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AGENDA

The purpose of these working documents is to present findings on each of the projects selected for field work as a basis for comments and suggestions from resource persons in DANIDA, particularly on factual findings but also more generally. The present Interim Report, reports on the findings of the fieldwork in Tanzania. Projects selected for fieldwork are:

· Uyole Agricultural Centre

· Department of Agriculture (later Faculty of Agriculture; Sokoine University)

· Faculty of Vertinary Medicine; Sokoine University of Agriculture

· National Tree Seed Project 

· Iringa Soil and Water Conservation (HIMA)

LIST OF CONTENTS

The report looks on the Status of the Evaluation of the work, and highlights the purpose and content of the interim report. The report also looks on to the Agricultural Aid Portfolio in Tanzania. It further deals with comments on approach and methodology in evaluations and impact assessments, the approach Tanzania. Last but one, the report look on summary of findings and issues giving background information, summary assessment of interventions and major lessons learnt. Lastly, the report give out project profiles for the above mentioned selected projects. 

MAIN FINDINGS

· Implementation:  The implementation of HIMA project cannot be said to have been satisfactory to date. The period since the start of the project has been characterised by several major changes of direction or design, which seems, however, to have little to do with the performance of the project as such.     

· The development in the project over the period is rather a reflection of a lack of an overall strategy in Danida for this type of intervention, what it is aiming at and how it is supposed to achieve it. The project as such has performed better than could be expected under such circumstance, but adequate monitoring system, which could have provided much needed information, is basically still lacking.

· Design: The lack of strategy for the HIMA project is clearly evidenced in the specification of objectives and hence in the overall design. The objectives higher as well as low levels have changed forth and back over the period and though a certain permanence of direction now seems to have been established   

· Looking at actual activities during the implementation so far does not make it easier. The project seems to have contributed to increased awareness of soil and water conservation issues among farmers, men and women, but little is so far achieved with respect to what to do about it. A variety of activities have been undertaken, but in relative isolation from each other and not under common, coherent approach. 

· For HIMA and the Tree Seed projects, the logical framework approach has been used and some preparatory studies have been conducted prior to the project formulation. 

· The problems encountered in the HIMA could, of course, be considered a result of bad planning and initially poor implementation, but as mentioned earlier, it seems to this Evaluation Team to be rather more than that, a lack of strategy.     

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

· Project like the HIMA would most likely have to focus on the poorest in the Iringa Region in order for it to be justified as having a focus on the poor in the overall Tanzanian context.

· Further, if the intervention were to be considered an agricultural intervention, a focus on the poor would seem to imply focus on agricultural technologies that could increase production and income of these people substantially.

· Though technologies that can sustain a higher production without negative environmental consequences should of course be sought, this is not the same as reverting environmental degradation, which has already taken place.

· If the project is to be considered a “pure environmental project in this sense, it can be in conflict with the objective of supporting the poorest, since it would have to be designed on the grounds of what the technically optimal measures needed to revert degradation at the last possible costs would be, irrespective of whom it is benefiting today or in the future

· To the extent that this is possible, a future strategy might appropriately make a distinction between environmental intervention”, aiming at reverting degradation that has already taken place and “agricultural intervention” aiming at increasing production and income, but on a sustainable basis. 

· The former intervention type would then not necessarily, or directly, help the poor, neither today nor in the future and the letter would only help the poor, if they happen to live in areas where there is an agricultural production potential. Where this is not the case, agricultural interventions cannot directly help the poor, unless technologies, which move the frontier of the agricultural production potential, can be identified. The alternative is to help indirectly by assisting with education for the children and with the creation of non-farm income opportunities.    

· The HIMA project has been planned without facing these issues and lack of monitoring unfortunately makes it impossible to judge their relevance and hence the possible need for making strategic choices. But the project has the potential for contributing considerably to a better understanding of these important issues, if this were to be made part of the monitoring of the project. 

SPECIFIC NOTES from Team.

This was a good evaluation that dealt deeply into the full HIMA cycle expounding its strengths and weaknesses. Later  most of the highlighted weaknesses have been rectified 

(i.e. having a Monitoring System ). 
