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PROJECT EVALUATION SUMMARY (PES) - PART Il

The following topics are to be covered in a brief narrative statement (averaging about 200 words or half a page per item) and
attached to the printed PES facesheet. Each topic should have an underlined heading. If a topic is not pertinent to a
particular evaluation, list the topic and state: “Naot pertinent at this time”. The Summary (ltem 13) should always be
included, and should not exceed 200 words.

13. SUMMARY - Summarize the current project situation, mentioning progress in relation to design, prospects of achievirg
the purpose and goal, major problems encountered, etc.

14. EVALUATION METHODOLOGY - What was the reason for the evaluation, e.g., clarify project design, measure progress,
verify program/project hypotheses, improve implementation, assess a pilot phase, prepare budget, atc? Where appropriate,
refer to the Evaluation Plan in the Project Paper. Describe the methods used for this evaluation, including the study design,
scope, cost, techniques of data collection, analysis and data sources. identify agencies snd key indivicdluals {host, other donor,
public, AlD) participating and contributing,

15. EXTERNAL FACTORS - identify and discuss major changes in project setting, including socio-economic conditions and
host government priorities, which have an impact on the project. Examine continuing validity of assumptions.

16. INPUTS - Are there any problems with commodities, technical services, training or other inputs as to quality, quantity,
timeliness, etc? Any changes needed in the type or amount of inputs to produce outputs?

17. OUTPUTS - Measure actual progress against projected output targets in current project design or implementation plan,
Use tabular format if desired. Comment on significant management experiences. |f outputs are not on target, discuss causes
{e.g., problems with inputs, implementation assumptions). Are any changes needed in the outputs to achieve purpose?

18. PURPOSE - Quote approved project purpose. Cite progress toward each End of Project Status (EOPS) condition, When
can achievement be expected? Is the set of EQPS conditions still considered a good description of what will exist when the
purpose is achieved? Discuss the causes of any shortfalls in terms of the causal linkage between outputs and purpose or
external factors.

19. GOAL/SUBGOAL - Quote approved goal, and subgoal, where relevant, to which the project contributes. Describe status
by citing evidence available to date from specified indicators, and by mentioning the progress of other contributory projects.
To what extent can progress towsard goal/subgoal be attributed to purpose achievement, to other projects, to other causal
factors? If progress is less than satisfactory, explore the reasons, e.d., purpose inadequate for hypothesized impact, new
external factors affect purposesubgoal /goal linkage.

20. BENEFICIARIES - Identify the direct and indirect beneficiaries of this project in terms of criteria in Sec. 102(d) of the
FAA (e.g., a. increase small-farm, labor-intensive agricultural productivity; b. reduce infant mortality; c. control population
growth; d. promute greater equality in iricome; e, reduce rates of unemployment and underemployment). Summarize data on
the nature of benefits and the identity and number of those benefitting, even if some aspects were reported in preceding
questions on output, purpose, or subgoal/goal. For AID/W projects, assess likelihood that results of projects will be used in
LDC’s.
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21. UNPLANNED EFFECTS - Has the project had any unexpected results or impact, such as changes in social structure,’
environment, health, technical or economic situation? Are these effects advantageous cr not? Do they require any change in
project design or execution?

22. LESSONS LEARNED - What advice can you give a colleague about development strategy, e.g., how to tackle a similar
development probiem or to manage 3 similar project in another country? What can be suggested for follow-on in this
counuy? Similarly, do you have any suggestions about evaluation methodology?

23. SPECIAL COMMENTS OR REMARKS - Include any significant policy or program managemen? implications. Also list
~ titles of attachments and number of pages.
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Project Evaluation Summary (PES) — Part II

Niam Department Development II (4633—-0240)

First Interim Evaluation

Introduction

The Niamey Department Development II Project (NDD 1) is the
second phase of a long-range program of integrated rural develop-
ment in the Niamey Department of western Niger. The project’s
goal is to transfer agricultural techniques which will create the
conditions necessary to increase farmers’ capacity for greater
food production and to support the establishment of local organi-
zations through which a wide range of development services is
available for villagers.

The project has implemented activities at eleven Farmer
Couple Training Centers (CPTs), at each of which twenty farm
couples acquire new agricultural techniques every year. The CPTs
also serve as the basis for an extension and follow-up system.
Emphasis is placed upon the extension of an improved agricultural
package, including the introduction of animal traction equipment
and chemical fertilizers, provision of medium—term credit, -dis-
tribution of agricultural inputs to farmers, development of
improved management skills for local urganization leaders, and
improvements in the role of women in the development process.

13. Summary
A. The Evaluation

The purpose of the evaluation, which was conducted in
January 1983, was (1) to review the accomplishments and achieve-
ments of the project to date; (2) to determine the extent to
which the project was attaining its planned outputs; and (3) to
recommend modifications which would allow the project to reach
its intended beneficiaries.

Major problems noted by the evaluation team included: (1)
slowness in the development of a system of village level organi-
zationss {2) an unacceptably low (28 percent) credit repayment
rate and termination by the GON of short-term seasonal credit
for the purchase of inputs, particularly fertilizer; (3) lack of
progress in the creation of income—generating activities for
womens; (4) lack of progress in establishing the project Moni-
toring and Evaluation Unit; (S) problems of control and coordina-
tiony and (&) doubts concerning the viability of the technical
package being extended by the ‘project.

Positive observations included: (1) That a strategy had been



evolved for implementation of a program ‘or development of vil-
lage 1level organizations during 1983, onre that will train and
involve the technical services Jdirectl: in gathering data on
villages and cooperatives;s (2) That in:ensive review of the
credit system had been undertaken and safeguards instituted to
ensure future smooth bperating of the project credit funds (3)
That CPTs were being constructed and made operational according
to plan, and were coperating at maximum capacitys (4) That the
addition of a Women’s Participation Advigsor in September 1981 was
likely to result in significant progres:s in the development of
specialized training programs for women during 19835 and (S5) That
the project had made significant progress in addressing problems
associated with the institutionalizatiorn of teamwork in develop-
ment activities. Further detail concerning progress made by the
project since the evaluation may be found in Section 13.B.
below. .

The evaluation team felt that, overall, the NDD II Project
was in 1line with recent GON decisions regarding decentralized
development and that it offered "what Nigeriens and others point
out is the only example of progresis in seolving the intra-
organizational problems faced by all productivity projects in
Niger, making many see it as a promising model for other pro-
jects.” Major issues and recommendations revolved around the
credit system, the technicsl! package ind the GON contribution and
recurrent cost issue. A discussion of these and other output-
related recommendations is contained in Sections 16 and 17 below.

Genural recommendations included: (1) That tiie End of Pro-
ject Status be redefined in terms of indicators that will demon-
strate as much as possible "the insl:itutionalization of a pro-
cess", which is the purpose of the project, rather than in terms
of static achievements, which are more appropriate indicators of
outputss; (2) That the GON and USAID clearly articulate what
organizational wunits and functions will be in place when the
project ends and what the relationship between these units and
functions will he; and (3) That close linkages be estabilished and
maintained between the USAID Agricultural Production Support
Project implementation units and the NDD Project.

B. Progress Made To Date in Meeting Recommendations

Since the evaluation., the project has (1) dramatically in-
creased, the credit repayment rate from less than 30 percent to
almost 65 percent: (2) implemented revised systems of inventory
and credit management; (3) increasad the training given to the
staff of the CPTsj; (4) hired eleven female follow-up agents to
complemant the all-male staff; (3) almost tripled the amount of
time devoted to training follow—-up agents; (6) begun to evaluate
systematically the use of the technical package in the different
agro-ecolaogical zones of the project; (7) continued to place
emphasis ‘on promoting participation by all levels of project
staffs; (8) initiated a model village-level farmer training pro-
grams? (9) initiated a pilot farmer training program for the



translation of cocperative management documentation into 1local
languages; (10) negotiated the payment by the villages themselves
of CPT recurrent costss; (i1) introduced the use of micro-
computers as a mnanagement toolj {12) reviced its local oiganiza-
tion development strategy to focus more intensively on the issues
of sel f-management; (13) greatly improved reporting at t{he cen—
tral and arrondissement level; and (14) initiated a program of
seed multiplication in the vicinity of each CPT, thus transfor-
ming what had been a fixed-cost investment into a multi-purpose
ftacility. It is now evident that ex—-trainees of the CPTs who have
applied substantial portions of the technology package extended
by the project have been able to double their yields.

Desuyite the progress which has been achieved over the past
twelve months, certain activities will continue to require pri-
ority attention from USAID and the GON. The creation of self-
managed 1local organizations in the presence of weak arrondisse-
ment—-level cadres, in particular, will continue to be one of the
most difficult tasks faced by the project. 1In addition to coping
with this problem, the project must (1) make greater efforts to
profile the selection of improved agricultural technical pack-
ages; (2) strengthen its follow-up extensicn programs (3) con-
tinue efforts to raise the farmer credit repayment rate above the
90 percent 1level: and (4) continue efforts to consolidate and
extend the impact of the Women’s Participation Unit.

14. Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation report represents the product of a team
effort, although differences in team members’ scopes of work and
the staggered nature of their arrivals and departures made for a
less than fully synthesized report. This was due to the fact
that the project’s credit component had already been undergoing a
thorough analysis, and this important work (which was highly
relevant to that of the evaluation team) overlapped both at the
start and at the end of the "core" team’s stay in Niger. Thig
"core® team censisted of Development Administration Specialist
Richard Ronerts, Social Scientist Teresa Ware of SDPT Bamako, and
Agricul tural Economist Douglas Barnett of REDSO/WCA who worked on
aspects of the technial package (specifically animal traction).

A short-term Agricultural Credit Advisor, Stanley Straugh-
ter, was in the process of finishing up his intensive review of
the NDD 11 credit component as +the evaluation commenced.
Finally, a consultant Credit Management Specialist, Thomas
Stickley, arrived toward the end of the evaluation to develop a
new set of guidelines governing the management of the credit
component. The work of the core team benefitted greatly from
consultations with the latter two individuals. The requested GON
participants in the evaluation were, - unfortunately, named 1late,
and their participation was minimal as a result.

The evaluation work consisted of intensive review of project
documents and of interviews in Miamey, Lossa ([during the

W



project’s annual management and coordination conferencel and
Ouallam Arondissement. The team was given free access to docu-
mentation and full cooperation by project staff. Thev were able

to consult both internal and external memoranda and reports, but
were hampered by the fact that much of the quantifiable data

required for measuring project progress had not then yet been
synthesizead.

15. External Factors

The chief external factor affecting the project was the
growing difficulty of the GON in meeting its financial obliga-
tions to the project. This problem is discussed in Section 16
below. The evaluation also noted that the GON’s cutting off of
seasonal (short-term) credit might have had a negative impact on
the rate of acceptance and use of chemical fertilizer in the
project zone.

16. Inputs

AID inputs at the time of the evaluation were essentially on
schedule. Five 1long-term technical assistance positions were
filled within six months following signing of the Grant Agree-
ment. Project development in the area of monitoring and evalua-
tion was set back by the decision to change advisors in uwune 1982
({leaving a period of several months with the position vacant) and
by the need to start building a foundation in late 1982, The
long—-term Master Mechanic position remained to be filled.

The evaluation team found that there had been far less use
of short-term technical assistance tnan that called for in the
Project Paper and, in their view, 1less than there should have
been. AID training inputs had also been a bit behind in the area
of participant training. Commodity inputs were on schedule, al-
though fertilizer sales had been moving more slowly than antici-
pated, resulting in a build-up of stocks.

The GON had not provided all of the personnel anticipated,
particulary in the case of the CPTs. In addition to the direc-
tors and literacy instructors (which had been provided), the GON
was to have provided two middle—-level cadres for each CPT. These
latter positions had not bezn filled by the GON, nor were there
any indicaticns they would be. The GON had, similarly, been
unable to provide counterparts to the expatriate long-term pro-
ject technical advisors.

The major issue on the subject of inputs was the GOM contri-
bution to the budget and to material subsidies. The GON had
deposited only 85 .million CFA out of the requested 181 million
CFA for the project operating account for 1982, and did not
deposit the CFAF 50,000,000 committed for 1983. A similar situa-
tion existed for the deposit of an amount equivalent to subsidies
for inputs sold to farmers. In the face of severe reductions in



the National Investment Fund (FNI) due to the fall-off in uranium
revenues, it appeared unlikely that the GON would be able to
contribute the original zommitment i% made to the project. USAID
could pay for the remainder of project operating costs because
dollar costs:were less than anticipated.

In light of these funding problems, the team recommended (a)
that the required GON contribution be reduceds (b) that USAID
pick up local costs to the extent possible, (c) that the require-
ment for GON payments into the fertilizer subsidy sub-account for
the credit fund be reduced proportionately to the reductions in
the amount of the fertilizer subsidy; and (d) that the second
interim project evaluation scheduled for mid- to late-1984 deter-—
mine what options to recommend if the current level of resources
available to the project proved inadequate for LOP.

17. Cutputs

The project was on schedule in terms of most output items
contained in the project implementation plan. The main execptions
were (a) applied research, which began a year behind schedule,
angd (b) the participant training, with two of the four partici-
pants still not named. It was on schedule for the rest of the
implementation plan items except, as noted above, for the GON
financial contribution. On the other hand, the evaluation team
felt that not all important items were listed on the implementa-
tion plan. In the case of one item—initiation of work with
village-level organizations——the project was making serious
beginnings over a year late. The team also noted that the Logi-
cal Framework defined as outputs seven separate systems "estab-
lished and functioning” but did not provide criteria by which to
measure whether the systems were indeed established and func-—
tioning.

The seven systems are: (a) a system of technical service
delivery: (b7 a system of self-managed village organizationss (c)
a system of credit delivery; (d) a system of agricultural inputs
deliverys (e) a system to increase women’s access to development
activities; (f) a system to monitor and evaluate project activi-~
ties; and (g) a project coordinating and management system.

A. With respect to the System of Technical Service Delivery,
the team noted that "There is no conclusive evidence to indicate
that the current agricultural technology package represents the
best package for certain zones," and that " it appears to be
profitable in those zones only in years of normal rainfall."” The
team recommended that the project continue extending improved
techniques, making it clear that animal traction was not a prere-—
quisite to use of the other techniques in the package, and that
benefits could be obtained from the other techniques without
animal traction. The team further recommended that the project’s
Applied Research Unit and Monitoring and Evaluation Unit maintain
closer relations with ICRISAT and with the Rural Economic Re-
search Division aof INRAN, Niger’s national agricultural research




institution.

The team aiso recommended that this comconent of the project
(1) improve quality control over the training it finances: (2)
improve fcllew—up on trainees to monitor and enhance performances}
(3) assume, 1in addition to training currently wundertaken in
planning and organization, respconsibility for training in techni-
cal and interpersonal skills needed by NDD and Technical Service
personnel; (4) give addditional time for NDD Niamey staff, arron-
dissement coordinators and Technical Staff delagates to attend
refresher (“recyclage") courses given to CPT graduates in order
to build relationships between the two groups; (S5) pursue the
possibility of adding to its staff a terminating Peace Corps
Volunteer with CPT and follow-up experience to provide full time
field support to follow-up agents; (6) Bring the Peace Corps
input up to target; and (7) increase its use of outside short
term technical assistance.

B. With regard to the System of Self-Managed Village Level
Organizations, the team noted that, as a result of several both
external and project-specific causes, the project had accom-
plished little to date to develop self-managed cooperatives, the
primary village level organizations (VLOs) being targetted by the
project. 1t noted, however, that NDD had evolved the beginnings
of a realistic strateqgy for assisting local organizations to
attain self-management.

Specific recommendations included (1) That detailed plan-
ning, involving intensive discussion with cooperative leaders, be
carried out before implementing the 1983 VLO strategy; (2) That
the qualifications and experience of personnel chosen to imple—
ment the strategy be given careful consideration: (3) That a team
of two to three experienced people be recruited to direct the
program under NDD guidancaj; {(4) That coordination between the
program and an existing IBRD "micro-project” be improved; 3
That baseline surveys of target villages be made, and annual
follow-up surveys designed and subsequently carried out, to moni-
tor impact of VLO development; (6) That a sample survey, based
upon the experience of the 1983 and 1984 VLO program, be carried
out in 19835 to define in the zone such factors as desires and
priority needs perceived by villagers, villager attitudes towards
"organized” activity, and impediments to the development of VLOs;
(7) That the project ensure that its training needs are continu-
ally assessed and that necessary and appropriate training is-
provided: (8) That a blacksmith trainer be racruited and training
initiateds and (9) that the VLD targ=t be r=2duced from S0-60
cooperatives to 12-24 cooperatives.

C. With regard to the System of Credit Delivery, the evalua-
tion team recommended a further thorough review of the credit
system and the bringing on board of a consultant to determine the
effect the cutting off of GON seasonal (short—term) credit had
had in the acceptance and spread of new techniques, particularly
fertilizer, in the Project Zone. Should the study indicate that
such lack has been a major deterrent to adoption of improved



techniques, the evaluation team recommended, AID should insiat
that the credit fund provide such seasonal inputs credit.

Other specific recommendations included (1) That the recom-—
mendations of the consultants on cooperative accounting and on
credit management be adopted and impl=mented immadiately; (2)
That the need for training to implement changes in the credit
system be assessed immediatelys (3) That NDD report on, and AID
review in mid-1983, (a) progress in collecting loan repayments
due as of I1 December 1982, and progress in implementing other
consultants’ recommendations for the period through 31 March 1983
and (b) 1levels of lcan disbursements ard conformance of the
procedures and practices used to the recommendations of the
consultants; and (4) That AID auditors review the credit system
operations of 1983 as early as technically feasible in 1984.

D. With regard to the System of Agricultural Inputs Deli-
very, the evaluation team noted that the flow of implements and

fertilizer to the field had improved over that of Phase I and the
start of Fhase II. Supply on hand in the cooperatives ex--
ceeded demand except for oxen carts and donkey carts. Fertilizer
stock at the cooperative level exceeded the previous vear’s
sales, and orders were being cut back as a result. The team
recommended that AID attempt to ensure that the APS project’s
Agricul tural Inputs Consultant conduct an assessment of the agri-
cul tural inputs sector and include the NDD zone in his study with
a view to identifying any persistent weaknesses and ways of
eliminating them.

E. With regard to development of a System to Increase
Women’s Access to Development Activities, the team noted that
women had accompanied their husbands to training sessions at the
CPTs but that there had been insignificant progress in the devel-
opment of training programs specifically for women. The team
recommended (1) That the project draw up a plan of action for
formalizing a collaboration with the Association des Femmes
Nigeriennes (AFN) and initiate introductory meetings for the
purpose of explaining cbjectives of the women’s component of the
projects; (2) That the Women’s Participation Unit work with the
Training Unit in making suggestions for designing training work-
shops far technical service field personnel in how to communicate
skills and techniques in a "non-directive" manners (3) That all
short term resource needs for 1983 tasks be determined to facili-
tate their accomplishments (4) That male as well as female tech-
nical support agents and personnel receive training in effective
communications with all-female audiencas: (S) That increased
efforts be made to ensure the presence and participation of women
in technical service presentations to villages; and (b)) That the
“Open Door™ program be extended to include and accomodate women
visitors not only from the villages of the trainees but those of
neighboring villages as well .

F. With respect to the System to Monitor and Evaluate Pro—
ject Activities, the evaluation team noted that both elements of
this component, i.e. data gathering, synthesis and analysis on




the one hand and. applied research on the other, commenced quite
late in the oroject and perhaps actually should have been
designed into Phase | and accorded relatively high priority. The
key lesson to he learned from experience to date with this compo—
nent was, iy the eyes of the evaluation team, that a svstem ¢to
collect and analyze at least basic project/results indicators
should be soundly established at the start of the project. 1f the
technical package being extended in a rural development project
has not been tested, analyzad and, if neccesary, tailored to
local conditions before the project is begun, then on-farm
applied research and farming systems studies should be a priority
part of the project iself from the very start.

With regard to the monitoring and evaluation element, the
team recommended (1) That the project use the October 1982 con-
sultant report on the monitoring and evaluation system as the
basis for development of the system; (2) That monitoring and
evaluation information needs be spelled out, and a survey agenda
for the Unit over the balance of the project life prepared; (3)
That the project make use of short term consultancies to put the
Unit on a sound footing before the commencement of the 1983
agricultural seasons (4) That the existing data base on the CPT
graduates farming in 1982 be "cleaned up" to enable it to be used
as base line data for future comparisonss; (5) That the project
obtain data on UNCC sales in the non—-NDD zane of fertilizer and
other input sales for 1981 and 1982 to permit computation of
changes in the zone; and (46) That the project obtain a micro-—
computer capability for data processing needs of the Unit.

With regard to the applied research element, the team recom—
mended (1) That INRAN assign one or more agronomic engineers to
work full ¢time with the unit to help it plan and implement on-—
farm research, and that INRAN assume responsibility for applied
research in the project zone within the next two vyears; (2)
That experiments both with and without animal traction (excluding
two-oxen traction) be undertzken on the CPTs during 1983; (3
That more use be made by the applied regearch advisor of informa-—
.tion gained from the experiences of CPT graduates using different
mixes of techniquess and (4) That the Applied Research Unit, with
the Monitoring and Evaluation Unit, maintain close relations with
ICRISAT and with the Rural Economic Research Division of INRAN.

6. Finally, with respect to development of a Project Coordi-—
rnating and Management System, the team noted that. while the GON
had been unable to come up with adequate numbers of trained
counterparts, the project management unit was reasonably well
organized at the headquarters level. It suggested, however, that
attention to internal communications and information flow was
needed. 1t also made note of the fact that linkages between the
Project Management Unit and the technical services in the field
were not hierarchical, with the Project Director having much less
"control” over the field personnel than that envisiorned in the
Project Paper. The team felt, however, that the project had made
significant progress in institutionalizing a system of teamwork
based on discussion, negotiation and persuasion rather than on a




hierarchical chain of command, a syatem that, while slow, was
likely to produce more positive results than the hierarchical
approach.

Specifio recommendations included (1) That every effort be
made to assign Nigerien counterparts to the expatriate advisors
as soon as possible; (2) That the team—building, consensus de-
velopmant approach be continued and fully supported by AID and
the GON: (3 That the project units that had not already done so
prepare workplans for 1983 and initiate a system of regular
submissions of detailed quarterly plans and reports relating
activities to plans; and (4) That the 1983 and subsequent work-
plans for each unit describe the types of short term technial
assistance needed at various points during the year.

18.Project Purpcse

The purpcse of the project is to institutionalize a process
of rural development through the establishment of self-managed
village organizations and participating individual farmers who,
as a result, will be capable of achieving increased food produc-—
tion on a self-sustaining basis. 1t was evident, despite delays
in project implementation and despite GON financial difficulties,
that the project was moving toward accomplishment of this stated
objective. Major questions, such as those concerning the approp-—-
riateness of the technology package and the viability of the
credit system, were under active study and solutions were being
devised. The development of a system of village—-level organiza-
tions had proceeded slowly and was behind schedule but, although
the target must now be reduced in terms of the absolute number of
such organizations to be put in place, it was evident that the
process of establishing them had been put into place.

19. Project Goal

The stated project goal is to assist Niger in achieving
self-sufficiency in food production and improve standards of
living. Given the lack of guantitative data available at the time
of the evaluation, however, the team was unable to make a mean-—
ingful judgement as to progress toward achievement of this goal.

20. Beneficiaries

The cirect beneficiaries of the project are the farmer
couples that obtain training at the CPTs. In 1982 four new CPTs
became operational (three were completed under Phase 1 of the
project’. Each CPT is operating at maximum capacity, graduating
20 couples per year. A total of &40 couples was graduated in
1981, 140 graduated in 1982, and 200 will graduate in 1983. The
cumulative total of CPT uraduate couples (including the 90 grad-
uated under Fhase 1) is thus 290. Other direct beneficiaries
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include villagers contacted by the technical services; coopera-
tive leaders; and farmers receiving credit.

The rationale for training couples at the CPTs is that they
will return ; to their villages and demonstrate to their fellow
villagers the techniques they have learned. Thus, the total
number of potential beneficiaries is much larger than the number
of direct beneficiaries. During Phase I it is evident that the
selection criteria used to select the trainees from the villages
were inadequate. Village leaders were apparentlvy reluctant to
release - their more productive members and, lacking confidence in
and/or understanding of the CPT program, often selected less than
ideal candidates to send to the CPTs. The imact on adoption of
improved farming techniques following their return to the village
was, understandably, marginal.

The selection criteria for trainees were upgraded, however,
and villager understanding of the purpose and potential benefit
of sending their more progressive and productive farmers to. the
CPTs bhad improved significantly during Phase II. The evaluation
team found that, with the improved selection criteria, there had
been a significant spread effect by CPT graduates of the tech-
nology package to non-CPT graduates in certain villages. In
addition, the "Open Door" program, in which non-CPT farmers are
invited to spend a day and a night at the CPT to hear the
trainees explain and demonstrate the new technologies, had favoi—
ably impressed villagers.

Prcblem areas which remained included (a) variable quality
in the training offered by the GON technical services responsible
for the actual training at the CPTs in each specific fields; (b)
poor follow-up and monitoring of graduates once they return to
their wvillagess and (c) insufficient integratiomn of CPT grad-
uates into the national cooperative structure, largely a result
of inadequacies in the cooperative system itsel+f.

21. Unplanned Effects

The evaluation found that the project had had no unexpected
results or impact.

22. Lessons Learned

The following may be taken as lessons learned from the
evaluation:

First, doubts about the viability of a technical package
must be addressed thoroughly before embarking upon the extension
of such technology. If there are uncertainties, the project must
at a mimimum couple extension of the technology with a rigorous
and effective program of applied research.
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Second, underestimation of the host country’s human and
financial resources can result in major implementation problems.
While the project design may be excused for not predicting the
fall-off in uranium revenues (and consequent shrinking of the
National Investment Fund), a better and more realistic assessment
of the Nigerien human resource pool available for the project
could have bewun performed. The problems experienced with the
credit component in particular may be attributed in large part to
faulty institutional and manpower analyses.

Third, there is some indication that the project was struc-
tured in an over—-centralized fashion, resulting in implementation
inefficiencies. With the current GON emphasis on decentralized
development, however, it could be argued that the the village-
level organizations will now begin to lessen their dependence on
centralized services.

Finally, there is some question ccncerning the cost effec—
tiveness of concentrating training in the CPTs. It has been
argued by some that the dollar—-per-beneficiary ratio is somewhat
high. The project has, however, since devised a strategy for
extending CPT-type training to the wvillages themselves, thus
increasing the number of potential direct beneficiaries.

23. Special Comments or Remarks

The evaluation took place at a time when the project had
experienced only one full year of implementation. Many correc-
tive measures instituted by the project to address problems
mentioned by the evaluation had not, . as a result, bhad time to
show their effects. The positive effects of these corrective
measures were in fact evident by the end of 1983.



1.

Information Apopendix for Executive Level Personnmsl

What constraints does this project attempt to overcome and
who does it constrain? Does the project attack labor,

other constraints?

2.

The project attempts to overcome two constraintas: {a) a
land constraint +that prevents significant increases in
food production by extending cultivation to new lands, and
(b) organizational constraints that leave villagers highly
dependent on central government for any improvements in
their living standards.

What technology does the project promote to relieve these

constraints?

4.

The project introduces techniques for land preparation,
seeding and weeding, and the use of chemical fertilizer:
and animal traction to improve traditional practices. The
project also has an applied research component designed to
adapt the technical package to the various agro—-ecological
zones of the project area.

The project trains farm couples in residential centers
(Farmer Couple Training Centers) as a way of (a) intro—
ducing the new practices to their villages, (b) improving
the selection of the trainees through village cooperatives
into the technologv spreading activity., and (c) developing
the cooperatives as centers of economic activity in the
vill ages.

What technology does the project attempt to replace?

The project attempts to improve upon traditional cultural
and land conservation technigques widely used in the pro-
ject zone. The techniques include the use of animal
traction, improved seed varieties, chemical fertilizer,
pest management and improved land preparation methods.

Wwhy do the project planners believe that the intended bene-

ficiaries will adopt tha proposed technology?

The project planners believe that increased vyields will
generate revenues adequate to cover the costs of the
techniques, at 1least in years of adequate rainfall (i.e.
non—drought years), and that farmers using animal traction:
will earn sionificant off-season income using their ani-
mals and carts for haulage. The incentive for increasing
crop vyields through use of the package in the northern
portion of the project zone (where there is less rain than

vV
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in the south) appears to be marginal at present, but
applied research precsently underwav is expected ta produce
a package better adscted o that areza.

It is anticipated that the villagers will see that they
can increase their standard of living faster and more
reliably if they take organized initiative and collective
interest in their own welfare. Indicators of increased
initiative ara (a) increased villager interest in the
farmer couple training and (b) isolated cases of coopera-
tives opening small general stores in villages previously
lacking such conveniences.

S. What characteristics do the intended beneficiaries exhibit
that have relevance to their adopting the proposed technology?

Few have functional literacy, but the elements of the
technical package are known in general terms in the region
and practiced to some extent by the farmers. There is
little experience of local organized activity in the vil-
lages of the region, but it has been only in recent times
that such organization has been encouraged

6. What adoption rate has this project or previous projects
achieved in transferring the proposed technology? Why have or
have not the intended beneficiaries adopted this technology?

In 1982, 72 percent of the farmers trained under Phase I
of the project were using one or more of the twelve prac-
tices in the technolog, package, and 41 percent were using
six or more of the practices. Shortcomings in the method
used for selecting these trainees resulted in selection of
many candidates with little interest in farming, and with
very 1little potential for becoming good farmers or role
models for others. 1In addition, problems of local availa-
bility and (even moreso, it is suspected) the 1lack of
government-supportaed short term credit for seasonal inputs
appear to have slowed adoption rates for phosphate and
urea fertilizers (two of the twelve practices).

Cooperatives as commercial ventures have been established
in the cash crop areas of the country but are of recent
introduction in the project zone. They exist, at least in
principle, 1in all villages of the zone but few are as veat
very active. They have had little time to bacome active
(most are one tc three years old), and the responsible GON
organization has tried to help all of the cooperatives
simultaneously with a small, ill-trained, relatively immo-
bile field force, rather than focusing limited resources
on a few cooperatives at a time.



7. Will the project set in motion forces that will induce
further exploration of the constraints and improvements to the
technological package proposed to overcome them?
4
Yes. Applied agronomic research, including farming systems
studies, are underway or planned, and the official GON
research establishment—-—already regularly informed on
project resarch—--is to become a full time partner in that
research. MNational policy is alresady focused on the pros-
pects for developing dynamic village level organizations,
and concentrated efforts are being made in the project
zone as well as in other parts of the country.

B. Do private input suppliers have incentives to examine the
constraints addressed by the project and come up with solutions?

They do not at present, but other USAID projects such as
the Agricultural Production Support Froject and the Agri-
cultural Sector Development Grant will address this aspect
on a national scale through central policy interventions.

9. What delivery system does the project employ to transfer the
new technology to intended beneficiaries?

The project runs a thinly-staffed central management unit
with multisectoral responsibility and manages ten farmer
couple training centers for which it provides core staff.
It operates primarily through the province and sub-
province agents of the establislied technical services
(ministries), over which it has no direct autnority but
which it is drawing into a collaborative "project team"
relationship through reqular participative review and
planning seminars that involve all parties in the evalua-
tion and planning process. (This, in itself, may be con-
sidered another form of "technology transfer", and one
that has attracted considerable interest locally.)

The delivery system for the technology package 1is the
farmer couple training centers, in each of which 20 farm
couples per year, chosen by their villages and cooprative
leaders to learn and bring the technology to the village,
are taught the new practices. In the case of village
level organization development, the farmer couple training
centers are used as a point around which to focus village
action. The princigal approach, however, will' be via
multi-service teams undertaking intensive consultations
with villagers to identify projects of interest to them
and ways in which both villagers and the technical ser-
vices can contribute to them. The technical services will
then actually implement the projects with the villagers.



10.

What training techniques does the project use to develop the
delivery systam?

The training in the centers is primarily through demon-—
stration by the staff. followed by trainee application.
Center fields are farmed by the trainees using the new
techniques. Training for project and technical service
personnel in planning and management is done through
highly interactive seminars in which the participants are
exposed to ways in which a technique may be applied to
their own job situations (e.g. planning their role in
project activities). Training of the teams to develop
village level organizations had not yet begun at the time
of the evaluation.



