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Executive Summary

Background
This report describes the results of the Mid Term Performance Evaluation of the
HARVEST Program, undertaken after thirty five months of program implementation.

The HARVEST Program responds to U.S. Foreign Assistance goals under the U.S. Feed
the Future (FTF) Initiative and the U.S. Global Climate Change Initiative (GCCIl) and
requirements for USAID’s annual biodiversity earmarks. The Contract Scope of Work
Describes the Program Objective as: Improving Food Security through Enhanced
Agricultural Development and Rational Management of Natural Resources. The
program is comprised of four components i.e. 1) Food availability increased 2) Increased
food access through rural income diversification 3) Natural Resource Management and
Resilience to Climate Change increased 4) Capacity of Public, Private and Civil Society to
Address Food Security and Climate Change Increased. In addition it was noted that “The
Contractor shall incorporate nutrition into program activities when logical and where
synergies exist as another key focus of this program objective”.

HARVEST began in December 2010 and will end in December 2015.

Evaluation design and methods

This evaluation was designed to address the areas of 1) relevance; 2) effectiveness and
efficiency; 3) impacts; 4) sustainability; and 5) recommendations for current and future
programming that may be applied under HARVEST and/or follow-on designs. In doing so
it referred to the Components and Elements as outlined in the HARVEST Contract and
assessed the following:

1) The extent to which HARVEST and each of its program components met objectives
and expected results per its contract, under Feed the Future, and Global Climate Change
2) The effectiveness of program interventions in increasing incomes and economic
benefits; strengthening natural resources management and resilience to climate
change; and improving the wellbeing, including food security, of targeted beneficiaries
(with special consideration of women, youth, and minority groups). 3) Additional
technology that could potentially be integrated into various program components to
achieve objectives of the contract. 4) The extent to which HARVEST met the priority
outcomes defined in USAID’s Gender Equality and Female Empowerment (GEFE) Policy
and USAID’s Youth in Development (YID) Policy. 5) The extent to which HARVEST built
the capacity of local partners (government, academia, NGOs, farms and other private
sector enterprises, women, minority groups, etc). 6) The sustainability of the results
obtained by the program under each component/activity. 7) The opinion of
development partners (donors, NGOs) and other partners (farmers and other private
sector entities, government agencies, both direct beneficiaries and other community
members) about the effectiveness of the HARVEST program.

The evaluation work plan consisted of three phases: 1) Initial document review and desk
study prior to arrival in-country; 2) Fieldwork in country: This included key informant
interviews and focus group discussions, two of which (one mixed, one all female) were
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held in each of the four Provinces where HARVEST is operational. Other meetings were
held with program management, beneficiaries and other stakeholders (both public and
private sector) as listed in Annex D. The evaluation also assessed the program
Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E framework, including the initial baseline assessment,
to determine the extent to which it effectively monitors program progress, captures key
impacts and can provide the data necessary to inform future programming. 3). Report
preparation and editing in response to comments from stakeholders.

Findings

HARVEST has placed major emphasis upon increasing the availability of food
(Component 1), and considerable effort has gone into the development of commercial
horticulture in particular. HARVEST’s agriculture value chain support activities are
leading to increased economic benefits. Incomes are also increased in rice and fish
production, but to a lesser extent and with less reliability.

Component 2 (Increased Food Access through Rural Income Diversification) has been
less effectively addressed. Few of the off-farm income generating activities were making
a significant impact on incomes and beneficiaries reported that their time was better
spent in other activities. Home gardens are viewed primarily as sources of cash rather
than additional food. . Their direct impact upon improved food consumption appears to
be less than might be expected, however, if increased cash is utilized for increased
purchase of health, hygiene or sanitation improvements, this impact may be greater
than could be observed through this assessment.

Results under Component 3 (Natural resource management and resilience to Climate
Change increased) although positive do not explicitly relate to NRM. Significant parts of
the contractual obligations for the NRM component have not been met by the
contractor. HARVEST has not made direct investments in the development of
sustainable Natural Resource Management (NRM), and HARVEST support to Community
Forestry (CF) and Community Fisheries (CFi) is not leading to the development of market
oriented, self-financing community enterprises for sustainable NRM.

The fourth Component relating to capacity development has been well addressed
insofar as it relates to increased agricultural production, but except for provision of
long-term training though 66 number of ongoing regional and domestic graduate level
scholarships, capacity building has not been strongly addressed outside of this area.

The nutritional aspect of HARVEST has been well developed within the constraints of
available resources. A reasonable degree of coverage of beneficiaries has been
achieved.

HARVEST technologies have increased smallholder producers’ resilience to climate
change in a horticulture, rice production and aquaculture.

Levels of inclusion of women exceed targets, but for the poor and the youth, targets are
not being met and HARVEST is working to identify avenues to increase this.

HARVEST insofar as it is the principal implementing mechanism for the Mission’s
integrated FTF and GCCl program, has been integrated in Mission strategic planning
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within the overall draft Country Development Strategy Results Framework and earlier
strategy documentation. It has not been effectively integrated in the implementation
management of Mission program activities.

The ASAG under which HARVEST operates has proved inadequate to meet the
requirements for cooperation between HARVEST and some line ministries within the
RGC. Further USAID/RGC interaction is required to sensitize RGC staff at the Ministry
and PDA level to allow HARVEST and RGC staff in the field to officially recognize and
interact with each other.

Two years into program implementation, fundamental issues of program management
(in particular the extent to which HARVEST might work with the RGC and implications of
misinterpretation of “working with” versus funding the RGC, the proposed modification
of the program’s policy agenda, and the issues relating to CF and CFi policy and
sustainability) remained unresolved.

Conclusions

Food Security - HARVEST results are focused largely upon the availability component of
food security. The accessibility of food has been only marginally addressed. The
utilization component of food security has been addressed through nutritional training,
but more needs to be done in this area. Most critically from an FTF-C perspective,
HARVEST interventions are not well suited to benefit the ultra-poor or extreme poor, i.e.
the most vulnerable households. The overall program design is not appropriate to
support the development of the poor youth, illiterate and elderly, effectively.

High levels of malnutrition recorded for the target areas by the baseline survey would
suggest that further efforts to reach a larger proportion of all households with nutrition
focused interventions (both poor and non-poor) would be well justified. Whether this is
done through an intensification of HARVEST activities or coordination with USAID
Cambodia’s new nutrition and water/sanitation/hygiene program under procurement
currently must await the outcome of this award.

GCC priorities - have been addressed by HARVEST within the context of horticultural
and agricultural activities, but given the focus of these activities on farming households
that are not poor, effective FTF/GCC integration has been limited.

A lack of alignment between contractual obligations and performance indicators has
meant that the contractor has effectively not followed large parts of the obligations
stated under the NRM component of the results framework. This has meant that when
assessed against the contract, performance in this component is inadequate. Almost
none of the HARVEST support to forest, fisheries and watershed management are
leading to enhanced revenue generation from sustainable NRM. The HARVEST program
is closely managed with a strong focus on the achievement of its targets. The CIRIS
management information system allows this to be achieved but is limited in the extent
to which it reports on the quality of outputs or their impacts.

GEFE and YID - The MTPE finds that HARVEST is achieving well relative to GEFE’s main
elements of gender equality, female empowerment, and gender integration. The YID
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objectives are also incorporated comprehensively in HARVEST planning, but
implementation, particularly beneficiary client recruitment and participation, has not
achieved targeted levels of youth involvement.

Capacity Development - The capacity of farmers has been considerably enhanced,
especially those receiving inputs for commercial horticulture, which have allowed them
to make a sustainable paradigm shift in production technology. Some fish producers
have also benefitted from a similarly innovative approach.

Nevertheless, commercial horticultural producers remain dependent upon extension for
advice. Extension capacity has been developed within local NGO representatives
subcontracted to the HARVEST program. This is of concern since there is no guarantee
that such technical assistance capacity will continue to be available to growers post
HARVEST. Selected input suppliers have also enjoyed extensive capacity development
although this has been focused upon the provision of services to HARVEST clients and
has thus been specific rather than general in nature. HARVEST has undertaken some
capacity development of RGC staff, (training courses in REDD+ and local participant
training activities - internships and scholarships), and informally staff have been invited
to training sessions and field days. Capacity building for CF and CFi has been limited and
has missed the opportunity to focus on market-oriented, revenue generating, self-
financing, and management needs.

Sustainability - The beneficial impacts of HARVEST interventions in horticulture are
enough to generate sustainability and replication amongst those farmers with the
capacity for investment, although questions remain regarding the high level of
dependence on program technicians. Aquaculture faces several barriers to
sustainability including the limited availability of high quality fingerlings, high market
volatility, and extreme flooding events. The sustainability of technical assistance
capacity to support production is a major concern.

The sustainability of HARVEST's policy reform and enabling environment
accomplishments is an open question. There appears to have been little sustained
leadership from key RGC offices. Rather, the work and the conceptualization of the
documents reportedly were led by consultants.

There are no sustainable forest or fishery management systems in place for the
production of wood products or fish from CF or CFi. This is primarily due to the lack of
self-financing mechanisms.

There will probably be some continuation of nutritional messaging post-HARVEST
through other NGOs. Nevertheless the program must now begin to seek out alternative
mechanisms if it is to achieve real sustainability of nutrition messaging capacity within
target communities.

Management - Turnover ratios of subcontracted field technicians are high. This may
reduce the quality of the service that they can provide to clients while the turnover
results in additional training costs, and a lower standard of training.
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In the absence of direct agreements between USAID and line ministries (the direct
economic growth assistance agreement is with the Office of the Council of Ministers) it
has been difficult for higher level RGC staff to cooperate with HARVEST and the
relationship between HARVEST and RGC staff at the PDA level and above has suffered as
a result.

Recommendations

Food Security - In line with FTF-C, separate interventions should be developed for the
poorest households. These may include a greater emphasis on social group formation
and increased reliance upon and development of local government (i.e. Commune level)
capacity. Nutritional training and WASH activities can be promoted amongst the poorest
with immediate benefit, but a community based approach that allows the poorest to
integrate with the less poor (including self help groups) will be more sustainable. The
development of natural forest management for the sustainable production of wood
products is an activity that is often especially well suited to benefit the poor.

The program should also complement its progress in increasing food availability with a
greater emphasis on the development of marketing linkages and capacity.

Indicators of nutritional impacts (weight for age and stunting at 24 months) should be
recorded on a regular basis to assess the impact of nutritional interventions.

GCC priorities - In the remaining two years, in consultation with the USAID Cambodia
environment team and SFB AOR, HARVEST should focus its main NRM sector efforts on
areas such as: a) the development of sustainable, market-oriented, self-financing CF and
CFi management systems on pilot sites and; b) on national CF and CFi policy, legal or
regulatory reforms to be informed by the pilot systems developed. Fisheries policy
reform should also integrate lessons learned from the CFi along the border with Viet
Nam that have recently been authorized to conduct commercial harvests. The pilot work
should focus on the five existing CFi supported by HARVEST and on at least eight CF with
at least two per province. Community fisheries should be developed in ways that
provide equitable sharing of benefits and costs by the poorest segments of fishing
communities.

Capacity Development - The program should proactively seek out and develop
alternative options for the provision of technical assistance to growers and producers
once HARVEST is completed. These may include MAFF (although it is recognized that
capacity and funding constraints may limit this option), CARDI, private sector input
suppliers, marketing wholesalers and others, including NGOs. Contract farming/out-
grower schemes offer opportunities to embed technical assistance capacity within
horticulture, rice and aquaculture value chains.

GEFE and YID - In line with YID, HARVEST should increase its inclusion of youth in its
recruitment of participating clients and other forms of beneficiary identification. This
may require the development of interventions outside of the main program focus on
agricultural production and towards the provision of services, (especially in marketing),
trade and transport, as well as employment in the processing subsector. The facilitation
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of employment through workforce development, apprenticeships and the development
of SMS-based employment information networks that can reduce search times may also
be beneficial. Natural forest management for the production of wood products can
create employment opportunities for youth.

Sustainability - With regard to the NRM component, It is recommended that the focus
upon the original contract objective of sustainable management and conservation of the
natural forest and fishery resources should be maintained. The contract should be
modified to ensure that the performance indicators are reasonably achievable within
the remaining term of the contract and reflect sustainable natural resource
management and that HARVEST should refocus its energies on meeting that objective.

Management - HARVEST should be integrated more effectively within the overall
Mission program portfolio implementation and management. Where field operations
overlap or are contiguous, HARVEST should maximize collaboration with health,
governance, and forest/biodiversity activities. HARVEST’s policy agenda actions should
be linked within an overall USAID policy agenda across the Mission’s program.

The relationship between the RGC and HARVEST needs to be readdressed to allow for a
more effective working relationship between RGC and HARVEST staff at all levels.

The matter of unresolved contractual obligations suggests that while a framework for
effective coordination is in place, an improved working relationship between HARVEST
and USAID is necessary if outstanding contractual matters and any other issues that
might arise in the future are to be addressed effectively.

The program should increase its monitoring of quality of service to clients, including
changes in the M&E data collection to allow for the monitoring of impacts as well as
activities.
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1. Introduction

HARVEST is the lead program in the USG’s development assistance efforts to address
Food Security, Global Climate Change and Biodiversity Conservation in Cambodia. This
Mid-Term Performance Evaluation (MTPE) is undertaken to 1) assess progress towards
the achievement of expected results; 2) assess the effectiveness of project design and
implementation approach; 3) assess impacts and sustainability of the program; 4)
propose actionable recommendations based on the lessons learned. The MTPE is
designed to inform program management both within USAID and in HARVEST. Its
recommendations are intended to guide implementation for the remaining period of
the project.

The evaluation addresses 1) the extent to which HARVEST and each of its program
components met objectives and expected results per its contract, under Feed the
Future, and Global Climate Change; 2) the effectiveness of program interventions in
increasing incomes and economic benefits; strengthening natural resources
management and resilience to climate change; and improving the wellbeing, including
food security, of targeted beneficiaries (with special consideration of women, youth,
and minority groups); 3) additional technology that could potentially be integrated into
various program components to achieve objectives of the contract; 4) the extent to
which HARVEST met the priority outcomes defined in USAID’s Gender Equality and
Female Empowerment Policy and USAID’s Youth in Development Policy; 5) the extent to
which HARVEST built the capacity of local partners (government, academia, NGOs, farms
and other private sector enterprises, women, minority groups, etc.); 6) the sustainability
of the results obtained by the program under each component/activity; 7) the opinion
of development partners (donors, NGOs) and other partners (farmers and other private
sector entities, government agencies, both direct beneficiaries and other community
members) about the effectiveness of the HARVEST program.

The MTPE exercise consisted of three phases: 1) Initial document review and desk study
prior to arrival in-country. 2) Fieldwork in country: This included key informant
interviews and focus group discussions, two of which (one mixed, one all female) were
held in each of the four Provinces where HARVEST is operational. Other meetings were
held with program management, beneficiaries and other stakeholders (both public and
private sector) as listed in Annex D. The evaluation also assessed the program
Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E framework, including the initial baseline assessment,
to determine the extent to which it effectively monitors program progress, captures key
impacts and can provide the data necessary to inform future programming. 3). Report
preparation and editing in response to comments from stakeholders.

This evaluation report consists of three sections. This Introduction section is followed by
a second section describing the Background to the HARVEST program, the main program
components and Results Framework, and the Evaluation Methodology. Finally a third
section details the findings, with conclusions and recommendations.
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2. Background

National Context

Cambodia is a predominantly rural society with more than 70 percent of the population
reliant on agriculture, fisheries and forestry for their livelihoods. While output and food
availability, as well as health indicators have improved steadily in the last decade,
serious challenges remain in terms of high incidence of poverty and food insecurity. The
HARVEST program aims to increase food availability and access by bolstering
productivity of agriculture, fisheries and forestry; strengthen value adding chains; and
create private-sector led rural employment.

Cambodia is both a priority Global Climate Change Development (GCCD) Sustainable
Landscapes and Adaptation country as a tropical forest country where significant forest
carbon resources can be protected to mitigate climate change and a climate-vulnerable
country, both in terms of exposure to physical impacts of climate change and
socio-economic sensitivity to those impacts. Cambodia’s forests have been the focus of
massive deforestation largely due to illegal logging and land conversion for agriculture
and other economic uses. The forests have also received a great deal of international
and national attention related to protection and conservation. Moreover, Cambodia’s
dependence on its riverine and lake fish resources for huge proportions of the rural and
urban poor’s protein intake is specific and relatively unique aspect that is threatened by
climate change as well as by massive hydro-power dam development

Cambodia’s climate vulnerabilities include the likelihood of significant physical changes,
the dependence of much of the population on climate-sensitive sectors, the high
percentage of the population in flood prone areas, and the limited ability of the
country’s economy to respond to climate changes. Because Cambodia is one of the most
vulnerable countries in Southeast Asia, climate change activities that enhance the
resiliency of agriculture and sustain ecosystem functions are expected to contribute to
the core of HARVEST activities.

The Harvest Program

HARVEST was conceived, designed and announced for competitive solicitation during
the early phases of evolution of the President’s Feed the Future Initiative (FTF).
Additionally, subsequent to HARVEST’s design and implementation launch,
USAID/Cambodia developed its Cambodia Feed the Future FY 2011-2105 Multi-Year
Strategy (FTF-C). Throughout the development of that strategy and other FTF strategy
development processes, HARVEST has served as a continuously developing field
example of a program of activities designed to fit those evolving strategies and
processes. It is managed by the Food Security and Environment Office in collaboration
with relevant USAID/Cambodia programs addressing nutrition and improved
governance where appropriate. The program is expected to work closely and coordinate
efforts with USAID/Cambodia’s other programs, especially those related to health.
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The HARVEST program began in December 2010 and will end in December 2015. This
Mid Term Performance Evaluation (MTE) provides an assessment of program activities
to as of November 2013.

The HARVEST Program responds to U.S. Foreign Assistance goals under the Feed The
Future (FTF) and the USAID strategy for Global Climate Change Initiative (GCCI) and
Biodiversity earmarks. Towards this end, it is a central focus for supporting Cambodia’s
Millennium Development Goal targets, including:

e MDG 1: Eradicate Extreme Poverty and Hunger
O Target 1: Halve, between 1993 and 2015, the proportion of people
whose income is less than the national poverty line
O Target 2: Halve, between 1993 and 2015, the proportion of people who
suffer from hunger®
e MDG 7: Ensure Environmental Sustainability
O Target13: Integrate the principles of sustainable development into
country policies and programs and reverse the loss of environmental
resources

The HARVEST Scope of Work Describes the Program Objective as: Improving Food
Security through Enhanced Agricultural Development and Rational Management of
Natural Resources. In addition, HARVEST was originally expected to accelerate progress
for achieving specific, measurable results essential to attaining USAID/Cambodia’s
Strategic Objective 3: Improved Political and Economic Governance®.

HARVEST activities aim to improve the business enabling environment for catalyzing
agribusiness-led growth, and reducing poverty and hunger. In the face of threats to
biodiversity and climate change HARVEST aims to increase the resiliency of Cambodian
livelihoods by increasing efficiencies across agricultural supply chains, diversifying
livelihoods, creating wealth from practicing responsible stewardship of globally unique
natural resources, and increasing Cambodia’s ability to adapt to climate shocks and
severe weather events. To achieve the Program objective, HARVEST focuses on
achieving the four Components and 15 Elements listed in the Results Framework below:

HARVEST Results Framework

Program Objective: Improving Food Security through Enhanced Agricultural Development and
Rational Management of Natural Resources

! For detailed target information got to: http://www.mop.gov.kh/Default.aspx?tabid=156,
Cambodia MDGs.

2 This reference to SO3 is now considered outdated. HARVEST is instead intended to contribute
to the Reduced Rural Poverty Development Objective, although the strategy that codifies this
has not yet been completed.
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Component 1: Food Availability Increased

Element 1.1:
Element 1.2:
Element 1.3:
Element 1.4:

COMPONENT 2:

Element 2.1:
Element 2.2:
Element 2.3:
Element 2.4:

COMPONENT 3:
Change Improved

Element 3.1:
Element 3.2:
Element 3.3:
Element 3.4:

Agricultural Input and Production Systems Enhanced
Improved Varieties and Cultivation Techniques Adopted
Rural Production Systems Diversified

Agricultural Policy Framework Enhanced

Increased Food Access through Rural Income Diversification

Post Harvest Systems Strengthened

Market Access and Linkages to Smallholders Improved
Rural Employment Generation Expanded

Investments in Marketing Infrastructure Increased

Natural Resource Management and Resilience to Climate

Key Natural Assets Accurately Inventoried and Valued
Enabling Environment for Resource Management Enhanced
Environmental Monitoring and Management Improved
Economic Benefit from Sustainable Management and

Conservation Increased

COMPONENT 4:
Security and Climate Change Increased

Element 4.1
Element 4.2
Element 4.3
Established

Capacity of Public, Private and Civil Society to Address Food

Capacity of Producer Groups & Private Sector Networks Increased

Capacity for Adaptive Research and Extension Enhanced
Capacity for Climate Change Mitigation and Monitoring

Evaluation Design and Methods

This evaluation was designed to address the areas of 1) relevance; 2) effectiveness and
efficiency; 3) impacts; 4) sustainability; and 5) recommendations for current and future
programming. In doing so it has referred to the Components and Elements as outlined in

the HARVEST Contract and to the matrix of evaluation questions detailed below.

Relevance

The MTPE evaluated the extent to which activities developed by the program are

relevant to the program objective. The evaluation also determined the extent to which

HARVEST activities were relevant to the following:

Feed the Future objectives and targets for USAID/Cambodia, with particular
reference to the incorporation of nutritional objectives;

Global Climate Change (Adaptation and Sustainable Landscapes) and other
environment (natural resources management and biodiversity conservation)
objectives and targets for USAID/Cambodia;
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e The successful integration of FTF and GCCI activities and effective achievement
of results for both initiatives;
e USAID/Cambodia’s gender equality and female empowerment objectives.

The evaluation gathered information on the perception of development partners,
government counterparts, and stakeholders about the HARVEST program. The
evaluation specifically addressed areas such as coordination of implementation with
other development partners and government (national to local) entities; the approaches
and technologies promoted by the program; whether stakeholders consider the
program to be important; the appropriateness of beneficiary selection procedures; and
whether or not the needs of the beneficiaries have been addressed.

Effectiveness and Efficiency

The evaluation assessed which aspects of the program are working well and which are
not and the reasons for performance in each case. This included an assessment of
major challenges facing, or opportunities available to HARVEST in the implementation
and achievement of results as well as the actions required to address these. The
evaluation also assessed the appropriateness and effectiveness of management
arrangements and provided recommendations for improvement, where relevant.

Impacts

The evaluation assessed the impact of HARVEST on increasing incomes and economic
benefits; strengthening natural resources management and resilience to climate
change; and improving the wellbeing, including food security, of targeted beneficiaries.
Specifically, the evaluation assessed the impact HARVEST has had on:

1). The poor, including not only those poor households impacted by production and
market strengthening activities, but the wider cross section of poor households within
the communities including those that benefit from nutritionally focused interventions.

2). Women and minority groups (including the illiterate and elderly).
3). The youth.
Sustainability

The evaluation analyzed HARVEST’s approach to the capacity development of local
institutions and stakeholders to implement program activities and to continue these
activities without further technical and financial assistance. The MTPE identified
potential weaknesses or threats to sustainability where relevant, and provided
recommendations for addressing them.

Future Programming

The evaluation identified actions that are required for HARVEST to achieve its objectives
and actions that could practically improve program performance during the remaining
half of the HARVEST contract.
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The evaluation also identified activities, approaches or issues that should be
incorporated into the design of future programming after the conclusion of HARVEST.

Matrix of Evaluation Questions

To enable the evaluation to be presented in a comprehensive format that includes all of
the aspects described above and which conforms to the framework outlined in the
Evaluation Scope of Work, the evaluation was guided by the following questions (These
are outlined in greater detail for each aspect of the evaluation in Annex B)

1. To what extent and how has HARVEST and each of its program components met
objectives and expected results per its contract?

2. Have program interventions been effective in increasing incomes and economic
benefits; strengthening natural resources management and resilience to climate
change? Are there specific types of additional technology that are not used but can
potentially be integrated into various program components to achieve objectives of
the contract?

3. To what extent and how has HARVEST and each of its program components met the
priority outcomes defined in USAID’s Gender Equality and Female Empowerment
Policy and USAID’s Youth in Development Policy?

4. To what extent and how has HARVEST built the capacity of local partners
(government, academia, NGOs, farms, private sector enterprises, women, minority
groups, etc.)?

5. To what extent are results sustainable and are there practical adjustments that can
improve the sustainability of results during the latter half of the HARVEST program?

6. What is the opinion of development partners, government agencies, and other
stakeholders about the effectiveness of the HARVEST program? What opportunities
exist for replication and scaling up?

Assessment of Results

The HARVEST Contract Scope of work describes 15 “program elements” corresponding
to Sub-IRs, each of which outlines the obligations of the contractor together with
illustrative interventions that might be implemented to achieve each element. The
evaluation assessed the various activities under the program in the light of these
elements and associated obligations, determining in each case the extent to which the
actual interventions have met the objective of the element.

The evaluation also assessed the program M&E framework, including the initial baseline
assessment, to determine the extent to which it effectively monitors program progress,
captures key impacts, and can provide the data necessary to inform future
programming.

Tasks and Responsibilities
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The following aspects of HARVEST were assessed by each of the four different Team
units:

Unit 1: Policy and Enabling Environment

1. The extent of progress made in terms of policy development to support reforms
at the national and sub-national levels in the areas in which HARVEST was
specifically tasked to engage.

2. The development of capacity of policy makers to identify and create policies that
better support agricultural production and agribusinesses.

3. The impact of policies and the enabling environment on sustainability,
considering especially the way in which the required policy work listed above
complements specific program investments.

Unit 2: Natural Resource Management

1. The program interventions related to natural resource management (of forests,
communal fisheries and watershed, and, where relevant, agricultural practices).

2. The physical, commercial and institutional sustainability of program
interventions.

3. Progress made in the strengthening of biodiversity conservation as well as
support to environmental management and conservation of natural resources.

4. Policy initiatives directly relevant to natural resource management.

Unit 3: Agribusiness and Aquaculture

1. Progress made in terms of increased food availability through technology
transfer (including improved post harvest storage)

2. Improvements in access to food through the development of market linkages
and reduced transaction costs.

Unit 4: Nutrition, Capacity development and program management

1. The nutritional interventions deployed by the program in terms of efficacy and
sustainability of impacts.

2. Program interventions designed to increase the capacity of public, private and
civil society groups and institutions.

3. Program management from the perspectives of management structure,
effectiveness and monitoring and evaluation.

Each team/unit developed recommendations for future programming relevant to the
particular aspects of the program that they assessed.

Evaluation Work plan



Harvest Mid-Term Evaluation 8

The evaluation work plan consisted of three phases: 1) Initial document review and desk
study prior to arrival in-country. 2) Fieldwork in country: This included key informant
interviews and focus group discussions, two of which (one mixed, one all female) were
held in each of the four Provinces where HARVEST is operational. Other meetings were
held with program management, beneficiaries and other stakeholders (both public and
private sector) as listed in Annex D. The evaluation also assessed the program
Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E framework, including the initial baseline assessment,
to determine the extent to which it effectively monitors program progress, captures key
impacts and can provide the data necessary to inform future programming. 3). Report
preparation and editing in response to comments from stakeholders.
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3. Findings

3.1 HARVEST Program Results as per HARVEST Contract, Feed the
Future®, Global Climate Change and Development Strategy’

Findings on results per expected contract targets

Introduction

The MTPE assessed HARVEST program results in the context of the contract obligations,
defined for the program and each Component and Element, and modified contract
targets as described for the program and each Component in the Performance Indicator
Report - Annex 2 of the 2013 HARVEST Annual Report. Illustrative activities were not
considered to be contractual obligations.

Overview

The objective of HARVEST is to improve food security. This is to be achieved through
enhanced agricultural development and rational management of natural resources.
Nevertheless, the overarching contractual obligations do not refer to food security
beyond “the collection and integration of HARVEST components to form a unified goal
to address food security and global climate change”. One overall indicator (prevalence
of households with moderate or severe hunger) is directly related to the program
objective. It has been measured as part of the baseline survey but not measured
subsequently and the target has yet to be determined. It is therefore impossible to
assess progress to date towards the primary objective of HARVEST. This is unfortunate
since it allows no ongoing monitoring of the hypothetical linkages between food security
on the one hand and enhanced agricultural development and rational management of
natural resources on the other.

Component 1: Food Availability Increased

e “The Contractor shall enhance agricultural input and production systems, ensure
the adoption of improved seed and germplasm material, modern cultivation
techniques, and the diversification of cropping and farming systems.”

This component is derived from four key elements, each of which has its own set of
contractual obligations. The results achieved by HARVEST are described against these
for each element as follows:

Element 1.1:

e “The Contractor shall assist agribusinesses with providing improved and more
affordable products and services including those associated with seeds,
fertilizers, plant protection and animal health products. The Contractor shall also
support improved farm management practices such as soil and water

® http://www.feedthefuture.gov/country/Cambodia#tab2
*http://carpe.umd.edu/Documents/2012/Climate_change_and_development.pdf
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conservation and management that increase the efficiency of agricultural
inputs.”

HARVEST has developed the capacity of agribusinesses to supply improved inputs to
producers. A detailed assessment of developments in this area is given in the Chapter 7:
“HARVEST Cambodian Partner Capacity Building Achievements — Input Suppliers”.

Horticultural practices promoted by the program are effective at improving soil and
water conservation, improving management of farms, and increasing yields. Raised
beds, plastic mulch, drip Irrigation, and trellising are all effective at reducing the impact
of flooding and drought, reducing workload in some cases (e.g. transporting water from
source to field, and weeding), and increasing yields and income (up to three times and
ten times respectively compared to before the program). Yield and income increases
have exceeded original program targets.

Rice culture practices promoted by the program lead to more modest increases in yield
than the horticulture component — up to about 25 or 30%, close to the original targets.
The practices are highly effective at increasing yields and efficiencies in the rice systems
and have a reasonably good chance to be adopted by non-client rice farmers;
particularly those practices that are cost-neutral (improved seed varieties and quality,
reduced seeding rate, and split fertilizer application).

Aquaculture production and revenue targets are exceeded, but with less consistency
than the other two value chains. Some producers do well, others less so, but even for
the same producer, profits can vary substantially from batch to batch.

Element 1.2:

e “The Contractor shall support the development and introduction of such seed
varieties that are high yielding, drought and submergence tolerant, have high
market value and are resilient to the more important Cambodian agro-ecological
zones. Additionally, the Contractor shall support working with government and
private sector partners to disseminate appropriate on farm technologies and
provision of extension services to rural producers.”

Harvest has promoted the use of rice varieties that are moderately flood-tolerant (Phka
Rumdoul, CAR 9) or moderately drought tolerant (Riangchey, CAR 4), together with the
use of short-duration, photoperiod, non-sensitive varieties with durations of less than
120 days, allowing farmers to delay or accelerate planting according to weather
conditions. Phka Rumdoul is readily adopted by farmers due to the fact that it produces
well under local conditions, and has a high demand in the market. The seed varieties
promoted by the horticulture component are also generally well-adapted for the agro-
climatic zones where the program works, are high-yielding, have a high market demand.

HARVEST’s development of extension services is currently limited primarily to enhancing
the extension capacity of input suppliers. (See Chapter 7: “HARVEST Cambodian Partner
Capacity Building Achievements — Input Suppliers”). The lack of development of
extension through other channels may limit the sustainability of impacts. See especially
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Element 4.2 for discussion of the program’s limited interaction with RGC extension
agencies.

Element 1.3:

e “The Contractor shall support analyses to identify optimal cropping mixes that
result in greater food availability and improved nutrition while adding to
household income. The analyses should take cognizance of other HARVEST
activities such as facilitating market access for producers and market linkages
amongst value chain members. Moreover, activities should aim at the
development of sustainable common property resources to help ensure food
security and livelihoods.”

HARVEST reviewed existing studies and evaluations undertaken to date on Cambodia’s
agriculture, forestry and fisheries sectors, as well as issues of cross-cutting importance
for their development (microfinance/credit, marketing, gender and youth issues, and
others). HARVEST supplemented this information with its own field-based technical
assessments of staple food production costs and value chain constraints. These
assessments informed the selection of crops in the commercial horticulture and home
garden value chains as well as the selection of fish species for aquaculture.

The MTPE did not identify any activities within the agriculture components to develop
common property resources for food security and livelihoods development. The
evaluation of Element 3.1 determines the extent to which this was done within the NRM
component.

Element 1.4

e “The Contractor shall address these issues through the provision of assistance for
reforms in the areas of predictability of property rights, accelerating
implementation of policies concerning the issuance of awards and permits to
communities for the rational management of common property resources such
as forests and fisheries, removal of illegal fees, and development of rural
financial systems targeting the agricultural sector. Further, the Contractor shall
support activities that assist in policy reforms to lower the costs of doing
business, streamline regulatory procedures, and build the capacity of policy
makers to identify and create policies that better support agricultural production
and agribusinesses.”

HARVEST developed a policy matrix of 18 items (Annex F) from the program design
document and their contract SOW. Through a process that they reported as inclusive of
all policy reform actors and institutions, primarily focused on the multitude of offices
and divisions of MAFF and MoE, along with limited work with the Ministry of Water
Resources and Meteorology, and USAID, they selected 15 areas of assistance in terms of
policies, laws, and regulations. They also reportedly took into account programs and
activities of other major donor partners in regards to policy reform, including EC, FAO,
ADB, WB, IFC, AUSAID, JICA, AFD, and GIZ.
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HARVEST then executed a work plan to recruit and manage international and national
consultants to work together with national counterparts to:

e carry out analyses of sector realities, issues, and needs

o formulate draft policy related documents

e organize multi-stage consultations and presentations

e finalize drafts for formal review and adoption by the RGC and relevant sub-
national bodies

Nevertheless, while the program has undertaken policy reform as requested by the RGC,
HARVEST has not been proactive on CF and CFi policy reform.

The MTPE found progress in only 7 of the on the 18 policy areas. Findings for those are
noted in Table 1 below. Findings are also noted for those areas (italicized) that have not
made sufficient or any progress or that are now due to be eliminated due to budgetary

limitations.

Table 1: Findings on Progress in policy Formulation and Development

POLICY AREA STATUS MTPE FINDING

1) Policy and Dropped in March 2013 | FINTRAC reported that the FIA delayed in

regulations on as Fisheries getting a request to them for assistance

aquaculture Administration opted and then advised them of this decision.
for EU Assistance Uncertain prognosis in important area
provided without for food security and safety. FINTRAC
demanding formal and USAID need to track progress of
request from FiA. other donor-supported activity.

2) National Policy | RGC request for Cooperatives were reported to the MTPE

on Agricultural assistance was received | as a widely discredited concept linked to

Cooperatives in June 2013. This is political forces and manipulation.

now delayed till Feb.
2014 due to contract
budget constraints.

HARVEST will need to carefully frame
support to advance rural business
development based on sustainable
market engagement.

3) Law on Quality
and Safety of
Agricultural
Products

First draft competed in
September 2012

- Third round of
consultant trip in
May/June 2013

- Draft for public
consultation by

This is an area of significant progress by
the FINTRAC team. SPS standards and
food safety could be greatly improved at
the national level if this legislation and
its implementing measures are correctly
developed.
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December 2013

4) Rice Seed
Strategic Plan

STTA being prepared
and two local
consultants are
expected to start
before the end of 2013.

Successful implementation in this critical
area for Cambodia’s most important
food commodity requires constant top-
level FINTRAC and USAID attention. See
[tems 6,7,8

5) Agricultural
Extension Policy

The request for
technical assistance
was received in June
2013. It is being
considered for STTA in
2014.

USAID indicated that this is a high
priority for FINTRACT action. It will be a
difficult area that will require careful
consideration of the roles of public,
private business, and civil society in
advancing agricultural improvements in
the most sustainable and effective
manner. HARVEST has important
experience in its work with lead client
farmers and agricultural input suppliers.
All relevant models from other donors
(e.g. AUSAID CAVAC, etc.) need to be
considered.

6) Seed Policy

Draft finalized by
consultants and last
round of comments by
development partners
inJuly 2013

Ready for MAFF
internal working group
when the new
government is in place

FINTRAC made considerable progress on
this critical area.

7) National Seed
Standards

Draft finalized by
consultants by end Jan.
2013

Awaits discussions and
adoptions by MAFF

FINTRAC made considerable progress on
this critical area.

8) Plant Breeders’
Rights

Draft finalized by
consultants end Jan.
2013

FINTRAC made considerable progress on
this critical area.
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Awaits discussions and
adoptions by MAFF

9) Legal aspects of
exporting
Cambodian rice
originating in
foreign countries

Study completed and
high-level roundtable
conducted in late 2012

Disseminated March
2013

FINTRAC widely recognized for providing
high quality input to Cambodia’s
national debate on the issue of the
legality of Cambodia’s export of rice
grown from seed originating outside the
country.

10) National Contributed towards FINTRAC recognized for providing high
Biodiversity identification of NBSAP | quality assistance. The strategy and
Strategy and targets action plan is not yet done and not
Action Plan funded. MOE hopes HARVEST will
(NBSAP) fund/support the elaboration of the
NBSAP.
11) National STTA is undergoing FINTRAC is encouraged to broadly
Protected Area engage national and international
Strategic partners as well as effected local
Management Completion of STTA by | communities to ensure inclusion.
Framework end 2013
12) Policy and STTA was scheduled. FINTRAC has made efforts at advancing
Guidel.ine.s for Likely to be dropped dl:scussion in this area. Institutional
Establlshl_ng due to lack of funding dlffere(wes be.twg’en MOE ar.;d.MAI.-'F
Community were cited as indicative of difficulties
Protected Areas related to progress on CPAs. FINTRAC
(CPA) encouraged to consider implications of
these difficulties for work in CFs and
CFls, particularly on sustainability and
revenue generation. FINTRAC is not
working with CPA in the field.
13) Policy on Agro | Likely to be dropped FINTRAC and USAID need to consider
Processing due to lack of funding implications of eliminating this work
related to HARVEST value chain
objectives and targets.
14) Policy on Likely to be dropped FINTRAC and USAID need to consider
Agriculture Credit | due to lack of funding implications of eliminating this work

related to HARVEST value chain
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objectives and targets.

15) Strategy on To begin in 2014

Rice Drying

16) Code of Likely to be dropped FINTRAC and USAID need to consider
Practice for due to lack of funding implications of eliminating this work
Soybean Seed related to HARVEST value chain
Production and objectives and targets

Management

17) Regulations on | Likely to be dropped FINTRAC and USAID need to consider
Contract Farming | due to lack of funding implications of eliminating this work
related to HARVEST value chain
objectives and targets

18) Horticulture To begin in 2014
Strategic
Development Plan

HARVE noted the following as general challenges to their policy work and
accomplishments to date:

e Tendency to over-regulate private investment undertakings due to a lack of
understanding of respective roles of public and private sectors

e Significant incentives for public institutions for increased regulations to enhance
rent-seeking opportunities

e Weak organizational capacity for policy formulation and implementation’

e Paucity of Cambodian expertise and related dependency on international
support

e Wide gaps between “international standards” and “national/local standards”

e New and complicated areas such as contract farming, farmer cooperatives, and
food safety regulation

e Political uncertainties leading up to and following July 2013 national elections

All of these challenges are no doubt valid and constrain the program’s progress on the
policy agenda. However, there is also a major area of the predictability of property
rights and tenure that was originally included but is omitted from the policy matrix that
HARVEST is now pursuing. HARVEST explained that they made this decision in full
consultation with USAID. They justified the decision based on the resources that
another donor partner was investing in the area and to its political sensitivity.

The MTPE finds that HARVEST and USAID need to closely monitor progress on property
rights and tenure to ensure that potential weaknesses in these policies do not threaten
the achievement of HARVEST objectives, especially with regard to revenue streams from
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investments in agriculture, agro-forestry, aquaculture, community forestry and
community fisheries operations.

Findings related to natural Future Policy Formulation

resources management, Regarding policy work, the BFS FTF agenda has evolved
findings are detailed under during HARVEST implementation. BFS is now working with
USAID/Cambodia and the HARVEST implementation team
Component 3 below, but to institute what they call a new policy system development
generally HARVEST has only program with three components: a) advancing a policy

. agenda; b) strengthening institutional architecture (capacity
focf"SEd _On assistance to_ building, consultation among Government, private sector,
registration of Community civil society, and universities/think tanks); and c) fostering
Forest and Fisheries mutual acc_ountablllty. All these areas are to be eventually
. ] structured in a FTF approach to policies across the sectors
operations and ignored any and value chains that are included in the HARVEST

related policy issues. In program.
particular, HARVEST has not

identified the policy constraints to sustainable CF and CFi and has not sought to revise
policies/legal frameworks in this area. For example, commercial uses of community
fisheries are banned and commercial uses of community forests are severely restrained,
making it impossible to develop self-financing management systems. Another clear need
for policy reform concerns the incredibly unwieldy procedures for registration as a CF.
The evaluation team met one CF that had been working towards registration for 14
years and still had not completed the process.

Component 2: Increased Food Access through Rural Income Diversification

e “The Contractor shall strengthen post harvest systems, improve market access
for producers and build linkages among different members of the supply chain,
expand off-farm income generation, and make targeted investments in
marketing infrastructure.”

This component of HARVEST appears to have been only marginally addressed. There has
been no significant strengthening of post-harvest systems beyond some limited
development of producers’ associations and the provision of assistance to some rice
mills. While there has been some support for the marketing of NTFPs, linkages between
different members of the major supply chains have too often been restricted to
introductions made in the course of field days. Targeted investments in marketing
infrastructure have not been made and although there has been some work towards the
development of off-farm income generation activities, they have been inappropriate to
most household needs and focus group discussions revealed that they were not well
appreciated by beneficiaries.

All CF have potential for the sustainable production of wood products and there seems
to be significant potential for income generation here. HARVEST has not sought to
develop sustainable systems for the production and marketing of wood products.
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Element 2.1:

e “The Contractor shall support efforts focused on reducing spoilage of existing
crops, linking producers to existing processing industries through public private
partnerships, fostering development of post harvest processing enterprises, and
increasing access to export markets by improving product quality and increasing
government and private sector capacity to adhere to international quality
standards.”

HARVEST has provided training to horticulture clients on improved harvesting
techniques as well as packaging for transport that improves the quality and appearance
of the produce. The program introduced a post-harvest quality grading system that
allowed horticulture clients to capture higher prices for higher quality produce. The
MTPE was not aware of any post-harvest processing enterprises that had been
developed beyond support to small rice mills in business development, accessing
finance and developing linkages with producers. None of these aspects had been
developed to an appreciable extent and more needs to be done in this area if producers
are to be effectively supported beyond the end of the program.

The MTPE learned that no public private partnerships had yet been developed, although
some business development was anticipated under description of “Public Private
Alliances” the anticipated programs did not involve the Cambodian public sector and
funds are expected to be used as grants to accelerate business development.

Activities related to “increasing access to export markets” are considered irrelevant to
the program goal and are to be dropped from the program upon agreement with USAID.

Element 2.2
e “The Contractor shall support activities that work with value chain groups at
different links in the chain (producer groups, haulers, millers’ associations, etc)
to not only assist producer groups but also enterprises involved in post
production and trade activities. The Contractor should also seek out
opportunities that exist in establishing partnerships with lead organizations such
as contract farming.”

The MTPE observed that HARVEST has undertaken no support of post production
activities beyond the support to millers noted under Element 2.2 above. Support to
producer groups is assessed in the Chapter7: “HARVEST Cambodian Partner Capacity
Building Achievements — Producer Groups”. There had been some interaction with the
Rice Millers” Association, although that institution appears capable of supporting itself.
There had been no apparent benefits to producers from this interaction.

There has to date been no support for contract farming, although this is now being
considered under the rice element of the program.

Element 2.3
e “The Contractor shall support activities that help diversify employment
opportunities for on-farm and post-production enterprises, as well as non-
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agricultural related enterprises. Contractor efforts shall include a special focus
on women, youth, and the landless poor”

The MTPE could find no evidence that this aspect of the program had been addressed
insofar as employment opportunities were concerned.

HARVEST has attempted to stimulate the development of off-farm income generating
activities in the form of rattan and bamboo handicrafts, mushroom collection and sales,
moringa production and processing and charcoal production, as well as the processing
of fish (smoked fish and prahoc production). In all cases, these activities have been
focused on women, the youth and the landless poor, as stipulated in the contract.
Nevertheless they have been limited in extent and there has been no scaling up. The
perception of the MTPE was that with the possible exception of the women’s fish
processing group, none of these activities were well supported by the beneficiaries
themselves and they were unlikely to become significant areas of investment in the
future.

Natural forest management for the sustainable production of wood products would
present 