children under

6 and pregnant o'r lactating mothers. typically ::he most nutri­

tionally vulnerable group. Supply of the comedores was to

come from a portion of the harves~: approximately 207. of the

programs 50% share of· the total harvest plus additional items

not available from local production, such as cooking oil, noo~.

les, rice and condiments purchased with funds from the sale of

the harvest, i.e. the generated fund.

Formation ,of the ~utrition committees was begun in the first

program.year, 1979-1980 and 3 of the 9 communities were oper~

ting a co_~ed.~~by the. e~d of that 'period., 'By the' end of 'the

second yeaY~--<nr 9 commu.n.ities 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 abs~~2~a-standardized, reporting system, the presen t

evaluation-will focus primarily on the third year of operations.

The comedores served a double purpose, Firs~ as a means of

providing a well balanc~d meal for the vulnerable populati~n

- 15 -
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and secondly as a gathering po'int for ca.mmunity women in

which the staff nutritionist would offer e.ith.er a class on

basic nutrition or a· p~a~tical demonstration in~' f6'~d pr~~~
ra t iOI1. The fo cus was on imp,,~·.. !.!!g th e f am.ily .·die t bas ed"on

the use of locally produc~d foods. An additional achievement

of the committee itself was in the ciev~lu~ment of organizati~

nal abilities among the women of the comunity. Though this

aspec t will not be "€:valu;a ted in the present document , it was

clear that.a p~"~ential"does/exist· t.o broQ,u<ln. the responsibili-
.

ties of such women's organizations 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 thi~ level was never achieved:

Average number of days per month

comedores were functioning 1981-82

Cuenca de Cuenca de
Marcara Mancos

Aug. 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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Apr •.
--,"'..

,'May: '

'Jun.

Jul·;

Cuenca de
Marcara

'15.2
.: ...:.0····\8.6

17.4

12.6

• .C-' .

Cuenca de
Mancos

~17. 8
.. -"'.

'.. .

17.0'·

16.0

16.0

.. :

Monthly aver~ge 14.75 lS.S5

The reasons fo~ non~functioning days were varied, but gene­

rally related to the 'demands of household or agricultural res
" . .

pons~bilities. The Women assigned to meal preparation on a

given day were quite often unable to include the comedor among

other responsibilities, especially during sowing and harvest

periods. Illness was also frequen~ly 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 probl~ms related to

the purchase and delivery of food to each comedor.

Attendance records for children under 6 were as follows:

,Average daily number of c~ildren

under 6 years attending Co~erlores

19B1 - 1982

Aug.

Sep c.
~--=-=

oc t:'f.,.:

Nov.

Dec.

Jan.

Cuenca de
Marcara

222

222

208

216

212

206

-:·17 -

Cuenca de
Mancos

142

154

150

148

148

152
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Cuenca de ' ·Cuenca de
Marcnra Mancos

. .:~. ".
Feb. ' '178 136 ...

..

March " 180, 140

Ap'r. 160 122
"

May' 156 132

Jun. 140 114

Jul. 136 112---
Monthly Average H\0.3 137.5

...

While mothers frequently found it difficult to bring chil­

dren to the comcuor fax the same reasons mentioned above

(other responsibilities with high~r pr'i"'O'ri-ty), there was a

clear downward trend in attendance throughout the year in the

Cue~,c~ de Mancos and t particularlY,in the Cuenca de Marcar5.

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, Of~en a considerable distance had

to be travelJ,c:- .

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 p~obably existed, not voiced b~ the be-

neficiaries.

,"
~_.'

The concept of the comedor, wa,s presented to' the

\ ...
- 18 -
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community~,as an integral c~mponerit of th~ entire agricultu

ral and, ~ut'r'itional' ~rogr~m- and ass~stance'llt .:th.e '·comed'or',:.
... , .,":' ,:'" ' , ' " ,I., . '. , ' . I '

was pYobablyseeri du!ing tb~ ~arli stage ~f'operations a~'

a necessary f~1Dction' for .:the"c~ntinuation of DALPRA assi~-
,

tance. Undoubtedly, 'had 'the majority of communities'been

given·the o~portunity to receive the rations for home ~se'

by the vulnerable population, they would have preferred this

to the comec!or:

Owing to the low level of acceptance of the comedores in

many communities and a more limited budget, the comedores were

closed during tpe first half of the fourth project year.

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

ITEM COST

Soles CS$

Value of food delivered
to comedores from harvest

Cost of purchased food
(oil, rise, sugar, noodles
.and condiments)

Total

C. Nutrition Educa t iou'

1,970,535.

1.814,591

3,725,.126

3,889

3 t 11 67

7,356

In the area of nutrition education, each of the 2 nutritionists

visited each community 3 to 4 ti~es per month and at each visit

offered formal or informal classes and demonstrations, in addi

tion to assisting in the organizational development of t~e co-

mmittee a.~()~eration of the comecor. Informal education efforts

were either open ended classes with a general topic or a practi­

cal demonstration of a ~articular dish (based on appropriate ba

- 19 -
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lancing of locally produced _~ouur.- 1·1ur~..~.~.1;"~uctured and in­

de'pth "courses'" were al'so offered, usually lasting 1 to, 2, day~

and frequently' attended by:men aawell'as wome"n:f -i~ the third'
- ", , '-- .•. ' ..... '..:, ..., - :;.;.-:..•. - . . ." ':..

year, a total of 16 couries and 247 classes oraemonstrations
• ' J .. ,

were provided. Average attendance'in the Cuenca de Marcara

was ~1 dur~rig the first half of the year 'for classes and 11 for

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

, classes and 26 for demonstrations during the first hal~, and

increasing to 78 and 77 respectivaly during the second half.

One limiting facto~ in education was that neither of the nutri-

tionis ts was Quechua ·speaking. For most community women, Que-

chua is the :-irst language and though the majority ~re able to

converse in Spa~ish, inQividual abilities are quite variable.

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 educat~', strategy

was developed, focusing on already exis:ing work gro~?~ of about

8 to 12 families eachtha t generally live ,in cIt: _~ proximity.

Each work group was to 'become a 'sub-unit of the community nutri

tioD committee. Rather than 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 espec::'

lly valuable ,in giving the nutritionist an opportunity to make

the demonstrations more relevant to the home kitchen, bro~den

her familia'rl.tywith the practical limitation and additionally

provide an opoortunity to observe whether or not concepts taught

- 20 -
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were .being nppliedparticularly t~o~er~lati~g~oenvi~~~.

mental' hygie.~e."'T~~~~>~~r'~ati:on pr~bi'~~{'w~uid now"J:argeiy
be shifted from chebeneficiaries to ~he nutrition:is'ts •. P~e"

".-.' . "I· .. ' ..:. '.'

liminary reports from the nutritionists sugge9t~hat .th~~

approach has been well received by the work group~.

During the project's third year, two opportunities were iden,
tified to b~oaden th~ impact of the nutrition ~ompo~ent of

the program: .1) expansion of the education efforts to in­

clu~e ~pecific health topics and 2) the .development of family

gardens. In health, informal c~ntacts were initially deve­

loped by the nutritionist 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 che opportunity to include sessions on

specific health topics as an integral part of the course of­

fered (especially in the more structured educational sessions

lasting 1 to 2 cays) These sessions were presented by medic~l

professionals and incluced for example, prevention and control

of diarrhea. impottance of vaccinations and family plonn~ng

techniqqes. The moSt structured effort was 0.4 ~ay course on

nutrition and health iri the city of Ccrh~az. :~nc, 1982 atten
"-

ded by 18 active community women. There appears to be strong

community interest in these courses, particularly in the Cuen

CD de Mancos'.

The concept of family gar~ens was also enthusiastically recei­

ved by the co~munities. Organization and implement~tion was

under tlle---control of the nutritionists with. technical assistan

ce from the agronomy staff. By the end of the third y~ar. ~

- 21 -

BEST AVAILAfJLE COpy



"

D.

gardens had been installed in Marcara and 71'in Mancos.

In order "to evaluate the impact of the nutrition component"·

among children under 6 years of age. periodic anthropome-

tric measurem~nts (weight for age) were to be undertaken

by the nutritionists for comparison with earlier r~sults.

particularly with the data obtained in the base-line study

, !

of April-May •. 1980. Results of the initial And subsequent

surveys ~ere compared to standards published ,by Galvan and

Jaspe and classified according to the following categories:

Normal = weight for age at leas t

90% of standard,

First degree .,.malnu tri tion 89.9% to 80% normal

Second degree malnutrition = 79.9% to 70% normal

Third degree malnutrition = 69.9% or less of no". ..:..1.

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 soan as they are prepared, they

will be_~resented as an addendum to the evaluation.

Table 6 presents the data for the Cuenca de Mancos and

Quecas in the second and thi~~ program jears for comp~~i~o~

with the base-line su~v~y. Subjects were not selected at

- 22 -
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random.; .only tho'se" children who ~ssisted.at the comedOr .on

the days that mea8urement.~ w~re to be taken were ~easured•.
. •...~! ." ~. :: .-. - . ~ ~.~.

Thus,. children not. attend:1n~f.'·generallY be~ause-o'fparent's'"
- ~"~:'~-,~.. ':~ .. " ...~.,: , -." - . -.~ ..

. .'." ~ ; I ",

being unable to' Decomp a'ny them. or illn.ess ~ :. had no opportunity
. . . - , '-. -;~,' .

of being inclpdedin the survey.

The second Burveywas undertaken a few months after most

comedores had be~ome.operational. and little or no impact

ca~ be expected. The third year sqows no children remain-

ing in ~hird degree malnutrition and a substantial reduction

in cases of se~on~ degree malnu~rition. General conclusions.

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

Marcara can be made available.
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Cuadro

Table
II 6 EVALUACION DE PESO POR TA.LLA, V[NOS MENORES DE 6 A~OS

WEIGHT FOR AGE SURVEY, CHILDREN UNDER 6 YEARS ,

" ESTADO NUTRICIONAL EVALUACION II 1 EVALUACIO~ fl 2 EVALUACION fl J

'ABRIL,HAY,1980 ABRIL,HAY,1981 ABRIL,MAY,1982

NUTRITION,LEVEL N = 243 N = 173 N = 123--,-
N° % N° % N° %

:

"
NORMAL 57 23.5 27 15 .6 42 34.1

1°GRADO HALNUTRI CION 111 45.7 91 52.6 64 52.0

2°GRADO MALNUTRI CION 64 26.3 51 29.5 17 13.8
".

3°GRADO P.ALNUTRICION 11 4.5 4 2.3 0 0.0 . ;.~

'.

'.', .

N ~A: Ln ~valuaci6n II 1 incluye todas las comunidades; lasegun­

da y tercera incluye datos solamente de Mancos y Quecas.

NOTE: Evaluation II 1 includes all communities; the second and

third includes data only from Mancos and Quecas.

....
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IV.. Principal and .Recommendations

A. Administrative"Asp~cts-- .-:"

...

The need to satisfy reporting requirements of three distinct

organizations created a cumbersome, lethargic reporting syst~m.

A vari~ty of documents were prepared,including monthly and

quarterly field reports, P.I.E.'s, fiscal and inventory docu­

ments, etc., many o"f which were modified for vague reasons and

rar.ely followed any coordinated pattern. As a result, many d~

duments were produced that were of questionable value and in

other cases required information was not available or was not

in an appropriate. format.

:.. -- - '

In a project as complex as DALPRA,. an adequate and efficient

reporting system should be planned in the pre-operational stage

and should consider the reporting requirements of each organiza­

tion. A prere~ ~isite of course is the establiShment of specific

long and short term goals and what means will be used to measure

progress. Additionally, internal reporting requirements oi each. .
organization need to be explicitly identifie6 in both fiscal and

programmatic areas. On the basis of these needs, a coordinated

effort among the thre~ organizations will determine the appro­

priate timing, content,~"format and recipients of periodic reports.

Flexibility can be maintained provided modifications are coordi­

nated among the three organizations.

Personn~~ administration was hindered by the different employee

benefit policies of ONAA and CARE. This can only be resolved by

having one agency ass~me all responsibilities for contracting

staff. As aNNA was seen as the long-term implementor of the pr£
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'.\ . ..... --.
j ec t, ONAA would~'be rChe'logic..al institu~i.onto contract per

'.:: .," ....... ·1.'....,...t1....
manentsta:ff ....>··:~~.,-_·"':- -"-, ....

. ";, :;\~:~:T<5·~~:,~· ...
. , ", -: ": '.~:'

There was a 'i~'6k"df ~l·ea·~'del'ineation ofresponsibi:li ties
.'. '

among field staff , creating confusion internally and between' ':',.,:

staff and beneficiaries as well. The obvious ~olution is t~e.

"

preparation of more explicitly defined job descriptions, and

organizational chart' through which each staff member can read

ily identify the ra~~e of his or her responsibility and autho­

'ri ty •.

Since the economic viability of the project was a function of

agricultural ~r~duction levels a?d marketing operations, this

area was generally given operational 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 two staff nutritionists as both senior nu~

tritionist and a member of·the Regional Coordinating Committee.

B. Agricultural Component

Poor production levels in the potato crop during the second

year were largely due to the purchase .of poor quality seeds and,

to a lesser. extent, iogistic and administrative problems. Ba-
I . ... •

sed on the third year's level of production, however, the im-

plied premise that an increased investment in inputs will pr£

duce a crop large enough to justify the investment appears.

sound. Production levels of other crops of lesser economic

importance cannot be evaluated in the absence of data from con-

trol plots. However, a reasonable benefit-cost ratio was rea-

lized for most crops, particularly cob corn.
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It must be emphasized that production levels by themselves

were not the controlling factor in determining benefit-cost,
o ":'" •••••• :"".: .~' • • '. _ ," ~ t-.... " .. -.: .. ~ . ~.

ratios •. Far more'importantwere the unequal effects of i,!!.··

flation: substantial cincres.'ses· on the cost of. agricultural

inputs on the one hand and little or n~ compe~sating in~rease

in the market value of the crop on the other ~and.

Probably the most positive aspect of production was in seed

potatoes. One half.of the total production of seed quality

potatoes in the third year was adequate to the needb of the
, .

principal campaign in the fourth 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 future years. The development of seed banks should­

be considered as an exclusive or principal goal of future pr~

ject strategies.

Marketing strategies were not an integral part of the training

p.ro~ram for beneficiaries, lar~.. ly d,up to the lack of ad'equa-

tely trained staff in this area. The most direct 'recommcnda

t ion w0 u I d be f 0 to the p r .... j to: ... L ,L 0 [I iJ V ~ i. 1ll: .L u d e d a consuI tin g
agricul~ural economist w~th responsibility'for the training

and supervision o~ ,project staff in marketing strategies. Res: .r-· __. -
pons ibi I i ty for rna rke ti ng _ope'r ati<?ns waJ.l,J.d .. be increas ingly

shared with commu~ity 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 50%

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 produc~ion cYGle. ~n agricult~

'ral economist w.ould assist the farmers orcommu'nities in
/" :. ,. ',' .•... ,: . '. :.. ". '." : .';":. ","

developing appro'pria te marketing "techtd.q~eS: 't)u't "th.e'/ ae tua~
,.; . '. . .- - . .

marketing would be 'th.e " responsibility of theindivid~al fa.!:,

mer or co~muni,ty.· .In"this way. the marketing aspect would ".

not 'be hindered by the relatively complex financial controls. "

of either ONAA or 'CARE and, at the same time, the beneficia
, .

ries would be exposed to new strategies that would focus on

improving their situ~tion in what is likely" to continue to be

avery unfavorable marketing enviroment for food producers •
,

.> '-",-

."
c. Nutrition Component

The communal dining rooms were closed at the beginning of the

fourth year because 9f practica~ 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 strategy,

which focuses on nutrition education among already exist~ng

work groups, appears very promising and has been'well rece:ved

in the communities.

A constant limiting factor in educational efforts. was that the

nutritionists were'-not f!-.ueHi. ".ill Qu~c:hu&, ··though ii. i~ recog­

nized that there are fe~ bilingual nutritionistR ~v~il~ble.
~

To the extent possible, the practice of identifying bilingual

women in the communities who demonstrate both leadership

skills and interes'f-i.n ~utrition should be encouraged' to as­

sume the role of intermediaries between"nutrition staff and

the community. Additional training for these individuals

should be developed further.
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Specific strategies and personnel' assignments should be. . ".;.. '

coordinated with 'Ministry staff and appropriate agreement

should be sign~~j~~~'

Family gardens'~ave be~n enthusiastically initiated jn 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 relatively ~inor and'the'~uantitY'needed to plant at

least the first crop should be made available ~o each family

without seeking a r~turn of 50% of the. harvest. Savings rea­

lized by the closing of the dining' rooms.'should be directed

to family gardens.

Both of these expansions of the nutrition component were

channeled through the nutrition committees.and i~ 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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