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I. RECOMMENDATIONS 
I 

In an effort to most efficiently utilik~ the resources 
~ . 

and time rem\~ning in the GIRD Project in such a way to best 

mee~'the project's goals as were originally set in the PP and 

Project Agreement, the Evaluation TE: am makes the following .. 
recommendations. 

A. Project Reconunendations 

l. To successfully test new agronomic interventions 

in Selibaby, demonstrations should be conducted f cr a minimum 

of two crop ·cycles. Based on the status of the project to 

date and the fact that the rainy season is expected next .month, 

it is reconunend.ed that the implementation team in the field 

concentrate its efforts on cultivating plots manually. If the 

be::,:r~ ... wire is not in Selibaby prior ~o the rainy season, tra­

ditional fencing or guards should bie used to protect the field 
• - .. ~ ·-"'·• •' ...... . 

from animals. 

If a crqp is not cultivated this year, it will be June 

1981 before the ~irst planting is carried out in the project. 

Given that.rthe project is now scheduled to terminate in December 

1981, not enough~~ would have been conducted to perm.it a -
conclusion as to the types of interventions that are replicable 

in the area. 

2. The remainder o~ the p<r;oject 1 s efforts should be 

concentrated in the tollowinq areas; 
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(~) Dryland cereal production 

Cb) Animal traction 

(e) Techniques to mere efficiently utilize animal 
fertilizers 

(d) Testing of crop rotation systems with cereals 
and leguminous crops 

(e) ~evelopment of more efficient harvesting 
techniques 

(f) Improvement in crop drying techniques 

(g) Improvements in crop storage 

3. The. fol.lowing activities which have either been be9Qn 
I 

'r contemplated in the project should either be dropped alto­

.;ether or de-emphasized: 

(a) Irrigated vegetable gardening 

(b) Establishment of a t.ree and vegetable nursery 

-\cT~Erchanl:cal-· cul ti va t-;l.on---
• (d) Chicken farming 

(e) Development of cooperatives 

(f) Building of firebreaks 

(9) Building additional wells for agricultural 
purposes 

{h) Reforestation 

(i) Activities related to na~ure pr9tection. 

The major emphasis of the project ciurin9 the remaining lifespan 

should be on demonstrating improved technical packages with a 
. . 

view. toward replication. Tests of innovations .. which·dO· not 

show inunediate replication should not be undertaken. 

2 



4. Efforts should be made to better integrate the 

agronomic and livestock interventions to make the development 

project a truly integrated one. This can be done best by in­

trpducing animal traction and better techniques in utilizing 

animal manure .. 

5. In order to permit enou~h time to demvnstrate new 

interventions, it is recommended that the project be either 

extended for two (2) additional years, or a new project de-
. 

veloped with some of the same "demonstration" elemr.nts included. 

The original PP did not permit enough time to accom~lish the 

intended objectives. 

B. Reconunendations for Future.Projects 

l. The Evaluation Team·. recommends -··a-·truly 1rite1frat::ed - . 
• 

rural development project involving a .selected nwnber of farmers 

in the area. The major thrusts of the projec~ should be as 

follows: 

(a) Division of fields into plots based on a pedo­

logical survey on which crop rotation schemes will be followed 

according to a plan to be developed by the project team. (Hope­

fully, schemes will have been devele>ped by the current GIRD 

project that will serve as the basi1; for a crop rotation plan.) 

(b) Introduction of animal trac-c.ion to grow cereals 

and leguminous crops. 
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(c) Agricultural extension to spread the new tech­
' niques to a limited number of sel~cted f~ners, 

(d) Provision for a revolving credit fund to make 

• .f!hort- and medium-term loans to qualified participating farmers 

to purchase equipment for animal craction, animals, small farm 

·implements, improved seeds, etc., 

(e) Marketing provisions for crops (mostly grains) 

produced by farmers, 

(f) Establishment of a village-level health and 

nutrition program, 

(g) Improvement in village dr~.nking water and 

sanitary facilities, 

{h) Community development, concentrating on aiding 

women to improve their social and. economic conditions, food 

·~-preparation, hygi~ne, etc~, and 
• 

(~) Introduction of new solar and wind technologies 

to draw water and possibly to cook food, etc. 

The project should be rationally planned and based on the 

spread of simple tech..~iques requi;~ing little or 1no majo~ capi-
~· 

tal investments. The emphasis should be placed on extension 

of animal traction to increase cereal production and marketing 

of the final products. ..~ 

c. Recommendations for Studies 

1. A marketing study of crops produced in t~e area 

should be conducted to detetmine the potentials for expanding 

cereal production and marketing in the Tenth Region. Specif i-

cally, the study should cover: 

4 
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• marketing schemes of cereals ~~side and outside 

the region, 

• GXRM cereal marketing policies with the view of 

identifying exactly how these policies aid or 

hinder cereal production and marketing, 

• identifying policies which rnay aid in expanding 

cereal production and mark.etin9 of the :region; 

• a study of cereal prices- and pricing policies 

anc1 the effect of pricing on cereals production 

and marketing, 

• a study of marketing institutions, arrangements, 

and potential institutions and arrange.w~nr,.s_ 
... -- ... -~----· 

which may aid in cereal procluction and marketing, 

• a study of the inst~~~~~9p~l arrangements of the 
........ -·-· .... -- ... 1111/t"' ' - .. t ..... ·- ..... _ ... 

prpject (recommended project) to aid f ~rmers to 

market the products produced in t_he pro:ject zone, 

• a study of inter- arid intra··annual storcage of grain 

at the village level ~ncl thEt factors wh:Lch in­

fluence the farmers' decisicm to sell his graiD, 

• storage of grain at the village level with the 

view of identifying i?lterventions which may serve 
. 

to reduce lossage due to poor storage facilities. 

s 
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2* lt is recommended that a ~~udy be conducted on 
I 

farmer coo~eratives. This study sh6uld look ~qto the coopera-

~ive movement of the past, reasons for their dissolution, and 

the p~tentials for re-establishing cooperatives in the areae ... 
3. A pedological/Agronomic study should be under-

~aken to determine the following: 

• ·ma~ping of agricultural land to be used for 

the recommended project zone, 

• soil tes~s (or the results of prior soil tests) 

to determine the suitability of soil for 

cereal production, 

• estimation of the amount of land required 

to produce enough grain to feed an average 

farming family for on~ year, 

• the amount. of land that a farmer must cultivate 

{based on projected productivity figures} to 

pay for <:be equipment purchased on credit from 

the project fund, and 

• estimate Of BV((!.t'a9e p.rOdUCti Vi ty Of the var.LOUS 

te~hnolo9ical packages recommended for the 

project. 

4. A village health and nutrition survey should oe 
·1ducted to determine he1!:t.lth and nutritional neE!ds of the 

1th Region in an effort to identify feasible health-related 

:ar~entions that may ~n included in an integrated rural de-

opment project.. Sf.1!f1r.:ifically, the :·::t.udy should address: 
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• the incidence of specific diseases in the area, ... 

e an evaluation of • I -existing hea;..th and medical 
~ ... 

facilities in the area . 

• an assessment of the availabili'Cy of heali.·i­

related manpower in the are.a and in the country, 

• health training needs, and 

• ·adn.iinistration and management schemes for a 

health component within an integrated rural 

development project. 
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I.I. INTRODUCTION 
1 
\ ..... 

This paper presents an evaluation of ttle agricultural 
component of the Guidimaka Integrated Rural Development (GIR0) 
Project which is located in the Tenth Region oi the Islamic 

I •• ... 
Republic of Mauritania. The GIRD P.roject is essentially .one 
l/ith two components: agriculture ar1d livestock.. This paper 

. . 
1ill concentrate on the agronomic interventions and on issues 
·hi ch may be directly related to bo·th the aqron.omic and live­
tock interventions. An evaluation of the livestock inter-

.. 

~ntions will be submitted under a separate cover. The approach 
1.A}1ll be to concentrate on the prog:x~es~; of the project to date 

related to the goals C)f the Pro:)ect. Paper (PP) and the (fr:>ject Agreement, including subsequent amendmentfi. Little 
7ort will __ .be--expended on the past problems of project imple-
tation. The approach will be to review the project in terms " the future directions which it may take in order to-best : its ox·iginal objectives, 9ivEtn the project 0 s avail~ble 
1ower, its technical capabili tj.es, and the time remaining , I, ClCCcntplish the original objectives. Lastly, some recommenda­
s will be made concerning possible 1'.eatures of t.he scope 
future .. integrated rural d9ve:tcpment" project i:or the 1 Re9ion following the terminat~ion of the existing project. PROJECT EVALUATION CRITERIA 
Tl'ie objec.tive of the~ Guidimaka Project, as related to the 
~mic interventions, i~s to improve agricultural p.roducti vi ty 
to make the country self-sufficient in food crops. The 8 
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specific purpose of the project is to contributE~ to this goal 

by testin9:a9ricultural interventions in the ~qod sector 
"' . 

of the Tenth Region in order to determine the b~st "technologi­

cal pJickage~· that show.potential replication in the project 

zona. 

· ~here are. a few comments which should be made here about 

.~he intent of the PP and Project Agreement whic~ will serve as 

i guide in evaluating the progress of the project to date. 

:'hese comments will be presented in the section below. 

A. Ree+icability of Interv~!!!Sions 

The general intent of the project was to foster the 

pread of interventions in the food sector which were feasible 

·ithin the economic and social context of the rural economy 

--~-f-·· th~---Sel--i.baby-area-. --Tm-s-iinp1TEfS~'t1latnew pr6ouct.i vi ty- --.. -·---.. ---. 
ncreasing technologies which fall outside the economic and 

......... _ .. _ ·--·---.,,..~ ... .,.,.,.,.. .. ... ,. ___ ....... ·-·· .. -·-
• 

ocial means of th~ peasant farmer should not bE! included a.-nang 

~e intervention options to be tested in the demonstration sites. 

i other words, if there is no hope for replica1:.in9 C\n inter-

:!ntion in the area, then it should not be testE:d as an option. 

lis evaluation will be guided by the "replicability" principle 

was intended in the P~ aud Project Agreement. 

B. Promotion of Rainfed Crop~ 

The Tenth Region is o~e 01: the few arjeas in Mauri tanj.a 

,ere there is adequate rainfa.:..l to support dry-land agriculture • 

. ere are no major bodies of water j.n the area and the physical, 

onomic and financial situation will not suppo.rt the construe-

9 
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ion of wells or catchment tanks to grow irrigated crops during . 

I 

:he dry season. Thus, this eval·uation supports. the PP' s in-
~' .• 

.ended goals of supporting in1;erventions in _dr~~and agricul­

.ure:~ Any irrigated-related interventions should not be con­

;idered an option to l'.tt" tested in the demonstration sites be-
. 

:a.use they are not feasible within the local copt.!tl~t. 

c. Interventions in Cereal Production 

The PP recognized that the Tenth Regicm's comparative 

idvantage· lies in the area of cereal production (sorghum, 

nillet, and corn). This region is often called the "Bread 

3asket" of Mauritania. As. there .is an acute shc>rtage of grain 

Ln the country and littl~ potential for expandi:ng cereal output. 

1.n other regions, the ~i.ost important intervent.itms that thi£ 

•. 

?reject can test are tbose related to expanding ce:eal production. 
- -- -· ---..... ---~----------~~--~---- . -----~-••• -~---~- •••!~,_ ..... I .'l>u-•r __ ___,..._......, ------

rhe cexeal varieties of the region should be tested t.o determine 
• 

· · "r..lie- best- one~s and iiew varieties should be impor1;ed .::..nd tes't'.ed 

in an e!fort to determine the high-productivity varieties which . .. 

can be adopted in the a.riaa. If the project doe!; not make some f 
headway in t.his area, J~t has basically failed tc). meet its /V .. 
overall objective. This issue is important and progress in this \ ~ 
a:rea will be one of t;.bie key measures of fi.i. access in this evalua-........... _j 
tion. · . 

D. tnteqrat~d A9r!s...'!1!~LJ.ij_vestock Interventions 

The PP and Project Agreememt intended this projec1; to 

be an "integrated ru\X'al development" project. As it stands now 

(and as was in the PP) the only sec1;ors of intervention are 

10 
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o.:..9riculture. and livestock~ In order for the ~~oj~ct to be 

integrated',• interventions must be Ccirried out~·so CiLS to link 

he two sectors in such a way that each sector contributes to 

the deher in a mu·tually beneficial way. The mere inclusion of 

{wo projects unde:t" the same management does not make for an 
I • 

Integrated rur~~ development project. The sectors of inter-

entions created by the other; that tbe whole (as a result of 
I 

1 nt~graticn) is gl~~eater than the sum of the parts. In economic 

~rminolog·y, t.hesE~ benefits are called .. integration economies." 

--rne successful· int1e9rated ruraJ. aevelopmer..t p:roj ect takes a i­

'./lntage ·of integrat~ion economies to the fullest. 

Looking at agriculture and ~ive~'tock in the Tenth Region, 

h)w c::an the two sectors be best integJ:~a ted so as to create the 

~eatest integration economies? 

The Tenth ~egion has an a.bundanc:e of animals (donkeys, 

h ~rS~S 1 Cattle I goats 1 Sheep 1 and SOmE!. ·cari\SJ:S r; "n\a.'"ny-Of-·which"··--~ 
,J. 

c°'rl"·be used f~ ani1_nal traction.. ID c:Lddi tion, there .~ppears 

+~be an ample supply of· available land (with reasonable fer­

(1lity) which could be put into cultivation during the r~'->iny 

.~.11!ason. There is also an adequate sut>ply of manpower (which 

.cidentally runs short in supply., durj.ng the peak cx·opping 
. . 

riods) • One can c;onclude, therefore~·, th~.t the most obvious 

·, (\ novaticn that will have the 9.teat.~s1; impact in the region: 
' 

v>' !l be the ~troduction .of animal traction in conjunction 

t>)\ th cereal production. Animal traction will permit more land 

,kt> be c.~.il ti vated in the arBa, would roduce the labor shortages 

ll 



in9 the beginning of the cultivation cycle, and would raise 
I 

ductivity as a result of deeper plowing and bli!tter tillaqe .... 
the soil. The animals are available in the region for this 

?Ose. Thus, one of the key measures of success of this ... 
l~aject will be in its ability to foster interventions related 

? mim~l traction .. 

E. Interventions Using Animal Fertilizers 
, 

As related to animals, there are numerous animal 

1pin9s in the area which can be used to make compost or turned .. 
·ctly into the soil as fertilizer. 

0

The project should con­

rate on developing interventions that may better utilize 

~al manure for fe::·tilizer in conjunction with crc>p production. 

F. Crop Rotation Schemes 

The PP and Proje~~ ~greement emphasized the development-·-.. 
rational crop rotation scheme with cereals and leguminous 

; • Here again, •the Evaluation Team concurs wi tti this ob-. 
ve. The demonstration sites .should test feasible crop ro-

1n schemes that can be replicated in the area. 

In swn, the evaluation views the success c>f this proj-

n ~erms of what it ha& or w:i.ll accomplish in the area of 

rtin9 improved cereals productior. using animal tractit>n 

nimal fertilizers under a rational crop re:>tatic>n scheme. • 

#as the intent of the PP and Project Agreement, and should 

i. tute the major thrust of the agronomic· fnterv•=ntions of the 

~t du.ring Phase I of implementation. 

12 



G. Progress of the GIRD Project to Date 

. Taking these criteria as given, ii. t!an be concluded that 

the GIRD Project has had little or no progress t·~' date in these 

There have been no cereal crops cultivated on the demon-

stration plots, little or nothing acco~plished in the area of 

animal traction, no tests made on crop rotation schemes, etc. At 

this stage, the project is in the process of fencing in (setting 

posts) the demonstration plots. Crops were not planted last 

year because only the Project Director was in Selibaby during 

the rainy se4son. Thus, the current year ~ill be the first 

that a crop ~ould be planted. The Implementation Team insists 

that crops will be planted this year. Nevertheless, mucp of the 

necessary crop planning has not been accomplished to get crops 

in field by the first rains which ~r~_ expected in June. In 
.~-~ -----· -------·------~~-

3.ddition, the expatriate agronomist .is currently out of the 
• 

::ountry. In swn, it ... is~ doubtful·-tha.t ·the' ... fi'eld-staff will be 

ible to plant the three demonstration plots during the current 

:rop year. 

If crops are not planted this year, the earliest period 
-lhat another crop could be cultivated is June 1981.. Given 

hat the project has been extended to December 1981, not . 
nough trails will have been conduct1ed to permit a reasonable 

onclusion as to which interventions show potentials for spread-

ng in the area. If Phase I of the project is not ~xtended for 

t least one year {two will be pref1erable), it is doubtful 

1at its original goals will be met as were outlined in the PP 

.a Project Agreement .. 

13 



The following remarks should not b:e t.aken to mean that 

othing has been accomplished in the Proj~ct. 1 Most of the 
\ .. 

. ccomplishments have been made in the building of a project 

nfrastructure (housing and wells for the expatriate s·taff, 
. ;· ' 

ells for the project, ~roject's office building, the beginning 

f fepcing, etc.). At first glance, it gppears that the project 

inagement has pl.aced too much emphasis on infrastructure at 

1e expense of. other elements of the proj ect--those elements ... _, ____________ _ 
1ich will ultimately determine the p.i::·oject•s success. For . 

·:ample, it was not absolutely necessary that wel.ls be dug on 

.e agricultural ·plots prior to cultivation. lt should be re­

·mbered that only rainfed interventions will be tested on the 

tes. 

It was rJot absolutely necessa..r~that the-pl-o-t-s-be----·­

.closed with barb wire before land preparation for crops. If 

became clear t"hat there wc;>uld be delays in gett.ing barb 

CA.re to the project sites in time for cultivation, then a de­

sion could have been made to either build "traditional .. 

·nces, or hire labor to guard the fields. 

In conclusion, in spite of all of the many logistic 

d administrative problems that the project has encountered 

date, it is the Evaluation Team's belief that more could 
• 

1e been accomplished if the project management had orde:red 

1 s priorities in the implementation areas as opposed to infra* 

'!:'ucture. 
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It should be noted that the proJect management has 

~d to add additional thrusts (nursery, irriga~ed vegetable 
\ .. 

lening, tree farming, chicken farming, etc~) which were not 

· Luded ... in the original projects. The Evaluation Team feels 

: there is little potential for success in these areas and 

~ld, thus, be given lowest priority. Many of these issues 

·l be addressed in detail in the remaining parts of the paper. 

AGRICULTURAL/COOPERATIVE ELEMENT 

The PP viewed agricultural cooperatives as being the pri­

~ vehicle through which the tested and proven new technolog-

1 packages could be spreaa throughout the region. The PP 

j that cooperative associations existed and functioned in the 

ion prior to the project and were thus capable of spreading 
-·-·--------..,. ···----~ 

proven interventions-t~o__,t_neiT-membeJ!&hi.p..._ ln addition, the 
. 

viewed the agr~cultural/livestock cooperatives. in Selibaby 
. ,,,.. .... -·- --- .... ~ .. ~..-. ... ,. ...... ,, ........ ~--

being the organism that would operate the demonstration sites 

-seed multi.plication plots under the direction 9f the project 

·ervision, directed by the resident agronomist. On this 

ue, l':.he Evaluation Team takes issue witl'l the i>roject Paper. 

Based on the Team's limited orservations and discussion 

.h responsible residents of the Tenth Region, there are no 

1c~ioning agricultural cooperatives in the area. In addi~ 

m, it is very doubtful that there ever were "·functioning" 

>peratives, although the Team is aware of the past efforts 

the·Ministry of Rural Development to foster cooperatives 

the area. More important still, there does not appear to be 

15 



obvious economic and social foundation which can be explcited 

~ \~ster cooperative formation. COOPs in develdping countries 

ve best (although difficultly) in areas where cash crops 

3lly export oriented) are produced and marketed. The COOP 

:ually responsible for marketing the crops grown by its 

'rs which permits it to subtract immediately after sale, 

ebt that members owe for the purchase of agricultural 

s and farm implements. COOPs thrive best where the pooling 

sour?es through association offers more benefits to members 

=an be achieved alone (b~lk buying of inputs and the joint 

1se .and use of specialized equipmentv cLc.) .. Savings as 

Jlt of economies of scale in the purchase of supplies and 

ient can be passed on to association mt.:mbers. Although 

are other benefits from associatic:>n (knowl~dge, marketing 

ise, spreading of tachnological information, etc.), with-
• 

marketing and credit basis, there tends to be little sue-

n c~operative organization. 

~s for the Tenth Region, there is no organized marketing of 

jor·agricultural crops cultivated in the area. Cereals, 

1or crops, are basically autoconsumed and small amounts 

:keted within and outside the area. 

'he option of turning the project over to an agricultural 
f'{\ e C' ·\-__. •• 

. ti ve is a mote one since no COOPs exist: in the area. 'l'he 
----~-

ion Team concurs with the project management in the de-

to turn the sites over to the Regional Office of the MRD. 

re lasting success, the project should help build the 

16 



;tit~ :iona~ capability of the Regional Office: of the MRD to 
\ 

lduct adaptive research on an ongoing basis. ·one weakness of 

! project•s conception was its tendency to work too much in 

··lation of the Mauritanian counterparts. 

Finally, it is not clear exactly why so much emphases 

·e placed.on the existence of cooperatives for. spreading 

·licable interventions. Admitted that extension is easier 

it is done within a cooperative organization, this is by no 

ns the only way. If cooperatives do not exist, other 

mulas can be ·developed and used to spread new technologies 

farmers. For example, the extended family could be the 

t. Currently, the production unit consists of the extended 

ily which usually groups tq_ge_ther severa-~ciH:vidual ·farmers. __ ,..,""' -""· ... 

this unit is deemed too small, fmaj.lies can be organized 

1 qroups cf ext!!nded fam~l.ies .:(grouppement de -·producteurs) 

.:.his unit is still too small, a whole village can be organ-

1 as one unit. 

~ In swn,.there are several possible alternatives to coop-

:ives for these purposes. The Evaluation Team recommends 

. a study be conducted on the coc>perative formation of the 

on in general, with the view of identifying feasible 

ct\~\.o-:t'natives which may serve to achieve the project• s objectives. 

The above remarks should not be taken as anti-cooperatives. 

are meant to focus on the fact that cooperative formation 

difficult, long-term undertaking, especially in developing ., 
tb-UA\tries. In a.ddition, ccoperativ~t formation should be tr.:eated 

17 



1 the economic and social confines of the reQion. !f the 
\ 

.:t is successful in raising cereal production tl·nd a market-

>urplus is produced and sold for cash, then an economic 

may·~e created to encourage cooperative formation. Only 

~s stage will one be able to depend on cooperatives. It 

tuestion of which should come first~ 

The Evalua-tion 'l'e.ei .. m is completely opposed to the project• s 

:g its limited resources in the development of cooperatives. 

s a long'and tedious process and requires specialized 

of which the Implementation Team appears· to bE~ short. 

gain, then, it is our belief that the Implementation 

s getting sidetracked into areas with limited potentials 

:cess at the expense of neglecting the major purpose of 

:>ject demonstrating replicable new te~hnolo9_ies. 
. - .... -· . - .. - ...... "". . - ...... ····- - . 

·Jperative movement tends to follow agric.ultural product-
• 

lncreases rather than precede them. If the new agricul-

.nterventions are successful in increasing output,. an 

~c foundation will be created upon which coopeJ::-atives 

built. 

1ROJECT IMPLEMENTATION WEAKNESSES 

·ne of the major weaknesses of the project as defined in 

Project Agreement, and project rl\amagement is the 

to include too many sub-tasks, nu:my of which show at 

nimal potential results.' The project attempts too much l' 

t'to little resources (both manpower and financictl). The 
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luation Team feels that much of the project implementation 

~J\~ys can be. attributed to the inability of thJ,Rroiect V" 
--f#·''·a9ement in the field to prioriti2e the many efforts that 

inc~ded in the original mandate. Rather than come to grips 

h the original tasks, the implementation has added additional 

Jsts· to the project which were not included in the original 

'e of the project. As a result, the Project Management in 

field has become overwhelmed with the many thrusts which 

· resulted into delays and confusion about the future di­

.ion that the.project should take • 
• 

ln broad terms, the project covers both agriculture and 

:Ltock interventions. !Concentrating on the agriculture, the 
\. ~ -- ~~~ ·- ~·· _J ri. - --~· --·-- -·····-··· 

..2..-0wi-n9--thrusts-have--bl:ien-eit'J:ie".r-Tdent.ified in the PP, Project 
. 

ement including its Amendments or by the Implementation Team· 
f 

he field: 
J. • 

• Agronomic demonstration on three sites scattered at 

relatively far distances apart and manage'd :from the 

central office in Seli~aby, 

• Animal traction using donkeys, horses, and cattle, 

• Mechanized cultivation using a tractor, 

• Irrigated tree and vegetable stock nursery, 

• Vegetable gardening, 

e Chicken farming, 

• Surveying of land, 

• Digging of wells and cat.cbment tanks, 

• 'l'raining of staff and tx:·ainers, 
19 
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• 
• 
• 

. ;·. 

• 
• 
• 

C~operative formation, 
I 

Conducting an agriculturia.l market i.n91.. surve:Y', 

Census of agricultural vill?ges, 

Nature protection an~ refore9tation, 

Building and maintenance of firebreaks, 

Construction of buildings, fences, and sheds, and 

Seed multiplication . 

The above list has not been exhausted as it does not cover 

aspects of the livestock interven·tions which will constitute 

her long lis~ in itself. 

An agronomic team consisting of one expatriate agronomist 

limited field experience and two resident agricultural 

:"lsion~alaes cmoniteurs)wi'Ilribt .oe-a:bleto-implement· a11 

ne above. Thus, the Evaluation Team.strongly reconunends 

these tasks be prioritized and the remaining efforts be 
• 

:1ded in .areas .which are directly .related to the original 
,•. _. ' .: 

~t of the project. 

The Evaluation Team feels that such efforts be directed 

.i iscus5ed :f.n the sections below .. 
~ ,, 

A. Aaronomic Demonstrations 

Demonstrations of grain-related intervEu1tions using 

~l traction, improved seed varieties, animal fertilizers · 

planned crop rotation system ·(mostly cereals; and legumi­

crops) ~ 
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B. Elimination of Mechanized Cultivation 

The idea of using tracto.rs to cul tiva-Ge plo1:s should 
\ ·. 

dropped as a replicable option irrespective of~the experi-

t's outcome. The justification of using -a tractor for 

tial plowing of virgin land .is alslo questionable. '.l'he Eval-
. 

ion .Team observation did not suppc>rt the project Implemen-

ion Team's belief that the land ir1 the area w4as difficult 

clear or turn over with manual or animal labor. The soils 

ge from ~andy to semi-sandy (with some clay soils further 

n in the valley) • Animals and manual cul ti va·tion should be 

f icient to cultivate the soils in the area. It is always 

·isable to keep new innovations as simply as possible in 

·. 

•. 

·ditional agriculture. Animal trac:tion is already a big jump. . 
~---~-. ~----------·- ---~-------~-~--~~--- -- -~~---"~----·\·L~ 

jump even further to a tractor makes little sense. In . 

tition, experience in mechanized a~Jri:culture in poor, tropical 
.__ .. . ... -· - .. __ .... ~·.. . ... ,.,.-. --· . . .. _.___ .. """- -

·iculture has s~own that it does nc>t pay off. There is no 

:d ~o try to reinvent the wheel in this projec·t .. 

C. Animal Traction 

Livestock is one of tb.e mo~~t abundant factors in the 

lth Region and is used only ·to a minimum extent in agriculture. 

appears that the most important CC)ntribution that this proj­

c can make to the region is to better.utilize these animals 
. . 

raise output. Animal cultivation is the obvious place to 

Jin this regard. In addition, the many animal droppings can 

more rationally used to raise ~gricultural productivity. 
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Animal traction should be pushed b~cause ~his is an inte-
. \ 

ted agriculture and ·ii vestock project. 'There · ~emains l.i ttle 

the project that is truly inte9rated. Animal tractio~ per-
.. ,. 

s a netter utilization of livestuck and farmirlg in a mutually 

eficial way. More land can be brought under cultivation with 

itals and the ac.ute labor shortages at the beginning of the 

~ year can be reduced by substituting animals. Crop output 

ceases as a result of both more land under cuJ.tivation and 
. 

Jer plowing. The increase in cereal production provides more 

i for animals· to eat (both grains and crop by••products) .. 

It is highly recommended that resources be directed to 
.. I 

1ort animal traction. The project's success depends on the 

ilts of animal traction in cereal production. 

o. Elimination of Project Elemen'bs Reguiri.ng Irrigatip!l, 

.The PP m•ant for tbe. p:i:oject in the Ter.lth Region to 
. 

Co i\:entrate on dryland agric:ult.U:iC'e.. Well irri9at;ed counter-

;on vegetable and tree cr~ps a~ are now being tested in the 

iery are expected t.o yield limited results • E:ven if these 

,rts show some degree of success, well irrigated agriculture 

not be a replicable·option in the region. The acute short-

of water and the high· cost of well construc:tj.on will prevent 
. _ ......... . 

~ ..... ---t-t ... ~ . .r.· • .. 

larqe-scale expansirJn '?_f such irrigated :techniques. The 

(~4uation Team feels that resoiirces expended in this area should 

urtailed .. 



E. Pilot Demonstration Sites 

.In view of the """"'' ll'l•--••.J delays, it is recolMlended 
l ... 

: efforts be concentrated on starting cultivation on at least 

of tibe plots (the largest one) during the current crop year. 

-iough i.t may be advisable to test interventions on all 

~e soi! types of the region, it will De very difficult for 

li:rnited staff to undertake prior· to the onset of the next 

ny season. 

The pilot sites are pootly located for demonstration 

poses. They .tend to be too far from the lands where farmers 

rently cultivate. Farmers now sow their crops in the 10\1-

ng areas (bas-fonds) where water is more available. The 
-- . 

1onstration sites would have had a ·9rellter··-tmpa-c~-trao~hey----

~n located near cultivatP.d areas .. 

Due to the poor site location, one may recommend· that·- - --

• 
ne of the chosen sites be .dropped .al·.oget.her. Otherwise, the 

:Jject may •demonstrate" failure rcLther than success. The 

asant tanners can do bad by themsE~lves. The Evialuation Team 

commends the use of one site at this time so as to get some­

ing off th~ ground this year. If all three plots ·can be 

.ltivated this year, so much the bE!ttr~r. Nevertheless, all 

.ree plots should be cultivated. 

IMPJ....EM.ENTATION TEAM'S EXTENSION PROPOSAL j 
Frankly, the Evaluation Team cannot understand why the 

:iplementation Team is requusting an inct'ement in funds to 
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·.:pand the pilot zone when real tests of interventions have 
I 

~t to be b•gun in the pilot zone itself. It nQpears that . •. 
1 J roven teehnolo9ica l packages should be developed before they 
·! 

~n b&·tested anywhere~ Thia is where the project's efforts 

hould be concentrated. 

No one has yet convincea the Evaluation ·ream of t.he 

"f\ecessit':V of the existence of cot.:>pe:rati ves to ~&pread proven 

·~chnolo91es. The Team does no·t understand the emphasis that 

ne Implementat.ion Team places on cooperative formation. Also, 

t is not certain to us that the c~rrent project team possesses 

he necessary expertise to encourage cooperation. Cooperatives 

:e difficult to get off the ground in developing ccuntrieso 

i; is dou.b·tful that the project team is going to have much 

--~ac·c·e-ss-·il'l ·this et'fort even if granted the bud~~et increase as 

equested. 

II. PROJECT MANAGEMENT ANO ADMINISTRATIOK 

The project management and ~dm.inistration have been 

fechnicully and administratively weak from the consulting firm 

hich h1as the contract to the project I mplement:.a ti on Team in 

he field, Much has already been said and writ:. ten about the 

.dministrative and logistic problems that this contract has 

ncountered.. Hany of these problems can be attri.buted to the 

ack of a history of AID projects in Mauritania. N~vertheless, 

t is still felt by the Evaluation Team tt.at much could have been 

.chieved in the project implementation had priorities been 

roperly set and the implementation parties taken a few 

24 

'.J 



unorthodox measures to get things accomplished. 

For example, peas..:mts could have be~n organized to con~ 
. . \ . 

struct traditional fences.to surround at l~ast one demon~ 

stration plot while awaiting the delivery of equipment and .... 
supplies. The plot could have been manually cultivatf'd using 

.tr~ditional farm implements that were available in the area. 

Animal manure could hav!l been manually col.lected and t1.:rned 

in the field w.ith the use of simple tools. Improved sorghum 

vari~ties (both local ·and imported) could have been tested and 

results compared. 

There was no reason why all of t.he wells had to be 

undertaken at the same time. After all, as for agriculture, 

the emphasis of the project was to be put on dryland cultiva­

tion .. 

In sum, it appears that the project has suffered from a 

lack of initovative ideas in getting things accomplished under 
·~----·~- -·-~ - - '-~ 

difficuit circumstances and the inability of the management 

a.nd administrative teams to come to grips with the primary ob­

jective of the project at an eaily phase of its inception. 

VII!. CASE FOR A TRULY INTEGM.TEO RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 
1N THE TENTH REGION 

In reality, it is difficult to call the Guidimaka Proj-
6 

ect an integrated rural devel·::>pment project. In fact, it is 

difficult to call it an integrated agriculture and livestock 

project. The mere inclusion of livestock and agriculture under 

the same management does not make for an integrated project. 
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To be a truly integrated. proje1t, interventions m1.i'st be 
\ 

pl·anned in such a way that each sector'•-0f interventlon supports 

the other in a mutually beneficial way. As of the current stage 

of project implementation, these linkages have not been achieved. 

Integrated rural development is an application of the 

balanced growth theor~ explicitly to the rural sector. The 

primary objective of rural development is to achieve self­

sustained and regionally balanced growth and development, ta.king 

advantage of the intersectoral linkages that each sector affords 
•• ··- z " -~ •• 

the other~· Although the major emphasis of rural development is 

on agricultural development, it also entails the expansion of 

complementary acti,rities on a number of social fronts in an 

effort to achieve a harmonious balance in social and economic 

development on a broad scale •.. 
----~------·-·---~ ---··-·"··--· -

The Evaluation Team--recon1mends that ·the following addi-
o 

tional sectors of interventions be considered during the re-

design of the Guidimaka Integrated R\U"al Development Project~ 

A. Health and Nut~ition 

The Evaluation Team r·ecommend.s a truly integrated 

ru.ral development project when the current project has terminated. 

In addition to the thrusts in the GIRD Project (as have been 

discussed in this evaluation) , there is a specific need for a 

health and nutrition component. Experience indicates that 

health-related projects work bE~st when implemented in the. con-

text of rural development. 
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·. 
B. . Small-Farmer Credit Pro9ram 

j 

Given the high cost of farm impl~ents for :animal 
·-

traction, an agricultural credit component with a--revolving 

f'1nd should be added to provide short and medium-term credit 

' ... 

tc farmers who participate in a pilot project in animal t..rac­

tion .. 

c. Women ___ .in Development 
---

The current project doE!S little to improve the 

economic and social condition of women in the area.. The 

Evaluation Team recommends the inclusion of special projects 

to deal with the specific needs C)f women. These projects may 

be included within the context of conununity developmen~ de­

signed to help women improve their social and economic con-

di tions as well as that of t~heir families. ... . 
o. Other Possible Sectors of Intervention .................. _______________________________ ____ 

---- -------- --~~.=~=--The·--ma-j·er·-thrus-t.s----o £--- t.he--i-n~eg--r---a-~e~d--r-w:-al-de-vel.opmen-t ·~-­

should always be in agriculture ;and livesto~:k. If Phase I is 

successful in developing replicable productivity-increasing 

interven~ions which increase farmers' income, then the project 

should provide outlets to farmers to spend their additional 

inco1nes to improve t.heir social condition a!s well as that o-£ 

theix· familie:J. 
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Other areas which may be addressed during Phase II.are: 

• .Renewable energy--related{~ojects ... 

• Improvements in vill~ge stprage facilities 

• Marketing promotion for crops and animals 

• Development of sn.all-scale agri-businesses 

and rural hm.ndicraf t 

• Improvement in a~rricul tw:al · feeder roads 

• Farmer product.ion and JP.arket.inq ·organization .. 
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