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f "  . 13. Evaluation Abstract: 
L 

Tbe s h w ~  an excellent record of target cachievcment, a high standard 
of qual i ty  of work and ef fec t ive  internal  marmgerial organization. The 
a c h i e v ~ e n t s  merit and require further inputs and new instruments t o  secure 
the swtai lanbi l i ty  and the  mRt ip l i e r  e f fec te  of the  invested msourcw. 

~. 

- + '  The  project'^ main focus ehould t u r n  t o  improved information and 
coarmaication, expanded a g r o f o m t r y  inputs and closer  cooperation with tho 
author i t ies  and development partners. A p r o m a 1  f o r  the second project phase 

. up t o  1993 should be finalized. It shoPd a l s o  address the higb fire r i s k  of -.. . 
the plantations and fur ther  s i lv i cu l  tu ra l  refinement of the established 

. fo rwte .  

. * .  
. . , .  , $4. ' Bvalust ion Hethodoloa: . 
. -  .. 

' : 

The find evaluation of the  CARE Qituze Forestry Project took place i n  Kigali 
. . ,  aad Gituza from July  24 through A u g u s t  2, 1988. This evaluation w m  held 12 

months before the  project completion date  of September 1989, as opposed t o  
, wi^ihin s i x  month of the project completion da te  a s  ~ p e c i f i e d  i n  the  Grant 

meenrent. This was f o r  several reasons. One consideratian was tha t  
. . " evaluation planning was already undelway when CARE learned tha t  the  PACD had 
. . .  been .=tended by one year. CARR a l s p  waded the timing of the waluat ion t o  

, 'coincide with the  end of the  planting eeaoon, in order t o  uee m y  lossons 
. .  lewmed from the  evaluation iq the t ransi t ion frar USAID t o  the Royal Dutch 
. . aovernment financing f o r  the  second phase, which w i l l  begin i n  October 1989. 

j ..: The evaluation began in Kigeli with a discussian of the  project ccmponents, 
: .., economic development philosophy, and e v a l u ~ t i o n  methodology. A collaborative 

, approach was used. The team leader was able t o  f o s t e r  a s p i r i t  of cooperation 
a d  respectful exchange m n g  a l l  participants,  including the  bowgenestre of 
Commune Gituze, the Qove-t of Rwanda (WR) o f f i c i a l s  and local residents. 
To gather data, the team reviewed project docments, interviewed project 
nuinagera and s t a f f ,  and conducted a survey of 40 farm families. Rwandan 
studmite were recruited t o  a s s i s t  i n  the  interview, 

The six-meuber evaluation teem was composed of the following members: 

A n h a s  Speich ( T m  Leedsr) 
G~nservator of Foreats 
C i t y  of Zurich, Switzerlnud 

Louieo Buck 
Regional Technical Advisor 
CARE Enst Africa 
Nairobi, Kenye 

Jeffrey Livingaton 
Natural Resource B c o n d s t  
c/o Loue Berger 
Paris,  France 

Nyiaramtam Z n h a  
Social Development Special is t  I 

UNICEF/Rwaoda 
Bigali, Rwanda 

Mike Bess 
Private  Rnergy Consultant 
Nairobi, Xenye 

Dan Rugmbire 
Delegate 
Directorate General of Foroetry 
MSNABRI, 6Ewaada 

Beoee H m i s  Yntes, Economist end Development Special is t ,  from Washington, 
D.C., also  participe.ted i n  the wraluation as a USAID observer. 
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16. Findings and Recmmendotions: 
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(1) Project Amainistretian 

The overall  project expenditures frum funds meed by CARE fram Nwder 1984 
: through June 1988 amounted t o  FRW 222.7 million o r  US$ 2,658,760. In 

. ' addition, . the project received contributians i n  kind (ClXs) valued et ... . 

- ! . 4,095,000 o r  US$ 43,179. The C I b  ' d i n e d  with the  coatributions fmn 
CARB and the Royal Dutch Owernnest of FRW 22.3 million (US$ 260,843) 

., . . represent a share of &out 11.6% of t h e  t o t a l  project costs t o  date. 

O f  the  overall project expenditures banaged by CARB, 24% w a s  re leted t o  the  - expntr iate  inputs; 13% was f o r  sa l a r i e s  f o r  Rwandan project m d  support s t a f f ;  
23% for local temporary labor; 9% f o r  l o ~ g  term infrastructure,  such as 

. offices and s t a f f  housing; 1.a f o r  the  purch~ae  of production ae te r i a l e  and 
equipment; and 13% f o r  operation end other s w r t  mts. 

. The f inancial  resources a t  hand cwr bo considered qui te  adequate. The chosm 
mode of project aanegement resulted in excellent operational effectiveness. 
The administrative eupport and follow-up t o  a l l  the  coplponents w m  adequate 
and timely. The project coordination camittee meetings have developed 
positively. 

. . ,  

Tbe project has been successful in d'meloping sanparer, leadership and 
~~11lager ia l  capacity of the  project e ta f f .  It ap- l i ke ly  tha t  certuin 
a c t i v i t i e s  can soon be effect ively ranaged without expatriate supervis io~.  

<,! 
, The major beneficiar iw of the  project a re  a i tuza  Ccmuune residents. The 

short-term benefits t o  t h e  residents of ai tuza Cornmure have been substantial;  
. about US$ 450,000 were   pent f o r  local laouel  labor over the first four yeare 

: of  t h e  project, benefi t t ing ebout 36,000 people, The resul t  has beon nn 
improved qual i ty  of life for  the a i tuze  residents. The mgrofometry extension 
a c t i v i t i e s  and the  research end t r i a l  echersea ere of high stnndard. 

!Fhe Project Agnemnt between CARE and the  OR end other  project docurgents . 
exp l i c i t ly  specify the  importance of  creating local,  sa lar ied  job 
opportunities. The inf lux i n t o  the  local  econamy fraa the  project was unique 
is t h e  history. of Gituzta C a m m e .  

The w a l u a t i o ~  team's conclusion i e  t h k  the two project ccwponants 
(Reformtation and k o f o r e a t r y )  h w e  been successful in achieving planting 
ta rge ts  and in farmer acceptance of the  techniques advocated by t h e  project. 
About 2,500 Plecteree of tnees ere n w  growing where beld h i l l s  loomcd only 
three yearr~ ago. A central  nursery w a s  established a.4 8 exist ing numer iw 
were upgraded under the  agroforestry component by imprclving management and 
adding demowtration p l o h .  They were guarded, well-maintained and organized 
with c lear ly  rwked plent species. The commune residents show real pride i n  
the  trees and nurseriea. Their d u e  t o  the ammune is reflected i n  the 
epecial a r e  givem t o  protection and maintenance. 
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An isportant finding of the f inancial  analysis ie tha t  the plantations w i l l  
not a t t a i n  a poaitiva cnsh flow u n t i l  the  y e w  16. Until tha t  tire, the 
Ccammme of Oituza w i l l  be unable t o  finance tending, b m e s t i n g  and replanting 
costs  w i n g  so le ly  local ly generated revenues, The m a l y s i s  emphaeizea thnt 
recurrent costs  w i l l  not be met without outaide financial assistance un t i l  
midway though the  first 30 y e w  rotation. Potential  revenue from the s a l e  of 
seeds f r c ~  the  commercialized'nurseries w i l l  not s igni f icant ly  defray these 
coats. 

The Energy Conservation Component is considered one of the  best examples of 
conscientious f lex ib le  e t w e  developseat i n  West Africa. The prograu has 
succeeded i n  ee l l ing  over two thousand chnrcoal stoves in over a year and 

' s e l l i n g  some 800 improved woodetoves and ins t a l l ing  a fur ther  600. The rural 
cookatovea program under t h i s  component hm been euccossfv.l i n  introducing 
improved household energy nqmgesent t o  hundreds of housewives in Qituza and 
surrounding ccnnmuaee. Followup snd monitoring of ins ta l led  stove8 ere 
satisfactory. 

- The team's recomme~dations center on maintenance, fire prevention and 
, financial sus ta inebi l i ty  of the  nureeries and 2,500 hecterw of ttrees, and 

edditional p a r t i c i p a t i o ~  by women and other less achrmtaged persons. Options 
a m  recommended f o r  f inmcing future recurrent costs  of the  estrrbliehed 

, planta t iam,  i n  view of tbe negative cash flow projections over the first 16 
years of the  project life. The New Forestry Code of the Clovemment of Awanda 
should be taken in to  eccount. Upon adoption of the  new code, a deciaion on 
the  legal s t a tus  of the  plnntationa mwt be quickly reached to, p e r r i t  

Y formulation of a long t e rn  f inancial  plan. 

. Although the  project showed a remarkeble success i n  reaching its targets  i n  
the reforestcltion and ngroforestry components, retee of agroforeetry ~dop t ion  
varies  s igni f icant ly  by sector,  fram 20% i n  one sector  t o  60% ia another. The 

J evaluation team discwered the  following conetraints t o  adoption: - 1) Saae nurseries ere too far away from the farpers' homes, and 
. . . trancpporttrtion of seedlin@ is a problem. 

. ... , 2) The increase in the price of  plante resul t ing  from t b e  nursery 
. . 

- :  
. ..  - .  ~ . ~ a ~ e r c i a l i z a t i o n  s t ra tegy h ~ s  m d e  ther  too expensive f o r  soole formon, 

t o  purchatie. 
, . -. ' . 

,:; 3) Farmers prefer  not to plant trees in fialds.  
, . , . .  . , . .  . . 
# .  ' 4) The att i tude, of e k e  leadere among 1-1 fermere ie not cooperative. 

, . , :', ' 
. They mnrld l i k e  t o  be paid and are jealous of extension agents who . . 

. . receive much be t t e r  saler ies .  They can negatively influence faraors. 
. . ... .:  . . .. . . 

. ' I ,  . . . . ..;:: 
I -: . . . :. -: L-,S:, . ' A  '. 

t : I ; ' ; , * ?  ' , 5 . ; ~ - ;  
, .,. f :.i . ;; , *.;- . . . j  t . , i ,'. 

', . '+.' ' " . 
I 

, , -. ' :;. . . 
a . ( I  . .  . . . 

' .  .::. . A .  
. . 

, . .'., .. 4 :.* .'" "' . iC . , :  ,.:. . . .  . .*.A . . . . . ' . .., , 
I .  .. ! .  , . .  
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- Forestry px.ojects, i n  generel, currently face a number of clifficultiea .w 
tern of the  perception of t h e i r  Pmpnct; m i l g  the  local popdati.on. In order 

' 

t o  lrecure a l a g  term poflitive impact;, the  projects have t o  be adapted and 
waged cerefully, accordirmgf t o  varied and complex local  socio-ecological 

. coxiditions. Ore -f the aain p u i t i v e  iplpacta of the Beforentation Component 
$ of the  Qituza Forestry Project; is the su66ej9eful creation of  sn excellent 

. oaportuoity t o  develop md imgrove the Io@allly requ ird  r r i l v i d t u r a l  
-' knwlludge during t be  Beadee dead .  A more varied design of the planta t ima 

night fur ther  broaden the oppl-tunitiea to draw useful lessone f o r  the future, 
hemce increasing the  chancea of finding asilvicultrunrP eolufione thmt match the  

. needs. 
8 "  

The' or iginal  objective of the  Energy Coneenation Component was t o  improve 
, I .  houeghold energy managesmnt. However, t he  colnponsnt's p r io r i ty  w m  shif ted t o  

' .  . develop a model stove progrq f o r  ru ra l  end urban 16EWande. A t  the  ear ly  s t a e  
of  program hplementcrtiors, it was l o s r ~ d  tha t  improved m k a t o v e s  would 
reduce household energy comumption md thus reduce per capi te  de~and f o r  
fuel. Since then, the  project has beem foreel ly targeted towascis energy 

, ,.' comervation through imprwed'stovee, rather than improved household energy 
WDlRgcaent. ... 

1 '. 
*!.I: 

- . In terms of cookstove marketing, the  urban charcoai stove market b s  proven 
' ~ c h  easier t o  penetrete than the ru ra l  w d e t o v e e  market. Strategies  adopted 

to disseminate improved stoves i n  rural areas require mch mre intensive 

. .  . 
at tent ion and follow-up than those adopted f o r  urbm areas. 
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. - . .  CARE INTERNATIONAL AU RWANDA 
i B. P. 550, KIGALI, kflANDA 0 RUE DU LAC MPANGA . %l. : 72402/76012 . Cable: CARERWANDA KIGALI 
R . . Aide  au Divs loppemen t 

. . Mr. James A. G r h  
Directnr of USAID 

: C/O American Fmhnn~y . 
K i r r a l i .  
. . .  -- .. 

No. RW/89/1136 

January 13th, 1989 

..; 
Subject: Gituza F ores- Pro. Sect EvaLwtion 

: r ' l  . . 
A :. We would like to share with you, M e  enclosed cuunents on the final 
:. evaluation of the Gituza Forestry Project as a follow-up to the evalua- 
tion report recently sutdtted for your perusal. They have been drawn up 

' 
by project management in answer to what are felt to be a few apparently 

..- .. . ...- :incorrect assumptions and to put some findings of the report into better 
a -  .. . 

. . . . .  ,, perspective, . 
I .. .: .!. ;ri'  .. . .. . .  . ,..--.. . . Sincerely yours, 



CARE INTERNA?!I'SONAt IN RWANDA 

GITUZA FORESTRY PRCUECJ' 
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The Project Management of the Gituzra. ForesWy Project finds the 
" final evaluation a thorough and highly professional piece of work that 

certainly highlights the etate of project developent and provides good 
coverage on the successes and fhe shortfalls of the project, There are, 
however, several inaccuracies and general c~m~dents that would have been 
more useful if the evaluation team had submitted a draft to the Direc- 
torate General of Forests, CARE and others prior to finalizing the eval- 
uation report. The projltct management staff therefore feels obligated to 
respond to some factual errors in the report which in fact reduce the 
evaluation ' s overall validity. 

'A, General Rema& 

r '  The evaluation report is most often thorough but too long. The 
sections on Reforestation and Agroforestry (both 30 wges) should have 
been better synthesized. Also B swmnary listing of major findings and 
recommendations would have been helpful for quick review. Only the Energy 
section provides succinct and manageable levels of rec~m~endations. In 
addition the level of human and financial effort required to address the 
exhaustive list of recomnendations is unrealistic which suggesta the team 
should have suggested more carefully prioritized followup actions. In 
view of the downscaling of personnel it will b very difficult %or the 
project to comnence with new initiatives, unless others will be reduced 
or eliminated. The report does not mention thst about 25% of the 
originally programed resources were remved from project managesent, ie. 
over $400,000 from World Food Progrsm and $500,000 from AID, and what 
impact that may have had on project perf.'omce (even though a fifth year 
at no extra cost was nevertheless achieved). 

. . .  .. - . f . .- . . 1. The document puts forward on ph 9, section 2.2 that substantial 
. 

I . .  * niodif'ication of the reforestation objectives occured during the life of -. 
, 1 .  

the project. The reforestation target initially set at 3,680 ha dropped 

6 .. C 
to 2,350 as mentionned in the Revised Action Plan in October 1986, 

. . . . . 8 e  However the mission did not take in consideration the 1,630 ha planting 
. . "., . . .- target mentionned in the Revised Action Plan in August 1987. . . - . .t 

. . C .  . . ,*.;. ,:? :.:n. , 2.4 
; . . . ' .  2y, .: ; . a .  

. , 
. .  . -.. - . .  

2. Also on p. 9 the report gives to understand the project did not 
. . . yz: ,. .- . . try the introduction of indigenous species and other broadleafs. During 

, . .. .the first two years of the project over 200,000 units of indigemus 
., . species local to G i t w  were propagated, Survival rates, however, were 

low but these species were nevertheless tried repeatedly. 

3, p, 10- The project's soil conservation activities like contour- 
. . 

- ing of all reforestation sites, micro-terraces wixg slope-wriable . .  swcing and si te-species indexing were fully compttible with Weber ' 8 
sqgge~tions and not ignored as indicated, A t  present there are few or no . 
active gullies, the seforestation has signifiatly slowed run-off end 

. . . . .  



. . 
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therefore.the project felt it weis not necessary to irstall the peak stage 
i . . run-off gaugeu ~s suggested. In additioa these are expensive and tinme 

consuming instnwents which would h v e  required further extermion of I etaf f . 
i .. 
C ,. marks on w o r e -  Se(;_t;iga 

1. The stat..emmt on pa 34 rasl "A eecond, related point of concern is 
the project's n*ong extension mphasis on project-promoted technolo- -_. 
gies, virtuilly at the exclusion of indigenous or "pre-project" agm- 

' :  ,forestry practices" is an inaccurate description of intervmtionii pro- 
mulgated by the project. The project built on existing practices and the 
Gibson-Milller report documented a 21% and 10% increase in bowxbry I- r1 

plantings and fruit trees .(both iridigenous activities) respectively, I .  

Farmeas are free to choose their plants rat the sector nursery and $0 

adopt whatever configuration they want. Naturally wdlots hgially 
decreased due to reduction of allowable s=ce but those woodlots insti- 
tuted under project support behaved much better using project-proposed 
species and phtiPlg ~ ~ u e s r  

, . 
' . ... . . ,  
: .-,; , . ?h .. . . , . , 

' . . . . . . . . . . ..* . 2. Un the sawit page (para. a. ) the report states the project should 
- 1  - 

, '  durhg the next year and beyond put priority on institutiaal strength- . ..>' . 

. . . ening and support at all levels within the agroforestry extension net- 
.work. The project wants to emphasiee that the Agroforestry Extension 

' 
. Director was the Camme's Agronome for the first two years cud after 
this time has been fully attached to the project and also remined at- 
tached to MINAGP.1 (paid by MINAGRI) and thus is very aware and familiar 

. . with the objectives, programs and operating constraints of s11 depart- 
ments within MINAGRI working in Gituza. The senior project staff is also 
regularly attending meetings at the communal level where these previaus 
items are intensively discussed. In addition the 8 extension agents 
(MONIFDRS) are also working for and piid by MINAGRI. Furthermore the no- 
tion that the Bourgemestre should actively be involved in agroforestry 
extension belittles his other time consuming and, to him, more important 
.9ssks. Support at Sector and Cellule level is much more important. 

3. p. 34, para. c*- The project sought from the beginning a balance 
between men and women in extension, however the project's attempt to re- 
cruit fifty percent female extension workers failed because no suffi- 
ciently qualified candidates applied. Due to the generally low education 
level in the CcrrrPnune it was extremely difficult to find qualified can- 
didates for extension workers. The project has trained e total of 15 
Monifors and not 8 (see pa 38) snd chose the best for per;oanemt assign- 
ment. Ruin the original 12 Monifors hired 5 were womt.1; one of these was 
better euitced for a leadership role in the Central Nursery, two were 
unsuccessfully used as Monifors in the sectors and two left the proJect 
on their o m  siter starting feunilLes and so later on did the one who was 
resptkible for the nursery. 
4 .. 
: 4 . Farmers chosen for intensive visits were selected by the project 
staff on a rotAting basis. In four years, for each of the 8 Sectors, 4 
piiot zones have been chosen for intensive extension contect with the 
farmers. There was never a predileciion towards progressive farmers (see 
pa 48 para.3). During the 1986/87 seasons the intensive extension ser- 

.' vice was conczntxating on families adjacent to the plantations and on 
L- .. . I  
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those far away from the sector nurseries. Tho objective was to bring 
compensation/indemnitization for any perceived losses to the families 
living next to the plantation sites, and the project at the same time had 
the intention to reach the lesser advantaged households in the remoter 
cellules. Consequently this activity fully agreed with the mwamn- 

' - dations of the mid-4xm evaluation . 
. . 

5. In ddition to connnents already made in noel above, the state- 
ment "project grading system effectively negates the valuo of tradi- 
tional or pre-project activities and opportunity for effective inter- - action with farmera" ia very unclear because the project'o follow-up 
forms and visits specifically dealt w i t h  these indigenous forms of trcm 
management (woodlots and grevillea bo- plantings). 

6. p. Ati section 3.4.1 - The report mentions the lack of collection 
of infom~tjon periodically throughout the project by a social scientist 
for measuring social impact. At the the of the evaluation, however, data 
on Umuganda was available because during the first 18 months of the pro- 
ject Umuganda in sector nurseries was tracked very carefully. In fact the 
data was so pointed and depressing that the Bourgemestre suggested alter- 

' ' mtive forms of labor, one of which ,(a split: pro ject/MINAGRI) was adopt- 
ed. Differentiation of participation by sex began in 1986 and information 
on this was available to the evaluation tam had they asked. 

7. p 48, paro. 3- The statement " considerably reduced emphasis on 
indigenous spcies " is mislding. Prs-project home nurseries were 
producing very limited quantities of @wkhamitq, In addition the proJect 
propagated this species as, well Sesbanh and Wesomi% in cc.?s?derable 
quantities in sactor and central nurseries. There was a taboo against 
either planting or cutting -him and Fict.15 wasnot requested by the 

. faxmers during any of the eurveys and appears to be disregaded due to 
i t s  prevalence in the past by Tutsis for live corral fencing. 

. . 8, p. 60- ' If Monifors are correct in their current estimated 
adoption rate of 30X, little progress has occmed during the past two 
y e w s ,  " It would sppear the team felt that the progress made on changing 
tree-planting practices was inadequate for a 3 year period although the 
statistics provided at the bottom of the page do not support this find- 
ing. The team is explaining here why things did not work insteadl of em- 
phasizing what did. Howerrer, the team, considerably experienced in this 
area, failed to provide altlmnative methods for data collection for 
impact and performance. . . 
, . 9. Records do exist for progress toward cost-recovery on m x i a S  
'seedlings (p. 61, para. 3.4 - 4  . 1). Furthermore the report neglected to 
mentim that this was the f bat time L; Rwe;nda +hat seedlings weve sold 
to the farmera snd that this nursery comercialization w,;s wxuring in an 
area that was the least likely. In spite of ~ML, the proJect has moved 
a long way with nearly 60% recovery now in hand. After 20 years of free 
seedlings this is a major but understated acmnplishment. 

Jacques De Cuypwet 
hject Manager Gituza Forestry Project 
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S ~ E C T :  Observations o f  CARE Gituza Forestry Pro ject  Evaluation 

. . ' . The f i n a l  evaluation of the CARE G i  tuza Forestry 'project  took place . i n  
K i g a l l  and Gituza from July 24 - August 2, 1988. This evaluation was held 12 
months'before the end o f  the p ro jec t  i n  September 1989, as opposed t o  w i th in  

' s i x  months o f  the p ro jec t  completion date as speci f ied i n  the grant  agreement, 
f o r  several reasons. One consideration was t h a t  evaluation planning was 

, . , I already w l l  under~qy when C9RE learned t h a t  AID had extended the PACD by one 
also wanted the evaluation t iming t o  coincide w i th  t he  end o f  the 

lessons learned f r p m  the evaluation 4n 
dur ing a second phase. CARE i s  

repor t  as nedessary t o  take i n t o  account a w  
during the l a s t  months o f  AID financing. 

( .  The six-member evaluation team bas headed by Mr. Andreas Speich, a 
Spec ia l i s t  from S w i  t z e r l  and. The other team members were: Louise 

Specia l is t  from CARE'S o f f i c e  i n  Nairobi; Zai na 
Development Special i s t  now w i th  UNX CEF i n  Kiga"1 i ; k i n  

Rugahira, a'representative o f  the R~randan M j  n i  s t r y  o f  Agriculture; and 
Geoffrey L i  v i  ngton, a Natural Resource Economi s t  from Loui s Berger, Par i  s. I 
par t i c ipa ted  as the USAID observer. - . . W  ...' .,. ' $  " '  -. .*, :y;q :,.* 

- .   he evaluation began i n  Kigali .  91th a discussion o f  the p r o j e c t  ' "%kPohents, the team 1 eader 's economic development philosophy, and e v d  uat ion . .. . 
met hod01 ogy. T b e u . w ~ e t w a t f o n - c o r n p o n m t  w i l l  be eval uated separately 
i n - g u s a n d l r a s a c h - t e a m  member' wass competent, ' 

a conscientious anrl-CP - b e  : ~ b - a b o ~ & ~ g - - t h e - W ~ ~ a n  G 
beneffcla&s, The-team -1 eadershovred-a-particul a r  - i n t e r e s t 1  n -how-the y -. . .. p*W A co11 aborat i  ve .approach was used. 

. .: The team leader was able t o  foster a s p i r i t  o f  cooperation and respect fu l  
: , exchange among a1 1 part icipants, inc lud ing the "boufgemestre," Rwandan 

o f f i c e r s  and l oca l  residents. To gather data, the team reviewed pro jec t .  
dxuments, interviehed pro ject  managers and others, and conducted a survey o f  
40 farm families. Vacationing Rwandan students e r e  recru i ted  and t ra ined t o  
in te rv le*  the farmers. The team proved very e f f e c t i v e  i n  gathering a maximum 
o f  data f n the shortest  possible time. 

, a ! .(! , ' .  
.,, q. r: 5.. *:;r*. .r,+,-:.. .. .. . - 7 ;.'#,''.! r,. A : . 

- ;. ...- ,. ,.. ,..'*... . . '  
1 .:a. ' 
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observer, I discussed the pro ject  wi th each team member, - -.. 
the p ro jec t  managers and the Rwandan s t a f f  a t  K i g a l i  and 

. J 
d .  

Gituza.! I part ic ipated I n  key meetings and t ravel  led  t o  the p ro jec t  s i t e  i n  
3 Prefecture Byumba, Gituza, about 30-40 minutes from the Gabiro Lodge, Dan 
.j Rugabf ra, GOR representative from the Forestry Div is ion o f  the Mln is t ry  o f  
f Agrlcul ture, and Zaina tfyiramatama, Rwandan Social Sc ien t is t  consultant were 
4 

. F . important sources o f  information, While i n  G i  tuza I v i s i t e d  plantat. iof i  sl tes, 
J 

. . tw nurseries, and a farm famfly. . 
1 , ,..%*. ' . . 
i V i  s i  b l  e .Progress . . - 
i I '  '  bout 2,500 hectares o f  t rees are now growing *here bald h $ l l  s loomed ' 1 only three years ago. A centra l  nursery was established and 8 ex i s t$  ng 

nurseries were upgraded under the agroforestry component. The nurseries had 
t 

been up-graded by improving management and adding demonstration plots;  they 
+ were guarded, be1 1 -maintained and arganized wi th  c1eatt1y marked p l a n t  

species. ' The Rwandans show rea l  p r ide  i n  the trees and nurseries. Their  ! 
! ' 

value t o  the Commune i s  re f l ec ted  Jn the special care given t o  protect ion and ' 

. maintainance. 1. .'...C*,,, .;..& . ' .. . . . . L 

I 

! 
' overa l l  pro ject  management i s  very strong. 'he CWE/Rwanda 

organi zat ion rvns smoothly and e f f i c i e n t l y .  Project  documents *re quickly 
and eas i l y  re t r ieved from f i l e s  i n  both K iga l i  and Gituza. Vehicle ! m a i  ntenance records *re kept up-to-date and admi i~i s l r a t i v e  matters w r e  

j '  handled expeditiously.. R~vandan p ro jec t  s t a f f  were w d l  informed o f  t h e i r  
responsi b i  1 i t i e s  and seemed s a t i s f  i ad  w i  t h  thei'r professional treatment as 
emp 1 oyees ; 

' I.. . .  ! . .' 
*- One cost-related concern has ra ised by the team i n  v i e r  o f  the f a c t  t h a t  

approximately 50% o f  the p ro jec t  budget mt t o  i nd i rec t *  costs, i.e. overhead 
and K i g a l i  o f f i c e  support. The expatr iate p ro jec t  s t a f f  maintained tw  
houses, i n  K i g a l i  and Gituza, commuting be teen  houses a t  l e a s t  once r ;eek. 
Whega.asked why such frequent t r i p s  bere necessary a f t e r  adequate res ident ia l  
houslng had been completed a t  Gituza, the need t o  use the com u ter  i n  K i g a l i  

. has given as the reason. (There i s  no e l e c t r i c i t y  i q  ~ i tvsa. !  Use o f  r 
short-ruave rad io was considered inadequate t o  meet the pro ject 's  communication 

. . requirements. The evaluation team w i l l  make ~~ecoclmendations f o r  fu tu re  
' savings. i n  t h i s  area, .' I . .  , * ,  . G ~ * J .  -4 L ' . .. I .  . B . n * - l .  

.- : 

* 

~ e l a t i o n s h i ~ s  wi th  GOR and USAID . 
**.. . . 

's, . :?"CARE personnel ' general ly enjoy good re1 ationships w i th  the GOR. On 
balance; the GOR representatives have seen the benef i ts  o f  the a c t i v i t y  and C 

'coope.rated i n  the pursue o f  i t s  goals. Relationships wi th  USAID haye no t  gone 
as smoothly. Communication on p r o j e c t  implementation and other matters has C 

been d i f f i c u l t  over the l a s t  tw years; process! ng o f  USAID-related 
imp ternentation actdons has been en on-goi ng problem. CARE management 
a t t r fbu tes  t h i s  s i tua t ion  i n  p a r t  t o  the fac t  t ha t  a USAID p ro jec t  manager has 

I 
v i s i t e d  the p ro jec t  s l t e  only once during a !-year period. As a consequence. 
USAID eas unable t o  appreciate f u l  l y  the pro ject 's  acconplishments; 

.. ' .,. . 

. . 
I 
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Findings and Recommendations - --  
. The evaluation report  w i l l  be read; i n  September. The team's 

m- 

- { pre l  i m i  nary conclusion i s  tha c the two ( re fo res ta t ion  and agro-forestry ) 
p ro jec t  components have been successful i n  achieving p lan t ing  targets and I n  
farmer acceptance o f  the tec hni ques advocated by the pro3 ect. The short-term 

I .  benef i ts  t o  the residents o f  G i  tuza Commune have been substantial ; bb0 l~ t  
450,000 do l l a rs  w e  spent f o r  loca l  manual labor over the f i r s t  four years o f  
the project ,  benef i t ing about 35,000 people. The r e s u l t  hds been an improved --. 
qua l i t y  o f  . . l i f e  f o r  the Gituta residents. 

..- 6 .  

An important f inding o f  the* f inanc ia l  analysis i s  t h a t  the plantat ions 1 w i l l  not  a t t a i n  a pos i t ive cash f l s w  u n t i l  year 16, (This s i t ua t i pn  i s  
average f o r  LDC forestry investments t h a t  provide commercial t h i n k ? )  U n t i l  
t h a t  time, the Commune o f  Gituza w i l l  be unable t o  f inance tending, harvesting 
and rep lant ing m t s  using so1 e l y  1 ocal l y  generated revenues. The analysis 
emphasizes t h a t  "recurrent costs h i l l  nnt  be met b i thou t  outside f inancia l  
assistance u n t i l  midrray through the  f i r s ?  30 year rotation. '  Potent ia l  
revenue from the sale o f  seeds from the commercialized nurseries w i : l  not 
defray s ign i  f Scantly these costs. 

. . 
The team's recommenQations w i l l  center on ma1 ntenance, f i r e  prevention 

and f inancia l  sustainabi li t y  of the  nurseries and 2,500 hectares o f  trees. 
Options w i l l  be recommended f o r  f inancing recurrent  costs, i n  view o f  the 
negative cash flow projections over the f i r s t  15 years o f  the  p ro jec t  l i f e .  
The new GOR Forestry Code w i l l  be taken i n t o  account. 

f 

A stucly o f  the future demand f o r  fo res t ry  products i n  Rwanda and the 
long-terin benef i ts  of increased ag r i cu l t u ra l  p roduc t iv i t y  and the val ue of 
wod products w i l l  also be rxommended. Such a study would provide marketing 
de ta i l  s, def in in% thinning schedules and give a c learer  idea o f  potent ia l  
revenues. 

. . J . Future ~ b l e  o f  - USAID 
. .  . . . .  . 

' 3 - , USAID funding w i l l  end i n  September 198% The Dutch have already 
committed t o  financing a 4-year second phase t o  f a c i  1 i t a t e  the t ransfer  o f  

. . p ro jec t  management and f inancing t o  l oca l  control. Nonetheless, the GOR w i l l  
; , face nine years o f  negative cash f low before the p lantat ions begin t o  pay 

- of f .  Conservative estimates o f  the year ly  recurrent  costs  are about . . . . 
. . $150,000. I n  order t o  ensure the sound p lan ta t ion  management necessary t o  

, derive maximum benef i ts from AID'S o r i g i n a l  $2.5 m i l l i o n  investment, USAID may 
+ '  want t o  consider financing some o f  these recurrent costs. USAID f inancing 

, I could a lso  be useful f o r  the recommended fo res t ry  product demand study, 
a perhaps as pa r t  o f  the Natural Resource Management ProJect. . . I  

-. . . . .  



. . Mr. Andreas Speich and Geoffrey L i v i  ngton would be excel lent consultants 
f o r  t h i s ,  w r k .  Their addresses are: 

1 ' 5 .  , , * . .  

: , - *  :'. - ~ n d r e e s  Speich 
. . . Conservstor o f  Forests 

. City o f  Zur ich 
: . ,  . WerdmuhlePlatz3 

.:a ' CH 8023 ZURICH 
. . O f f  i c e  Te1 : 01 21 62775 

' :'". .Telex: 813 077 ST ZH 
. . . .  

- - Geoffrey L iv ington 
Louis klerger SARL 

. , 71 Rue Fondary 
i 75015, Par is  

A - .  

-. - * : .  . 
' ' .++. 
- , - . - ~ ' ! i n j o ~ e d  working wi th  the CARE evaiuation team and consider AID'S money 

. t o  ha've been hell spent. , 

. . .  "F'! " " 

cc: . ~ h r i s t o f  J. Schei f fe le  
. . . . .  .: Di rector  

::: . . .  . . ,  &,.. ' : ' 
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