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Executive Summary
Introduction 

While Tanzania’s overall economic growth trajectory has been in line with its national poverty reduction strategy (termed Mkukuta), the agricultural sector has not proved so dynamic in the past 10-15 years with sector annual growth around 4-5%. The sector nevertheless is key to the country’s growth and poverty reduction prospects, providing a quarter of national GDP and accounting for 75% of rural household incomes. 

The Agricultural Sector Development Programme (ASDP) was launched in 2006 to provide a sector wide investment vehicle to deliver the Agricultural Sector Development Strategy (ASDS), and to contribute to the targets of reducing rural poverty from 27% to 14% by 2010, and raising agricultural growth to 10% per year by 2010. ASDP was conceived as a bottom up approach delivered nationally, with 75% of development funds from a multi-donor basket fund allocated to local level support through a performance–based grant mechanism. The basket fund represented an improvement in aid effectiveness away from fragmented projects to an on-budget, government-led approach underpinned by greater policy coherence and use of government planning and reporting systems. ASDP also envisaged greater pluralism in services, an improved regulatory environment and stronger control of resources by beneficiaries.  ASDP was conceived to have a 15 year horizon and a first phase of seven years 2006/7 to 2012/13 costing Tshs. 2.5 billion. 
This review was commissioned in the fifth year of ASDP operation, with the objective of assessing progress and proposing necessary changes to move forward to the next phase of implementation. The assessment is based largely on interviews and document review, as well as brief visits to four regions.
Achievements

ASDP’s formulation (from 2002-2005) and initial implementation (2006-2007) was time consuming, though not unusual for countries undergoing a shift to a sector wide approach (SWAp). The tactic of going for a national roll out from start-up using a newly created local government grant system was very ambitious but importantly very inclusive. The dramatic increase in irrigation targets (to reach a total area of 441,000 ha by 2011) while answering a strategic need to see a step change in production, also placed huge demands on capacity and alienated some donors who as a result withdrew from the basket fund.
After four full financial years, ASDP implementation has steadily increased pace. Initial delays in basket fund contributions have recovered and ASDP’s budget increased from Tshs. 140 billion to 314 billion from 2006/7 to 2009/10. Still there has been significant carryover of Local Government Authority (LGA) funds, as capacity to deliver investments especially on irrigation has meant that some 30% of released funds are not spent within year. 
Despite this, the mission believes that ASDP has made significant gains. While some targets may have lagged behind, overall ASDP can be judged as a successful first phase in introducing a sector wide approach in agriculture. The ASDP process is widely understood from national level down to village level. It has created a mode of operation which has streamlined planning, financial management, monitoring and reporting systems, all of which have shown improvement. It has facilitated significant development of human and physical capacity, a capacity which can now support mainline ASDP activities, but which can also provide an environment for new initiatives to use and link with ASDP.
The detailed performance of ASDP shows that outputs are mainly on or close to target, but that outcomes and impact show a mixed trend.  Production and exports show good results, with estimated growth in rice production from 600,000 to 900,000 tons from 2005 – 2009 and in maize production from 2.6 to 3 million tonnes over the same period, while exports have risen from $ 0.6 to 0.8 billion.  In addition there have been improvements in local government performance in terms of agricultural planning and service provision as well as improvements in local government performance. Adoption of improved technologies, irrigation and mechanisation are more off track, though the targets for some of these indicators were very ambitious. The statistics available on rural poverty and agricultural growth are off track, with little change or even an increase in the rural poverty headcount.

The conclusion is that ASDP’s outputs are yet to fully mature into all the intended outcomes and impacts foreseen. This may be largely due to the time lag for outputs to create the intended benefits, but it serves as an important reminder that more careful and speedy measurement of higher level ASDP results will be needed in the remaining period of the programme and into the next phase.
Cross-cutting issues have received little focus.  For gender, there is some evidence of good participation in the farmer field schools (FFS) and irrigation committees. On the other hand only 22% of extension staff are female and District Agricultural Development Plans (DADPs) are weak with regard to a gender or youth focus. Field visits to one district did observe a programme for physically challenged farmers but there is little systematic evidence.  Land and environmental issues are poorly addressed, especially in irrigation, where issues such as water permits or conservation measures were not addressed in two-thirds of ASDP-financed schemes.
ASDP supported a wide range of reforms for agricultural research and extension underscoring farmer-driven services, and agricultural in general is receiving increased attention and funding. While the principle of village plans forming the basis of service provision and farmer control of research priorities is accepted, the practice is mixed as the shift from the past requires major institutional and attitude change.  Research outputs have been recorded but the impact on user adoption and productivity gains remains limited. Improved varieties and technologies have been tested and released. While improved seed production doubled to 20,000 tons in 2010, the proportion of public-bred maize varieties for marketed seeds has decreased. Research-extension linkages have been strengthened but under-funding has limited achievements, especially for longer-term, strategic research and improved communications. 

The public extension system has been strengthened under ASDP, with a 4% increase in total manpower and substantial on-the-job and formal training. Capacity building and extension block grants have improved mobility and equipment, resulting in greater farmer contact. Service quality improved especially where FFS have been implemented (65,000 under ASDP). Such participative approaches are becoming an increasingly important empowerment tool for Tanzania’s small-scale farmers, and offer a cost-effective alternative to the current policy of one village - one extensionist (which would require about 15,000 extension workers while currently there are 3,326 at village level). ASDP promoted the involvement of private sector service providers, and about 450 such providers have been contracted, but most are involved in construction works or as inputs stockists, and only a few were contracted by LGAs to provide technical or knowledge services or given any training for this role. 
Empowerment was seen as a key pillar under ASDP, to be supported nationally by specialist providers and locally by creating farmer groups at village level and farmer fora at ward and LGA level. While various commodity and water user associations have begun to emerge, the traditional co-operative system still forms the main means of association across the country, and in general membership of any association by farmers is reportedly low, at less than a quarter of all farmers. ASDP has built on experience from projects such as the Participatory Agricultural Development and Empowerment Project, and group formation has picked up and groups are active in village planning. Ward and LGA farmer fora have been slow to take off, and there are many LGAs that still plan and implement investments on behalf of farmers rather than passing full control over to farmers.

Under irrigation, 225 schemes (120 rehabilitation and 105 new) have been fully or partially equipped with irrigation infrastructure as of June 2010 and an additional 27 schemes have been completed as of March 2011. Thus the area equipped with irrigation infrastructure has increased by 135,387 ha from 264,388 ha in 2006/7 to 399,775 ha. However, actual progress, in number of beneficiaries and area under irrigation, compared to the target of 441,000 ha awaits the results of an ongoing inventory of irrigation schemes. Furthermore, these figures overestimate actual achievement because there is an element of double counting and most of the irrigation schemes are not irrigating to their full capacity. 

Productivity of irrigated agriculture is not uniform: the introduction of irrigation plus other inputs has increased yield of paddy and maize crops by two to four times compared to under rain fed conditions in some schemes. The higher yield improvements, however, were related to cases where irrigation was combined with soil fertility management, use of improved crop varieties and improved linkages between research and extension. In most of the schemes, the current productivity of irrigation is still low due to low application of improved agricultural inputs.

The potential return of irrigation investments based on illustrative models appears positive. Estimated returns for irrigated rice under new and rehabilitated irrigation for low cost schemes ($1,000/ha) are 118% and 53% ERRs. Maize has a lower ERR of 17% and 12% for respectively new and rehabilitated schemes. Rice, vegetables and maize/beans/vegetables give positive results for medium-cost ($3,000/ha) new and rehabilitated schemes, while for higher cost schemes ($7,5000/ha) only vegetables give positive results. The break-even period for low cost schemes is 3-4 years for rice and vegetables, while for maize it is 11-15 years. For medium cost, rice and vegetables recover over 5-9 years.  These estimates are based on models where irrigation is combined with recommended intensive cropping practices and inputs.

Non irrigation investments have also been significant. Forty one livestock development centres were supported; 271 new livestock dip tanks established with 187 rehabilitated. One hundred and five oxenisation centres were also established and veterinary clinics increased from 101 to 134. These investments, in areas where they occurred, resulted in an estimated reduction in livestock mortality of between 20% to 25% and an increase in milk yield for upgraded cows from 2 to 3 litres per day. In addition ASDP provided significant support for processing (1852 processing machines); feeder road rehabilitation (492 Km); machinery (tractors, power tillers and ploughs) and crop and livestock marts (116). Qualitative data also suggest significant increase in yields of rice and maize production (Figure A1, Appendix 2) where new technologies have been adopted.
The mission’s assessment of ASDP support to the private sector and marketing will be completed when the specialist team member is available, but the intention under the programme was to support this area through training and incentives, public-private partnerships, service provision contracts and improved markets and linkages.  While some activities are taking place, several ASDP reviews comment on the lack of private sector engagement in the formulation of the DADPs, which to date comprise almost exclusively of issues raised by farmers through the O&OD process. It has been noted that while the sector is actively involved in construction of infrastructure and input and output marketing there is little involvement elsewhere.  It was also noted that in many cases the private sector lacks awareness of how it can become involved in ASDP.
Cross-cutting issues have received little focus. The high level of participation of women in the Farmer Field Schools is encouraging, and there is also evidence of female engagement with irrigation, where some schemes had almost 50% female involvement as farmers and as Water Users Association (WUA) Committee members. On the other hand only 22% of extension staff is female and DADPs were also weak with regard to a gender or youth focus. Field visits to one district did observe a programme for physically challenged farmers. Land issues, especially with regard to irrigation, have not been well managed with inadequate catchment protection, lack of water permits or other environmental deficiencies in two thirds of ASDP schemes.
ASDP coordination structures have evolved, with improved inter-ministerial coordination, which has led to improved allocation of funds, stronger sector coordination, improved quarterly reporting and expenditure tracking. Wider sector coordination has been difficult however for the ASDP.  The growing funds available and the emergence of new actors and initiatives in the sector promoted by both Development Partners and the Government have put pressure on coordination.  

At local level, some 10,000 village plans have been prepared using the O&OD approach. This allowed for local productive agricultural investments (in 2932 villages) on a cost-sharing basis, supporting the establishment of public infrastructures and farmer group investments, with an average investment per farming household equivalent to Tshs. 10,000/year. The quality of DADPs has improved in the past 3 years, and almost all LGAs follow the guidelines and fulfil the minimum conditions of the Local Capital Development Grant (LCDG) system. The top-up criteria are increasingly met by LGAs, but the criteria themselves are subjective and too leniently applied, especially in areas such as private sector involvement and project analysis.

ASDP has established an M&E framework and guideline. The Sector Lead Ministries are working towards an integrated sector-wide M&E system, though this is not yet completed. The agreement around a shortlist of headline indicators is a valuable step, and summary M&E reports have been produced. Most success has been in capturing financial and physical progress, and in strengthening LGA and regional capacity to report in a timely and accurate manner. The quality of ASDP outcome and impact indicators and data availability is very mixed. 
The ASDP work on advocacy and communications has been limited. Sharing of documentation between national and local levels is weak, and ASDP has not fully exploited the rapidly improving communications environment across the country. Efforts to improve routine data have been making progress albeit slowly. The new system seems well accepted, and plans have been drawn up to roll out the system nationally, however further evidence is needed that the data is better than the former system. The heavy reliance on paper forms at village level is costly and may prove unreliable, and there is a need to consider more modern data collection techniques. 

Financial management arrangements for ASLMs generally operate in a satisfactory manner, with fund releases applied towards the purposes intended, and procurement procedures followed in order to achieve economy and efficiency. Initial delays in fund release into the ASDP basket account have improved with a move to biannual releases. However, problems continue regarding absorption of the released funds, with 25% of all released funds unused within the budgeted year. The main reasons are late release of funds by the Treasury, a mismatch between the procurement / construction cycle and funding, and low capacity to design and manage investments by LGA facilitation teams.
Internal and External Factors

Of the critical external and internal drivers that have affected the performance of ASDP, perhaps the most significant has been the degree of high-level political commitment to ASDP. From a period of limited support during formulation and start-up, ASDP has grown as a recognised platform with strong high-level endorsement. This has led to expanded funding, support for consistent standards of implementation across the country and more meaningful local involvement. 

At the same time, ASDP has had a ‘bad press’ because of slow initial implementation, few large-scale deliverables and lack of comprehensive results data. There has been low appreciation of ASDP and its achievements in the wider national debate on agriculture. This has partly led to the emergence of new initiatives that seek to re-generate the sector’s performance, but which may not pay due regard to the building blocks of local level planning and implementation that ASDP has fostered.
Locally, ASDP investments are often too dispersed and subject to low productivity levels and inadequate risk management, and this has limited commercialisation and scaling-up. Lack of LGA prioritization of investments within a value chain approach has also not allowed synergies that farmers and private enterprise can exploit. Also support has focused on infrastructure and equipment at the expense of technical knowledge and organisational support. So far ASDP has not addressed the problem of how to ensure a balance of investments and knowledge provision that support both short-term and long-term needs.
Lack of guidance on how to approach empowerment has slowed progress on building farmer ownership, but more widely the ability to foster and engage in new types of partnerships is due to a lack of confidence or trust between public and private actors as well as experience of working together.
An important factor in recent years has been climatic variability, which has had a negative effect on agricultural productivity and raised the uncertainty of returns on investments. Apart from major effects on rain-fed production, noted in the varying estimates from national statistics, irrigation development has also been affected. The catchment areas of many of irrigation schemes is under threat of land degradation and unpredictable water flows, causing water shortages and sedimentation of canals.
Lessons

The first phase of ASDP has produced several lessons.  The performance of the ASDP, though not perfect, has shown that a sector wide approach in agriculture is possible where sufficient political and donor commitment is in place, and where a well-resourced decentralisation policy exists onto which local level agricultural development planning and implementation can be attached.  This is a major improvement on the situation that existed prior to ASDP where many projects had their own parallel planning and reporting systems, most of which disappeared with the ending of the projects. A return to this scenario would be a major backward step.
Within the LGDG system, the integration of the agricultural grants within the DADP system has been very successful and in fact the agricultural planning processes and assessment criteria used have begun to provide of a model for other sectors.
The ASDP M&E framework needs to ensure that national surveys have sufficient resources to provide necessary analysis and results on time, that service delivery surveys are financed to provide the missing annual assessments of outcome performance, and that the M&E system tracks reform processes as well as measuring conventional benefits such as production and technology adoption.
While the DADP assessments have encouraged a more bottom-up approach to investment, the move towards pluralistic services and public-private partnerships has been slow. Insufficient resources and support were put in place to encourage rapid reform of extension, research, empowerment and private sector involvement, and this gap will need addressing in a future programme phase. Also while the number of LGAs achieving the top up grants has increased consistently since 2006, this mechanism can be further developed as new targets are set to encourage stronger performance in the future.
Sector Coherence

There is considerable confusion around different approaches to agricultural development and how they linked with each other. Since ASDP’s launch, several new initiatives have arisen in the sector, the most prominent being Kilimo Kwanza, which was launched two years ago as a high-level initiative to bring the green revolution to Tanzania and boost private sector involvement. The exact nature of the integration is yet to be mapped, but it seems clear that Kilimo Kwanza’s wider thrust and private sector focus provides an overall framework for ASDP’s de facto largely public sector emphasis. 

For initiatives specifically targeting the agricultural sector, CAADP and SAGCOT are two of the most important and there is significant crossover between these and ASDP. SAGCOT will operate in a high potential corridor and will focus on cluster development with high private enterprise involvement, while ASDP is a national initiative operating in all LGAs in Tanzania and therefore can be viewed as having the potential to impact on poverty. Equally, ASDP’s progress in developing a streamlined planning, monitoring and reporting system can enhance the implementation of both CAADP and SAGCOT.
Way Ahead

The Tanzania Agricultural and Food Security Investment Plan (TAFSIP) is a ten-year investment plan which maps the investments required to achieve the CAADP target of 6% annual growth in agricultural sector GDP. It provides a broad Sector-Wide Approach in which ASDP II should be the main public-led investment programme and build on systems already developed but with more flexibility in terms of financing modalities. Other initiatives may operate outside of the full ASDP mechanism but in a complementary way, so that they link with and integrate into ASDP processes. They should also use and improve the reporting and M&E framework established under ASDP. 
Whatever sector framework is agreed, increased funding to the sector is a requirement for significant growth. As agreed under the CAADP compact, the 10% of Government total budgeted expenditure should be set as a minimum target for the sector and maintained over the life of the next phase of ASDP.
ASDP to date has focused mainly on processes and production and there needs to be greater consideration of supply chain linkages at the project planning stage. The links between raw material supply, processing capacity and marketing access needs to be considered in investment choices. If agriculture is to expand and output from agriculture increase value addition must increase.  The private sector and farmers need to be better enabled to participate in this process. Extension and research need to focus on this area as a priority activity and the M&E indicators revised to reflect progress in this area.
ASDP investments are very thinly spread, and this strategy is not conducive to expanding agricultural production and value added in the sector. The top-up grant should be strategically targeted towards LGAs with potential and aligned with other development opportunities identified for these areas (whether in the form of growth corridors or other initiatives). Similarly high irrigation priority zones should be identified and expansion targeted at these areas. DADP quality should be improved by adjusting the assessment criteria to better reflect key priorities such as the level of private sector involvement, comprehensiveness of the strategy, sound economic project analysis and farmer involvement.
A better balance in research-funding is required that will improve relevance by creating research partnerships and help scale-up improved technology. The initial progress made under ASDP I on demand-driven adaptive research needs to be expanded and made more result-oriented.
The next phase of ASDP should have a specific farmer empowerment strategy with sufficient resources and facilitation at national level as was previously envisaged. A strong farmer's network is important to ensure that the Government is held accountable for the development of agriculture. This activity should be led by relevant non state actors such as MVIWATA which has a national reach and the necessary infrastructure to undertake such a task. ASDP II should also consider adopting a twinning approach for the development of farmer's networks.
In terms of institutional arrangements, the ASDP Steering Committee needs to incorporate or link with the other new initiatives in the sector by expanding membership but keeping representation at a high level including from the lead ministries, from donors supporting the sector (basket or otherwise), private sector members and representatives regional and local government.
Much greater effort is needed to establish better outcome and impact results for ASDP. A series of measures and funding is needed to ensure this happens including (i) improving the short list indicators for ASDP M&E performance to improve their relevance to ASDP results and align them to Mkukuta II, (ii) commission in depth analysis of the national survey data sets already available on agriculture, (iii) undertake an annual services delivery survey; and (iv) conduct a pilot study on using phones or hand-held devices for routine data capture and information sharing.
While human capacity has improved, continued efforts are required at both national and local levels. Improved capacity at national level is required in order to improve the planning process, to provide better backstopping and training at LGA levels. LGA capacity in terms of farmer empowerment, engagement and training of private sector actors, marketing, better financial management and economic planning will further improve ASDP delivery.  Research capacity also needs improvement both in supporting strategic and client oriented research and in significantly strengthening the ZIELU as a key link between research extension and farmers. There is an urgent need to increase the number of irrigation engineers so that planned targets can be achieved. Similarly there is a shortage of economists at both Zonal and LGA levels. All plans should be properly appraised from a cost benefit perspective.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Macro-Economic Context

Tanzania has had an annual Gross Domestic Product (GDP) growth rate of approximately 7% except for 2009 when due to adverse economic conditions and drought it was 6%. This is in line with the National Strategy for Growth and Reduction of Poverty (NSGRP or MKUKUTA) target of 6–8% per annum.  Inflation (which in 2000 was 5%) began to rise in 2005 reaching in excess of 13% in 2009, dropping back slightly since then
. Agriculture remains the dominant sector in Tanzania in terms of its contribution to the GDP and generation of employment. It contributes an average of 26% of GDP and nearly 24% of the country’s export earnings per annum. Real agricultural growth rate has averaged 4% over the past five years, and about 6.4% in 2009/10 .
 The population of Tanzania was 40.1 million in 2006 and increased to 43.7 million in 2009, an increase of 9%
.
About 80% of the poor live in rural areas and agriculture accounts for 75% of rural household incomes, hence significant reductions in overall poverty levels, particularly rural poverty, require raising agricultural incomes. One (1) percent growth of the agricultural sector has a higher positive multiplier effect than the same growth in any other sector. 
Agriculture sector development is at a critical stage as new initiatives, such as Kilimo Kwanza, Southern Agricultural Growth Corridor of Tanzania (SAGCOT), Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Programme (CAADP) and others are or have been developed. 
Kilimo Kwanza, launched in June 2009 by the President and coordinated by the Tanzania National Business Council, aims to stimulate a private sector-led Tanzanian Green Revolution.  Its ten pillars aim to reinvigorate market led growth and stimulate agro-industrial investment.
 

The Southern Agricultural Growth Corridor of Tanzania (SAGCOT) initiative was launched in May 2010 and aims to mobilise public and private sector partnerships to deliver agricultural growth around a high potential southern corridor. It will achieve this by incentivising linkages between smallholder farmers and agribusiness. SAGCOT links Dar es Salaam with Malawi, Zambia and the Democratic Republic of Congo and passes through some of the richest farm land in Africa.

The Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Programme (CAADP) is an initiative of the African Union. CAADP provides the framework for African countries to achieve economic growth and food security through the transformation of the agricultural sector. The specific goal of CAADP is to attain an average annual sectoral growth rate of 6% in agriculture for the continent. To achieve these goals CAADP focuses on four pillars: I: Extending the area under sustainable land management and reliable water management systems; II: Improving rural infrastructure and trade-related capacities for improved market access; III: Increasing food supply, reducing hunger and improving responses to food emergency crises; and IV: Improving agricultural research, technology dissemination and adoption. On the Tanzania mainland CAADP is being implemented through the Agricultural Sector Development Programme, while more recently the Tanzania Agriculture and Food Security Investment Plan (TAFSIP) is under preparation to provide the overarching investment plan for the sector.
  TAFSIP is expected to provide the overall framework for prioritized investments in the country’s agricultural sector, in line with strategic priorities identified in the CAADP-Compact (signed by sector stakeholders in July 2010). 
These initiatives have emerged since ASDP took off in 2006, and have added both new opportunities as well as complexities in the coordination of efforts to develop agriculture. This review though first concentrates on its principal task, which is to assess ASDP’s own performance and future direction.
1.2 Agricultural Sector Development Programme
The agricultural sector as shown above plays an important role in the Tanzanian economy and possesses the potential to advance the country’s objectives of growth and poverty reduction. The performance of the overall Tanzanian economy has been driven by the performance of the agricultural sector, mainly due to its significance to the majority of the rural population. In order to bring about sustainable agricultural development, the Government in close collaboration with agriculture stakeholders has developed the Agricultural Sector Development Programme (ASDP). The ASDP is an implementation tool for the Agricultural Sector Development Strategy (ASDS) and the broader National, and Global Policies including the National Strategy for Growth and Reduction of Poverty most commonly known as MKUKUTA, Tanzania Development Vision 2025, the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Programme (CAADP) and KILIMO KWANZA Resolve. The ASDP has two main objectives:

1. To enable farmers to have better access to and use of agricultural knowledge, technologies, marketing systems and infrastructure, all of which contribute to higher productivity, profitability and farm incomes; 

2. To promote private investment based on an improved regulatory and policy environment 

The programme focuses on the following components in line with ASDS priorities
 and national and local level budget, planning and prioritization processes.  
(i) Local Level Support:  Fosters the first project objective by improving capacity of Local Government Authorities (LGAs) to plan, support, and coordinate agricultural services and investments in a more efficient, participatory, and sustainable manner. Support is provided to develop and implement community-driven DADPs, increase farmers’ influence on decisions to allocate resources for services and investments, reform agricultural services, and improve the quality of public expenditure. This component also finances advisory services, training, and infrastructure development, including small-scale irrigation at the district level through the demand-driven, performance-based District Agricultural Development Grants (DADGs). A competitive funding mechanism, the District Irrigation Development Fund (DIDF), provides supplemental resources for small-scale irrigation investments. 

(ii)  National Level Support: Fosters the achievement of both project objectives. The first objective is supported by improvements in the relevance and responsiveness of the agricultural research system, including better linkages with extension. The second objective is supported by improvements in the national policy environment and by the development of mechanisms for greater public–private partnerships. Support is provided to reform agricultural services, primarily research and extension, to improve the overall sector policy framework, to carry out preparatory work and investment in national irrigation facilities through the National Irrigation Development Fund (NIDF), mainly under public–private partnerships, to stimulate market development, and to improve food security and sector coordination. 

At operational level, the programme is organized around five key sub-components including: Agricultural Services (Research and Extension); Marketing and Private Sector Development; Irrigation Development; Food Security and Nutrition; and Coordination, including Monitoring and Evaluation. Additional themes were subsequently introduced to fill gaps in Land use Plan and Management, Mechanization, Communication and advocacy and cross-cutting issues (Environment, HIV&AIDs, Gender and Youth).

Implementation of the ASDP commenced in the Financial Year 2006/2007 and thus 2010/11 marks the fifth year of implementation.  A major part of ASDP is financed through the Basket Fund supported by the Government of the United Republic of Tanzania and five Development Partners (DPs): the World Bank, African Development Bank, Irish Aid, Government of Japan and the International Fund for Agricultural Development. Other sources include Budget Support and stand alone projects. About 75 percent of basket fund resources are allocated to Local Support component through a competitive, performance –based local government grant mechanism to support District Agricultural Development Plans (DADPs) in 132 LGAs in Tanzania Mainland.

Development at local level is supported by the District Agricultural Development Grant (DADG); The District Capacity Building Grant (CBG) and the Extension Block Grant (EBG). Irrigation which is a major focus in ASDP has additional support through the District Irrigation Development fund (DIDF) and the National Irrigation Development Fund (NIDF).
National coordination was designed through three key mechanisms: an Inter-ministerial Coordinating Committee, a Basket Fund Committee and Directors’ Committee, supported by a Secretariat for daily coordination. Planning and M&E functions are overseen by the DPP MAFC, and managed within existing Regional and LGA systems.  Annual panel surveys as well as a periodic agricultural sample census were envisaged as mechanisms to capture outcomes and impacts. 
The ASDP targeted to improve the delivery of farmer demand-driven services by reforming agricultural services including the introduction of Client–Oriented Research Management and Development Approach (CORDEMA) and Zonal Agricultural Research and Development Fund (ZARDEF) in case of research, and the use of other public and private agricultural service providers for participative extension. Emphasis has been placed on implementing the ASDP using the existing government structures and making sure the LGAs extension services are better staffed and equipped, with strengthened capacities, to enable farmers to have better access to and use of agricultural knowledge and technologies.
Community empowerment is strongly emphasized in order to allow farmers and livestock keepers, through their groups, networks and forums, and their respective organizations, to acquire the ability to determine their own needs and aspirations, and assume the authority, resources, and capabilities to hold accountable and influence the content of public and private agricultural services such as research, extension, training, information, investment and marketing. Capacity building activities related to farmer empowerment and private sector service provider development were to be facilitated at the national level due to the specialized nature of training required and the greater efficiency of contracting in training for multiple districts.
Market and private sector development were also envisaged as key elements of ASDP. Their development involves removing constraints to private sector participation and creating an inductive environment for their participation. It also involves supporting the development of private agricultural markets and small and medium enterprises in all areas of the value chain.
The irrigation sub-component is financed through two sources - through the DADPs by means of the District Irrigation Development Fund (DIDF) and through the National Irrigation Development Fund (NIDF).
Financial Management and procurement arrangements for the program were designed to ensure that ASDP funds are used efficiently and economically for the intended purposes; and that ASDP financial reports are prepared in an accurate, reliable, and timely manner; and that program assets are safeguarded. The Government and Development partners provide funds through a Basket Fund arrangement that uses government systems and procedures to plan disburse account funds, report and audit all funds.
1.3 Objectives and Methods
As stipulated in the TOR, Appendix 1, (the review is to “carry out a consolidated assessment / end of phase evaluation of the performance and achievements of ASDP during five years of implementation (2006/07 – 2010/11) and propose what needs to be changed or strengthened moving forward to the next implementation phase”.  The focus is on assessing performance against the set ASDP targets after four years, and informing the design of the next phase. It should be noted that many reviews of ASDP have been undertaken. These include Joint Implementation Reviews (JIRs) carried out annually with teams comprising of ministry and donor personnel, ASDP 4th Quarter Progress Reports; M&E reports; DADP Quality Assessment Reports and other various studies which focused on financial management, capacity assessment, DADP expenditure tracking, agricultural extension and irrigation. ASDP has also been reviewed as part of the Annual Sector Reviews (ASRs) and the Performance Expenditure Reviews (PERs). JIRs to date have been carried out mainly by Basket Fund DPs and the Government. It was felt that at this stage in the implementation process there is a need in having an independent review of the program.  The key technical areas reviewed include institutional arrangements; planning and M&E, research and extension (R&D); farmer empowerment; financial and economic analysis; irrigation; financial management and marketing and private sector development.
The review studied the documents listed above as well as a range of other material. The team also conducted interviews with Development Partner (DP) personnel, senior ministry officials, ASDP National Facilitation Team members, Thematic Working Group chairs and some NGOs and private sector actors. Field trips were undertaken to four regions (Arusha, Dodoma, Morogoro and Pwani) by 3 sub-teams. 
1.4 Constraints

The evaluation team of seven consultants were allocated 3 weeks in country to conduct their work and present initial findings.  Due to various unforeseen circumstances, the team was unable to mobilise in full and on schedule
, and the resulting gaps in expertise affected the depth of coverage that the review was able to provide. 
The report aims to reflect the national performance of ASDP and where possible national data were used. However, there were limitations regarding sources of information, both in terms of their national coverage and their availability particularly for the later years of ASDP implementation. As is the case in many countries, the national statistics in Tanzania lack reliable and good quality data that could be used for this review. In addition, there are lag periods between the collection of statistics and their eventual publication. Also, statistics collected using different methodologies are not always comparable. This review, where possible, used quantitative statistical information where it was available. Otherwise it had to rely on qualitative data in order to assess how ASDP has met its original objectives. In addition less representative and more qualitative data are used in parts of the report that present examples of how ASDP is working in particular regions or districts. Sources of data are clearly referenced to indicate these differences.
2. ASDP Achievements
The design of ASDP took an extended period of four years from 2002-2005, and such a period is not unusual in making a broad scale move to a SWAp especially in a complex sector such as agriculture.
 Although launched officially in 2006, the decision to move to a national roll out of implementation through LGA planning modalities, and the need to adjust a greater emphasis on irrigation investment led to a slower than expected take off. ASDP really only became fully operational in FY 2008/9, by which time expenditure had risen almost fourfold from the initial year (2006/7) (from 14 to 49 Tshs. billion in three years). 
ASDP has made significant gains and while some areas have lagged behind, overall it can be judged as a successful first phase in introducing a sector wide approach in agriculture. The ASDP process is widely understood from national level down to village level. It has created a mode of operation which has streamlined planning, monitoring and evaluation and reporting, all of which have shown significant improvements since it became operational in 2006. It has facilitated very significant development of human and physical capacity, a capacity which can now support mainline ASDP activities, but which can also provide effective support to new initiatives that can and should link with ASDP.
ASDP implementation arrangements emphasized (i) greater control by farmers and clients, especially with involvement of private sector and (ii) alignment and integration with government systems
. While both are critical aspects, to an extent these two principles can be seen as being in juxtaposition, and more progress has certainly been made on the latter. 
2.1 Overall Results at Impact and Outcome level
A key factor in assessing the ASDP’s impact after four years of implementation is the slow take off of the programme which has in turn reduced the likelihood of visible results at impact and outcome level. While ASDP was launched on a national scale with all LGAs eligible for ASDP funds from year 1, the process of building up sound plans and investments has taken time and fund absorption has been below target. Of the actual expenditure through DADPs of 152 billion, Tshs. 103 billion, or two-thirds of this amount, has occurred in the past two financial years (FY 08/9 and 09/10).  As Figure 2.1 show, actual LGA expenditure is substantially less than the original planned expenditure and also has climbed sharply from a low start in FY2006/7.  
At the same time, the main national survey instruments expected in the programme design to measure ASDP outcomes and impact were the National Sample Census of Agriculture (NSCA) conducted in 2002/3 (NSCA1) and again 2007/8 (NSCA2) and the Rapid Agricultural Panel Survey (RAPS). The NSCA1 report
 produced by the National Bureau of Statistics (NBS) provided regional results in 2006, while for NSCA2 only a short summary report is so far published. The RAPS has not been implemented as envisaged, but in 2008/9 a National Panel Survey (NPS) was conducted for the first time. This was a sample of 3,280 households covering urban and rural areas, and includes a broad set of socio economic modules, including agriculture. The NSCA and NPS use different samples and questionnaires, so the results are not easily comparable. Moreover the delay in producing reports has been extremely slow (3 years for NSCA and 2 years for NPS), meaning that tracking ASDP results in a timely fashion has not been possible.
Figure 2.1. ASDP DADP Grant Expenditure and National Survey Timing
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2.1.1 M&E Framework 
ASDP performance towards achievement of its intended objectives is tracked through an M&E Framework. In the Programme Document a set of 33 indicators were identified for this purpose. 
 These have since been modified into a set of some 20 short listed indicators and over 100 long list indicators to measure how ASDP was delivering outputs, outcomes and goals.
 The current list is shown in Table 2.1, and although these bear a fairly close resemblance to the original indicators set out in the ASDP Programme Document, there are some key differences that appear to reflect a retreat from a focus on the key reforms foreseen under ASDP to an emphasis on provision of goods and services, technology adoption and production (see Box 1).
Table 2.1 includes a traffic light score (red, yellow, green) to illustrate whether the indicators are on or off target and whether they will meet the target by end of ASDP phase 1 in 2012/13. The overall picture is that outputs are mainly on target (6 green and 2 yellow), but that outcomes show a mixed trend (5 green, 3 yellow, and 2 red) and impact is also mixed (1 green, 1 yellow and 1 red) though the most important of these (rural poverty and agricultural growth) are off track.  The conclusion is that ASDP’s outputs are yet to fully mature into all the intended outcomes and impacts foreseen. This may be largely due to the time lag for outputs to create the intended benefits, but it serves as an important reminder that more careful and speedy measurement of higher level ASDP results will be needed in the remaining period of the programme and into the next phase.
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Table 2.1 ASDP short-listed impact, outcome and output indicators
	Latest set of M&E indicators (2011)
	Trends
	

	1.
Real agricultural GDP growth rate per annum [MKUKUTA]
	Annual growth in agricultural GDP moves from 5 to 10% by 2010

06/7 3.8%,  07/8 4.0%, 08/9 4.6%, 09/10 3.2% 
	

	2.
Headcount ratio in rural areas – basic needs poverty line [MKUKUTA]
	Target 24%

06/7  37.6% 
08/9 40.1% 
	

	3.
Value of agricultural exports
	Year

2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011




($m)


Target


606
662
706
741
816

Actual 

505
648 
726  
821
	

	1.
Food self-sufficiency ratio [MKUKUTA]
	Target 122%

06/7  112%
07/8 109%
08/9 104%
09/10 102
	

	2.
Production and productivity of crops and livestock.
	Productivity in participating LGAs rises by 10% over programme period

Productivity in crop and livestock enterprises increases by at least 20%. 


NSCA1

NSCA2

NPS1

Maize 
02/3 2.6 mt
07/8 5.4mt   
08/9 3mt

Rice 
02/3  0.6mt
07/8 1.4mt
08/9 0.9mt

MLDF figures  06/7- 09/10 

Beef
181,000
 219,000  225,000
244,000  tonnes

Milk
1.41
1.42
1.5
1.6
billion litres
	

	3.
Proportion of smallholder households using improved technologies
	



NSCA1
NSCA2
NPS
Target





% HHs using

2012/13

Improved Seeds

18
24
19.5
35%

Chemical Fertilizer 
12
13
11.6
25%

Insecticide /Fungicide 
17
14
22.8

Irrigation

8
7
4.7
15%

Improved dairy

2
4
-
5%

Erosion Control

10
9
24
15%
	

	4.
Flow of lending into the agricultural sector 
	Flow of private funds into agricultural sector increases by 5% p.a.

2006 
2007
2008
2009
2010


Tshs. Billion 

258
286
516
467
-
	

	5.
Proportion of smallholder households using mechanization
	Target Oxenisation 18 to 20%



NSCA1
NSCA2
NPS1

Ox plough
23
14
8

Tractor

2.8
4.4
2.2
	

	6.
Ratio of processed exported agricultural products to total exported agricultural products
	

2006
2007
2008
2009

Ratio
21.8
27.7
29.6
23.3
	

	7.
Proportion of smallholder households participating in contracting production and out-growers schemes [MKUKUTA]
	2005/6
2006/7
2007/8
2008/9

229,433 
468,660
399,905
--
	

	8.
Proportion of LGAs that qualify to receive top-up grants
	Enhanced DADG rises from 50 to 90

05/6
06/7
07/8
08/9
09/10

40%
51%
83%
96%
97%
	

	9.
Proportion of LGAs that qualify to receive performance bonus
	Rises from 0 to 45

06/7
07/8
08/9
09/10

73%
64%
61%
90%
	

	10. %age of farmers having visits from public or private extension staff
	Access to crop extension rises 35% to 45%;  and to livestock advice: 16% to 21%




NSCA1
REPOA NSCA2  
NPS

Crop

33
21
60
59


Livestock

-

90
-
	

	1.
Number of agricultural production infrastructure
	Irrigation 
2006/7
2008/9
2009/10

Dams

145
239

Charcos

712
1089

Dips

1208

1638

Vet clinics
101
134
	

	2.
Number of agricultural marketing infrastructure and machinery
	Livestock market
295
366

Slaughter house
126
160

Slabs

1258
1502

Oil extractors increased in 59 LGAs since 2005/6

Milling machines  increased in 86 LGAs since 2005/6
	

	3.
Number of extension officers trained on improved technological packages 
	Not available
	

	4.
Number of SACCOs, its members and value of loans provided for agriculture
	No target

2007/8
2008/9

SACCOS

4048
4381

Membership  ‘doubled’

Loans n/a
	

	5.
Number of agricultural marketing regulations and legislation in place
	


2006/7
2009/10

Regulations
2
4

Legislation
10
20


	

	6.
Number of markets where wholesale or retail prices are collected
	2006/7
2007/8
2008/9
2009/10

73
73
93
107
	

	7.
Number of ASDP Basket Fund Steering Committee meetings held
	Quarterly meetings all on time
	

	8.
Proportion of regions which submitted DADP quarterly progress reports on time
	2006/7
2007/9
2008/9

29%
33%
62%
	

	9.
Proportion of female members of Planning and Finance Committee
	Target 40%

2006/7
2008/9

29%
’14 LGAs met target’ (10%)
	

	10. Number of research projects related to crops, livestock and marketing/ processing, conducted through ZARDEF
	2008/9
2009/10

73

126
	


Note :
Red = indicator is off track and is unlikely to reach the 2015 target.
Yellow= indicator is off track or mixed, but could reach the 2015 target. Also data sources may be problematic. 
Green = indicator is on track and should reach the 2015 target.
2.1.2 Impact 
Agricultural growth: Growth in the sector has fluctuated between 3.2% and 4.6% per annum with no discernible upward trend (Figure 2.2), and so far has remained below the CAADP target of 6%.
 Although GoT projections indicate a rising trend to 6% in the next three years, other analysts believe that the lack of large scale enterprises and the small farm sizes of the majority of producers in the sector mitigate against achieving stronger growth.
 
Figure 2.2 Comparison of growth trends by sector 1998-2009
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Source: Agriculture Sector Review and Public Expenditure Review 2010/11
Rural headcount poverty has not shown a significant improvement according to national statistics. This is in contrast to urban areas, where both food poverty and basic needs poverty are estimated to have declined in towns outside Dar es Salaam.
  While there is a high variation of poverty levels across the country, there appears to be little prospect of the overall rural poverty target being achieved by 2015, unless there is a dramatic change in agricultural sector growth.
Value of agricultural exports: In contrast to the other impact indicators, the trend in exports is already meeting the target set, although the picture by commodity is mixed, with strong increases in cotton, legumes and vegetables, but declines in maize and tobacco. Most recently, the Mkukuta Implementation Report 2009/10 provides a more sober picture showing sharp export declines (30%) between 2008/9 and 2009/10 for cotton, coffee, cashew. The report attributes the trends to weather and global recession, but also to market fragmentation and export restrictions.

ASDP’s contribution to these trends is hard to attribute given the scale of the programme’s investment in relation to the value in the sector. But the time lag in the estimates, particularly of rural poverty, means that ASDP would not have been able to have had an influence on these trends until the past year or two.  However, it may also be true that through its focus so far on local development through village plans, and spreading investments widely but thinly (with an average annual spend of $10 per household (Table A8), ASDP may have contributed to this slower pace of growth. The next section examines how far the more immediate ASDP outcomes have fared.
2.1.3 Outcomes
ASDP outcomes are measured through a collection of indicators covering food security, production, use of technology, processing, contract farming, extension coverage and LGA performance. 
Food self-sufficiency shows a fluctuating trend over the ASDP period, with substantial regional variation that is mainly affected by rainfall patterns. The JIRs note food insecurity is common and estimate 9% of the population as being at risk
.  The indicator is currently off track, but there is potential to reach the target given the forecast for 2010/11 is 112% or half way towards the target of 122%.

Production and productivity show promising trends from the available data sources. There is evidence from available statistics and M&E indicators of significant increases in maize and rice production in particular (Figure A1, Chapter 2.4.2). These are supported by results from JIRs and other field visits that report many locations where increases in yields and livestock production have occurred (for example coffee, sesame, vegetables and sunflower (Chapter 2.3.3, 2.4.2). While the above evidence is limited and gains cannot be attributed totally to ASDP, it does suggest that production and productivity have increased since 2005.
  It should be remembered that increased production and productivity do not necessarily lead to improved nutrition.  Improved nutrition requires the production of crops that lead to a balanced diet and this is particularly important for rural households who are in or on the fringes of poverty and malnutrition.
Proportion of smallholder households using improved technologies: There is a mixed but generally weak trend for the various technologies captured and very uneven patterns across the country, with most indicators unlikely to reach the 2012/13 targets. Use of improved seed appears to have risen, but the latest NPS shows a return to 2002/3 levels.  Chemical fertilizer use has not shown a significant trend upwards (despite the growth in supply from voucher scheme). Other chemicals such as insecticide have shown a decline. Access to irrigation by farmers shows a stable or slightly declining pattern, and although area under irrigation has increased steadily this may not have been sufficient to keep pace with population growth.  Improved dairy production, though limited in scale, has shown growth and is on track to meet the 5% target. Erosion control measures also show a mixed trend.
Mechanisation: National surveys show a declining or no firm trend in household use, and the indicator therefore is unlikely to reach the target, at least for oxenisation.  JIRs do provide evidence of increased supply of equipment (tillers, processers, ploughs, tractors), however these are modest in scale compared to the need.
Processed exported agricultural products have shown a rising trend though there is significant fluctuation between years. JIRs note that changes in exports for certain commodity types are related to ASDP activity in marketing, value-addition and processing.  But year on year trends are also influenced by commodity specific circumstances, with tea and sunflower oil cake rising strongly in 2009, while sugar and cotton show decline.
Flow of lending into the agricultural sector has shown a positive trend over the period, except for a slight fall in 2009, and appears in line with the target of 5% growth per year. The indicator is a proxy for private investment into agriculture, and replaced a previous indicator measuring investment funds registered by the Tanzania Investment Centre, which was seen as incomplete.
Households participating in contract production: the data here are incomplete, with a very uneven spread across regions. The trend is positive up to 2007/8 but recent figures are not available. Moreover, just 2-3 regions account for the majority of contractors and outgrowers (Mbeya, Iringa, Shinyanga). The figures are obtained from LGAs but many have not provided information.  
Performance of LGAs has shown a positive trend, so that by 2009/10 most LGAs were qualifying for the top up grant by meeting minimum conditions and also received performance bonuses. Having noted this, however, the benchmarks have been set at quite a modest level during the introduction of the LGDG system, and while the assessments have been comprehensive and independent there is scope for them to be more rigorous in future.
Extension contact:  The trend seems very positive comparing national surveys over the period, although there are concerns over differences in survey method and interpretation of what constitutes contact. The MLDF figure of 90% seems very high. Numbers of public extension have certainly grown, though they are still below the policy target of 1 per village. Agents have been trained and better equipped under ASDP.  Private extension provision is reported to be limited.

Cross cutting issues: crosscutting issues have received little focus. It was not prioritised as one of the shortlisted indicators.  Proportion of female membership in different committees (DFT, WFT, Village FT) was retained, however, data were not collected (Table 2.1 and A4). Analysis of thematic working group membership and visits to districts show reasonable gender mix. The high level of participation of women in the Farmer Field Schools is particularly encouraging, 88,098 in 2010 (Figure A5). There is also evidence of female engagement with irrigation, where some schemes had almost 50% female involvement as farmers and as WUA Committee members. On the other hand only 22% of extension staff is female (Table A10). DADPs were also weak with regard to a gender or youth focus. Field visits to one district did observe a programme for physically challenged farmers. Land issues, especially with regard to irrigation were observed, with poor focus on environmental issues (irrigation technical report notes that irrigation issues were not addressed in 66% of ASDP schemes), failure to establish Water Users Associations and the obtaining of permits.
2.1.4 Outputs
In terms of physical delivery, the picture is generally positive. A comprehensive analysis of achievements against targets is not available from the M&E progress reports, as overall targets are not given (although LGAs have their own DADP targets). JIRs report in some detail on the achievement of specific annual targets, and performance ranges from 52% to 88% in FY 2009/10. ASDP investments have led to improved infrastructure facilities for production and marketing particularly around water supply, dips, veterinary clinics and processing (Table 2.2).   
Table 2.2 Selected ASDP Outputs

	Output Type
	Number

	Crop storage structures 
	608

	Markets 
	96 (crops), 20(livestock)

	 Processing machines
	1852

	Rural Roads
	492 km

	Ward Resource Centres 
	166

	Irrigation Schemes
	225 (120 rehabilitation and 105 new) 

135,387 ha increase in irrigated area

680,159 estimated beneficiaries 

	 Dip Tanks 
	271 constructed, 187 rehabilitated 

	Mechanisation
	65Tractors, 1,972 Power tillers, 1,321Ploughs 

	Oxen Centres 
	105

	Dams and wells
	194 charco dams constructed and 78 rehabilitated

80 water shallow wells built

	Livestock development 
	41 centres established.

139 dairy cattle, 213 heifers, 374 bulls and 5,285 cockerels distributed

Veterinary clinics increased from 101 to 134

9 fish farming/ponds constructed

	SACCO
	Number increased from 4,048 to 4381

	Research 
	ZARDEF research projects increased from 73 in 2008/09 to 126 in 2009/10

31 PhD, 76 MSc and 37 Bachelors supported

	Extension activity
	64,469 farmer field schools established 

774,156 farmers trained

441 private sector service providers contracted

	Extension Staff 
	100 motor vehicles, 1,612 motor cycles and 3,389 bicycles distributed in 85 LGAs 

166 Ward Agricultural Resource Centres provided out of 440 planned

475 computers and printers procured


Equally growth in co-operative membership has been positive. The areas of less strong performance have been in regard to process issues concerning reporting and gender balance in local planning. Reporting has improved but is still late in seven regions, while women’s participation in planning and finance committees is rated as low.
Further discussion of other outputs is given in the following sections.
2.2 Agricultural Services (Research and Extension)
2.2.1 Introduction

One of the objectives of the ASDP was to improve the delivery of farmer demand-driven services by reforming agricultural research and extension services. Key activities/outputs included the introduction of CORDEMA and ZARDEFs, in the case of research, and the use of participative agricultural extension approaches and alternative service providers. The ASDP supported the agricultural services reforms, primarily in the field of research through: (i) improvement of management and accountability of ZARDIs for CORDEMA; (ii) the expansion of ZARDEFs across all agro-ecological zones; and (iii) strengthening of human capacities of the national research system. For agricultural extension the main targets were (i) strengthening the capacities and working facilities of the public extension system, especially at LGA and field levels; (ii) involving alternative public and private service providers; and (iii) the facilitation of a client-oriented agricultural services reform strategy. 
Emphasis has been placed on implementing the ASDP using existing government structures and making sure the LGA extension services are better staffed, trained and equipped, to enable farmers to have better access to and use of agricultural knowledge and technologies. The sustainability of the agricultural services highly depends on the vision and commitment of LGA leadership towards agricultural development, level of funding granted to the agricultural sector and the involvement of various public and private stakeholders, including farmer organisations. 
2.2.2 Main achievements

Agriculture is back on the agenda at national and local level. Rolling-out the reforms of the agricultural services (research and extension) sub-component, as envisaged in the ASDP design, has been slow especially during the first two years (ASDP JIR 1&2)
 as these were mainly used to sensitize and develop effective work systems. Under the ASDP, community empowerment was emphasized and allowed farmers and livestock keepers (men and women), through planning and implementation of Village Agricultural Development Plans (VADPs), to acquire the ability to determine their own needs and aspirations, and assume the authority and control of resources for local investment projects. However, influence on the content of public and private agricultural support services, such as research and extension, remained limited, as little progress has been recorded towards strengthened organisational capacities
 and farmer voice (empowerment). District Facilitation Teams (DFT) facilitated the preparation of DADPs, although the involvement of non-public stakeholders and service providers (NGOs, private sector) remained limited.
Overall agricultural production and productivity increased between 2003 and 2008
, although climatic variation and other supports (e.g. National Agricultural Input Voucher System-NAIVS) had a significant impact. Nevertheless, ASDP support has not yet translated into significant improvement in agricultural productivity due to a number of reasons: (i) the high reliance on rainfed agriculture and the slow adoption rates of sustainable and more resilient rainfed production systems (Conservation Agriculture/Farming ), in spite of a degrading natural resource base; (ii) low access to inputs and lack of profitable market outlets as farmers are unorganized and lack bargaining power; and (iii) emphasis on traditional (low value) crops, the prices of which cannot cover the cost of inputs at current productivity levels. 
The agricultural services reforms stress the changing role of extension agents from advisor to facilitator; increasing control of services by farmers, including through cost sharing; increasing the use of contracted services; and a focus on knowledge provision as well as technical advice The agricultural services reforms stress the changing role of extension agents from advisor to facilitator; increasing control of services by farmers, including through cost sharing; increasing the use of contracted services; and a focus on knowledge provision as well as technical advice. Experience shows that the priorities for agricultural research, technology dissemination and adoption require significant changes in and approaches to: (i) strengthening capacity to build human and institutional capacity; (ii) empowering farmers, and (iii) strengthening demand-driven agricultural support services. By addressing these factors and actively integrating the private sector into the process as well as undertaking the necessary reform of public sector institutions, Tanzania will establish the capacity of making a paradigm shift away from a principally technological package approach to a truly integrated agricultural research approach and ensure that researchers (national and international) work together with smallholders, pastoralists, extension agencies, the private sector and NGOs. 

The effectiveness
 of agricultural technology generation and dissemination institutions depends crucially on their relevance and responsiveness to farmer demand. At present, farmers’ and agri-business needs too often do not sufficiently drive the orientation of agricultural research and extension services, causing lack of relevance and impact. Even when relevant, know-how and technologies are often not widely taken up by farmers, suggesting also the lack of effectiveness in the transfer of technologies. The difficulty of maintaining human capital in these systems, the bureaucratic environment of the public sector, and a chronic shortage of operating resources also constrain the performance of research, extension, training and education systems. In order for agricultural productivity efforts to be successful, they should integrate further the principles of: (i) empowerment of end-users to ensure their meaningful participation in setting priorities and work programmes for R&D to ensure their relevance; (ii) planned subsidiarity to give responsibility and control over resources for R&D at the lowest appropriate level of aggregation; (iii) pluralism in the delivery of agricultural R&D services so that diverse skills and strengths of a broad range of public and private service providers are made available; (iv) evidence-based approaches with emphasis on data analysis, including economic factors and market orientation in policy development, priority setting and strategic planning; (v) integration of agricultural research with extension services, the private sector, training, capacity building, and education programmes; (vi) explicit incorporation of sustainability criteria in evaluation of public investments in agricultural productivity and innovation programmes; (vii) systematic utilization of improved management information systems, in particular for planning, financial management, reporting, monitoring and evaluation; (viii) introduction of cost sharing with end users, according to their capacity to pay, to increase efficiency and financial sustainability; and (xi) integration of gender considerations at all levels.
2.2.3 Research

Although research outputs have been recorded during the ASDP implementation period (2006-11), the overall impact on user adoption and productivity gains remained slow and limited. Improved varieties (52 varieties across 13 crop species, see Table A5) and technologies (cropping techniques, animal husbandry practices, integrated pest management, animal health practices, post-harvest and value addition, conservation farming practices, etc.) have been on farm-tested and released. The overall improved seed production/sales doubled to about 20,000 tons in 2010, but the proportion of public-bred maize varieties for marketed seeds decreased significantly over the 2006-2010 period. 
The roll-out of CORDEMA is not yet mainstreamed, as planned training activities are not yet completed. A capacity building programme using Training of Trainers (ToT) was implemented for 423 research professionals and managers to better equip them for client-oriented research and development activities (MAFC, 2011)
. An overall change towards results- and client-oriented adaptive research was initiated, in conjunction with improvement of management and accountability of ZARDIs for client-oriented research. Implementation milestones include: (i) the research priority setting exercise for all zones was completed in June/July 2008; (ii) ZARDEF Technical Committees (ZTC) and Zonal Steering Committees (ZSC) were appointed in all zones in 2008; and (iii) an intensive skills based training programme for CORDEMA was developed in May 2008, but overall the training progressed at a slow pace, mainly due to unavailability of funds.  
The overall guidance and support to strategic research weakened during the ASDP implementation. Zonal strategic plans for agricultural research have been developed in all 7 research zones and summarised at national level (see Box A2). The intensity of strategic research activities varied with zonal opportunities. More dynamic research centres developed new research opportunities supported by DPs and other organizations such as Alliance for a Green Revolution in Africa (AGRA) and Association for Strengthening Agricultural Research in Eastern and Central Africa (ASARECA), among others. At national level, overall research programme coordination and quality control of strategic research programmes did not benefit from adequate support.

Spurring institutional innovation to enhance technological spill-ins into Tanzania from other countries (Uganda, Kenya, India, Brazil, etc.), regional (ASERECA, East African Agricultural Productivity Programme or EAAPP for rice) and international research centres (CGIAR) across similar agro-ecological conditions, appears critical for boosting technological progress. Within this approach, national programmes would use much broader technology sources in their adaptive research and adapt these broader technologies to local conditions/requirements.
ZARDEF has provided a framework through ZTCs and ZSCs and incentives to implement demand-driven research activities across zones and to address client needs
. The number of ZARDEF research projects (relating to crop, livestock and marketing/ processing) has increased from 73 in 2008/09, when ZARDEF started, to 126 in 2009/10. On average, implemented research projects cover crops (63%), livestock (30%) and marketing (7%) issues. The average total budget for each project (2-3 years) was relatively small at Tshs. 25.8 million and on average below Tshs. 10 million per year. In-depth analysis would be needed to assess the relevance of these projects, their likelihood to generate expected results in a 2-3 year period (especially for breeding, perennial crops and livestock proposals) and potential impact (or economic return). 
Research activities directly funded by LGAs also developed: in the Northern zone, SARI is implementing 14 research projects financed directly by 11 districts with a total value of Tshs. 118 million  and 7 projects financed by private seed and agro-chemical companies with a total value of about Tshs. 50 million. Other institutes perform varietal and other research for the private horticultural sector, breweries (e.g. barley varieties and cropping techniques for acceptable barley quality) or the coffee industry (Tanzania Coffee Research Institute-TACRI).
Discussions with stakeholders and JIR reports show several shortcomings related to the ZARDEF implementation, such as: (i) a large majority of ZARDEF projects are still researcher-led and weakly linked to local priority needs; (ii) the involvement of alternative research stakeholders (NGOs, Universities and  the private sector) develops at a slower pace than expected; (iii) farmer and private sector participation in ZTC and ZSC remains limited, mainly due to weak professional organisations, although some farmers are involved in the quarterly research stakeholder meetings which do elect representatives to the ZSCs (5) and ZRCs (3); (iv) most ZARDEF supported research activities are short term oriented and suffer from limited resources; (v) some projects appear as a substitute for lack of support for specific strategic research programmes (i.e. genetic improvements), but appear not able to generate expected results over the set project period; and (v) delayed release of funds and mismatch between budget and expenditure lines did not allow for implementation as planned.  
Research-extension linkages were strengthened by Zonal Information and Extension Liaison Units (ZIELU) established in August 2008 in all research zones. The aim was to strengthen the liaison between research, extension and farmers and to improve the responsiveness of research and technology flow to suit local needs. Understaffing and sub-optimal qualifications of available human resources (especially for the information management specialists) and inadequate funding has limited effective coordination between research and extension departments. Overall, the late appointments of ZIELOs and delayed financial support of the ZIELUs, has retarded the pace of making the services more responsive to demands from empowered farmers and other clients.
Agricultural research implementation capacities were strengthened (Figure A3). During the ASDP implementation period, young researchers have been employed and an intensive training programme  supported 31 PhD, 76 MSc and 37 Bachelors (Table A6) covering all technical areas, but focusing especially on breeding, agronomy, socio-economics, soil science and pathology/entomology. Research station facilities (laboratories, conference room) and housing were rehabilitated and equipment procured (14 vehicles, 98 computers and other office equipment). Complementary support for strategic research was earmarked in the EAAPP and for strengthening research and extension in integrated soil nutrient management (Accelerated Food Security Programme (AFSP) and NAIV). The total financial support, operating costs and capital investments for research activities, improved over the 2005-08 period (Figure A4). Overall, Government support to research and training increased by 35% annually over the 2008/2010 period, although its share in the overall agricultural budget remained at 8% (Table A7). 
Information management and communication of research outputs at zonal and national levels urgently needs further strengthening; especially regular updating of data on available best technologies for different agro-ecological zones and farming/production systems is required. These data should be made available in adapted formats to the user community (farmers, entrepreneurs, agricultural training institutions, NGOs and others) through modern ICT technologies including internet, mobile/smart phone, etc. A common information platform between agricultural research and extension needs to be considered for phase II. 
2.2.4 Agricultural Extension

The capacities (number and quality) and working facilities (office, mobility) and organisation of the public extension system improved under ASDP support. Not only the ASLMs, but also the LGAs, are slowly becoming accustomed to their new roles as facilitators and regulators rather than implementers. The technical facilitation teams at all levels (NFT, RFT, DFT) are functioning but still require further guidance on how to integrate non-governmental stakeholders and alternative service providers.
The human resources of the public extension system were strengthened: its total manpower level increased by 4% from 3914 to 4070 over the 2008-10 period, although the main increases are recorded at headquarter/district level, however, gender balance is still an issue, with only 22% females among extension staff  (Table A10). Furthermore, intensive on-the-job and longer term training was provided to upgrade participative extension approaches, especially for field and district staff, mainly financed under the ASDP/ CBG. By May 2010, ASDP had trained the equivalent of 16,556 extension officers through short courses and 1,519 officers benefited from long courses.
  Training at diploma, undergraduate and postgraduate degree levels was also provided at the Agricultural/Livestock Training Institutes as well as Sokoine University of Agriculture. Shinyanga had trained (short courses) the largest number of extension staff (4,642) followed by Iringa (1,832), Manyara (1,597) and Lindi (1,291): Kigoma, Rukwa, Kagera and Arusha had the smallest number of trainees.
Strengthened decentralized extension capacities and improved working facilities financed under EBG and CBG, allowed for widening the number of extension clients from 33 % to 60 % of crop farmers (M&E, 2009/10)
. Service quality improved especially where FFS have been implemented. However, networking with, and contracting of local agricultural service providers remains limited. Extended use of FFS and other participative extension methods improved service quality, but only for a limited number of farmers. A total of 64,469 FFS have been established (Figure A5 and A6) and about 774,156 farmers trained (URT/MAFC, 2011a)
: FFS did not always work well, but where they did, farmers’ sense of ownership and cohesion was widely enhanced (JIR 3). Most districts included support to FFS through the ASDP grants (DADGs, EBG and/or CBG). There is little doubt that FFS (and similar participative learning approaches) will become an increasingly important extension tool for the technical support and empowerment of Tanzania’s small scale farmers. However, access to demand-driven extension services needs to be strengthened by wider use of farmer–to–farmer exchange and service provision, including village para-professionals, etc., involving local farmer organizations
. This approach would enhance spill-overs and scaling-up from FFS nuclei. 
Mobility and working facilities for extension services were improved. The capacity of district staff to deliver extension services to farmers has been enhanced as a result of availability of transport facilities: a total of 100 motor vehicles, 1,612 motor cycles and 3,389 bicycles were procured and distributed in 85 LGAs for extension service delivery (URT/MAFC, 2011a) ASDP contribution represents a significant contribution within the overall sector support for improved mobility. Furthermore, a total of 475 computers (and printers) were procured to increase work efficiency, primarily at district level. As a consequence, the proportion of farming households who were visited and/or received advice from public or private extension staff significantly increased. 
During the agricultural year 2002/03, about 33% of total crop growing households received advice on crops from Government extension staff. This proportion increased to 60% in 2007/08 (M&E, 2010). The proportion of households who received extension advice from NGOs/development projects increased from 5.3 % to 7.9 % over the same period. For livestock rearing households, a large majority (90.8%) received advice from the Government, followed by NGO/Development projects (12.1%), cooperatives (3.7%) and large scale farmers (3.2%). (NSCA 2002/03 & 2007/08).
Figure 2.3: Access to Advisory Services (Crops and Livestock)
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Ward Agricultural Resource Centres (WARCs) were established, but are not yet functioning optimally.  A total of 166 Ward Agricultural Resource Centres (WARCs), out of about 440 planned, have been constructed or rehabilitated between 2006/07 and 2009/2010. Although LGAs are aware of the importance of WARCs in the dissemination of agricultural technologies to farmers, the financial resources allocated for construction of the WARCs are inadequate. Because of this the pace of developing WARCs remains slow. The review noted that the sketch map guiding construction of WARCs was received after approval of the budget for 2009/10 and was found to require more resources compared with what was budgeted for in 2009/10. The approach needs flexibility to establish infrastructure adapted to local conditions and needs: a phased approach was also suggested. Some successful cases of joint management of WARCs with NGOs or producer associations were mentioned, but overall the optimal use and maintenance of these facilities remains a concern. 
ASDP also contributed significantly in promoting technical support services
 such as: 
Oxenization Centres. The total number of oxenization centres in the country increased from 43 in 2005/06 to 79 in 2008/09 (most are found in DSM, Iringa, Mbeya, Singida and Tabora regions). Furthermore, 105 oxen training centres (OTC), 9 fish farming/ponds and 41 livestock development centres were established.  These facilities allow farmers to improve their knowledge and skills of crop and livestock production, including oxen training (e.g. in Manyara region about 125,882 oxen have been trained at different OTCs in 2009 as compared to 23,794 in 2006).  
Veterinary Clinics. Clinics increased by 33 from 101 in 2005/06 to 134 in 2008/09. Many veterinary clinics are found in the regions of Kilimanjaro, DSM, and Tanga while the lowest densities are reported for Ruvuma, Rukwa and Kigoma regions.
Savings and Credit Cooperative Society (SACCOs). The total number increased from 4,048 (2007/08) to 4381 (2008/09) and some were supported through the DADPs. The number of SACCO members has also increased vastly over the last two years. In at least 70 districts, the proportion of female members in SACCOS is more than 40%.
Mechanisation services were enhanced.  Through ASDP, 68 tractors, 1,972 power tillers (out of the total of 2,364 tractors and 3,214 power tillers imported over the past 5 years), 1,321 ploughs and 1,908 processing machines (different types) have been procured through cost sharing arrangements which require farmer/beneficiaries to contribute 20% of the total equipment costs
. Increased use of farm power has enabled farmers to expand the area under cultivation and improved timeliness of farming operations to capture the short growing period (JIR reports). However the economic and environmental sustainability of different mechanisation options needs further strategic and technical discussion.
Agro-processing groups (especially women) were promoted and supported in developing small-scale business: a total of 64 processing equipment sets were procured through the DADPs (URT, 2011)
. Although active, most processing groups remain small and isolated from other key actors in the value chain (JIRs and field visits).
Training of farmer groups: Over the 2006/07–2009/10 period, ASDP has facilitated training to 774,156 farmers. Among the regions, Mara trained the largest number of farmers (220,753 or 28.5%), followed by Dodoma (170,643), Shinyanga (59,779) and Mwanza (51,853). Rukwa, Iringa and Kigoma trained the smallest number of farmers trained (5,146, 3,378 and 1,965 respectively). 
Pluralistic agricultural support services were promoted by ASDP, but technical and knowledge services continue to be primarily provided by the public sector. ASDP promoted the involvement of private sector Agricultural Service Providers (ASPs) in a wide range of services such as research, extension, information/communication, training, technical services including technical/scientific information acquisition and supply, marketing research and adaptive technology testing and transfer. About 441 private sector service providers have been contracted to provide a number of services. Most private sector actors have been actively involved in construction works or as inputs stockists, but only a few were contracted by LGAs to provide technical or knowledge services such as training for communities and extension services.
 
There is no systematic inventory of private knowledge service providers or an assessment of their capacities. The review established that the number of trained private sector Agricultural Service Providers (ASPs) remains relatively low: 2,328 persons from private sector service providers were trained in various aspects of agriculture to facilitate the implementation of ASDP. Tanga trained more private sector service providers than other regions (700), followed by Dodoma (604) and Lindi (338); while Iringa, Kigoma, Rukwa, Singida and Tabora did not provide training to any private sector service provider. 
The sector development was facilitated using the framework of the DADPs (as part of the DDPs) integrating about 10,000 VADPs facilitated and supported mainly by extension services using the O&OD approach. This allowed for local productive agricultural investments (in 2932 villages) on a cost-sharing basis, supporting primarily the establishment of public infrastructures (irrigation, etc.) and highly dispersed farmer group productive investments. the average investment per farming household is equivalent to about Tshs. 10,000/year.
It is widely acknowledged that there was a steep learning curve on local-level planning (VADPs) and implementation promoted by field level extension services. Several DPs have supported strengthening of district planning and more resources are likely to be made available to help strengthen local-level project implementation. Although broad community involvement was achieved, the biggest challenge lies in promoting equity concerns, especially for the poor to access an equitable share of the improved service provision resulting from decentralisation. 
Technical, organizational and management capacities of beneficiary communities/groups need further attention: the integration of a software component in all DADPs investment projects would allow for further strengthening the beneficiaries’ technical and management capacities. Project sustainability varies according to the type of community investment and their level of ownership in DADPs implementation, but appears also related to efficient facilitation provided by extension for planning and management
. Scaling-up of success stories along strategic value chains did not receive adequate support.
Finally, the institutional strengthening of public agricultural extension services towards client-oriented agricultural services still misses a comprehensive reform strategy to guide investment in human resources and related facilities. Furthermore, the livestock sector already developed its own sub-sectoral support strategy and investment plan to be integrated into an overall strategy for integrated knowledge support services to crop and livestock producers.
2.3 Empowerment
2.3.1 Introduction

In the ASDP community empowerment is strongly emphasized in order to allow farmers and livestock keepers (men and women) through their groups, networks and forums, and their respective organizations, acquire the ability to determine their own needs and aspirations, and assume the authority, resources, and capabilities to hold accountable and influence the content of public and private agricultural services such as research, extension, training, information, investment and marketing. The rationale behind emphasis on institutional community empowerment is to improve communities or farmer groups’ capacity to articulate their demand for services, establish their priorities by drawing up their agriculture development plans through using highly participatory approaches and to contract agricultural services, while forging close partnerships with Agricultural Service Providers (ASPs).
The ASDP document
 indicates that capacity building activities related to farmer empowerment and private sector service provider development would be facilitated at the national level due to the specialized nature of training required and the greater efficiency of contracting in training for multiple districts. In this respect training would be provided for farmer group formation and facilitation (with inclusiveness of food insecure and vulnerable groups), technology testing, group leadership and networking (farmer fora). It was further proposed that specialists in these areas would be contracted to work with new and existing groups. Farmer groups would be supported to form farmer fora at ward and district level, to interact with local government and to procure and manage contracted services, and to build farmer interests and needs into village, ward and district plans.
LGAs through the CBG are also supposed to enhance farmers’ capacity to plan, implement, monitor and evaluate agricultural investments and services.  CBG funds are channelled to respective districts to facilitate demand driven training and technical assistance.    Farmers are supposed to be given skills and resources to undertake the participatory planning processes and programme implementation. Other activities that can be funded under this grant include farmer group formation networking and strengthening, building on existing interventions of grassroots initiatives such as MVIWATA and FFS.  Farmer groups are to be supported to form Farmer Fora at ward (WFF) and District (DFF) levels in order to strengthen their bargaining powers. Efforts are also supposed to be directed at supporting the development of smallholder marketing associations, linkages to external markets and development of entire marketing chains.
2.3.2 Analysis of Farmer Organisation

While the traditional cooperative system which provided services to farmers throughout Tanzania has not been replaced by any alternative system so far, a recent study
 indicates that a number of different field-based organisations are beginning to emerge with potential for supporting farmer empowerment. These include: 
· Rice Associations that are active in Mbarali (7,000 members) and Kilombero (3,600 members);
· Livestock Associations found in many parts of the country. The dairy industry has an apex organisations - Tanzania Milk Producers Association (TAMPRODA), and there are local associations in Mwanza (16), Shinyanga (4), Arusha (7), Manyara (3), Mara (2), Tabora (11), Singida (3), Dodoma (4), Coast (6), Iringa (11) and Mbeya (11).  The activities of these associations range from butchery, feed manufacture, production, marketing, credit, womens’ groups, pastoral cooperatives, water use, pasture development and dairying;
· Water User Associations found in most irrigation schemes. They vary in size and capacity. There are, for example, 48 Water User Associations in Mbarali Districts. Some have only a few members, others, such as the one at Madibira, has over 3,000 members;
· MVIWATA
 is a membership-based organisation open only to full-time farmers. Since its formation in 1993, and with support from the French government, MVIWATA has expanded to cover 5,200 active farmers’ groups in 25 regions.  It currently represents about 70,000 farming households, though the exact figure is uncertain. Farmer groups are usually between 5 and 15 households and networks represent the groups within a village usually totalling 4-20 groups. There are mid-level networks in districts and regions;
· Farmers’ Field School (FFS) groups where farmers come together to learn and share experiences, and take collective decisions. FFSs are being supported through DADPS and are expected to become an increasingly important source of extension input to Tanzania’s small scale farmers;
· Large scale farmers’ organizations are beginning to emerge around specific commodities to pursue common interest by themselves or through membership in umbrella organizations. Examples include the Tea Association of Tanzania, the Sisal Association of Tanzania, Tanzania Horticultural Association
, Tanganyika Farmers Association etc. With time these organizations are expected to play a bigger role in supporting small scale farmers through contract and out-grower arrangements. 
At the same time, a study
 conducted in six districts; Njombe, Iringa, Mvomero, Handeni, Kongwa and Mpwapwa to assess farmer participation in extension activities shows that only a small proportion of farmers belong to any organisation. The few that belonged to any group mostly belonged to the FFS and other extension groups (23% of sampled farmers), while others belonged to the various forms of savings and credit institutions including SACCOS (14%). This shows that farmers are generally unorganised. Their bargaining power or lobby for better services from external organisations like the government extension service is therefore very limited. It is generally acknowledged that NGOs are more effective in facilitating the emergence of various forms of farmer organisations compared to public extension services. This is a weakness that the public extension service needs to address by paying more attention to creating strong farmer organisations that can sustain the activities and outcomes from the extension effort.
2.3.3 Achievements
Through participation in the O&OD process farmers are now involved in the planning and implementation of DADPs which has strengthened their capacity to implement projects at community level. An evaluation of the Participatory Agricultural Development and Empowerment Project (PADEP) indicates that most of the target beneficiaries felt that their ability to implement investment subprojects was a result of the level of empowerment attained through their participation in PRAs, making decisions on investment subprojects to implement, training received through groups, and directly being given freedom to manage and make decisions on the use of financial resources contributed by the Project, and procurement of resources required to implement investment subprojects
.
Farmers are participating in the quarterly stakeholder meetings organised by the zonal research centres and are represented in the ZARDEF Steering and Technical Committees, which have five and three farmer representatives respectively to screen and approve ZARDEF funded research projects. This is a positive step which is likely to ensure that issues that are important to farmers are given priority by researchers. The challenge is how to ensure the representation of farmers and livestock keepers from different agro-ecological and socio-economic situations.
Many farmer groups have been formed at community level, which provide the foundation for building strong farmer organisations that can exert effective demand on ASPs and can have a strong collective voice to influence policy. For example in Arusha Region alone a total of 5,242 farmer groups have been identified and trained during the last four years: however these groups have not yet coalesced into strong farmer organizations at ward, district and regional levels. 
ASDP has facilitated the provision of training to more than 800,000 farmer’s country wide. These farmers were trained in crop and animal husbandry practices; cooperative formation and management; agribusiness and marketing issues; soil and water conservation; agro mechanization; ASDP/DADPs planning, implementation and monitoring; FFS approach, plant and animal pests and diseases control; irrigation management and technology; financial management and agro-processing, storage and post-harvest technology. What is evident is that much of the training has focused on technical skills and less on organisational development and business skills. Thus while farmers have gained technical production skills as a result of ASDP, they have not been assisted adequately to operate their agricultural activities as business ventures that have to operate profitably.
The ASDP is also promoting the establishment of Farmer Fora (FFs) at Ward and District levels. The main objective of establishing FFs is to build appropriate and sustainable mechanisms and structures that would enhance participation of farmers in decision-making in the agricultural sector and specifically to allow communities to monitor implementation of the DADPs and follow up the budget and expenditure. While it is not clear how many Farmers Fora are active countrywide, it is acknowledged in the different JIRs that progress on this has been slow. In the three Districts visited no start has been made on this front. Mbeya Region has been in the forefront in this endeavour having used DADP funds to pilot with four NGOs and Chunya District Council to facilitate the establishment of WFFs in 24 wards and four Districts as instruments for enhancing accountability and transparency in the planning, implementation, budgeting and expenditure tracking of district agricultural plans. Experience gained from this initiative indicates that there is yet no common understanding among extension staff of what role the farmer fora should play or how they should operate
.
While farmers are still generally operating at the production end of the value chain, there have been limited attempts to make farmers move higher in the value chain, e.g. through collective marketing, warehousing, processing and other forms of value addition. Experience
 shows that where farmers are assisted to add value to their produce, there are significant improvements in their incomes and general livelihoods. So far a total of 1,852 various processing machines have been procured in various Districts. This has resulted in enhancing household income, improving quality of crops such as coffee, minimizing walking distance for women to milling grain etc. For instance, in Mbinga District at Kitanda village through use of central coffee pulpery, the quality of coffee improved and the price increased from Tshs.1,667/kg in 2006/07 to Tshs. 2,288/kg. in 2009/2010. Likewise, in Lindi at Mitumbati, household income increased from Tshs. 1,560,000 from raw simsim in 2006/07 to Tshs. 3,240,000 as a result of selling simsim oil. Increased income was also recorded at Lukanga and Njopeka villages in Mkuranga District the price of processed cassava chips ranged from Tshs. 500 to Tshs. 1,000/kg compared to the price of unprocessed cassava of Tshs. 200/kg. In Maswa District a sunflower oil pressing machine that was installed by farmers’ group at Sangamwalugesha has stimulated sunflower production from 90 acres in 2006/07 to 2,640 acres in 2009/10. Since then three more machines have been bought by new adopters while in the neighbouring village there are two machines. The sunflower cake that is a by-product of oil extraction is being marketed to as far as Uganda.
While it was envisaged that empowerment activities would be facilitated at national level by contracting suitable institutions and organisations, this has not happened. There is also a lack of a strategic framework for empowerment initiatives both at national and LGA level. Staff at LGA level still lack necessary technical skills and experience on farmer organization and empowerment. As a result farmer empowerment has not been a strong agenda in ASDP but rather a secondary outcome of DADPS interventions.
2.4 Irrigation Development 
2.4.1 Introduction

According to the Government Programme Document for ASDP, higher and sustained agricultural growth is needed to meet the MKUKUTA goals. In this connection, irrigation development was considered among the five subcomponents of ASDP. 
It was designed with the aim of mitigating the vulnerability of agriculture to variability in weather patterns and periodic drought and also addressing the lack of productivity enhancing technologies
. This subcomponent was planned to be implemented using the two ASDP programme components as follows:
Component 1 - Local Level Support: to support irrigation investment based on the District Agricultural Development Plans (DADPs) on a cost sharing basis through the demand-driven, performance-based District Agricultural Development Grants (DADGs) and a competitive funding mechanism, the District Irrigation Development Fund (DIDF); and

· Component 2 - National Level Support: to improve the overall sector policy framework, carry out preparatory work and investment in national irrigation facilities through the National Irrigation Development Fund (NIDF), mainly under public–private partnerships.

National Irrigation Master Plan Target. The irrigation target set in the 2002 National Irrigation Master Plan was based on improving existing irrigation schemes. It focused on expanding the irrigable area of the then existing 1428 schemes from a total of 191,900 ha (in 1992 - 1995 and verified in 2002) to 266,000 ha by 2007, 325,000 ha by 2012 and 405,000 ha by 2017
. The target appears not consistent with the growing needs for irrigated agriculture in Tanzania. Thus, it was recommended by the 4th JIR in 2009 to review the Master Plan as part of the ASDP activities, which is not yet done.
ASDP Irrigation Targets. Two different irrigation targets were noted in the ASDP Appraisal Report. The main section of the appraisal document indicated that a total of up to 10,000 ha to be developed by 2010/11 under DADG and DIDF support. Additional 3,000 ha irrigated land to be developed through public-private partnership using NIDF over five years. On the other hand, the Government ASDP Document (Annex 18 of the appraisal document) indicated a plan of raising the irrigated land to 441,000 ha by 2011 (from a baseline of 250,000 ha in 2002) - an increases of 191,000 ha.
2.4.2 Achievements
Objective 1: Enhancing Farmers’ Access to and Use of Technologies and Irrigation Infrastructure (Output Indicator: Number of Irrigation Infrastructures).
Area Equipped with Irrigation Infrastructure. The project has made substantial progress towards achieving the first project objective. A total of 225 schemes (120 rehabilitation and 105 new) were fully or partially equipped with irrigation infrastructure as of June 2010 (ASDP 2010) and an additional 27 schemes have been completed as of March 2011 (MAFC raw data). Thus, the area equipped with irrigation infrastructure including the area irrigated by traditional means has increased by:
· 116,500 (or 44%) from 264,388 ha in 2006/7 to 380,888 ha as of September 2010
; or

· 135,387 ha (51.2%) from 264,388 ha in 2006/7 to 399,775 ha as of March 2011
.

However, actual progress in the number of beneficiaries, irrigation infrastructure development and area under irrigation as compared to the overall ASDP (Government) target of 441,000 ha by 2011 would become evident only when the ongoing nationwide inventory of irrigation schemes
 will be finalized. 

This statement stems from the fact that: (i) the existing data collection system captures only the total irrigated area of the rehabilitated schemes without disaggregating the incremental area attributed to project intervention (there is double counting of the irrigated area before and after rehabilitation); (ii) the irrigable area of many schemes noted in the MAFC database is not consistent with that of the LGAs as the area is over- or under-estimated by 22% to 58% for the sample schemes  shown in Table 2.2; and (iii) many irrigation schemes were not irrigating to their full capacity during the ASDP period (Table 2.3). For instance, in 2009/10 the four sample irrigation schemes were irrigating in the range of 10–60% of their potential.  Nevertheless, there is a growing trend in the proportion of the command area under irrigation in most of the schemes in response to project interventions (Figure 2.3).
Table 2.2: Comparison of Irrigable Area Figures Noted in the MAFC Database and LGAs
	Command Area Data Source 
	Sample Scheme Name and District

	
	Ikumbilo/ Chitete
(Ileje LGA)
	Izumbwe (Mbyea LGA)
	Mbambo (Rungwe LGA)
	Kiwere

(Iringa LGA)

	Command Area, Ha (MAFC Database)
	540
	300
	200
	1200

	Command Area, Ha (LGA through PMO-RALG DSC Office) 
	420
	200
	150
	500

	% area over/under-estimation
	22
	33
	25
	58


Table 2.3: Proportion of Command Area Irrigated in Sample Schemes 
	Scheme Name 
	Ikumbilo/Chitete
(Ileje LGA)
	Izumbwe
(Mbyea LGA)
	Mbambo
(Rungwe LGA)
	Kiwere
(Iringa LGA)

	Command area, Ha
	420
	200
	150
	500

	Irrigation Season/Round
	1st
	2nd
	1st
	2nd
	1st
	2nd
	1st
	2nd

	
	Jan-Jun
	Jul-Nov
	May
	Sep
	Jan
	Aug
	Nov-Feb
	Mar-Jun

	Year
	%

	2006/7
	28.6
	42.9
	30.0
	30.0
	6.7
	6.7
	3.0
	3.0

	2007/8
	40.7
	38.1
	38.0
	38.0
	6.7
	6.7
	7.0
	7.0

	2008/9
	35.7
	45.0
	45.0
	45.0
	10.0
	10.0
	50.0
	50.0

	2009/10
	44.3
	47.6
	50.0
	50.0
	10.0
	10.0
	60.0
	60.0

	2010/11
	50.7
	 
	50.0
	50.0
	100.0
	100.0
	80.0
	80.0


Note: (i) Bold figures in shaded area correspond to ASDP intervention. 
(ii) Figures are based on LGA data collected by PMO-RALG DSC Office Agriculture Information Unit.
Figure 2.4: Proportion of Command Area Irrigated during First Round Irrigation Season (%)
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Raw data source: LGA through PMO-RALG DSC Office, Agriculture Information Unit
Technical Soundness of the Irrigation Infrastructure. The annual implementation reviews made by the ASLMs have reported the presence of substandard irrigation infrastructures in many schemes. Capacity limitations of the district staff and lack of adequate support by the Zonal Irrigation Units (ZIUs) are reported as the causes for the technical deficiencies
. However, the review reports did not document the type, magnitude, cause and effect of the technical deficiencies. 
The evaluation team has learned that a number of schemes are facing water shortages due to reduction in stream flow rate.  This is a planning problem where the reliability of the available stream flow was not adequately addressed. No information is available whether or not the stream flow was (i) made to spread thinly over a large area or (ii) diverted by unforeseen existing or new water users on the upstream side - as many of the schemes do not have water use permit
. The feasibility and design documents of some schemes show that they were not designed based on 80% dependable base flow as per the DADP guideline. Some schemes were also designed to use seasonal streams with intermittent flow based on the principles applicable to perennial stream diversion. Instead, seasonal streams should have been planned only for spate irrigation using a series of simple diversion dykes each with wide unlined canals. Moreover, spate irrigation systems require training of farmers on how to apply a large volume of water in a very short period of time (depending on the duration of the flood).
Cost Effectiveness of the Developed Irrigation Infrastructures. Ensuring cost effectiveness would be important in view of utilizing the available meagre financial resource to develop as much irrigated area as possible and thus helping as many poor people as possible. Cognizant of this, the 3rd JIR had recommended considering “cost-effective irrigation investments options when designing irrigation interventions for specific environment”
. However the output monitored by the implementation agency was “number of irrigation infrastructures” only regardless of the cost effectiveness. The issue was not adequately addressed during the design of many schemes as can be observed from the following three examples: 
· Overdesigned Weirs: In many of the existing schemes equipped with diversion weirs, the stream bed elevation at the point of diversion is higher than the elevation of the inlet of the irrigable area (source: interviewed designers). Under such circumstances, there was no need to raise the water level and thus diversion weir was not a cost effective option. Instead, it would have been cheaper to divert the water easily using simple intake structure protected by a sidewall that is keyed to the stream bank. For instance, the weir proper in Tundugwe irrigation scheme (Kongwa District) was built to a height of about 1.5 metre when a 20 cm high dyke and an intake structure could have been sufficient to divert water to the farm inlet - the elevation of which is about 18 m below the stream bed elevation at the point of diversion;

· Inadequate geotechnical Investigation: Geotechnical investigation is currently being done only for bigger hydraulic structures (reservoir dams) by outsourcing to public institutions. In most of the schemes however, (i) designs are prepared without adequate foundation investigation resulting in variation orders (or budget overrun) during construction (source: interviews conducted with engineers); (ii) water tightness of canal route is not investigated thus, there could be a possibility of lining canals on clay soils; (iii) sources and adequacy of natural construction material (clay, sand, stone, etc.) are not investigated and thus there is a possibility of using construction materials from the wrong source;
· Lack of Site Specific Unit Rate Analysis: the cost estimates of many schemes are prepared based on unit rates adopted from previously executed projects and at times from various sources such as the National Construction Council and Ministry of Work. Such an approach does not take in to account the possibility of cutting costs due to the availability of construction material at the construction site or its immediate vicinity.
Incorporating Health and Environmental Assessments in Design. For smaller schemes, the districts were required to adequately address adverse environmental impacts at the design stage as well as operation phase. However, environmental issues were not adequately addressed in over 66% of the ASDP interventions
. For example, cattle troughs were not considered as an integral part of the canal network
. Consequently, irrigation infrastructure was damaged by livestock in many places such as Igigwa (Sikonge District), Katengera (Kibondo District) and Ochuna (Rorya District)
. Such omission was noted as a result of capacity limitation by the district and zonal irrigation staff (ASDP 2010). Besides, soil and water conservation on the catchment of irrigation schemes with steep slopes was not planned on a number of schemes (ASDP 2008). Consequently, many schemes suffer sedimentation and water shortage due to declining stream flow rate.
On the other hand, full EIA and initial environmental assessment were done for some schemes such as Msoga dam (Bagamoyo) and Yavayava (Mkuranga), respectively
. Many of the designs have included drains to avoid water logging problems from the irrigated field.
The utilization level of pesticides, herbicides and chemical fertilizer is currently below the recommended rate. However, there is lack of sound technical and managerial skills for agro-chemicals use at community level
. 
The review reports have indicated that gender issues were integrated in the formulation, implementation and O&M of irrigation schemes without giving details of the achievements. The reporting system does not provide gender disaggregated data. However, attempts are being made to include both men and women in leadership of irrigation organizations. For example, in Mwamalili irrigation scheme (Shinyanga Urban District) almost 50% of the group are women and three out of the seven WUA committee are women.
Outcome Indicator: Agricultural Production Increased and Productivity Improved
Crop Yield. The introduction of irrigation plus other inputs has increased yield of paddy and maize crops by two to four times compared to under rain fed condition
. Though irrigation has enabled higher crop yields compared to under rain fed conditions
, the higher yield improvements were related to cases where irrigation was combined with soil fertility management, use of improved crop varieties and availability of good road connections to market
. According to UCCSL (2009), farmers in many smallholder irrigation schemes do not use improved inputs (fertilizer, pesticides, and herbicides); and if they do, application rates are below the recommended level. The reasons given by farmers for not using chemical fertilizer were that it is not available on time and is unaffordable
. Most of the farmers use manure for their horticultural crops but it is below the recommended rate
. Besides, annual improved seed supply coverage is also low, which is 9% of the requirement
. In summary, the current productivity of irrigation is still very low due to low application of improved agricultural inputs
.
Cropping Pattern and Crop Rotation. The existing M&E system does not track the cropping pattern followed in the irrigation schemes. Besides, no evidence was found on the support made by ASDP in the promotion of high value vegetable crops in the irrigation schemes. However, it can be deduced from various reports that maize and paddy are the dominant irrigated crops grown during the rainy and dry seasons. According to the contacted district agricultural staff, there is a growing trend in the proportion of horticultural crops grown during the dry season in many schemes. There is also undesirable trend of growing one type of vegetable crop on the same plot every dry season, which is driven by the prevailing market demand. As a measure of integrated pest management, farmers were required to follow proper crop rotation; but, there is a gap in enforcing it. 
Cropping Intensity. According to interviewed MAFC staff, the average cropping intensity is 200% in many of the schemes having perennial and adequate water supply. In some other cases as shown in Figure 2.4 for three sample schemes, the average cropping intensity was below 200% for the following reasons: inadequacy of stream flow and lack of skill and knowledge in irrigated agriculture. An exceptional case of 300% cropping intensity was reported in Kwamadebe irrigation scheme (Kondoa district)
. 
Figure 2.5: Irrigation Cropping Intensity in Sample Schemes from Ileje District
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Data source: LGA through DSC Office Agriculture Information Unit
Irrigation Efficiency. Irrigation efficiency of 15% was reported on the 2008/09 active schemes comprising of 279,604 ha
. Improvement of such low efficiency was the motive for introducing canal lining in the existing and new irrigation schemes of the country. With DIDF funding, canal lining enabled to increase the water supply and subsequently the irrigated area of many schemes. For example, irrigated area was increased by 366% (from 15 to 70 acre) in Bwigiri scheme and by 500% (from 40 to 240 acre) in Chalinze scheme - both in Chamwino district
 - as a result of canal lining. The benefit was not limited to increasing the size of irrigated land, but also ensured adequate water supply at plot level, which subsequently improved crop productivity. Although canal lining is contributing to improved irrigation efficiency, there is still water loss at the farm level due to farmers’ lack of skills for water management (ASDP 2008). Furthermore, improving water application efficiency at the plot level was not addressed by the research and extension subcomponent of ASDP.
Performance of Irrigators' Organizations (IO) or Water User Associations (WUA). In most schemes, irrigators are organized into WUA: as of September 2010, a total of 209 WUAs were organized through ASDP support
.  Most of them have contributed 20% of the cost of the irrigation rehabilitation, mainly in the form of labour, and have also opened bank accounts. However, WUAs lack water use permits
 and their performance in collecting the O&M fee and maintaining their respective schemes is variable, as mentioned in all annual JIR reports. Some WUAs are poorly organized, not registered and lack the basic O&M skills. These practices are not consistent with the O&M guidelines, which require an annual O&M fee collection of 5% of the average crop production value. On the other hand, there are well-organized and managed irrigation schemes with potential for ensuring a sustained use of their scheme, such as the Kwanguruwe and Mfongo wa Msungu irrigation schemes in Lushoto and Siha Districts, respectively. The users of these schemes have made the arrangement to collect Tshs. 30,000 per year per household for O&M
. However, the indicated amount has to be verified for its consistency with the requirement set in the O&M guideline. Overall, the basic organisational requirements for managing the irrigation schemes are in place. However, productivity and sustainability of the irrigation schemes could be jeopardized unless users are continuously trained until they acquire the necessary skills in irrigated agriculture, water management and maintenance and also pay the required amount of O&M fee.
Impact of Irrigation. It is difficult to measure project impact at this time because most of the ASDP supported irrigation schemes are either still under construction or only partially completed, while awaiting additional finance. Only few major schemes have reached 100% completion and just recently started production. For example, the Central Zone Irrigation Unit has managed to fully accomplish the construction of three schemes to date. Nevertheless, studies show that irrigation has significant impact in Tanzania as follows: 
· at the National level – as of 2008, the contribution of irrigated agriculture to Tanzania’s GDP was about Tshs. 305 billion
; and 

· at the village level - increased annual output by three to four times increased farmers’ income, which enabled them to construct better houses and purchase cell phones for getting market information, etc.
.
Objective 2: Promote Private Investment Based on an Improved Regulatory and Policy Environment. This objective was only partially achieved due to shortcomings in its implementation as well as lack of interest by the private sector.
Private Sector Investment in Irrigation Development. Workshops were conducted in 2007/8 in the seven irrigation zones to create awareness on opportunities for the private sector in irrigation development under ASDP
. However, this effort was not successful as the requisite legal framework and incentive packages were not ready. Furthermore, site specific feasibility and design studies of the prospective irrigation schemes are not yet available. As of 2010/11 fiscal year, feasibility studies were planned to be implemented on 65 irrigation schemes covering a total area of 143,040 hectares, using a US$ 2.5 million fund allocated by the World Bank
. Consequently, carrying out the NIDF target of large scale physical irrigation infrastructure investment on 3000 ha in partnership with private investors was not realized up to the time of this evaluation. 
However, there are cases where private investors have shown interest to invest in irrigation, mainly motivated by the existing successful schemes. For instance, the groundwater based drip irrigation scheme (Chilangalli – 2) in Chamwino District, has motivated three investors to grow grape fruit using drip irrigation each on 300 acre, 500 acre and 120 acre, respectively. At the time of evaluation, the potential investors were in the process of getting land for the planned irrigation in the Chamwino district. In Morogoro area, the evaluation team was informed that a private investor was in the process of getting 12,000 ha land for paddy. The ZIU will be responsible to conduct the study and design of the scheme when approved. This investor is presumed to have been attracted by the performance of the two private farms in the vicinity (Kilombero Sugar -6000 ha and Mtibwa Sugar -3000 ha).
Improved Regulatory and Policy Environment related to Irrigation.
· Irrigation Policy and Strategy. Commensurate with the requirements of ASDP, the irrigation policy was prepared and approved by the Government in February 2010. The policy has recognized the prevailing challenges with respect to the attraction and engagement of the private sector in both service delivery and irrigated farming. Subsequently, the preparation of the National Irrigation Development Strategy (NIDS) was initiated in 2010 and is expected to be approved in 2011
. The NIDS is expected to elaborate the steps on how to engage the private sector in irrigation development. Thus, absence of strategies and procedures for implementing public - private partnership in irrigation development could have been among the factors responsible for the inadequate initiative by the private sector towards investment in irrigation development. 

· Guidelines for irrigation project screening and designing. The plan for the development and operationalization of appropriate mechanisms for irrigation scheme identification, screening and prioritization was accomplished. “The Comprehensive Guidelines for Irrigation Scheme Development under DADP” was compiled and distributed to all districts in 2010. Though belated, this guideline could play a significant role in improving the effectiveness and sustainability of irrigation schemes. However, the guidelines were not widely used effectively by the Zonal and District technicians due to capacity limitations and many approved schemes do not meet the established criteria.
· Strategic Environmental and Social Assessment (SESA). The preparation of the SESA was supposed to be started in 2006/7 but it commenced only in December 2009 and is expected to be finalized in March 2011. 
Inadequacy of Funding. The pace of implementation of irrigation infrastructure was adversely affected in almost all LGAs due to inadequacy of funding
 as explained below:
· 2006/7 - 2008/9: The approved DIDF fund compared to the requirement was only 18%, 56% and 6% for the respective 2006/7, 2007/8 and 2008/9 fiscal years (Table 2.4). Therefore most LGAs were spreading disbursed funding thinly all over the approved projects so as to ensure equity, but leaving many constructions un-achieved and without immediate return;
· In 2009/10, the World Bank provided two additional funds amounting to US$ 30 million and 35 million respectively to reduce the financial gap in DIDF. Accordingly, most of the irrigation schemes with incomplete infrastructure (suspended from 2007/08 to 2009/10) received the required funding for the 2010/11 fiscal year
;
· For the 2010/11 fiscal year, a total of 262 proposals were submitted in April 2010 for DIDF funding but, only 113 proposals were allocated funds: priority was given to eligible proposals from the previous fiscal year and the remaining proposals were deferred to the next fiscal year.
Table 2.4: DIDF Funding Request and Approval during the ASDP Period
	Fiscal
Year
 
	Request
	Approved

	
	Schemes
	Fund
	Scheme
	Fund

	
	No.
	Billion Tshs.
	No.
	%
	Billion Tshs.
	%

	2006/7
	15
	0.89
	4
	27
	0.16
	18

	2007/8
	145
	13.25
	39
	27
	7.38
	56

	2008/9
	180
	73.37
	26
	14
	4.7
	6

	2009/10
	
	
	94
	
	23
	

	2010/11
	262
	123.72
	113
	43
	31
	25

	Raw Data Source: 3rd  JIR, 4th   JIR and 5th  JIR


In summary, 40% and 27% of the ASDP supported new construction and rehabilitation schemes, respectively, were left incomplete as of 2010 (Table 2.5) primarily due to inadequacy of funding although the DIDF funding ceiling was raised from Tshs. 500 million to Tshs. 800 million in 2009
. Also, most of the LGAs failed to provide their contribution  to irrigation interventions, which is in violation of the DIDF access and selection criteria
. Failure to complete the entire irrigation infrastructure within one contract over a short period induced additional construction costs, associated to additional mobilization and demobilization, and reduced the immediate investment return. 
Table 2.5: Status of the ASDP Supported Irrigation Schemes and Charco Dams as of 2010 
	Type
	Rehabilitation of Existing Schemes
	New Construction

	
	Completed
	Non Completed
	Opera-tional
	Non operational
	Completed
	Non Completed
	Opera-tional
	Non operational

	Irrigation Schemes
	120
	45 (27%)
	118
	45
	105
	72 (40%)
	103
	71

	Charco Dam
	78
	19 (19%)
	831
	801
	194
	55 (22%)
	177
	62


Source: (ASLM 2010) 
Late Disbursement of Funds. A mismatch of the fiscal year (1st July to 30 June) and the construction season (dry season from April to September) has adversely affected the use of NIDF. Funds were generally released by the treasurer towards October and in some case as late as December 2007
. Thus, the implementing agencies were forced to execute construction works by contracting out a piece of the infrastructure to be implemented within a given fiscal year, mainly between April and end of June. 
2.5 Marketing and Private Sector Development
2.5.1 Introduction

Marketing and private sector development is a critically important section of this review. However, because of problems mentioned earlier the consultant for this component was not able to join the main review team. This section therefore presents some analysis (mainly on private sector activities) that should be further developed by the consultant. It also does not deal to any great extent with marketing which is a key issue for ASDP. Similarly in other sections of this report where the private sector is mentioned (Section 2.1, achievements, section 6 drivers, section 8 recommendations and executive summary) inputs from the consultant will be required.
The Agricultural Sector Development Strategy (ASDS) envisaged a transformation of the private sector -led through an improved enabling environment for enhancing the productivity and profitability of agriculture, with the removal of constraints to private sector involvement.  The sector’s development would be facilitated through public/private partnerships, including increased contract farming (vertical integration), with a delineation of public/private roles. 
The third of the five sub-components of ASDP is dedicated to “Market and Private Sector Development”.  Specifically, this Sub-Component was required to be involved in:
· Transformation to be private sector-led through an improved enabling environment for enhancing the productivity and profitability of agriculture, with the removal of constraints to private sector involvement;
· Government policy is to divest activities, which can be more efficiently implemented by the private sector including, where feasible, research and extension;
· The private sector will be enabled to compete for sector service provision contracts with a de-linking of public funding from delivery;
· Agricultural services reform leading to greater extension provision and technology transfer by the private sector with continued public funding;
· Support publicity and awareness building of opportunities for private-provided services and the associated operating modalities, and technical and business advice;
· Performance based management contracts between public and private sector for large-scale irrigation; and any other appropriate form of PPP;
· Supporting the development of private agricultural markets and small and medium enterprises and linkages (including commodity supply chains and creating market linkages between small farmers and private markets or intermediaries) and improving access of private farms and agribusinesses to better technologies, advisory and financial services. 
2.5.2 The Private Sector in Tanzania 

There is confusion as to exactly what constitutes the private sector in Tanzania. Farmers are of course part of the private sector but when people talk about the private sector it is generally the non-farm private sector. In 2002, USAID listed 174 officially registered agri-businesses in Tanzania, and this number will have significantly increased since then. ANSAF, the Agricultural Non-State Actors Forum, list 22 CBOs or private sector organizations as their members.
 These comprise mainly of the larger NGOs. There are mid 2010 approximately fifteen companies growing flowers and seeds for export. In addition, five companies export vegetables, vegetable seeds, and fruit.
 There are also many NGOs and organisations that operate at a local level in Tanzania, many of these are listed in the inventory of the private sector undertaken by LGAs as part of ASDP.
2.5.3 Private sector participation in ASDP

At national level, private sector and marketing issues are coordinated by the Ministry of Industry and Trade. The thematic working group on Marketing and the Private Sector state its aims as: 
· Giving advice on issues related to marketing and private sector development
· Reviewing budgets and progress reports;
· Preparing marketing and private sector guidelines;
· Preparation of an implementation workplan; and
· Review and monitor implementation. 
2.5.4 Achievements

A review of the minutes of meetings of the thematic working group documentation highlight among its achievements the establishment of the Warehouse Receipt System and marketing with the establishment of 170 warehouses and marketing centres in 26 LGAs. Wholesale price information for major food crops in 20 regions and for 58 livestock markets is assembled. An improved legal and regulatory framework in crop production was established and new regulations for agricultural marketing and cashew nuts among others were introduced. Entrepreneurs were facilitated to engage in both local and international trade fairs. 
The following activities were listed as LGA or local level activities:
· Bukombe LGA council facilitated/enabled the private traders to package rice in 50 kg bags instead of 100kg so as to facilitate easy selling to final consumers. The LGA provides production and marketing information to farmers and livestock keepers;

· Musoma Rural LGA has a livestock fattening program operated by a private entity. The programme buys cattle from different market centres for fattening, de-worming, dipping and feeding with food supplements for export as live animal internally and to the neighbouring countries. The operator has also constructed a processing, grading and packaging plant to meet the demand for export of meat to Congo DRC and other neighbouring countries;     

· LGAs have contracted private firms for construction of infrastructure such as irrigation schemes and WARCs. However with regard to irrigation schemes it was noted that many of the contractors are civil engineers and not specifically trained in irrigation.
For input delivery, private firms distribute seeds and fertilizers while NGOs train farmers on various topics such as livestock farming and the warehouse receipt system. Some LGAS have contracted NGOs such as MVIWATA, and Faith based organizations on farmers training, contract farming, market linkages, market access, marketing information and HIV/AIDS. 

While some activities are taking place, several of ASDP JIR reviews comment on the lack of private sector engagement in the formulation of the DADPs, which to date comprise almost exclusively of issues raised by farmers through the O&OD process. It has been noted that while the sector is actively involved in construction of infrastructure and input and output marketing there is little involvement elsewhere.  It was also noted that in many cases the private sector lacks awareness of how it can become involved in ASDP. Although the guidelines for the implementation of ASDP state that the private sector should be involved, little involvement has occurred. 
It was also reported that coordination among the ASPs and NGOs, with LGAs is weak and results in duplication of effort. Often, NGOs communicate neither with the RS nor LGAs about their activities, capacities and the resources at their disposal to provide agricultural services.
3. Financial Management 

3.1 Introduction

Financial management arrangements for ASDP were designed to ensure:

· That ASDP funds are used efficiently and economically for the intended purposes;
· That ASDP financial reports are prepared in an accurate, reliable, and timely manner; and
· That any program assets are safeguarded. 
The review looks at each of these elements to determine to what extent the above system objectives were met during implementation of the current phase of the ASDP. The review further looks at the funding mechanisms, level of resource flows, and their utilization as guided by the Programme Document:

· Do LGAs handle at least 75% of ASDP development expenditure?
· What proportion of all agriculture sector financing is managed through ASDP?
3.2 Key Achievements 

3.2.1 Planning and Budgeting 

This is assessed further in Chapter 5, but has shown progressive improvement due to sustained training, support, and capacity building for DFTs and WFTs over the course of ASDP implementation. Good plans result in approved project proposals, hence allocations from the budget. A disconnect however appears to exist between the planning and budgeting process, and the procurement planning and disbursement projections. Good use of the procurement plan results in better disbursement projections, which would enable more timely use of released funds. Current practices appear to be to release all funds for approved projects in a given year, even where the project is expected to take more than a year to implement.

3.2.2 Financing
The ASDP is financed by government and donors through General Budget Support (GBS), ASDP Basket Fund (currently five DPs), Stand Alone Projects and the Private Sector (Table A12-16). ASDP covered approximately 61% of the financing of the agricultural sector development budget over 2006/7-09/10 but the trend has been downward so that ASDP constituted only 53% in 2009/2010. Of the planned expenditure in the original programme document only 75% has been approved in the four years under review. 

Table 3.1 Agricultural Sector and ASDP Budgets 2006/07-2009/10 
	
	2006/07
	2007/08
	2008/09
	2009/10
	Total

	
	Tshs. million

	Total Agricultural Sector Budget
	193,847 
	276,939 
	353,190 
	587,388 
	1,411,364

	Planned ASDP Expenditure /1
	160,000
	276,000
	292,000
	417,000
	1,145,000

	Annual Approved ASDP Budget
	140,671
	189,334
	216,987
	314,175
	861,167

	Approved ASDP Development Budget 
	37,236
	87,502
	97,488
	137,285
	359,511 

	Approved ASDP LGA Dev. Budget
	18,717
	63,477
	63,768
	88,552
	234,514 

	Proportion of LGA Dev Budget to overall ASDP Development Budget (in %)
	50
	73
	65
	65
	65


Source: ASDP Performance Review 2006/2007 -2009/2010

/1 ASDP Programme Document, 2006.
Figure 3.1 ASDP Funding Summary for 2006/07-2009/10
Source: ASDP Performance Reviews
Table 3.2 shows the expenditure of investment funds disbursed by ASDP to LGAs by sub-sector for the 2006/07 - 2009/10 period. 
Table 3.2 Funds disbursed by ASDP to LGAs by sub-sector (2006/07 - 2009/2010)
	Target
	Expenditure

Tshs. billion
	%

	
	
	

	Water availability
	28.50
	22

	Farmers training
	24.90
	19

	Extension capacity
	21.30
	16

	Crop marketing infrastructure
	12.10
	9

	M&E
	9.76
	7

	Animal health services
	6.70
	5

	Mechanization and agro-processing
	6.00
	5

	Crop production potential
	5.93
	5

	Genetic potential for Livestock
	4.95
	4

	Livestock marketing infrastructure
	4.24
	3

	Feeder Roads
	3.44
	3

	Cross-cutting issues
	1.33
	1

	Research Development
	0.21
	1

	TOTAL
	129.40
	

	Source: ASDP Performance Review 2006/2007 -2009/2010. Note: This table does not include ASDP disbursement during the second semester of 2009/10 (23.2 billion Tshs.).



Highest expenditures were directed towards water availability for irrigation and livestock development (22%), farmer training (19%) and improved capacity (vehicles, equipment) for extension staff (16%).
3.2.3 Flow of funds

ASDP disbursements to LGAs for the 2006/2007 to 2009/2010 have been Tshs. 203 billion, while funds actually spent by the LGAs amounted to Tshs. 153 billion from an approved budget of Tshs. 215 billion for the four year period. Overall, 71% and 75% of the amounts budgeted and transferred respectively were actually spent (Table 3.3 and Figure 3.1). 
The Basket Fund performance has improved steadily over the life of the programme, with annual disbursements now averaging close to 100 % of the approved amount for each year, thanks to the change from quarterly disbursement to annual and bi-annual disbursement by the partners (Table A18). Issues remain however regarding absorption of the released funds:
Table 3.3 ASDP- Basket Funds Approved, Released, and Spent by LGAs: 2006/07-2009/10
	Tshs. million
	2006/07
	2007/08
	2008/09
	2009/10
	Total

	Programme Document Estimate
	35,565
	48,163
	54,935
	59,020
	197,683

	Approved budget
	14,013
	58,773
	58,770
	83,554
	215,110

	Transferred (Released) Funds
	14,013
	57,000
	58,770
	72,761
	202,544

	Spent funds/Execution
	13,807
	35,886
	49,230
	53,885
	152,808


Source World Bank Tanzania PER Rapid Assessment 2010; World Bank ASDP PAD.
While budget releases have improved tremendously, Table 3.3 highlights problems regarding absorption of the released funds: Only Tshs. 152 billion was spent out of the Tshs. 202 billion released to LGAs. Thus 25% of all released funds remain unused (referred to as ‘carry over’ funds below). Budget execution is even lower, with approximately 30% of approved budget not spent (Spent Tshs. 152 billion of 215 billion), for the 4 year period.
As of June 30, 2010, approximately 23% of LGAs had spent less than 50% of the funds released to them (Table A17). The main reasons for the failure to spend include:

· Late releases of funds by exchequer;
· Releases not matched to expected procurement cycle for the activity (procurement takes longer for the [relatively] larger capital projects, meaning completion of project exceeds a year, whereas funds for the project are released in a single tranche in the year of approval);
· Low DFT/WFT capacity to spend due to inadequate technical staffing;
· Seasonal interruptions to construction work.
While theoretically the LGAs are able to proceed with implementation of approved projects in subsequent years, the government accounting system does not currently track these expenditures. Assurance that funds continue to be applied towards the purposes intended cannot therefore be given on ‘carry over’ funds. 

The stand-alone projects include the District Agricultural Sector Investment Project (DASIP) and PADEP (closed June 2010) and are designed to provide the enhanced part of the DADPs grants, and are disbursing satisfactorily.

Likewise, at least 75% of ASDP disbursements are required to go through LGAs. The review could not confirm this, as only 65% on average was disbursed to LGAs during the review period (Table 3.1).
3.2.4 Accounting Staff
Accounting staff performance has improved over the life of the programme. National level accounting staff have benefited from training on disbursement procedures and reporting for DPs. However, LGA staff performance has lagged behind, and this has affected the timely reporting of justifications for advances made to LGAs. While LGA staff capacity appears acceptable, little or no effort has been made to train Ward level beneficiaries in basic bookkeeping and reporting. The inability of that level to carry out necessary bank reconciliations and provide expenditure justifications affects the concerned LGA’s ability to report back on its activities on time. While commendable effort has been made to train the same DFT and WFT staff in the area of planning and budgeting, a comparable amount has not been invested in training them to account for the grants they receive. 
3.2.5 Financial Accounting System
The government uses the EPICOR Integrated Financial Management Information System (IFMIS) for its mainline accounting. All Central Level ministries are connected and operate the system live, and over the course of the programme, this has been extended to all regions. However, not all LGA level central government expenditure is captured live, as some LGAs are not yet linked, and capture their vouchers belatedly at their regional offices. 
At central government level the PMO-RALG expenditure, the ministry in charge of LGAs, is captured on EPICOR. However the LGAs themselves are still outside the IFMIS for both treasury and budgetary control purposes. About 87 of the 132 (now 142) districts use standalone versions of EPICOR to varying degrees. This means the LGAs use the national system as local installations, with no connectivity as regards interface with each other, with the exchequer, or the ministry (PMO-RALG) at central level. Each district using EPICOR has its own server, leading to equipment duplication and possible system incompatibilities. While the Accountant General is responsible for the employment and posting of all government accountants, in terms of paper flow, LGA accountants and treasurers report to the LGA Execute Directors and the PMO-RALG, not the Accountant General. No reports from the LGAs are submitted to the Accountant General, leaving the quality and content of the LGA financial reports un-vetted by the government’s top Accountant. The remainder of the LGAs use a combination of manual and electronic accounting systems, with inherent weaknesses such as poor integrity of data and late submission of reports.  
3.2.6 Internal Control System
To support ASDP financial control, a comprehensive operation manual was developed. However, while the document has been disseminated to the ASLMs and districts, its use especially by operational staff at LGA level appears low. Non compliance with the requirements of the manual is therefore fairly common, especially in regard to procurement matters:
· Goods received not captured in the stores ledger;
· Procurement made without competitive bids;
· Invoiced prices in excess of quoted amounts;
· Short/non delivery of orders.
3.2.7 Financial Reporting

ASDP quarterly reporting has generally met the GoT and DPs expectations in terms of timing and structure. However questions exist on the quality of the report contents, due to the poor accounting and bookkeeping capacity at the lower levels. There appears to be little involvement of the LGA accounting staff in the compilation of the financial report. The reports are originated by the villages and consolidated by the District Agriculture and Livestock Development Officer. The ASDP Steering Committee’s ability to withhold releases to districts underperforming in their reporting requirements acted as a huge spur to improvement.  

3.2.8 External Audit

Audit coverage has improved significantly with changes to the National Audit Act, which has empowered the audit office as regards the budget for the office of the Controller and Auditor General. The increase in resources and timing of resources flow has facilitated previously difficult to schedule field trips for examining physically the work done by DADPs. The 2008/2009 financial audit report indicated that the MAFC had a qualified audit opinion, MITM and MLDF had an unqualified audit opinion, while a number of LGAs still receive audit disclaimers. Several internal control issues continue to require management attention.
4. Economic Analysis
4.1 Introduction

This chapter analyses ASDP achievements in terms of the financial and economic returns of different investments, based on experiences with similar projects in Tanzania and other countries. 
4.2 ASDP Benefits

Quantified Project Benefits. Positive cash flows from the irrigation investments indicate that the improvements in farm productivity and household incomes should ensure a steady adoption of proposed interventions by other farmers. The specific project benefits derived from: (i) increased irrigated area; (ii) increased crop yield due to irrigation development and use of improved technology; (iii) improved livestock productivity due to enhanced husbandry and the provision of scale, community infrastructure (i.e. milk collection centre) development; (iv) reduction in post-harvest losses, hence increased volume of produce marketed and food security; (v) improved rural infrastructure (water availability and management and feeder roads); (vi) production of high value crops from irrigated areas; (vii) improved farmers knowledge and skills on new technology and farm management; and (vii) a reduction in travel time. 
Non-quantified Project Benefits. Programme interventions also led to benefits related to the programme activities that are difficult to quantify.  However, individual farmers and rural communities have improved their livelihoods and increased engagement with markets. As a direct result from irrigation, numerous benefits and impacts on beneficiaries’ lives were reported including increased employment, improved housing and household food security. Evidence shows that rehabilitation of irrigation schemes are beneficial investments in terms of improvement of irrigation efficiency and water availability. At the same time, it was reported that conflicts among water users diminished when irrigation efficiency and crop production improved.

Another important result was the institutional strengthening of local government authorities as the programme encompasses a considerable investment in institutional reform and capacity building. Strengthening local planning capacities also developed the synergies between different interventions, donors, and government activities both in terms of use of funds and complementarities investments. 
4.2.1 Financial Analysis
The analysis was only carried out for the irrigation investments which account for nearly 80 % of the total programme costs and for which data were available. Unfortunately, the data do not reflect the different stages of advancement and disbursement of the investment schemes, found in the field, which made difficult and inaccurate the derivation of the benefits and its aggregation. The results of the analysis demonstrate the financial viability of the investments, however, the generation of the benefits is only indicative. 
The non-irrigation investments have recorded significant increases in productivity and generated corresponding increases in household incomes; however information on the returns for these investments were found to be too disaggregated and partial. An aggregated analysis would be a mere approximation thus it has not been attempted. The recorded benefits and returns generated by these investments are significant on the basis of the available information, when compared to their individual costs. From available literature and data on costs and benefits of projects funded by ASDP, evidence was found showing high returns from non-irrigation investments, both for the individual households, and given the number of recorded beneficiaries, for the investment (Tables A19-22). 

Data.  The parameters for the cost-benefit analysis of financial returns to investments are based upon the information on the production systems gathered during field visits, and from PMO-RALG. In the case of the analysis of irrigation investments data were collected during a field visit to Dodoma, Kongwa, Morogoro, Pwani between the 13-17 March by interviews with farmers and  Regional and District level agricultural officers. In addition, the available database on irrigation schemes (Department of Water), provided some agronomic information on cropping patterns, yields, input and output quantities and prices before and after irrigation investments were implemented. The minimum required internal rate of return (IRR) was considered to be 12 %.

For non-irrigation investments the analysis was based on specific cost and benefit data of different types of investments sourced from the database of the PMO-RALG on implemented projects.  The analysis did not calculate an overall IRR for these investments. It should be noted that further data are expected from different sources and this can be used to fine tune this analysis.
Irrigation Investments. ASDP contributed to the development of irrigation for a total of 135,387 ha, of which about 50 % was for  rehabilitations and 50 % for new investments. The total budget allocation to irrigation development over the 2006/07-2010/11 period has been Tshs. 85.3 billion, of which Tshs. 66.3 billion was under DIDF (District Irrigation Development Fund) and Tshs. 19.0 billion under NIDF (National Irrigation Development Fund). Potentially, some 680,159 persons benefited from irrigation developments, representing about 113,360 households (average household of 6 members). 
The expenditure on water availability for the 2006/07 to 2009/10 (2nd semester not included) has been reported as Tshs. 28.5 billion, while reported DIDF allocations for irrigation for the same period amount to Tshs. 35.2 billion for the entire period. Furthermore, the ASDP Performance Review 2006/07 - 2009/10 mentions that, according to the DADPs Monitoring Report, 194 charco dams had also been constructed and 78 rehabilitated during the same period. It should be noted that charco dams are multi-purpose and could be partly used for irrigation.
The financial analysis developed farm models for different schemes under a range of investment costs: 1,000 US$/ha (model 1), 3,000 US$/ha (model 2) and 7,500 US$/ha (model 3). The viability of the schemes was assessed in relation to the crop mix listed in Table 4.1 (also table A19-20). Cropping model key assumptions were as follows:

· analysis was conducted over a 15 year period;
· yield increases are assumed through water usage efficiencies and introduction of irrigation schemes; 

· yields shown in the without-programme situation are consistent with the average yields in 2010; 
· cost of inputs (fertilizers, seed and chemicals) was taken without subsidy and only hired labor was considered;
· annual maintenance costs was assumed to be paid by the farmers and be 5 % of the average value production in the with-programme situation (against 3 % without-programme);
· prices are assumed to remain constant; and 
· lastly, real costs have been applied to provide realistic operating conditions.
The financial results for the different models are summarized in Table 4.2 (details in Table A19). 

Table 4.1: Summary of Financial results (IRR)

	Crop combinations/ ha
	Investment level ($/ha)

	
	1000 $/ha
	3000 $/ha
	7500 $/ha

	
	IRR (%)
	NPV ($)
	IRR (%)
	NPV ($)
	IRR (%)
	NPV ($)

	Rice (2 / year) new scheme
	75%
	10.280
	29%
	10.673
	12%
	8.736

	Rice (2/ year rehabilitated scheme 
	46%
	6.727
	18%
	6.366
	5%
	3.622

	Maize and Beans new scheme
	18%
	2.075
	3%
	$728
	-6%
	(3.073)

	Maize and Beans rehabilitated scheme
	16%
	1.818
	2%
	416
	-7%
	($0)

	Maize (2/year) new scheme
	13%
	1.429
	0%
	(55)
	-8%
	3.443)

	Maize (2/year) rehabilitated scheme
	10%
	1.025
	-2%
	(45)
	-10%
	(4.585)

	Vegetables (tomato) new scheme
	46%
	7.285
	10%
	7.043
	6%
	4.426

	Vegetables (tomato) rehab scheme
	26%
	4.122
	46%
	3208.6
	0%
	(127)

	Maize/beans/tomato new scheme
	25%
	3.216
	7%
	2.111
	-3%
	(1.431)

	Maize/beans/tomato rehabilitated scheme
	18%
	2.196
	3%
	874
	-5%
	(2.900)


Based on observed farm-level experiences, rates of return (IRRs) to investments in irrigation are higher than the required minimum of 12 %. The expected returns are generally higher for new schemes because the assumption is that the beneficiaries of new schemes farmed rainfed crops only one season per year before the establishment of the irrigation system, while the beneficiaries of rehabilitated schemes farmed a second crop on about half of their land. The indicative models both at farm and rural enterprise level show a positive impact on employment.  Model 1 and 2 yield positive results except for maize in a rehabilitated scheme, while model 3 is financially viable only for rice and vegetables, both in the case of rehabilitated and new schemes. The NPV ranges from $416 to $7 043.  Internal Rate of Returns (IRR) ranges from 75 % to 3 %. As the minimum IRR required for the investment to be viable is set at 12 %, some schemes of intermediate level investments and most of the highest ranges of investments are negative. At 1000$/ha investment level, all combinations of crops yielded positive results for both new and rehabilitated schemes.  Maize is the least profitable showing an IRR of 13% and 10%, respectively for new and rehabilitated schemes. The maize/beans/vegetable (maize during one season and beans + vegetables during the second season) combination yields an IRR of 25 % and 18 % for new and rehabilitated schemes respectively. At medium levels of investment (3000$/ha) rice, vegetables and maize/beans/vegetables still provide positive results. At high levels of investment (7500$/ha) only newly developed schemes for rice and vegetables provide a positive return, but only rice yields an IRR above the minimum12 %. Those high levels of investment are reached, especially when irrigation involves the construction of a dam for water storage. 
Break-even periods for irrigation investments. It was calculated that the break-even points for each investment to assess which crops/commodities can quicker generate the returns. The results in terms of break-even year and minimum yield level for IRR at 12% for the 3 schemes are shown in Table 4.2. 

Table 4.2: Summary for break-even year and minimum yield level for IRR at 12%
	Crop combinations/1 ha
	Investment level ($/ha)

	
	1000 $/ha
	3000 $/ha
	7500 $/ha

	
	Break-even year
	Min yield level/tonne
	Break-even year
	Min yield level/tonne
	Break-even year
	Min yield level/tonne

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rice (2 / year) new scheme
	3
	2,55
	5
	3,00
	9
	4,00

	Rice (2/ year rehabilitated scheme 
	4
	3,14
	7
	3,64
	11
	4,60

	Beans new scheme
	7
	0,80
	13
	1,20
	n/a
	n/a

	Maize (2/year) new scheme
	8
	3,95
	n/a
	5,20
	n/a
	7,50

	Maize (2/year) rehabilitated scheme
	14
	4,10
	n/a
	5,40
	n/a
	7,60

	Vegetables (tomato) new scheme
	4
	11,60
	7
	13,00
	11
	15,50

	Vegetables (tomato) rehab scheme
	6
	13,00
	9
	14,30
	11
	15,50


Rice
 and vegetables generate quicker returns both in Model 1 and 2. Higher investment costs tend to have a longer break-even period, 9-11 years and up to 15 years. It would be interesting to investigate the factors underpinning this long time frame and if these investments are likely to attract private investments.
The required minimum yield level in order to break-even was also calculated, on the basis of a 12 % level of IRR. For paddy, 2.55 and 3 tons per hectare are required for the 1,000 US$/ha and 3,000 US$/ha investment level (new scheme). For maize on rehabilitated schemes the required yield level at 1,000 US$/ha is about 3.95 tons. For vegetables, the minimum is 4 tons at 1,000 US$/ha and 9 tons at 3,000 US$/ha for newly established schemes. Further details on returns for different cropping mixes are found in Table A21. 

Sensitivity analysis
 was undertaken to assess the impact on the financial returns of changes in: (i) output prices; (ii) expected yields; (iii) operating costs; and (iv) investment costs. These showed that models representing lower ranges of investment are less sensitive to decreases in prices and increases in costs than the upper limit schemes. For example for 1,000 US$/ha in the case of new rice, a 10 % decrease in price leads to a reduction in IRR from 118 to 86 % while  a 20 % price reduction leads to an IRR of 62 %. Correspondingly 10 % and 20 % increases in costs result in decreases in the IRR to respectively 100 and 85 % for higher limit schemes. The crop mixes which have higher returns generally continue to show satisfactory results up to the 3,000 US$/ha level. The 7,500 US$/ha category is at risk. 
Furthermore, a delay in completing the construction works has a significant negative impact reducing the IRR by about 50 % (example for rice from 118 to 66 %). However, for model 1 all crop combinations, except for rehabilitated maize, continue to show satisfactory return levels above the 12 % benchmark. Rice and vegetable investments indicate acceptable returns at the 3,000 US$/ha level when 1-2 year delays are experienced. These considerations are important in the case of irrigation investments especially because delays in scheme completion were noted.
4.2.2 Aggregated Returns from irrigation investments
The aggregation of returns was based on the assumption that out of the 135,387 ha of irrigation developed by ASDP, 50 % are rehabilitated and 50 % are newly constructed. However, this reference for the total area of irrigation schemes is currently at different development phases, some of which may still be in the feasibility phase and some already completed, thus a phasing  of 50, 65, 75, 80, 90 for the first 5 years of project life was used. This assumption also takes into consideration the learning curve of technology adoption, as well as a production risk level (5%-33%) related to irrigation scheme type and commodity %. A further assumption was made in terms of investment categories for irrigation development: according to preliminary data, about 50 % of the schemes development costs were calculated at an average of 1,000 US$/ha, while about 40 % were costed at 3,000 US$/ha and about 10 % were costed at 7,500 US$/ha on average (data to be confirmed by the on-going survey). A preliminary estimation of overall returns in terms of irrigation investments is shown in Table 4.3.

Table 4.3: Overall return from Irrigation Investments (preliminary)
	Investment categories
	Area (%) 
	Ha
	Beneficiaries
	House-holds
	Average IRR/Ha
	Average NPV/Ha ($)
	Total NPV ($ Million)

	NEW schemes  (Weight 50%)

	1,000 US$/Ha
	50%
	   33,847 
	          221,052 
	    36,842 
	33%
	    4,608 
	     156,0 

	3,000 US$/Ha 
	40%
	 27,077 
	          102,024 
	    17,004 
	14%
	  4,135 
	    112,0 

	7,500 US$/Ha 
	10%
	6,769 
	            17,004 
	      2,834 
	0%
	   572 
	         3,9 

	REHABILITATED Schemes (Weight 50%)

	1,000 US$/Ha 
	50%
	33.847 
	          221,052 
	    36,842 
	22%
	  3,003 
	    101,6 

	3,000 US$/Ha 
	40%
	27.077 
	          102,024 
	    17,004 
	6%
	  1,852 
	     50,2 

	7,500 US$/Ha
	10%
	6.769 
	            17,004 
	      2,834 
	-4%
	  (1,738)
	- 11,8 

	Grand Total NPV ($US million)
	412 

	Grand Total NPV (Tshs. billion)
	
	
	
	618 

	Allocation irrigation schemes ASDP 2006/2007-2010/2011  (Tshs. bllion)
	   85 

	Incremental Value for irrigation scheme investments ASDP over 15 years (Tshs. billion)
	532 


The total number of beneficiaries was 680,159 and the total number of beneficiary households was 113,360 (assuming an average of 6 members per household). Grand total NPV is 412 million US$ or about 618 billion Tshs. at the prevailing exchange rates in March 2011. With a total allocation for irrigation schemes in ASDP from 2006/2007-2010/2011 of Tshs. 85.3 billion. the incremental value of irrigation scheme investments under ASDP over 15 years is estimated to be Tshs. 532 billion.

Non Irrigation Investments

The non-irrigation investments have produced significant improvement in productivity and household income. Some programme achievements are detailed below. As said earlier, no attempt at financial analysis was made for reasons of data limitation and reliability. There is a need to systematically collect, collate and analyze the data from individual investments to allow aggregation of programme benefits as a whole. 

64,469 FFS have been established and 774,156 farmers trained. This has led to significant productivity increases. For example, rice yields have increased from 2.5 to 6.0 ton/ha due to the use of improved rice varieties (SARO) and improved management practices (Morogoro DC). At a price per ton of Tshs. 600,000, this represents an increase in the value of production from Tshs. 1,500,000/ha to Tshs. 3,600,000/ha; maize productivity has increased from 1.5 to 3.8 ton/ha (Arusha). At a price per ton of Tshs. 250,000, this increase represents an increase in the value of production from Tshs. 375,000 to Tshs. 950,000. In this context, there is evidence to show that the transfer of the results of research by extension has positive impacts on agricultural growth and household incomes. 
Livestock development centres. Forty one livestock development centres have been established. Through ASDP support LGAs have been facilitated to procure and distribute 139 dairy cattle, 213 heifers, 374 bulls and 5,285 cockerels aimed at enhancing livestock production potential to increase productivity. Recorded results are: average milk production from smallholders has increased from less than 2 to 3 litres per cow per day from ungraded local cattle up to 16 litres per cow after grading to F3. The average price per litre per season during the 2007/2008 agricultural year has been reported by the National Sample Census of Agriculture for mainland Tanzania as Tshs. 400 in the wet season and Tshs. 450 in the dry season, the corresponding value of this increase would therefore be Tshs. 5,400 and Tshs. 6,088 respectively; the majority of livestock keepers in Meru (Arusha DC) have been encouraged to use A.I. It was also reported that crossbreeds are fetching good prices between Tshs. 800,000 to Tshs. 1,900,000 per in-calf heifer. As a comparison, average prices reported in Tabora for cattle Tshs. 150,000-200,000; cross-bred egg production has resulted an increase from 40 to 60 eggs per hen per year (50 % increase) and has improved the average weight of local chickens from 1.5 to 2.5kg (67 % increase in income for livestock keepers resulted from the sale of improved cattle which attain an average live weight of 190kgs in 3 years as compared to local breeds with 150kgs in 5 years. 
Environmental practices. Practices favourable to the environment are beneficial to household incomes both in the short term and in terms of sustainability. The advantages arise from the use of low cost inputs and the avoidance of negative impacts on incomes because of excessive exploitation of natural resources. This is particularly important given the negative consequences of increased climate change effects on the environment. For example, The adoption of the use of livestock manure for a zero grazing system in Kinenulo village, led to increased maize production from 0.6 tons/ha to 1.7 ton/ha. Forestry activities at community level were also encouraged for improvement in soil conservation.
Diversification. Diversification of production is an important contributor to diversification of household incomes and the consequent reduction of risk of poor financial returns from the main activity. Activities which can be undertaken in periods of low activity periods can be particularly beneficial. In this context, the establishment under ASDP of 9 fish farming ponds presents an opportunity for further development. In addition, forestry activities can also make an important contribution.
Charco Dams. 194 charco dams have been constructed and 78 rehabilitated. In addition, 80 shallow wells have been established. Recorded results are: significant improvement in the availability of water for livestock and a reduction of the distance that the livestock keepers have to walk in search for water. The reduction in Sengerema District was from 2-3 hours to about 30 minutes on average. 
Milk collection centres
 show successful milk collection centre investments where high increases in the collection of milk and consequently of incomes of livestock holders were recorded. These were important developments because before the project livestock keepers had large losses due to the lack of facilities which decreased the shelf life of milk. An average investment of Tshs. 22,627,172 generated an average increase in income of 43 % for beneficiaries.
Dip Tanks. According to DADPs monitoring reports, the LGAs have constructed 271 and rehabilitated 187 dip tanks. As a consequence the number of livestock tick related diseases were reduced. Box A6 shows successful dip tank investments in which increases in animal productivity and incomes of livestock holders were recorded. It also provides further information on benefits from dipping tank investments. 33,728 animals were reached, 31,651 cattle and 2,020 goats. The average non weighted reduction in mortality has been 25.8 %. Taking average prices in Tabora in 2010/2011 as an example, cattle (150,000–250,000) and goat (30,000–50,000), a 25.8 % reduction in mortality would represent a benefit of Tshs. 51,600 for each herd of cattle and Tshs.10,320 for each herd of goats. Since 31,651 cattle and 2,020 goats were reached by the establishment of dip tanks, it can be derived that for 10 dip tanks the benefit was Tshs. 1,633 billion for cattle and Tshs. 20,846,400 for goats. The average cost of these dipping tanks was Tshs. 20.4 million approximately.  The relationship between the costs and the generated benefits provides a significant result.
Veterinary Clinics. Box A6 provides information on benefits from veterinary clinic investments. 2,627 animals were reached, 2,562 cattle and 65 goats. The average non weighted reduction in mortality was 22.2 %. Taking average prices in Tabora in 2010/2011 as an example, cattle (Tshs. 150,000–250,000) and goat (Tshs. 30,000–50,000), a 22,2 % reduction in mortality would represent a benefit of Tshs. 44,400 for each unit/herd of cattle and Tshs. 8,880 for each unit/herd of goats. Since 2,562 cattle and 65 of goats have been reached by this selection of veterinary clinic investments, it can be derived that for 10 veterinary clinics the benefit was about Tshs. 113.75 million for cattle and Tshs. 577,200 for goats. The average cost of these veterinary clinics is approximately Tshs. 11.5 million. Again the relationship between the costs and the generated benefits provides a significant result.
Farm Machinery. A total of 65 tractors, 1,972 power tillers and 1,321 ploughs were procured through cost sharing arrangements, in 2009/10. These investments have had positive effects on the size of land area cultivated by households and on the increase in the efficiency of production. Recorded results are: in Kondoa DC, the use of power tillers has enabled farmers to cultivate 5-8 acres per day compared to 1 acre per week; in Kigoma DC the work load has been reduced by switching from the hand hoe to the power tiller.  This enables farmers to cultivate 2-2.5 acres compared to only 0.25 acres per day with the hand hoe. The use of the power tiller for carrying inputs or quantities of farm output is an added advantage. Cultivated area has expanded from 0.5-1 acre to 2-4 acres for each group member. This has increased income generation with the group now earning Tshs. 10,000 per month, while previously they earned Tshs. 6,500 per month.
Animal draught. 105 Oxen training centres have been established. Recorded results are increases in the cultivated land area and in the time efficiency of production: the cropped acreage has increased from an average of  2 acres to 5 acres per farmer (Muheza DC); time spent on cultivating one ha was reduced from 30 days when using hand hoes to 2 days when using oxen (Kilwa DC); the use of oxenization and  water conservation technology in Mayale village in Njombe district, resulted  in increased maize production from 0.6 ton/ha in 2000 to 2-3ton/ha in 2009. At a price per ton of Tshs. 250,000, this increase represents an increase in the value of production from Tshs. 150,000 up to Tshs. 750,000. For selected oxenization centres, the average yield for paddy obtained is 3.2 tons/ha and the yield for maize 3.5 tons/ha. The average cost of the centres was Tshs. 15.4 million. Taking the yield for paddy as 1.6 in 2007/2008 and the yield of  maize as 1.3, as given in the latest ASDP Performance report (February 2011), this represents an increase of  1.6 tons/ha for paddy and 2.2 tons/ha for maize. At a price of Tshs. 600,000/ton for paddy and Tshs. 250,000/ton for maize, this represents an incremental value of Tshs. 960,000/ton for paddy and Tshs. 550,000/ton for maize for the households. 

Storage. ASDP has financed 608 crop storage structures. Recorded results are: a storage structure at Lulembela Village has been constructed and completed. Farmers use the structure through the Warehouse Receipt System to add value for money for their products and sales increased from Tshs. 2,500 to Tshs. 5,000 per 18 kg maize (Bukombe DC). The value has therefore doubled.
Crop and Livestock Markets. About 96 crop markets and 20 livestock markets have been established (DADP Monitoring report, 2010). Recorded results are: farmers could sell their produce at increased prices (25-35 %) at crop markets. 
Processing. 1,852 various processing machines have been procured. Processing has positive effects on value added and increased shelf life for agricultural produce. For example, the introduction of coffee hullers in Muleba district has led to an increase in the value of coffee hence raising price from Tshs. 1,800 to TSHS. 2,500 per kg. This represents an increase of approximately 40 %. KILI-CAFÉ helped in establishing  the ‘Association of Specialty Coffee Growers’ in all the areas that had been under small scale coffee production   - mainly Northern Zone, Mbinga District and Mbeya Region. The "Association of specialty coffee Growers" was established (Mbey & Ruvuma - Mbinga DC).  This was achieved through the services provided by KILI-
CAFÉ, that included training on quality coffee production; provision by the association of quality processing units and searching for export markets. The association’s quantity sold grew from a low of 569,859 kg in 2002/03 (with no exports made by the association) to 4,132,693kg in 2008/09, an increase of 625 % (or average annual increase of over 100 %). Out of this 2008/09 volume sales, 1,112,859 kg (or 27 %) was sold on the export market, and the rest at local auctions. Total Revenue received from the association’s coffee sales jumped from 584,934 US$ in 2002/03 to 6,804,085 US$ an average annual increase of about 177 %. 
Road Construction.  About 492.2 km of rural feeder roads have been rehabilitated allowing for improved accessibility to crop and livestock inputs and to output markets. Recorded results are: In Kagera, Karagwe DC, the transport cost for one ton of coffee has been reduced from TSHS. 40,000 to TSHS. 10,000 and the cost of agricultural produce at farm gate increased for example a banana bunch increased from Tshs. 1,000 Tshs. to Tshs. 2,000 following the construction of rural roads. The rehabilitation and construction of three culverts along Kilalangona roads has enabled the transportation of farm inputs and crops. Walking distance was 22 Km but now has been reduced to 9 Km and the maize production and productivity has been increased from 10 bags to 25 bags per acre.
5. Institutional Arrangements, Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation
5.1 Introduction
ASDP implementation arrangements emphasised (i) greater control by farmers and clients, especially with involvement of private sector and (ii) alignment and integration with government systems
. While both are critical aspects, to an extent these two principles were in contradiction, and more progress has certainly been made on the latter. Institutionally the programme is organised on local and national levels, building on existing GoT structures rather than creating new structures, and supporting the decentralisation process and farmer involvement through O&OD
 and village agricultural planning. LGAs were intended to lead the local implementation of ASDP, with Regions playing a supporting role, while at Zonal level research and irrigation would provide needed research and technical support based on a more demand-driven approach. National coordination was designed through three key mechanisms: an Inter-ministerial Coordinating Committee (ICC), a Basket Fund Steering Committee (BFSC) and a Directors’ Committee, supported by a Secretariat for daily coordination. Planning and M&E functions would also be overseen by the DPP MAFC, and managed within existing Regional and LGA systems, and based on more consultative DADPs.  Annual panel surveys as well as a periodic agricultural sample census would capture outcomes and impacts.
5.2 Achievements

5.2.1 Institutional Arrangements

ASDP coordination structures have evolved over the five years, but in general with improved inter-ministerial coordination, which has led to improved allocation of funds, stronger sector coordination, improved quarterly reporting and expenditure tracking. The merger of the ICC and the BFSC was a sensible adjustment to improve coordination. The inclusion of collaborating ministries in the BFSC has widened the scope of coordination. The BFSC has been effective in providing a forum for dialogue between GoT and DPs, and has had broad representation (as illustrated in Table A1), with attendance by all ASLMs, collaborating ministries and development partner (DPs). However, the BFSC tends to be dominated by MAFC, and usually only has one Permanent Secretary attending, and has relatively low attendance from PMO-RALG. The lead role of MAFC amongst the ASLMs appears to remain accepted, and is reinforced by the substantial growth in MAFC’s budget, while other ASLMs face reducing budgets and this inequity has placed pressure on coordination.  
The instigation of two new mechanisms: the National Facilitation Team (NFT) and Thematic Working Groups (TWGs) have built national ownership, stronger technical analysis and collective backstopping. At regional level, ASDP Coordinators have been appointed and capacity has increased. However, while they have separate TOR, there is some degree of overlap between the functions of the NFT and the Planning and Implementation TWG (P&I TWG), since both are concerned with ensuring support to LGAs on planning and executing ASDP activities through the DADPs. The TWGs have grown to nine, and though performance is good in some, others are considered less effective. The P&I and the M&E TWGs have been the most effective. The number and roles of the TWGs need to be reviewed and given a better focus and clearer deliverables. One of these could be to help prepare a second phase of ASDP. 
The ASDP Secretariat, which was set up to coordinate ASDP, is now merged into the DPP of MAFC and continues to coordinate the programme and act as a repository of documents, though with somewhat reduced capacity compared to its initial period of operation in 2005-7 when it had more staff and also long-term technical assistance.
Engagement with the private sector has not been strong at national level and has been restricted to service provision at local level. The Agricultural Sector Consultative Forum
, which was to provide a space for GoT, development partners and private sector stakeholders to discuss sector wide policy issues, has not functioned sufficiently as an effective consultation mechanism. ASDP funds were not programmed for support to the private sector, and strong government presence has limited non state actors from having a partnership role. At local level, private sector engagement has been mainly through service provision (construction, extension, some research), and fora and partnerships are only recently emerging in some LGAs. Various fora and workshops however have taken place to share ASDP plans and approaches. 
At local level, significant increases in funding to agriculture have occurred (Table A16), and LGA capacity has improved and through the rollout of planning by O&OD, training and guidance from national levels. Staffing, vehicles and equipment have improved in the DALDO’s office, and DADPs are keenly scrutinised and monitored by LGA councils as part of their broader development plans. 
Wider sector coordination has been difficult for the ASDP.  The growing funds available and the emergence of new actors and initiatives in the sector promoted by both DPs (IFAD, USAID) and the GoT with private sector actors (KK, SAGCOT) have put pressure on coordination.  Some commentators view KK as ‘superseding’ ASDP
, while others regard ASDP as the ‘main pillar’ of KK
.  There is lack of clarity over who should coordinate these large investments. Thus, although ASDP has received growing funds, the agricultural inputs scheme is not managed under the ASDP, yet it dominates sector spending
.
Wider regional coordination with New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD) on CAADP has made progress. Consultations have led to a road map being prepared in 2010, and the signing of the compact in March 2010. Briefs have been prepared by the CAADP task force, and the post compact road map is underway.
The ASDP work on advocacy and communications has been limited
. While communications have improved through the spread of cell phone and internet across the country, the sharing of documentation between national and local levels is reported to be weak, while information exchange between regions and LGAs and between LGAs and villages is weak
. A Communication and Knowledge Management Strategy was proposed in 2010 but is still under preparation, and no communication units have been set up, as recommended in the most recent DADP guidelines. Farmers are known to access extension information by radio
, but Regions and LGAs have yet to exploit this media fully.
5.2.2 Planning and Implementation
Planning of DADPs is well institutionalised and timely with all LGAs following the guidelines, using Planrep2
 and fulfilling the minimum conditions of the LCDG system. Under the Local Government Development Grant (LGDG) system, the assessment for agriculture is more detailed than in other sectors, and is based on regularly updated criteria that now assess eight aspects including village phasing, project analysis, grant utilization and M&E plans
. The LGDG assessment conducted under PMO-RALG supervision incorporates the specific results from the DADP assessment into the overall assessment of minimum conditions and performance measures
.   The agricultural funds are then provided through the four grant windows, each with their own rules for use. The bulk of funding passes through the DADG (43%), with the remainder in the CBG (24%), EBG (13%) and DIDF/DASIP (20%)
.
The quality of DADPs has been improving in the past 3 years as shown in Figure 5.1. The system is transparent and has stimulated improved planning through incentives for better performance.
Figure 5.1  Percentage of DADPs assessed as Good, Fair and Poor, 2008/9 - 2010/11
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DADPs are transparently assessed across the country by independent teams and increasing involvement by regional teams has been an important shift in capacity. This has reflected very well the original intention of the ASDP financing model and is an important success.
The top-up criteria are also increasingly met by all LGAs, but the criteria themselves are somewhat subjective and too leniently applied, especially in areas such as private sector involvement and project analysis. Much of the PS involvement remains in the form of service provision (as contractors delivering the DADP) and there appears to be only a few examples of partnerships and joint funded activities.
DADPs do not yet contain a fully integrated and strategic vision for agricultural development at LGA level. DADPs contain good detail of LGA capacity and plans but are yet to provide a comprehensive analysis of agriculture at LGA level, and especially do not provide an integrated approach to the use of government and non-government resources, analysis of how poverty is addressed, or of gender and environmental issues.
Many DADP plans are dominated by irrigation investment yet implementation has been slow. Causes are a combination of late release of funds from the MoFEA, procurement delays, lack of experienced contractors and low farmer involvement. 
Economic analysis and poverty targeting has been weak in DADP investment planning. Evidence suggests that selection of investments and benefiting villages are not sufficiently prioritised either by poverty needs or by high returns. JIRs also raise these concerns, and DFTs have insufficient capacity to undertake more thorough and realistic project analysis. The selection of villages and project locations appear to be based less on poverty dimensions and more on rotation of villages in and out of the DADP and irrigation potential. This may be due to the lack of poverty data within the LGAs.
Reporting has focused on financial and physical achievements. While timely and aggregated well at regional and national level, only lately have efforts been made to focus on results and impact and the ‘human face’ of DADP results, with new quarterly and annual formats.
There has been serious and growing carry-over of funds on development grants. This underspend, (estimated at TSHS. 30 billion Table A17 and 50 billion Table 3.3), has led to the BFSC setting up a special task force to investigate and recommend solutions.  The cause is mainly due to delays in implementing irrigation schemes, and these in turn are due to lack of technical design capacity and shortage of contractors.  In addition low involvement of farmers in the design and implementation is reported to have hindered efficient execution
.  These issues are addressed further in the irrigation report component. Late release of the CBG and EBG have also hampered implementation – release of these funds has not been coordinated well with the investments funds under the DADG and DIDF, making it difficult for the LGA to provide supporting extension and empowerment support to the investment schemes.
5.2.3 M&E
M&E has established an ASDP framework and guideline. The ASLMs are working towards an integrated system, though this is not yet completed in some ministries (MITM). The agreement around a shortlist of headline indicators is a valuable step, and a baseline and two annual M&E reports have been produced. The M&E TWG has coordinated well the difficult tasks of setting up an M&E system for ASDP.
Most success has been on capturing financial and physical progress, and in strengthening LGA and regional capacity to report in a timely and accurate manner. However, M&E capacity at region and LGA level remains scarce
 and this inhibits the ability to develop and track results indicators.
The quality of key ASDP indicators is mixed. Multiple secondary sources are used, combining routine data, surveys and published estimates from national bodies. The M&E TWG’s three reports have summarised these indicators wherever data are available, and a long list of indicators has been prepared, but these are for reference and are not tracked.  There are a number of weaknesses in these reports including a need for a better summary and data presentation, gender disaggregation where possible. Above all the indicators need further revision to provide better measures of ASDP outcomes and impact, and less on process.

Reliable results data are incomplete.  The national surveys have been providing inconsistent results and at infrequent intervals. The NSCA 07/8 is only now being published in preliminary form
 and therefore doesn’t give results for the most active period of ASDP from 2008 onwards. The subsequent NPS (08/9) is a high quality survey but with a sample that permits only national estimates for rural Tanzania and Zanzibar. More work is needed on analysis to understand and generate relevant estimates
. NPS2 is in the field now and may produce results later this year.
An annual survey of intermediate results (a rapid agricultural services survey) was proposed in the M&E framework, but has not been implemented, and in consequence there has been a serious gap in annual results on the access, use and satisfaction of extension services and use of technology. LGAs have been surveyed each year to provide various data on productivity and technology use and farmer training but results submitted have been incomplete, though response rates are improving.
Efforts to improve routine data have been making progress albeit slowly. With JICA support, a pilot programme to test an integrated routine data system has been ongoing since 2007. The aim to replace the many existing different reports at LGA level into a single integrated format is welcome. The pilot in 2 regions and 4 LGAs provides monthly, quarterly and annual reports that are processed at LGA level onto Excel and dedicated software, LGMD2
. The system seems well accepted by LGA, regional and national staff, and plans have been drawn up to roll out the system nationally over the next 2 years at a cost of Tshs. 2.4 billion
. However, there is still insufficient evidence that the data captured through the LGMD2 is better than the former system. Also the reliance on heavy paper forms at ward/village level is costly and may prove unreliable. There is a need to consider more modern techniques, such as the use of smart phones or hand held computers to replace paper forms. 
5.2.4 Human Capacity
While human capacity has improved, continued efforts are required at both national and local levels. Improved capacity at national level is required in order to improve the planning process, to provide better backstopping and training at LGA levels. LGA capacity in terms of farmer empowerment, engagement and training of private sector actors, marketing, better financial management and economic planning will further improve ASDP delivery.  Research capacity also needs improvement both in supporting strategic and client oriented research and in significantly strengthening the ZIELU as a key link between research extension and farmers (see 2.3.3). There is an urgent need to increase the number of irrigation engineers so that planned targets can be achieved (see 2.5.2). Similarly there is a shortage of economists at both Zonal and LGA levels. All plans should be properly appraised from a cost benefit perspective.
6. Internal and External Factors Affecting Progress
This chapter analyses some of the critical external and internal drivers that have affected the performance of ASDP in both positive and negative ways. These factors can be managed better in future, or where favourable opportunities exist then these could be exploited.
Perhaps the most significant positive external driver has been the degree of high-level political commitment to ASDP. From a period of limited support during formulation and start-up, ASDP has grown as a recognised platform with strong high-level endorsement
. This has led to expanded funding, support for consistent standards of implementation across the country and more meaningful local involvement. In the past two years, the emergence of other new sector initiatives (such as Kilimo Kwanza and SAGCOT) has brought into question the priority given to ASDP. Critics feel ASDP is a local level programme for smallholder agriculture, while ASDP supporters argue that all sector initiatives should adhere to the ASDP framework and function under the purview of the ASDP steering committee.
Donor commitment to ASDP has fluctuated but a core group has remained consistently involved. The departure of two DPs from the ASDP basket fund in 2005-2007 has been balanced by increased support from the three major MFIs, particularly the WB who have additionally supported research, extension, inputs and irrigation outside of the basket. Nevertheless, there is now some renewed interest from non-ASDP basket donors to support agriculture within the ASDP framework, but this will require flexibility in financing and coordination mechanisms.
ASDP’s take-off was affected by slow start up and an ambitious national roll-out. The slow start up of the programme in terms of delivering on the ground was due to delays in flow of funds to the holding account in 2006-7, as well as to establishing mechanisms to formulate and deliver ASDP in all LGAs
. These delays were a result of slow adjustment of some DP financing mechanisms to the basket modality, and government to new ways of doing business.  The decision to launch ASDP nationally in all LGAs was based on the political need to deliver wide-scale access to programme resources. A phased approach in years 1-2 might have proved a more effective way to deliver results rapidly and in a prioritised way
Managing ASDP for better results as well as measuring the impact of ASDP was affected by delays in national surveys. Equally, changes in data collection initiatives and capacity problems at NBS have led to weak trend data. There has been a serious time lag (of 2-3 years) in obtaining representative results from national surveys designed to capture sector outcomes. 
ASDP has had a ‘bad press’ because of slow initial implementation, few large-scale deliverables and lack of comprehensive results data. There has been low appreciation of ASDP and its achievements in the wider national debate on agriculture, and because of the slow production of reliable performance statistics, the management and funders of the programme have found it hard to demonstrate the value of ASDP to a wider audience.  This has partly led to the emergence of new initiatives that seek to re-generate the sector’s performance, but which may not pay due regard to the building blocks of local level planning and implementation that ASDP has fostered.
ASDP has taken good advantage of the wider decentralization policies in the country and benefited from the support of parallel programmes such as the LGRP. Decision-making has moved from central to district level and interactions between public sector stakeholders and coordination of their support activities at LGA level has improved.  
Local investments within DADPs are currently too dispersed and subject to low productivity levels and inadequate risk management. These factors have limited increased smallholder commercialisation, and do not allow for adequate networking and scaling-up. Lack of LGA prioritization of investments within a value chain approach has also not allowed synergies within and across districts so that farmers and private enterprise can exploit linkages to potential markets and value addition. 
Sector support focuses mainly on infrastructure, farmer training capacity, extension and equipment issues at the expense of technical knowledge and organisational support, lowering the investment efficiency and sustainability. So far ASDP has not addressed the problem of how to ensure a balance of investments and knowledge provision that support both short-term and long-term needs (such as prevention of land degradation).
ASDP's empowerment agenda (farmer fora, transfer of resources, networking, and participation in decision making organs) has lagged behind during implementation. Lack of good guidance on how to approach this has been one cause, but more widely the ability to foster and engage in new types of partnerships is due to a lack of confidence or trust between public and private actors as well as experience of working together.
  This has affected the involvement of alternative service providers (Universities, NGOs, FO, private sector) in research and extension activities. See Box 1 for further discussion on relations with the private sector.
Participative extension approaches, including FFS, appear to be successful for higher quality knowledge services. Yet extension approaches to a large extent still rely on traditional approaches of transferring basic ‘technical packages’ - proper spacing, planting in time, use of fertilizers - and not on assisting farmers to engage in viable business ventures. The efficiency of participative farmer learning and broadening of farmers’ technical options has been demonstrated and needs scaling-up, including by more intensive use of modern ICT such as mobile phone messages. However, a potential risk is that participatory approaches might result in too strong a focus on short-term issues to the neglect of knowledge services and medium term investments. 
It was assumed that by involving farmers in the planning of DADPs using the O&OD process would automatically lead to farmer empowerment. The DADP planning exercise is often conducted in a fashion that does not allow real involvement of community members. 
 Such exercises tend to identify constraints that would lead to projects for external funding, and as such they are conducted more as an administrative requirement for accessing funds. In most LGAs, farmers are not represented on the DFTs and so do not participate in the prioritising process or in periodic monitoring of DADP projects.
National shortage of irrigation implementation capacity in terms of government personnel, consultants and contractors has affected the construction of irrigation schemes especially in remote areas. 
While irrigation has been the most important investment of ASDP, the technical capacity to design
 and construct the volume of planned schemes has been insufficient and this has hampered scheme implementation and construction quality.
 For staffing, though the aim has been to recruit at least one irrigation engineer per LGA, results have been partial,
 and understaffed districts have relied on irrigation technicians
. Moreover, the Zonal Irrigation Units have not been able to provide adequate support to the LGAs due to their own capacity limitations. Overall there is a mismatch between the responsibility of LGAs to deliver the bulk of ASDP’s irrigation investment and their capacity, largely as a result of a shortage of engineering training.  A further issue is the lack of qualified engineering contractors with experience in irrigation works, especially in remote LGAs.
 From the mission’s field visits, this had hampered the pace of construction.
According to the ASDP annual review reports, many schemes were performing poorly due to technical deficiencies.  However, the 5th JIR shows that most of the irrigation technicians had difficulty in understanding and applying irrigation guidelines due to capacity limitations
. Contrary to their capacity, the LGAs were submitting many project proposals for DIDF funding and ended up with substantial amounts of unutilized funds. 

A key factor in recent years has been climatic variability, which has had a negative effect on agricultural productivity and raised the uncertainty of returns on investments. Apart from major effects on rainfed production, noted in the varying estimates from national statistics, irrigation development has also been affected. The catchment areas of many of irrigation schemes is under threat of land degradation and unpredictable water flows, causing water shortages and sedimentation of canals. Mitigation measures need to be taken into account during scheme reconnaissance and design. Yet the pressure to invest in irrigation development has led to insufficient attention to adequacy of water resources, potential for land degradation and long-term farmer maintenance:
· Many of the schemes that received DIDF funding do not have water use permits;
· The catchment area of many of the schemes is under threat of land degradation. Consequently, some schemes face problems of water shortage and sedimentation of canals, yet there is no physical and financial plan to manage the catchments;
· Some schemes are facing water shortages because they were not designed based on the 80% dependable base flow as per the DADP irrigation guideline.
There is increasing potential for new ways of knowledge management and communication, data collection, processing and reporting that can improve efficiency and participation especially in the delivery and uptake of agricultural services in remote areas. Rapidly expanding mobile and IT networks in Tanzania will increase information exchange and feedback at all levels. The growing access to mobile phones and internet across the country provides a tremendous resource for farmers to gain knowledge and information and give feedback on services, and also for more rapid, cheaper and more accurate data collection. Farmers, livestock keepers and fisherman are already using mobile phones for price data, banking and sales
.  Examples of surveys using handheld devices are growing in various sectors, and the advantages are becoming clear
. 
Cross-cutting and cross-sectoral success/issues are yet to be adequately addressed (gender, youth, land use, etc.) yet these areas are likely to remain important drivers for future growth in the sector. While gender balance in DADP planning processes and extension activities has been noted in JIRs, only a few DADP investments focus on the needs of women, youth, HIV/AIDS affected or other vulnerable groups. Equally the current M&E short list of indicators has weak coverage of these aspects. 
The national poverty reduction plan, Mkukuta 2 (2010-2015), has been launched with a revised set of clusters and goals, and a new Mkukuta Monitoring System is being formulated.  ASDP needs to ensure alignment with these new objectives, survey calendar and indicators. At the same ASDP should recognise the limited capacity of NBS for analysis and conducting sector-specific surveys, and will need to devote resources as appropriate to compensate for this
.
The GoT financial reforms have succeeded in reaching all central government agencies, but at LGA level the absence of IFMIS has negatively affected financial performance. This has led to the existing unsatisfactory arrangement where funds have to flow out of the exchequer to commercial banks, and accounting has to be carried out on multiple, stand-alone systems that include manual accounting. The ability to both control and report on the use of the bulk of ASDP resources has been weakened as a result.  While some LGAs with adequate staff and facilities are able to ensure that resources are directed where they are intended, a large majority, especially the level below the district, are not able to provide similar assurance. 
Key legislation affecting the functioning of the PFM system dictated the success or failure of the agreed funding and reporting mechanisms
. This has had negative effects, with perennially poor LGA reporting performance, and no assurance that the large chunk of resources allocated to the LGAs were used for the purposes intended. This was exacerbated by poor training on the new Procurement Regulations, especially at LGA and Community level.
 
7. Lessons from ASDP
First, the performance of the ASDP, though not perfect, has shown that a sector wide approach in agriculture can be possible where sufficient political and donor commitment is in place, and where a well-resourced decentralisation policy is pursued onto which local level agricultural development planning and implementation can be attached.  While ownership at national level has not always been consistently strong, the lead ministries have provided sufficient technical support and the political leadership has given its backing to the programme.   
Equally while not all the initial DPs have stayed in the basket, a small group of both large and small partners have provided sustained support that has ensured the necessary investment funding. The emergence of parallel structures around project-based approaches has so far not caused attention to divert from the SWAp. If the initial planning process for ASDP could have developed mechanisms for greater creativity and flexibility around the operation of a basket mechanism, it might have prevented some donors from leaving and attract in others who were put off by the strictness of the basket mechanisms. Thus ASDP shows that it is possible to establish a sector wide programme. This is a major improvement on the situation that existed prior to ASDP where many projects had their own parallel planning and reporting systems, most of which disappeared with the ending of the projects. A return to this scenario would be a major backward step.
Within the LGDG system, the integration of the agricultural grants within the DADP system has been very successful and in fact the planning processes and assessment criteria used have begun to provide a model for other sectors. The successful coordination between PMO-RALG and the sector line ministries, and the efforts to conduct impartial annual assessment exercises has provided an effective demonstration of how funding can be provided on a performance basis using national planning and financing mechanisms.
ASDP was launched as a national programme covering all districts in Tanzania. In initial proposals a phasing of ASDP was proposed. In hindsight because of the scale and complexity of implementing a new programme nationally, phasing may have been a better option. This would have allowed for better focus on all aspects of ASDP whereas with the national spread certain components have progressed, while others, especially private sector development and the development of farmer networks have lagged behind. This may also have slowed the impact of ASDP as funds were spread too thinly across too many areas. 
The design of the ASDP M&E framework was based around costly national statistical surveys that in the event have not been timely in producing needed estimates of programme achievements. Equally the planned annual services delivery surveys that would have given regular estimates of intermediate outcomes such as adoption of improved technologies were not implemented until 2008/9. In their absence, M&E reports have been founded to a large extent on direct surveys of LGA authorities, and these have been incomplete and contained inaccuracies. Finally the set of short-list M&E indicators has been modified over time, and while they reflect an active interest in regular results, the list now also fails to capture critical areas such as pace of empowerment, service reform and research. There are several lessons to draw from the experience including (i) the need to ensure that any national survey has sufficient resources to provide necessary analysis and results on time, (ii) the importance of financing necessary planned annual surveys that provide critical annual performance assessments, and (iii) above all the need to not forego the use of M&E as a tool to track reform processes as well as measuring conventional benefits such as production and technology adoption.
ASDP was intended to drive forward a process of reform in how public services are delivered to farmers, as well as deliver investments to benefit the farming population. While physical spend has grown on infrastructure and equipment, the pace of reform has been lower than was intended in some areas. While the DADP assessments have encouraged a more bottom-up approach to investment, the move towards pluralistic services and public-private partnerships has been slow. Insufficient resources and support were put in place to encourage rapid reform of extension, research, empowerment and private sector involvement, and this gap will need addressing in a future programme phase.
LGAs respond to incentives. The use of base and top up grants is a good model. The number of LGAs achieving the top up grants has increased consistently since the programme began in 2006. This mechanism can be further developed as new targets are set to encourage further development in the future.
8. Coherence of ASDP with other Sector Initiatives 
The review team found considerable confusion around different approaches to agricultural development and how they linked with each other. While ASDP is a sector wide programme, as indicated earlier in this report, it only contributed around half of the sector’s funding in 2009/10. Since its launch, several new initiatives have arisen in the sector, the most prominent being Kilimo Kwanza (KK), which as noted earlier was launched two years ago as a high-level policy initiative or ‘resolve’ to bring the green revolution to Tanzania and boost private sector involvement. KK is a broad framework encompassing other sectors besides agriculture (for example, land, energy, transport, science and technology)
. Within this framework, ASDP is generally regarded as being a main pillar for KK , yet for others KK is still seen as ‘under the ASDP umbrella’.
 The exact nature of the integration is yet to be mapped, but it seems clear that KK’s wider thrust and private sector focus provides a complement to the ASDS, and thus an overall framework to ASDP’s de facto largely public sector emphasis. 

For initiatives specifically targeting the agricultural sector, TAFSIP/CAADP
 and SAGCOT are two of the most important, and Table 8.1 provides a simplified comparison of these with ASDP.
 It shows that there is significant crossover between all three. The CAADP-Compact document states that CAADP will be operated through ASDP. The SAGCOT Investment Blueprint also refers to linkages with ASDP although these are not elaborated. The main difference between SAGCOT and ASDP is that SAGCOT will operate in a high potential corridor and will focus on cluster development with high private enterprise involvement, while ASDP is a national initiative operating in all LGAs in Tanzania and therefore can be viewed as having the potential to impact on poverty. SAGCOT would seem to have greater potential to accelerate the commercialisation of agriculture in the target areas. 
It is clear from Table 8.1 that there is need for coordination and harmonisation between the different approaches. ASDP has made significant progress in developing a streamlined planning, monitoring and reporting system at LGA and national levels. This can enhance the implementation of both CAADP and SAGCOT. It has however, been weaker with regard to private sector linkages and the greater commercialisation of agriculture, both of which are stressed more in TAFSIP/CAADP and SAGCOT.   ASDP is the one programme that is nationwide and therefore has a central role to play in the development of agriculture. Chapter 9 charts the way ahead for ASDP II by outlining a broadened, coordinated approach for the agricultural sector.

Table 8.1 Simplified Comparison of ASDP, CAADP and SAGCOT

	ASDP
	TAFSIP/CAADP
	SAGCOT

	Public-led agricultural sector programme
	Continental framework promoting national Ag. Sector Investment Plans
	Private-led agricultural development project 

	Focus

	Sustained agricultural growth of at least 5%. 
Increased production to improve incomes attain greater food security and poverty reduction
	6% annual agricultural growth rate.
Commercialisation of agriculture
Attain food security and nutrition and improving responses to food emergency crises. CAADP Pillar 3.
	Improved food security
Commercialisation of small holder farmers

	National and all LGAs
	Pan Africa & Tanzania
	Clusters in the Southern Highland corridor area

	All farmers through DADP
	All farmers
	Large farms and out-growers

	Improved local agricultural services
Local agricultural investments
	Support productivity and production growth (CAADP Pillar 1 and 3)
	Small holder farmers will have the opportunity to link to markets

	Private sector development and marketing
	Improved rural infrastructure and marketing: CAADP Pillar 2. Develop regional and sub-regional markets
	Local entrepreneurs will have the opportunity to set up new businesses. Communities to benefit from improved rural infrastructure.

	Farmers’ better access to knowledge and services. 

Increased production for all crops through a bottom up planning process.
	Extend area under sustainable land management: CAADP Pillar 1
	Improved access to inputs, value addition and marketing.

Top down targeting and selection

	Policy and Coordination

	Integration with government systems (harmonization and alignment)
	Implement through the ASDP and other systems
	Implemented though the private sector

	Facilitate better communication between   government, private sector and stake holders 
	Increased private investment and PPPs
	Increased private investment 

	Reforming public service delivery for more pluralistic service delivery 
through facilitation and FFS
	Improving agricultural research, technology dissemination and adoption; CAADP Pillar 4.
	Private sector service delivery 
Information and finance to potential investors

	Improved research through the roll out of CORDEMA (demand-driven)
	
	Commissioning of targeted and applied research

	Funding

	Co-funding with farmers and private enterprise
	
	Integrate with and leverage ASDP funds

	Development Partner and Government using a basket funding mechanism 
Local agricultural investments through CBG, EBG, CPG and DIDF
	Government and DPs to mobilise funds from both domestic and external sources
	A catalytic Fund
Patient Capital
Loan guarantees and currency risk instruments. Integrate with and leverage ASDP funds

	M&E

	Streamlined and improved sector wide M&E
	Sector M&E
	Monitoring the business environment and progress


Source: Compiled From ASDP Programme Document, SAGCOT Investment Blueprint, CAADP Compact 2010 and first drafts of TAFSIP (March 2011).
9. The Way ahead for ASDP: ASDP II
Recommendations made in this Chapter are those that are viewed as critical for the completion of ASDP1 and the design of ASDP II.  These are prioritised from a comprehensive set of recommendations contained in Appendix 3.
9.1 A coordination framework for the sector
As noted in Chapter 1, Tanzania is implementing CAADP
 through the Tanzania Agricultural and Food Security Investment Plan (TAFSIP). Within a sector wide approach (SWAp), the TAFSIP addresses national level aspirations expressed in Vision 2020/25 and implements the Agricultural Sector Development Strategy (ASDS), complemented by Kilimo Kwanza to embark Tanzania’s Green Revolution to transform its agriculture into a modern and commercial sector. TAFSIP will be implemented through the ASDP and other government- and private sector led programmes/projects for the Mainland, and the Agricultural Support Programme (ASP-Z) for Zanzibar (Figure 9.1). 
Figure 9.1: Position of the TAFSIP in the National Planning Hierarchy
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TAFSIP is a ten-year investment plan which maps the investments need to achieve the CAADP target of 6% annual growth in agricultural sector GDP.  GoT will pursue this target through allocating a minimum 10% of its budget to the agricultural sector as agreed in the CADDP Compact.  The development of the TAFSIP is currently undertaken by the ASLMs in conjunction with development partners and stakeholders. 
The goal of the TAFSIP is to ‘contribute to the national economy growth, household income and exports in line with national and sectoral development aspiration’.  The development objective aims to mobilise and allocate resources consistent with ASDS objectives to reduce rural poverty and improve household food and nutrition security. This objective embodies the concepts of mobilising resources to invest more, produce more, sell more, nurturing the environment, and eliminating hunger; all of which are embodied in various national policy instruments, and are expressed in terms of four main thematic areas (TA), each with its own strategic objective and investment programmes/ projects. Options for structuring the thematic areas are currently being considered by the CAADP Task Force
. 
Figure 9.2: Proposed Overview of TAFSIP and its elements
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Goal:(from Mkukuta 2): Contribute to the national economic growth, household incomes and exports in line with the 

national and sectoral development aspirations 

Development Objective:To achieve national and household food security, rural income growth, and at 
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-Improved capacity of research institutions and effective and affordable extension responsive to farmers needs 
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security through improved productivity (should include 

production and market solutions) 
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TAFSIP:   Accelerating the Achievement of Food Security and Income Growth
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While overall in agreement with the TF, the mission considers that: (i) the food security thematic area as the outcome of TA 1 and 2, rather than a thematic area in itself; and (ii) there is a need to clearly map public and private sector-led investments in the agricultural sector, contributing both to the same development objective within a harmonized implementation framework (Figure 9.2).
TAFSIP’s objective is to accelerate the achievement of food security and income growth in the agricultural sector. Key thematic areas of TAFSIP are: (TA1) strengthening national and household food and nutrition security through improved productivity (including production and market solutions); (TA2) strengthening agricultural income growth through improved commercial production, trade and agro-processing; (TA3) sustainable use and management of natural resources and response to climate change; and (TA4) institutional development and capacity building (see Figure 9.2).  Priority investment areas identified so far by the Agricultural Sector Working Group within TAFSIP include: (i) increased productivity by irrigation development, mechanisation, research and extension and sustainable use of natural resources and response to climate change. Priority investments to accelerate commercialisation of the sector (TA2) include joint investments with the private sector for improved rural infrastructure (roads, markets, storage facilities, electrification etc.) and agro-processing and value-addition. 

On the Mainland, the ASLMs will be responsible for implementing public-led programmes and projects financed under the TAFSIP. Within this overall Sector-Wide Approach (SWAp), ASDP II should remain as the main public-led investment programme covering TAFSIP areas TA1, TA3 and TA4, but facilitating also the implementation of TA2 in partnership with the private sector. As a Sector Wide Agricultural Programme (SWAP), ASDP II will build on systems developed under the on-going ASDP and provide more flexibility, including in terms of financing modalities, for broader harmonisation and alignment of public-led initiatives towards improved results-orientation. Other initiatives (e.g. DP and NGO driven) may operate outside of the full ASDP mechanism but in a complementary way, so that they link with and integrate into ASDP processes. They should also use and improve the efficiency of the reporting and M&E framework established under ASDP. Furthermore, private sector-led programmes and projects (e.g. SAGCOT) will be also facilitated by the Government and primarily target the commercialisation of the agricultural sector (TA2).

The availability of funding is estimated on the basis of GoT’s Medium Term Expenditure Framework (MTEF) projections.  On this basis, the agricultural sector development budget will increase from its current (2010-11) level of around $270 million to around $570 million by TAFSIP year 5 or a total of $2.3 billion over the five years. According to current estimates, the achievement of 6 per cent annual growth of sectoral GDP will require investments of around $8.3 billion over ten years, of which about $3.3 billion will be in the first five years. The funding gap is estimated to be $1.0 billion over five for the agricultural sector development budget.  Assuming that the private sector finances 30% of this amount Government and the development partners would be required to finance and additional $0.7 billion.

9.2 Increase Funding to the Sector 
As agreed by the Tanzanian Head of State in signing the CAADP compact, and as suggested by several studies and experience from other countries, a minimum of 10% of total GoT budget investment in the agricultural sector is a requirement for significant growth. While expenditure has increased it still falls short of this figure (6.1%, 2009/10). The 10% figure should be set as a minimum target for ASDP II and maintained over the life of the programme. 
9.3 Increased Focus on Value Addition
ASDP to date has focused mainly on processes and production. Overall there is insufficient consideration of supply chain linkages at the project planning stage. The links between raw material supply, processing capacity and marketing access needs to be considered in investment choices. If agriculture is to expand and output from agriculture increase, value addition must increase.  It is currently estimated that between 35% and 70% of output of cereals, roots and tubers, and fruits and vegetables is lost due to post harvest losses because of the lack of agro- processing. The private sector and farmers need to be better enabled to participate in this process. Extension and research need to focus on this area as a priority activity and the M&E indicators revised to reflect progress in this area.
9.4 Strategic targeting of local initiatives
ASDP is very thinly spread, and while this provides some level of support to poor households it is not conducive to expanding agricultural production and value added in the sector. The top-up grant should be strategically targeted towards LGAs with recognised potential and aligned with other development opportunities identified for these areas (whether in the form of growth corridors or other initiatives). The M&E system should be adapted to reflect progress in line with established priorities. Similarly high irrigation priority zones should be identified and expansion targeted mainly at these areas. Many LGAs where irrigation is difficult have included irrigation projects in the DADPs. The long term sustainability of these is questionable.
9.5 Integration of Grants at LGA Level
To date the EBG, the CBG, the DADG and the DIDF have operated largely in isolation. Access to these grants should be based on a package of linked initiatives (fully costed and economically appraised) where synergies can be obtained from the complementarity of activities. This should also be supported by greater links with research and extension providing relevant technical options in support of these initiatives.
9.6 Development of Farmer Networks and Farmer Fora 
The next phase of ASDP should have a specific farmer empowerment strategy with sufficient resources and with facilitation at national level as was previously envisaged. A strong farmer's network is important to ensure that the Government is held accountable for the development of agriculture. This activity should be led by relevant non state actors such as MVIWATA which has a national reach and the necessary infrastructure to undertake such a task. However, it will need to work very closely with LGA staff for the purpose of strengthening capacity and ensuring the sustainability of the outcomes.  ASDP II should consider adopting a twinning approach for the development of farmer's networks
. 
9.7 Institutional Arrangements, Planning and Implementation

The ASDP SC needs to suggest practical ways to incorporate new initiatives in the sector, by expanding membership but keeping representation at high level. If the ASDP is to remain the main public-sector pillar for supporting agriculture then it will have to link with the rising number of private sector initiatives, and demonstrate that the rise in farmer and LGA capacity can be effectively harnessed by these initiatives. The membership of the SC should reflect the strategic nature of its remit and should therefore require attendance by the Permanent Secretaries of the four ASLMs (MAFC, MLDF, MITM, PMO-RALG), or persons sufficiently senior to represent them, plus one representative from each of the donors supporting the sector (basket or otherwise). In addition, two private sector members drawn from one of the major representative bodies (such as the ACT or ANSAF) should be invited, and representatives on a rotating basis from regional and local government.
Improve the DADP quality by adjusting the DADP assessment criteria to reward / penalise LGAs financially according to their performance on key ASDP priorities: level of private sector involvement particularly partnerships, comprehensiveness of the strategy, sound economic project analysis, and farmer involvement in implementation.

9.8 M&E
Over the remaining period of ASDP 1, much greater effort is needed to establish better outcome and impact results. A series of measures and additional funding is needed to ensure this happens including (i) revising the 2009/10 performance report along the detailed recommendations made in Box A1, (ii) improving the short list indicators for ASDP M&E performance to improve their relevance to ASDP results and align them to Mkukuta II PAF (see Table A4), (iii) commission in depth analysis of the national survey data sets already available on agriculture (NSCA, NPS), (iv) undertake (as was planned in the original design of ASDP) a rapid annual services delivery survey, either by expanding the NPS or developing a dedicated survey instrument; and (v) conduct a pilot study on the use of smart phone devices for routine data capture and information sharing.
9.9 Human Capacity Development 
ASDP has made significant progress in developing human capacity both at national and local levels. While this can be hailed as one of its successes, there are still some gaps. If irrigation is to expand at the rate predicted (particularly that expressed in MKUKUTA II) there needs to be a major expansion in technical capacity for irrigation. Irrigation engineers and economists are two groups that are particularly in short supply. The capacity building recommendations given in the capacity assessment report conducted in 2007 are still valid and should be implemented. 
Strengthening the capacity of LGA staff on the philosophy and methodology for farmer empowerment as well as on business skills is a separate capacity gap. Staff need to be able to integrate these in their day to day extension activities and in the planning and implementation of DADPs. This activity should be implemented through training and by mentoring of extension staff by NGOs and other training organizations with practical experience.
There is also need for the strengthening of capacity at national level to allow ASLMs to play the vital supportive and backstopping role that is essential for up-scaling agricultural growth. 
9.10 Research and Extension
Improvements in agricultural productivity have often been linked to investments in agricultural research and extension. Published estimates of rates of economic return on research and extension investments (Alston et al., 2000)
 in developing countries average 43% a year, and returns are high even in Africa. Key public goods in this area that are under-funded include the following: (i) improved seed varieties or animal breeds that can be reused by many farmers and sold/ shared with neighbouring farmers (non-excludable) and (ii) information on improved farm management practices that can be freely exchanged (non-rival). Making research more responsive to farmers and market needs through partnerships
 that help to scale-up adaptive research and dissemination, would facilitate access to inputs, markets and finance for increased and efficient farmer use of improved technologies.
Strengthening strategic research. At zonal level, AR4D strategies need to be updated
and prioritized in line with specific requirements of farmers’ production systems and operationalized within CORDEMA. Closer attention to sustainable farming/production systems, risk management in relation to climate change, degrading soil conditions and value addition/nutrition are critical. At national level, the agricultural research system needs to further strengthen the linkages and synergies between zonal and commodity programmes (e.g. by organizing annual coordination meetings) and balance adequately results-oriented strategic and demand-driven research. 
Enhance demand driven adaptive research. There is a need to further enhance demand-driven research activities within the client-oriented research development and management approach (CORDEMA) and to expand the Zonal Agricultural Research and Development Funds (ZARDEFs). This would be achieved by: (i) finalizing CORDEMA training activities for full awareness of all stakeholders; (ii) strengthened involvement and participation of all sector stakeholders (NARS, public extension, NGOs, FO, private sector) across production systems and agro-ecological zones; (iii) improved result-orientation of integrated R&D activities towards potential impact on sustainable local farming systems; and (iv) increased levels of co-financing of R&D activities by LGAs (reinvesting commodity cess), DADPs, NGOs, FOs and the private sector. 
Facilitation of policy and institutional reforms. The draft extension policy, strategy and implementation guidelines need to be finalised. Currently, separate implementation strategies for crops and livestock call for further coordination and integration to provide efficient support to farmers at field level.



Box 1. A shift from tracking ASDP reforms to tracking conventional statistics


A number of indicators agreed in the ASDP Programme Document that were designed to measure pluralistic services delivery and farmer empowerment have not been retained in the short listed indicators. The original performance focus on involving the private sector, on service reforms and the involvement of farmers in planning and implementation have not been fully retained. For example the current set of indicators excludes the following indicators from the original programme document:


% of investments that show satisfactory progress or completion, meet user needs and are in compliance with legal, environmental and economic standards


The proportion of services delivered by NGO and private service providers rises from existing levels by X%


District register of private ASPs is operational, and % of open tenders that are successful


Number of agricultural service contracts issued per qualifying district


% of services contracts paid within 30 day


Lack of  cross-cutting measures





Box 1. Private Sector Engagement


Overall government policy supports private sector development, however, with regard to agriculture, implementation of policy has been slow.  Limited capacity of the private sector actors in the rural areas has also been cited as one of the challenges for engaging them effectively in the implementation of ASDP. However, many LGAs do little to recognize such stakeholders as eligible recipients of ASDP capacity building support. 





There are several reasons why the private sector is not fully understood.


The private sector itself remains poorly organised and it does not yet speak with a clear cohesive voice;


The focus of the government and donors has been on public sector capacity and public services. This has marginalized the private sector, and discouraged entrepreneurial market-led development; 


A traditional emphasis on production has limited support to input and output marketing and other aspects of the agricultural value chain; 


The quality of available information on the agricultural sector has been poor. This discourages objective, knowledge-based, analysis and investment; 


Mistrust between the public and private sectors has constrained open dialogue and hindered the development of mutually beneficial partnerships. Private Public Partnerships were mooted, but rarely consummated due to an unclear operational guidelines to support the legislation;


The private sector sees problems with aspects of the legal framework for commercial agricultural development.  For example, 22 laws have recently been categorized as having “major problems” and another 38 as having “problems” for private sector development. Indeed it is suggested that many private service providers stay small and operate under the radar so as to avoid the problems of registration and bureaucracy;  


The cautious stance of banks in lending to the private sector is also seen as a limiting factor.





One of the biggest impediments to private sector development is the mind set of public service officials. From discussions and documentation, the public service sees its role only as regulating, and monitoring private sector activities, and less attention is paid to nurturing and supporting the private sector. It is ironic that the "number of regulations established" is one of the key indicators of success in ASDP regarding marketing development. 


Nevertheless, private sector development in the sector has received an increased focus through KK and SAGCOT and through other smaller initiates by individual donor partners.





/1 This list draws on: Private Sector Development Mapping, Final Report. World Bank/FAO Cooperative Programme, October 2008.








� BoT (Bank of Tanzania) 2010: Recent macroeconomic Development, Directorate of Economic Policy, BoT, Dar-es-Salaam


URT 2010: Draft National Strategy for Growth and Reduction of Poverty (NSGRPII), MoFEA, Dar-es-Salaam.


� URT 2010a: MAFC ASP and PER Final Report. 


� World Bank, World Development Indicators, April 2011.


� Agricultural Council of Tanzania, Kilimo Kwanza Resolution 2009.


� SAGCOT (Southern Agricultural Growth Corridor of Tanzania) Investment Blueprint.


� URT, 2010. CAADP Compact final Document, Compact for supporting agricultural development in Tanzania.


�The ASDS has five priority areas namely: Strengthening institutional framework for managing agricultural development in the country; Creation of a favourable climate for commercial activities; Improving delivery of support services including agricultural research, extension, training, regulation, information and technical services and finance; Improving marketing of inputs and outputs and mainstreaming planning for agricultural development in other sectors.





� The Team Leader, Agronomist, Irrigation Engineer, Economist and Farmer Empowerment were available for three weeks, the Institutional/ M&E Specialist and the Finance Specialist were only available for 2 weeks. The Private Sector Specialist could not be mobilised in time and will conduct a separate mission with results being incorporated into the review at a later stage. 


� Sector-Wide Approaches for Agriculture and Rural Development: The Agriculture Sector Development Programme –Tanzania, M Greeley, The Institute of Development Studies, University of Sussex, May 2007.


� ASDP Programme Document, Ch 4.


� The NSCA was design as a statistically representative survey of nearly 50,000 farming households to provide estimates on a range of indicators at national, regional and even LGA level.


� Annex 1, ASDP Programme Document, June 2006. 


� ASDP M&E Framework, Revised Draft, Dec 2010. 


� The PER for 2010 quotes a figure for the secotr of 6.4%.


� Temu, A. (2007). Agriculture Development for Economic Growth: Are We Addressing ‘THE’ Problem ? Morogoro: Sokoine University of Agriculture.


� NPS, Round 1, 2008/9, Box 1.


� Mkukuta Annual Implementation Report 2009/10, MoFEA, URT, Nov 2010.


� Food Security TWG Field Report, Oct 2009.


� The indicator relies on both production figures for 12 crops and population estimates, both of which contain some uncertainty and hence the reliability of this indicator may be questioned.


� This judgment must be balanced by concerns over the variation in estimates from national statistics, with major differences between the NSCA2 and NPS for maize and rice for example. The reliability of some routine data figures is also an issue, for example, the consistent year-on-year upward trend of milk and beef reported by MLDF is surprising.


� Assessment of Agricultural Extension Effectiveness in Tanzania, Phelan, J.  Mattee, A. Ngetti, M, Jan 2011.


� ASDP-Joint Implementation Reviews (JIR) 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5- Aide Memoire and Annexes.


� See section on ‘Farmer empowerment’.


� ASDP-M&E Report 2009-2010 (Final draft – March 11). See Figure A1.


� See Framework for Africa Agricultural Productivity (FAAP) related to CAADP Pillar IV.


� URT/MAFC : ASDP Performance review (3th draft). March 2011.


� See Figure A2.


� The short courses covered crop and animal husbandry practices; cooperatives; agribusiness and marketing; soil and water conservation; agro-mechanization; ASDP/DADPs planning, implementation and monitoring; FFS methodologies; pests and diseases; irrigation; agro-processing, storage and post-harvest technology.


� The success of many other projects (outside ASDP and including NGOs) implemented at local level heavily relies on the coordination and field implementation capacities of the strengthened public extension system by ASDP.


� URT/MAFC, 2011a: ASDP: Progress on Agricultural Services Report.


� For efficient demand-driven participative extension, farmer organization-based approaches linked-up to professional ward agricultural service centres do provide an effective and cost-sharing alternative to  the current one village one extensionist approach requiring about 15,000 extension workers (currently there are 3,326). 





� See also ASDP-M&E Report 2009-2010.


� In the Arusha and Kilimajaro region, mechanised disc-ploughing services are traditionally provided by the private sector and significant erosion and plow-pan issues are recorded. The LGA-Moshi was equipped to offer ripper services, although equipping widely available private ploughing services with the right soil preparation tools, would have been a more economic option to upscale sustainable conservation farming or minimum tillage practices. Besides 1,321 ploughs some Mogoya rippers for oxen land preparation were also distributed under DADPs; ripper tools are also being adapted by local mechanics for use with power tillers. The performance of power tillers has been satisfactory and the demand is increasing especially in paddy growing areas (Morogoro). CF adapted seeders and weeders are not yet common (except for rotating hand weeders in paddy).


� URT/MAFC: ASDP Performance review (draft 3). March 2011.


� There are a few cases of private sector involvement in extension services, such as: (i) the Rural Urban Development Initiative (RUDI), an NGO involved in running the Warehouse Receipt System in Kilombero and Mbarali districts; and (ii) Research, Community and Organizational Development Associate (RECODA) who were co-financed for FFS/farmer empowerment activities in Mweru and Karatu Districts.


� ASDP-Joint Implementation Reviews 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5- Aide Memoire and Annexes.


� URT (2006) Agricultural Sector Development Programme (ASDP): Support through the Basket Fund Government Programme Document.


� URT (2008). Private Sector Development Mapping: Final Report to the World Bank/FAO Cooperative. October, 2008. 


� See Box A3.


� See Box A4.


� Phelan, J et.al. (2010). Assessment of Agricultural Extension Effectiveness in Tanzania. Report Submitted to the Embassy of Ireland, November, 2010. 


� URT (2010). Assessment of the Impact of PADEP. Ministry of Agric. Food and Cooperatives. November, 2010.


� Regional Administrative Secretary, Mbeya (2008). Farmers Fora in Mbeya Region: Lessons Learnt From the Roll out of DADPS. An External evaluation Report, May, 2008.


� URT (2009). ASDP Performance Review (2006/07 to 2009/10). 


� According to ASDP Appraisal Document (Annex 18 Section 2.1), two of the seven key constraints to achieving Tanzania’s agricultural growth targets are (i) underinvestment in productivity enhancing technologies and (ii) variability in weather patterns and periodic drought. Thus, promoting irrigation was among the ASDP strategies considered to address these constraints.





� JICA, 2002. The Study on the National Irrigation Master Plan in the United Republic of Tanzania. MAFS


� ASDP, 2010. The Fifth ASDP Joint Implementation Review Aide Memoire; September 2010. MAFC


� MAFC, Irrigation Department calculations, 2011.


� ASDP, 2010. The Fifth ASDP Joint Implementation Review Aide Memoire; September 2010. MAFC and ITWG, 2010. Field Report for Irrigation Thematic Working Group: Fifth Joint Implementation Review. ASDP.


� ASDP, 2007. Aide Memoire for the Second Joint Implementation Review; ASDP, 2010. Fifth ASDP Joint Implementation Review Aide Memoire; 2010; TIWG, 2010, Field Report for Irrigation Thematic Working Group: Fifth Joint Implementation Review.


� ASDP, 2010. The Fifth ASDP Joint Implementation Review Aide Memoire; September 2010.


� ASDP, 2008. Aide Memoire for the Third Joint Implementation Review.


� ASDP, 2010. The Fifth ASDP Joint Implementation Review Aide Memoire; September 2010. MAFC


� ASDP, 2008. Aide Memoire for the Third Joint Implementation Review 18/09/2008 – 21/10/2008. MAFC; and ASDP, 2010. The Fifth ASDP Joint Implementation Review Aide Memoire; September 2010. MAFC.


� ITWG, 2010. Field Report for Irrigation Thematic Working Group: Fifth Joint Implementation Review. ASDP.


� ASDP, 2009. Aide Memoire for the Fourth Joint Implementation Review 28/09/2009 – 28/10/2009. MAFC.


� ASDP, 2008. Aide Memoire for the Third Joint Implementation Review 18/09/2008 – 21/10/2008. MAFC.


� ITWG, 2010. Field Report for Irrigation Thematic Working Group: Fifth Joint Implementation Review. ASDP; and  ASDP, 2010. The Fifth ASDP Joint Implementation Review Aide Memoire; September 2010. MAFC;  ASDP, 2009. Aide Memoire for the Fourth Joint Implementation Review 28/09/2009 – 28/10/2009. MAFC and ESRF,


2010. Agricultural Sector Review and Public Expenditure Review 2010/11. 


� UCCSL, 2009. Study on the Contribution of Irrigated Agriculture to Crop Production and Crop Productivity: Main Report. MAFC.


� ASDP, 2009. Aide Memoire for the Fourth Joint Implementation Review 28/09/2009 – 28/10/2009. MAFC and ITWG, 2009. Field Report for Irrigation Thematic Working Group: Fourth Joint Implementation Review. 


� ASDP, 2009. Aide Memoire for the Fourth Joint Implementation Review 28/09/2009 – 28/10/2009. MAFC and UCCSL 2009.


� From interviews made with farmers and extension staff.


� ESRF, 2010. Agricultural Sector Review and Public Expenditure Review 2010/11. ASDP.


� ESRF, 2010. Agricultural Sector Review and Public Expenditure Review 2010/11. ASDP.


� ASDP, 2010. The Fifth ASDP Joint Implementation Review Aide Memoire; September 2010. MAFC.


� UCCSL, 2009. Study on the Contribution of Irrigated Agriculture to Crop Production and Crop Productivity: Main Report. MAFC.


� DALDO staff interview.


� ASDP, 2010. The Fifth ASDP Joint Implementation Review Aide Memoire; September 2010. MAFC.


� ASDP, 2009. Aide Memoire for the Fourth Joint Implementation Review 28/09/2009 – 28/10/2009. MAFC.


� ASDP, 2009. Aide Memoire for the Fourth Joint Implementation Review 28/09/2009 – 28/10/2009. MAFC.


� UCCSL, 2009. Study on the Contribution of Irrigated Agriculture to Crop Production and Crop Productivity: Main Report. MAFC.


� ESRF, 2010. Agricultural Sector Review and Public Expenditure Review 2010/11. 


� ASDP, 2008. Aide Memoire for the Third Joint Implementation Review 18/09/2008 – 21/10/2008. MAFC.


� ASDP, 2010. The Fifth ASDP Joint Implementation Review Aide Memoire; September 2010. MAFC.


� ASDP, 2010. The Fifth ASDP Joint Implementation Review Aide Memoire; September 2010. MAFC


� ASDP 2008, ASDP 2009 and ASLM 2010


� ITWG, 2010. Field Report for Irrigation Thematic Working Group: Fifth Joint Implementation Review. ASDP


� ITWG, 2010. Field Report for Irrigation Thematic Working Group: Fifth Joint Implementation Review. 


� ASDP, 2009. Aide Memoire for the Fourth Joint Implementation Review 28/09/2009 – 28/10/200.


� ASDP, 2008. Aide Memoire for the Third Joint Implementation Review 18/09/2008 – 21/10/2008. 


� ANSAF 2011. Agriculture Non State Actors Forum (ANSAF) - Members Profiles.


� Cooksey, B. and T. Kelsall 2010. The Investment and Business Environment for Export Horticulture in Northern�Tanzania, Draft 3, July 2010 onwards.





� The River Basin Management and Smallholder Irrigation Improvement Project (RBMSIIP), which supported rehabilitation of 15 smallholder irrigation schemes in the Pangani and Rufiji Basins; Second Additional Financing For The Agricultural Sector Development Project (ASDP), 2010.


� Supplementary benefits (reported at levels of 15%-25% under similar conditions) could be generated from rice as farmer groups implement value-addition by transforming their paddy into commercial rice: although these activities were reported, no detailed data related to those activities were available. 


� See details in Table A22.


� See also Box A6.


� ASDP Programme Document, Ch 4.


� Opportunities and Obstacles for Development is the standard tool for village level planning instituted by PMO-RALG.


� Replacing the former FASWOG (Food and Agriculture Sector Working group).


� ‘The Political Economy of Agricultural Policy in Africa, Tanzanian case study’ Poulton and Cooksey, 2010.


� Mission Interview with Perm Sec. P. Lyimo, Prime Minister’s Office.


�Inputs provision accounts for 60.5% of MDA expenditure and 48.4 % of total sector budget. The National Agricultural Inputs Voucher Scheme accounts for 1.5% of total government budget, 24% of total sector budget, and 61% of total MAFC budget. (See Rapid Budget Analysis for Annual Review 2010/11, Agriculture Sector, World Bank, November 2010, p.6).


� The ASDP website (�HYPERLINK "http://www.agriculture.go.tz/attached%20web%20pages/ASDP/index.html"�http://www.agriculture.go.tz/attached%20web%20pages/ASDP/index.html�) after 5 years is mostly out of date and sections that are still ‘under construction’. The document repository has only materials from 2006.


� 5th JIR Communication Report, August 2010, p.viii.


� See the NPS 2008/9 survey findings that estimate that over a quarter of farmers use radio for extension.


�A planning and budgeting software developed by PMO-RALG that links activities to MTEF codes. Planrep has been mainly used for planning and the reporting side has not been utilised as LGA finance still prefer to use EPICOR or other financial tools.


� DADP Quality Assessment Report 2010/2011.


� Annual Assessment of Minimum Conditions and Performance Measures for Local Councils under the LGDG System for FY 2010/11, PMO-RALG, May 2010.


� See average sharing of Investments between grants within regions in Table A8.


� Cause of Carry Over Funds among LGAs, ASDP Task Force, March 2011.


� M&E Report, 5th JIR, 2010.


� Detailed comments are given in a separate paper submitted to the M&E TWG by the mission.


� National Sample Census of Agriculture, 2007/8, Preliminary Report, NBS, November 2010.


� Tanzania National Panel Survey Report, Round 1, 2008-09, NBS, no date.


� LGMD2 is new version of the former LGMD system that was developed by PMO RALG as a single database to capture assets and activities for the key poverty sectors. LGMD has been abandoned by the other sectors.


� Agricultural Routine Data System (ARDS) National Roll-Out Plan, ASDP M&E TWG. 


� A former PS of Agriculture described ASDP as the ‘main pillar of the sector’ to the mission.


� See the JIRs 1 and 2, 2007.


� Several commentators ascribe these trends to underlying historic factors, relating to state policies around central planning and ‘villagisation’ in Tanzania, the slow emergence of a commercial farming class, and the influence of local and national authorities on access to land and trade opportunities.


� Mattee et. al. (2008). Performance of Extension Under ASDP. Report submitted to the Embassy of Ireland. August, 2008; and Mattee et. al. (2008). Progress Towards Achievement of ASDP Outputs and Outcomes. Report submitted to the DPP MAFC. November, 2008.  


� See design team composition in Table A11.


� Irrigation Capacity Assessment by Schram et al., 2007


� Out of the 132 LGAs only 32 have engineers, and 107 have irrigation technicians as of  March 2011 (Ramadhan M et al 2011).


� A total of 69 irrigation engineers and technicians were recruited during the ASDP period


� ASDP 2009 and ITWG 2010.


� ASDP annual review reports and verified during visits made to sample districts.


�Stories from the Field: Mobile Phone Usage and its Impact on People’s Lives in East Africa, M. Tomitsch et al. ICTD, 2010.


�A Comparison of computer-assisted personal interviewing (CAPI) and pen-and-paper interviewing (PAPI). Through a Randomized Field Experiment, Social Science Research Network, in Pemba, Caeyers B., et al, Nov 2010.


� Notwithstanding the increase in resources being provided to NBS under its Statistical Master Plan.


� The Public Finance Act and the LGA Acts ensured that the Accountant General could only send money to the LGAs, but not exert control and influence on its use, and could not supervise the reporting thereon.


� Other aspects of the Public Finance Act affecting PFM performance of LGAs included the external audit arrangements. With the old arrangement where the Comptroller and Auditor General (CAG)’s budget was not separately set by parliament and independently managed by the CAG, audit coverage of the LGAs was affected by low funds availability for especially field based reviews. Funds were occasionally availed late, meaning the audit work was done late, leading to delays in the receipt of the audit reports by the financiers.


� Ten Pillars of Kilimo Kwanza, Implementation Framework, 2009.


� See 5th JIR, Annex 1. 


� NEPAD/AU CCADP initiative will be implement in Tanzania within TAFSIP (Tanzania Agriculture and Food Security Investment Plan.


� A third initiative, USAID’s ‘Feed The Future’, is also relevant but for reasons of space is not analyzed here. This project also aims to reduce poverty and hunger through a focus on value chains, irrigation and rural roads, nutrition, policy reform, leadership, research and M&E. It will focus on areas of high potential adjacent to food insecure areas. Again in areas where it operates it needs to be aligned with ASDP and other initiatives.


� NEPAD’s CAADP represents a shared framework among African countries to accelerate growth of the agriculture sector, reduce poverty and food insecurity. The CAADP framework is intended to be complementary and add value to existing national agriculture strategies and programmes. 


� 2nd Draft TAFSIP summary document, CAADP Task Force, April 2011


� There are a number of countries (such as Ireland Denmark) where farmer’s networks are very strong. A twinning arrangement for example between the Irish Farmer's Association in Ireland and MVIWATA, involving exchanges and technical assistance, could help further develop strong farmer networks in Tanzania.


� Alston, et al., A Meta-Analysis of Rates of Return to Agricultural R&D:  International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI), 2000.


� E.g. the partnership with AFSP for enhanced R&D in more efficient and sustainable soil fertility management. 


� ASDP-JIR 5- Aide Memoire and Annexes.
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