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· Executive s~nutia~y and Recc.unmendations 

I. Background: The Rural Development Area (RDA) Infrastruc­
ture Support Project undertakes to construct selected 
infrastructures and to develop institutions capable of 
continuing to provide and improve the infrastructure which 
is vital to the Swaziland RDA Program. The RDA Program is 
the keystone in the Government of Swaziland's (GOS) 
strategy to increase income and improve the general 
standard of living for the Swazi people residing on the 
Swazi Nation Land. Since the project was initiated in 1978, 
the RDA Program has expanded greatly. Today, there are 18 
RDAs on which 26,566 homesteaders reside with an average 
family size of 8.2. They are the direct beneficiaries of 
the Project. Assistance for the RDA Program is provided to 
GOS by a consortium of aid donors and international 
agencies. The Infrastructure Project is USAID's major 
contribution. 

II. 

The project began in 1979 and ends in 1984. The program 
goal, project goal, and project purposes, as stated in the 
Project Paper (PP), are the key economic objectives for the 
total RDA Program. The project cannot be evaluated except 
in terms of the success of the total RDA Program. Success 
in the project, according to the logical frame\'lOrk, is 
measured in terms of whether the RDA Program increases 
agricultural production. 

Major Findings: The RDA 
rural development, but 
increased as anticipated 
need attention. 

Program is a sound approach to 
agricultural production has not 
and there are some problems which 

The major good aspects of the RDA Program are that it 
involves the people in planning, it is responsive to their 
perceived needs, the standard of living is rising in the 
RDAs, and it is successfully bridging the gap between the 
traditional and the modern sub-sectors of Swazi society. 

The major reasons for agricultural production lagging 
behind projections in the PP are the severe drought of the 
past few years, the lack of adequate economic incentives 
(including marketing and policy), and lack of confidence on 
the part of homesteaders in the packages of practices which 
extension workers recommend. The Extension Service, 
perceived in the PP as being the key to RDA success, has 
made good progress, but the shortage of packages of 
practices which are responsive to RDA homesteaders' 
perceived needs is a constraint for it. Also, homesteaders 



who ,want to make their entire . Li.virig:'f~om . farming have 
difficulty getting access to an adequat.e amo'unt of land. 

The evaluation team found that the RDA Infrastructure 
Support Project is contributing greatly to the RDA Program 
and the achievement of the goals GaS has in mind for it. 
Unfortunately, the project design is weak because of the 
narrow and highly restricted statements of program goal, 
project goal and project purposes, and the correlary 
objectively verifiable indicators in the logical framework. 
The criteria for evaluation do not do justice to the 
project. Also, the project inputs have little relationship 
to increasing production, especially in the short term. 

The setting has changed since the project was initiated, 
but it remains vital to the RDA Program. Revisions in the 
project are needed.' 

,,"" 

The Project Paper calls for the Infrastructure Projecti~o 
provide two specific' types Of .activi ties for the, .RDA 
Program: . 

1. Infrastructure Construction of terraces, access roads, 
waterways, domestic water systems, darns, etc.; and 

2. Institution Building, namely the Land Use Planning 
Section (LUPS) and the Land Development Section (LDS) 
of the Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives (MOAC). 

USAID's planned inputs for the project are approximately 60 
person years of technical assistance, 32 person years of 
long-term training, 5 in-country training courses, 
construction of 10 houses and a parts warehouse, a small 
amount of commodities, and loan funds for equipment 
purchases. GaS planned to provide equipnlent support 
(partially financed by the loan from USAID), maintenance 
and repairs, and salaries and wages valued at approximately 
$12 million. 

After a slow start, good progress was made on construction 
for several years. Recently, construction has been very 
restricted because of the serious financial constraints 
GaS is facing. LDS's operating budget for the fiscal year 
was almost totally expended within 60 days after its 
beginning on July 1, 1983. 

The setting for the project has changed since 1978, and 
priorities for construction have quite properly been 
revised. In the PP, the emphasis in construction was 
almost entirely on soil cons~rvatipn, mainly terracing. It 
has now been determined that terraces are frequently not an 
economically viable approach to soil conservation, and soil 
erosion is a much less serious problem than originally 
thought. There is a much greater need for. access roads, 
safe domestic water supplies, and homesite leveling. LDS 
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and LUPS have qllitewiseiyrevised their. work programs. to 
emphasize the revised priorities. 

In terms of institution building, good progress is now 
being made, but the project is several years behind 
schedule because of delays by USAIO and GOS in delivering 
the inputs. The initial technical assistance team provided 
by USAIO did not arrive until 1980, and then several 
members had to be replaced. Also, there were delays in the 
construction of housing, and this delayed the arrival of 

. some of the expatriates. GOS did not create some of the 
posi tions in LUPS and LOS on schedule, and there were 
delays in filling them and getting participant trainees 
named. The project is about 2 years behind schedule. 

LOS suffered the least from the delays, and, with a few 
exceptions, is in relatively good shape as an institution. 
The training program has been successful, and well-trained 
Swazis are available for most of the positions. The 
workshop is up to the job, and the field crews are 
performing admirably. To achieve project objectives, LOS 
needs more time, continued technical assistance for top 
management, assistance wi th middle level management 
training, and additional construction engineers. 
Internally, LOS has been constrained by some bureaucratic 
problems and lack of coordination in the design and 
monitoring of WOl ks. The latter problems are either now 
solved, or implementation of the recommendations will do 
the job. 

LUPS suffered severely because of the delays in input 
delivery. In August 1983, the USAIO team was still one 
person short, and many of the key Swazi personnel were in 
training abroad and will not return in time to overlap with 
the expatriate team currently doing much of the work. 
Because of the delays, LUPS cannot possibly become the 
strong organization the project design team envisioned by 
the end of project. However, a good foundation is in 
place, and with an extension of ~he project for at least 2 
years, LUPS can become a strong, viable institution, fully 
staffed with qualified Swazis. 

Whether LUPS is playing the best role possible in light of 
Swaziland's needs is open to question. The evaluation team 
feels detailed land use planning can best be done close to 
the farm (homestead), and LUPS should emerge as the unit in 
MOAC responsible for national level land and water policy 
guidance, national level planning, standards setting, and 
program, monitoring. 

The National Environmental Conservation Education (NECE) 
program was added to the project by amendment in 1980. The 
major objective was to develop and institutionalize an 
environment conservation education program i~ the ROAs. 



Th~ .NECE: p,rograJ!l: il,3 ':)=?~hind;;, schedule ;" lJuta good·:foundfition .. 
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III. Recommendations: 

* 

Recommendations are included in,the,EvaluationReport~n~re 
they are appropriate. 

A. Recommendations concerning the RDA Program and USAID's 
relationship to it: 

1. The GOS should continue' to make the RDA approach 
the hard core of its rural and agricultural 
development effort on the Swazi Nation Land until 
thorough analyses, which consider the standard of 
living and political as well as economic 
considerations, prove conclus~vely that another 
approach is superior (page 27). 

2. The RDA Program should remain dynamic and should be 
improved whenever and wherever possible. The five 
constraints to progress listed in Section V-B-1-b 
require immediate attention (page 27). 

3. In the future, USAID should concentrate its program 
of technical and other assistance in rural and 
agricultural development in projects which directly 
strengthen and foster the RDA Program (page 27). 
Too oriorities are: 

a. The RDA Infrastructure Support Proj ect (page 
29) ; 

b. Project(s) which prcvide extension with 
economically viable p~ckag~s of practices which 
RDA pomesteaders perceive as being relevant to 
their conditions (page 94); 

c. Project (s) which assist the Extension Service 
to improve the delivery system for b abo,ie 
(page 96, 97, 98). "; . 

Recommendations con~erning the Infrastruct'ure Project, 
" " ',. '. < 

1. Solve the Financial Crisis: S'ince progress on the 
project is currently being constrainedmore'by 
shortage of operating funds ' than 'from any tither 

Figures in parenthesis indicate the page,in,theEvalua:tion 
Report on which the recornrnenda:ticm appearsi~: 

" " 
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2. 

cause, the GOS, with assistance'from'USAXD, should 
find a way to solve the financial crisis (pag'e 29) • 
{Uppermost in the minds of everyone should be to'" 
"get the LDS back to work") • 

Amend and Extend the Project: USAID and GOS 
should, as soon as possihle, amend the Pro.:Ag 
and/or sign a letter'of understanding or prOject 
amendment which will : , 

a. Extend the Project for at least 2 years, with 3 
years being optimal (pages 29 and 52). 

b. Take note of the changes in the setting for the 
project (pages 11-14), and, since the current 
work programs for LUPS and LDS represent a 
logical response to t!"te current setting, 
legitimize them (page 29). 

c. Revise (rationali=cj the program goal, project 
goal, and project purpose in the logical 
framework 30 that they adequately define a!'ld 
describe the project's contribution to the RD~ 
Program and are consistent with what the inputs 
and outputs of the project can be expected to 
produce (pages 22-23 and 29). 

d. Revise the objectively verifiable indicators 
and targets for program goal, project goal, and 
project purpose in the logical framework so 
that they are adequate measures, and, given 
reasonably good management, will be achieved 
(pages 22-23). Also, update the inputs and 
outputs so they are representative of the 
revised work programs for the LUPS and LDS for 
the remainder of the project (pages 22-23 and 
29) . 

3. Direct the USAID inpdts t""ward institution building 
during the balance of the proj~ct, and, preferably 
with a 2-year extension, the technical assistance 
DSAID should provide includes extensions for the 
current expatriate filled positions so they overlap 
with the Swazis being trained to fill them, 
personnel ~or continued high-level management 
advisory and m~d-Ievel management training 
assistance, and construction engineers (pages 
52-53) • 

4. Emphasize Training: 

a. Prioritie~ shorild be established and~personnel 
identified for'ri~~ of ,the remaining training 
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" 'I; 
:funds in. the project as soon as possible (page 
55) . 

~' 
-OJ. If ,the project is extended as recommended, 

USAID should give highest priority to trainin~, 
~specially for mid-level management. Also, 
additional construction engineers should be 
trained (page 56). 

5'~ Improve Coordination: Regular meetings for 
coordination should be held between leadership in 

,LUPSand LPS, and a high level official in MOAC 
;sho~ld ~onitor the situation. 

, ~ t'. ',;" '~.;.;: 

6'.'Re'cornni~ndations for LDS: . . '. . - . 

a. " 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. " 

g. 

Decentralize: If LDS had several decentralized 
bases of operation and maintenance, efficiency 
would be improved (pages 30 and 49). 

Give LDS greater responsibility for design work 
and construction monitoring (page 30). 

GOS should give careful consideration to making 
LDS a parastatal organization, and possibly 
combining it with other operations (such as the 
tractor and machine-hire service) in the 
process (page 30). 

For the satisfactory continuation of the 
construction program, it is essential that the 
services of two USAID contractor construction 
engineers be provided until after the return of 
the Swazis who are in training in the United 
States ~~,nd additional construction erl~ineers 
should be trained (page 49). 

In tbe project extension, USAID should provide 
continuing support for management, additional 
construction engineers, and mid-level 
management and construction engineer/technician 
training (page 30). 

CTA policies should be changed, and realistic 
depreciation rates utilized for payment into 
the sinking fund. GOS and USAID should reach 
agreement on where the sinking fund is to be 
held (page 58). 

Space should be made available at the;,LDS 
office for the designers to work adjacent:: to 
the construction enqineers (paqe 49).,' 
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h. If the LDO's office'and the maintenance 
workshop were; closer; , ·it" ,would improve 
supervision and coordination:, and reduce travel 

i. 

time (pages 49~50)j 

The following
i 

.shcHild, bepurch~sed . or provided 
during theremairide~of:the project: 

(1) . ,.~ Mainten~n<?e/Repair' Equipm~nt and Tool s. 

Brake drum/roter lathe and .;' tools, 
dynamometer absorption brake and 
attachments (for engine testing), and 
diesel injector calibrating unit (when 
mechanics can effectively utilize it;, at 
present not experienced enough) (page 57). 

(2) Spare Parts 

Items needed for essential units of 
project equipment, especially those which 
are not available on the local market, and 
components to use for revolving / 
replacement stock, i.e., starters, 
generators/alternators, transmissions, 
etc. (page 57). 

(3) Facilities 

Secure, fenced, covered storage for 
batteries, tires, and lube supplies at 
workshop; secure areas for computer and 
safe storage of duplicate record discs; 
extension of parking area at workshop for 
se~~tce and transport trucks; new LDO 
office at workshop site; more secure area 
in parts warehouse for high-value, 
pilferable items (page 57). 

7. R'e~ommendations for LUPf;: 

a. GOS should gi ve serious consideration' " . to 
shifting d~tailed land-use plan preparation to 
a field office and possibly to an agency other 
than LUPS (page 31). 

b. GOS should give serious consideration 
LUPS greater responsibility in 
planning, land use policy guidance, 
setting, and program monitoring (page 

to giving 
national 

standards 
31) • 

c. The project extension should provide for 
overlap between USAID contractor ,personnel and 

lIii 



the Swazis being trained to replace-~1iem .. '.'.. .' 
'Approximately 2addi tionalyears.are, needed,<> 
(page 32). '. . ... 

d. Additional formal and on-the-job training 
should be provided during the remaining life<:of 
the current project and the~extension;toequip 
LUPS to operate effectively',: ·wIthout 
expatriates (page 32). 

e. 

,f. 

g. 

For· construction, LUPS should . issue: . pTanning 
guides, establish standards, do a better'job of 
monitoring during construction, and. have "sign 
~ff" authority (page 32). 

LUPS should conduct orientation sessions' and 
. workshops in which those involved in planning 
. and implementation activities in the RDAs are 
provided with the basics of good planning (page 
32) • 

LUPS should increase the number of personnel 
involved in range management programs and 
increase the numb.:!r and scope of pilot programs 
in range management in the RDAs (page 32). 

C~ Recommendations Concerning Special Programs and Problem 
l\reas: 

1. NECE: Seven recommendations are made for NECE on 
pages 75 and 76 of the report. The major 
recommendation is that NECE should concentrate on 
preparing a conservation education program attuned 
to RDA homesteader needs during the balance of the 
project. 

September 1983 

Extension: Twelve recommendations pertaining to 
Extension are made on pages 96, 97, and 98. 
Basically, the recommendations call for 
strengthening the Extension Service, with emphasis 
on· developing and taking to the field packages of 
innovations which are attuned to homesteader needs 
and conditions. The role of specialists should be 
reviewed, and technical assistance in training 
should be requested and provided by an aid donor. 
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I. ; INTRODUCTION. AND·EVALUAr:PION PROCEDURES 

The C·':laziland Rural Development Areas Infrastructure Support 
projec.:t (645-0068) is a cooperative venture between the 
Government of .Swaziland (GOS) and the United Stated Agency for 
International Development (USAID). A mid-project evaluation was 
anticipated in the Project Paper (PP) and Project Agreement (Pro 
Ag), and USAID contracted with the Consortium for International 
Development (CID) to provide a four-person team to do the job 
during August 1983. The evaluation is slightly later than mid­
point in the project because there were some problems early in 
the project which made a delay appropriate. 

A scope of work for the team was included in the contract between 
USAID and CID. The scope called for the team to use the logical 
framework in the PP as the primary point of reference and to 
prepare a report covering eight specific points. Briefly, the 
team was to review the effectiveness of the overall Rural 
Development Area (RDA) Program since the project is intended to 
contribute to its success, review the project purposes and 
outputs to determine whether they are contributing as anticipated 
to the RDA Program goals, examine the operations of the project 
to ascertain the adequacy of the quality r~ inputs provided by 
USAID and timeliness of their deliver, and recommend improvements 
for the future. Section VII of this report either responds 
directly to each of the eight points or cites where it is 
covered. 

Upon arrival in Mbabane, the USAID Evaluation Officer informed 
the team it would be very desirable for them to follow the 
guidelines for project evaluation found in chapter 12 of USAID 
Handbook 3. This repo:rt is keyed to the major sections of 
appendix I2B of the Handbook, which provides the guidelines 
applicable to ~n evaluation of the type and scope~~equested by 
USAID. 

The team, all with copsiderableexperience in Africa, included 
the following: 

Dr. Merle Niehaus--Agronomist~ Professor. and Head, 
Department of Agronomy, New Mexico State University. 

Dr. Thomas Trail--Extension 
Specialist ~ Professor of 
Development Specialist for 
University. 

and Rural Development 
Adult Education and Staff 
Extension, Washington State 

Mr. Clark Spooner, P.E.--Agricultural .Enginee~~ Consultant 
and Retired USAID Employee. 

D~. John L. Fischer--Agricultural 
,Leader~ Executive Director, CID. . 

Economist and '. .: ' ' 
Team 



The team members met with many representatives of the Government 
of Swaziland and USAID. They worked closely with the Acting 
Senior Land Use Planning Officer in the Land Use and Planning 
Section (LUP~) and the Land Development Officer (LDO) in the Land 
Development Section (LDS) of the of the Ministry of Agriculture 
dnd Cooperatives (MOAC). They met with all of the project 
personnel provided by USAID and traveled extensively, visiting 
the central facilities for four RDAs and viewing parts of seven. 
They interviewed numerous aid donors and international agency and 
private sector people. Many reports, studies, and project 
documents were reviewed. 

Before leaving Swaziland, the team members made oral 
presentations and discussed their findings and recommendations 
with the Deputy Principal Secretary (DPS) , the Director of 
Agriculture (DA) , and the Head of Extension in the MOAC; with 
USAID; with the Acting Senior Land Use Planning Officer; and with 
the Land Development Officer. This report is viewed as being 
supplementary to the messages communicated in these meetings. 

2 ... 



II." BACKGROUND AND, 'DESCRIPTIC)N : OF THE l?ROJECT 

A. Background 

The Rural Development Areas Infrastructure Support project1 

(645-0068) is a joint undertaking between the GOS and USAID. The 
general purpose of the project is to construct selected 
infrastructures and to develop institutions capable of continuing 
to provide and improve the infrastructure which is vital to the 
success of the Swaziland RDA Program. 

In the Infrastructure PP, the project was recognized as being 
only a part, albeit a vital one, of the RDA Program of the GOS. 
The economic feasibility and social analysis in the PP were based 
entirely on benefits the total RDA Program will produce. No 
attempt was made to determine be~efits apart from the total FDA 
Program. There were no "with and without" projections for the 
project. 

The RDA Program is the keystone in the GOS strategy to 
increase incomes and improve the general standard of living for 
Swazi people residing on the Swazi Nation Land (SNL). The RDA 
Program dates from 19,70 when the GOS, with assistance from the 
United Kingdom, initiated a pilot RDA project. By 1974, there 
were four Rural Development Areas (RDAs) in the scheme, covering 
6 percent of the Swazi Nation Land. 

The basic ingredients in the pilot RDA project were 
consistent with the state of development art in the early 1970's. 
The project was well received by the GOS, and, by the mid-1970's, 
the GOS had decided to make the area development approach ~he 
hard core of its national rural sector development strategy. - At 
that time, the GOS asked aid donors to assist it in expanding the 
RDA Program. 

The RDA Program of 1983 is different from that of 1977, 
1974, or 1970. Quite properly, it has been revised as conditions 
have changed. Howeve~, there are certain aspects which are 
fundamental, and must be taken into account in any fair and, 
meaningful evaluation of the RDA Program. They are: 

First, the RDA Program is basically an institution 
builder. 

In the past, the structure of Swazi society 
economy have been sharply dualistic, with 
called "traditional" and "modern" components. 
mid-1970's, the modern subsector of the 
representing about 30 percent of the 

1Hereafter, the term Infrastructure Proje~t 
designate the GOS and USAID activity covered 
Project 645-0068. 
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contributed about 86 percent of Gross Domestic Product 
(GDP); and the. traditional subsector, representing 
about 70. percent of the population, only about 14 
percent of the Gm? The disparity in productivity, 
hence real incomes, between the two subsectors had to 
be reduced if, in the long run, a stable social and 
economic structure were to emerge. 

The governing mechanism for the RDAs bridges the 
traditional governing establishment and the modern 
governmental mechanism. Decision making is shared, 
with the traditional values being protected while the 
people are increasingly immersed in a modern, market­
oriented economy. For example, one objective is to 
shift the Swazi homesteader from subsistence to semi­
commercial and commercial agriculture through the 
development of institutions socially acceptable to the 
people. The RDA Program is front and center in 
Swaziland's nation-building effort. It links the 
government to the people and vice versa. 

Second, the RDA Program involves the 'area approach 
to planning, and it takes into account all of the 
factors which must be considered if this approach is to 
work. 

In establishing an RDA, the following four factors are 
considered: (1) Natural resources (RDA boundaries are 
normally based on watersheds), (2) the economic base, 
(3) social criteria, and (4) political groupings. By 
takin0 into account all of the above, RDA Program 
avoids many of the pitfalls inherent in other 
approaches to planning. 

Third I the RDA is an ideal management unit for the 
delivery of GOS programs intended to foster national 
economic and social progress. 

The RDAs are decentralized and close to the people. In 
most other developing countries, there is a tendency 
for the central government to exert ever increasing 
control over local affairs and to resist decentral­
ization. In Swaziland, decentralization is taking 
place. 

Fourth, the various parts of the RDA ProgralP,· are so 
interrelated that they can rarely be viewed as 
independent variables and evaluated apart from the 
total program. 

The RDA Infrastructure project is a good example. The 
project does not generate benefits per see It supports 
and facilitates the RDA Program, thus the "success" of 
the project hinges on the "success" of the RD~ Program. 
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In 1977, a consortium of aid donors responded to the 
requests of the GOS for additional assistance to the RDA Program, 
and, thereupon, it entered a new phase. The objective was to 
increase the territory of the Swazi Nation Lands, the percentage 
of the territory covered by RDAs, and the number of RDAs. RDAs 
were to cover approximately 50 percent of the Swazi National 
Lands by 1983 and the number of RDAs was to be increased to 18. 
USAID was one of the donors in the consortium, and the 
Infrastructure Project was its contribution. 

While the RDA Program is dynamic and has changed over 
time, an understanding of its content at the inception of 
the Infrastructure Project is a necessary prerequisite to a good 
evaluation of the project. For example, the benefits cited in 
the Infrastructure PP and used as a justification for the project 
are based on the program as it existed in 1977. The RDA Program, 
circa 1977, was as follows: 

1. Suitable blocks of arable land are separated from grazing 
land. The arable land is protected against erosion by 
appropriate structures (terraces", grass strips, grassed 
waterways, etc.) and by agricultural management practices 
(strip cropping, crop rotation, etc.). 

2. Grazing land is fenced from arable land so herds may be 
grazed with minimal superV1S10n. Appropriate range 
management practices are sought to minimize grassland 
degradation and increase economic returns from livestock. 

3. RDA centers are developed' for administrative offices, 
staff housing, mechanization pool workshops, and 
cooperative marketing. The center becomes the hub of 
the RDA, from which administrative, marketing, and 
extension services radiate. The RDA must not be so 
large that access from the most distant point is 
difficult. 

4. Roads are p1anped and locations established for sch601s, 
clinics, churches, and other central services. 

5. Families are gradually encouraged to resettle in 
homesteads in closer proximity along the boundaries 
between arable and grazing land. The intent is to 
simplify the management of the lands used by each 
homesteader and to make it easier to provide access to 
central services and water supplies. 

6. Safe domestic water supplies are r'anned for project 
centers and expanded by piping water ·co the. vicil)ity;.of 
homesteads. /;< .n 



7. ,Small, dams and reservoirs are .. constructed: toprov'ide' 
water, for livestock and to provideiabout 1 aC,re, or less,' 
of irrigated vegetable garden per family •• ' 

8. Access roads within RDAs and feeder roads to the ,nation'a! 
highway system are constructed. 

9 ~", Each RDA has a complement of extension personnel to 
, improve farming, marketing, and domestic science. 
Increased extension activity and consolidation of 
fragmented holdings permits farmers to utilize their 
land more effectively. Greater use will be made of 
improved seed, fertilizer, and pesticides. Emphasis is 
on moving from a subsistence to a partial commercial 

, economy. 

10. Where wood is scarce, communal woodland plantings are 
encouraged to provide the community with firewood and 
building poles. 

11. A major supply depot and subsidiary depot are 
constructed. The Central Cooperative Union (CCU) , will 
eventually take over the marketing of crops and supply, 
of inputs. 

The program for each RDA was divided into three phases: 

1. The Planning Phase. An RDA is delineated, base data for 
the area are collected, and a detailed development plan 
proposed. The local people, through their chiefs, 
participate with technical agencies such as the LUPS 
and the Extension Department in preparing the plan. 

2. The Minimum-Input Phase. A minimal package of inputs and 
services are introduced to initiate the process of 
increasing crop and livestock production and improving 
marketing operations. Among the inputs at this stage 
are improved s,eeds, fertilizer, and equipment: improved 
husbandry standards: construction of access roads: an 
RDA center and demonstration plots: and provision of 
extension and cooperative staff. 

3. The Maximum-Input Phase. This phase completes the RDA 
development process by introducing greatly improved 
technology, ,"';tensive cropping, soil conservation, and 
improved ruri'. infrastructure and social services. 
These efforts are based on detailed land ~ plans 
developed during the preceding phase. 

The Infrastructure Project, which encompassed USAID' s 
contribution to the expanded RDA Program beginning in 1977, was 
based on USAID I S experience dating br.ck to 1971 and careful 
study. In 1971, USAID made a $2.2 million loan to purchase the 
~eavy equipment needed to support the RDA pilot project launched 
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by GOS with United Kingdom assistance in 1970, to equip a 
demonstration ranch. in. ··the highveld, and to assist. an' 
intermediate term agricultural credit scheme. Major emphasis. was· 
on the construction of soil conservation structures, civil 
engineering, aI"d infrastructure construction necessary to the RDA 
Program. . 

In 1972, USAID made a $1.8 million technical assistance 
grant for technical services closely related to the activities 
covered by the 1971 loan. For example, the grant provided for 
the construction and equipping of a repair facility for heavy 
equipment, services of a workshop foreman, and training. 

In 1974, USAID fielded an evaluation team to study the 
above activities and suggest COUl: es of action for the future. 
The evaluation team found it diffic~lt to evaluate the activities 
because they represented a collection of "selected inputs" to 
support the RDA Program rather than being a discrete project. 
However, the team concluded that such a "bits and pieces" 
approach could be effective and would be justified if certain 
conditions were satisfied, i.e., that the host country have: 

1. "A sound, well-understood strategy for development," and 

2. "The capability to manage (especially coordinate) a 
complete system, drawing inputs from multiple sources." 

Wi th regard to the first point, the team tound the RDA Program 
was a sound strategy for rural development. . 

The team concluded that the RDA strat:egy embodied almost 
every point USAID policies of the time were stressing vis-a-vis 
small farmers and rural development in general. Furthdrmore, the 
local people were very enthusiastic about the program, and it was 
creating a favorable attitude toward government--an important 
ingredient in the nation building process. 

With regard to the second point, the team found that if the 
pace of agricultural" development in Swaziland were to be 
quickened, the problem of coordinating activities, which was 
serious at the time, would become even greater. The team urged 
the aid donors, \Ii tll the GOS' s cooperation, to revise their 
systems for programming and to tighten up the management of 
almost all operations. 

2Author's underscore. The term rural development connotes 
more than the term agricultural development, and was used after 
much deliberation by the team. Thp. team did not view the RDA 
Program as being one which should be evaluated solely in terms 
of increased agricultural production or productivity. 
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Before initiation of the Infrastructure Project, the Office 
of Southern Africa Regional Activities Coordination (OSARAC) 
conducted a study and concluded that between 1974 and 1977, 
considerable progress had been made toward solving coordination 
problems; however, the desired level had not been achieved. 
OSARAC expressed confidence that the problem would be solved in 
the future, and recommended the project be approved. 

The 1974 evaluation team found that the specific inputs 
related ~o land use planning and land development being provided 
by USAID were being properly utilized, and was optimistic 
concerning the future. The key recommendation was that USAID 
should offer to help the GOS strengthen the agencies responsible 
for the RDAs, stressing management in areas such as soil 
conservation and range management. The team also recommended 
that if requested by GOS to do so, USAID should provide selected 
technical assistance and training to the RDA Program. 

A project Identification Document (PID) and a project 
Review Paper (PRP) were prepared for the Infrastr~cture Project 
in 1976, and a feasibility study team was fielded in 1977. The 
project design team completed work in July 1978, and the 
Infrastructure Project was initiated shortly thereafter. 

In 1980, the National Environmental Conservation Education 
(NECE) Program was added to the Infrastructure Project through an 
amendment. The NECE was the result of dialog in the late 1970's 
between Swazis concerned about their natural environment and 
USAID personnel. The major component of the NECE Program was 
conservation education, and the Infrastructure Project had been 
justified largely in terms of its contribution to soil and water 
conservation; ther~fore, the NECE was thought to be a logical 
addition. 

B. Description 

1. Goals 

Since the project was envisioned as an integral part of 
the much broader RDA Program, the program and project goals for 
the tw03 are co-mingled. The RDA Program goals accepted for the 
project in 1977 were to double the income of 4,050 homesteads 
in the four well-established RDAs and to increase by 50 percent 
the income of 9,800 homesteads in the six RDAs being established 
at t.hat time. These income goals were to be reached by March 
1983. Also, the program was to accelerate the transition to 
commercialization, and the extent to which it was occurring was 
to be measured in terms of reallccation of hectarage to hybrid 
corn, cotton, and tobacco. 

3The PP did not accept all of the RDA Program's goals and 
objectives. The PP accepted only the economic ones, and 
adjusted them to the areas in which the PP assumed LUPS andLDS 
would be working. 
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Finally, emphasis was to be placed on . self~sufficiencty in 
food production, mainly maize, in the RDAs. 

How was an Infrastructure Project to contribute to the 
purely production-oriented RDA Program goals? The PP indicates 
the project was to develop and protect the productivity of the 
land resource base in the intensive RDAs. The deterioration of 
the land was to be retarded. Progress was to be measured in 
terms of cropland productivity and livestock off-take rates. 
(The log frame provides the specifics.) 

2. Purposes 

The project's stated purposes were to: (a) Strengthen 
the RDA program's land planning and land development capability 
and (b) develop, install, and maintain conservation works. The 
PP clearly specifies that, while the project was to embody both 
physical construction and institutional development, priority was 
to be qiven to institutional development. 

3. Project Outputs 

S ' t f t 'f' d 4 1X ypes 0 outpu s were spec1 1e : 

a. D~tailed land use plans were to be prepared under 
'., LUPS leadership for all 18 RDAs. 

b.The LDS was to construct, rehabilitate, and maintain 
land and water physical infrastructure works on the 
basis of the comprehensive land use plans prepared by 
LUPS. 

c. The LDS workshop was to be improved so that it would 
be capable of providing on-going maintenance 
commensurate with the workload of the LOS. 

d. A program to rehabilitate poorly designed and 
constructed conservation works was to be instituted~ 

e. Improved management procedures for planning, 
designing, constructing, and maintaining the;RDA 
physical infrastructure. were to be. developed arid 
instituted. 

f. Swaziland personne~. were,tQ,l:>e,i:rainedi':sc>.,.that'LpPS 
and LDS would be 'able to'.,ope,rat'e~wi thout" expatl:'iate 
assistance. J ",> , " "", 

4The order has been revised to proVide th~<::read~'r with:~:jmore 
logical flow of acti vi ties.' " , Ii"",,:.: 

9 



Tneabove were to' be"'achieved by as::;.L:;)l,;d.m ... "" :rrom USAIO as, 
follows:' 

1. Technical Assistance: Seven technicians were to be 
provided to LUPS, three to the LOS construction 
component, and four to the workshop. A total of 
57 staff years of long-term assistance and 2.5 years 
of short-term assistance (consultancies) were to be 
provided. 

b ~ Training: Long-term training in the United States. 
and formal, informal, and on-the-job training'in 
Swaziland were to be provided in sufficient quantity 
to institutionalize LUPS and LOS with a full ,Swazi 
staff by 1984. 

::. Construction: Ten senior staff houses ,,,ere t():,.be 
funded by USAIO. 

d. Commodities: Those necessary to achieve project 
purposes were to be provided at a budgeted cost of 
$140,000. 

e. Heavy Equipment: Initially, 37 items were to be 
purchased at a cost of $5.4 million, and an amendment 
added $4.6 million for a total of $10 million. 

Total USAID project funding was to be $17. 2 ~illion, and 
the GOS contribution was to be $12.9 million. The GOS 
contribution was for equipment maintenance: repair and operating 
costs: vehicle operation and maintenance: in-country per diem: 
and furniture and appliances. In addition, MOAC was to 'place $5 
million in a sinking fund ~or equipment replacement during the 
life of the project. 

The NECE Program, added in 1980, has been handled 
separately from the rest of the project and a description of it, 
with funding details, ~s presented in Section VI. ' ' 

5Figure~ ,dc( n6tincl ude ,the .NECE , Program, addedc,.as :'an, ,ame'ndment 
to, the Pro Ag in 1980. 'The'NECE budget is shown;, in"'Section VI~ 
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· . ' . . 
III. THE PROJECT SETTING: 1983 

One of the first steps which must be undertaken in a project 
evaluation is to determine whether the setting has changed. If 
it has changed drastically, the project may need major revisions, 
or perhaps be terminated. The period between the present time 
and 1978 has been one of great change in the Infrastructure 
Project setting. The changes have been both internal and 
external to the project. The more important changes are 'as 
follows: 

A. Swazi citizens now play a much greater role in the planning 
and conduct of agricultural and rural programs. 

In 1974, when the USAID evaluation team6 did its work, 
the GOS was very dependent on expatriates for the design and 
implementation of projects and programs. There were very few 
extension workers available, and GOS was highly dependent upon 
bilateral aid donors and the international agencies for 
personnel. When the RDA plans were discussed with the 1974 
evaluation team, the team found it was sometimes difficult to 
determine how much of the plan represented what the Swazi people 
wanted and hO\:1 much was what the expatriate "experts" wanted. 
Today, the situation is very different. Swazis occupy almost all 
strategic decision-making positions, and it is clear that they 
are in the driver's seat. 

B. The RDA approach is now relatively well institutionalized at 
the national level. 

When the current Infrastructure Project began, the RDA 
Program really had never been more than a pilot project. Only 
two RDAs were far enough along to provide a basis for evaluation, 
and both were intensive RDAs. How people were ultimately going 
to respond to many parts of the program was not know. At the 
national level, little had been done to create support 
organizations and policy guidance mechanisms. GOS had indicated 
its intent to spread the program nationwide, but experience at 
that level of operation was lacking. 

Since 1977, an administrative structure at the national 
level has been developed. Each RDA has a reasonably high level 
of autonomy and much decision-making is vest9d there, but the 
RDAs are linked together and a national support mechanism has 
emerged. The administrative structure may not be optimal and 
the system does not always function well, but 'the foundation is 
in place. Today, the job is not to create a new institution, but 
rather to strengthen it. 

5see section II-A for a 
findings. 
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C. The 1983 vintage RDA Program is dynamic. 

In the mid-1970's there were those who viewed the RDA 
Program with its detailed land use and other plans much as a 
construction project wherein the task was specific, and, at some 
point in time, the job would be fi.nished. (It is not strictly 
coincidental that in the early 1970's the RDAs were called 
"projects." In the minds of many, they were viewed as boni fide 
projects which would at some time be completed.) Today, the 
dynamic nature of the RDA Program is recognized and accepted by 
the GOS. The officials know the "job" will never be finished. 
The RDA Program is the GOS' s major tool for influencing and 
fostering rural and agricultural progress, and the RDAs' programs 
and activities will change as needs change. The RDAs are and 
will remain key units for organizing the countryside. 

D. Programs to foster rural and agricultural development in 
Swaziland will involve risk on the part of aid donors and the 
GOS. 

When the Infrastructure Project was planned in 1977, it was 
believed firm, objectively verifiable conclusions could be 
reached about most of the RDA Program by 1983. Much data needed 
to reach firm conclusions have become available from the various 
RDAs since the mid-1970's, but they are fragmented and piecemeal. 
Anal¥sis of the data is very difficult. Hopefully, the Hunting 
Team will do much of the job: however, not enough time has 
lapsed for anyone to reach valid conclusions about many aspects 
of the RDA Program. It takes time for extension and' other 
programs to take root, mature, and finally produce "fruit." Much 
of the infrastructure has been in place only a few years. It is 
now clear that a final judgment on all aspects of the RDA Program 
cannot be made for another 5 to 10 years. 

Since foolproof prescriptions for solving many of 
Swaziland's agricultural and rural development problems are not 
and cannot be available for many years, what are the GOS and the 
various aid donors interested in Swaziland to do? Are they to 
sit idly by and do nothing? Can they "get by" with more pilot 
projects? The evaluation team's judgment is that the answer to 
the latter two questions is "No." The setting today is such that 
the GOS, the bilateral aid donors, and the international agencies 
must take some risks and proceed with fairly large scale 
developmental programs based on the best judgment 'available. 

7The GOS has commissioned a detailed evaluation of the RDA 
Program, and it is being conducted by a group of experts 
provided by Hunting Technical Services, Ltd., a firm 
headquartered in the United Kingdom. Hereafter in this report, 
the group of personnel doing the detailed RDA evaluation is 
called the Hunting Team. 
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E. Financial support for the RDA Program from external sources 
has diminished, and the GOS faces a serious revenue crunch. 

When the Infrastructure Project was initiated, the United 
Kingdom, the International Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development (IBRD), and the African Development Bank (ADB) 
were heavily committed to providing assistcmce to the RDA 
Program. It was appropriate to think in terms c·f maxi RDAs where 
the per capita investment in infrastructure and other 
developmental activities was rather high. Today, the setting is 
different. The United Kingdom technical and financial assistance 
has ended, as has World Bank funding except for the Hunting Team. 
At the present time, many parts of the RDA Program have ground to 
a standstill because of the unavailability of funds. Looking to 
the future, funding may be a very difficult problem for many 
years to come. The current RDA Program leaders must take the 
tight financial situation into account and recognize that the 
future may be little, if any, brighter. 

F. Soil conservation is not as critical a problem as was 
believed in the mid 1970's and the demand for roads, 
homesite leveling, and domestic water supplies has increased. 

Two factors contribute to the changed setting. First, the 
need for extensive land terracing and other major soil and land 
structures has been found to be less critical than was originally 
envisioned. The evaluation team did not find indications of 
serious erosion on the arable land. Grass strips and other 
innovations less costly than terracing are all that is needed. 
The range situation is of continuing concern, but the solution 
does not require large investments in land structures. In a 
technical sense, the priority given to soil conservation 
structures in the PP can now be lowered. Soil erosion will not 
do great damage to the environment in the near future. Second, 
the Swazi people in the RDAs are exerting greater influence in 
establishing priorities, and their priorities differ from those 
of the "experts." The people generally place top priority on 
homesi te leveling, J;oad construction, and domestic water 
supplies. Stock water, land terracing, and irrigation water 
development are important to them, but they are of lower 
priority. 

G. The RDA development process is now viewed as a continuum, 
beginning with each RDA "as it is," and moving ahead with a 
development program as rapidly as possible. " 

When the PP was prepared, it was anticipated LUPS and LDS 
activities would be concentrated in a few maximum input RDAs. It 
now appears that the minimum input and maximum input RDA concept 
will be changed so that all RDAs will receive nearer to equal 
attention. It seems logical to the evaluation team that the 
m1n1-maxi concept could not possible have been politically 
acceptable for very long. People in one RDA are not going to 
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stand idly by while the GOS pours great amounts of money into.a, 
nearby RDA. The mini-maxi concept could survive only so long as 
a bilateral aid donor was providing much of the funding for the 
maxis. Furthermore, the development process is not logically 
divisable into simple "mini" and "maxi" phases. The process_is, 
rather, a continuum which can best be viewed as such. The 
meaning for the Infrastructure Project is that today and in the 
future the work will be distributed throughout the country, and' 
not be concentrated in one or a few RDAs. 



IV ~ THE PROJE'CT DESIGN ;,IN RETROSPECT 
.-. . , : '".< .'. J ' 

A. Reeval~ation of the Logical Fralllewo~k .' .. " '. 

AID projects are based on a planning matrix called a 
logical framework (log frame) • At the risk of 
oversimplification, the log frame calls for viewinOg a project in 
terms of inputs, outputs, project purpose, project goal, and 
greater goal. The idea is that if the inputs are applied, the 
outputs will be produced. If the outputs are produced, they will 
cause the project purpose to be accomplished. With the 
accomplishment of the project purpose, the project goal is 
achieved, and achieving the project goal contributes to meeting 
the greater, or societal, goal. For each--inputs, outputs, 
purpose, and goals--verifiable indicators are specified and 
quantified. The logical framework for the Infrastructure Project 
is shown in Appendix A. 

In the process of evaluating a USAID project, it is very 
helpful to reevaluate the log frame very early to determine 
whether the data provided in it remain a sound .basis for 
measuring progress. Two questions, among others, which must be 
answered are: (1) Are the verifiable indicators specified 
adequate measures for each item, and (2) is the assumed 
relationship between each· item (still) valid? This section 
answers these two questions. 

At the present time, it appears safe to conclude that the 
timely delivery of the high-quality inputs specified in the 
project plan could have produced the outputs indicated; however, 
the setting for the project has changed, and the work programs 
for both LUPS and LDS have been altered. The revised work 
programs are consistent with the project purpose and still fall 
within the framework of the original intent of the project. 

In the reevaluation of the log frame, 
confirmed that if the project outputs are 
cause the proj ect purpose to be achieved. 
original project design is still sound. 

the evaluation team 
produced, they will 
On this point, the 

The project purpose, when it is achieved, will contribute 
to meeting the stated project goal, but the goul is inadequate 
and does not do justice to the project. It is unfortunate the 
project planners saw fit to state the project goal's verifiable 
indicators only in terms of increasing yields and production when 
so many of the LUPS and LDS activities envisioned in the project 
have no direct relationship to yield increases. The project 
purpose should have included opportunities to measure impact from 
domestic water development, access road construction , homesite 
leveling, and fencing. In the evaluation I the team considered 
the impact from all infrastructure acti vi ties on the RDAs in 
which LUPS and LDS have been involved. 
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The project goal, when it is achieved, will contribute in a 
general way to the program goal, but the relationship is tenuous 
at best, and the program goal does not do justice to the 
contribution the project outputs make to the total RDA Program. 
Only economic benefits are included in the program goal 
verifiable indicators, and the GOS clearly int~nds for the RDAs 
to do much more ,than increase incomes and production. The RDAs 
are expected to improve the standard of living for people living 
on the Swazi Nation Land and to contribute to the process of 
nation building. In the evaluation, the team concentrated on 
economic criteria which were measurable, but also considered the 
impact from contributions of LUPS and LDS to raising the standard 
of living in the RDAs and to nation building. 

The Infrastructure PP indicates that institution building 
for LUPS and LDS is to be of much higher priority than 
construction. The verifiable indicators for the project purpose, 
and to a lesser extent for outputs, are not adequate for the 
institution building aspects of the project. They are much too 
vague and subject to individual interpretations. 

B. Pre-evaluation Changes in the Project Design 

Only one change has altered the project design since the 
inception of the Infrastructure Project. In 1980, the Pro Ag 
was amended, and the NECE Program was added. The addition was 
justified on the grounds that the major thrust of the 
Infrastructure project was in soil and water conservation and 
that the NECE Program would contribute directly to conservation 
in the RDAs. 

C. Consistency with Current USAID Programming Policy 

The Infrastructure project is completely consistent with 
current AID programming policy and philosophy. The RDA Program 
is designed to impact on the poor majority in Swaziland. Small 
farmers (homesteaders) in rural areas are the focal point for all 
project activities, an~ they are the primary beneficiaries. The 
project reaches a large number of people, and contributes to a 
rising standard of living for them. 

The people who are beneficiaries are involved in planning RDA 
activities; thus, the project is responsive to their recognized 
needs and priorities. The small farmers (homesteaders) are 
private entrepreneurs, and the number of private tradesmen, 
transportation companies, tractor hire services, input delivery 
services, and marketeers increases as the RDA Program proceeds. 
The project activities contribute greatly to development of the 
private sector. 

The RDA Program and the project have excellent records in 
terms of involving women on a full and equal basis with men. 
Fencing reduces the need for children to herd livestock, so 
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school attenda'nce has increased and mothers havemoretilnefor: 
their families. The RDAs have a number' of women' extension 
agents, and several professional employees on the: projec'l;- 'are 
women. 

Self help is encouraged, and the evaluation team 'was very 
impres!=:2r1 with the way in which communi ties in the RDAs have 
or.ganized themselves and contributed labor and cash for 
construction and maintenance in domestic water, irrigation water, 
and road projects. The project contributes directly to reduced 
infant mortality by providing safe domestic water supplies. The 
increased production of vegetables improves nutrition. Finally, 
the RDA Program, by concentrating on the poor majority, 
contributes to an improved distribution of income. 

D. Current Validity of Socioeconomic Feasibility 
. . . , 

The analysis of the socioeconcimicfeasibility' and 
identification of beneficiaries in the PP were examined by' the 
evaluation team to confirm their internal validity at the time 
and at present. 

The PP called for the development of a social and economic 
baseline data study which would be used to measure RDA impact. 
The study was to focus on 13,850 homesteads in 10 inten~dve RDAs, 
and it was envisioned it would be of great help in the evaluation 
of the project. Unfortunately, the baseline data system was not 
fully developed as called for in the PP; therefore, the 
evaluation team had to rely on whatever other information and 
data were available. 

There is much useful economic data being collected· and 
analyzed by the Economic Research and Planning Unit and the RDA 
Program Monitoring and Evaluation Unit in the MOAC. Also, there 
have been several socioeconomic surveys, including a U.N. study, 
which include much potentially useful data. All of these sources 
were examined, and they will, of course, be used entensively by 
the Hunting Team. Th~ Hunting Team includes several economists 
and at least one sociologist. Their analysis of the economic 
viability of the RDA Program should be much more thorough than 
could be done for this paper. 

The direct project beneficiaries are the RDA homesteaders. 
The project goal, as stated in the PP, indicates the intent is to 
raise the income of these beneficiaries and move them from 
subsistence toward commercial agriculture. Although the data are 
not entirely clear, it appears that most homesteaders are still 
basically subsistence producers, but they are being emersed ever 
more deeply into the market economy. Section V-B and C provides 
greater detail. 

Considerable attention was given to the economic soundness 
of the RDA Program and the project in the PP.. The initial 
analysis in 1977 indicated that the RDA approach w~~ economically 



feasible, and the project· would yield a satisfactory internal. 
rate of return. Today, judged soleli;bn the basis of production 
agricul ture, which was the only criteria considered. in the .PP, 
neither the RDA Program en toto or the project are likely: .to 
be yielding a favorable internal rate of return. .. 

The evaluation team concluded that it was not proper to 
consider only increases in agricultural production and farm 
income in determining the economic feasibility of the RDA Program 
or the project. The project must be evaluated from a much 
broader base, including criteria which look at improvement in the 
standard of living of homesteaders. The original RDA project 
documents indicated that, as a result of the program, the 
standard of living for homesteaders would improve. Project 
benefits contributing to the standard of livin~ include improved 
transportation to markets, more social services, increased school 
attendance, better access to production inputs, greater access to 
extension services and general commercial life, better public 
health and sanitation, safer domestic water supplies, increased 
farm income, and better nutrition through growing vegetables, 
poul try, and dairy production. Al though there is only limited 
hard evidence, it appears that the standard of living has 
improved. Increases in production listed in the log frame may 
eventually occur, and, in a year or 2. the internal rate of 
return for the project could be very favorable. 

The project is still valid in terms of increasing and 
improving the standard of living of the homesteaders, and, 
indirectly, it is benefiting them economically. Incomes have 
increased, but probably more from off-farm employment, which 
became possible after the construction of access roads. The 
primary project beneficia~ies are unchanged; the project's 
primary beneficiaries are still the homesteaders. 

E. Sharpened Targets and More Practical Indicators 

1. General Comments on Verifiable Indicators 

The evaluation team found that the objectively verifiable 
indicators listed in the log frame for the program and project 
goals were not closely related to the project purpose. Except 
for the construction of irrigation facilities, few of the 
Infrastructure Project inputs will have any direct effect on crop 
yields, and any indirect effects are probably years into the 
future. Therefore, many of the targets are dependent on inputs 
not under the control of this project. Even if all the inputs 
had been delivered as planned, the team feels the yield targets 
were still too ambitious to be obtained within a S-year project. 

Another reason for not reaching the production and income 
targets is that there has been an unanticipated reaction of 
homesteaders to high yields. The team learned that some 
homesteaders plant fewer hectares if yields go up, and, if they 
can find jobs, they use their spare time \'lorking i:n the non-farm 
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sector. Their farm income is not incr~ased, and the target has 
not been reached; however, their total income has been 
increased. It was not possiole for the team members to 
determine exactly how much, but 1:hey were told 60 percent or more 
of the income of RDA homesteaders comes from non-farm sources. 

Support for the entire RDA Program was the basis for the 
Infrastructure Project, but the only quantifiable indicators 
listed in the log frame were economic. The program yield and 
production targets used in the log frame were those established 
by the ~lorld Bank team for the RDA Program. Since the RDA 
Program is only partially economic, it is not proper for it to be 
evaluated only in economic terms, and especially not in terms of 
yield increases or cropping patterns. This is especially true in 
the short run. The RDA Program is a key part of the Swaziland 
nation-building thrust, with the ultimate goal being to improve 
the standard of living of the people. The greater goal includes 
better health care, more education, the development of political 
institutions that bridge the gap between traditional culture and 
modern society, and better human relationships among the Swazi 
people. No measures of these were included in the program goal. 
In the future, they should be included, and the evaluation team 
considered them. 

The prcject goals, if reached, will certainly help attain 
the stated program goals. However, based on the experiences of 
the evaluation team members in other developing countries, the 
specific target of doubling incomes within the RDAs so quickly is 
believed to be unrealistic. Also, it is interesting to note that 
the RDA target is to "double existing incClml~" while the logical 
framework of the Infrastructure Project ca '.ls for doubling the 
"farm income." The latter will be much more difficult to 
achieve. A more practical indicator for the program's income 
goal would be one that includes all income and a scaled down 
amount of progrE.ss to be made wi thin the time frame of the 
project. Since there is only a year to go, perhaps 5 to 10 
percent would be a more realistic target increase. 

The indicators' which refer to hectares' increase for 
hybrid maize, cotton, and tobacco are somewhat unrealistic, and a 
necessary relationship to the program goal has not been 
established. Hybrid maize as a percent of total maize planted is 
increasing, and will almost certainly continue to do so barring 
continued drought. However, total acreage of maize may well be 
inversely proportional to yield. Economic realities may favor 
subsistence hectarage of maize, with the extra time of the farmer 
then being devoted to wage earning. There is little, if any, 
incentive to produce more maize than the homesteader needs for 
his own use unless there is a market and the anticipated price is 
high enough to be profitable. 

Cotton and tobacco may have been profitable in the past, 
but yields are low and have not increased. Cost of inputs is 
rising and here again the incentives to expand hectarage very 
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much may be lacking. Given the lack of incentives, the targets 
need revision. A more realistic target would be to increase the 
yields of these crops 5 percent or so per year and let the 
hectarage be determined by economic realities. (This will almost 
certainly be the case no matter what hectare targets are set.) A 
marketing strategy which would provide a profitable maize price 
is needed, but may be unfeasible or impossible at present. 

,The project goal targets of increasing yields by 65 
percent, 50 percent, and 75 ,percent for hybrid maize, cotton, and 
tobacco, respectively, by March 1983 are unrealistic. Since 
project inputs are not likely to directly result in higher yields 
for any of these crops, their inclusion as targets is open to 
question. The RDA Program as a whole should probably target 
increases of around 5 to 7 percent per year, assuming the current 
drought ends. 

The fact that the targets were not reached by March 1983 
in no way indicates failure of the RDA Program or the project. 
It means they were inadequate or overly optimistic, particularly 
in terms of the weather and the time frame. 

The project indicator for range and livestock 
producti vi ty is the off-take rate. In intensive RDAs, the PP 
reported it was 10 percent on an annual basis. Thp. off-take rate 
calculated by the evaluation team indicates that during the ~ 
years of the project, the rate has been about 3 percent. 
Improved marketing of livestock, marketing livestock at an 
earlier age, improved supplemental feeding via improved grazing 
(rotational) or with alfalfa or silage to shorten time to market, 
and price incentives could all exert a positive influence on the 
off-take rate. A more practical target would be an off-take rate 
of 5 percent, and better measures of livestock and rarige 
productivity are available and should be utilized. 
Accomplishment of the 5 percent off-take target is predicated on 
adoption of improved management practices and marketing systems. 

In the origin~l logical framework, the project purpose 
specifically limited targets to the intensive RDAs. This concept 
is no longer used. Revised targets should include works of all 
RDAs since plans are now made on this basis C'i.nd d~velopment 
activities include all of them. 

"Infrastructure works in place" should have been 
quantified wherever possible. This should have included those 
items shown in the Five Year Development Plan (PP, Annex V) as a 
minimum, i.e., terraces (now grass strips), fencing, access 
roads, domestic water supply systems, and other~ which are 

8Authorities are not in total agreement concerning how off-take 
rate should be calculated. The method used by the team may be 
different from that used by the project design team. 
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under the jurisdiction of 1,DS. The numerical figure of homesi tes 
or persons served with potable water would have been a better 
measure of the utility an~"~agnitude of the work done than the 
numerical listing of water systems as shown in the development 
plan. 

The indicator which refers to Swazi staff performing land 
planning, land development, and equipm.ent maintenance functions 
efficiently and effectively is perhaps the most important target 
of the project, and is realistic in terms of output but not in 
terms of time. The output indicators refer to targets which ar~ 
realistic if the project had been initiated according to plan. 
The targets are still realistic, but they cannot be reached by 
August 1984 and should be scaled down. 

An important output is the preparation of land use plans 
for all ROAs. While it is debatable what level of plan is best 
and when the more detailed plans should be prepared, certainly 
plans for some RDAs should be prepared in detail because a few of 
them are quite advanced. The preparation of highly detailed 
plans will provide better training for younger Swazis than 
planning and designing construction works for the mini RDAs. 
However, Defore additional detailed plans are developed, the role 
of LUPS should be clarified. (This aspect of the evaluation is 
discussed elsewhere.) It is possible that the current role of 
LUPS in developing detailed plans for each RDA may not be the 
most appropriate one. 

The current irrigation systems appear to be used 
primarily for vegetable production for horne use and for cash 
crops. While vegetable production is mentioned in the PP, it is 
not stressed and increased yield or production does not appear in 
the logical framework. Vegetable production has increased income 
in the ROAs, and it is improving nutrition. Vegetable and 
possibly fruit production is turning out to be an important 
aspect of the RDA Program and should receive more attention. 

The project goal is to develop and protect productivity 
of the land resource base in the intensive RDAs. This is a 
laudatory goal, which is at least partially achievable. However, 
unless soil erosion was at disaster levels, which it was not at 
the inception of the project, then meeting the project goal 
probably will not increase production during the life of the 
project. Therefore, it is not realistic to attempt to measure 
progress only by crop productivity and livestock off-take rates. 
It would have been much better and more realistic to have used 
erosion indexes as an indicator of progress. Such indexes are 
avai13ble and even rough estimates would measure progress in soil 
consf.vation better than crop and livestock productivity, at 
least for the short run. 
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2. Summary: Changes Needed in Indicators for the Preserit 
Evaluation and the Balance of the Project Areas 

a. A target of increasing farm income by 100 percent by 
March 1983 was unrealistic, even for the first four RDAs. 
The 5 a percent increase for the other RDAs was also 
unrealistic. In the judgment of the evaluation team, a 
more reasonable target is a 5 to 7 percent increase per 
year in total homestead income. 

b. The indicators for the RDAs' contribution to the standard 
of living, an important goal for the RDA Program, are too 
limited, and there are none for the role RDAs play in 
nation building. Since standard of living is dependent 
upon infrastructure, some indicators of it should have 
been ir.cluded for the project. The evaluation team 
looked for indications of what has happened to standard 
of living, and discussed the situation in oral reports. 
Quantifiable targets should be developed for the future. 

c. Targets for hectarage of crops are not meaningful unless 
they reflect economic realities. There should be no crop 
hectarage targets, and the evaluation team used none in 
reaching its conclusions. 

d. The crop production per hectare (yield) increases' ar~;riot 
realistic. A 5 to 7 percent increase per .. .year,'is 
reasonably realistic, assuming drought is not a,fa~tor., 

e. Livestock off-take rates have not been increased arid the 
assumption of a rate of 10 percent in the 'PP is not 
supported. The target of 11 percent is not realistic. 
The off-take rate should be revised downward, or, better 
yet, a more adequate measure for range management and 
livestock productivity should be used. 

f. Infrastructure work in place is not a realistic indicator 
since the activities of LDS and LUPS never have been 
directed 100 percent toward PP-listed infrastructure. 
Indicators for the number and type of infrastructure work 
being done at present should be prepared. 

g. Qualified Swazi staff performing land planning, land 
development, equipment maintenance, and machine repair 
and operation is a realistic target, and should be, the 
major thrust for the remainder of the project. (A major 
problem is the lack of LUPS technicians who have not 
returned from overseas training.) 
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h.Th'e output indicators all reflect soundtargets:even 
though there is not enough time in the project toa:~tain 
them. They are not consistent with . the . current . work 
plans for LUPS and LDS. They should be revised to 
reflect the current state of the project.' 

i. The focus of project activities has ~hanged and the input 
indicators no longer reflect reality. The revisedfbcus 
is appropriate. The input indicators should be revised 
to reflect current project activities and plans. . 

j. An additional, objectively verifiable indicator for the 
project goal should be a measure of soil erosion. The 
index used in the United States would be appropriate. 
(This may not be possible in the year remaining, but 
the Swazis should be taught how to do it.) 
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V.· .. PROGRESS' AND PROBLEMS" 

A. Introdu~tion~ 

The tasks prescribed for the evaluation team in the 
contractural scope of work and AID Handbook 12 are appropriate 
and were followed; however, the procedures-and outline for 
reporting may be confusing to anyone not versed in AID's 
programming process, regulations, and jargon. Since the 
evaluation report should be of as much value to key people in the 
GOS and to other donors as it is to those familiar with AID, Part 
B which follows presents the major findings and recommendations 
in a manner which the evaluation team hopes will give its work 
greater utility. More detailed information for use by those with 
direct responsibility for project activities and who are 
concerned with the project's day-to-day operations and management 
is presented in Part C, which presents an evaluation based on the 
logical framework; in Part D, which provides specific data on 
implementation achievements in relation to what was planned in 
the PP; in Part E, which reviews the timeliness and quality of 
inputs for the project; and in Part F, which identifies causes 
for success and failure. 

B. Major Findings and Recommendations 

1. The RDA Proqram 

The Infrastructure Project was designed to be supportive 
of the RDA Program, and, in the PP, the project and program goals 
are extracted from the general goals for the total RDA Program. 
The project does not "stand alone," and it was predicated on the 
assumption that the RDA Program embodies a good strategy for 
rural development in Swaziland. 

The evaluation team took note of the fact that a team 
financed by the World Bank, called the Hunting Team (see Section 
III, Part D), is currently evaluating the RDA Program in- depth 
for the GOS. The ~unting Team evaluation will involve a 
professional input of approximately 60 person months; therefore, 
the report should include much better data and detailed analyses 
than can be expected from a team, such as the one provided by 
CID, whose job will be completed in 30 days and involves a 
professional input of only 4 person months. Also, the two teams 
may use somewhat different criteria as the basis for their 
evaluations. For example, the relative weights given to economic 
gains, changes in the standard of living, and nation building may 
vary considerably. Under the circumstances, it is only logical 
to anticipate that the two teams may reach slightly 
different conclusions. 

After careful study and thought, the evaluation team 
for the Infrastructure Project concluded that the RDA- approach 
is sound ai-id that the GOS was very wise when it made the RDA 
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Program the central thrust in its efforts to foster rural and 
agricultural development on t~~ Swazi Nation Land. 

The above conclusion was reached in spite of the fact the 
evaluation team was unable to verify conclusively whether the 
project was achieving the verifiable indicators for the project 
purposes or for the project and RDA Program goals established in 
the PP. For example, the team concluded yields of some crops may 
be increasing, but the recent, severe drought and other factors 
obscure the data. Incomes appear to be up, but probably more 
from off-farm employment than from farm income. 

The above .is unavoidably paradoxical. If the project is 
not meeting many of the verifiable indicators specified for the 
RDA Program in the PP, how can the team endorse it? 

First, the Infrastructure Project design uses only 
production, productivitYr and farm income increases as criteria 
for evaluation of the RDA Program, and they are not adequate 
measures. Many of the objectives of the RDAs which are fitting 
and proper are overlooked in the PP. There are no measures for 
increasing the standard of living and linking the government to 
the people. These are important goals of the RDA Program, and 
they must be considered in any fair evaluation of it. 

Second, there has not been adequate time for many parts 
of the RDA Program to yield many benefits. For example, benefits 
from a road constructed by the Infrastructure Project will not 
reach a maximum until several years after it is completed. Many 
roads have been built in the last year or so. When an additional 
extension worker is hired, it is unrealistic to expect production 
to jump dramatically the next year. The time frames in the PP 
were unrealistic. 

Third, the team members personally saw sights, and heard 
reports which convinced them the RDA approach is working; 
however, improvements in it are indeed needed. 

As might be expected, the RDA Program has many good 
features and certain parts of it have been very successful. 
However, the RDA Program also contains some features which 
are not so good, and there are problems which have 
constrained and lessened the progress which might have been made. 

a. Good Aspects of the RDA Program 

(1) The people in the RDAs are involved in planning 
the RDA Program, and it is responsive to their 
perceived needs. Evaluation of projects 
throughout the world indicates this is both 
fundamental to good programming and contributes 
to proiect success. 
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··(4 ) 

(5 ) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

rIO ) 

Whe;never roads are built, pick-uptruck5~. culd 
busses. start routes· over them. The people'· are 
pedng emersed more deeply into theniarket 
(commercial) economy. 

Houses and shelter along roads were observed to 
be better than elsewhere • Whenever a road is 
bu,j):t:., new. houses follow • The people are Ii ving 
better~ .. 

j 

CThe ~people appreciate the domestic water 
systems, and are willing to contribute to their 
cost and upkeep. There must be health benefits. 

The team found erosion on arable land not to be 
a serious problem. The RDA homesteaders are 
taking good care of the soil. 

The standard of living has noticably risen in 
the RDAs. The number of people with safe water 
supplies, better clothes, children in school, 
etc., all indicate progress. 

Many people outside existing RDAs are asking for 
them. The people are not fooled. They would 
not want RDAs if ther~ were no net benefits. 

The RDAs are a good managerial unit for the GOS. 
They are decentralized, and the leaders are 
close enough to the people to not lose touch 
with them. (This is something which is lacking 
in many developing countries.) 

The RDA Program is now reasonably well 
insti tutionalized, and a support system for it 
is in place. 

More yegetables are being produced in response 
to price incentives, and the national diet must 
be improved as a result. Vegetable production, 
relatively new in many areas, is increasing 
income. 

b. Constraints to Progress 

(1) Marketing. The team believes the primary reason 
agricultural production is not increasing faster 
is the lack of adequate price incentives and 
market security. 

(2) Extension. 
fine-tuned 
homesteaders 
delivered. 

A good fcundation has been laid, but 
packages of practices which 
know will payoff are not being 
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(3) ,Coordination. Numerous· ministries:'arid ageIl,cies 
are involved, and their programs:',a'reriot always 
coordinated. 

'(~)', Cooperatives. 
could. 

They, are:' not;, doing:, all they 

(5,) Land Allocations. There are homesteaders who 
would like to make a living farming and cannot 
do so because they do not have access to enough 
land. A system wherein some homesteaders could 
get more land while the rights of others in the 
community are protected would lead to increased 
production and would be in the national 
interest. 

c. J nmendations 

(1) The GOS should continue to make the RDA approach 
the hard core of its rural and agricultural 
development effort on the Swazi Nation Land 
until thorough analyses which consider the 
standard of living and political as well as 
economic considerations prove conclusively that 
another approach is superior. 

(2) The RDA Program should remain dynamic and should 
be improved whenever and wherever possible. The 
five constraints to progress listed in section 
V-B-1-b (pages 26-27) require immediate 
attention. 

(3) In the future, USAID should concentrate its 
program of technical and other assistance in 
rural and agricultural development in projects 
which directly strengthen and foster the RDA 
Program. 

2. 'The Infrastructure Project 

a. General Progress and Problems 

Once the team members had reached a conclusion on the 
RDA Program, they were able to devote their entire attention to 
the Infrastructure Project. The PP calls for the project to 
provide two specific types of activities for the RDA Program: 

(1) Construction of terraces, roads, waterways, 
dams, domestic water systems, etc.; and 

(2) Institution building, namely the Land Use and 
Planning Section and the Land Development 
Section of the Ministry of Agriculture and 
C?operatives. 
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The evaluation team observed that good progress' has 
been made on construction, brit, since the project was ini~iated, 
the needs and demands for construction activitie~ have .chan~ed 
rather dramatically. The LUPS and LOS have adjusted their wo~k 
programs to meet the new needs and demands. 

The Infrastructure Project design team planned for 
major emphasis in construction to be given to soil conservation, 
small irrigation, and stock water ponds. The evaluation team 
found that soil conservation is not as serious a problem as was 
anticipated. From the ground, the team observed little erosion 
on arable land, and a flyover by air verified the ground 
observations. Aerial pictures and maps dating back to the early 
1970 I S were reviewed, and little change 1n erosion was found. 
The main conservation problems are in the grazing areas, and 
there the problems are mainly near watering facilities and along 
trails. Many of the activities, such as terracing, covered in 
the PP are not needed to the extent envisioned. While some 
effort must continue to be given to soil conservation, mainly in 
the grazing areas, much of the effort of LUPS and LOS can quite 
properly be reallocated elsewhere. 

As the local people rtave become more deeply involved 
in RDA planning, their perceived priority needs, namely homesite 
leveling, dom(~stic water supplies, access roads, and fencing, 
have had to be given more attention. RDA managers and extension 
personnel at Mhamba and Lumombo told the evaluation team the 
homesteaders place top priority on domestic water supplies, 
homesi te leveling, and access roads. They mentioned that the 
homesteaders greatly appreciate what LUPS and LDS do for them in 
this regard. The USAID contractor personnel reported almost all 
of the requests they have received from the field were for 
domestic water suppli9s, homesite leveling, and roads. Dr. Glen 
Magagula, Dean of the Agricultural College, surveyed homesteaders 
as a part of his doctoral dissertation research, and he says: 
"The GOS must develop a rural development strategy based not only 
on agricultural development but also on the improvement of the 
quality of rUJ:al lif~. The strategy must also be based on the 
increased incorporation of non-farm enterprises in the rural 
areas which can directly and indirectly benefit agricultural 
development by increased demand for agricultural products, 
improved services and facilities for homesteaders, generation of 
rural capital,. evolution of a community atmosphere, and reduced 
migration of young people to the urban centers." 

The project design team did not take into account the 
fact that LUPS and LDS, by their very nature, had to backstop the 
entire MOAC and possibly even other ministries serving the rural 
areas. It is not practical to believe LTJPS and LOS can have 
human resources and equipment available which are unique and from 
time-to-time are badly needed elsewhere, yet refuse to become 
involved. Therefore, in the last few years, the project 
personnel and USAID supplied equipment have been used in 
activities closely, but not directly, related to producing the PP 
outputs. 



The eva.lua.tion t.e~mconclu.dedthat the revisedwor~ 
plans for LUPS<andLbS'werejustifiedi 'and endorses them. ", The 
following are the ' major recommendations concerning the projectiri 
general: 

Recommendations: As soon as possible, USAID and GOS 
should (1) amend the Pro Ag or sign a letter of understanding 
which will legitimize the curren~work programs for both LUPS and 
LDS; (2) extend the project; and (3) revise the logical 
framework for the remainder of the project so that it will more 
adequately define and describe the project's goals and purposes. 

b. The Land Development Section: Institution Building 

The LDS has, in general, made good progress • 
. Institution building has proceeded rather well. Most of the' 
personnel needed are on board. The Swazis on the field teams and 
in the workshops are, in general, well qualified for their jobs." 
Until recently, the equipment was relatively well maintained and: 
utilized. The Development Officer ,in charge of the LDS is ari 
able young Swazi. 

LDS faces the usual problem found in any 
organization, namely how to keep abreast of the times and improve 
itself. There are problems needing attention and the project 
purpose will not be achieved on schedule. Recently, the lack of 
money for operations has caused serious and troubling 
developments. Today, the equipment is being used at only partial 
capaci ty because of the shortage of funds. Lack of spares is 
causing equipment to be deadlined. There is a shortage of 
construction engineers, and middle level management is thin. 
However, the team's general conclusion is that LDS as an 
institution is in fairly good shape. 

The following are the major problems in the LDS, ~ith 
correlated recommendations for thp.ir solution. 

, " 
~ .. 

Problems and Recommendations: 

Problem: Inadequate budget and funds. 
is enough money for LDS to operate, 
cannot possibly be successful 

unle s s>ther~ 
the .,' project 

Recommendation: GOS' and:USAID should make',<every 
effort to arrange for " the funds needed to ,"gef':'l:JDS 
back to work.'" 

9JUstification for the extension is provided in the following' 
section. It is included here because it should be covered in 
the amendment. 
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· Problem: The revisions in· the RDAPrograni require 
the LDS to work throughout the country, and this is .. 
causing LDS employees to have to travel excessively, 
thereby reducing efficiency. 

Recommendation: Decentralize. If LDS had several 
decentralized bases for both operations, and 
maintenance and management were able. to coordina'te; 
activities, efficiency would be improved. ~ ".' " 

Problem: RDA activities have suffered because of 
bottlenecks in design work and inadequate monitoring. 

Recommendation: LDS should be given greater 
responsibility for design work and construction 
monitoring. This will call for additional engineers­
-one for each of the regions in a decentralized 
system. (This recommendation does not include "sign 
off" authority. This, the team believes, should be 
with LUPS.) 

Problem: Inefficiency due 
governmental regulations. 

to in~lexibility in 

Recommendation: Give careful consideration to making 
LDS a parastatal organization. LDS should possibly 
be combined with other operations in the process. 
(A study should be initiated as soon as possibly to 
determine the pros and cons. Potential income 
sources should be considered. Merging LDS with the 
machine hire service should be considered.) 

Problem: Top and mid-level managers are making good 
progress, but they need advice and counsel until more 
mid-level persons are trained and the LDS is strong. 
Also, the construction engineers needed will not have 
been trained by the end of the project. 

Recommendations: In the Pro Ag amendment, extend the 
project, with USAID providing continuing support for 
top management, additional construction engineers, 
and mid-level management and construction engineer/ 
technician training. 

c. The Land Use Planning Section: Institution Building 

LUPS has accomplished much since 1978; however, only 
modest headway has been made in institution building, and some 
rather serious problems exist. LUPS is currently being led by a 
very able young Swazi, who is acting Senior Land Use Planning 
Officer. The Senior Land Use Planning Officer is in training, 
and will return soon. 
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The project got off to a bad start in LUPS. The 
personnel which were to be provided by USAIO did not arrive until 
almost 2 years into the project, and then several were not found 
to be satisfactory and had to be replaced. Participants for 
training were hard to find. The revised needs and demands 
discussed above caused a certain amount of confusion. The 
result is that the project is about 2.5 to 3 years behind 
schedule in terms of institution building in LUPS. 

As indicated earlier in this report, the project 
setting has changed since the project was initiated, and a major 
concern of the evaluation team is that LUPS may now need to play 
a slightly different role than was envisioned for it in 1977-78. 
Two questions need answering when the proper role for LUPS is 
under discussion: First, is it wise for LUPS, a centralized 
agency, to be responsible fo'r preparing detailed land use plans 
for every hectare in all RDAs? Second, who in GOS should be 
responsible for broad-gauged national planning, policy guidance, 
and program monitoring in land and water use? 

The evaluation team members are of the opinion LUPS 
could make the greatest contribution to the people of Swaziland 
by having responsibility for detailed land use planning shifted 
to a regional office of LUPS, or to LOS, with Extension and other 
agency inputs. The evaluation team believes LUPS should be 
playing a broader role than it is at present. It should be more 
concerned with land use and water policy, standards setting, and 
project monitoring. (Whatever organization prepares detailed ROA 
land use plans, the team believes very strongly that it would be 
better if they were prepared in a regional office closer to the 
field.) The current role of LUPS in land capability assessments, 
water resource plans for major rivers, and in range management 
appears to be satisfactory; however, much work remains to be done 
in all areas. 

The following are major problems in LUPS, with 
recommendations for their solutions: 

Problem: Where should detailed land use plans he'. 
prepared and who should prepare them? 

Recommendation: GOS should give serious consideration' 
to shifting detailed land use plan preparation toa, 
field office Q~,d possibly to an agency other than LUPS ~,; 

Problem: Who should be responsible for national level 
land and water use policy guidance and planning, 
standards s~tting, and program monitoring? ' 

Recommendation: GOS should give serious consider~tion 
to g1v1ng LUPS greater responsibility in national' 
planning, land use policy guidance, standardssettfrig, 
and program monitoring. ; , 

31 



Problem:, The LUPS 'participcmts)., in\>training at, present 
and planned for the future: wi 11·;i;.no1:be back in time to 
overlap with current USAID' prov'fdec1".,personnel. 

. '.,' "'"" . 

Recommendation: The ' '.' project', exterision recommended 
above should provide.' for. 'oyer lap between USAID 
contractor personnel, and: ,the Swa,zis being trained to 
replace them. Approximately 2 additional years are needed. ' ... " .' ',.,.. ,. ,. . 

Problem: There are not enough Swazis in training to;" 
effectively operate LUPS when they return. 

Recommendation: Addi tional formal and on~the:~j9b'·,;\ 
traini ng ohould be provided during the remaining >·li'fe, 
of the current project and the extension. . . '. , , 

Problem: Some of the stru.ctures the evaluation team , 
observed being constructed are not up to standard. 

Recommendation: For construction, LUPS should issue 
planning guides, establish standards, do a better job 
of monitoring during construction, and have "sign off" 
authority on construction. 

Problem: LUPS finds its job more difficult than 
necessary because RDA managers, extension personnel in 
the field, and other people directly involved in. the 
RDAs have little comprehension of what is involved in 
good land use planning. 

Recommendation: LUPS should conduct 
sessions and workshops in which those 
planning and implementation activities in 
provided with the basics of good planning. 

orientation 
involved in 
the RDAs are 

Problem: Little progress has been made in reducing 
herd numbers on the RDAs and in improving range 
management. 

Recommendation: LUPS should increase the number of 
personnel involved in range management programs and 
increase the number and scope of pilot programs in 
range management in the RD.As. 
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C. Evaluation Based'on', the 'Logical Framework 

The IOgiC~lf~~l~~~~b~k~b:ifrd~i:£he).'~~~··:~~~~~.~.,used~. as>tJ:le "p~i,mary 
point of' reference for 'the ... evaluat'icin/;,·Thfs\ part' 'of the'. 'report 
reveals the findings. 

1. Program Goal 

The program goal stated in the PP is "to assist Swazi 
farmers in making the transition from subsistence to 
semi-commercial and commercial agriculture," and there are two 
objective verifiable indicators. The first verifiable indicator 
is, "Farm income of 4,050 homesteads in the Northern, Southern, 
Central, and Matlangatsha RDAs increase 100 percent from April 
1978 to March 1983; and farm income of 9,000 homesteads in six 
newly established RDAs increase 50 percent by March 1983" (see 
Logical Framework Evaluation Reference [LFER] #1, Appendix A) • 

Before proceeding with the discussion of the extent to 
which the verifiable indicator targets have been achieved, note 
should be taken of what appears to be a discrepancy between the 
PP, the Five Year Plan and the general RDA Program documentation. 
The PP calls for doubling of "farm income" whereas the general 
RDA documents call for doubling of total income. The discrepency 
may be a result of misuse of the indicative farm budgets, in the 
World Bank's Appraisal Report. In the indicative budgets, it was 
shown how the gross crop margin for a typicaJ. homestead in one 
RDA could be doubled. Later in the report when doubling farm 
income was discussed, it apparently referred to the data on 
doubling gross crop margins in the indicative budgets. 

The evaluation team was not able to get access to recent 
income data for the RDAs; however, from a review of production 
and other data, it is obvious to the team that a 100 percent 
increase in either farm income or total income in the four early 
RDAs has not been achieved. However, there have been some 
changes and total farm plus non-farm income appear to have been 
increased significant~y. Non-documented information obtained 
during the evaluation indicates that some homesteaders have opted 
to use hybrid maize seed, fertilizer, tractor plowing, etc. to 
obtain the same production as before, but using less land and 
labor. They then find a job in the non-farm sector and make more 
money than had they increased farm production. 

In 1978, a survey (deVletter, 1981) found that only 18.3 
percent of the cash income for Swazi Nation Land homesteads was 
from farming. Almost 71 percent came from non-farm wage earnings 
and 10.7 percent from non-agricul tura.l, home-based activities. 
If the subsistence farming production is given a value based on 
then current prices, the non-agricultural income was more than 
60 percent of total real income. 

10The logical framework from the PP is shown in appendix A. 
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Discussions in the RDAs led the evaluation team to 
believe the RDA Program has increased the number of homestead 
family members who are wage earners. This results from 
accessibility to jobs created by the new roads and by the use of 
hybrid maize seed and fertilizer which allows subsistence with 
less land and labor. It is interesting to note that in a study 
by Russell, Mbatha, and Sithole ("Sample Survey of Maize Growing 
in Swaziland"), it was found that homesteads having more than 
average maize production also had higher numbers of wage earners· 
in the non-farm sector. 

The trend to greater off-farm income is likely to 
continue since there is little profit incentive to stimulate 
increased production of maize beyond that needed for subsistence, 
and in recent years the profitability of cotton has been reduced 
too. Input costs have risen faster than crop prices for most 
crops. The exception appears to be irrigated vegetables. Their 
production has i"'~reased and there is an apparently favorable 
profi t margin. L .1fortunately, income from vegetable production 
was not available. The profitability of vegetable production is, 
at least in part, because of the ban on importation of South 
African vegetables brought about by a cholera outbreak in South 
Africa. 

Farm crop income is a function of hectarage, yield, and 
prices. Yields have not been significantly increased, and 
acreages under cUltivation have not increased enough to come 
close to producing the farm income targets. However, much of the 
lack of success in raising yields may be explained by severe 
droughts in 1981-82 and 1982-83 and by the period of time devoted 
to mourning the late King's death during planting season 1982. 
Also, much of the early emphasis of the RDA Program has been on 
the installation of infrastructure, most of which has no 
immediate effect on yield. 

The logic of using program goal indicators of the type 
listed in the PP is open to question. The inputs of the USAID 
Infrastructure Project being evaluated will have very little 
immediate effect on crop or livestock yields even if accomplished 
according to plan. They will, of course, have an indirect 
effect, but it will not be apparent for several years. 
Therefore, the accomplishment of the indicators for the program 
goal are dependent upon other RDA inputs which are not under the 
control of this USAID assisted project. 

The Evaluation Team believes that production increases in 
the RDAs will eventually occur because of the education and 
training activities of the Extension Service and because of 
better management made possible by soil conservation, more and 
better roads, fences, irrigation systems, etc. Many of these 
inputs are interdependent and it is not possible to obtain the 
desired results unless all the strategic ones occur on time at 
the level intended. 
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The evaluation team takes note of the fact people in the 
RDAs are increasingly being exposed to a commercial economy. 
Pickup trucks begin routes over the roads constructed by LDS 
within a few days after they are finished, and buses begin routes 
over them soon thereafter. People interact more and more with 
the "outside." The team feels very strongly that had the program 
goal(s) been properly stated, with appropriate verifiable 
indicator~, the project would be c0ntributing greatly to 
achieving ·1:hem. The standard of living is noticably higher where 
LUPS and LDS have been active. 

The second indicator for the program goal is that 
"subsistence farm hectarage for hybrid maize, cotton and tobacco 
increases from 2 percent, 7 percent, and 1 percent of total farm 
hectarage respectively to 13 percent, 15 percent, and 7 pe~cent 
f~0m April 1978 to March 1983" (see LFER #2, Appendix A). 

The data are available for the verifiable indicator, but, 
as indicated earlier in this report, they are not a very 
meaningful measure of program goal achievement. 

The area of land within the RDAs has increased from about 
77,000 hectares in 1976-77 to 522,000 in 1983. In 1982-83, the 
follm.rin£, were the hectarages produced and percentages of the 
referenced.crops on RDA homesteads: 

Crop Hectares % of CroEEed Land 

Maize 34,500 60.8% 
Cotton 6,242 11.0% 
Tobacco 209 .4% 
Other Crops 15,714 

./:, 
.27.7% 

Total Cropped Land 56,665 99.9% 

The indicator refers to hybrid maize, presumably on the 
basis of an assumption those producing for the market would use 
hybrid rather than open pollinated varieties. While this is 
probably correct, there is no necessary relationship; however, 
the use of varieties requiring hybrid seed has been increasing 
very rap:'Ldly in the RDAs. In 1982-83, it \'las estimated about 
two-thirds of the maize hectarage was hybrid, but the area seeded 
to maize wi thin the RDAs has declined by about 4,000 hectares 
since 1980-81. Cotton hectarage increased until 1980-81, but 
declined by ~bout 4,000 hectares since then. Tobacco hectarage 
has increased from 154 ha in 1979-80 to 209 ha in 1982-83. 

Six assumptions are relevant 1.0 achieving the program 
goal. The first assumption is that the RDA Program will enhance 
rural living and encourage people to live in rural areas. The 
assumption that the RDA Program will enhance rural living is 
valid, and it is reasonably certain more people reside in the 
rural areas as a result of it. The improved water systems, 
access to markets, new schools, social services, access to 
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inputs, and new roads were found to be iact6isencouraging people 
to remain in the countryside. Also, access roads, increased 
subsistence crop yields and other inputs have enabled members of 
the homesteaders I families to take wage earning jobs in the 
non-farm sector. They maintain ties to the homestead, and many 
people working in the cities go back to the homestead on 
w7e~endsl1 This has kept permanent migration to urban areas at a 
m1n1mum. 

The second assumption is that homesteaders are receptive 
to change. There are numerous examples showing this to be true. 
A recent ban on the importation of vegetables from the Republic 
of South Africa (RSA) has resulted in a dramatic increase in 
vegetable production in the RDAs. Apparently this occurred 
without a formal recommendation that it occur, and was simply a 
response to market conditions. Many homesteaders are now 
producing for both home use and internal markets. This should 
improve both income and nutritional status. However, there are 
other examples of homesteaders resisting change. For example, 
farmers apparently prefer to keep their cattle as an investment 
rather than sell them to reduce stocking rates. This is verified 
by the failure to reduce livestock numbers. However, the 
evaluation team found that whenever the homesteaders resisted 
change, the incentives needed to justify the change were either 
lacking or the homesteaders did not understand how they or their 
family members would benefit. 

The next assumption is that productivity will increase, 
and this will result in increased net income. This appears to 
have occurred, though not in the way intended. Although overall 
productivity is difficult to document, there is evidence it has 
occurred. In some cases, yield increases have resulted in fewer 
hectares being planted and more people taking off-farm jobs. In 
any case, net income has increased, but probably more as a result 
of access to off-the-farm employment and reduced labor 
req~irements necessary to achieve subsistence. 

It was assumed that climatic conditions would be 
favorable. This assumption has not been met, and it has played 
havoc with the RDA Program. For the past two crop seasons, there 
1as been a very serious drought. There is little doubt but that 
fields would have been even lower than they were had there been 
10 RDA Program. Production targets have not been met, and the 
irought may be the major cause. There is no way the impact of 
:he drought can be measured with any degree of certainty. 

Farm inputs and credits were assumed to be available when 
~equired. This has not always occurred. Credit has been 
ivailable in many cases, i.e., for cotton growersiand.it has 

.IAn analysis of what would have happened in the urban a·reas 
without the RDA Program would be helpful. If people .. not 
employable in the modern subsector of the economycan0be 
maintained at less cost in the rural areas, the. saving,s mai ... be 
regarded as a benefit of the RDA Proqram. 
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been used. However, to get credit, cattle must be provided as 
collateral, and many homesteaders do not own cattle. Credit is 
aserious problem in Swaziland, but the evaluation team did not 
find unavailability of credit to be a serious restriction to 
increasing produ~tion. In one case, the team found too much 
credit was extended by a cotton cooperative and the program 
failed. In other cases, credit has been extended at an interest 
rate which is too low for the lending agent to break even. 

It was assumed that GOS would fill all field extension 
positions and would upgrade the education/information delivery 
service to meet the needs of the expanded RDA Program. A real 
effort has been made to do this, and the Extension Service has 
been greatly expanded over the past few years. In terms of 
numbers the targets have nearly been met. However, the total 
manpower needs of the RDA Program have not yet been met and more 
upgrading is needed. Serious deficiencies still affect the 
Agricultural Information Office (AID). Little written or visual 
materials are produced and distributed to agents. There is also 
a lack of appropriate and relevant research information for 
dissemination to homesteaders. 

2. Project Goal 

The project goal is "to develop and protect the 
productivity of the land resource base in the "intensive" RDAs." 
The evaluation team was very disappointed that the project design 
team used c..dy soil conservation as a project goal, ignoring all 
other activities in which an infrastructure project would be 
involved. The goal should say something about the contribution 
access road construction, safe domestic water supplies, and 
fencing make to the people residing in RDAs. Conservation is 
important, and it should be a part of the project goal, but even 
so, there are better measures available than those specified as 
verifiable indicators. A sc~.c~tifically sound index for soil 
erosion is available, and it should have been used as one of the 
verifiable indicators. 

The first indicator is "crop production per hectare 
farmed by traditional farmers in intensive RDAs increases by 65 
percent, 50 percent, and 75 percent for hybrid maize, cotton, and 
tobacco, respectively, from April 1978 to March 1983" (see LFER 
#3, Appendix A). These are not good indicators, and, even if 
they were, they are unrealistically high. They have not 
occurred. There has been a slight increase overall in maize 
yields, probably because of the increased use of hybrid maize 
seed. There has been no increase in the yield of hybrid maize, 
and a significant increase should probably not be expected in so 
short a time. The average maize yield (hybrid and local 
varieties) in 1976-77 was 1,730 kg/ha (29 bu/acre) on all RDAs. 
In 1982-83, the comparable yield was 1,168 kg/ha (18.6 bu/acre). 
The lower yield in 1982-83 was, no doubt, caused by the severe 
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drought arid may have .been even lower wi thout.the program inpllts. 
What . the· average· maize yield on RDAs .. 'under .. normal wecitheJ 
conditions would be cannot be determined at this time. 

\: 

Maize yields have fluctuated widely, ~nd it is clear thai 
the yield on RDAs is higher than the yield on non-RDA land (~1~ 
percent over last 5 years). However, it is not clear whethel 
this is because of extension activities, infrastructure, or the 
fact that better farmland may be in the RDAs. Also, the fOUl 
older RDAs have higher maize yields than the newer RDAs (+2E 
percent, 1,606 kg/ha versus 1,181 kg/ha respectively). Again, it 
is not clear what the reasons for this difference are. Despite 
the increases in yield that have occurred, there has not been a 
parallel increase in production. Apparently homesteaders plant 
fewer hectares when they are reasonably sure of higher yields. 

It is clear that hybrid maize out yields local and othex 
open pollinated varieties. The Estimation of Output Report, 
1982-83 (third annual edition), reported that open pollinated 
maize yielded an average of 860 hg/ha in 15 RDAs and 4 non-RDA 
locations in 1982-83. Hybrid maize yielded 1,372 hg/ha. The 
corresponding figures for 1981-82 were 932 and 1,604 hg/ha. 

Cotton yields apparently have not increased since 1978. 
What yields would be without the unusual circumstances are not 
determinable with any degree of accuracy. (Production increased 
from 1978 to 1981, but decreased from 1981 to 1983, both changes 
caused primarily by fluctuations in hectarage.) 

Tobacco yields have apparently declined since 1979-80, 
again because of drought. (Hectarage has increased slightly, and 
was at its highest level, 209 ha, in 1982-83.) 

The second verifiable indicator for the project goal is 
to increase livestock off-take rate in the intensive RDAs to 11 
percent by March 1983 (see LFER #4, Appendix A). This is not a 
particularly good indicator, and the evaluation team was unable 
to verify how the original 10 percent off-take rate for i~ltensive 
RDAs was calculated. "Bette x measures of livestock productivity 
and range management are available. The team understands the 
Hunting Team will deal with livestock in depth; therefore, their 
report may fill in the gaps. 

According to the 1982 RDA annual report, a total. 
inventory of 228,192 Bovine Units (BUs) were reported for· 15 
RDAs. The total "off-take" for the 15 RDAs was reported to be 
8,231 BUs. Accordingly, using the figure of 8,231 BUs, the 
"off-take" rate for bovine was 2.7 percent for 1982 in the 15 
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RDAS., Analysis of diptank. recor.ds;i.ncl.ic~t~s:.:a:n .. off:;1:a~e.rCJ.~;:!·,(:)f,. 
about 3 percent betw1zn 1979-82'. .Th~s .was' ver~f~ed~n;~nterv1ews .'; 
wi th MOAC officials. . " ",<-. I" 

MOAC had set a target "to increase the.anntial off;ta'~~ ol' 
the national cattle herd to 12' percent ",by. 1983·,>,and:;the· •. 
evaluation team was informed the "off~take."targets· we]:€! 'not . 
realized either in the RDAs or elsewhere. '~.; ',," 

The total cattle popUlation was. calcuiated.by:an MOAC<. 
official to be about 635,278 in 1~q2, and .the projection of the 
birth rate result would probably show an increase in total 
livestock units in the future .if ·the component "death, slaughter 
and sales, and permit out" doe~ not increase very rapidly. 

Cattle are highly valued in the Swazi culture, and 
sometimes serve as a "walking" bank account. Cattle held have 
appreciated in value; in fact, they have appreciated so fast they 
have proved to be a much better investment than many other 
alternatives, i.e., savings account, crop production, etc! 
Cattle are exchanged between families and neighbors to fulfill 
certain obligations, and it is not uncommon for homesteaders to 
resist selling cattle for cash unless there is a dire need for 
the cash. A study by Magagula (1978) indicates that 70 percent 
of homesteaders interviewed in four RDAs had not sold any cattle 
during the previous 3 years. 

C:ttle are also important as a form of collateral to get 
credit f ~m banks for buying needed inputs for crop production. 
Cattle held by the homesteader as collateral are not likely to be 
sold on the commercial market. The drought would also have the 
effect of keeping the "off-take" rate low. Homesteaders who have 
suffered crop losses during the year will hardly "sell" their 
cattle since they are the only assets they have to get loans for 
inputs for the corning crop year. 

Another problem is that there is only one organization 
(Swaziland Meat Corpo~ation) that buys beef on a widespread 
basis. Homesteaders report a large seasonal variation in price, 
and they are not accustomed in general to selling directly to the 
corporation. The absence in the market of other buyers providing 
competition to the corporation may keep the price at unattractive 
levels. 

The above are some of the reasons the de stocking program 
of the RDA Program has not been successful. If~he destocking 
program is to succeed, off-take rates must, as the project 
envisioned, be increased. Off-take rates can be increased 
through a number of incentives. Some are: (1) increase prices 
for beef; (2) encourage banks and credit sources to loan money to·' 

120ff-take rate as used by the : evaluation team is defined 
as cattle marketed or slaughtered divided by···. the number 'of 
Bovine Uni ts~', . . . "! ..' .' .. 
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homesteaders for. crop inputs, using excess crop production as 
collateral; (3) improve marketing opportunities for cattle, both 
internal and external; (4) decrease time of feeding out cattle 
for market through more effective management techniques; (5) 
encourage expanded use of fattening farms by homesteaders; (6) 
develop a pricing system that includes selling on arrival by the 
kilo rather than by the head; (7) encourage the development of 
competition in the cattle markets; and (8) research the 
possibilities of homesteaders growing sma:ll plots of alfalfa, 
grass, or silage for winter feeding. 

Two assumptions were listed for the project goal, and 
neither is valid. It was assumed that progress in de stocking 
herds and improving range management would occur. Very little 
de stocking has occurred, and what constitutes improved range 
management under Swazi conditions is debatable. Fencing, mostly 
perimeter fencing, has been built. In some cases, perimeter 
fencing has concentrated the livestock population on a smaller 
area and accelerated soil erosion along trails and near water and 
dipping facilities. 

The assumption that other donors would continue to 
support the RDA Program was valid until recently. However, 
several of the major donors have now or soon will be phasing out 
their support, and the future does not look very bright. The 
evaluation team concluded that the current budgetary crisis was 
the major stumbling block in the road of ultimate project 
success. 

3. Project Purpose 

Two proj ect purposes are listed in· the log frame. The 
first is "to develop, install, and maintain conservation works in 
the RDAs designated for intensive development." The verifiable 
indicator is "Infrastructure Works· in Place" (see LFER #5, 
Appendix A) . 

The table o~ the following page shows the Land 
Development Service work completed between 1978-82 The quantity 
of work completed 1s very impressive, and the evaluation team 
compliments the pn:j .. :ct leadership. The works which were most 
requested by the people living in the RDAs, access roads, 
domestic water supplies, and land leveling for homesi tes, are 
reflected in the figures in the table. 

The maintenance and construction of terraces have been 
found to be expensive, and time consuming, and not necessary for 
soil conservation (see Part B). As a result of this 
determination, the LDS, wi th cooperation from LUPS, has 
concentrated on realignment (where necessary) and layout and 
m~'.rking of contours for 1.5 meter wide grass strips. Terraces 
constructed are below expectations, but the evaluation team feels 
the reduction, when weighed against the increases in other 
activities, is fully justified. 
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ACTIVITY 1978 1979 

LAND DEVELOPMENT SECTION 

WORK COMPLETED 1978-1982. 

1980 1981 

TERRACES (+grass strips) . ..345,::.87., , .... 270 . •. 1324 

Source: LOS Construction Enq;neers 3-83. 
1982 1983 TOTAL 

through 
JUNE 

3007 5033 ha., ......... ' •. 

.< ."" . .•.. /. 

ACCESS ROADS, (construction) I' 216 .. ·· .. · ... ·298: - " 242' . «591*. 1>;'423" :. '131 ·>1901km •. ' .' 

.. . :11 .:: .. 

DOMESTIC WATER SUPPLIES "'5' 

IRRIGATION RESERVOIRS 

WEIRS (diversion) 3 ea.' .. . ... "·1' '. ..... ... '.' 1 " '.'. . ..... .' '. ;' .: " .. :. ..... ,.' 3 ....: .·····1 ··,:3 .'. .. 12 .. 

IRRIGATION CANALS 4.8 km •. 10 '. 5 '. 4 

······737 271 359 ROAD r·1AINTENANCE 80 

18:;:' i 2 . 43 .8km . 
---~------------+-----

, i ··760;,.~::>. 357 . 2564 km •. 

,,: ,-, 

HOMESITE LEVELLING 532 432 869 1326 

BUSH CLEARING 306 ha. 134 384 904 244 ;'. > :7 . 1979 ha. 

, F!REBREAKS-- 404 km. 350 380 215 
' .. ':, .. . 

470.::250 '. 2069 km. 

cm!SER'!!\TION DIVERSIONS' 10 ea. 10 1 .... ' '1 ., 22 
'. 

" '., IRRIGATION DAMS .2 ea. 3 ':. I' :: i ... 1··~ 
" .' ~~' .. 6 .. : 

CRITI CAL AREA PLANNING 2 ha. . 2. .... ."'.'. 1:<", 4 ha. 
CULVERTS '., . ·'-.. ii:";· '.' '. ......;, ....... . " . 31 , : 

LAND LEVELLING 20.ha.' ' .. 150.. ','" .';i,';:" 1',,:;/ ',' . "170 ha. 
.'., .' .... 

'. .'. .' . 
2· RICE PADDIES· .. "" ",: ·,,23,.·, . I" ·43"~: ··.'·:'10·?,.':30· '. 

~-------------------~----~-----..•... . . .. ':' . -'. .: . 

FENCWG322.km~. 321 km. 
.. ,.,'. . < ... , <:r:': .: 

'" "; - ~-, '-':"', , 

Source: HOARDAPr~linlla1'-R~po'rt (ie~it'19,82 
Domestic water supp1ies~froin'start;;ofproqram,' 1976: Systems 39 (when completed), people served 67,500. 

Note: Construction by MOAC and Peace Corps Vo1unteer~ with some local contributions of funds and labor. 
Desiqns made by LUPS. 

*About 300 km. built in east for Hoof & Houth disease control. Source: ~lOA report to Rural Wafer Supply Board, 
r·1ay 23, 1983. 



A large amount of the time of the LUPS designers is 
currently being utilized in the preparation of plans for water 
systems. An example is the extensive system being installed at 
the Mahlangatsha RDA, which will serve 1, 000 people. Trenches 
for the water site have been voluntarily hand dug by the local 
people. In several observed sites, domestic water supply systems 
have been incorporated in new stock dams or added to existing 
works. 

The maintenance of roads installed by LDS has involved a 
considerable amount of work as shown in the table. It is 
difficult to differentiate between maintenance and 
reconstruction, the difference being only a matter of the amount 
of work that has to be accomplished. All of the maintenance and 
reconstruction is done with a motor grader. LDS maintains only 
those roads which it has built and for which the Public Works 
Depar~~nt has not agreed to assume maintenance responsibility. 

The second project purpose is "to strengthen the RDA 
Program's land use planning and development capability." The 
indicator in the logical framework is "Qualified Swazi staff 
performing land planning, land development, and equipment 
maintenance functions efficiently and effectively" (see LFER #6, 
Appendix A) • 

In LDS, there are qualified Swazis in most of the slots, 
and, on this score, the project has done very well. The workshop 
and the work units are functioning properly and the machines and 
equipment are relatively well maintained. (This aspect is 
covered more thoroughly in other segments of this report.) At 
the present time, there is an adequate number of qualified 
mechanics1 135 qualified, GOS-certified operators of heavy 
equipment 1 and well trained drivers for frl the equipment being 
used. The Land Development Officer (LDO) is well qualified. 

The major weakness in LDS appears to be in the area that 
might be termed IImiddle management. 1I There are not enough people 
who are qualified to do the program and personnel management 
is needed. One result is that priorities are sometimes set by 
default, rather than by a formal planning process. Progress is 
being made, however, and the number of Swazis trained in land 
development and equipment maintenance is the bright spot of the 
project. 

LDS could operate fairly well if all except one of the 
expatriates were not replaced at the end of their tours 1 if the 
Swazi it is assumed will serve as a construction engineer returns 
on schedule1 and if the tours of the expatriate construction 
engineers are extended slightly to overlap and train them. (This 
assumes LDS is not assigned additional responsibilities.) 

13The Land Development Officer is in charge of LDS. In U.S. 
terminology, he would be the director. 
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In LUPS, there are two uncertified surveyors (engineering 
technicians), and four LDS surveyors working on the project have 
received in-service and on-the-job training from the construction 
engineers. Eight LDS technicians (untrained surveyors) will 
participate in formal surveying training in September 1983, and 
completion of the course will permit the participants to be 
certified by the Swaziland College of Technology (SCOT). 
Continual on-the-job training and in-service training are needed 
to upgrade skills related to the job. In addition, in LUPS there 
are a soils technician and a draftsman. In the Cartography 
Section there are one administrator and two draftsmen. 

LUPS is currently understaffed and depends very heavily 
on the expatriates. The expatriates are planning and, more 
often, designing projects. This is appropriate and is according 
to PP plans, but training Swazis, including those who have 
returned from participant training, is not receiving enough 
attention. Six Swazis are in the United States in graduate 
programs, and the majority of them return in late 1984, '85, and 
'86. When they return, many, but not all of LUPS's needs will be 
met. The expatriate personnel should be kept dboard until the 
Swazis returning from training abroad have the on-the-job 
experience they need to be effective (see Part B, Section V) • 

The Senior Land Use Planning Officer14 is in the United 
States to obtain an M.S. degree. The person acting as Senior 
Land Use Planning Officer, who has an M.S. degree, has not been 
officially named as Acting Senior Land Use Planning Officer; 
however, he has been in the position for more than a year. The 
evaluation team feels he is doing a very good job; however, his 
not having been given the title officially has created some 
problems in the operations of the section. 

Two assumptions support the project purpose, and both are 
reasonably valid. The assumption that GOS maintain its 
commitment was certainly met through 1982, and it is still being 
met in a philosophical sense. However, the GOS budget for the 
RDA Program has been d~astically reduced this year, and this has 
greatly limited the progress of the project. LDS is currently 
out of operating money and the fiscal year has 6 months to go. 

The assumption that inter-departmental and inter­
ministerial coordination and cooperation exist among all GOS 
units is a utopian assumption that will never be 100 percent met 
in Swaziland or anywhere else. There has been progress but there 
are still problems in coordination, even between LUPS and LDS. 
The current understaffing intensifies the latter problem. It is 
heartening to see that representatives of various units tend to 

l4The Senior Land Use ~lanning Officer is in charge of LUPS. : 
In U.S. terminology, he would be the Director. 
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work together and solve problems at the local arid ROA level. The 
relationships among 'the agencies ,with an interest in providing 
so, '=e domestic water; needs further attention, and the senior 
officers in LOS and' LUPS must meet regularly and coordinate 
activities. ' 

4. Outputs, 

Six outputs are listed in the IO'g frame. All of the 
listed outputs have been accomplished to one degree or another. 
Few if any of them have reached their targeted level, but 
progress is being made and in some cases that progress is very 
impressive. 

The first output listed in the logical framework is 
"construction of terraces, grass strips, dams, canals, diversions 
and access roads," and the indicator for it is "ROA Management 
Unit and project team to re-evaluate and determine magnitude of 
infrastructure outputs by Augus~ 1980" (see LFEF #7, Appendix A). 

Since the major parts of the project have been delayed 
for 2 or more years, the verifiable indicator has not been met. 
Also, by August 1983, it had not been done as a formal exercise, 
but some is being done informally on a continual basis. LUPS is 
in -::he process of developing a detailed plan for the Lubombo, 
Mahamba, and Madulini ROAs 3nd preparing grazing management plans 
for several ROAs and the dairy farms. While the indicator has 
not been achieved, much has been achieved in terms of meeting the 
output. The table on page 41 shows accomplishments. 

The second output is "heavy equipment mbintenance 
workshop," and the verifiable indicator for it is "workshop 
employing good management practices and keeping equipment 
downtime at 10 percent by August 1981" (see LFER #8, Appendix A). 

The LOS workshop met the target of 10 percent or less 
equipment downtime early in 1981 f and continued to maintain this 
record throughout 1982~ The good record probably was not so much 
the result of a large improvement in the functioning of the 
workshop, but was the result of the addition of over 80 new major 
units to the fleet. 

The goal of a downtime rate of 10 percent as called for 
by the logical framework is felt to be lower than should normally 
be expected on a long-term uasis. A 15 percent rate is 
attainable-- provided spare parts are available and equipment is 
replaced when obsolete or uneconomical to repair. 

The workshop regularly produces a utilization of 
equipment report, and this is a good management practice. In the 
month of May 1983, utilization averaged from 10 to 30 percent for 
each of the six operating units. This is a low rate. The 
primary reason for the low rate of utilization for equipment was 
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the budgetary crisis. In additio'~to, the shortage in the 
opera ting budget, the lack I..J£' final·' pians· "from 'LUPS may be a 
contributing factor, as, are coor.dination, of procurement and 
timely delivery of construction materialst6~the job site. 

" '\ " 

Many of the jobs undertaken byLDSare small and widely 
dispersed. For the many small jobs undertaken by LDS, high rates 
of utilization, such as those produced on big construction jobs 
(70-90 percent) are impossible. ' .. 

There is great interest in obtaining the actual operating 
cost per unit of equipment and per job., . LDS is preparing to 
obtain the information, but it ,will not be readily available 
until the new computer is programmed and in operation. The spare 
parts operation is scheduled to be programmed first. 

Much indicative data relating to the effective 
functioning of the workshop and LDS as a whole are being 
recorded, and plans have been prepared to do an even better job. 
Data on equipment downtime and utilization are being recorded by 
LDS; at present, the utilization of the data is being improved. 
Once the computer is in service, the following will be readily 
available: 

a. Equipment Downtime. (The ratio of the hours a unit 
\'las not in working order to the total working hours in a month.) 
A record will be kept for all units of major construction 
equipment, including heavy: trucks. 

b. Utilization. (The number of hours that each unit was 
actually doing productive work expressed as a percentage of the 
total working hours in a month.) A record will be kept for each 
piece of major construction equipment, including heavy trucks. 

c. Cost Accounting. (For each major piece of equipment 
and for each job.) A monthly summary for each unit of equipment 
will be available, including repairs, depreciation, fuel, and 
labor. Annually, the cost of operation per hour of use will be 
calculated for major units, the total costs for each job will be 
determined. 

The third output listed in the log frame is "land use 
plans," and the indicator is "plans initiated for all intensive 
and non-intensive RDAs and completed for all intensive RDAs by 
August 1984" (see LFER 9, appendix A) • 

, . LUPS has prepared some plans for all RDAs; therefore, it 
can,be .said that at least one part of the indicator target has 
already been met in full. 

, , Plans have been published for the first four RDAs, and 
much work has been done as well for some of the subsequent 
maximum input RDAs. In all RDAs, there are plans for what areas 
will be cultivated, where livestock will be gr~zed, and the 
location of most roads and domestic water supplies. 
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The tearnconsiders all of the published plans to be 
"complete," but beyond this the issue of what constitutes a 
"complete" plan is unresolved. As indicated elsewhere in this 
report, the concept of planning envisioned when the project was 
initiated viewed planning as being something which at seme point 
in time was finished. This is no longer the case. There will 
always be a need for planning. The job will never be "complete." 

At present, it appears that LUPS personnel are very busy, 
and it seems likely that plans for all intensive input RDAs will 
not be published by the target date of August 1984. The 
evaluation team questions whether they should be. The team 
members view planning as a continuing function, and more adequate 
measures than "complete" plans should be used as indicators. 

For most RDAs, there are fairly detailed maps available 
showing arable land, grazing areas, access road locations,e£c. 
Enough planning has been done to show what is to be done byRDA 
management. Since the LUPS is understaffed and the USAID 
contractor personnel arrived about 2 years late,i~' is 
understandable that planning is behind schedule. 

The fourth output liRted is "conservation works rehabiii­
tation program," and the indicator is "program established·· and 
implemented by March 1982." 

Rehabilitation work has been done as required, but not 
according to a formal plan. The table on page 41 shows 
accomplishments. It is difficul t to distinguish between 
maintenance and rehabilitation. In many cases, the decision as 
to what to call the work is very arbitary. Much of the work on 
terraces and grass strips has been rehabilitation work. Some of 
the older works are in need of maintenance and others need to be 
renovated because of poor original design. 

The fifth output is "improved management procedures for 
planning, designing, and constructing RDA physical 
infrastructure." This output is directly related to the project 
purpose, namely, to develop, install, and maintain conservation 
works in RDAs designated for intensive development and to 
strengthen the RDA Program's land use planning and development 
capability. The verifiable indicator is that improved management 
procedures were to be in place and functioning by March 1980 (see 
LFER #11, appendix A). 

Improved management procedures were neither in place nor 
functioning by the target date, March 1980, because of the delay 
in arrival and other problems encountered with the first team of 
expatriates provided by the USAID contractor. 
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Since 1980, LOS has instituted a number of: improved 
management practices in the maintenance workshdp~~~h,eseare: . 

, 1" 

a. .' 'A 'recordkeeping andPaper,fl.o~s.ySte.,~;>j.May '1983) ; 
.' . . ' ," ,-' . "'.,'" , 

it' 

b.., An established reporting,a.#d.:,workshop monitoring 
'system (May 1983); .... " 

c. Manpm'ler and 
(1982); 

LOS' office 
, " 

. d. 'A system for scheduling mairitena~ce:arid·:· rep~il:s o'n 
~major equipment (1982); 

A 'system of daily reportsre'qui:red.'ofthemanager' and 
. , ,,- ".\'f '" 1",' 

·foremen (1982); 

f~,Individualized' job sheets ,:for'" t'epairing ,major 
' .. 'equipment, indicating the' proble'm and"parts needed;' 

g. 'o~ganiza tiona I charts .. for .. "i#s'·::JOc,t6b~r::i' 9 8'J)'~: ,.·,whi:~h 
help in both short-runand.long':':'run'planning; , 

~. , ...• ' ... ' "'~ ., :,' "; ':',: ".'. ': ~ .. ; .. ,;:' -,~': 

h., A systematic training schedu'1'ef6i"-w-orkshop':pe~soIlI1el 
(1981); and 

i. Inventory control and procedures (1982). 

The above procedures contributed greatly to improving the 
operation and organization of the workshop. The procedures have 
resulted in more timely control and delivery of resources, and 
have enabled LOS to develop, maintain, and install conservation 
works in a more effective manner. Further improvements can be 
accomplished through improved implementation and supervision, 
which has been planned and is being implemented at this time. 

A study, which included an evaluation of the operations, 
management, and infor~ation systems of LOS and recommendations 
for improvement, was completed in June 1983. Specific management 
guidelines and procedures are outlined in detail in the report. 
One of the major recommendations is that LOS move toward 
decentralization of the maintenance workshop. Several regional 
workshops are to be established. The evaluation team commends 
the leadership of LOS fo~ conducting the study and moving 
aggressively to implement the recommendations. The decentralized 
approach to maintenance should be more effective and reduce the 
travel time for mechanics and maintenance personnel. 

The evaluation team visited several of the six LOS 
construction units, observing two of them in operation. They are 
well managed, and very good procedures are being utilized. The 
team feels that decentralization could further improve 
operations, and it is already being tried on a pilot basis. 
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The evaluation team was informed of or noted questionable 
elements of the design on three construction jobs. In one case, 
the design by the LUPS engineer was correct, but it was changed 
"on-the-job" during construction. The team learned that 
construction work is sometimes not monitored to the extent it 
should be. The problem is the shortage of expertise. In another 
case, LUPS designed what the chief and RDA management wanted, 
after pointing out that operating costs would be high and better 
sites were available. This situation highlights the problem of 
the role of LUPS. Should (or could) LUPS have stopped the 
activity? The third was a simple project where, because of the 
shortage of personnel in LUPS, the people, with LDS assistance, 
had moved ahead without benefit of design assistance from LUPS. 
Recommendations made in Section V-B will ro:rrect these problems. 

Management procedures in LUPS have not been refined and 
improved as fast as was anticipated in the PP because of 
understaffing of both the expatriate team and the MOAC team. 
Several of the MOAC personnel are in the United States being 
trained at present. Recently, LUPS has been playing "catch up" 
because of getting such a late start. This has led to what the 
evaluation team regards as being a serious problem, namely that 
the priorities for activities have sometimes been set by default 
rather than by plan. As LDS and RDAs have pressed for assistance 
from LUPS, the personnel in it have had to concentrate more on 
design work and, by default, less on RDA and other planning. 

From the viewpoint of the evaluation team, the number one 
concern about LUPS management is the question of what should be 
the role of LUPS in the RDA Program, as well as in the overall 
land and water development activities of the entire nation. 
Recommendations in Section V-B are intended to solve the problem. 

The people in LUPS at the present time are doing what 
they can under the circumstances, and the evaluation team 
compliments them on the fine job they are doing. In general, the 
planning process is orderly and the proper issues are considered. 
The untimely death of one of the USAID contractor personnel and 
the delay in obtaininr,f a satisfactory replacement has been a 
serious constraint t.c LUPS in improving management. The Senior 
Land Use Planning Officer will soon be returning from training, 
and an expatriate Land Use Planning Officer should arrive in 
September 1983. This should-help significantly. 

The evaluation team was concerned about the timing and 
level of LUPS involvement in the RDA planning process. At 
present, planning is initiated by the chiefs, representing the 
people, in cooperation with RDA extension personnel officials and 
various other groups. They prepare what is called the People's 
Plan. It appears that there is generally no LUPS involvement 
until after the People's Plan has been prepared. Ther. the plan 
comes to LUPS for comment and revision. Should LUPS or another 
agency be doing anything before or during the preparation of the 
People's Plan? 
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After reviewing the situation, the evaluation team has 
recommended serious consideration be given to revising the role 
of LUPS. When a decision has been made on the future role of 
LUDS, the managerial needs can be determined with much greater 
accuracy. The team suggests most of the design work should 
possibly be transferred to LDS and the preparation of detailed 
plans for each RDA to a regional office. The central office of 
LUPS in Mbabane probably should not be trying to prepare detailed 
land use plans for every hectare in the nation, or the RDAs. 

Since LUPS is currently understaffed, behind in planning, 
and many of the Swazis being trained will not be returning soon, 
it is not likely that much change can be made in overall 
management by the end of the project. If, as has been suggested 
elsewhere, the design function is moved to LDS or elsewhere and 
the project is extended, the improvements needed can be 
accomplished. 

As construction site visits were made by the team, it 
bceame apparent that, for optimum effectiveness in management, 
closer coordination and better construction supervision are 
needed. In discussions with LUPS and LDS officials, the team was 
told coordination was much better now than it was earlier. 
Regular meetings for coordination are needed, and a high level 
official in MOAC should monitor the situation. 

A review of the proposed LDS's construction program 
indicated that finished design plans are needed for a number of 
jobs. The team felt that if the design personnel were working in 
regional offices, possibly within the LDS organization, 
conditions would be improved (see recommendations 0:1 this point 
in Section V, Part B). However, the success of the regional 
office reorganization will depend on the availability of trained 
personnel. There are only two construction engineers (TA 
personnel) on the job at present, and their Swazi replacements 
will not return from training until after their scheduled 
departure. Decent.ralization will not help solve this problem. 
For the satisfactory continuation of the construction program, it 
is essential that the services of the two USAID contractor 
construction engineers be provided until after the return of the 
Swazis, who are training in the united States, and additional 
construction engineers should be trained. Also, space should be 
made available at the LDS office for the designers to work 
adjacent to the construction engineers. 

within the LDS, there are some minor personnel and 
coordination problems which came to the attention of the teatl. 
The situation has been studied in detail, and the report written 
by the TA Administration/Management Advisor makes many excellent 
suggestions for improving management. In it, the advisor noted 
the Land Development Officer has more responsibilities than one 
person can handle. In the absence of enough construction 
engineers, the LDO often has to assist in the field and 
coordinate accounting, procurement, maintenance, . and planning. 
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His office is remote from, the maintenance workshop',~Il'~\;;'1:he 
parts/ supply warehouse. A .. closer location would'( : improve 
supervision and coordination as well'as· reduce travel, tim~ ~'. " . 

The recent acquisit.ion of the computer will allow the 
parts records and procurement to be simplified and improved. As 
programming proceeds, equipment operations and maintenance 
records will be added, as will personnel, payroll, accounting, 
and operational costs, accounting for each'piece of construction 
equipment and job performance. This will make more accurate 
budgeting and forecasting possible. (Security for this unit is 
essential.) 

Output number six is crucial in terms of developing, 
installing, and maintaining conservation works in RDAs and 
strengthening the RDA Program's land use planning and development 
capability. It is, "trained Swazi personnel for key posts in the 
MOAC." The verifiable indicator shows who and when personnel 
are to be aboard (see LFER #12 appendix A) • 

Swazi technicians are to be in established posts of LUPS, 
LDS, and the LDS workshop by April 1984. One technician, returned 
in June 1982 with an M.S. degree in range management, and he is 
now the acting Senior Land Use Planning Officer in LUPS. Two 
Swazis departed for training in January 1982, and will return in 
January 1984 (civil engineering and soils). Another Swazi will 
return in June 1984 (soils), and two technicians have departed 
for training in agricultural engineering, but they will not 
return until after the EOP. 

The delayed departures and subsequent late return dates 
for participants have contributed to the shortage of personnel 
working with USAID contractor personnel. If the project 
terminate~ in August 1984 as planned, the majority of the Swazi 
techniciaLs will, for all practical purposes, arrive at the same 
time or after the U.S. technicians have left. There will be no 
opportunity for overlap and on-the-job training. 

Another part of the varifiable indicator is that 158 
heavy equipment operators and 42 light vehicle operators were to 
be trained and on the job by A11gust 1981. The project got 
underway with the recruitment ~f qualified U.S. contractor 
pe~sonnel in January 1980, so the August 1981 date was not met. 
However, the Equipment Operator Specialist had trained a total of 
135 persons in the operation of heavy equipment by March 1982. 
In-service and on-the-job training is being provided for all 
heavy equipment operators and truck dri~~rs on a continuing 
basis. All 135 of the persons trained were certified by GOS, and 
41 were identified as potential instructors. . 

Sixty mechanics are to be trained by August 1984. In 
August 1983, a total of 88 mechanics had been in training since 
January 1982. Of these, 35 have been certified by SCOT. This 
exceeds the figure of 60 set in the logical framew~rk. 

50 



In-service and on-the-job training is continuing.< In addition, 
a parts and supply manager completed a 90-day parts and 
management course (May-Jtlly 1983) sponsored by the Afro-American 
Purchasing Company (AAPC). The participant is currently working 
as a counterpart to a USAID contractor. In addition, a 
technician responsible for field maintenance was tl:ained by a 
member of the USAID contractor team who departed in November 
1982. 

A total' of eight land surveyors was to be trained by 
March 1981. This was not accomplished due to USAID contractor 
personnel not arriving until 1981. Several surveyors were hired 
in 1981, but they have been transferred to management positions. 
At this time, 13 individuals are working as untrained surveyors 
(engineering technicians). Two are taking a correspondence 
course in surveying, and eight are receiving on-the-job training. 
The latter group is scheduled to participate in a formal training 
course in September 1983. Completion of this course will permit 
the participants to be certified as Grade 3 surveyors. Five of 
the surveyor trainees will be eligible for certification as Grade 
2 surveyors when they complete the correspondence course in 
surveying. 

While the project is admittedly behind schedule, the 
current leadership of LUPS, LDS, and the USAID contractor 
personnel have done an excellent job of training Swazi personnel. 
The evaluation team believes the effort will yield great benefits 
in the years ahead, and they recommend training be given top 
priority in the future. 

Three assumptions are stated for the outputs. First, it 
was assumed that rural people will adopt recommended conservation 
infrastructure maintenance practices. The fact that grass strips 
are evident throughout the cultivated land of the country is 
evidence that this is a valid assumption. Inspection from the 
air indicated that the grass strips and terraces are functioning 
well in all areas, not just near the roads. 

Some of the grass strips have gotten too narrow and 
farmers need to be reminded that a certain minimum width must be 
maintained. This could become part of an expanded co~servation 
education program with extension. The NECE can help. Also, 
little progress has been made in de stocking rangeland. This is a 
socioeconomic problem, and will probably not be resolved within 
the life of this project. 

A definite trend toward tractor plowing is evident. The 
plows used are moldboard or disc. Some thought should be given 
to using chisels, with or without sweeps, instead of the 
currently used plows. Yields would not likely be reduced and 
erosion would be lessened. Research concerning the effect on 
weed population would be needed, if it has not already been done. 
Where oxen are used for plowing, a change to the traditional 
"point" plow might be advantageous in terms of erosion control. 
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It requires much lessemergy: than. the moldboard'p'io~being used 
and in many soils it is ,just as effective .>·:·Low·tiiL and no :till 
production should b~ihvestigated.· 

. :' ','., . 

Based on numerous field trips and, an inspection of much 
of the country from the air~ the evaluati6n team concluded that 
few new terraces are needed. Grass strips are almost as 
effective and they cost much less. In general, erosion of the 
arable land has been controlled to a remarkable extent, and most 
conservation effort in the future should be aimed at the grazing 
lands. The· grazing land conservation program should include 
destocking, diversions across trails, judicious location of water 
sources and dipping tanks, and, possibly, rotational grazing. 

Another assumptiDn was that GOS was to have established 
the posts required and all the necessary counterparts and 
participants would be trained in a timely manner. This 
assumption has not been fully met. The Swazi replacements . for 
several expatriates were assigned late. Six of the seven Swazi 
counterparts will not return until EOP or later. Most of the 
Swazis in the workshop are trained and in place. 

The assumption that trainees will be working' . "in 
positions for which they were trained has been met. 

5. Inputs 

Inputs to be provid~d. are divided betwee'n USA:~D: and ,GOS'~ 
, .'. . 

a. USAID Inputs' 

(l)~echnical Assistance 

The verifiable indicator is that' USAID is to 
provide 59.66 staff years of technical ass~stance and 
expenditures of $5,910,900 (see LFER #13 appendix A). The 
following table shows the number of USAID contractor staff years 
provided as of August .1983. The total is 36.04, which is 60.47 
percent of the total 59.66 allotted. While there is almost a 
full year to go on the project, if staffing levels remain at 
present levels, the full 59.66 years will not have been utilized, 
and neither will the budget of $5,910,900. 

The team has noted elsewhere that. much of the 
technical assistance to be provided by USAID arriv~d late, .and 
the project has been delayed as a result. ' . 

Recommendation: 

The team recommends the project be extended for 2 ye lrs 
and that hereafter USAID inputs should give emphasis to 
institution building. Technical assistance USAID should provide 
includes additional time for the current expatriate filled 
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PREVIOUS STAFF 

LAND USE PLANNING SECTION 

LandUsePlann,ing Officer (COP) (Halliday, B.) 
" 

Sc:d.IMechanic' Conservationist (Schoephorster,' D;': 
,- ~'" 

Range,'Ecolo,g:ist _ (Bish.oP".,D. ) , 

C:i vi:lEngineer(Hydrology) ',(McNq\:ffi, "'.) 

Re~ourc~ E=on()mist,(Rogers/'~R~,-> 

Land Use Planning Officer (COP)..~·(CooP~r'",i,Ii~~d:i.edj 

LAND DEVELOPMENT SECTION 
. '-' , 

Construction Engineer (Beckmani~R'. ) , 

Equipment Operator/Tr~iner AdVi;~r'(~§or~',\c~) 
~.- .. ". 

Senior Mechanic, Instructor ' (Fea.ther/:R~) 
, ". . ", ., ~'. 

Parts/Supplies Manager, (SewaI."d;' ,~tC) 
, " 

Parts/Supplies Manager (Andr~w~;,,:J ~); 
',,- . 

Mechanic" InstructOr (Nystrom, E.') " , 
. .' ~ - -', :'." -.'. - , 

Mallager Administrator (COPh:(D~iiTs'/':S d 
':::>'l:-<'"; "_.' .. "; . ',~' ".l 

Mechanic Field, Superintendent "(Yoder~: H~.). 
, '. '; .. ,I':".' ','-' '", ' 

Construction Engineer (Chester tR,~) 

Total 

08/S0 - OS/Sl' 

09/S0- OS/Sl 

10/S0- OS/Sl, 

OG/sf - 10/S2 
, , ' . .-. . . ," 

'QS/S.1 -O~jJB, 
"- -: 

.'" '~ 

'0'3/80-' ci3}a'2i' 
,,';/ .·-:5~·· . '.' ',: >.~~ ",:( 
~2179,:"';'.:101~O: 
. ' 

• ;.-::, ',< ~ - - t 

':12/79 . :~:~ 1 O/so~ 
"',: :,;,~ .': .. "-'~: ''"'-;<:' '-,:~:<~.. .' 

,i2IS'(f:':':: 0 a/S1i 
, - . ".. . - "~, ;.' "'-. -.. ~-

12/79-11/S2 

02/S0:- 07/81, 

Ij"months 
" , 

l{inoht:hs' 

.5 'IIu:mths' 

24:mollths ," 

j)'>months 

l2" months 
",'- . ," . 

2 4' Iriorit~s 
-..-: ' 

lO'\n()nth.·~ 
",- -', 

lO months 

9 months 

LO months 

24 months 

3G months 

~7 months, 

23'2 months ·(~9,.3,3 yrs.) 



TCC 
Soil Scientist 4/82 
Ran~~Ecologist 8/81 
Const. Engr. 1/82 
C6nst. Engr. 1/82 
Civil Engr. (Design) 6/tsu 
Civil Engr. (Hyd.) 6/83 
Civil Engr. (Soil Mech.) 2/1 

OCS 
Admin/Mgr. 10/81 
Spare Parts/Supply 11/81. 
Mech. Trainer 11/81 

Total 

As of 1/9/83, Total Service 
Provided from Previous and 
Present Staff 

1 Ei'rInonths 
2'4,1: mOnths 
19moIlths' , 
19'months 
38,months 

3 months 
18 months 

22 months 
21 months 
21 months 

201 months (16. 75 yrs." 
; 't, ~ 

433 months (36. 04;yrs~): 



positions so there are overlaps with the Swazis being:trained to 
replace them, personnel for continued high-level management 
advisory and mid-level management training, ,assistance, 'and 
construction engineers if operating funds are found for LDSto 
operate at full capacity. ' 

(2) Training 

The inputs programmed for USAID to achieve the 
project purpose and goals were participant training for land 
planning and land development and in-country maintenance workshop 
r,,'lated courses (see LFER #14, appendix A). A total of 32 study 
years of participant training at a total cost of $645,000 were to 
be provided. The following participants have been or are 
currently in long-term training. 

position DeEarted 

Range Jan 80 

Ag. Engr. May 83 

Ag. Engr. Jan 83 

Soils , May 82 

Soils Jan 83 

Civil Engr., Jan 81 

Civil Engr. Jan 80 

Return 

June 82 

Jan 86 

May 86 ' 

May 84 " 

Jan 86 

Sept 84', 

Jan 84,', 

Degree 

M.S. 

B.S. 
B..S. 

M.S. 

B.S. 

Accordingly, 10 study years of long-term 
training has been utilized, and an additional 12 years are 
committed for present participants. An additional 10 years can 
be utilized in case present participants need additional time to 
finish degree requirements or for new participants. Some of the 
a(lditional study years money could be utilized for participant 
study in USDA-sponsored courses or in specialized training 
appropriate to supporting of project goals. It is recommended 
that priorities be es~ablished and personnel identified for use 
of the remaining training funds as soon as possible. 

The verifiable indicator calls for a number of 
in-country courses and workshops. A nurnbeL of in-country 
workshops have been held. A week-long maps and soils workshop 
was held for 20 RDA project coordinators and extension staff in 
March 1983, and it will be repeated in october 1983 for 20 RDA 
and extension personnel. A 2-day workshop in irrigation training 
was held in spring 1983 for 15 extension agents. Two I-week 
welding courses were conducted for 16 workshop personnel. A 
3-day management course was offered to 15 mid-level managers from 
RDAs. Representatives of Champion graders taught 30 grader 
operators during a 2-week course. (All of the participants were 
certified upon completion of the course.) A I-week course for 
9rader operators was sponsored by the Galleon Company. 
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Representatives from many of the equipment companies 
indicate they will send their trainers free of charge to train 
workshop personnel in the operation and maintenance of their 
equipment. All they require is payment of food and lodging. 
USAID is urged to provide the small amount of funding needed to 
cover this cost. This support will enable top quality trainers 
to provide up-dated training to workshop and other personnel at a 
minimal cust. 

Recommendation: 

If the project is extended as has been recommended, 
USAID should give highest priority to training, especially for 
mid-level management. Also, additional construction engineers 
should be trained. 

follows: 

(3) Construction 

Construction to be' prov~de~ by USAID is as 

Disbursed 
(July 31, 1983) 

10 Senior Tech. Houses & 
1 PirtsWa~ehouse $435,000 

'4) Commodi ties. 

Commodi ties to :'b~.' provided by USAID are, ., as';: 
follows: . 

Vehicle, Office, Field' 
& TrainingEqu{pment~ 
Supplies . $140';9°0 : . 

Disbursed 
(July 31, 1983) 

$89,961 

Recommendation: 

The following should be provided by USAID during.,:the 
remainder of the: project: ' ," " 

(a) Maintenance/Repair Equipment & Tools 

Brake drum/roter lathe, and tools Dynamometer 
absorption brake and attachments (for engine 
testing) Diesel injector calibrating unit (when 
mechanics can effectively utilize it; at present 
not experienced enough) 

(b) Spare Parts 

Items needed for essential units of project 
equipment, especially those which are n()t 
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ayailable', on .,' the local market Components tq'use{ 
for revolving/replacement ' stock, i.e '" starters;~' 
geperators/alt,ernators, transmission, etc~ 

".' . 

(C),'i Facilities 

Secure, fenced, covered storage for batteries, 
tires, and lube supplies at workshop " ,', 
Secure areas for computer and safe storage -of 
duplicate record discs 
Extension of parking area at workshon', ,for ,j 
service and transport trucks 
New LOO office at workshop site 
More secure area in parts warehouse, for, ,hi911'7' 
value pilferable items ' 

b; ,GOS Inputs 

GOS was to provide the inputs .shown underLFER#lT to 
23, inclusive. 

The PP projected total GOS support for the RDA 
Program at a total of $12,228,600 for the 5-year life of the 
program. The team found it impossible to document the detailed 
amount allocated to individual sections, such as LUPS and LOS, 
but overall inputs to the total RDA Program were available. The 
following is the GOS expenditures on the ROA Program for 1979-83. 

Year 

1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 

Total 

Expenditures 
(in millions) 

3.8 
4.2 
4.4 
4.0 
2.3 

'18.7, " 

The evaluation team concludes that in' terms of 
aggregate funding, GOS has done very well. The original Pro-Ag 
called for the GOS to establish a sinking fund in the MOAC to 
provide capital equipment replacement funds for heavy 
construction equipment. The MOAC sinking fund has not been 
established, but funds have been deposited annually with the 
Central Transport Authority (CTA). MOAC has paid CTA through the 
fiscal year ending in April 1984. The team was unable to 
determine how much MOAC has paid CTA, but the amount for the 
current year was reported to be about $2 million. GOS has 
promised to provide the information needed to USAID within a few 
days. 

If the.' information provided to the evaluatiori team~is 
accurate, then, an unrealisticly high amount isbein,9 paid toCTA. 
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CTA is apparently calculating the life of the 
equipment at 5 years. This is unrealistic considering the 
utilization. of this equipment. The Caterpillar Company uses the 
figure of 10,000 hours under average conditions as the life 
expectancy of its equipment. It would thus take 40 hours of use 
per week for 50 weeks per year to get 10,000 hours usage in 5 
years. This is, of course, an unattainable usage level. 

The Association of American State Highway Engineers 
lists normal depreciation used by the u.s. state highway 
maintenance departments for various pieces of equipment. The 
life range is from 5 years for light duty to 10 years for several 
heavy-duty items. Considering past experience and present 
observations of equipment utilization and maintenance in 
Swaziland, 10 years for tracked tractors (bulldozers) , 
excavators, graders, and front-end loaders would appear to be 
reasonable. The short period of life used by CTA inflates the 
MOAC payments and rnisleads auditors and others so that they reach 
erroneous conclusions concerning daily running costs of the heavy 
equipment. 

Funds for replacement of trucks of all types, buses, 
and passenger vehicles are paid to CTA by an additional levy on 
fuel so that depreciation is proportional to the actual usage of 
the vehicles. 

Recommendations: 

CTA policies should be changed, and realistic 
depreciation rates be utilized. (A rate based on hours of life 
would be the most desirable.) GOS and USAID should reach 
agreement on where the sinking fund is to be kept. 

c. Validity of the Assumptions Regarding Inputs 

The only assumption W3S that GOS, USAID, and 
contractors would provide goods and services on time as required. 
There has been a good. faith effort on the part of all parties, 
but many of the inputs were not timely, e.g. the establishment of 
a full USAID contractor team and the assignment of personnel by 
GOS, both of which occurred late. When inputs were delivered is 
shown in Parts D and E. Timeliness of inputs has been a problem 

ifor both USAID and GOS. Examples are the U.S. contract personnel 
arrived late, and one key position is vacant at present; 
construction contracts were delayed; and GOS counterparts and 
trainees were assigned late, and in some cases still have not 
been assigned. 



D. Implementation Schedule Analysis 

I'n'this,' part', iofthereport, the impiementa"t~on schedul:eI~um 
the'PP::i~l!reprodl.{ced,a.nd the date eachactivi ty',wiis,> actualh; 
accomplished. with remarks, has been added. H

' , 

DATE 
PLANNED 

8/78--8/79 

8/78 

9/78 

9/78 

10/78 

10/78 

19178 .' 
12/78 

12/78 

1/79 

Swaziland RDA Infrastructure Support Projec 
Implementation Analysis 

ACTION 

PHASE I 

PP Completed & Submitted 

PP Approved; Loan Agreement 
Authority Granted 

Project Grant/Loan Agreement.,. 
& PIOs Signed ' '., 

Specifications for Net., Equip~' 
ment Prepared 

RFPs for Technical Services & 
Workshop Hanagement Contr;Jct 
Issued 

RFPs for Housing & t-lorkshop 
Parts t-larehouse Issued 

Contract Awarded for Construc­
tion of Housing & t-lorkshop 
Parts Warehouse 

Proposals for Technical Services 
& Workshop Hanagernent Contract 
Received & Opened 

IFHs for Equipment Issued 

DATE 
ACCOMPLISHED 

8/78 

9/78 
"'<;:. ,.:,.', 

'2/79 
,'; -:' 

, 1 

,10/79 

11/7,9 
'. 

3 to 9/79 
9/79 

10/79 

6/.79 
. '4/82 

",'_.a.., T'\ __ 

*See pages 63':'66 

59 

.111 
,\', '~'" " 

112 

1st Order, 113a 
2nd' Order 
3rd Order 



PL~~ED 

1/79 

1/79 

ACT!O:\ 

c.onstruction Starts on Housing 
&~vorkshop Parts t';arehous e 

LUPS & LDS Counterparts & 
Participants Selected 

JATE 
. Accb:·!pr.ls:r::n" RE:·!.!_~::S*':~,· 

.8'/79. 
\:.>: . .1: .. ;., .... 

9l79',~ to> #.3b 
8/8':3'. 

1/79 '. Contracts Awarded for !ech:1ic~l 

2/79 

3/i9 

4/79 

7/79 

7/79 

7/79 

&/79 

8/79 

S/i9 

8/79 

Ser,,.ices & Workshop !{anage.':1ent 
Contract 

Bids for Equi~~ent Received & 
Opened 

Contr~ct for Equip=ent A~arded 

L/Cll:::f~r Equi;:::;:E:nt Issued 

Workshop P~rts t\'arenol!se 
Co~plet:ed 

Land Use Pl.:l:mi.""!; Of::'icer 
Arri':es 

Housi::tg l~o:1strt;ction t;c::t?l.ececi 

Ini:i~l Co~~odities Desig~a~ec 

for Local ?rocure::ent Acquire'd 

,GOS Recu:rent & Capi:al Bu~get~ 

.9/79 
, iOl79 

6/82 
Not 'Done 

.1l/i9 

12/i9 

'4/80 

,,6,/20. 
'7/S0 

Established Not Done: 

Of::ce Space Allocated; 
Offices Furnished 

First Project Appr~isal 
Reports Co~pleted 

60 

Done upon Arrival 
of PersonneJ 

5/80 

1st Order. $5.4 Qil. 
2nd Order: 

a) $2.3 mil. 
b) $2.3 mil. 

,5 i:1, !'~n zini 
5 in !'!babane 



DATE 
PLANNED 

9/79--8/80 

9/79 

1/80 

3/80 

3/80 

3/80 

3/8e 

4/80 

6/80 

8/80 

8/80 

8/80 

8/80 

9/80 

8/81 

8/81 

8/81 

3/82 

ACTION 
,DATE: 

'ACCOMPLISHED: 
.. ' . 

PHASE II 

LUPS & LDS Particio.!mtsDep'art,:, 
for Training 

Workshop Participants J.ut:u I....L.L: J.t:Q, 

Improved Planning, Design,'&:', 
Management Procedures Established 

Environmental Criteria 
Established 

Surveyor Consultant Completes 

6/80 
6/81 
6/8'2 

i/~2 
<," 

'" 

LO/8:.. 

Not- Done 

Training of Surveyors & Departs,' "Noe uone 

Baseline Social & Economic Data 
Collected & Analyzed 

Sinking Fund for Heavy Equip­
ment Replacement Transferred'to' 
MOA Trust Account 

Heavy Equipment Shippee 

Heavy Equipment Arrives 

. Conservation Works Targets for 
RDAP Reevaluated & Set for LOP 

Second PAR Completed 

First ,External Evaluation, 
, PP Review 

, Workshop Participants Depart ' 
for Training , 

, Equipment Operator Specialist '" 
Completes Training of Operatou 
& Departs 

5 to 8/80 
10 to 12/80 

9 to 12/80 
1 to 3/81 

Not Done 
(formally) 

None Made 

8/83 

6/83 

~/82'J 
"), ',. : .. < ""::'," ", 

,1{EMARKS* 

114 ' 

fl8, 

119 

.1.st Ordet 
2nd 'Order 

1st Order 
2nd Order 

fl10 

Bed.ng Done by This 
,Evaluation Team 

fill 

{IlZ 

Equipment Downtime Being Main­
tained at 10% . 

9/8L~through 
82' . ' ," ,Discuss'ed'Ei~elo1liere 

Third PAR Completed 

Conservation Works Rehabili­
tation Program ImpleIDP-~-A 

61,:' 

Not 'UU".-



DATE 
PUNNED 

8/8; 

8/82 

8/82 

7/83 

8/83 

8/83 

8/83 

8/83 

ACTIO~ 

Fou.rthPAR, Completed 

Workshop Trainees Return from 
Training & Are Assigned t- T~~ 

Workshop as Understudies 
U.S. Technicians 

Second Extern,ll Evaluatio: 
PI' Reviewed 

Posts for Additional Land 
Planning Officer, Resourcl 
Economist 1 & Range Econom: 
Established 

Fifth PAR Completed 

Work Plan Completed for 
Phase IV 

U.S.-funded Workshop 
Technicians Depart 

Training Workshop & Field 
~ , . 

!1aintenance 

DATE 
ACCOHPLISHED 

Not Done 

Not Done 

R~KS* 
.".; 

"'/114 , 

1115 Not D,one,' 

Not Done 
',6/.83 ' LDS .. Plan Complete ,& 

Publl'shed ;:LtiP~) pian? " 

Partially 
Accomplished' · 
, '11/82 ,lli6 

11/81to 8/83 "#17 ' . . . ' . . -



Remarks 

#1. December 19, 1978: Contract. awarded for construction of' 
housing and parts warehouse. 

The contract was actually awarded in November 1979. A 
6-month delay was encountered because the job was advertised for 
bids in the United States and none were received. Local tenders 
were made and came in over budget. Revisions were made and 
retendered. 

#2. December 1978: Proposals for technical services and 
workshop management contract reviewed and opened. 

The contracts were negotiated in Washington, D.C. The 
initial contract went to lIE, and, in March 1979, it began to 
recrui t personnel. No candidates acceptable to USAID and GOS, 
MOAC, were found. In September, TransCentury and Overseas 
Construction Services were employed, and they recruited the 
technical assistance personnel. 

#3-a January 1979: 
issued. 

Invitations for BIDS (IFBs) for equipment 

The IFB issued 
equipment '. valued at 
was at $2.3 million. 
ordered. 

June 1979' was for 'the > first tranche of 
about $5.4,million~The;,second 'IFB issued 

The third andf5.nal tranche. has not been 

#3-b January 1979: Counterparts in LDS designated. 

In September 1979; a'construction engineer was designated,in 
LUPS, but. he withdrew. ,His replacement was designated March 
1983. ' 

# 4. September 1979: "LUPS /LDS participants depart for trainirig .'· 
>,. ',,", , 

"j,"" 

The PP called for sending nine particip.'I{\ h.: abroad >ror 
long-term training early in the project. The following is'a,·Tfst 
of participants, with departure and return dates. 

position 
Range 
Ag. Engr. 
Ag. Engr. 
Soils 
Soils 
Civil Engr. 
Civil Engr 
Economics 5 

Departed 
Jan 80 
May ,83 
Jan 83 
May 82 
Jan 83 
Jan 81 
Jan 80 

Return 
June82 
Jan 86 
May 86 
May 84 
Jan 86 
Sept 84 
Jan 84 

Degree 
M.S. 
B.S. 
B.S. 
M.S. 
B.S. 
B. S.·. 
B. S. 

15This individual was sent for'training in,l~nde,,~iJati6~,by 
the British. The. posft:ion ,in' 'LtJPS is tie~l·.upwhlle::. the 
individual is in training,and he may not· return to LUPS. 
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#5 • JanharY'l,~89:·' 'l'lorkshop 'partlc~pants identified:", see" # 11) ". 

#6. March 1980:" Environmental criteria establ~!3hed." 
. "\ 
The PP indicated that environmental criteria would be 

established to assure that environmental consideratons would be 
incoporated into the design of construction and other project 
activi ties. The GOS and USAID contractor technical assistance 
personnel were to devise criteria mutually acceptable to GOS and 
USAID for activity selection, taking into account the 
recommendations contained in the pp's Environmental Analysis 
Section. No environmental criteria had been established as of 
August 1983. One of the reasons given is that the current LUPS, 
LDS, and USAID contractor personnel do not feel especially well 
qualified to develop the environmental standards needed. 

#7. March 1980: Surveyor consultant completes training of 
surveyors and departs. 

No surveyor consultant was hired. As noted elsewhere in 
this report, the need is being met through other means. In the 
LUPS, there are two uncertified surveyors (engineering technician 
may be a more suitable description) taking a Civil Engineering 
Technology Correspondence Course which includes training in 
surveying. One LUPS technician is rece1v1ng training in 
surveying from project engineers, four LDS surveyors have 
received in-service and on-the-job training from the construction 
enginuers, and four personnel with other titles are receiving 
in-service training. A formal, in-service, week-long surveying 
course will be offered in September 1983. 

#8. March 1980: Baseline socioeconomic data collected and 
analyzed. 

The PP qalled for a study to develop a social and economic 
baseline data base. The study was to focu~primarily on'13,850 
homesteads in the intensive RDAs. The study was to be the: 
responsibility of the resource economist,and he did not arrive" 
until August 1981.' He left in August 1983, and has not be'en 
replaced. 

Because of the late arrival of the resource economist, it 
was decided to use another approach. Much of the data needed is;' 
being collected and analyzed by the MOAC's Economic Research and 
Planning (ERP) Unit and the RDA Program's Monitoring and 
Evaluation (RDA ME) Unit. Also, USAID is assisting a U.N. 
economic research survey to develop more reliable socioeconomic 
data on rural families living on Swazi Nation Land. The 
evaluation team reviewed the work of the above groups, and 
believes the data being collected by them will be adequate for 
socioeconomic evaluation by EOP. Social and economic data 
collection should be done by ERP and RDA ME. 
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#9. Api-i!\1980:Sinking fund ,for he'ayy eqil:i.pment: replacement 
transferred to MOAC~ trust account ." 

Funds covering depreciation of heavy construction equipment 
have been paid by MOAC to CTA, which is the agency of GOS which 
holds title to the USAID-supplied equipment. These funds are 
held and used for the replacement of old GOS-owned equipment. ,No 
dedicated sinking fund for the replacement of the equipment 
supplied by this project has been established in MOAC. The 
problem is under consideration by the Minister of Finance per 
information from the Deputy Permanent Secretary, MOAC, on August 
25, 1983. 

Depreciation funds on trucks are paid by an additional levy 
on the fuel which is supplied to all GOS vehicles by CTA. 

#10. August 1980: Conservation work targets for RDA Proaram 
re-evaluated and set for life of project. 

Because of the late start of the project and the difficulty 
in getting a USAID team fielded and functioning, this has not 
been done formally. Many conservation works have been 
accomplished. Thes~ include terraces, diversions, irrigation 
systems, roads, dams, f~nces, and brush clearing. However, many 
times they have not been done as a result of comprehensive land 
use plans, and they have not been accomplished at the rate which 
was originally planned. The table on page 41 shows what has been 
accomplished. 

#11. September 1980: Workshop participants depart for training. 

No participants departed for training by September 1980. 
Two participaots nominated 'were turned down by GOS. One 
participant attended and' completed a 90-day parts and supply 
management cqurse. He' departed May 1, 1983, and returned July 
31, 1983. " 

#12. August 1981: Equipment operator specialist completes 
training of equipment operators and departs. . 

The equipment operator specialist departed in March 1982. 
He trained a total of 135 persons in the operation of heavy 
equipment and the driving of trucks. The training was excellent. 

#13. March 1982: Conservation works rehabilitation program 
implemented. 

Since a number of conservation works were poorly designed 
and constructed during the early phases of the RDA Program, a 
3-year works rehabilitation program was to have been started by 
March 1982. Because of the late start of the project and because 

65 



of the higher priorit.; 'd.fother things,,'this has notbeen~ci,e:,I1:,e. 
Much rehabilitation and ,maintenance, particularly on roads'~" has, 
been accomplished, but not as the result of a formal 3-yearplan.~' 

\ ~ ~,>l .. < ";., ' 

#14. August 1982:, Workshop trainees return from trai~ing" and 
are assigned to LOS Workshop as understudies to u.S. funded 
technicians. 

The Parts and Supply Manager returned July 31, 1983, to 
assume responsibility in the LOS ~orkshop. He is working as an 
understudy to the u.S. technician. Others were not sent. 

#15. July 83: Posts for additional land planning officer~ i 

resource economist, and range ecologist established. 
, ' ' , "j 

No additional posts were established by "GOS.A jobfr~eze 
has been 'in effect since the:financial situation becameas~rious 
crisis. 

#16. August 1983: U.S.-fund.ed workshop technicians depart. 

Count~rparts are gradually phasing in and u.S. technicians 
are being phased out. Training of counterparts has been 
conducted through on-the-job and in-servi6e training. The U.S. 
field maintenance technician departed November 1982, and his 
counterpart has taken over this position. The tour for the USAIO 
contractor training officer in the workshop ends in November 1983 
and it is being evaluated. Two counterparts have been trained, 
and have assumed major responsibilities in the workshop. A 
counterpart in the parts department has been trained. The 
senior level u.S. advisor is scheduled to leave in late 1984. 

#17. August 1983: Training workshop and field maintenance 

Since November 1981, the following category of Swazi workers 
in the workshop and in, Field Maintenance Units have received 
certification from the Swazil~nd College of Technology. 

Former Grade 
II 
II 
III 

untested 
Untested 
Untested 

, Present 'Grade 
I 
I , 
II ' 
III. 
III 
Ill; "'" 
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Category 
Heavy Plant Mechanic 
Motor Mechanic (Vehicle) 
Heavy Plant Mechanic 
Heavy Plant Mechanic 
Motor Mechanic (Vehicle) 
Auto Electrician 

No. 
S 

1 
6 

13 
4 
3 
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, " "l" . ,:#.'\ '. . 1. '. ' " . ~) . - ,'. ,. '.' "l-

E. Review of Timeliness of Deliv'ery,"arid/Quaiity idf, USA:rD~"G'6s, 
and other Donor Inputs 

'.1',: . ' 

Probably the major constraint to the:succ'ess O{''the§t'pject 
within the projected time frame is the . lack. of,·timelinessihthe 
delivery of the inputs by both USAID and GOS. 

Part D provides details on when the inputs were delivered. 
USAID initially asked the Institute of International Education 
(lIE) to recruit the personnel to be provided by USAID. lIE was 
not successful, and, after almost a half-year delay, the two 
current contractors were given the job. The delays led to the 
first USAID team arriving well after the previous expatriate 
team (from the United Kingdom) had left. Overlaps with the 
United Kingdom team would have been of great value to the USAID 
team. Then, most of the "first team" provided by one of the new 
contractors did not work out for va.cious reasons. The Swazis 
with whom the evaluation team discussed the problem all said 
that many of the first team were not well qualified for their 
jobs. The "second team" was not recruited or functioning until 
well into 1980. Finally, key individual provided by a USAID 
contractor died, and his replacement is still not on board. 

The delays in the provision of top quality personnel by the 
USAID contractor hit LUPS especiCll1y hard. The LDS equipment 
arrived and there were pressures from the RDAs to put it to use. 
Sometimes the work in the RDAs proceeded without adequate plans. 

The decision by USAID/W to use two contracts to provide the 
personnel was not wise because it led to confusion and 
controversy in the project which caused further delays. As might 
have been anticipated, the personnel from the two contractors did 
not always work together harmoniously. After about 2 years, 
stronger leadership was provided by both USAID and GOS, and this 
problem was resolved. 

GOS inputs were not timely either. Many of the personnel who 
were to replace th~ USAID contractor team were not assigned until 
well into the project, and some are still'not assigned. Eight 
Swazi LUPS and LDS personnel are or soon will be in training 
out-of-country; therefore, they are not available for on-the-job 
training. This, in turn, will prevent the overlapping of the 
USAID contractor personnel and the Swazis who are to replace 
them. (Many of the contracts for the U. S. personnel end well 
before the end of the project, further complicating the overlap 
problem. 

While there were problems with some of the first u.S. 
contractor team members, for the most part the quality of the 
human inputs has been adequate. The personnel being provided at 
present by the USAID contractors are, in general, very well 
qualified. The personnel provided by GOS have, in general, been 
very good. 
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Equipment purchased for the . project was procurred in 
accordance with USAIO regulations. The timing of the arrival of 
the equipment in Swaziland was satisfactory. When there were 
late arrivals, they did not cause any significant delay in 
implementation of the project. 

There have been problems because of the lack of standardiza­
tion of equipment. Because of the necessity to use competitive 
bidding, John Oeere (J-O) tracked (with bulldozer) models 550 and 
850 were purchased. Spare parts procurement and stocking would 
have been simpler if the same makes and models as those 
previously used in the ROA Program had been purchased; however, 
this is not regarded as being a serious problem. Even if the 
same make of equipment had been provided, the later models would 
have had many parts which were not compatable with earlier 
models. The J-O units have performed satisfactorily. 

The first group of Champion motor graders were furnished 
wi th Allis-Chalmers engines, and they have been a continuous 
source of trouble. Three units are now deadlined because of 
engine trouble. The second group of three Champion graders is 
equipped with General Motors diesel engines at the request of 
LOS, and they are satisfactory. The possibility of replacing 
the Allis-Chalmers engines has been discussed with the local 
dealer, but no decision has yet been made and no firm quotations 
have been received. 

Two 0-8 Caterpiller tracked tractors (with bulldozer blade) 
have been purchased and delivered, and the need for such a large 
tractor has been questioned. This large size was specifically 
chosen for efficient land clearing with heavy chain to improve 
grazing conditions. This method of clearing is used successfully 
in the United States. The LOS Caterpillar 0-7 tractor were tried 
and found to be inadequate for the conditions. As soon as the 
drawbar attachments and heavy chain, now on order, are received, 
the 0-8s will be put in service. If the 0-8s are not utilized 
full time for land clearing, they can be used effectively on 
large scale road and dam construction. 

r· 

The construction of housing and the warehouse were delayed 
as a result of a decision by USAIO/W to advertise in the United 
States for U.S. contractors to do the job. This was unrealistic 
because 10 houses and a warehouse to be constructed in Swaziland 
are not a large enough package to interest aU. S. contractor. 
There was no response, and the construction had to be 
readvertised. 

The work in LOS is currently proceeding at a very slow pace 
because of a shortage of funds. Other aid donors and the 
international agencies are providing reduced amounts of 
assistance, and, because of the near crisis economic conditions 
in the world and the Southern Africa region, GOS is unable to 
provide the budget needed. The positions vacant in LUPS are not 
being filled because of the GOS ~iring freeze. 

68 



Repairs forover~the-road equipment are. supposed to be 
provided by eTA. A surcharge on fuel goes to CTA to pay for the 
services. LOS has often been unable to get timely service from 
CTA; therefore, the repairs must be made elsewhere. If LOS's 
work is not to be delayed, they must pay twice! 

The following itemizes the, major problems concerning 
timeliness and quality of inputs. 

1. The provision of technical assistance personnel by USAIO 
was not timely. The selection process was delayed by 6 months 
while the lIE tried to recruit suitable personnel. 

2. Some of the personnel initially provided by Overseas 
Construction Services Company (OCS) and TransCentury Company 
(TCC) were not suitable, sympathetic, or compatible, and selected 
ones had to be replaced. 

3. The decision by USAID/W to divide the provision of 
technical assistance (TA) into two contracts led to controversy 
and slowed pr0gress for the first 2 years of the project. (After 
an almost complete change of personnel, a satisfactory working 
relationship has been attained.) 

4. The USAIO decision to advertise in the United States for 
U. S. contractors to bid on the 10 houses and warehouse to be 
constructed in Swaziland was unrealistic. There was no response, 
and 4 to 5 months were lost. The lack of project housing delayed 
the initial arrival of TA personnel by about 3 months. 

5. The GOS was slow to provide personnel and candidates for 
overseas training (participants). This was due to a lack of. 
suitable candidates, and, perhaps, to an excessive workload on· .. 
the part of some of the key MOAC officers. 

6. The GOS is currently slow in allocating a recurrent 
budget. In the past, other funds could be used to supplement a 
smaller than anticipated GOS allotment for operating funds, but 
this year there are no other donor funds available. Activities 
including utilization and repair of equipment have been 
curtailed. 

7. The funds for the replacement of equipment are held by 
the CTA, and are not within the control of the MOAC as envisioned 
in the PP. To date, this has not caused any serious delays in 
replacing equipment, but it could possibly do so in the future. 

8. Repair and replacement funds for over the highway 
vehicles are paid to CTA in the form of a surcharge on fuel, but 
CTA is unable to provide the repair services needed. LDS must, 
therefore, perform the repair tasks fo!.' itself or send them 
elsewhere if it is to function in a normal manner. The LOS pays 
twice for the repair services, and they are delayed. 
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F. 
,. ,. 

IdentifiC'atio:ri of Causes for· Successes, Constr~ints, . arid 
~~~--~~~~~~~~~~----------------~-------
Failures in the Project 

1. Overall RDA Program 

a. Causes for Successes 

The RDA Program is responsive to the perceived needs 
of the people, and the evaluation team feels this is the 
strongest point in the program's favor. Although the decision to 
initiate an RDA is made at high levels, nothing is done without 
the agreement and support of the people. The initial land use 
and other plans are prepared at the local level with the full 
participation of the' people. This plan is then analyzed and 
modified at various levels, but it returns to the people for 
approval. The chiefs and Village Development Committee work 
cooperatively with LUPS, LDS, and RDA officials in all planning 
and implementation. 

The RDA Program bridges the traditional and modern 
elements in Swaziland and prevents open confrontation. This is 
excellent, and it is a major factor in the success of the 
program. The availability of funds from several aid donors and 
international agencies has provided flexibility which has been 
very beneficial. Unfortunately, the funding situation has 
changed for the worse. The loss of external funding plus a 
reduced GOS budget is currently creating a serious problem for 
the RDA Program and the ~roject. 

Another re~son for the success of the RDA Program is 
the strong support, both financial and philosophical, of GOS. 

The large pool of human resources available in 
Swaziland, which includes many people with potential for 
developing the basic skills needed to manage projects and provide 
extension and other s(:lrvices, has been a significant factor in 
nationalizing the RDAs. Many developing countries could not have 
moved their own citizens into so many stategic positions so fast. 

The quality of the resources--soils, topography, 
climate--are all contributing factors to the success of the RDA 
Program 

The establishment of a sizeable extension thrust 
early in the RDA Program's life has been responsible for much of 
the success to date, and extension's impact should increase 
considerably in the fut.ure as recommendations are fine tuned and 
homesteaders become more confident in the agents. 

10· 



b. constraints ani Failures 

rLUUJ.t:!IUS ana r:a~J.ures ~n -r.ne .1{JJA .!:'rogram are not 
surprises to anyone with experience in developing countries. 
Most of the problems can be solved with the judicious application 
of inputs and improved management, but this will take time. 
Quick "fixes" for RDA problems are not likely to be found. 

The RDA Program has not generated some 
anticipated economic benefits, and therein lies the 
current problem. While the evaluation team believes the 
benefits anticipated will eventually be generated, this 
means a certainty. 

of the 
greatest 
economic 
is by no 

The severe drought has hindered economic progress in 
the RDAs. The drought has reduced yields and caused delays in 
increasing livestock off-take rates. No one can ascertain at 
this time precisely what the impacts from the drought are. 

The lack of a marketing infrastructure which would 
allow the Swazi homesteaders to sell their crops and livestock at 
a reasonable profit is a major constraint. Marketing has been 
given too little attention in the RDA Program. 

The RDA Program is suffering because the ranges are 
overstocked and poorly managed, and little progress has been made 
in finding readily acceptable ways to increase productivity in 
the livestock subsector. The problem is compounded by the 
tradi tion of the Swazi homesteader to treat cattle as a bank 
account, rather than as an income-pr0ducing enterprise, and the 
fact that in recent years, cattle have appreciated in value at a 
faster rate than the appreciation of savings accounts or other 
investment alternatives. 

Extension has not had packages of innovations to 
recommend which have been adequately demonstrated to the 
homesteaders to tt,~ point that they are willing to place complete 
confidence in them. The relationship to research has been 
tenuous, and homesteaders have quite properly viewed many of the 
recommendations with suspicion. Before the extension program can 
be as successful as the RDA Program leaders would like, extension 
agents in the field must "prove themselves" to the homesteaders. 

The high cost and/or unavailability of certain inputs 
is a constraint. For example, the acid soil (pH 4.2-5.0) 
requires a considerable amount of lime if it is to be made 
optimal for maize production and even greater quantities must be 
applied for beans and some other crops. Lime is very costly in 
Swaziland, and an effort must be made to find a cheaper source of 
lime or alternative ways to increase yields. 

Those homesteaders who would like to make a decent 
living farming are often unable to get access to enough land. '. If 
homesteaders are to become commercial farmers, the current system 
for allocating the Swazi Nation Land must be changed. ,; 
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Lack of goOd baseline da:ta is a problem because it,is 
not possible to accurately ascertain how much progress' has beer 
made. Several efforts havebe,en mounted to obtain thedatCi 
needed, but much is yet to be done. 

Coordination of activities sometimes isa problem i~ 
the ROA Program. 

2. Infrastructure Project 

a. Causes for Successes 

The project has beensu~~e~sfuibecause it is 
responsive to the perceived needs of the people. LUPS and LDS 
are in high profile positions, and the people appreciate what 
they are doing. 

The project has succeeded when the personnel assigned 
have been top quality and they have had adequate funds to get the 
job done. (This applies to both USAIO contractors and GOS.) The 
leadership in both LUPS and LOS is very good, and it has been a 
large factor in the success of the project. 

The project made good progress when adequate 
operating funds were available for LOS, but progress has now 
slowed almost to a standstill because of the budget crisis. At 
the present time, the greatest threat to project success is the 
budget crisis. 

The project has succeeded in institution building 
where the training program has been effective and on schedule. 

a. Constraints and Failures 

The project was delayed 
of the original expatriate team and 
GOS to pr~vide personnel. 

becaus~of;,the,late arrival 
the ,"sloWrieS's:,o~' the :part of 

, ,':" '< ,.'~ : ',. ' " ' 

LOS is currently operating at far i~ss"than '9~pacit.y 
because o"f budgeting constraints.' ' <, 

The project has been constrained by the lack of 
parts, which is largely a function of money. 

The project has been constrained by GOS regulations 
which limit the flexibili ty management needs to operate 
efficiently. Examples are limitations on travel before and after 
official work hours, and the inability to reduce the number of 
employees to only those needed. 

Operations of LOS have been hampered by the 
centralization of operations. A decentralized operation would 
reduce travel time and increase efficiency. 



Over the long term, it is now clear a very serious 
problem wil~.. arise when the expatriates who are doing the 
required work are phased out before Swazis in participant 
training return and get the on-the-job training they need. 
In-service and on-the-job training is crucial for the interaction 
and transition of responsibilities from the USAIO contra,::tor 
team to the Swazis being trained to replace them. 

Progress was constrained for a time by problems in 
deciding whether the new priorities for work to be done by LUPS 
and LOS were appropriate. (Soon after the project got underway, 
more demands began to be made for homesite leveling and domestic 
water and roads and less for conservation structures. ) 
Eventually, these problems were reconciled. 

G. ~esponsiveness of the Project to the Needs of the Target 
Beneficiaries 

The original project design was attuned to the needs which 
the land use experts of the time believed were critical. While 
the evaluation team was not able to determine what the 
homesteaders perceived as their strategic needs at the time, 
there is reason to believe their priorities were not in total 
agreement with the experts. When it was learned that erosion was 
not as critical a problem as had been anticipated, the will of 
the people began to be expressed more forcefully in the ROA 
Program, and the work program of both LUPS and LOS was altered. 
Today, the project is responding to both the perceived needs of 
the people and the revised priorities of experts in land use and 
conservation. The people's priorities for LUPS and LOS are safe 
domestic water, access roads, homesite leveling, and fencing. 
These represent some 60 to 80 percent of LUPS and LOS activities 
at the present time. The project is doing an excellent job of 
responding to the high priority needs of the target 
beneficiaries. 

Infrastructure is badly needed if the standard of living is 
to be increased for pe~ple on the Swazi Nation Land. 
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VI. 

A. 

RDA I~ffast~u6tu~eSupp()rt;' prdJEic~ ,~ationalErivironmerit'al:, 
Conservation Education. (NECE),·:Program: Arl"Evaluat:ion ' 

Background 

(NECE) 
Project 

purposes 
were the 

The National Environmental Conservation Education 
Program was added to the Infrastructure Support 
(645-0068) as an amendment signed on July 1, 1980. The 
of the NECE Program, often called the Mlilwane effort, 
same as for the overall project, namely: 

1. To develop, install, and maintain conservation works:in 
RDAs designated for intensive development~and 

2. To strengthen the RDA Program's' " .land use planning and 
development capability. 

The Pro Ag amendment outlines additional expectations of 
this educational ,crogram as follows: "The capaci ty and 
capability of the Mlilwane Trust to implement and expand the NECE 
Program will be increased." RDA field staff will be trained in a 
series of 40-day sessions on soil conservation and environmental 
management practices through outreach programs, and Swazi science' 
teachers will be given field courses in conservation. The 
institutional capability of Mlilwane will be built up by 
incr~asing the Swazi trained staff and the physical capacity to 
carry out its program. 

Funding for the NECE Program was at the level of $390,000. 

B. Program Review 

The various parts of the NECE Program have not moved ahead 
at an even pace. Some things have gone well; others are lagging 
far behind schedule. 

1. The lLlajor successes to report are in the training of 
teachers and students in environmental education. Output 
indicators are: (1) 355 teach~rs from MOE have completed 1- to 
5-day field courses; (2) 620 university students completed a 
I-day field site education tour; (3) 34,500 students have 
attended educational tours of Mlilwane; and (4) 25,600 students 
and adults have viewed outreach programs. 

2. A 30-minute national resources 16mm. film has been 
produced, and a number of curriculum materials, i.e., leaflets 
and study guides have been produced and distributed. Numerous 
resource education programs have been broadcast by television and 
radio. Extensive contacts with Ministry of Education (MOE) 
officials, the teachers' college, and school principals has 
resulted in the development of pre- and in-service environmental 
education training programs. 
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3. The NECE is be::hind schedule in the expansion of i tl 
conservation education program with RDA personnel. The RDl 
conservation program is almost non-existent, and it was to be thE 
major thrust of the project, since NECE is being funded as par1 
of the RDA Program. Since so little has been done, it must bE 
concluded this part of the program is almost 3 years behinc 
schedule. The revised implementation and training schedules havE 
not yet been developed, 

4. All of the major planned construction has beer 
completed, and most of the commoditi8s have been purchased. 

5. As of August 4, 1983, a total of $112,201 remained in the 
budget (see page 77). A total of $37,400 remains in the trainins 
budget. (This money should be used for developing curriculun 
materials for the RDA outreach program.) A total of $61, 02E 
remains in the operating budget. (A portion of these funds 
should be used to support the RDA outreach program.) 
Construction costs have overrun by $16,375, and contingency funds 
may have to be utilized. 

6. A major constraint to program progress has been the lack 
of a coordinator for the outreach program. The evaluation team 
believes this problem was resolved with the hiring of a qualified 
wildlife park and conservation professional on May 1, 1983. 

7. NECE is at a potential "take-off" point. The f~6ilities 
are ready and a qualified professional project coordinator is in 
place. Th environmental education programs have reached a number 
of Swazis in different ways, and the NECE' s efforts with the 
MOE and educational institutions has gained broad acceptance. 

8. While the evaluation team '.'las very favorably impressed 
with the work of people at Mlilwane and wishes to encourage them 
in their effort, it found it difficult to see a very, strong 
connecting link between much of the NECE Program to date ~nd the 
RDA Program's purposes. One useful output may be that the NECE 
outreach programs wil~ give rural people a better understanding 
of the importance of conservation and conservation practices. 
Also, the NECE Program has raised the general public's awareness 
of conservation issues, and this is of general concern to the RDA 
Program. However, there appears to be limited causal linkages 
between the NECE's outputs and the RDA Program purposes. 

C. Recommendations 

1. USAID should continue to assist the NECE Program in 
conservation education, training, and outreach until the job 
originally intended in the Pro Ag amendment is completed. (The 
infrastructure is now in place, and, with the leadership of the 
newly-recruited program coordinator, NECE is in position to 
develop training programs rapidly for RDA ar.d extension staff.) 
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2. The project coordinator should move quickly to develop an' 
RDA conservation education program. Strategies need to be' 
developed to involve MOAC, extension, and RDA staff. The 
conservation educution programs for the balance of the current , 
project should stress the clearly identified needs and interests 
of the RDA homesteaders. . 

3. A revised implementation and anriual training plan should~ 
be completed as soon as possible. " . 

4. NECE personnel should work with RDA Program and other 
MOAC personnel to prepare a strategy for the institutionalization 
of conservation education into both the RDA Program and the 
Extension Service. (The assignment of an extension conservation 
coordinator at the national level might provide the leadership 
neededq He/she could help: (a) Develop joint programs with the 
NECE Pr0qram coordinator; (b) organize an RDA and extension staff 
training p=0grami (c) develop curriculum and training materials, 
and (d) evaluate program outcomes.) 

5. Since interest has been expressed in conservation 
education by agricultural teachers participating in the 
environmental 'education program and basic curriculum materials 
have already been developed, contacts should be initiated by NECE 
personnel and the USAID project officer through the MOAC and 
school principals to schedule 4-day training sessions for the 
agricultural teachers. Pre-service arld in-service training could 
also be planned. 

6. USAID should continue to give serious consideration to 
environmental issues in all projects and, wherever possible, 
provide for improvement in the environment as an integral part of 
each project's plan. 

7. USAID should assess the general state of environmental 
education in Swaziland and, should assistance be merited, develop 
a specific project to meet the need. 



RDA INFRASTRUCTURE SUPPORT}. NECE . BUDGET ;,. 
, (6 45~00 6 8 ) ,:;':< '. , 

PIOK 
or 
PIL # DESCRIPTION 

COMMODITIES 
80249 Ford 3/4 

80251 

80248 
18 ' 
80266 

pickup 
Toyota Hill!} 
4WD 
10-seater b1. 
A.V. Equip 
Plaques 

Total Commodities 

TRAINING 
MATERIALS 

28 Films 

OPERATING COSTS 

21 Budget Support 

CONSTRUCTION 
15 Houses, etc. 
23 W & W Supply 
17 Elec. Services 
24 Compo of Elec. 

Total Construction 

CONTINGENCY 

'. - . . " 

,TOTAL: 

'Auqust1983 

" OBLIGATED 
PRO-AG 
AMOUNT 

$ 

,64.400 

'7.0< 900' 
" ' 

69,000 
;',', :; 

134,000 
156,500 

4,500 
20,640 
13,935 

195,575 

51.700 

390,000 - ,'.' .::'-' , 

AMOUNT' 
.' EAR-:-, 

.. MARKED 
$ 

6,480. 

9,538; 

',10'·'135: 
.' .. t, .,' ',\ 

.15.:,705:: 
,·"}:,609·· 

69,,000' 

156,500 

20,640 
13,935 

191,075:, 

34 0''5'4 2 <-: 
" ',.' ',.' :',; 

i _AMO'i!NT 
EXPENDED 

,AS OF 8/4/83 
$ : E ' 

6,480 

7,9,72 

239' 799, 168,94~* 
, " - '",' ,': ", 

, '*N6t,"spenttlu~9~ghNECE~bud9'et~'_ 
**,~ota,~E} 'expellditure~:do' notinclu'd~,:thoseorits~?e NECE b,1.1dget.: 
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VII.' Contractual, Scope of Work Reyie~ 

The contract between USAID and Cln provides a detailed scope 
of work for the evaluation team. Appendix E is a copy of' the 
contractual scope of work. In this section of the, report, each 
item in the contractual scope of work is reviewed and/or 
references provided showing where it is covered in the report. 
Part A covers item 1 in the Scope of Work, part B covers item 2, 
etc. 

A. Description and Background of the Project­

Section II, pages 3 to 10, 
required information. 

'III provide the, 

B. Revie.,T of Timeliness and Quality, of USAID, Other Donors, and 
GOS Inputs: The Validity of Assumptions; Reasons for 
Shortcomings 

This subject is discussed in detail in Section V, parts C, D, 
E, and F. To summarize, many of the USAID contractor and GOS 
inputs were not delivered on time and the project is, therefore, 
behind schedule. Also, many of the assnmptions were not met and 
many of the logical framework's objectively verifiable indicators 
for program goal, project goal, and project purpose were 
inadequate and too ambitious.' with the possible exception of 
some of the personnel provided by a USAID contractor early in the 
project, the quality of inputs has been very good. The project 
is a good one and properly stated goals and verifiable indicators 
can be attained. Causes for problems in input delivery are 
discussed in Section V, parts D, E, and F, and in Lessons Learned 

" in the Summary (PES, Part II, #22, pages 6-7). 

C. Review of Project Outputs As Stated in the Logical Framework 
and Progress Towards Reaching Verifiable Indicators, 
Relationship between Inputs and Outputs, Validity of Output 
Assumptions, and an Explanation to Reasons for Output 
Shortcomings 

with the possible exception of 
inputs and outputs, all of the above 
Parts C and D. 

the relationship between 
are covered in Section V, 

The relationship between the delivery of the inputs and 
production of the outputs listed in the logical framework is 
sound. In almost all instances, timely delivery of quality 
inputs would cause the outputs to be produced. Output #2 was not 
stated properly, and it should be revised as soon as possible. 

D. Review of Project Purpose 

The logical framework lists two project purposes .They,~re 
discussed in detail in Section III, ent.itled, "The ,;projec.t 
Setting: 1983,"andSection V, Parts B andC~The first,listed 

. ':1 " .~ ,; .~, . <, ;"', ~ • ;." '., " ' 
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purpose is "to develop, install, and maintain conservation works 
ill ROAs designated for intensive development,". and many of the 
works are underway. However, much of the work of LUPS and LOS is 
now devoted to non~conservation type activities such as 
construction of access roads, domestic water systems, homesite 
leveling, and fencing • 

. Nhile more work needs to be done in the area of 
conservation, it has now been determined that soil conservation 
is not the crisis situation it was believed to be by the project 
design team, and other infrastructure such as domestic water 
supplies and access roads are probably more important. Most of 
the arable land needing terracing has been terraced. Grass 
strips cost less and do the job. Some grazing land is subject to 
erosion as a result of overgrazing, and there are some gully 
washing problems as a result of the concentration of animals 
caused by the location of water sources and dipping tanks, but 
proper range management and de stocking will solve the problem 
much more effectively than will the large scale construction of 
conservation works. 

The people are demanding a~cess roads, safe water supplies, 
and other infrastructure discussed in the PP but not listed in 
the logical framework. Since conservation is not critical, LUPS 
and LOS are responding to the demands. The evaluation team 
agrees with the new priorities, and recommends that the Pro Ag be 
amended to legitimize the current work programs and to plan 
similar activities for the remainder of the project. The team' 
feels that the current acitivities should have received more 
attention in the original logical framework. 

The second listed project purpose is to strengthen the ROA 
Program's land use planning and development capability. Progress 
has been made, and both LUPS and LOS are now functioning 
reasonably effectively. However, much more progress is needed. 

The major reason for not making more progress in these areas 
is the lack of timeli~ess of input delivery, both by USAIO and 
GOS. 

The proj ect inputs' and outputs are leading to the 
achievements of the project purposes, but they need revision and 
cannot be accomplished by EOP for reasons discussed above. 

The progress made by Swazi staff and the adequacy of plans 
for assuring the inst1tutions will be viable at the end, of the 
project have been discussed in detail in Section V, Parts Band 
c. LUPS and LOS will not be ready to "stand alone" by EOP in 
August 1984. 

E. Review of the Project Goal and the Extent to Which the 
the Activities Are or Are Not Leading to Its Achievements 

The goal of the project is to develop and protect the 
productivity of the land resource base' in the "intensive" RDAs. 
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This is a very limited goal and the evaluation team is very 
critical of the project design team for accepting an 
unrealistically narrow and restricted goal. The stated goal in 
the log frame is not consistent with what is said ·about it in the 
balance of the PP and elsewhere. At the present time, less than 
half of the effort of LUPS and LDS is contributing directly 
toward the goal. The evaluation team feels very strongly that 
the current project priorities are correct, and it is unfortunate 
they are not well reflected in the project paper. The issues are 
discussed in detail in Sections III, IV and V, parts Band C. 
Even though many of the current LDS and LUPS activities are not 
those planned in the PP, the intent of the project goal is very 
close to being accomplished. Erosion is not a problem on the 
arable land and it is not in a crisis situation on grazing land. 
There is some conservation construction that should be done, but 
most of the effort in conservation should be directed toward 
improved range management and proper training of homesteaders in 
conservation practices. The LUPS range management personnel have 
developed a good strategy for dealing with overstocking and other 
range management problems. It will take several years to test 
the strategy and demonstrate its validity to the people. It 
would be good if progress in range management could be 
accelerated, but there are no readily available programs which 
have been found to be more effective in developing countries. 

F. Findings and Recommendations for Improving Project 
Activities, Especially in Terms of Better Coordination 
Between LDS and LUPS, and a Revised Implementation Plan for 
the Remainder of Project 

Findings and recommendatins have been presented throughout 
the report, and especially in Section V, Parts Band C. A 
revised implementation plan which would go into great detail is 
premature at this time because it will vary greatly, depending 
upon whether the evaluation team's recommendations are followed 
concerning the role of LUPS. The decision on LUPS is clearly for 
GOS, and the team members fael they would be impertinent if they 
developed a detailed plan prior to the decision. Furthermore, it 
is believed a detailed revised plan should be developed by 
personnel in LUPS anc;i LDS over a peri od of several months, 
possibly with the assistance of a TDY. The current contractors' 
personnel, the Senior Land Use Planning Officer and the Land 
Development Officer should be very deeply involved in the 
preparation of the revised plan. The major emphasis during the 
remainder of the project, whether it is extended or not, should 
be on institution building, including continued training of Swazi 
staff. 

G. Utilization of Equipment 

The greatest constraint to full utilization of the project 
equipment is the scaled back level of activity of the LDS due to 
the budget crisis. A secure parking area has been established at 
the central RDA, and about 25 units (many new) are mothballed 
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there. The May report on utilization of equipment in the six 
operating field units av~rages out to a crude utilization rate of 
around 30 percent. This is 10 percent below a year ago. With 
the reduced input of spare parts (down 55 percent in July 1983 
from 1 year earlier), the amount of deadlined equipment has risen 
dramatically and the figure will go higher. In August 1983, the 
equipment deadlined ran as high as 25 percent for several lines. 

Downtime reached the targeted low of 10 percent in 1981-82 
(see Section V, Part C). LOS is capable of achieving adequate 
levels of utilization if it has the money needed to do the job. 
The financial crisis has brought about a situation where costly 
spare parts cannot be purchased, and many repair jobs are not 
done. Downtime is up and will remain high until the financial 
crises is solved. 

The LDO has done everything within his power to improve the 
repair facilities and maintenance. Four regional maintenance 
workshops are being constructed, and service and simple repairs 
will be done in the regional facilities. Commuting time will be 
reduced, and costs should be lower. 

Better management and supervision, combined with better 
trained mechanics and operators, will eventually reduce downtime 
and increase utilization. Training of mechanics is on-going and 
management is improving. 

It is the team's understanding that the LDO will arrange for 
several items of obsolete equipment to be put up for a Board of 
Survey review and sold or transferred as soon as spare part 
stocks are inadequate to keep them running. It may be possible 
to transfer this equipment to the Central Transport Authority for· 
disposition. Whatever disposition method is utilized, the 
depreciation charge against the MOAC budget should be stopped 
immediately because the quipment is not worth the charge. 
Equipment under consideration are as follows: 

Drawn Scrapers (cable controlled), unusable 
Wright Motor Graders, model 120G acquired in 1970 
International Trucks, acquired in 1970 
D6C Tracked Tractor (bulldozer), latest model built in 1967. 
D7E Tracked Tractor (bulldozer), latest model built in 1968: 
D4D Tracked Tractor (bulldozer), latest model built in 1968~ 
Komatsu Tracked Tractors (bulldozer), acquired in 1970 ..!~ 

Removal of the above units from the fleet will improve·· the 
"paper" deadline and utilization rate. 

The LDO has plans to stock components in the central 
workshop which can be sent to the field as needed for 
installation. The de' ctive units will be returned, repaired, 
and restocked. This system will reduce hauling equipment to and 
from the centrell workshop, and no duplicate diagnostic testing 
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and inspection equipment wili,be required. The <rn6st experieI{ced . 
personnel will make the repairs· iir the central. workshop· and. 
downtime will be minimized. . : 

The evaluation team has recommended consideration be given 
to making the LDS a parastatal organization (see Section V, Part 
B). There are many ideas concerning how a parastatal would work. 
At minimum, if LDS goes the parastatal route, it should have 
greater flexibility in hiring and firing personnel. A 
parastatal will require working capital, and it should have 
greater control over its finances. One concept of a para statal 
would permit it to compete with private contractors, but other 
concepts would limit it to doing force account activities for 
GOS. Consideration should be given to combining LDS with the 
farm machinery hire service. 

H. The RDA Program and Extension 

The Swaziland RDA Program constitutes the hard core of the 
government's effort to promote comprehensive rural development. 
The RDA Program is supposed to generate improvements in the 
productivity, income, and standard of living of the people 
residing on the Swazi Nation Land. The program was initiuted in 
order to further the government's efforts to limit and reduce the 
scope of the dichotomy between the subsistence-oriented farming 
of the traditional subsector and the modern commercial farms in 
the modern subsector. The GOS intends for the RDA Program to 
increase the share of the nation's development prosperity going 
to the traditional Rmall-scale homesteader. 

It is generally believed that agricultural production in the 
RDAs is not increasing very rapidly; however, lack of knowledge 
concerning the impact from the drought and unavailability of 
crrtain data, such as income from vegetable production, make it 
impossible to speak with precision. While agricultural 
production is probably increasing slowly, if at all, there is 
evidence the general level of living has substantially increased 
for many homesteaders in the RDAs. This includes increased 
income, although it probably is a result of more off-the-farm 
employment. Thus, in the long view, the RDA approach appears to 
be accomplishing many of the broad development goals envisioned, 
although some of the benefits cannot be measured by 
narrowly-focused economic cost-benefit formulas. 

The RDA Program is under the jurisdiction of the MOAC, and, 
at the present time, there are 18 RDAs. RDAs l,,:over almost 51 
percent of the Swazi Nation Land. More than. 227, 000 people 
residing on almost 30, 000 homesteads are included. in the RDAs. 
The GOS is dedicated to the RDA approach, and it\is planning to 
expand the RDA concept to other areas. 

The basic RDA approach consists of a combination of physical 
reorganization, rationalization of land use, arid the provision of 
improved inputs and services to farmers.· This includes the 
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delineation of arable and grazing areas, fencing of grazing lands 
and pastures, development of feeder and access roads, land 
consolidation and household resettlement, small scale dam 
construction for irrigation and the development of potable water 
supplies for human and livestock use, grass strip installation, 
terracing, and construction of soil conservation works. 

A proj ect center is established in each RDA from which the 
project and management staff operate. The project center serves 
as a locus for the delivery of all inputs that a homesteader 
requires to operate efficiently. Facilities include: (1) A 
tractor hire service pool to serve homesteaders, (2) a 
cooperative to distribute inputs such as fertilizer, seeds, 
etc., (3) office buildings for RDA Program and extension 
personnel, and (4) living quarters for staff. GOS ministries 
other than MOAC are involved in establishing schools and 
providing badly needed health services. 

The key to current and future success for the RDAs is the 
involvement of the people in the planning and development 
process. Pa~ticipation of people in the decision-making process 
is a traditional part of Swazi culture. The RDA planning 
mechanism bridges the traditional culture and the modern economy. 

The document which identifies the people's needs and desires 
is called the People's Plan. Its preparation involves the 
chiefs, a Village Development Committee, and the homesteaders 
working with RDA officials. The plan is based on available data 
about the area, and its preparation is always with the full 
participation of the people in the area. The extension agents in 
the area act in an advisory capacity to insure the development of 
a plan that will be reasonably consistent with the soil and 
fertili ty characteristics of the area. The plan will indicate 
land to be farmed, land to be grazed, the location of roads, etc. 
At the conclusion of the exercise, the homesteaders must express 
agreement in designating their area as an RDA. 

LUPS mayor may not have been involved in the process 
discussed above. At this point, LUPS must become involved. 
Using the broad plan of the community (people's plan) as a 
starting point, LUPS produces a detailed land-use plan. LUPS 
takes into consideration not only physical and topographic 
feature~ of the area, but also other technical factors. LUPS 
plans cover the location of homesites, the location of roads, 
delineation of arable and grazing areas, location of domestic 
water supplies, pians for irrigation facilities and other things 
which the community did not have the necessary expertise to 
incorporate into the initial plan. These detailed plans are then 
submitted to the chiefs and people to ask for their approval or 
revision of the plan. Concurrent with the development of the 
detailed land use plan, the MOAC introduces a limited number of 
inputs and personnel into the area. 
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Once a detailed plan has been considered and approved by the 
local community and the traditional' leadership, it is then 
submitted to the Central Rural Development Board (CRDB) for 
consideration. The CRDB, after consulting with Rural Development 
Officers (RDOs), project managers, and LUPS staff who have worked 
on the plan, meets with. the chiefs and homesteaders of the area 
to determine their response and agreement with the proposed 
developments. The people may accept or reject the proposal. If 
the people approve the plan, the area chiefs are required to sign 
a document binding them to its full and timely implementation. 
The CRDB, through the RDO, retains the prerogative to monitor the 
implementation of the program. Significant changes in the plan 
must be approved by CRDB. 

The time consuming planning process has been criticized by 
some technicians as a constraint toward "speedy" development. 
However, there is substantial testimony from RDA officials that 
involvement and agreement by the people is an absolute necessity 
for the success of the program. 

The GOS has recognized that certain social and institutional 
factors "constrain the rate of progress" in the rural areas, and 
has chosen a development strategy that is based on, and does not 
run counter to, traditional leadership and authority. GOS 
recognizes that progressive development will come about only if 
traditional institutions are given a participatory role in the 
planning and implementation of the development strategies. 
Supporting this idea is the GOS's desire to preserve traditional 
institutions in the rural a~eas and a conviction that the rural 
developmEnt which occurs outside the framework of traditional 
leadership would have a destabilizing effect. 

The basic rural development area approach was conceived and 
is being implemented on a realistic, pragmatic basis. Local 
decision-making by the people is the key. While there was some 
resistance to the RDAs in the beginning, people now want them 
and petition the government for their establishment. 

Considerable progress has been achieved in raising the 
standard of living in the RDAs, and the base for moving more 
rapidly toward commercial agricultural production has been 
established if markets are developed for surplus production. The 
basic RDA approach is sound, and it deserves continued support. 

1. Extension in the RDAs 

The Infrastructure PP recognized the Extension Service as the 
backbone of the RDA effort for crop, livestock, and conservation 
education (PP, 1978). Each RDA was to have its complement of 
ex-tension personnel to improve farming, marketing, and domestic 
science. It was anticipated that the increased extension 
activity, coupled with consolidation of fragmented land holdings, 
would enable farmers to utilize their land more effectively, and 
that extension workers would assist homesteaders to move froln a 
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subsistence to a partial commercial eConomy. General problems 
regarding extension in 1978 were: (1) Limited manpower, (2) 
inadequate linkages with research, (3) inadequate and outdated 
training, (4) lack of a well-defined extension rationale and 
program, (5) inadequate· support, (6) out-of-date research 
information, and (7) duplicate lines of authority (Parrot, 1979). 

While no direct inputs from the Infrastructure Project 
(645-0068) were envisioned to support the development of the 
Extension Service, it was anticipated other donors would help GOS 
in the effort. The PP says that "USAID looks forward to the 
strengthening of the Extension Service through (1) an increase in 
the number of field officers graduating from the certificate 
course at the Agricultural College and (2) an increase in the 
efficiency and effectiveness of the field staff through 
additional in-service training." Since 1979, the European 
Economic Community (EEe) has provided two extension training 
officers to assist in up-grading in-service training and 
establish a collection system for crop and livestock production 
data. In 1982, USAID began providing assistance to a Cropping 
System Research and Extension Training Project. It was 
anticipated that the latter project would generate relevant crop 
research information for Swazi homesteaders and strengthen the 
Extension Service's capability to encourage them to adopt new 
cropping technologies which would increase production. A major 
objective of the project is to strengthen the programming and 
training efforts of extension. 

2. Extension Objectives 

Extension in Swaziland is viewed as a systematic approach to 
delivering technical and sociological information to rural 
families so as to improve the quality of rural life through 
incre~sed agricultural production. The basic mission of the 
service is to extend continuing and non-formal educational 
opportunities to rural people in both RDA and non-RDA areas. The 
objectives of educational programs are to improve the income 
producing skills and quality of life of rural people (Twala, 
Gaudin, and Easter, 1983). 

3. Extension Organization 

In 1982, the Principal Secretary (PS) of MOAC reorganized the 
Extension Service in order to create one Agricultural Extension 
Service. Prior to this time, extension acti vi ties were 
administered separately for RDA and non-RDA areas. A simplified 
organizational chart (Figure 1) illustrates the new structure. 

The reorganization which took place in 1982 was expected to 
result in all Field Officers (FO) being directed in the same way, 
and closer linkages between specialists and the FOs being 
established. Extension workers interviewed by the evaluation 
team indicated that the new single, direct line of technical 
support and administrative control is an improvement over the old 
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system. For example, the livestock extension staff which was 
under the control of the Veterinary Section is now under the 
control of the Director of Agriculture. However, some FOs 
reported they still have difficulties getting cooperation from 
specialists. They indicated that specialists appear to still be 
operating to a dual line of authority--both to the Senior 
Extension Officer (SEO) and to their technical units. 

An additional problem reported by some FOs is the feeling 
they have to report to several supervisors--for example, to both 
the SE~ and the RDA manager. Thi sis a common problem in 
extension services throughout the world. Organizationally, there 
is a direct line of authority in Swaziland; however, in actual 
operation, there appears to be some confusion in terms of to whom 
the FOs report. This applies to Doth Field Officers and 
specialists. It is s~ggested the newly-established, single, 
direct line of technical and administrative control be clarified 
and strengthened as soon as possible. 

A number of organizational line charts have been developed 
to indicate the general lines of command and communication in 
MOAC (Easter, 1983). These charts are not official, and were 
developed as working charts to indicate--line of command and 
information flow within the MOAC and to assist in the assessment 
of training needs. These charts are located in Appendix B. The 
charts may be helpful in identifying areas of administrative and 
supervisory confusion and providing guidance in preparing 
strategies to clarify and strengthen the unified line of 
authority system. 

It was recognized in the 1978 PP that the Infrastructure 
Project and RDA Program were heavily dependent upon the MOAC 
Extension Service to make rural people aware of and understand 
the RDA Program. Concern was expressed about the weakness of 
extension. In 1978, there were only 85 FOs. The number and 
quality was to be increased. The goal by EOP was to have 200 
extension personnel in the field in order to reach an 
agent/ftlrmer ratio of ~:250 in the RDAs and 300 in the non-RDAs. 

Significant progress has been made in meeting the original 
staffing goals as outlined in the 1978 PP. In December 1982, 
there were 122 FOs in the RDAs and 74 FOs in the non-RDAs. In 
addition, there were 73 specialists and approximately 20 
supervisory personnel (1982 RDA Annual ~eport). 

The number of specialists appears to be extremely high in 
relation to the number of agents--approximately one specialist to 
two agents. This high ratio indicates that the leadership. for 
the Extension Service in Swaziland is utilizing a strategy which 
is somewhat different from the norm for the Third World. Bevor, 
in his publication on the Training and Visit System (1977), 
indicates that the greatest need is a well-trained cadre of 
generalist agents backed by well-trained specialists, who are 
usually located at the district level. In Swaziland, most 
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specialists were reported to be working directly wi"th 
homesteaders. This practice needs to be considered very 
carefully because most extension experts with developing country 
experience believe the danger from too many specialists is that 
they become too specialized, i. e., pigs, dairy, tobacco, etc., 
and will work with so few people the increased productivity they 
generate will not cover their cost. The primary need in 
Swaziland appears to the evaluation team to be a cadre of 
personnel well trained in the broader aspects of crop and 
livestock production. While there may be a need for 
specialization in some specific commodities in certain areas, the 
trend toward specialization should be monitored very carefully. 
It may be necessary to assign a number of personnel who think of 
themselves as specialists to the still vacant FO positions. This 
will not be a popular decision among the specialists, but it may 
represent the best interests of the country. 

The technical training of both FOs and specialists appears to 
be adequate. The Agricultural College has a strong, technically 
oriented curriculum. Diploma students are required to take 
several extension courses and participate in a summer extension 
practicum. 

4. Programming 

According to a report by Twala, Gaudin, and Easter (1983), 
extension program planning in Swaziland is done on an annual 
basis to provide direction and organization to extension work in 
the field. The planning process includes progress evaluation, 
and is based on a crop cycle. (A diagram of the Swazi Extension 
Program Planning Cycle is presented in Appendix C.) In addition 
to the annual planning thrust, extension programming is, of 
course, influenced by the 5-year National Development Plan. 
Broad go~ls and objectives appropriate to the agricultural sector 
are directed to the MOAC ~ these are then broken down by the 
Director of Agriculture to the district and local level in both 
the RDAs and non-RDA areas. The broad objectives for the 
national level provide. the general planning guidelines thoughout 
the system. 

The SEO, FOs, AEOs, and specialists i"n each RDA study the 
general guidelines to help establish crop and livestock 
priori ties wi thin the RDAs. The FOs tentatively develop their 
plans of work based on their previous year's work and an 
assessment of the needs of the homesteaders in their areas. 
Needs assessment is a continuous process, including individual 
and group judgments. In many cases, the chief \'lill be asked to 
call a general community meeting to discuss the annual workplans. 
In the meeting, the specialist, SEO, and FO will provide the 
people with a general outline of the crops and livestock program 
for the area and ask them to identify problems and the types of 
programs in which they would like to participate. In general, 



extension planning is . a dynamic process,which,stresses.local 
participation' in.program development~ and Js . conditioned by 
national and RDA Program goals, objectives, and'priorities~ 

The individual FO workplan helps him/her concentrqte on 
specific priorities as they appear during the cropping and 
livestock season. Priorities for the local FO might include use 
of hybrid seeds, land preparation, fertilizer application, 
pesticides, fencing, etc. Educational programs are organized on 
a calender basis, stressing the teaching of recommended practices 
to householders in terms of specific cropping or livestock 
practices being carried out during that month. 

Each FO keeps a notebook reporting basic data for the various 
farms in his/her area of work. Information is recorded for each 
homestead on cultivated areas, inputs, yields, etc. Also, FOs 
keep detailed records from 20 to 30 representative homesteads in 
their areas. The aggregated data from the homesteads are 
compiled on an RDA and national basis, and they provide the 
Extension Service with yearly information regarding yields, 
trends, and changes in practices. In addition, each FO submits a 
monthly report and an annual report. The reports assist the 
~ndividual FO to evaluate progress in relation to area objectives 
and priorities and extension at the national level to assess RDA 
extension progress and to identify constraints and problems. 

The program planning process and organizational structure 
being used in Swaziland today closely follows the suggestion of 
David Beno~ and James Harrison (World Bank) in 1977. The system 
was designed to correct three major inadequacies in the extension 
program identified by Parrot in 1979. These were: (1) lack of 
coordinating and dilution of efforts, (2) objectives, priorities, 
and program not well defined, and (3) links between various 
levels in extension confused. With the as&istance of two 
expatriate extension professionals funded by the EEC, the MOAC 
Extension Service has made considerable progress during the past 
3 years in upgrading and Rtrengthenj.ng its programming system. 

Three problems needing attention at this time are: (1) 
confusion about lines of authority, (2) lack of understanding of 
the programming system, and (3) inexperienced supervisors. 
In-depth, in-service training regarding the programming system is 
needed on a regular and systematic basis at the national, 
district, and RDA levels for all personnel. The Cropping Systems 
Research and Extension Training project is addressing some of the 
problems, but additional assistance in management and 
administration is needed for middle and upper level extension 
supervisors. 

5. Research Linkages 

While it appears that extension is making good headway in 
terms of getting a delivery system in place, there must be proven 
research information available for the FO to use if the system is 
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to succeed. Several of the people with whom the evaluation team 
interacted indicated that past agricultural research in Swaziland 
has been directed largely toward the needs of estates and 
commercial farmers. The research was of excellent quality and it 
made a good contribution in increasing productivity on the 
commercial farms, but it has been of very limited utility to 
homesteaders in the RDAs. Most of the research was directed 
toward speci fic commodities and it was not directed toward the 
perceived needs of many Swazi Nation Land homesteads. Some of 
the innovation and practice packages recommended by extension 
workers have not been scientifically tested. The extension 
workers seem to possess a considerable amount of conventional 
wisdom concerning the economic and sociological impacts from 
their recommendations, but hard evidence (research) on economic 
and social impacts is very scarce. 

The linkage to research is improving. Today, several major 
efforts, including the Intercropping Research Project sponsored 
by the International Development Research Center and the Cropping 
Research Systems Project for which US~!D is providing assistance, 
are in the process of developing a research program which is 
supposed to be aimed speci:f.ically at the needs of the Swazi 
homestea~=r. (Whether these projects achieve the goai of 
producing rese,lrch dir~ctly responsive to homesteader needs 
remains to be seen. Few, if any, developing countries have to 
date been ar . .1.e to r~organize their research programs and wake 
them very responsive to small scale subsistence farmer needs.) 
In addition to local research results, experimental station 
research results from countries with similar soil and climdtic 
condi tions should be considered, and extension and homesteader 
experiences must all be used as sources of information for the 
extension program. 

It is impossible to have a good extension program without 
good research to support it, but good research does not 
necessarily mean the extension program will be successful. In 
Swaziland, another major constraint fo~ extension is the shortage 
of resources and facilities to provide extension personnel with 
good educational materials. Many of the wl'itten publicat.ions 
which are available are out-of-date, and the research information 
in them Is not approp~iate to nomesteaders. There is a 
corresponding lack of posters, slide sets, and movies. Visual 
aides and equipment for producing them are scarce. 'rhese are 
serious constraints limiting the field worker. The Agricultural 
Information Office (AIO) charged with the development of written 
materials has been seri~usly understaff~d and underfunded. The 
Cropping Systems Reseal:ch and Extension Training Project has a 
component to upgrade the AIO I and this will be very helpful in 
the future. It will take several years to establish a viable and 
fully staffed AIO. 
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6. Methodology' 

Extension activities in Swaziland are generally based on the 
Trai:ning and Vi!.;'it (T&V) System developej by Benor. The T&V 
System relies heavily on the method demonstration This 
approach is used to show .::t group of from five to ten farmers hON 
to perform one technical skill or how to do one task 
step-by-step. The method demonstration generally lasts from 2 to 
3 hours and is conducted at a suitable location near the 
homesteads of the five to ten farmers who are invited to attend. 

A method demonstration is use~ to meet an identified 
homesteader need, and it provides a workable solution to the 
identified need/problem. 'rhe method demonstration is conducted 
under local conditions, and local materials are utilized. The 
approach encourages farmer participation, and norm~ lly farmers 
practice the task or technical skill during the demonstration. 
In Swaziland, both generalists and specialists use the method 
demonstration approach. 

The T&V method uses a contact farmer to organize the 
remaining five to nine farmers that make up the group, and it 
employs group discussion. The contact farmer is referred to as 
an innovator. The approach uses the multiplier effect in 
reaching other farmers in each extension area. 

From among the five to ten farmers attending a method 
demonstration meeting, one to two progressive farmers are used as 
key training resources. Generally, a mix of average or below 
average farmers--in terms of adopting new ideas--attend the 
demonstration. The method demonstration is repeated throughout 
each extension area, thus allowing many farmers to be trained. 
Key farmers teach other farmers. 

other techniques used in .Swaziland are results 
demonstrations, individual visits, technical meetings, q~neral 
meetings, field days, seminars,. workshops, short courses, 
vocational courses, shows, and competition plots. Farmer 
Training Centers are utilized to provide specialized training for 
homesteaders. Mobile units wi th movie projectors, slide 
projectors, and films from the Ala occasionally assist 
generalists and specialists in conducting educational programs. 

It is difficult to measure the results of extension 
activities. The goal is, of course, change. Rural people tend 
to be conservative and change their ways slowly. The adoption of 
recommended practices is dependent upon much more than extension. 
For example, if economic incentives are lacking, no amount of 
extension will overcome the problem. In the long run, the 
effectiveness of extension must be measured in terms of the 
change which occurs. In the short term, about all that can be 
done is to determine the level of the extension presence. 

; .. 
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Counting visits and demonstrations is not an adequate way to 
evaluate extension; however, it is a'measure of the general level 
of extension presence. The number of RDA Program farm~£s 
contacted by generalists and specialists during 1982 and the 
"output per month" are shown in Appendix D. A number of the 
contacts reported are multiple contacts with the same 
homesteader; therefore, the number of contacts and the number of 
different people contacted should be noted. 

Several studies have indicated that only 14 to 18 percent of 
homesteaders reported getting technical advice from extension 
agentE: in 1981. These data do not take account 'of ideas one 
homesteader may have gotten from another who may have gotten the 
idea from an extension agent. Also, the results of the studies 
may be outdated since the number of extension agents and 
specialists has increased rapidly since 1981. IncLeased contacts 
were reported by agents in 1982 and 1983. RDA Program extension 
workers are reaching an ever increasing number of farmers and 
they are using a variety of techniques and methods. 

7. Training 

The lack of adequate training for extension workers has been 
recognized by a number of authorities; however, considerable 
progress has been achieved since 1978. At the present time, the 
certificate course at the Agricultural College is supplying 
extension workers with a strong technical background. The 
training at the college is adapted progressively as feedback from 
the field indicates the curriculum needs revision or 
strengthening. 

In terms of training needs, the evaluation team's first 
concern is with applied economics and sociology. The current 
training does not appear to be as strong as is desired in these 
disciplines. Care must be taken to train future agents in those 
aspects of applied economic~ and sociology which will help the~, 
to understand people and how they are motivated. FOs are needed 
with a proper "sense". of how to work with people, rather than 
"telling them what to do." 

The second priority concern is whether extension field 
officers and specialists have sufficient understanding of the 
basic concept of rural development. A mistake that planners of 
rural development projects frequently make is to assume 
agricultural development and rural dev~lopment are the same 
thing. Tl.e national level leadership of the RDA Program in 
Swaziland have demonstrated they definitely are not oblivious to 
the real meaning of the rural development concept, but 
agricultural development has emerged as the major focus of many, 
perhaps most, extension personnel. 

A number of authorities have dealt with the relationship 
between agricultural and rural development. Todaro' (1977l 
indicates "rural development, while dependent primarily on sinall~ 
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farmer progress, implies much more. It encompasses (1) 
improvement in 'levels of living' including income, employment, 
education, health, nutrition, housing, and a variety of social 
services; (2) a decreasing inequality in the distribution of 
rural income and urban-rural imbalances in incomes and economic 
opportunities; and (3) the capacity of the rural sector to 
sustain and accelerate the pace of these improvements over time." 
Rural development is a multi-sectoral phenomenon and involves the 
integration of a wide variety of disciplines and agencies within 
the host-country government. 

It is important that an agreed upon concept and strategy for 
rural development be taught within the curriculum of the 
Agricultural College and in the in-service training programs for 
extension and other per~onnel working with the ROA Program. 
While the efforts of the extension generalists may still be 
primarily directed toward agricultural development, they must 
seek ways to effectively interact and support the broader rural 
development concept. Generalists are the frontline GOS 
representatives at the local level and their attitudes are 
crucial. They are in a logical position to help people identify 
their needs and establish priorities. They can serve as a 
conduit between the people and other RDA personnel and government 
agencies. Appropriate mechanisms are already in place in the 
RDAs; now, field workers need to refine the prerequisite skills 
and competencies to accelerate the process. 

The third concern of the evaluation team is middle level 
management/administration. Extension personnel at both the 
national and ROA levels indicated they viewed management training 
for middle and upper level managers as a top priority need. 
Topics should include personnel management and administration. 
The fourth concern of the evaluation team in terms of training is 
program evaluation. Program evaluation has received some 
attention recently in the training program, and, as was noted 
elsewhere, within the past 2 years, an agricultural data base for 
each ROA has been established. Extension generalists now collect 
and report data on inputs, yields, and agricultural practices. 
These data are a good ·base upon which to build a more efficient 
evaluation system. Unfortunately, a number of the generalists 
interviewed indicated they often did not clearly understand the 
procedures and rationale for program evaluation. Several agents 
wondered whether the results should be shared with homesteaders. 

The Extension Service prepares an annual in-service training 
plan, beginning with an analysis of the tasks and work of the 
extension worker. The approach is excellent; it is what is 
needed to increase the extension worker's level of knowledge and 
understanding of both technical and rural development concepts 
and practices. within .each ROA, a mOJlthly or bi-weekly 1-day 



training session is held for all extension.:personnel~ .. ,Trai~:in:g 
generally covers both technical subject' matter and· program 
planning. The training approach is good, but'morework needs to 
be done. 

The continued support of extension professionals from the EEC 
and the Cropping Research Systems and Extension Training Prcject 
will provide some of the assistance needed to strengthen the 
overall training program. The addition of several advisors 
working with counterparts on a regional basis could further 
strengthen the program. The evaluation team recommends that 
USAID give consideration to providing technical assistance in 
this area. 

8. Extension Summary 

Observations and Conclusions 

a. The Extension Service has made substantial progress in 
expanding its manpower base in the RDAs. Today, the 
number of FOs is 174, as compared ''lith 85 in 1978, and 
there are 78 specialists. 

b. The ratio of extension specialists to generalists appears 
to be high. There are 78 specialists and only 174 
generalists. The role of specialists needs to be 
reevaluated. 

c. The ratio of extension field officers to homesteaders is 
approximately 1:300. The ratio is about 1:170 if 
specialists are included. These are very respectable 
ratios. 

d. The technical training of both FOs and specialists at the 
Agricultural College appears adequate. Generalists are 
required to take several extension courses and 
participate in summer extension practicums. Training in 
applied econo~ics, sociology, and rural development 
appears to need strengthening. 

e. The extension programming system is the T&V System 
developed by Benor. The system was designed to correct 
three major inadequacies identified in 1979. It is a 
good system, and considerable progress has beEn made 
during the past 3 years in upgrading and strengthening 
it. 

f. The Extension Service and RDA management are staffed by 
middle level administrators and supervisors who could 
benefit greatly from further training in management and 
administration. ,\ 
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h. 

i. 

j. 

Two 'serious constraints limiting the efforts of extension 
to increase production on land now under cultivation and 
raise the farm income of homesteaders on the Swazi Nation 
Land are: Market uncertainty and lack of economic 
incentives; and lack of confidence on the part of 
homesteaders in the extension workers I recommendations. 
The latter constraint is a result of (1) poor linkages 
between agricultural research and extension, (2) much of 
the research information available was developed for 
commercial farms, and is not always appropriate for 
homesteader conditions, and (3) the research information 
that is available is not presented in a manner 
appropriate for the homesteader. 

Increased maize production, a major objective of 
extension, is seriously hampered by government price 
policies and the lack of suitable marketing facilities 
and policies. Extension educational efforts to increase 
production are not a substitute for a stable market and 
adequate price. Marketing and price policy need more 
attention from GOS. 

Various components of several projects are demonstrating 
the potential for utilizing imprcved technology to 
increase production. All of these projects are of great 
interest to extension, and every effort should be made to 
assure that all projects, whether assisted by USAID or 
other donors, are adequately coordinated and contribute 
fully to the extension program. 

The AIO charged with developing 
other aids for extension has been 
and underfunded. Since AIO is 
developing educational materials 
should be strengthened. 

wri tten materials and 
seriously understaffed 
the critical link in 
for extension use, it 

k. The Swaziland Extension Service relies heavily on the 
method demonstration which is a critical component of the 
T&V System. In the T&V System, extension agents 
concentrate their efforts on key or contact farmers who 
attend training meetings sponsored by agents. These key 
farmers in turn are to teach groups of from five to ten 
other farmers. Several studies indicate that the 
extension program is not reaching more than 15 to 50 
percent of their clientele. Extension workers may be 
concentrating too much of their time on key progressive 
farmers. The T&V System is not very effective unless 
there is considerable spin off. 

1. It was learned that field agents frequently use a 
prescriptive approach to working with farmers. This can 
be an unproductive approach in view of the high level of 
participation demanded by homesteaders in decisions that 
affect their way of life. Extension workers should use 
approaches that allow maximum homesteader p'articipation. 



m~ A better understanding of the rural development concept 
would assist field level extension agents to relate more 
effectively to the total rural development program. A 
broader understanding of rural development will make them 
better able to help homesteaders identify needs and set 
priorities. Extension agents can be effective 
facili tators for other RDA professionals and the 
representatives of other governmental agencies. 

n. FOs and specialists need additional training in program 
evaluation, and the evaluation system should be 
strengthened. 

o. Most of the progress of the extension program is due to 
the continued efforts of Swazi extension personnel, and 
the evaluation team commends them. The advice and 

.counsel of M. Francois Gaudin, EEC, Alain Mallet, EEC, 
and Glen Easter of the Cropping Research Systems and 
Extension Training Project, are noteworthy. 

p. Extension is the hard core of the RDA Program. Whether 
the people-residing on the Swazi Nation Land raise their 
standard of living or not depends in large degree upon 
the Extension Service. 

9. Recommendations for Extension 

In order for Swaziland to increase agricultural production in 
the ROAs, raise the real income of people residing on the Swazi 
Nation Land, and more nearly achieve its full development 
potential, the following are recommended for the organization and 
operation of the Agricultural Extension Service: 

a. Agricultural research and extension programs should be 
coordinated and directed toward solving problems of 
direct interest to and impact on people on the Swazi 
Nation Land. (An Agricultural Research and E}{t~:msion 
Task Force at ~he ministerial level should he co~sidered 
to recommend ways to establish stronger li :lk3.ge~, l:>et\'leen 
the highly complementary organizations.) 

b. Consideration should be given to GOS requesting USAID or 
another aid donor to provide highly-qualified expatriate 
extension specialists to work with and assist extension 
and RDA personnel in the four districts. The effort 
should be directed toward (1) programming, (2) in-service 
and on-the-job training, and (3) strengthening 
extension-research linkages. 

c. The roles of generalists and specialists should be 
reco:1sidered. (The current ratio of approximately one 
specialist to two generalists seems inordinately high. 
Specialists in crop production should be able to cover a 
variety of crops, and livestock specia~ists should be 
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able to handle, for example, both large and small animal 
production. With the exception of specialized commercial 
dairy farmers and selected vegetable and fruit producers, 
specialists probably should be working through the 
generalists. 

d. The current extension programming approach should 
continue to be utilized and strengthened. Addi tional 
training should be provided on how the system operates 
and on planning and evaluation. 

e. The in-service training program should be expanded and. 
strengthened. Appropriate resources and personnel of 
Malkerns Research Station and the Agricultural College 
should be utilized. Applied economics and sociology, 
rural development concepts, and extension program 
evaluation should be stressed. 

f. Both the technical and extension courses at the 
Agricultural College should be reviewed and updated on a 
regular basis to make sure they meet the needs of 
extension. Additional emphasis should be given to 
applied economics and sociology. (Representa ti ves from 
the Extension Office and the Agricultural College should 
coordinate this effort.) 

g. Extension and RDA mid-level managers should receive on-' 
the-job and other training in personnel management and 
administration. 

h. The AlO should be strengthened to the point it is capable 
of developing and producing educational materials geared 
to the needs of Swazi homesteaders. 

'. 

i. The method demonstration approach with key or contact 
farmers ~'1ould be refined and f~ne tuned. (Teach the 
contact farmer how to teach other farmers. Extension· 
workers should receive more training in the best use of 
result demonstrations, individual visits, group meetings, 
and other extension methods.) , 

j. Research should be conducted to identify agricultural and 
rural development information sources utilized by Swazi 
homesteads and to determine which are preferred. (This 
information will assist extension workers to more 
accurately target their programs.)' 

k. Extension programs should be developed on a participatory 
basis with homesteaders. (This should be a major 
principle underlying the entire program development and 
evaluation process.) 
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1. h conseJ:vation education program should be developed 
which includes: (1) Training of FOs in conservation 
education, and (2) development of a program geared to 
homesteaders' needs. (An extension conservation 
education coordinator at the national level to provide 
leadership in this area may be needed. Cooperation with 
the NECE P~'ogram and Mlilwane personnel is very 
desirable. ) 

I. RDA Infrastructure Support Project, Natio~al Environmental, 
Conservation Education (NECE) Program 

Section VI is an evaluation of the NECE Progr~m~ add~~ ~s.an 
amendment to the RDA Infrastructure supportP~ojec~:{~1980. 
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A'ppe~diXc ,:, ~lOACEXTENSION PROORAf.~IE PL\NNING\.cyCLE . 

Programme' Plaiming:.Ana.ctivity that is conducted annually.to· 
.:~\, '., ,p~C)videdirectibn, . planning , and organisati6n·'to:· 

Extension ','1ork' in the field. Through ProgranllD'e 
Plannin~,progress can be determined~ T+;c ~,,;;;...;., ...... ...;~ 

of, three distinct components: PlanninG; Executic 
and Evaluation ~ Programme Planning ~ ... "'- ~'':..1'~~'~ 
Crop season.' 

Fa (rtlEfl./ 
t=)<. h nS IO'Y" 

. 's\-a{4= 

Programme .. Planning., Cycle 
• , ~ _. • • N , 

,C-l 
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Programme Planning •. Cycle 

1.'- Taking :theres.ul t 13 ,6f'the,' analj'si~ 0 frield data," the, ,: 
Ext~nsion Supervisor andEXtens'lon 'Worke:rsdesignnrogramrne 
o'bjectives'thatare qUantlf'iable,: mea~urable, an'd':~ttainable. 
~~e objectiv~~~:s,efforthpro~~ction"targets that ,the 'Extension 
~oz.~erWillstri~e 'to trairih'i's/herfarm~rs to meet., 

, 2. ", Pl8Jin1ngthe specific .type of, Extension tI'a,:,,-ning,activlty 
that\will be used is an effort ,to:a.~complish' theobj·~'ct·ive. 
This includes planning the date and time of the act:ivi'ty 

. .,! • ',':" 

3. 

and the location of the ey,ent. A calendar displayingt"he 
timi~i'bt ~he different events is developed as - visual 

• • J. 

reminder and aid to personal'tioe management • 
•• 

Execution, of the 'Extension Training activity involves the 
• ",' ,_. "_ i . " 

final preparation~ 6ftheevellt plan. Resource,ato he used; 
trainlngaids; refreshments; presentation outline;, follow-up 
to be conducted; and means o! e,ral"uat ion of the Hetllod" 
Demonstration ; Individual Visit; Technical rleet.{ng ;,', Resul t 
Demonstrations; Seminar; Field Day, etc. are all ,impOftant 

91ements of Execution. 

Evaluation, Monitoring, or Controlling--the' events to' allow 
;orimproved future events. EV~luati()n'of'~~a:inin'g '&ct'iVi ties 

:or farmers and Extension star.r;co,ile,ctio~' of',p'~oduct'ion 
'field) data from exercises in' EstllIl8.'tion of' Yields; <crop, 

.ecords; Input Records ; Agriculture Census; MonthlyH.eports, 
tc. and analysis of the collection information'provides the 
esults to the planned activities. The analysis also'provides 

, . . - :. . \ '~., -:', . ,';' . " . , 

he new data to base the new objectives on.H~nce,:res'tarting 
he Programme Planning Cvcle. 



AppendixD .'. 1982 RDAPEXTENSION CONTACTS AND OUTPUT 
".'; . 

. iWAP Farmers Contacted During 1982 
(Figures in brackets for 1981) 

Meetings organi ~ed 
~~~6pl~irivov1ed 

M~thod demonstr l-
tions 

People involved 

Individual visi;s 
to farmers· ,. 

EW Generalist 

1,595 (1,252) 
49',148 (40,536) 

2,282 (1,397) 
13,287 (.11,210: 

. , . " 

, . ,:" , ,"'.:"" 

···.·4·1,3()3:>(33 ;61'3) 
• ~'. ,I ~, ' • , , • • , • 

:Total people . 
contacted '.'~.' ,', "103,738{85;359) .• 

" """, 

E~J Specialist 

676 (556) 
17,218 (14,128) 

542 (387). 
5,2Q8 (4i2~6) 

'. 6 ,43 2. (4;929) 

Total 

2,2'71 (1,808). 
1)6,366 '(54;664: 

4 7}7 35. (3B,54 2. 

'No'te:These' figures may, be brok~n:'ftl~th~;t~, sho'wthe r~'sul tsforthe' 
- "ave'l'age",eJctiension worker.: This',is: shown in thetab'le ~ below. 

, .' . ,".,' 

, ' 

Outoutof RIMP Extension Workers Per Month During 1982 
" (FiguI'es in b:rackets .for1981) , 

NO. EW~eporting 

Ave. no. meetings 
per month 

Ave. attendance 
per meeting 

Ave. no. method 
demonstrations 
per month 

Ave. attendance 

EW Generalist 

88,0 (89,0) 

1~5 '(1,5) 

30,7'·,(32,4) . 
"';-'1', ' " ':'." 

(el':7.) , 
'. , .. ' ',., 

per method demon-
stration . 5d;O .(~.~6J 

No . individual visits '· •.. yo ,:5": (4;6~:6) 
Ave. no. people 

contacted 
per month ';lOI,Q',J;t92 ,0) 

'I" " 

E\1Soecialist 

45,1; (51, 0) 

1, 8;~ (1,8) 
. . , . . ," 

25,Y', '(2?,H), 
'\:, ' 

1:'.5 (1,' 2.6J ., . 

~,9;~;T.j;· (10~',9), 

::}:7 ~ 8,:;. (1'§,]:), 

Average for all 
the BaSic Exten­
sion Staff of RD 

70,5 

.1,6 

29'7 ., 

(74,2) 

(1,6) 

(30,2) 

(16) 
, '" 

. 6":6:' .. ',';( 8···· 6) 
,;,.,: ,}:>::,:, .•. ~ . 
<34,6 ; "(3 3 ~. 7 ) 
.,. .~ '. ", - , 

96, 3 .' " (9 5, ° ) 
\,.... , 

http:organI,.ed


EW generaiist~ ~~ef{ng . 

. - methocl,"demonstr~tfohs: 
- i~~i;id~~lvi~it~ 

. '. 

. ,'. ,_,f 

1 ".,' 

EW specialist -meeting, .. 
) ,'::. 

-.: met.ho:ddemons tra ~~ops. 
->' :l.ndividualvisit's ..... 

." ';" 

0-2 

1981/8'2....... .:' '.:1'980181 
":(inpercemtage) . 

: '" ~; .': - . .), . :. .; . 

, '::" ::: 

·'47~4 •. 
, . " ,:' 

. 12.8~: 

. 39':8" 
'} '. " .~ 

~9~:5 
18'~'3 
"?'.?' 

,oJ 

4f~4 . 
~:1:3(1; 

. 60'.7 

18.1' 

21.1 



P~PPENDIX'E: 

ARTICLE III -SCOPE OF WORK 

The evaluation team will thoroughly review all aspects. of 
the project, using the project paper (Revision No.: 2) :,Logical 
Framework, as a primary point of reference and the" rec:ently 
completed Audit. Report No. 3-645-82-21 as the secondary point of 
reference. The team will prepare a written draft report prior 
to its departure. The report must contain a: .-

1. Brief description of the background of the project. 

2. Review of the timeliness and quality of AID and host 
country inputs from both the loan and the grant; the validity of 
assumptions stated in the Logical Framework as they relate to 
inputs; and detailed explanation of reasons for shortcomings and 
recommendations for overcoming them. 

3. Review of project outputs, as stated in the Logical 
Framework, and progress towards reaching outputs indicators, the 
relationship between inputs and outputs, outputs assumptions, 
and a detailed explanation of reasons for output shortcomings 
with recommendations for overcoming them. 

4. Review of the project purpose and the extent to which 
project inputs and outputs are or are not leading to the 
achievement of project purposes by the Project Assistance 
Completion Date (PACD). The review must also contain a thorough 
examina tion of output to purpose assumptions. Since this is 
primarily an institution-building project, the team will be 
expected to assess the capacity of Swazis working in the Land 
Development Section (LDS) and the Land-Use Planning Section 
(LUPS), to carry out the key tasks associated with the 
institution. The primary focus in this section of the report 
will be to detail the progress made by Swazi staff in the LDS 
and the LUPS in acquiring skills necessary to carry out all 
aspects of their work " the adequacy of plans for assuring that 
the institutions will be viable by the end of the project, and, 
where shortcomings are noted, to make definite recommendations 
for achieving viable institutional capacity by the end of the 
project. 

5. Review of the goal of the project and the extent to 
which the activities,under the project are or are not leading to 
the achievement of the proj ect and' program goal. The review 
must also examine the validity of purpose to goal assumptions. 

6. 
project 
between 
details 

Detailed findings and recommendations for improving 
activities, especially in terms of better coordination 
LDS and LUPS, and a revised implementation plan which 
what the GOS and AID should do over the remaining period 

E-I 



of the project to assure' viabl~ ,institutional capacity by the 
end of the project.' .'. '. . 

7. Review of the utilization of equipment purchased under 
the loan, and, in consultation with the LDC, make 
recommend.~t·.ions on what further procurement of equipment, if 
any, should be made. 

n. Review of the effectiveness of the overall ~DA program 
in meeting its ultimate purposes, examining in d(~tail the 
efficacy of other donors' contributions and making 
recommendations as to the further direction of AID assistance to 
the RDA program. 




