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s e w s n t  and ref ent of the PLUS MbE BY- 

EXEClf'PIPS glmmRP 

The objectives of PLUS of wauatainable increases in on-farm 
productivity and farmer income through the integration i n t o  farming 
eptemsr of appropriate land use and soil conservation meatsure8 
which enhance mil productivityaq are achieved w i t h  a series of 
interventions that resul t  in improved yields and translate into 
higher andlor more stable  farmer incomes aa eroaion rates from 
hillside cultivations are reduced over time. 

The experimental design, implicit in the Monitoring and 
Svaluation (R8E) of PLUS, a d d r e s s e ~  adequately the nredcs of the M&E 
system with a learning process that continually refines interven- 
tions and their implementation, and identifies new interventions 
requiring a aontinuous formative evaluation. 

PLUS has established an on-going system to determine the farm- 
level impact for the  projectts four primary interventions: 
hedgerows, checkdams, rockwalls and vegetable gardens. Protocols 
an8 quaetfonnaires have been developed to monitor each intervention 
in  elected watersheds in order to obtain the necessary information 
t o  address the Strategic Performance Indicators (SPI)  of the PLUS 
M433 (Monitoring and Evaluation) system. The progress that has been 
madm to date, in implementing the MhE system and associated 
almarning procreaM i r  remarkable. 

In a s s e ~ ~ i n g  the MPE information collection and reporting 
syotem the following recommendations are made regarding additional 
data that need to be collected for the  calculation of the SPfa. 
Although most of this information is included in the protocols 
instructing the enumerators on data collection and recording, it is 
suggested that an entry is also allowed on the forms for the 
following data. Include data on cost oftransportation, differenti- 

I "  
ated by expenditures for transportation and time spent by the 
farmer in transporting the  produce to the market. Include data on 
prices received by the farmer for the  produce. Recurd t e m o  
control that the farmer has on the plot with the intervention. 
Determine cost of constructing a checkdm and a rock wall and 
installing a hedgerow. Soil type information and rlepe ~ h o u l d  also 
hi recorded for the monitored plots. Finally,  an estimate of total 
farm area cultivated by each monitored farmer ~hould also be part 
of the information collected. 

The design of control plots w i l l  be enhanced by matching t h e i r  

oharacteriatica should relate not only to slope but also to type of 
soil, tenure control of the p l o t ,  and total area farmed. Control 
eamplr contamination, as control farmers adopt PLUS interverntione, 
will force a continuing replacement of farmers in the control 



sample. The data collection forms and protocols for the control 
sanple are simply parts of the monitoring form and protocols. 

Protocols and data collection forms need to be developed for 
the remaining PLUS interventions of fruit tree grafting , seed hnka 
and trees, as well as for the farm t r i a l s .  Implementor reports on 
numbera of participating farmers, training seas ion^, m e t e r s  of 
hedgerow inrrtalled, number of trees, hectares w i t h  rock walls etc., 
should h reporting those numbers by waterehd or zone of 
int%rvention. The present reporting of aggregate numbera does not 
aBdrems the information needs for calculating the SPIs. 

The real discount rate and use of financial measures for each 
internention is outlined in this report. It is recoxmended that 
remaining valuea be used to truncate long series of data for the 
interventions and that  financial meaeurss of project interventions 
b accompanied by a commentary on: the s i z e  of the required 
inve~taent, availability of credit, particular farmer skills etc. 

The PLUS SPIs are presented in this report, in Appendix 8, and 
n preliminary assessment of project wide PLUS interventions wan 
made. Aa the project evolves and PLUS learns from its WhE, SPIo 
mhould also bs changing. To thfa effect, a questionnaire w a s  
duvmloped for PLUS, in order to determine the u~ofulneaa of present 
SPXB in improving project implementation. 

Although an economic analysis of PLUS project wide impacts of 
fntewdntioms im not part of the PLUS MSlE system, it would add 
information to the  evaluation of PLUS interventions. This io 
b e ~ a u ~ e  off-farm impacts could be much larger than on-fam impacts. 
Xn addition to an economic analyeis ,  PLUS should perform a farmer 
appraisal and needs aesassment as soon as possible, since presently 
available information does n o t  derive from a systematic approach 

I that can address the S P I s .  

; ": R preliminary estimation attempt of PLUS SPIs was made in 

k. conjunction with a project wide assessment of PLUS interventions. 
The rerultr obtained bared on the 1993 PLUsl impl-ntatf on efforta, 
are am fslloarrs. During 1993, 60 ha of arable land war created 
behind checkdarner and the expected phystical soil building behifiathe &$' hedgerows installed (if properly maintained), is estimated at 
263,400 cubic fret. 

L 
Gecandary adoption of PLUS interventions by zone of 

f ntervention, based on baseline information, could range from a low 
of 6 parcent to a high of 85 percent of plots adjacent to project 
asmfmted farmers. More than two-thirds o f  the income generated to 
Ultr farmer (H9630) , cornme from PLUS interventions that directly 
address envirormentally improved land use practices. 



The nRfam8r needs asaeosment exploratory surveyw completed by 
PLUB, has provided rsome direction for the current implementation of 
thu farm trials of bean and cowpea varieties and vegetative 
barriera with different principal  components (plantain/sugar aane 
and lmuaaena/gliricidia). 

&om a preliminary project wide f inancial  evaluation (for some 
of the PLUS interventions), it is estimated that PLUS interventions 
o~ntributo to the average farmer inuome fran aropa o f  -352, the 
following percentage increases: hedgerows 7 . 2  percent, cheakd- 
22.7 percent, vegetable gardens 51.1 percent and trees (fruit and 
hardwood) 98 percent. In comparing interventions, vegetable gardens 
have the highest Internal Rate of Return (1-infinity),  followed 
by hedgerows (fRR..85%) and checkdams (IRR=73%). 



Premye travay pou eualwe ak aaelyore 
sifatb evalwaay~xh POPOjB PLUS-la 

PwojO PLUS vize pou ogmante pandan lontan randman peyizan yo 
fwem nan jaden yo nk k6b y-ap rantre nan travay tQ-a. Pou sa, li 
entegre nan sistem f i  jaden nan mbn yo, teknik pou kenbe t P  ak 810 
lapli kf p b a t t P - a  bay plis randnan. Ak tout  you seri teknik Ice 
pwoja-a m e t e  sou pye, ewozyon fini pa diminye, rekbt yo vin  
qmante, ki fi noun yo ka f5 p l i s  lajan, yo ka f& l a k i l t i  p i  lontan 
nan man yo. 

Jan yo planifye siet&m swivi ak evalwasyon pwoj8-a p h b t  ke yo 
ka pran lason pandan y-ap sQvi ak s i s t h - n a n  pou amelyare 
ent&vansyon yo ak farson yo a p l i k e  yo. Li p h h t  tou identify= nouvo 
akt iv i te  ki ntande pou toujou ap aprann pandan evalwasyon-an ap 
kontinye fit. 

Pwoj8 PLUS etabli you sistQm gou kalkile impak kat ( 4 )  p i  gwo 
ant&vartsyon pwoja-a: ranp vivan, mi s&k nan ravin, kMon rbch, ak 
jaden legirn. Pwotokbl ak keeyone yo devlopi pou cavalwe oh& 
aktivita nan basan vesan ke yo chwazi yo ki p&m$t ranmane tout I snf8masyon ki nssesa pou reponn SPI-yo (an angle: "Strategic 
Performance Indicatorsm - 1ndikatB pou mexire psfomans estratejik) 

1 ki nan sistam swivi ak evalwasyon Pwojd-a. Gen awo D W W ~ &  kkf f8t  e 
g0n anpil  bagay ki aprann depi sietam nan ap aplike nan Pwoji-a, 

I 
Dapre sa nou we nan fason Lo ranaease ak rapMe enfamasyon yo, 1 men rekamsndasyon nou f P  pou gen plis enfamasyon ki rasanble pou 

p h P t  kalkile SPI-yo. Se vre ke enfbmaeyon sa yo nan pwotokal pou 
fBme muun k-ap travay pou ranmase ak rapbte done yo, men li ta b n  
pou a k r i  yo nan fam y-ap itilize yo. Men enfbmasyon anplis li t a  
bon pou konnen: kou transpb pwodwi yo, ki gen ladan depans ak tan 
kf nesesd pou peyizan yo mennen pwodwi yo nan mache, ak p r i  yo vann 

I 
pwdwi yo. Li ta bon pou konnen tou nan ki kondisyon peyizan yo 
travay tQ-a (pwopriyetii, f b y e ,  dexnwatye. . . ) . Fbk yo ta konnen tou 
kUb ki dopan~e pou fa you mi sPk, you kddon rach, you ranp vivan. 
Pou jaden y-ap evelws y o ,  li ta bon pou konnen ki k a l i t e  sbl ak ki 
pant yogenyen. Anfin, fdk yo ta cheche konnan sou ki kantite ta 
ehak peyizan y-ap swiv yo  fQ l a k i l t i .  

Jnden kontwdl (kl travay jan peyizan nan z6n nan f& L a k i l t i )  ke 
yo chwaxi yo te dwe ,,is ~anble ak jaden ki gen estrikiti XI y-ap 
swiv yo. Non si lman yo te dwe gonyen apepri mem pant, men me- 
kalite s b l ,  yo ta dwe travay nan mem kondisyon, yo ta dwe menm 
kantfta ta. Kbm gen plig peyizan k-ap adopte teknik pwojP-a, yo 
pral oblijs ranpla~e tanzantan peyiean-kontw61 yo pa 16t. Fbm pou 
ekri done yo ak pwotokal pou chwazi jaden kontwbl yo ,  se you pati t nan fh ak pwotokbl pou EB swivi-a. 



Yo dwe fQ pwotokbl ak f6za pou rasanble done sou grefaj zab 
fwitye  yo, sou bank semans, sou plantasyon pye bwa, ak esi  nan 
jaden p8yiean yo. CARE ak PADF dwe bay chif sou kantite patisfpan, 
knntite reyinyon i8masyan yo fB, k a n t i t e  mbt ranp vivan ki Eat,  pye 
bwa ki plante, kantita t& ki gen nl. n&k etc, pa basen vasan ou byem 
pa sari. Jan yo bay li an qwo kounye-a pa p b B t  kalkilo SPl yo. 

Man rapb sa-a nou bay faeon pou kalkile sa yo rels nan ekonogli 
to aktyalizasyon-an ("taux dfactualisation") ak jnn yo dwe itilise 
mezf finamye yo POU chak sntivansyon. Nou rek-nde tau ke yo 
preaante k& ahif an plizii ti moso pou yo pa parat tr6 long. Yo ta 
&e tou 18 y-ap pals de mozi finanoyo ki pran pou chak aktivite 
pwoj4-a, bay k&k enf8masyon tankou: kantite letjan ki envesti, si 
gen kredi nan zbn nan, sa psyizan yo konn fi byen etc. 

BPI yo prozante nan Apendis B rapb sa-a, e to gen you premye 
evalwetsyon aktivite pwoji-a ki te f&t, Plis pwoji-a ap evolwe, 

I 
&aperymP ap fat ,  SPI yo dws chanje. 6e pou sa, you kesyoni te 
devlope pou konnen si SPI yo te itfl, si yo ts phat  amelyore 

L p8fhansi ~ j i - a .  

Menm si you analiz ekonomik sou impak aktivite pwoji-a pa fl 
psti sistsm swivi  ak evalwasyon-an, men li ajoute sou enfomasyon kf I! m t  evalwe aktivita pwoj8-a, paska impak pwoja-a kapab depase 
impak nan jaden peyizan-an. Anplie you analiz ekonomik, PLUS dwe 
fa you evalwasyon beawen peyizan yo rapidman, paske enfamasyon ki 

L ranmass deja yo pat soti de you apwach eistemtik ki te fat 
eapemialman pou reponn SPI yo.  

I 
You premye eaP estirnasyan S P I  yo te fit anaam av&k you k evalwasyon an gwo ki ts f a t  sou ent&vansyon pwoja-a. Hen ki rezf l t a  

k i t e  jwenn e k i t e  baze sou sa k i t e  f i t  pandan lane 1993-la: 60 
ekta tB kiltivab te kreye dey8 mi sak yo, 263.400 met k i b  t& te due I! ateridihyaranpvivan ki te f a t  yo  (si yo ta fat kbr8kteman). 

Dapre snf&masyon ki ranmase, kantite peyiaan ki pa travay ak 

1: pwoj8-a men ki kopye teknik pwojP-a sou vwazin yo ka evalwe ant 6 
pou aan jiska 85 pou san. Plis ke detyP kbb peyizan yo f P  (BS630) 
te teoti nan aktivite pwoj8-a, aktivite ki g&m&t amelyore 

' anvirolupan-an tou. 

Ankit pou ch8ohe konnen bazwen psyiaan yo ks pwoji-a te fi 
('bFar?aer neds asseeexnent exploratory survey*) te you gid pou etabli 
sou t P  pcyizan yo es8 varyete pwa &din&, pva inkoni, ak ranp vivan 
ki f i t  B)E tout kalite plant  (bannann/kanh ak lesena/glirisidya). 

Papre you premye evalwasyon ffnansye gwosomodo (pou kak I: enthvansyon PLUB) , k6b anplis ke pwoje-a poke pou peyizan-an nan fa 
l a k i l t i  vo apepra H$352. Ranp vivan responaab 7 , 2  pou san 
ogmantaoyon lajan anplis peyizan-an resevwc, mi n$k 22,7  pou san, 1 jaden l e g i m  51.1 pou Ban, pye bwa (fwitye, forestye) 98 pou Ban. 
frb y-ap konpars entivansyon yo, jaden legim yo bay p i  gwo pwof i, mi 





This report is part of the on-going effort by the South East 
Consortium for International Devel~pment (SECIP/Aufrurn Univerdty) 
in aollaburation with the PLUS (Haiti Productive Land Use System) 
Team, namely, CARE Tntsrmatkonal,Ine. (CARE), the Pan IWeriatn 
Developmerit Foundation, Xnc, (PADF) and U ~ J i T D j H a i t i ,  to impl~~dleht 
a mnitaring and Evaluation ( M U )  system which orient& the project 
toward a c t f v i t i e ~  that promote suatainetbls increases in farmer 
irpaame, while conserving natural raBourcess. 

The report addresass five main issues:  

1. Assessment of the MCE information collection, reporting 
8 y ~ t e ~ ,  including individual  responsibilities of CARE, P A W ,  and 
SIECXD. Make r e ~ d n t i o n s  to achieve the MCE objectivee. 

13:. A S B ~ S S I ~ ~ M ~  of the relevance, utility, and appropriatmms 
sf information reported by PADF and CARE for use in the M&E system. 
Hake recomamendations to achieve the I C E  objectives. 

111. Aaoess calculation algorithms for a l l  Strategic 
Per fomnae  Indicators with ~ p e c i a l  emphasis on the net incremental 
returns for each intervention. 

IV. Critique f inancial  evaluations of project intarventions. 

V. Recommendation of an analyt i ca l  methodology for economic 
evaluation of interventions. 

Beyond the  scope of work: Estimation of the 1993 PLUS SPfs, 
based on existing information, and 

VI, Project wide financial assessment of PLUS interventions 

Phe work was conducted at Port au Prince, in close 
uollaboration with Dr. John Dale (Zach) Lea (SECID).  



I. Aammsameat of the Y&$ information ooll~ation 
and reporting system 

Within one year from the agreement on a PLUS MGtE aystem 
(Angelos Pagoulatos, RMonitoring and Evaluation Syetem for PLUS", 
SECfD/Auburn PLUS Report No.3, April, 1993),  PLUS has established 
an on-going system to determine the fan- leve l  impacts for the 
project's four primary interventions. PLUS already completed a 
Project PLUS Baseline data collection effort and is well under way 
to having the information data collection forms in place,  for all 
interventions, along with the  determination of the monitoring and 
control samples. 

Preoently the monitoring data collection effort is under way, 
for four major PLUS interventions and the completed forms are 
oomlng to SECID.  SECfD is responsible for providing tschnioal 
assistance, verf f y f  ng , storing, analyzing, determining algorithas 
and calculating the strategic performance indicators (SPLs) of the 
PLUS M&E syotem. 

Protocols and questionnaires, translated into Creole, have been 
developed by the PLUS team to address the monitoring o f  hedgerows, 
rock walle, vegetable gardens, checkdams, soil saved and land 
surface area created. Directions provided to the enumerators have 
been refined as problems were encountered in the field. 

Verification by SECID, is directed toward tho accuracy of the 
monitoring information collection. Thuu, SECID in collaboration 
w i t h  CARE and PADF have to i d e n t i f y  needm and problems arising in 
thm monitoring data collection by f i e l d  enumerators. 

Several v i s i t s  in the f i e l d ,  by SECID, revealed problems in 
collection of the monitoring data. Delays due to motivational 
problems coupled with under-staffing of enumerator teams and lack 
of transportation, scales for weighing etc. Drought in some 
instances d id  not allow for data collection from some farmers. 
Enumerators in some cases did  not  follow instructions and provided 
wrong measurements or simply did not  f u l l y  complete the forms. In 
all cases the  problems were jointly resolved by the PLUS team 
(Reports: Yves Jean, January 27, 1994; Roosevelt Saint-Dic, January 
14, 1994 ,  December 3 ,  1993, December 17, 1993, February 11, 1994; 
J. D. Zach Lea, December, 1993) . The process of the monitoring 
effort verification is working well. 

PADF is responsible for the  collection of all the monitoring 
data in their regions of intervention and their transmittal to 
SECID, CARE is also responsible for the collection of the 
monitoring data in their zones of intervention regarding the four 
interventions (hedgerows, rock walls, checkdams and vegetable 
gardens), as well as the remaining data necessary for the 
calculation of the SPIs. SECID and CARE will develop the 
methadology for determining secondary adoption rates and SECID will 



oarry out t h e  study am part of a speuial mtudfer agreement. SECID 
will also aevelop the methodology for determining incremental nat 
returns for each intervention. 

Two baseline surveys have been completed by PLUS. The first, 
called Hthe farmer needs assessment exploratory survey" was 
completed in October, 1993, by Richard A. Swanson, William Gustnve, 
Yves Sean and Roosevelt saint-Dic, HFarmetr Weeds Asssesmt 
Bsploratory Surveysn, SECID/Auburn PLUS Reports Wos. 7-13.  his 
s u ~ e y  contributed to understanding farming systems in Hafti as 
they relate to the PLUS implementation. The second survey, called 

PLUE baseline information ~ u r v e y ~  was completed in November, 
1993, by John Dale (Zach) Lea and S. Rfviere, aimed at obtaining 
rtatistically based baseline in each zone of project program 
ooncentration. This baseline data w i l l  serve as a point of 
departure from which to measure future project accomplishments, 

A study evaluating leucaena hedgerows-utilized-for-soil- 
amendnent and as-forage, was completed by John Dale (Zach) Lea, 
entit led wSeptember 1993 ~inancial Evaluation of Hedgerows~~. A 
doouatent by Henry Jude Belizaire describing the contacts made and 
aehievenents in linking agricultural producers with agricultural 
bumineasser waa produced in February, 1994. 

Farm trials (research/demonstration trf a l s )  on 21 plots  are 
under way at Cap Haitien and Les Cayes, where Dr. Frank Brochan 
(SECXD) , in collaboration with PADF f isld staff and farmers are 
testing the following interventions: Cap Haitien - vegetative 
barriers with plantain/augar cane as principal compsnenta; Las 
Cayrs - vegetative barriers with leucnena/glirieidia and forage 
gracreee as principal components and established with long tern crop 
(manioc) to protect against uncontrolled grazing (PLUS meeting 
notea on December 7 ,  1993, January 4 ,  1994 and January 25, 1994; 
and SECID semi-annual Status Report, April-~eptember, 1993). 

Farm trials on bean and cowpea variety ( 9  plo t s )  are also uncbr 
Way, in collaboration with CARE, in Barbs Pagnole, Bornbardopolis, 
La Fond and Passe catabois. 

As PLUS includes the remaining interventions i n t o  its 
monitoring efforts along with control samples, the monitoring teams 
need additional strengthening. In particular SECID w i t h  the 
personnel that it presently has, will not be able to handle the 
aidditional. work required by the inereaged monitoring effort in the 
PMF and CARE monitoring zones. SECID should consider adding at 
leiart two more individuals to its technical pergome1 and as soon 
ae po~sible, in order to meet the additional monitoring 
r ~ i r ~ m t s  and avoid causing any delays or reduced technical 
support in the f i e ld .  Finally, the implementors should make sure 
that implementor assistants are part of the HEE monitoring teaas, 
rather than the monitoring teams being formed without them. This 



will enhance monitoring activities by incorporating the 
implementation i n t o  the  M&E system. 

TI. ABaeasment of relevanae and nppropriateames of monitoring 
information 

The monitoring information that PLUS is collecting, coupled 
w i t h  tho baseline infomation that haa already hem uollectsd, 
constitutes the basis for evaluating over time the achievement of 
project objectives. 

Figure I., presents an overview of the PLUS MLE syaterm with 
i k r  learning process. The baseline information survey and the 
farmer noodo assessment exploratory survey constitute the basic 
~ontrol for the calculation of the SPIs. The SPIs drive the MtE 
system in that it is the  data requirements for t h e  calculations and 
reporting of the GPfs that deternine what protocols and data 
collection forms the monitoring case studies are supposed to have, 
It is the data requirements of the S P I s  that demand the setting of 
aontrol plota, in order to evaluate the PLUS interventions. The 
SPIo also motivate the special  s tud ies  (agroforestry and tree 
improvement, germplasm, f inancial  and economic evaluation of 
inter van ti on^, marketing s tud ies  etc , ) ,  and farmer appraieals and 
need8 assessment. 

The SPIs also, through the information that they contain, 
motivate farm trials, require an information clearinghouse (for 
au~tainability), allow the evaluation of present interventions and 
suggest their refinement or new interventions. The SPIs themselves 
need to be refined or changed to keep abreast of project 
tranaformationa. 

The work done by PLUS up to date and the progress achieved in 
implementing the M&E system are remarkable. The comments and 
suggestions that  follow constitute minor adjustments to the 
exirting PLUS PI&E system. They are suggestions made to further 
strengthen the ability of PLUS to measure the effects of its 
interventions. Some additional suggestions regarding information 
collected through the monitoring effort, implementor reports and 
refinement of the SPIe are also included in this report. 

The n~roject PLUS ~aseline Report*' was recently aompleted (by 
Dr. 3.0.8. Lma and S. Riviere) . From a sample of 3 0  farmers per 
wakerehad in the areas of PLUS intervention (in a f e w  cases the 
sample included only 20 or less observations) the following 
inforstation has been collected: 

- Farmerst present use of environmentally improved land use 
praot ices - Relation between land tenure and adoption o f  environmentally 



improved land use practices - Relation between land tenure and adoption  rate^ - Relation between land tenure and slope of farm plot - Yields obtained on mnjor cropa - Farmerap crop revenue and average area of cult ivat ion - Impottanco of crop revenue in family income - Farmers' marketing practices - Prices received by farmers - Value of farm labor - Existing vegetable gardens - Farmersr ownership of livestock 

This information w i l l  constitute the point of departure for 

HI 
b amstassing t h e  changes brought about by project interventions and 

allow PLUS to evaluate its lntcrvnntions through the M&E SPXe.  

-8.-Study Monitoring 

I 
The PLUS aaae-study monitoring is derigned to collect 

I' I Information regarding the evaluation of its interventions at the L farm level.  his is the  information necessary for tho calculation 
of the PLUS H&E SPIs which allows PLUS to learn about intervention 
impacts, as if it were operating a large scale farm tr ia l .  CARE, 

. PAW and SECID decided to focus the i r  specialized, case-study 
monitoring efforts on four interventions: Leucaena hedgerows, rock 
walls on hillsides, checkdams in ravines, and vegetable gardens, 
Protocols and data collection forms were developed for the four 
interventions and for measuring soil saved and eurface area 
created. 

111" The following frequency and data collection was decided: 

BIGs (Bfo-intensive vegetable gardens). 

Data will be collected every three days from 20 farmars in 
Marigold-Jacmel (PADF) and from 2 0  farmers in LaFond (CARE). The 
first form requires a descriptive drawing of the vegetable garden 
that determines its size in square metere as well as the space 
allocated to each type of vegetable in the garden. 

 he ssaond form reports on each Earning activity (from land 
preparation to harvesting) t h e  number of people hired to do the 
work for each farming ac t iv i ty ,  the number of hours worked by each 
worker in that activity,  how much money was each worker paid i n  
camh and the  value of food received. What inputs or materials 
(seed, poles etc.) were used, in what quantity and what w a s  their 
cost. What was the monetary cost for transporting the vegetables to 
tha market or, if transported on foot by the farmer, what was the 
t ime   pent. For each type  of vegetable produced, the quantity 
conerumed at home, the quantity sold, the quantity stocked, the 
quantity given as gifts, are recorded along with the date that each 
operation takes place. 





Although the  frequency of collecting t h e  data is every three 
days, it is not required throughout the year. As the collection of 
data proceeds we will know the total number of v i s i t s  required and 
during which months of the year. Although the enumerator is 
directed by the data collcctlon manual to record the following 
information, some addit ional  entries need to be on the forms. Data 
on cost of transportation for the vegetables produced arcs not 
dfffsrentiated on the  form by expendftur- for transportation or 
time  pent by the  farmer in transporting their produce to the 
market. Furthermore, the f o m  does not provide for a column to 
record a price received by t h e  farmer from the s a l e  of the 
 vegetable^. 

Twenty checkdama are part o f  t h e  sample in Palmist B V i n  (PADF) 
and 20 checkdams in Passe Catabois {CARE). Two forms are used for 
the data collection on checkdams. The firet form identff fes the 
ravine from which 5 consecutive checkdams are monitored (where the  
top and bottom checkdams cannot be included in the sample). Thus 
there are 4 ravines monitored (that have at l eas t  7 checkdams on 
them) to come up with 2 0  observations. The f irat form then proceeds 
to identify the checkdam f ram which data is collected, the material 
used in the construction of the dam (stone or vegetative barrier), 
the horizontal distance, width and height of tho dam, and the 
distance between the dams. This first fom is used once a year to 
w l l e u t  the physical parameters of the checkdamre. Xt is from the 
parameters of t h i s  form that new land surface created with 
chmckdama is measured. 

The second fom is used weekly to collect information on the 
~ultivatlons that take place on the new surface of land. This form 
i a  identical to the  second form used in the collection of data for 
the cultivation and products of t h e  vegetable gardens. 



As the monitoring effort completes one year, we will identify 
tho months during which this form is to be used in calleating the 
data. The following additions represent items that need to be 
included in the forms, although the enumerator is presently 
directed by the data collection manual to record some of t h i s  
infomation. The weekly form (the  second form addressing the 
management of the  newly created land surface) does not 
aifferentiate the cost of transportation that the farmer paye and 
the how8 spent by the farmer fn transposting produce to the 
mrket .  Thia form needs to provide for the monitoring of prices 
recreived by the farmer for the produce. We alslo need to record the 
cost of constructing the checkdam as well the c o ~ t  of it's 
maintenance. On the  forms used, information should also be recorded 
regarding the  tenure control that the farmer has on the land 

U (ravine) where the checkdam is built. 

I Several considerations, including t i m e  saved by the 
 enumerator^, have entered in the decision to monitor only ravines 
w i t h  at least seven checkdams. This way it w i l l  take only 4 ravinea 
to eollaet information on 2 0  checkdams. Given the requirement that 
data collection be representative of the  range of situations 1 exioting in the regions of intervention, t h i s  limitation of 
eligibility of a ravine far sampling, is too restrictive. PLUS 
should consider allowing ravines wi th  a smaller number of checkdams 

I 
toenterthesample. Incraas ingthenumberofravinosfrom4to6,  
will greatly enhance variation w i t h i n  the sample without adding 
considerably to the time and travel required for the collection of I! data. 

Hf llrride Rouk Walls. 

Data will be collected from 2 0  farmers in Mirebalais (PADF) and 
from 20 farmers in Bawbe Pagnole (CARE). Three forms are used for 
the collection of data. The first form is used annually to collect 
infomation on a l l  rows of rockwalls. The information is on what 
vegetative barrier is associated with the rock walls, what was 
planted behind the  rock walls, the  width, length, height and slope 
of the wall, the  elope of the land hehind the wall and the distance 
between walls. 

The second form is used weekly to determine type of operation 
relating to the maintenance of the rock wall and the associated 
vegetative barrier, how many people involved, how many hours spent 
working, how much was paid in money and how much was given to them 
in the form of food. The benefits recorded refer to how much 
biomars, small branches, wood or other did the farmer utilize and 
how (feeding animals or selling wood etc. ) . 

The third form, is to used bi-annually to determine yield of 
the product produced on t h e  Land between the rock walls. 



There is no recording of prices received by the farmer from 
productm sold. Tho prices of products produced behind the roek 
wall# should also reflect the  improved quality of tho product8 from 
better seed. We aleo need to record the cost associated with the 
conotmction of t h e  rock walls and associated vegetative barrier. 
It seems unnecessary to monitor maintenance of rock walls and 
aosooiated vegetative barriers on a weekly basis. Monthly 
monitoring should be auf Eicient to measure the costs of maintenance 
of these ~tructures. The tenure control t h a t  t h e  farmer has on the 
land where the rock walls are installed must also be e&ablished. 

Data will be collected from 20 farmers in L e s  Cayes (PADF) and 
2Q farmers in Bornbardopolis (CARE). Four forms are used for the 
collection of information. The first form is to be used annually 
and identifies what is planted between the hedgerows, the  plant 
usred for the hedgerowe, the  length of the hedgerows, the distance 
between hedgerows, the  slope of the land behind the hedgerow, and 
the slope and wf dth of the hedgerow itself. These parameters are 
used for measuring soil saved. 

The second form is to be used weekly to record the maintenance 
and utilization of the  biomass, small branches and wood from the 
hedgerows, It is the same form used for the rock walls. 

The third form is used to determine the yie ld  from harvesting 
the hedgerows and is to be used semi-annually. 

The fourth form is t o  be used semi-annually to determine yield 
of the product produced on the land between the hedgerows. 

We need to determine the cost of planting the hedgerows as well 
as tho prices received by the farmers for the products produced in 
association with this intervention, 

The Total 8mple and Controls. 

CARE and PADF have identified 120 farm families each, to serve 
as the samples for the  collection of the monitoring data (and 
control plote) and they were divided as follows: 2 0  farmers per 
intervention plus  40  farms on non-intervention hillside plots ( 2 0  
for rockwalls and 2 0  f o r  hedgerows) as witness (comparison ox 
control) plots ( (20*4+20*2= 120) * PADF+CARE= 2 4 0 )  ) . 

The sample of 2 0  farmers (or p l o t s )  to serve as control for the 
measurement of yields  of products produced without rock walls or 
hadgeruwa is to have the following characterigtice common with the 



farmers that have rock walls arid, or  hedgerow^: 

- they must be cultivating the same products - they must be in the same watershed - the land must have the same slope - the plots must have similar physical characteristics 

The forms to be used in the collection of yie ld  measurements 
are the same foms used in the  monitoring measurement of yields 
from rock walls and hedgerows. 

~ ~ r t s / ~ ~ e a ~ s ~ ~ a ~ d a t i o n a ~  

The experimental design implicit in the monitoring and 
evaluation (WbrE) of PEAUS ie ona that addrcssos adequately the needa 
of the H&E system with a learning process that continually refines 
intermentfons, the i r  implementation, id en ti fie^ new interventions 
and requires a continuous formative evaluation of interventions. It 
is iaportant to reemphasize that the  PLUS M&E system never intended 
to be a sumnative evaluation of the  entire project. 

The objectives of PLUS of lmsustainable increases in on-farm 
produutivity and farmer income through the integration into farming 1 systems of appropriate land use and soil conservation measures 
which enhance soil p r o d ~ c t i v i t y ' ~  are achieved w i t h  a series of 
interventions that result in improved yields and translate into 
higher and, or more stable farmer incomes as erosion rates from 
hillside cultivations are reduced over time. Yield improvement and 
stabilization reflect the  achievement of the bulk of PLUS 
ob j eot ives . 

The steps in the  Implementing Design for y i e l d  data collection 
for hedgerows and rock walls is as follows: 

1 Identify group of farmers that w i l l  be adopting these PLUS 
interventions (non-random assignment of interventions) 

2 Draw sample for monitoring over time (time series information 
nwithM the  interventions) 

3 Document installation of PLUS interventions (hedgerows etc, 
from data collection forms and reports) 

4 Measure yields from plots "withla hedgerows and plots llwith" 
rock walls over time 

5 Identify (for comparison w i t h  the adopters) farmers (plots) 
in the  areas of intervention that are similar to the farmers 
(plots) that adopted the interventions {non-random, non- 
equivalent, only for comparison with the adopters) 

6 Provide information about the ways (physical sooial or 
economic charaetsristics) the two groupe (adopters and 
control) of farmers [plots) are alike and different 

7 Measure yields from control (comparison) plots at the same 
t i m e  as step 4 



8 ~etewine the differences in yields under step 4 and step 7 
to derive the effect of the PLUS interventions of hedgerows 
and rock walls. 

It becomes immediately apparent tha t  in order t o  represent 
'history" the y i e l d s ,  obtained from the control group, must ba 
recorded every time that yields  are measured for the  adopters. 
"History" here refers to the prevailing general econonic and 
a l h t i c  conditions during the t i m e  period covered by the project, 
for sxanple, ease of availability of inputs, rainfall  stc. Thus 
FLU8 should not limit the  collection of yield measurement to one 
the, but continue the data collection on yields every time that 
yfeldm are measured for the farmers that  have adopted hedgerows and 
rockwalls (the monitoring effort), 

-cause the  control group of plots fa  chosen from within the 
Blue waterehed in which interventions are being implemented, it is 
oxpected that some of the farmers from the control group may become 
adopters of hedgerows and/or rockwalls (sample contamination). Thus 
the plots  that make up the sample of control plots w i l l  be changing 
over tiaa as farmers who become adopters of the interventions are 
dropped and new ones are added. The total area farmed by each 
partioipating farater as well as control  farmer should also be added 
an the  monitoring forms. The importance of this information ie not 
only to make the participating and control farmer data more 
compparable, but is needed for the calculation of soma of tho PLUS 
SPf  a. 

In order to address correctly step 5 above, PLUS must include 
in #a criteria for selection of the  control group of plots, that 
the lotm muat have einilar soil quality characteristics, similar 
%roe t on rates, similar depth of so i l ,  similar tenure control of the 
plot, similar cropping histories  and rotations and poss ib ly  similar 
overall hectares of land under cultivation. 

Because of the diversity of f i e l d  conditions within  a small 
area in the zones of intervention, seeking controls for paired 
corparisone may require a massive and costly effort by PLUS. A more 
rfficient and cost effective method for obtaining a conparison 
between the interventions and the traditional system should be 
considered by PLUS. For example, formal farmer-managed, PLUS 
awervieed on-farm-trials on adjacent plots in the same f i e l d  would 
provide pair-wise comparisons with a lass costly level of 
involvement on the  part of PLUS. 

In order to address correctly step 6 above, PLUS must develop 
a simple form that can be used to record the characteristics 
referred to, under step 5 above (or include in an existing form). 
 his meana that the form must record the slope of the plot, soil 
characteristics, atc.  his samo form must also be added in the 
collection of infornation from those farmers in the monitoring 
.upla with hedgerows and rockvslls. Although a slope of 20  degrees 



in one plot and 26 degrees in another within the same watershed may 
be silailar, when we are determining differences between yields from 
the control plots  and from plots with a PLUS intarvention, weight 
ghould be given only to differences between yield@ coming from 
plats with a smaller difference in slope, a l l  else equal. Thus, tho 
salection of the control plo t s  w i l l  have to be done only after 
ear6iIul examination of the physical characteri~tics compiled from 
the plots of adopters of hedgerows and rock walls. 

Prices recsivad,by farmers, prices paid for inputs and cost of 
f 8 r m  labor, have bean recorded in the baseline study as the 
#withoutw the PLUS interventions control. The same information 
will b aollected from the monitoring effort of PLUS interventions 
to Bee how these variables change over time. Although this design 
ir adaquate for a formative evaluation of the implementation of the 
program, a few additional pieces of information will greatly 
enhance the ability of PLUS to judge the outcomes of its p r e ~ e n t  
Interventions and contemplated future marketing interventions. 

The second form developed for vegetable production should be 
improved by adding prices received by the farmers and the 
differentiation of cost of transport of their products (in terms of 
monetary cost to the farmers or time spent by the farmers in 
tranmpoxting their products to the market). This form should be 
eorapiltad twice a year for the (hedgerow and rock wall) control 
farmers, when y ie ld  measurements are made on their plots .  This  wf ll 
allow PLUS to see if improvements in the marketing proceso (or 
olaturation of markets for certain products) has some effect on 
priues received and paid by farmers, or i f  improved quality ssdm 
givas improved quality products that command a higher price. To the 
extent that PLUS d irect ly  work~l with the improvements in the 
marketing process, then it would be more appropriate to measure 
benefits to marketing programs at t h e  site of the marketing effort. 

Since 'uhistory" here cannot be taken in to  consideration through 
a control group, PLUS should be keeping track and reporting on 
prevailing economic, climatic and other relevant conditions, for 
eg. droughts, scarcity of certain inputs, over-production of 
ccrrtafn products, etc. 

Aaditionul fntmrventiona, blew Interventioas/Pam Trialrp 

Monitoring forms for the collection of information from the on- 
going farm trials naed to be developed and used ae soon as 
poaeiible, in order to measure input requf rements, yields and prices 
paid and received by the  farmer. The forms that have already been 
developad for the monitoring case studies can be used directly for 
the monitoring of farm trials. Not a l l  data need to be collected 
from the farm trials and special attention should be paid to their 
intmrpretation. Under experimental conditions, labor requirements 
~ o u l d  be overmtated and therefore be misleading. 



For the  remaining interventions, PLUS should also collect data, 
Especially on frui t  production, charcoal and wood, grafted trees 
a d  marketirr~f of these products. A documentation is also needed on 
the operation of seed banks as they constitute part of the SPI 
infomation reported by PLUS. 

As interventions are modified over t i m e ,  and/or new 
interventions are oonsidered, PLUS should he monitoring these 
intsrventiono arm. If the monitoring effort overtime homes 
oonaidsrably larger, additional resources would have to be 
allocated for this undertaking. Monitoring teams should be 
dtr-thened by adding personnel as well as equipnent. 

When the  SPIs  were selected in order to drive the PLUS learning 
proaess of the  M&E myetem, they were baaed on the interventions 
that PLUS was then contemplating. Aa interventions are refined or 
changed rao should the SPIs .  Furthermore now that tho bulk of the 
monitoring effort is in place, it is t i m e  to decide the relevance 
of the exirting S P I s  and decide which SPIB may not be possible to 
calculate given exi~ting constraints that drive the overall 
allocation of effort. To this effect, a questionnaire was 
devsiloped, to s o l i c i t  opinions within PLUS on usefulness of SPIs in 
grovidfng information for improving implementation (Appendix A ) .  

An BPI for PLUS is a statistic of direct normative interest 
which facilitates concise, comprehensive and balanced judgement 
rrlwut the condition of major aspects of a society that are part of 
projact goale (the term strategic performance indicator was coined 
in relation to the Watural Resources Management Program, 492-0444n 
in the Program Assistance Approval Dooument, USAID/Phflippines, 
Smpteaber, 1990). An 8PI is subject  to the interpretation that if 
it changes in the  "right direction", while other things  remain 
equal, project goals are progressively and continually being 

hi achlavad. Since PLUS does not have a fixed set of interventions 
with which to achieve its goals, rather it uses the M&E learning 
process to refine and identify new interventions, the M&E system is 
part of project implementation. The PLUS MCE system is not designed 
t o  rrolely estimate project performance and impact (which are not 
mandated quantitatively in the project documents). It is oupposed 
to keep providing the necessary information to the implementorst, 
which will allow them to continually and progressively identify 
uappropriate land use and soil conservation masures to provide 
gutstainable increases in farm productivity and farmer inconem. It 
is therefore imperative that the  implementor6 partiofpate in the ' changes t h a t  need to be made before we can revise them based on the 
experience accumulated during this l a s t  year. 

I 



f f f .  Amammmammt of oaluulation algoxitlms fat the SPIs 

The as~e~ament of  the algorithms for calculating the 8Pf  m in 
base4 on the report by J. D. (Each) L e a ,  #Monitoring and Evaluation 
Reprt, May - October 1993). In Appendix B., the SPIs are presented 
by utilizing implementor reports, the  existing baseline infomation 
am well a eeveral special  studies. Any further suggestions 
regarding the implementor reporting, assessment of calculation 
algorithms and data needs, in order to complete the calculations of 
the SPIs are included in the Appendix 3. 

Iv. Critique f fnmuia l  evaluations of interventions 

The financial evaluation of the hedgerows is appropriate and 
should serve ae an example for future financial evaluations of 
interventions. Since vegetable gardens and checkdams utilize land 
that was previously unused the net benefits associated with these 
plots are zero without the intervention. 

In the  case of hedgerows, checkdarns, rockwalls and trees, a 
"remaining valuen should be calculated, and added to the net 
incremental benefits of the l a s t  year for which calculations are 

U made. Thuar, long term project intervention calculations, can be 
truncated to a 10 year perid as long as "remaining valuesw are 
used* 

For each intervention a Met Present Value (HPV) as well as an 
Internal Rate of Return (IRR) are calculated. The reaean for 
calculating both is so that  Dtmutually exclusiven interventions w i l l  
be compared trough the  magnitude of the N W ,  the rest by the 
magnitude of the IRR. Thus among wmutually exclusive" 
intervmntions, the intervention with the higher NPV ie preferred 
over the intervention with the lower NPV, as long as they are both 
puoitive. Otherwise we rank preferred interventions based on the 
magnitude of the  IRR, as long as the IRR is greater than the 

I I 
dimcount rate. 

k ~ h s  comparison between vegetable gardens and the other 
interventions should be made based on the magnitudes of the IRR. 

L The ams agplf es for checkdarns. It is less clear with hedgerows and 
rock walls, in that potentially either one could be plaasd on a 
given plot and thus became mutual ly exclusive. If on the other hand 
hedgeraws need to be installed where there is no availability of 
large stones, then the two interventions may not be perceived as 
mutually exclusive. 

These financial evaluations do not fully account for the 
difficulties that nay De present in obtaining credit. Thus, a 
financial evaluation of interventions, should be also addressing 
deecriptively issues like eaae of obtaining the capital for the h investment or any other special requirements (for eg. required 
technical knowledge etc.). 



The real discount rate used in the evaluation of PLUS 
interventions has been 10 percent, Normally, for investments with 
long term benefits from resource conservation, a low real diacount 
mte i~ used. This is done in order to allow net benefits that will 
raaterialize after several years to have some weight in the 
finanaial evaluationta. A t  the same tima we know that aredit 
availability in the zone# of intervention of FLUS ia almost 
exclusively through informal channels and that interest rates can 
be era high as 120 percent per year. My conclusion is that without 
additional information on the cost of capital in Haiti, the real 
dis~ount rate of 10 percent, is acceptable. 

V. R~uoglltendatioa of an analytical methodology fur an 
a e o n d o  mvaluatioa of intrvmntions 

The PLUS W&E system with its associated SPIs, provide for a 

I 
"PLUS learning processw designed to refine existing interventions, 
identify new ones and provide information that would allow PLUS to 
devise strategies in order to achieve project objectives. Thus the 

U M6E oystem is geared toward evaluation of alternative interventions 
and provision of useful information for improving implantation 
rather than measuring performance toward quantitative goals. The 
MPE system refers to a large farm trial which PLUS implementors 1 conduct in order to evaluate the effect of their interventions. 
Direct use ( w i t h  no adjustments) of any of the data for an economic 
evaluatfon of tho PLUS project was not intended and would be 
inappropriate. The PLUS M&E system does not contain the format of 
a wlogical frameworkn baaed evaluation. 

The temptation exists  to use directly some of the numbers 
generated by the  SPIs or t h e  monitoring results, in order to derive 
project wide impacts. Obviously, t h e  simplest calculation would be 
the multiplication of any n e t  benefit  by the number of 
participating farmere or lineal feet of hedgerows etc. Such direc t  
caluulation ehould take into account that the implementors 
conaentrate their efforts mainly in the monitored watershed. 

The possibility of driving project act iv i t ies ,  may render the 
data %on representativen for the "PLUS learning systemM. Although 
PLUS should be able to extrapolate to the non monitored watersheds 
the results obtained from its monitoring (based on slope, so i l  
quality e t c . ) ,  these results should not be direct ly  extrapolated 
proje~t wide for the purpose of an economic evaluation. The 
monitoring information simply represents the results of a large 
oaals farm trial. 

For an economic evaluation of project wide impacts, relevant 
data noed to be collected from the remaining watersheds, in the 
zones of intervention and used to adjust upward or downward the 
estimates obtained from monitoring. A sample of 20-40 observations 
from the non-monitored watersheds could concentrate on yieldo 
obtained and prices received, structures still effective and so i l  

15 



saved behind vegetative barriers. Thus, the meaeurements should be 
taken only right before and right after the  harvest of major crops 
and could be designed and carried out as a collaborative effort 
within the PLUS group. 

Vieweb this way, the economic evaluation of project wide 
iapauts uses some of the information that i~ part of t h e  monitoring 
system, after it has bean adjusted to reflect results obtained in 
the remining areaa of intervanti on. xf hedgerows, for a x w l e ,  are 
net found to remain effective aver time, in non monitored zones, 
resulting benefits would be sharply decreased in calculating 
project wide benefits. It is thus necessary that the implementur 
reports, containing the  number of participating farmers, training 
sessione, meters of structures, hectares of cultivation, etc., be 
always presented by zone or watershed of implementation and not as 

1 1  aggregate numbers. 

The economic evaluation of project wide impacts should account 
for: 

a. ~ggregation of impacts 
b, U s e  of cif and fob prices for imported and exported (or 

exportable) commodities, adjusted for t h e  foreign exchange 
premium, tariffs and subsidies, in-country transportation, 
handling and marketing costs. 

c, Opportunity cost of labor 
8 .  Additional economic activity generated through the backward 

(input) and forward (products) linkages 
e. Knviromentnl impacts on subsequent downstream users 

The environmental impacte t o  downstream users relate to 
sedimentation, reduced water retention capacity and arrival to the 
sea of sediment that affects fisheries. ~ i v e n  the steep slogs 
farming in the areaa af intervention of PLUS and the high rates of 
arosion, it is pomsible that income and on-farm ptoduativity 
effects are less than the secondary effects of reducing damage to 
subsequent usere of the  resources. 

It is necessary that a special  study be made in order to 

U aonetiee these  secondary effects s ince  the  objectives of PLUS 
include reductions in environmental degradation. This study should 
fir& calculate the on-farm impacts of decreased rates of soil 
erosion and stabilization. Several SPIs provide information 1 regarding on-farm soil conservation impacts. Then, by following a 
representative watershed off-site avoidance of damage can be 
eetimated. The non permanent nature of checkdams, rock walls, 
hedgerows and trees should not euggest that off-farm impacts are of 
l i t t le  importance. As long as they provide on farm soil 
conservation benefits, they must also provide off-site benefits. 

L 

h Upland farming activities cause additional soil eroeion, silt 
and chemical pollution of streams. Sediment ia stored in the 



delivery system awcf ting storm events. Mimentation and sf Lt 
rentult in flood plain damage during severe stoms resulting in 
losses of oropa, ani~als, farm property,  road^ and in sme 

I inetances human life. Sediment transport and silt, decrease the 
rater holding capacity of natural reservoirs thus increasing the 
ti- and effort assaciated with water provision. 

L i  Sedimenlatian of coastal zones and turbidity reduce the 
pr~ductSvity of sedentary species of s h r s l l f i ~ h  and by damaging 

reefs, indireatly affeot other ffaheries. Coastal water@ are U t h e i ~ o r h p r ~ d ~ a t l v ~ o f  a 1 1 1 ~ ( ~ 1 I n = . 1 e a s a n d m n y e p . c i e s o f f i s h  
&nd cr;usta-ans are depsnasnt on near-shore waters during at least 
part of the ir  life cycle. Sea f isheriso produce benefits in the 
form of income to fishermen (who n e d  to apply a larger effort for 
the u m e  aakch) , availability of f i s h  for domestis consumption (or 
export), employment in related eervic?ss, etc. 

i l 
U The economic analysis of off-site damages should not require 

contf ngent valuation/ bidding game techniques, given the 
difficulties associated with sirlaulating markets in rural Haiti, U Cost-side approaches are very useful because they involve tangible 
aetion~ which have direc t ly  obeervable market priaes. Therefore, 
changes in productivity, loss of earnings, foregone income 11 ( I P Z M I ~ U L I ~ ~ ~  and replacement cost should bo the approaches usad in 
We analyois. 

VI. Projeot wid* finanaial a s s o s s ~ n t  o f  intsrv8ntions. 

Thia is ah attempt to determine the magnitudes of project wide 
impaats that PLUS interventions may have. For t h i e  attempt, only I! baseline data and spacial reports was used and no informatian from 

. the PLUS monitoring results is utilized. Prom the reparting forms 
of GARE and PADP we simply aggregated and used approximate levels 

U of adoption for the different interventions. 

For hedgerows infomation on yields (animal forage and soil 
conservation) was obtained from the John Dale (Zach) Lea study b .September 1993 Fimncial  ,luatim of Hedg,ow~*~. B a d  the 
matimate (from implementor reports) that  hedgerowe were inrtallmd 
on 762 ha of land during 1993, with an annual net benefit to the 
farmarof HS 181 f romSPT 111.1 (if properly maintainedafter the 
invest-nt in the hedgerow has been made), we estimate a potential 
project wide impact from hedgerows of W$137,900 annual income 
(TABLE A) .  



TA3LEE A 
Potential Projeet Wilu Inrpaeta of Pf iUs  xntmrvmntAons 

in 1993 (in R$) 

Capitalizing the 
w i t h  a real discount 
tho value of potent 

value of the  Hedgerows over a ten year period 
rate of 10 percent we obtain H$1,047,000 as 

i a l  project-wide financial impacts. Them 
calculations assume that t h e  farmer is using the hedgerow for 
forage as well us for so i l  conservation (See SPI III 1). The net 
benefit from hedgerows represents about 7 . 2  percent of the farmer 
average gross income from crops.  his is assuming that  the avezage 
farmer ine ta l l~ l  hedgerows on a plot which is about 0.14 o f  a 
hectare (calculation from implementor reports, by dividing the 
total hectares by the number of participating farmers) . The 
average income from crops was found in the PLUS Baseline 
Xnfomation Report and is H$ 352 (TABLE B) . 

TABtS B 
contributions of PLUS Znterventfona t o  the pame' 



Checkdams provide about 0 .02  ha of new land which is assmod to 
be planted w i t h  banana trees. The annual expected income is H$ 
4,000 per heataxe (after the invaatment in the checkdam has Mm 
made) and the  cost of building the dam is calculated at B$ 9 , 5 0 0  
with a remaining value of H$ 9,500 after 10 years (From 
#Intarvention Succe~s Storhss by J.D.(Zaah) -a, R. Saint-Dfa and 
F. Broekman and consultant estimation of the cost of building the 
dam). The structure considered here is about 6s length by Im 
height. The project wide annual income contribution of checkdaas 
(40 ha from the intplenentor report.) is calculated at H$ 240,000 
and their capitalized value, as calculated for SPI. 111.1. (at 10 
percent real rate of discount)  , is H$ 1,213,900 per ha (TABLE A) . 
The net benefit from a checkdam is about 22.7 percent of the farmer 
average gross income from crops (TABLE B), 

Vegetables are grown on land that is not presently utilized by 
the farmer and their annual net income contribution per ha is H$ 
180 ( J . D .  (Zach) Lea, R. Saint-Dic, F.Brockman). The Project wide 
income contribution o f  vegetable gardens (3,564 gardens from 
ilaplesentor reports) ia aatimatad at H$ 641,520. Although 
vmgetable gardens do not add to land values, the capitalization 
value here refers to the knowledge gained by the farmer from PLUS. 
%us we aalculate project wide a capitalization value of H$ 
4,333,800 (TABLE A) . The annual contribution of vegetables as a 
percent of the farmer's average gross income is estimated at 51.1 
percent (TABLE B) . 

Rock wall calculations were based on estimates of rockwalls in 
place (about 494 ha) and the net incremental benefits of hedgerows. 
No information could be found for improved seed or fruit tree 
lgraf ting . 

Trees were assumed to be fruit trees yielding an average annual 
income of HQ 7 . 5  ftom f ru i t  and an average annual incoae from wood 
of H$ 7.5. The income from fruit assumes that after the fifth year 
a steam of H$ 10 will be generated from the  production of fruit and 
the  income from hardwood assumes that H$lSO will be the farragate U value of the wood from a 2 5  year old tree. Thus, tho capita1ia.d 
value of the average tree is H$ 7 5 ,  at a 10 percent real discount 
rate (TABLE A ) .  Given that PLUS reported approximately 612,000 

1 trees, and assuming a 5 0  percent survival rate, the annual project 
wide income from trees is H$ 5 ,355 ,000  and their capitalized value 
HQ 22,950,000 (TABLE A ) .  From implementation reports, it was 
calaulated that on the average a farmer has 23 trees from the 
project. The contribution of these trees as a percent of the 

I farrier's average gross income from crops is 98 percent (TABLE 3). 

Given the difficulty of obtaining information for these 
calculations, caution should be used w i t h  these numbers. It is 
evident that trees, even if somewhat overestimated, have the 
largest contribution to Parmerte incone. However, for the trees to 
avoid occupying cultivable land, they need to be planted on the 



perimeter of plots (or used as part a hsdgaruw). Planted on the 
perimeter of plots would lessen their effectiveness i n  reducing 
erosion rates. Checkdams, rock walls and hedgerows have smaller 
contributione to income but are expected to be more affective for 
soil conservation purposes. 

This project wide financial assessment of interventions did not 
inalude a l l  interventions by PLUS. They constitute the necessary 
financial evaluation needed in order to address some of the SPIa. 



APPEMlIX A. 

IMPLEMENTOR QUESTIONNAIRE 



BnJPtCTt Y o u  Present Evaluation of the $PIS 
~ I 1 I ~ I I I I W 1 ~ - N ~ I m ~ - . I ~ I I 1 . I . 1 . 1 ~ - I I - - . . ) U . I C I C I ~ - ~ - ~ ~ ~ - - ~ - ~ - - - - - - ~ ~ - ~ - ~  

Please help us appraise the SPIs  by giving ua your responses to the 
following qusations. We welcome any other comments you may have 
aoncerning your experience w i t h  the SPIs .  

1. Use the attached TABLE 1 to enter your opinion as to -8 
uarafulness in providing information that you can w e  in -. . improving the implementation of the PLUS Project. The SPLs are 

u liated on the attached pages. 

2 .  From the information obtained from each SPI, brief ly  explain 
what types of implementation decisions w i l l  be made. 

3 ,  What additional information, not presently abtained through the 

U 
&PIS, would be useful in your implementation of the PLUS 
Project? 

4.  L i i s t t h e  interventions your organization 18 presently promoting 
and allocate the percentage of extension t i m e  and/or resources 
directed toward the impleaentation of each intervention. 

5 .  Would you consider it useful fin evaluating the M&E effort as 
a whole) t o  estimate the amount of personnel time devoted to 
the MLE effort as a whole and where possible to allocate that 
to the various interventions. 





PLUS SPIs for 1993 



TBBLEo: 2, and Figure 2 ,  are presrented to facilitate the  
identification of monitored watersheds. The PLUS SPXs for 1993, 1 ' m e  calculated based on presently avallabla data and inforut ion.  
l@~rpxt fall- presents the basis on which the $PIS ahou1.8 b@ 
calculated In the future. Some SPIs do nut require  calculation^, 
rather they  are supposed to contain infomation darived frogl the 
farmer apprai8erle and n e d a  astswamwnts that are parfume4 
perioBioaXly. duggestione follow most SPIs  on aaditi~sl&l data or 
%srfomtien requirements and method of derivation. The relevance of 
not being able t o  report on saae 8PIn cannot presently he ass~sed .  

I 
It w i l l  be asmessed when iaqlementors have had the opportunity to  
1:eact to the questionnaire in Appendix A as PLUB+triea to focus on 

refinentent of its SP'ZS. 

r . mmrRmamima ( Q U ~ I T A T I V B ~  

1.1 Percent of area of" a micro-waterghed in envirp~.msntally 
isproved land use practices [rate of adoption of 
interventions) , 

Haps fox PADF are completed and should be smn be available 
for presentation. The laethodology used by CARE relies oh 
aerial photography and srhould also be suun available, Either 
methodology is adequate for the purpose o f  detsmining thie 
SPT . 

1.2 Secondary adopters per area per project assisted farmer. 



From the "Project PLUS Baseline informationw report Table 4 
e n t i t l e d ,  Itparcent of Farm Plots Having i on sew at ion Structures 
and Managed by Farmers Participating in Project,@@ we calculate 
t h e  percentages for S C C O ~ ~ R ~ Y  adopters given in TABLE 2 .  

The resulting calculations are based on data that include 
adoption by farmers of interventions extended by projects 0th- 
than PLUS* Ae monitoring data becomes available, the baseline 
information above w i l l  be used to adjust the new figures. 
Samndary adoption should be addressed by PLUS. Two small random 
mmples (one in the zones of PLUS intervention and one outside 
the zones of intervention) of 20  iarmers each should suffice for 
satisfying the requirement of t h i s  SPL. )Sowever this may be an 
expanaive effort. 





1.3 Physrical soil building behind structures (d/ma) . 
The nethodology and f i e l d  measurement are contained in the 

monitoring case ~ t u d y  data collection farms. The methodology is 
mound. From SECIDfs rough calculation, it is estimated that  25 
cubic feet of sail per 139 linear meters of hedgerow have been 
build up behind hedgerows. From the implementor reports we know 
that 1,464,430 metera of hedgerow were installed during 1993 w h i c h  
if properly maintained should be capturing about 263,400 cubic feet 
of ooil, over the next 5 t o  7 years. Additional results are 
forthcoming from the  monitoring information, 

1-41 Percent of secure household farm in the intervention area in 
environmentally appropriate land use practices. 

TA3LE 3 ,  presents the results obtained in the lgProject PLUG 
Baseline Information Reportw. 

From Ule Hfarmer needs asseasrnent exploratory surveyn the 
soaure household tenure is estimated for the  monitoring water~heds, 
In Jacmel, about 7 8  percent of p l o t s  have secure tenure, 14 percent: 
are being rented and 8 percent have sharecropping. 

In Mirebalaia, about 7 0  percent of plo t s  have secure tenure, 20 
peraent are baing rented and 10 percent have sharecropping. 

In Cap Haitien, about 80 percent of p l o t s  have mecure tenure, 
10 percent are rented and 10 percent have sharecropping. 

3x1 the  Northwest, about 98 percent of plots have secure tenure, 
1 .5  percent are rented and 0 . 5  percent have I i l  sharecropping. 

I : The information for this SPI should be collected through the 
rlaonitoring case studies, and be reported later. 





1.5 Area of arable land created by mechanical structures. 

Fron the methodology explained in the case atudy questionnaire 
forms, it is calculated tha t  6 0  ha of arable land was created by 
checkdamn (implementor reports). 

11.1 Improvement of contiguous farm land adoption of conservation 
land use practices within the micro-watershed. 

PADF has already developed the monitored watershed maps with 
the possibility of locating a l l  interventions within a 
watershed. Thus, cont igui ty  of adoption of conservation land 
u s  practices w i l l  be forthcoming. CARE through aerial 
photography will also  be able t o  show contiguity of adoption of 
conservation land use practices within each monitored micro- 
watershed. 

rrx. r m m  rHc- ( Q O ~ I T A T I V E )  

111.1 Incremental net returns for each intervention. 

Since monitoring results are not yet available the incremental 
net returns for each intervention, the following information is 
ba~ed on eetimatrs that were developed after disauesion among the 
SECXD group and already calculated estimates. From J.D.(Zach) Lea 
WInitial Financial Evaluation of Hedgerowsa June, 1993) and 
nfnterventian Success Stories by J.D. (Zach) Lea, Roosevelt Saint 
Din, and Frank Brockman. 

In H$ per ha. 
year I year 2-year 9 year 10 

li -5,500 4,000 13,500 

N e t  present value = 21,565 at 10% real discount rate. 
L 

I Internal rate of return = 73% 

Checkdame sttart with an investment of H$9,500 and have a 
remaining value of H$9,500 in year 10. The crop grown on the new 
surface is bananas. The average annual net income from the bananas 

* tl 
is expected to be W$4,000, after the investment in tho checkdam is 
made. 

' I  



In H$ per ha. 

year 1:-185, year 2: 52 ,  year 3:  207 ,  year 4: 294, year 5 :  309 
yew 6: 239, year 7: 199, year 8: 1 5 4 ,  year 9: 131, year 10 : 1198 

Hat present value = 1,374 a t  10% real discount rate. 

Internal Rate of Return = 85% 

The net present value of incomes beyond year ten i t 9  calaulated 
as 965 and is added as the remaining value of hedgerows in year 10. 
The average annual net income expected from the hedgerow (it is 
almo uard to feed animaler) ie expected to be ~$181, after the 
initial investment of the hedgerow is made. 

fn H$ per ha. 

year 1 - 10 
180 

Internal Rate of Return = inf in i ty  

The n e t  annual incoae from a hectare of vegetable garden is H$ 
180. The net present value of the vegetable gardsne is calculated 
to indicate the farmer capitalized gain from being exposed to the 
knowledge of operating efficiently their vegetable gardens. The 
net present value is H$1,216. 

The incremental returns for t h e  remaining interventions will be 
calculated when the monitoring data becomes available. 

From the  incremental n e t  returns for checkdams, hedgerows and 
vegetable gardens since none of them are mutually exclusive, we 
oonclude that the  vegetable gardens, having the highest IRR, are 
more effective in producing income than hedgerows or checkdams, 
because they require no appreciable investment on the part of the 
farmer . 

Hedgerows follow the vegetable gardens (with I luwinf ini ty)  
having an IRR - 85% and chsakdamm whish require the largest 
investment have an IRR of 73 percent. 

It ie only w i t h  additional information, on time and labor cost 
(food etc.)  requirements and consideration of farmer working 
groups, where work is shared, that the true cost of building the 
checkdams will be determined and therefore adjust the value of the 1( asacoiatsd IRR. 



This 8PI asks PLUS to determine costs and benefits associated 
w i t h  eaah intervention of their implementation effort as well as 
the costs and benefit. associated with the practice that is being 
replaced (without the project). Thus, these projected incremental 
nmt benefitsl are supposed to be estimated initially, before the 
intervention becomes part of the PLUS implementation. The 
monitoring case studies are supposed to provide the actual copts 
and benefit. that  the farmer has experienced. Then the actual 
figures obtained from monitoring, substitute the projected ones and 
calculations of NPV and fRR are repeated. 

This BPI becomes an important part of the information required 
for SPI.V.3. which addresses t h e  correspondenca between project 
oalculated evaluation and farmer evaluation of indome potential for 
eauh intervention. This ie the importance to PLUS of SPI.III.1. 

I V . 1  Number of farmers adopting improved seed (commercial or seed 
bank) and number of participating fanners and amount of seed 
handled for: cereals, vegetables, fruit, hardwood and fast-growing 
tree seedlings, etc. 

Seed banks are being established as improved seed is provided 
by the project and is paid back by the farmers (with interest) in 
kind. No infornation on comercia1 versus farmer operated seed 
h n k s  and anount of seed handled by category exists, a. required 
for t h i s  SPf. 

Premantly we have: 

mma& 
N u s l s e r  of  participating farmers 5,030 planting 720ha. - 
Number of participating farmers 1,364 setting 89ha. - 
Humbar of participating farmers 1,977 setting 154,401 trees. 

v 
Number of participating farmers 1,933 setting 164,878 trees. 

ants, direct soedinq 

Number of participating farmer 4,215 setting 3 7 2 , 0 0 0  trees. 

1 



CARE and PADF reporting does not address this SPI making 
irpossible its calculation. The reporting of CARE and PADF should 
contain the information needed for t h i s  SPI.  

IV.2 Area of household farm under improved seed (or better quality 
oeed) . 

PLUS established 950 ha in improved crop seed and 4,450 
v-etable gardenis, Again the reporting by CARE and P A W  doma not 
address thia 8PI. There is no figure for hectares of vegetable 
gardone. Furthermore the case study monitoring forms should 
provide information on total farm plot area operated by each farmer 
in the sample. 

I Hedgerows installed (area) and percent still effective. 

PLUS has installed hedgerows to protect 452 ha. Mo information 
yet on the percent still effective. 

fV.4 Percent of farmer income gains from interventions w i t h  
environmentally improved land use practices, 

To ualculate this SPI, we need to know the  adoption of  one or 
more PLUS interventions by the  same farmer. This  should be 
determined when the monitoring case studies are completed. For khe 
nomeant we know that from the hedgerows, checkdaws, vegetable 
gardans and tress (see project wide financial assessment of 
interventions, TABLE B) that their total  annual income contribution 
to the average farmer who adopts then a l l  is W$630.34. Given that 
a l l  interventions, except vegetable gardens, are direct ly  
arrpoaiated with an environmentally improved land unr practice, the 
total income to the farmer bscomea H$630.34. The percent of farmer 
income gains from the accounted for interventions w i t h  
environmentally improved land use practices is 71.4 percent. 

I V . 5  Percent increase in No. of household farm livestock. 

From the baseline information report, w e  conclude that given 
the difficulties in measurement of this SPI,  w e  will n o t  be 
reporting it. The main difficulty is with the  vague responses 
given by interviewed farmers. 

IV.6 Incremental net returns to land/ha 

a. Land area under each intervention times incremental net return= 
for each intervention will be reported when the PLUS monitoring 
data aollection is completed. 

We need t o  know the  number of PLUS interventions adopted by the 
aame farmer, from the monitoring case studies. Meanwhile the 
calculation can be the projected ineremental net returns for the 
first year accompanied by t h e  capitalized value of each 



For a hectare with hedgerows, year 1 =H$ -185, capitalization: H$ 1,374. 
Far a heotare with ch-eakdams, year 1 =H$-5,500, capitalfaation: 
a$ 21,565. 
Fur a vegetable garben, year 1 4 s  180. 
rV.7 Average gain in labor/kour productivity. 

a. Imcrwaankal net returns from ea& intervention divided by the 
a4ditiona;l labor required by each intewenCion. 

Bime infomation on time requirements bas not h e n  col&eated 
with the baseline informtion study, it will reguice a lot  more 
additional effort to provide the controls necessary for thia 6Pf. 
#o attempt will be made to quantify sPI v.7. 

V.1 Interventions addressing farmer's most preferred farm-baaed 
income-earning enterprise, 

Frcm t h e  baoeline information report we have the followfng 
farmer reastionre (TABLE 4 ) .  Unfortunately the resulting farmer 
antaw=@ are unqualified regarding the  epeeific type of enterpxirr 
they are referring to, and how they perceive the proje& providing Ii> tffihnical support. The questions should b limited to inwm 
naming activities only. Do farmere have an interest in roil 

- 4 
ooneservation and how doest that intareat rank w i t h  other more . . M i a t e  income earning activities?. 

b'!! Using the farmer needs asseeanent exploratory survey, PLUS 
Report No $, pagear 6-12, and with additional questions t o  address 

1 
the points rai~ed above, we will be able to provide the infomation 
required by SPI.V.1. 





v.2 Risk reductions associated with each intervention as perceived 
by farmer. 

The source of information for this SPI is the "Farmer Needs 
Arr@srment Exploratory Surveysn. 

Farmers perceived r i s k  is due to: 

1, their weak financial position 
2. lack of technical s u ~ ~ o r t  
3 .  can not afford credis- trates can be 120% annually) 
4. price variability 

>a003 Cowpeas 
fOOZ - 200% Corn, cabbage, sweet potatoes, coffee, manioc, 

sorghum, avocado, banana. 
502 - 100% Plantain, cassava, citrus, pineapple, tomato, 

millet, beans, pigeon peas, yam. 
1 0 1  - 50% products of latanier, sugar cane, cocoa, rice. 

From the 'Farmer Needs Assessment Exploratory Survey we also  
know that marketing margins going to intermediaries (madame sara) 
can be very high for certain products: 

Beans: 75% (range 100%) 
pigeon beans: 25% (range 25%) 
Cowperaa: 100% (range 25%)  
Corn: 200% (range 60%) 
Sorghum: 30% (range 7 0 % )  
Green peas: (range 90%) 
Bananas: (range 70%) 
plantain: (range SO%) 
yams: (range 6 0 % )  
Caasava: (range 5 0 % )  . 

No ~ystematfc effort has yet addressed this SPI .  Using the 
"Farmer Needs Assessment Exploratory Surveyn PLUS report Ho.8, 
pagee 6-22, with additional q u e ~ t i o n s  regarding what decisions and 
aatione is the farmer presently making to decreaee r i s k ,  whether 
present PLUS interventions address his concerns of r i s k  and what 
&angers in present interventions or new onea would address h i s  
concerns of risk, should provide the necessary information for this 
SPI . 
V.3 Correspondence between project calculated evaluation and 
farmer evaluation of income potential for each intervention. 

This SPI will be calculated after the PLUS monitoring reeults 
bmcome available and there are additional farmer neede assessment 



exploratory eurvays based on the instructions contained in the  
"Farmer Needs Asseesment Exploratory Surveygt PLUS Report Wo.8, 
pag8o 6-12. From the monitoring case studies (corrections of the 
net inaremental bsnefft~) and the NPV and IRR revised resulta 
obtained from S P I I  the correspondence between project 
a lcu lated  and farmer evaluation of interventions, will be 
&atermineit. 

The motivation behind this SPf is to compare our value ratings 
of the interventions, with that of the f armor. What are the reaeon6 
for the differences? Do farmers use different criteria and how can 
we incorporate their criteria t o  our criteria? Over t i m e ,  changes 
in farmer evaluation of interventions may also be changing as 
famerat knowledge increases and as the project refines the 
teahnology associated with the interventions. 1 

V.4 Refinement of intervention based on problems and constraints 
identified by farmers. 

The "Farmer Needs Assessment Exploratory Surveys, identified 
the following constraints faced by farmers in t h e  PLUS zones of 
intervention, 

1. Lack of water (need for ciaterns and more effective 
utilization). 

2 .  Lack of pest management. 
3.  Need of grain and seed storage facilities. 
4. ~vailability of improved seeds that are drought 

resistant, early varieties. 
5 .  Need of forage for animals 
6,  Need of crops with major economic and consumption roles. 

PLUS has already established farmer seed banks and the 
following Farm Trials (research/demonstration trials). 

CARE - SECID have nine plots on bean and eowpea varieties, in 
Barbe Pagnole, Bombardopolis, LaFond and Passe Catabois. 

PADF - SECID have twenty-one plots in the  following: 
Cap Haitian - vegetative barriers with plantainisugar cane as 
principal componsnta, 
~ e a  Cayes - vegetative barriers with leucaena/gliricidia and 
forage grasses as principal components and long term crops 
(manioc) to protect against uncontrolled grazing. 

Again, the need arises for the completion of t h e  farmer 
appraisal and needs aaseoswent. SPI.V.l and SPI.V.2. provide the 
baaiar for the refinement of PLUS interventions, in addition to the 
general problems and constraints identified through the collection 
of information with PLUS Report No.8, pages 6-12, The titlee 

. aontained in these pages of questionnaires are: opportunities; 



Unreali%& Possibilities; Program Intsrvsmtians; and The Farming 
system. 

The motivation of this SPT is that clearly a responsive project 
should be able to show that it has responded to probl-s and 
conr~tra in t~  that relate to project objectives, expressed by 
f a-a. 

V.5 Human resource development. 

No information yet. 
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