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8. That the project hire a local sociologist with strong
experience in community organization who will train staff in
communication techniques; design and implement a program of
organization/development of the local community management

committees; and conduct appropriate research in advance of future
project interventions. This should be done through the project's

TA budget (pg. 28).

?. That OEP staff coordinate with the CTDA sociological unit and
make field trips to potable water sites to observe community
resource management in action (pg. 28).

10. That tcthe project staff organize a quarterly seminar series to
include all of the organizations involved in rangeland
development. This would facilitate informstion exchange, research
sharing, and new i1deas on development (pg. 32).

11. Thet all_fhree parties OEP, 0SU, and USAID meet tpaether
regularly twice_a month to implement activities in the remaining
12 monthe of the AID-cupported part of the project (pg. 32).

1¢. That OEF 1mmediatly furnish USAID with the collective land
documertation to satisfy the present on-going CP (pg. 32).

13. That OEP repair damaged project egulpment thaet ic calvageable
and prepare adequate shelter facilities for storing old and new
equipment. Strong consideretion should be given to ensuring spare
parts availlability for all new eguipment to be purchased in the
future (pa. 330,
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the project and its objectives. Even so, there seems to be a high
degree of skepticism among some farmers regarding the true nature
of the project and the contributions it is making to their
welfare. Lines of communication within the project remain a
problem. A serious effort should be made during the remainder of
the project to improve and strengthen communications. This may be
accomplished in part by technicians spending more time with the
farmers discussing the project, its technical aspects and its
objectives. The technicians need to listen carefully to the
farmer during these discussions to determine his needs, desires
and ideas and to feed these ideas back into the project planning
and implementation. The farmer committewrs should be more strongly
encouraged to organize themselves to manage their own rangeland
resources, and project technicians need to use them more for
guaging the appropriateness of project interventions. Meetings
should be held in all project areas where farmers can meet with
technicians, OEP and other project related people to learn about
the progjgect, its technical activities and social and economic
implication. Technicians should prepare pertinant but simple
bulletins explaining all aspects of the project, technical,
social, and economic and distribute them to local project staff
and literate farmers. In the final analyses there must be more
time spent with the farmer providing him with information but more
importantly getting his ideas and view points.

Major constraints of production and management of Central Tunisian
rangelands have been addressed by the project. Project
intervention should continue with adaptations as necessary to
accommodate the harsh and variable enviromnment.

Table_1 - Rangae_Manasemeni Accomelishwent ito December_ 19287

(from Workplane, September 1987 to May 1988)

No. of Hectares Hectares Hectares Hectares No. of No. of

Berefi- Sites Rezeeded Rested Forage Annua Water

cliariexz Fecserves Forage Basins
1982 ldaz c 773.5 207 & 63.7 1
1962 285 ) 757.0 495 & 371.0 2
1984 L&Y 14 1387.0 6HF8 77 806.0 6
198t 135¢ 37 09,5 - 786.8 831 7
1984 1618 30 1661.5 111 2002 495.5 0
1987 1332 41 1252 .. .0 eleZ.e 22.7 0
Total 53&% 130 GR40.5 1511 5061 2600.7 16
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2. What is the potential for future rangeland resseding in Central
Tunisia based on the results thus far?

Rangeland reseeding should continue to be a part of the rangeland
improvement and management program for Central Tunisia. However,
climatic cenditions and fluctuations in annual precipitation will
have a strong influence on the degree of success or failure in any
given year, Close attention will have to be given to species
selection, site characteristics, land preparation, seeding
techniques and management of established seeded species. For
example there are local species, such as Dactylis, adapted to sites
in this area which should be developed. WVarious medicago cultivars
have different site adaptations, cacius is more adapted to sandy
soils while Airiplix has a higher tolerance for salty soil than some
other spec:es.

Based upon progress to date it is expected that the Plant Materials
and Seed Production interventions of the project will continue to
successfully select adapted forage plants and produce adequate seed
for planting. Even so, it will be necessary to match forage plant
growth potentials and limita- tions to sites where they are to be
seeded. For example, Douglas E. Johrson in his End of Tour Report
recommends that Jemalong medic be planted only in areas receiving in
excess of 300 mm of annual precipitation. He also points out that
other medic cultivars may be adapted to areas receiving only 200-250
mm of annual precipitation.

It appears that the potentisl for future rangeland reseeding is
high. There will always be a degree of risk in range seedings
assocliated wrth the harsh environmental factors in which the seeding
1 being dcne. However, with close attention given to species
selection, =:te ecelection, propsr planting techrnigques and management
of establich=d stands, rangeland reseeding should continue to be an
effective mesne of increasing forage production and alleviating
problems of large year to vear fluctuations in forage production.
Reseeding of deteriorated rangelands and establishment of permanent
vegetation cover on mardinal farmlands are also important aspects of
the progjecrt. However, 1t appearcs that in some cases. in order to
mereass chances for cuccess, better lands are being selected for
reSoe g, Wha1le thie 1e underetandable, it mas contribute 1ittle
io the 1o

T
caut previc

wer-lterm oboectives of the project ac the farmer may plow
AR

iv-seeded pasture species on his hetter land to plant

wheat . Onis fthrough resolution of the constraints on the more
marginal e dearaded rengelands will the project be able to
establish 3 more permanent and productive vegetlative cover

consgrstent uith the original obiectives of the project .

2. What 1z the relative economic efficiency of ranaeland actions
such as rezs-adhing. rippana, planting foreae reserves, resting and
managing rar oo landes”?
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Doug Johnson, in his end of term report, presented economic analyses
on all of the practices mentioned here except for resting and
managing rangelands. Table 2. summarizes these analyses by showing
the initial investment, expected annual cash flows, and the internal
rate of return. In the limited amount of time available to this
review, it was not possible to do a thorough economic analysis on
each of these interventions. Some reasons why it would not
necessarily be valid to do so become apparent when the assumptions
behind Johnson's calculations are examined. Notice that there are
three sets of figures for reseeding, five for cactus, and two for
acacia plantation. These different sets of figures reflect
different assumptions about the conditions on the site and the
characteristics of the farm operator.

Some of the variables that are likely to be quite different from one
site to another include labor availability, soil type and
suitabzility, and local rainfall amounts. In addition, the ultimate
value of all these rangeland improvements to the farmer is the
additional forage that it produces. In other words the value
actually accrues through the increased production of sheep, and
since individual farmers' needs for forage varies, the value of a
similar rargeland improvement could also vary from one individual to
another.

The main point to be made here is that the relative economic value
of these practices needs to be compared for each farmer's

si1tuation. The best approach would be to use spreadsheets,
including, but not limited to, the internal rate of return
calculator developed by Johnson, on a case by case basis to
determine the "best" practice. This would necessitate having
extension ctaff gvairlable, who are trained in farm management or
pconomics, who could assict farmers 1n analyzing the economic impact
of enterpriss or production practice selection. Thic is probably an
unrealistic cosl oivern the large number of farmere that could
potentially require such assistance.

A next best slternative might be the hiring of & short-term
consultant who could at least do an in-depth analycsis for each
interventicor for 4 representative or typical farmer in each of the
several dif srent ecoloaical areas covered by the project. It would
be neceszz-+ to condurt a serarate analysls Tor varying tenudre
sytuationz 25 well, cuch 26 private farmere, membere of collectives

and managor of etate farms. It i estimated that such an approach
miahdt bBe coroleted ocer the course of one or two menthe b YA
cornmultant “familiar with range manegement and farm management

decisicn me- tne toole,

Ancther po.-t neede to be made about comparing these rather diverse
kinds of rargeland management practices. Whereas the purpose of
reseeding. mrpping and resting of rangelands 1s mainly to enhance
the annual. sear-to-yvear productivity of the ranae, that of tho
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forage reserves is to provide a reservoir of emergency feedstuffs to
be used in drought periods. As such they would not necessarily need
to show as high an average annual return to be a useful component of
a farm portfolio. A relatively low annual return, when measured
over many vears, might be an acceptable price that a farmer would

pay to be insured against catastrophic loss in a drought year.
Without the forage reserve he might have to sell off his entire

flock, whereas with the reserve he would usually be able to at least
keep most of the breeding herd.

Iable. 2 - Summary_opf Economic_Analyses_on_Ranaeland Interventions

Initial Exp.Ann. Cash
Investment Flows IRR
($TD/Ha) T ($TD/Ha) (%)
Reseeding (Medicago)
1. Separate Disc & Drill 50 12.75X5 yrs 8.7
2. Combined Disc & Drill 45 12.765X5 yrs i2.9
3. Separate Disc & Drill 50 12.75X4 yrs .8
d-year production
Ripping Rangelands 95 12X10 yrs 4.5
Forage Reserves
A.1. Cactus i21.6 -35X4 yrs 1/
c21X15 yre 2.4
c. Cactus i21.5 -65%4 yre
S1X158 yreg 7.9
3. Cactue i21.56 ~-95X4 yreg
B1X15 yrg 10.3
4. Cactus 121.5 -125X4 yrs
111¥X15 yre 11.8
&, Cactus i21.5 ~-185%d yre
141X15 yrg 12.8
P.il. Aoacia 695.1 O0xX4 wvre
10=2¥18 yrg 7.7
2. Acacla 625,01 0x4d yre
6E7¥15 vre 3.7

1/ Negative cash flows for the first 4 years then positive flows
for the foliowing 15 years after harvesting begins.
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quick and efficient way to get up-to-date information on plant
materials research being successfully conducted in neighboring
projects and countries.

2. Is the plant material strategy technologically feasible and
based on sound scientific principles?

An overall view of what the project has accomplished and what its
present strategy is leads us to answer yes to this question.
However, there does need to be a more rigorous scientific approach
to the plant materials research with much more attention to data
collection and analysis and the development of a more thorough
development strategy. For example, technicians are not fully
knowledgeable about production data, nutritional quality, or
potential uses of some of some of the fodder shrubs they are
introducing. This type of "homework" must be done if plant
material development is to take the most efficient and productive
course.

Beyond this we would suggest the technical staff explore the
technology of direct seeding of palatable, native fodder shrubs,
such as Periploca leavigata and Helianthemum_spep. It is much less
costly than the nursery development, transplanting and irrigation
that is presently done and has been proven technically-feasible in
semi-arid areas similar to Tunisia. Short visits to Syria and
Libya where this technology has been applied could be very useful
in expanding the technical horizons of the staff and in further
refining the project's plant materials development strategy.

3. Are project goals for the plant materials unit reasonable? Do
Tunigan counterparts and staff have sufficient expertise to ensure
a continuation of the program after the project (AID-supported
portion) has endedd?

The aeneral goal of the plant materiale proaram is to increase
forage output in the progect area. Beyond thic there does not
seem to be more specifilc interim objectives leading to achievement
of thie longer-term, overall acsl. It's important to establish
this specificity so that activities can be more efficiently
tailored toward achievement of defined targetz and progress can be
adecsuately meacuraed.

On the que=ztion of technical erpertise, it appears that the
project staff have the technicasl capacity to continue the plant
materiale activities: sfler the AID support has been conpleted.
Thie capacaty will be cigrmificantly increased after the rcturn of
trainees preweontly studying in the U.S. ic completed so that the
prograw shiovld be able to be corpetently implemented on a
long-term bazia.,

g}

)
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E. Seed Production

1. Can this program be expected to provide adequate quantities of
adapted seed at a reasonable cost of production?

Yes, locally-produced seeds are significantly cheaper than
imported varieties, especially considering the importance of
foreign exchange. Imported seed costs are enormous and any
program uvhich can offset these will make significant contributions
to the economy. It should be noted that local seed costs are
still relatively high for some species and that only through

economies of scale in production and more efficient cleaning will
costs start to drop.

We would like to comment on the selectiorn of pastoral seed types
for the production program. We feel more emphasis should be given
to the collection of more native species from the different
ecological sectors of the country. The project should engage in
small-scale collection and multiplication of foundation seeds.
Species such as, Ariemisia_herba-alba, Stipa_lagascae, Stipa
parviflora, Arayrelabium _unifleorum, Periploca. leaviaatar, Lolium
rigidum, Plantago_albicans, Echipchilon fruticosum and Vicia spp.

should be sought out. They are very adaptable to arid lands and
could enhance the effectiveness of the reseeding program.

As a longer term measure the project might want to consider
establishing field centers in the three broad ecological areas of
the country where it can collaborate with local organizations
doing pastoral cseed selection research. These centers might be
located in the north linked to the Sedjnane Project and Tabarka
astoreliem Schools in the central part with the Forestry
Decartment and the different "Officez de Developpement', and in
the couth with the IRA, the Forestry Department arnd the 0ODS.

<. Doee the program effectively 1ntegrate with GOT projects to
promolte altairnment of GOT goale for seed production?

Overall GOT goals in seed production are to lessen the foreign
gxchange coetz, provide adapted seeds to farmers i1n the quantities
demanded, and to erxpedite the shaipment of seeds to the farm on a
timely hiazmia, The ztrateay of the project 1f fully supported and
imzlemented properly over the long term, will provide cuppart to
ail of these obyectives. However, to hasten thic process, the
projyect should further enforce 1ts coordination and linkage with
cther enftities involved 1 slant materials development. such as
the Projgetl FAE a0 the TFA. Ttz linkage to GRAPOUFAST has strong
Fpotentlal for caiarnificant pavbacks and this assocvislion needs to
he supported orn o a long-term basie,
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Some discussion is necessary at this point on the project's

relationship with GRAPOUFAST. We feel from our knowledge of the
institution that GRAPOUFAST can make a significant contribution to
the project's objectives in seed multiplication and preparation.
This working relationship needs to be encouraged. There is the
question of the project providing seed cleaning equipment for
GRAPOUFAST which we have examined in limited detail. There does
appear to be a need to improve the efficiency of present
seed-cleaning operations which is being done with very old
equipment. The project prevision of three machines, as proposed
by the 0OSU Seed Production Advisor, bears merit. If the project
intends to give strong support to the seed production program, as
we think it should, then the purchase of this equipment would
provide benefits to the project of a long-term nature.

There is some discussion of whether GRAPOUFAST will soon be
privatised thus making the project's equipment donation to a
private organization auestionable. Our discussions with the
GRAPOUFAST Director do not lead us to believe that this will
happen anytime in the near future. Nevertheless, this is an issue
beyond the scope of the team that must be decided upon between
USAID and OEF.

Finally, 17 equipment is purchased then accute attention must be
paid to its compatibility with existing and future GRAPOUFAST seed
cleaning equipment, access to spare parts, and maintenance
service. With the information we have gathered we do not feel
that there are U.S. firms that can provide the required equipment
while fulfilling these other criteria.

Recommendation: That the projecti follow through with the purchase
of the three seed-cleaning machines for GRAPOUFAST (estimated cost
$75,000), anc 1f further resesrch leads to the conclusion that no
U.&. manufacturer can provide equipment satifying compatibility,
spare parte and maintenance criteria, then a source/origin waiver
should be 1zcued to purchase non-us.

3. Have Turmisian perszonnel been trained in aprropriate seed
production techniques and do they have the skill level necessary
to continue *he project after AID assistance haz endosd?

B opressnt tre technical capabilities in seed production
techniques appear adequate, however, there shtiould be some further
orientation to the climacrtic/environmental requiremente of various
aoed Speriles., Once the proaram is expanded and the project is
producing seed above 1ts present minimum leveic, at least tun
technicrans zhould receilve training in storing technigques,
harvesting methods=. and new propogation technoloagy. Beyond this,
project personmel should be able to carry on the program at a
competent level after the AID support portion hasz ended.
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II. What is the projected economic impact of the project?

The logical approach taken in the original Project Paper's
Economic Analysis strikes us as being basically sound, but the
conclusions the author reached seem wildly overoptimistic. The
assumptions made regarding improvements in management of the sheep
flock have not been nearly approached. Unfortunately we have to
base this conclusion on gut feel as there was not sufficient time
within this short evaluation period to collect any real data on
lambing rates, percentages of lambs sold versus retained for
breeding, selling weights or market premiums for larger or higher

quality lambs. The analyst assumed that by the fifth year of the
project, lambing rates would increase from 40 to 5%, that the

number of head would decrease by 60% and and that the selling
welight would i1ncrease from 19 to 29 kg. Our erperience would
suggest that the lambing rate may have increased to 60 or 70% and
that numbers would not decrease because that was socially
untenable. We had no information on selling weight increases.
Unfortunately, these revised performance figures, or lack of data
on them, casts serious doubt upon the subsequent internal rate of
return calculations. Another serious shortcoming in the analysis
is that no allowance was made for reductions in performance during

drought years, which past experience indicates occur with
approximately 33% probability.

We did not have time to verify the assumptions made about numbers
of sites or numbers of participants per site. Even if they are
reasonably accurate however, we think the analysis is overly
optimistic about the degree to which gains will be maintained
after the end of AID involvement. There is an implicit assumption
that farmere will continue to buy concentrates in the came amounts
after the participation subcidies are withdrawn. Our
convercations uith the farmers at El Briket seem to refute this.

These criticisms notwithstanding, the methodoloay employed seems
satisfactory. In order to apply i1t however, it will be necessary
to erpend coneaderably more effeort in surveying farmers to
ascertain their performance in sheep production, and to more
carefullvy assess both nistoric and anticipated future leveles of
project cooperation. This 12 =imply bhevond the time frame that we
have avarlasbile to evaluate thie project. I would recommend that
1t & cdetalled economico analyveils of 1mpact 1= needed, then a 4 week
TOY of an erperienced agricultural economiet will probabily be
reauvired to do o a worthuwhile job.

1I73. What 1z the imeact of project activities on local farming
tems

"

sy

Thile progect has introduced several production practices that are
new to Central Turmisia--options that local farmers have never
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considered before. They now have a much larger number of
technically feasible alternatives. This is a mixed blessing for a
farmer with limited analytical skills. They are probably quite
adept at considering and deciding among the traditional options
but they do not have enough information to evaluate the new
practices on an equal basis. In addition to weighing the
potential physical consequences of adopting new practices, they
should also be aware of the economic consequences.

As the project's practices become more widely adopted, there will
be larger supplies of several existing forages (e.g. cactus pads,
acacia leaves) but there are also new ones that were never
avallable before (ammoniated straw). Some of these forages will
eventually findtheir way into either the cash commodity market or
there will be opportunities to lease grar-ing rights on other
owners' lands. This situation lends support to the earlier
recommendation for developing economics and sociology capabilities
on the RMU staff, or for working more closely with extension staff
from other agencies that may be better prepared to address such

issues.
IV. What are the social ramifications of this project?

In such & short time pericd as this evaluation it is not possible
to do an 1n-depth social analysis of this project. We could only
do surface observations of various situations existing on
collective and private larnds, and then through interviews with
staff and participent farmers try to ascertain whether in fact the
project had some impact on the social fabric of the community.

The project has now been on-going for six years and has intervened
1im rangesfarmland 1n seven gouvernorats. Its land development and
arnimal heslth progarams have been introduced and tested with
several thouzand participants. While the erxtent of this program
of 1ntervention might appear to be significant, real social impact
aprears limited. With the few private farmers whom we observed
and 1nterviewsed, there cseemed to be a general acceptance of the
program and 1te message. When asked 1f they would continue to
aprly land development and animal health techniques after project
ascistance ended. most answered affirmatively. Whether 1n fact
they would, remgins to be seen. We did not have the opportunaty
to tale witn participantes whoa have continued to aprely 1meroved
agricultural techniques after leaving the project. We were not
able to fino data during ocur limited evaluction that would
indicate cramyficant changes 1n ancome levels gz a result of the
project 's interventions. Mewvorthes lesz, for mest private farmers,
cur very lamited imprezsi1on is that project activitiez form a
small part of their economlic activities, Thus 1t'e difficult to
mmagine that therve has been more than marginal soci1al change in
therr lives.
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On the collective lands there is a different story to tell. We
were only able to visit two (E]l Brikate and Kasserine Sud) of the
several coilective lang creas, but our interviews with several
farmers in both areas indicate major disatisfaction with the
program as i1t is presently structured. The problems are complex
but center on the restrictions to grazing. Significant progress
has been made by the project in revegetating these degraded lands
and farmers seemed genuinely esware of the project's positive
impsct. But now it is perceived that after several years,
participants should be able to reap what they have produced.
Unfortunately, both areas are passing into a transition phase
where OEP's land development job is winding down and
resrponsibility for management of the community resources is
passing on to the Forestry Service. Administratively, Forestry
has not yet formally accepted this responsibility so neither
organiration is actively managing the land, except for preventing
grazing until the outstanding administrative arrangements are
settled. (See further discussion of this administrative issue in
section VII). The net result is that farmers, in this very
serious drought year, cannot graze their animals, and at the same

time have no access to the project's subsidized concentrate
activity which i1s terminated. There are no alternatives for them

except to sell all of their sheep. In summary, the project's
impact on these collective land inhabitants is socially untenable
and i€ causing major economic disruption in their lives.

From the organizational standpoint the project has also had little
iripact on the farmers. It was originally proposed that local
committees would be organiced and strenathened so that they would
have the caracilty to manage their own communal range resources.
Unfortunately, this development was not aggressively supported and
local crganizations exaisted onlv on paper. If thic development
had taken place then the present situation would have been
mitigated because OEF would probably have allowed sel f-management
of the aracing lands.

We now come to the precsent situatior where the project risks
losing a1l of the "good will" that 1t has generated in the past by
ite succesz=ful reseeding/planting activities. Farmer housetolds
are experiencing hardship that 1< unnecezcary.

Recommendationl That OEP take 1mmediate stepe to alleviate the
srtuation eristing 1n the colleciive lands by OpPENING up and
managlng the grarming of forage, and if deficite exist then
reintroducing 1te cubeidized concentrate program o nelp farmers
throuar ths dafficult vear.,

Intervertion in collective lands 1 a comples undsrtaking, It
requlres a4 comprehensave understanding of the commumnitsy and 1ts
LOoc1al moreds, Project staff samply do not have thie type of
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training and background that can enable them to successful ly
undertake this long-term task. Ultimately, the goal should be to
prepare the community to manage its own resources in an
environmentally and economically-sustainable manner. But unless

staff are intellectually equipped to develop local capPacity, then
interventions will be short-lived. We have queried staff and

others for recommendations on how to resolve problems encountered
in developing collective lands. The responses have pointed out a
critical need for the services of a sociologist to augment the
capabilities of the project staff. We would enthusiastically

support this ideas. A trained sociologist could provide
technicians with a new perspective in interacting with local

communities, while providing valuable guidance in how to
effectively implement technical interventions. At the same time,
this individual can start the process of developing local
community management capabilities so that farmers can have a say
in utilizing their own resources.

Recommendation: That the project hire a local sociologist with
strong experience in community organization who will train staff
in communication techniques; design and implement a program of
organization/developmert of the local community management

committees; and conduct appropriate research in advance of future
progect interventions. This should be dore during the next 12

months through the project's TA budget.

On a longer-term basis we would strongly encourage the project to
retain this sociologist as a permanent member of the staff. The
sociological unit of the CTDA in Kasserine has been very
successful 1n developing local community orgari-ations under the
AlD-assicted Potable Water Project. Their eyperiencre could
provide staff with 1mportant information on successful social
interventions and development approaches.

Recomnendsticn: That OEF staff coordinate with the CTDA
sociological umit and make field trips to potastle water si1tes to
obgerve communiity resource management in actior.

A more detalled social impact discuscion in french is found in
Armex TII7,

Lesionz Learned

The farmer must be fullv involved in the plarnring, desizsior mabing
process and smplementation of the project. The ultimate cucceszs
of the projeci 1o dependent upor him.  He 19 t5e one whio muas t
carry out the activities upcn whach incressed sroduction fram and
and livestor bk are d.pendent. Without the farmer'e Tul)

involvement come projgect interventionz may be a0 1ed aout, pecple
may e trairned and commodities purchases, bul e main oboes tive
of increasing productivity of the land and the economic welfare of
the farmer wi1ll not have been resl ced.
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so late in the game to assume a community-oriented management
role, especially given its resource-oriented philosophy. Any

future intervention contemplated for the future must be "joint
ventures" with all parties involved equally from the start. This
does not guarantee snccess, but it is a necessary condition given

the present administrative arrangement between OEP and Forestry.

For the longer term we would urge OEP to rethink this
administrative arrangement with the Forestry Service. Farmers

that we interviewed were extremely critical of this organization.
Farmers felt that Forestry involvement meant loss of ownership to

the land. 1In fact, this is what has indirectly harppened in EI
Brikate and Kasserine Sud. Before the project intervention,
farmers were free to graze the collective lands at will. Now they
are effectively restricted tirum using land that once was theirs.

Given this administrative system was a particular development of
the project and the fact there are many collective lands not
managed by the Forestry Service, we feel the 0EP should do away
with this arrangement and work directly with the collective land
farmers on a long-term basis. OEP's rangeland development
strategy is "people-oriented" and if the project can upgrade its
community development capacity, the project should achieve more
success 1n the future.

B. Linkaaes

Much has already been said about the importance of linkages with
other organizations in information exchange. One way to promote
this 1s to crmganize "seminars on rangeland development" to discuss
1deas, prezent research and implementation results, and basically
share 1nformation. There 1s much to learn on the subject and an
informal settine cen leasd to communication thet might ot be
effected 1 formal meetings=.

One 1des theti came out of our interviews with those doing
rangeland work was the need for & coordinated rational strategy on
rangeland development in Tunisia. Presently, there are various
orgararcatiors, each with their particular agendsy, and no one
really conrg.nating efforte, A nmational range development
stratec. 1that definseo the countrv'e chaectives and bow 11 ws ehed

to acheve them would provicge the frameawor b owitran wbhcoch al)l
orgararatiors could conrenlirate thelr efforte, it would be a much
more efficie-1 and productive approach than what 12 presently

bearana atteme cedt, I thie regard, the seminar 1dea previously

ment soned wo gld be an o adesl venue for rangelard epecialiets to
start the poocess of developing a strategy. Under the project's
direction, cotput from the ceminar could be fed to OEP central for
policy concrderation.
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Becommendation: That the project staff organize a quarterly
seminar series to include all of the organizatiens involved in
rangeland development. This would facilitate information
exchange, research sharing, and new ideas on development.

C. Communication

There is one year left of AID project assistance and in that time
a number of important activities to implement. Successful
achievement will require close coordination and conmunication
among all three implementing parties -- OEP, 0SU and USAID. The
only way this can be done is if the three meet together on a
regular basis to assign responsibilities and coordinate
implementation. We would strongly recommend:

Becommendation: That all three parties OEP, 0SU, and USAID meet
toaether regularly twice_a _month to implement activities in the
remaining 12 months of the AID-supported part of the project.

D. Conditions Precedent

The project has an on-going CP on collective land interventions.
According to the CP requirement in the Project Agreement, AID must

be presented with formal documentation that shows there are no
outstanding tenure problems on the collective lands and that the

Directorat of Forestry has assumed management authority of these
areas. From a legal standpoint this documentation is very
important for both AID and the GOT. We understand *hat an
on-going CF remains to be fulfilled on two of the collective land
areas 1n which the project has intervened (E1 Brikete and
Kasserine Sud'. We have talked with OEF and they have shown us
the documentation and given assurances thaet thie will be passed to
USATD 1mmediatly.

Becommendations That OEP furnish USAID with the collective land
documentation to satisfy the present on-going CF. This should be
completed 1mmediatly.

E. Comunodities

The prosect 1z a0 poszession of o larae amount of equipment, some
af 1t noticest sy an drereraar,. There 12 aleo a lack of adeguete
protective fazilitires.  Since the project is contemplating future
procurensnt of 2 substartial amoent of new equipment we feel it
nmcumtent thet exioting problems he reclified 1r advance of new
enul pment arrgoesl.,

First, an 1nventory stould be made of all present egqu pment,
noting those 1tems in disrepalr. Priority should be given to
repalt ing them so that they can be of use 1n project activities.
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(If spare parts problems exist and cannot be resolved, this should
be taken into account before purchasing new equipment).

Second, a roof should be put on the storage shed at Jebibina. Our
inspection revealed significant rust damage to equipment there.
The project has made a significant investment in equipment and it
should be preserved for long-term use. Additionally, OEP should
make the necessary preparations to ensure that there will be
adequate protective facilities for the new equipment that the
project is ordering.

Finally, spare parts must be a primary consideration in the
procurement of all new equipment. We as well as project personnel
have all had prior experiences with unusable equipment due to
spare parts unmavailability. We would just reinforce the point
that this is a problem to minimize in the future.

Recommendation: That OEP repair damaged project equipment that is
salvageable and prepare adeguate shelter facilities for storing
old and new equipment. Strong consideraticon should be given to
ensuring spare parts availability for all new equipment to be
purchased in the future.

F. Continuation of this_Ranaeland. Progaram

The semi-arid regions of Tunisia form much of the country's land
mass and contains the majority of the poorer elements of the
society. A major investment hae already been made by the GOT and

AID to implement a rangeland development program to address the
needs of this target population. However, the constraints to
development are complex ard require a long-term commitment to be

resolved. We would strongly urge the GOT to maintain this
commitment and support continuation of this project after AID
assistance haz ended. For AID we point up this project as worthy

of continued support 1f the Mission's tight funding constraints
are reduced 1 the future.



ANNEX_I

AtMONIATION OF STRAW PROGRAM

The gquestion raised in the Scope of Work for the Evaluation is,
"Is the Ammoniation of Straw Program Economically Sound?" 1In
answering that question the analyst must immediately ask
another question, "Economically sound for whom?"

The first perspective is that of the Range Management Unit of
OEP. It is providing a service to Tunisian farmers and
although profitability is not a motive, it should be providing
that service in a cost-effective manner. Their objective is to
provide a low cost, high quality forage to small farmers to
help them get their flocks through the normal, late-summer,

early-fall dry period. At present the cost of ammoniation is
subsidized for small farmers but the rate charged to larger

farmers is supposed to cover the cost of providing the

service. AN accurate analysis of the costs of providing the
ammoniation service can assist the RMU in determining the

charge necessary to cover costs. Also of interest from the
provider's <ide is whether there would be an economic incentive
for private operators to begin offering the straw ammoniation
service. Apparently one such operator is already in business.
A spreadsheet model was devised which will calculate the costs
of providing the ammoniation service under a variety of
different scenarios of equipment available and geographical
coverage of the service.

Another perspective is whether the ammoniation program is
economically sound from the farmer's point of view. While
ideally the cost of ammoniated straw should be compared with
the cost of providing all alternative feeds, including on-farm
grown forage, time did not permit such a detailed analysis.
Instead, the cost of the ammoriated straw will be compared with
the cost of other feedstuffe thsat might alternstively be
purchased tc carry the flock throuah the dry season.

Provider's _Perspective. Table 1 shows the spreadsheet model
that wes devised to cslculate the cost of providing the
ammonilation cervice. We begin by describing the attributes of
the strauw to be treated and the amount of improvement in
nutritironal qualaty that recult= from the trestment, Also
includedd 1 thas eertion 1¢ the coct of the bssic material
component: that the RMI must purchiase o trest the alraw.

The nest sectiron of the table liete the attributes of the
aortable anmonration umite--the emall trucks that technicians
actually tars to the farms. At the present time thie RMU has
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two such units, one with a capacity of approximately one metric
ton of NH3, the other with a capacity of two tons. In order to
simplify the model, the performance data used was an average of
that for the two vehicles. If the program is to expand in the
future, it will likely settle on a fleet of identical or
standard-sized units. This simplification may have introduced
some error into the analysis, but it should be relatively small
compared to that resulting from "educated guessing" at some of
the other cost parameters.

The third section of the table lists attributes of a supply

vehicle that makes the trip from Kairouan to Gabes to pick up
the anhydrous ammonia. Presently the RMU does not have a

separate supply vehicle. The portable units must each travel
all the way south to Gabes--a distance of 440 km round
trip--whenever they are empty. The model could accomodate this
by using the same attributes for the supply unit as were used
for the portable units. Note that =zeros were entered for
purchase, repairy insurance, and opportunity (interest) costs
so that fixed costs for the supply vehicles would not be
counted twice. The RMU has already ordered a 20 ton tank that
will be mounted on a tractor-trailer rig to be used as a supply

vehicle. When that vehicle is available, it will make the
supply run to Gabes on a much less frequent basis and the

portable units will only need to drive back to Kairouan for
refilling. This will entail a large saving in technician

time. A guestion that needs to be addressed is whether it will
save money.

The last section of the table shows the costs which have been
calculated for providing the ammoniation service. Variable
costs 1nclude ammonia, plastic film for covering the stack,
fuel for the trucke, and repairs. Fixed costs include
deprecliation, 1nterest, insurance and labor. Labor was
included under the fixed cost catagary on the assumption that
the technicians and drivers would be emploved by OEP whether

there wae anm ammoniation project or not. Caoste are %iven per
ton of straw, per ka of straw, per kg of added digesTible

energy (UF), and per kg of added crude protein. The latter two
cost calculatione are of 1nterest since one of the benefits of
ammoniation 15 that 1t supposedl]ly 1ncreasez not only the
palatability of the feed, but also the energy and protein
content (or more accurately, 1t adds nonprotein nitrogen which
rumen bacteria can convert into protein)’. Since the RMY will
be chargirg farmers only enough to cover the cozt of providing
the service. 1t will be interesting to compare these coste to
the cost per unit of nutrient of various feede in the next
section.
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It is interesting to note that using (for the most part)
independently gathered data, this analysis calculated a cost of
2B millimes per kg of treated straw for the operation as it is
currently organized. This is very close to the figure of 30
millimes calculated by Johnson. The largest components of this
cost are for the ammonia, which doesn't vary on a per unit
basis with the amount applied, and fuel.

The cost of per additional UF ic .104 Dinar uwhich compares very
favorably with the cost of a Kg of UF in barley grain (.106
Dinar at the drought emergency price or .128 Dinar at the
normal price). The cost of the added crude protein is .444
Dinar/kg which is, as will be shown later, inexpensive compared
to other sources of additional protein. This assumes that the
UF value of the straw increases from .2 to .5, and that the CP
value increases from .04 to .11 as a result of the treatment.
If we lower our expectation of feed value improvement--to an
increase to .35 UF and to .7 CP--the cost of an additional kg
of UF increases to .207 Dinar and the cost of an additional kg
of CP rises to 1.0346 Dinar.

Two additional scenarios were examined. In the first--shown in

table 2--the planned purchase of a 20 T supply truck was
factored in. The cost of treatment increases to 40 millemes

per kg of treated straw. Although labor costs decreased,

depreciation and interest cost increases more than offset the
savings. It should be mentioned however that the labor charge
used 1n the analysis was simply the wage rate ofthe technician
and drivers. The RMU may decide that the labor saved is worth

more to the overall program than the additional cost.

In the second scenario--shown in table 3--the effectes of
expanding the fleet of portable unite to & trucks was

examined. It was assumed that thie would go along with a
si1gnmificant expansion of the ammoniation program. These trucks
could be based in other gouvernorats to further reduce the
amocunt of travel time for technicians ana draivers, With these
assumptions, the cost of providina the service came back down
som2what to 38 millemes per kg.

From thie preliminary analveis there does not appear to be
tremencuus potential for profitability for private vendors to
Frovide this =zervices, at least at a price of 30 millemes per kg.

Farmz=r's Ferspecliive. In table 4 the coste per ka of
digeztible energy (UF) are compared for commonly available
feedsiuffs 1n Central Tunisia. Several traditional fewodstuffs
csuch az olive and acacila clippings are excluded from this and
the followira table becsuse the market for then is lese
organized, and the unite in which they are sold (waaonload or
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pickup truck load) is somewhat vague. Those that are included
are usually readily available in centralized cash markets.

Using the low price estimates, if we accept that digestible
energy will increase from .2 to .5 UF/kg, the cost per kg of UF
for treated straw is lower than for any of the other forages in
the table. The only feeds that have a lower cost per unit are
concentrates--barley, wheat bran and mixed concentrate. While
it would be tempting to recommend that farmers should therefore
feed more concentrates to satisfy the energy requirements, one
must keep in mind that ruminants require roughage in their
diet. If the more conservative estimate of increase (from .2

to .35 UF) is used, treated straw becomes more expensive for
energy than oat-vetch hay which is the other common purchased

roughage. It also exceeds the cost of cactus pads on a UF
basis. According to project technicians, cactus is usually
limited to only half of the diet in order to maintain body
condition. Thus it appears that ammoniated straw is an
attractive roughage if the digestibility increase is as
substantial as is claimed.

Using the higher price estimates--which would be more in line
with drought conditions--alfalfa pellets is the only roughage
that is cheaper per UF than ammoniated straw (again, using the
high improvement assumption). Tt is doubtful that they are
available in any great supply. With the low improvement
assumption, oat-vetch hay 1s again more ecornomical.

In table 5 there 1s a similar analysis for cost per unit of
crude protein in the feed. Using the low price, high
improvement assumption, ammoniated straw is not the cheapest
protein supplying roughage but it is quite competitive with
alfalfa pellets, which as previously mentioncd are only
availilable in limited supply. What 1c surprising, is that
barley grain 1% actuallv among the cheapest sources of protein,
Just as 1t was the cheapest source of energy. This 1s largely
due to the fact that the Turisian government controls the price
of barley (and other concentrates) at a below-market level.
Another way of looking at the si1tuation is that hay is a
comparatively expensive source of both protein and energy. It
1= lett to the reader to peruse the shifte 1n relative cost for
e other three cets of price and nutritionsl improvement
assumptions, Aaa1n, the comparative economy of the treated
ctraw reliesc on the acssumption of nutritional i1mprovement.

Due to the importance of thiie ascsumpticn, 1t might be advisable
for the project to do some more lab testing of treated siraw,
and pertape conduct some small scale, tightly controlled
feeding triales to verify the nutritional benefits.






Ave. length of fill-up trip (km)
No. of treatment trips per fill

Fuel cons. of unit in km/1

Fuel price (D per 1)

Total fuel use per unit
Man months of labor per unit

Wage rate of operator
Purchase cost of portable unit
Expected life of portable unit
Lifetime repair cost
Annual repair cost per unit
Insurance cost per year (D)
rate on inv. (%)

Opportunity int.

Attributes of Supply Unit

Capacity (T)

Dist. of supply trip
No. trips needed per year
Fuel consumption rate
Fuel price (D per 1)
Total fuel use for supply
Man monthe of labor
Wage rate of operator

Purchase cost (D)

Expected life of supply

Lifetime repair cost
Arrual repalr cocst

Insurance cost pernr

Opportiaity 1nt.

Cocte of Ammoria Program

AMMON 1 &
faastic
Fuel

Repailrec

ict. YVar, Cost

Depreciation
Intereat
Incurance
l.atowr

Tot. Fixed Cost

Total Cost

(D/mo.)

(7 of P.

(km rd.

(D/mo.)

1inv. (%)

(yrs) 8

28.8

2.7

(1) 218

4
200

0
10
75

0

0

5

(All figuresz in Dinars)

per ka
cstrauw

added UF

7.7 008
.9 L.001
.0 L0008

added CpP






Attributes of Supply Unit

Capacity (T) 20
Dist. of supply trie (km rd. trip) 440

No. trips needed per year 2.2
Fuel cornsumption rate (km/1) 1.7
Fuel price (D per 1) 2.7

Total fuel use for supply unit (1) 570
Man months of labor .2
Wage rate of operator (D/mo.) 200
Purchase cost (D) 100000
Expected life of supply unit (yrs) 10
Lifetime repair cost (% of P. P.) 75

Annual repair cost (D) 7500
Insurance cost per year (D) 500
Opportunity int. rate on inv. (%) 5

Costs of Ammonia Program (All figures in Dinars)

Ammonia
Placstic
Fuel
Repairs
Tot. Var. Cost
Depreciation
Interecst
Incsurance
lLabor

Tot. Fiyed Cost

Total Cout

Total

7126

27366

58141

per ton per kg per kg Pper kg
straw straw added UF added CP
7.7 008 029 122

.9 .001 .003 .014
4.9 005 .018 .079

7.8 .008 . 029 124
21.4 021 079 .33%9
10.4 010 .039 . 165
4.2 004 .015 . 066

.5 .001 002 . 008

3.9 004 014 062
19.0 019 070 .302
40.4 040 150 641
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Attributes of Supply Unit

Capacity (T)
Pist. of supply trip (km rd.

No. trips needed per year
Fuel consumption rate (km/1)
Fuel price (D per 1)

Total fuel use for supply unit
Man months of labor
Wage rate of operator
Purchase cost (D)
Expected life of supply unit
Lifetime repair cost (% of P.

Annual repair cost (D)
Insurance cost per year
Opportunity 1int. rate on

trip)

(1)
(D/mo.)

(yrs)
Pl)

(D)
inv. (%)

Costs of Ammonia Program

B I S——

20
440
4.1
1.7
2.7

1069
.2
200
100000
10

75
7500
500

5

(All figures in Dinars)

Per kg
straw

per

kg per kg

added UF added CP

per ton

Total straw
Ammonia 20817 7.7
Plastic 2430 .9
Fuel 110562 4.1
Rerpalirs 18750 6.9
Tot. Var. Cost 53049 19.6
Depreciation 25000 9.3
Interest 8000 3.0
Insurance 730 .3
Labor 168364 b.2
Tot., Fived Cost LOS&6A 18.7

029 122
003 014
015 065
026 .110
073 312
034 .147
011 . 047
001 . 004
023 099
069 297
142 609



ITable_ 4 - Cost/Ka _of DRigestible Eneray._ (UF)
for Feedstuffs_in_Ceniral_Tunisia
(Prices and Costs in Tunisian Dinars)

Oat Vetch Hay

Treated Straw

NH3

Strauw

Concentrate

Wheat Bran

Oat Hay

Barley Grain

Green Cactus

Alfalfa Pellets
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Low Price Estimate
Price/Unit

2.000
20 kg

1.300
15 kg

1.000
15 kg

7.000
50 kg

4.250
50 kg

2.000
20 kg

9.500

100 kg sack

0.010
LB ka

D/
bale

D/
bale

D/
bale

D/
sack

D/
sack

D/
bale

D/

D/
pac

.110 D/kag

Cost/Kg UF

193 17)
275 2/)
.370
.173

. 148

.370

Hiah. Price_Estimate

Price/Unit Cost/Kg UF
4 494
2.8 .415 1/

.593 2/
2.5 .926
7 .173
4.25 . 148
4 741
11.5 .128
.25 . 625
165 333

1. UF 1nuresses
g UF 1increaesec

from .c
from .2

A

to

B57kg dry

matter

from NH3 treatment

to .35/kg dry matter from NH3 treatment
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Jable 5 - Cost of Crude Protein_ (CP)_far
Eeedstuffs_in_Central Tunisia
(Prices and Costs in Tunisia Dinars)

Low Price Estimate Hiah_Price_Estimate
Feed Price/Unit Cost/Kg UF Price/Unit Cost/Kg UF
Oat Vetch Hay 2.000 D/ 1.235 4 2.469
20 kg bale
Treated Straw 1.300 D/ .875 1/) 2.8 1.886 1/
NH3 15 kg bale 1.376 27) 2.963 2/
Straw 1.000 kg/ 1.852 2.5 4.630
15 kg bale
Concentrate 7.000 D/ 1.296 7 1.296
50 kg sack
Wheat Bran 4.250D/ .630 4.25 .630
50 kg sack
Oat Hay 2.000 D/ 2.eee 4 4.440
20 kg bale
Barley Grain ?.500 D/ .880 11.5 1.065
100 kg sack
Green Cactus L0110 kg/ 3.676 .25 ?.121
Alfalfa Pallets .110 kg .B1%5 . 165 1.2ec

from .04 to .11 of dry matter from NH2 treatment.
from .04 to .07 of dry matter from NH 3 treatment.

1/ CF incre
2/ CF 1incre

ar w
moun
m

mom
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ANNEX_II

SOCIAL _AaNALYSIS

Projet d'Aménagement et de Gestion des Parcours de la Tunisie
Centrale
Section sociale : Texte provisoire de 1'evaluation

1. But el Activites du proiet
Le Projet d'Améenagement et de Gestion des Parcours de la Tunisie
Centrale a deux objectifs principaux:

- L'amelioration de 1'aménagement des parcours et des pratiques
d'elevage che:z les éleveurs de la Tunisie Centrale.

- La formation d'une Unite d'Aménagement de Parcours composée de
techniciens assurant 1'amélioration et la continuité de
l'assistance technique auprés des éleveurs de la région.

Les_Coniraintes

l.es contraintes d'ordre physique relévent des conditions
climatiques marquees par un régime variable de précipitations qui
entraine une certaine irrégularite de la production végétale et
des ressources alimentaires, tant pour 1'homme que pour les
animaux, et surtout une imprévisibilite de la distribution des
Pluies, ce qui constitue un frein pour l'intensification des
exploitations de la part des agriculteurs.

Il y a aussi un cheptel dont les besoins dépassert les ressources
fourrageres, ce qui entraine une certaine surexploitation des
parcours, ceux-ci etant collectifs, leur contrdle insuffisant et
non rigoureur, non organisation des éleveurs et des ayant-droits,
tout cela tend a accentuer le probleme.

Les contraintes d'ordre technigque sont 1esues de 1'inadéquationdes
pratiques de pro-uction de 1'agriculture et de 1'élevage. La
productiron ovine se trouve limitée par 1'irregulariteé et
l'insuffisance des parcours et de la production fourragere, mais
surtout par la non application des techniques plus intencsives de
conduite desz troupesur el par 1'etat saniteire de ce méme troupeau.

Er oeneral, les contraintes d'ordre =oci1al sont formuleées par les
imstitutions,s leur structure:s et leur mode de forotionnement qui
n'offrent pas asser d'occasions aux bénéficiaires pour participer
a la résalution des probléme:s. Parfcis les éleveurs ne sonlt pas
consultés, n1 concernés par conseéquence par les fine desc
aménagements falts.

Les autoriter (eservice oes Toréts) pratiguent dens gquelques cas la
polltique de mice en défense el ne reconnaiscsent le droit d'usage
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du projet? Gont-elles les cibles souhaitées par le projet? Oui,
elles le sont et i1 faut bien considérer leur contribution
positive au succeés cu projet.

Les eleveurs usant de leurs parcelles privées sont conditionnes
d'avance par 1'étendue des terres dont ils disposent, et comme ca
ils ne cedent que ce qui excede pendant les bonnes années.
Pendant les autres annees, ils n'honorent pas leur obligation
envers la partie qui les assiste. Ce comportement est

comprehensible et peut étre amélioré par une meilleure seélection,
deja en cours, des sites susceptibles & 1'intervention du projet

et une assistance de plus en plus intensive visant la sauvegarde
des rfalisations, la gestion de plus en plus rationnelle et
surtout 1'intériorisation de la valeur de plus en plus importante
des parcelles amenageées pendant les années de disette que les
bonnes annees.

Les éleveurs usant de parcours collectifs sont généralement de
petits exploitants tres dépendants de 1'élevage, ils vivent aux
alentours, le cheptel représente pour eux une activité économique
de grande importance. Si leur parcours traditionnel est en vue
d'amenagement, ils se sentent deposséder de leur droit d'usage. Ce
sentiment peut étre remédié en exposant les corandes fins que vise
le projget en faisant valoir l'intéerét, le bénertice et les
compensations provisoires dont ils peuvent réjouir.

En conclusion pour le dernier cas, et selon nos observations
limitees il semble qu'il n'est pas facile de se féliciter du
succes aupres d'eux et ceci est di a plusieurs raisons dont la
politique des interventions étatiques qui donne peu d'importance &
la participation des bLénéficiaires et pratique genéralement une
irtervention de grande envergure msis bornée & des fins purement
techniques. De plus les consells de gestion des usagers des
parcours collectifs n'ont pas retenu une asse: grande attention
lors de 1'identification, de la conception et en entamant les
réalisations ce gqui1 a entrainé une certaine négligence de la part
tles usagerse envers le respect de la mise en défense de certain
parcours prives ou collectifes.

Eci-ce gue les effpris de vulearisation_entrepris_en_matiere_de
production animale_ soni_appropriez_avec_les_tradiitions d'élevage?

Il faut noter parmi les efforte de vulgarisation entrepriz en
matiere de production animale lez conseils relatifs & la conduite
gese troupesur, les pratigues nouvellement introdui tes afirn
d'améliorer 1'espéce en fourniscant des eleves beéliers
reproducteurs de race barbarine & dee priy subventionnés, la
digtributicr des alimente de bétarl, les swine velérinairee, les
demonstrations ovines et lec journédesz d'informalion en elevage
ovin et le construction des bassing de rentention.
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Les eleves beliers reproducteurs de race barbarine & des pPrix
subventionnés ont servi che:z quelques fermiers, mais d'autres s'en
sont deébarrassé sous prétexte qu'ils sont "froids". Des efforts
supplementaires en suivi et vulgarisation ont prouve 1'efficacite
de ces améliorations, il suffit d'insister sur la continuite de

cette innovation.

La distribution des aliments de bétail sont fournis aux adhérents
du projet pour la compensation de leur parcours mis en défense
apres amenagement. Ceci a encouragé les éleveurs a adhérer au
projet et a courir le risque des parcours dont ils se sont faits

déposséder le droit d'usage.

Les soins vetérinaires pratiqués communément avec la collaboration
de la production animale ont vu un peu de réticence de 1la part des
eleveurs pendant les premiéres tentatives, mais apres
l1'intensification des journées de vulgarisation et surtout apres
avoir surmonté les petits dégats de la non vaccination, les
eleveurs marquent cette activité comme 1'une des plus reussies du
projet. A propos des citernes ou des bassins de retention qui
peuvent revenir moins cher si on encourage 1'initiative des
eleveurs a en construire, avec une meilleure sélection de leur
emplacement, des bassins privés peuvent &tre mieux entretenus et a
usage benefique et ceci contribue & une desserte en eau souhaitée
par les eleveurs.

EsI:ce_gue_les_actiy1Iés_emireerises_en_mariére_denenodu:tion
animale confribuent_ou non_au développement_de_relations._d'étroite
collaboration entre_ le_proiet_et_les_eleveurs?

Cu1y ceci est tres apparent che:z les deux parties. Une remarque
que presque tout le personnel de 1'0.E.P. a souleveée c'est que les
eleveurs sont dee victimes de rplusieurs contraintes et cette
observetion reflete une tendance cher les cadres qui veulent bien
aider la population. Cette derriere, malgré les réserves qu'elle
a sur quelques aspects du projet, reconnait les efforts entrepris
pour son profit tel que les bassine de retention ou les
traltemente pour les ovine. Cette approche a pu favoriser une
mutuelle compreéhension entre les deux parties et une étroite
collaboration ezt obeservée surtcul entre le projet et leo U.C.P.s.

Esi-ce que le proael esi effectivementi_arcivé a_déwmontrer_aue.la
reducticon_ou la siabialisafion_ ags l'effectif_peut éire. conpensee
pal_une_amelioration de la_qualité du troupeau?. _Cetie realite
ezi-zelle_opbaective en tepant comete_des coniraintes_sociales. en
Tunizie_ Centrale?

Norn. Czla dépend de beaucoup de facteurs et surtout du rdle de
l'eélevade dans le avotems d'espleitation agricole. L. 'élevaae joue
un réle 1mportant dans ie revenu des explortalions, 1'équilibre de
celle-c1 et aussl leur pérenraté; la majorite des exploitants
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pensent que l'élevage ovin est indispensable et constitute le
complément naturel des cultures céreéaliéres et des arbres
fruitiers. Outre son réle de produrtion, cet élevage permet de

falre face rapidement & des depenses imprevues, de constituer des
reserves en cas de mauvaise annee. I1 permet en outre de faire face

aux risques. L'élevage reste aussi tres extensif. l'alimentation
du betail est conditionnée par les aléas climatiques. La proportion
de cette alimentation qui provient de la végétation naturelle est
fonctior. de la taille des exploitations. Les petits exploitants
sont plus dépendants des parcours collectifs. Pendant les années &
bonne pluviosité, le systéme d'exploitation permet une certaine
autosuffisance en cereales et une certaine satisfaction des besoins
alimentaires pour les ovins. Ceci montre 1'étroite intégration
entre les speculations différentes dans un systéme d'agriculture
mixte, sculpteé par les conditions naturelles et socio-economiques et
entretenu et assumé par les hommes, comprenant céreales - arbres

fruitiers - elevage, ce dernier joue le rdle de reguldteur et de
reserves pour eviter les risques ou les besoins imprévus. Tout plan

d'aménagement de parcours et en géneral toute activite ou
intervention doit prendre ces réalités en considération. Leur
prestige peut y étre pour quelque chose et ca peut aussi s'expliquer
par la dependance totale entre propriété, risque et prestige.

Vendre du troupeau est plus facile & digérer par 1'é@leveur que de
vendre une partie de sa terre, et malgré cela, il faut aussi poser
la question pourquoi vendre ou méme stabiliser le troupeau, cette
démarche ne peut se faire, pour lui, que pour remedier & de grandes
obligations ou des besoins treés poussés. La notion que la qualite

vaut plus que la quantité ou peut la compenser n'est pas encore
intériorisée vu lec causes citéec auparavant et se rapportant au

systeme et aux conditions de vie, au prestige et a 1'entourage.

Rans_guelle_mesure _est-ce_gue_les_eleyveurs_sont_imeligués _dans_les

decisions_prises_ei se_rapportant_au_proaramoe._de_la. production
animale?

Pas beaucoup. Les éleveurs sont les maitres de leurs décisions en ce
gul concerne leurs troupeaux, ile continuent & maltriser leur rdle
d'eleveur, et leurs habitudes de conduite decs troupeaux. One peut
remarguer leurs attitudes de refus ou d'approbation des innovations
introduites par le projel mals ile ne semblent pas trés impliqués
par les decisions prises et se comportent d'ure maniére sélective
envers les différentes activités du programme de production animale.
Jusgu'a manrntenant et malgre les succes eu danc e programme, 1]
semble que les bénéficlaires se comportent comme avant. ils veulent
bren beneficier dec avantages du projet, maic dane 1'intention de
profiter des corvices gratulte ou Eub‘Pﬁt]DHﬁé?. 11 faut les
entrainer dans une deémarche de participation minime auy frais pour
gque ce service ou autre compensation mis a leur profit seront plus
ressentis en valeur el seront par conséquent demandés et continus et
intériorise: comme tradition dans 1'amenagement ou la conduite du
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troupeau. La participation des populations bénéficiaires est un
facteur primordial pour le succés. Et elle peut @tre incitée par
l'intensification de la vulgarisation, et du suivi qui repose sur
la collecte des données et leur traitement de facon constructive
afin d'aboutir & une confiance réciproque et une entraide
fructueuse.

3. Becommandations

Court Terme

a._Socioloaue pour des missions_de_courtes_durées_afin_d'aider
1'U.A.P.

b._Formation _en_informatigue aux_cadres de 1'Q.E.P.

c.-Multiplicafion des bassins_de_retentions_priveés ou collectifs.

d._ROle_pour_les fewmmes_&_ travers_quelaues_activites et animation
spciale. Vu 1'étroite relation entre 1'élevage, la sauvegarde du
patrimoine et les femmes ou les filles rurales, L'O.E.P. peut
fournir un effort pour mobiliser ces derniéres de facon directe ou
indirecte pour le succeés des objectifs globaux a travers une
opération visant la diversification des sourcese de revernus des

familles rurales plus ou moins dépendarntes de 1'élevage comme
activite et des parcours comme ressource.

e. DiffénentesnaCrions_dans-cbague_site-&tenin-ccmeie-des

specificites). Vu la grande étendue de la zone d'intervention du
projet et la multitude diversité des conditions gengraphiques,

economiques et sociales, une diversification des types
d'interventions est souhaitée afin de pouvoir prendre en compte
les differents climats, les différentes spéculations agricolesz et
surtout les différents mnivesur d'organization sociale d'ou les
voeus et les besoins difféerente.

f. Yu l'impartance des sujetse abordés par les institutions
contactess et avant une relation avec 1'aménagement pacstoral, la
recherche ou la gestion dane ce domsine, vu aussi la necescsite
caritale de leur coacrdination afin de promouvoir ce secteur, et
pour franchir dess pas vers une stratéagle raticnzle d'aménagement
pactorals w1 semanzire peut par J'irotietive de 1'0EF &tre un
forum d'extreme amportance en vue de mointenir une étronle
collaboration entre les cervices: et les départemente interescec et
evoquer une mes lleure comprehension du domaine .

Lona Terno

s Creslron doansiatutions. a vocation_pastorale.

LDare Je contexte de responzabiliestion de la gestion des parcours
collecti7a,y les conselle de gestion doivent étre munis d'un
certain pouvelr de partaicipation &4 la planification et & la
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Les Institutions des Usaygers des Parcours

Les conseils de gestion des parcours peuvent se constituer de la
méme facor doni régissent les associations d'intéréts collectifs
(A.1.C.) nouvellement institutionnalisées par 1'amendement du code
des eaux lo1 35 du 6 juillet 1987 et les decrets 1261, 1262 du 27
octobre 1987 et le decret 150 du 12 Janvier 1988. Le changement &
apporter c'est 1l'emplol des ressources en eau pour la conservation
du sol et 1'integration des ameénagements & faire avec 1'importance
capitale d'une vue globale de 1'écologie et de 1'interdépendance
entre eau et toute vie humaine, an:male et vegétale. La création
de ces i1nstitutions doit partir du principe majeur de limiter les
degradations, pour organiser les parcours et respecter les
restrictions s'1]1 vy a lieu sans faire déposseder totalement les
usagers de leur droit d'usage.
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