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AGENDA
Mr. A. Macpherson was the facilitator of the ASPS Brainstorming Workshop, held in Dar es Salaam the 6th June 2001. The report is derived from presentations made during the workshop, review of various reports compiled by the program, interviews with ASPS staff and farmers as well as observations made during mission.

The Objective of the report is:

a) To briefly review the performance of the ASPS Phase 1 and its components, (1998-2002). Assessment of the degree to which, the development objective of the Program and its components has been achieved.

b) Identify the major lessons learned during the process of implementation of the programme.

c) To prepare a draft strategy and framework for ASPS Phase 2.
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MAIN FINDINGS

The main positive and negative lessons from implementation of HIMA were identified.

Positive results identified:

· Sound investment made in improving district development processes and capacities such as:

The intergration of district, ward and village government into the development planning and implementation process.

· The introduction of Para-professional extension methodology. A ”farmer to farmer” approach, that shows a hig degree of cost effectiveness, positive impact and sustainability. 

· Encouragement of various income generating activities such as fish ponds, bee-keeping, fruittreee nurseries and private tree planting. 

· Introduction of various resource management approaches, where there are benefits to the individual, the community and the public.

The negative results:

· The programme remains Supply Driven, especially at district level. There is little cost and management sharing required. District do not fully understand their obligations when accepting support from HIMA. For example, it is not likely that district would have opted to build district and development centres, had they been required to contribute to the cost and if they had been aware of the additional recurrent expenditure required for maintenance and operation. This therefore result in misallocation of resouces and raise doubt about the long-term sustainablility of the investment.

· The activities are driven by concerns about immediate benefits rather that the development objectve.

· When villagers identify they needs, they often have higher priorities than those which the project can support, therefore key constrains are not always being adressed.

· No emphasis on the need for farmer equity in investment projects, resulting in lack of owernship from benefiting farmers.

· Lack of commercial approach, no financial analysis takes place prior to investment or adoptation. There is no clear policy towards assisting farmers to make business out of skills they have recieved in training (i.e. Para-professionals provide their services for free).

· Lack of interaction with other ASPS components, which have the skills and mandate to assist with various interventions. (PASS and On-farm Seed component).

· Lack of evidence of sutainability and adoption of the many activities in forstry and land husbandry.

· The policy of working with villages for a finite period is in question, if the villages remain poor and vulnerable, the criteria for ceasing support for a village needs examination.

· Lack of comprehensive impact evaluation for the project is a seriouse cause for concern. Lack of information and analysis of impact means that outcome of previous activities are insufficently used in planning and future investments.

MAIN CONCLUSIONS  and  RECOMMENDATIONS

HIMA has achieved many of its investment targets, and has developed a sound and appropriate model for inter-action with district councils. However it has not taken advantage of opportunities for inducing sustainability through using a market driven business approach nor has it involved farmers in real decision-making. It is unclear what impact it has had on sustainable improvements in farmers’ income.

AOB or ANY SPECIFIC NOTES from Team

It should be noted that the review concerning the HIMA Programme was a part of a brief review of the performance of the entire ASPS Programme. As stated in the document the above are opinions formed by the author, Mr. A. Macpherson and his observations during a field visit to some few HIMA-villages.

