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Tables

Table A1: BFSC Meeting attendance 2009-2010

	Date
	12/02/2009
	12/11/2009
	12/02/2010
	25/05/2010
	05/08/2010
	16/11/2010

	PS
	2
	1
	2
	3
	2
	1

	Director
	3
	4
	4
	4
	3
	6

	Dev. Ptnrs.
	8
	8
	7
	6
	6
	6

	MLFD
	3
	4
	3
	2
	1
	3

	MITM
	4
	3
	3
	3
	4
	2

	PMO RALG
	1
	3
	3
	
	1
	1

	MWI
	4
	1
	1
	3
	3
	1

	MLHHD
	1
	1
	1
	
	1
	1

	PoPC
	1
	
	1
	1
	
	1

	MNRT
	
	
	
	1
	
	

	MoFEA
	
	
	1
	
	1
	

	MAFC
	12
	9
	11
	8
	8
	14

	Consultants
	3
	2
	2
	2
	1
	2

	Total
	42
	36
	39
	29
	31
	34


Source: Mission estimates from BFSC meeting minutes

Table A2: Quality of DADPs: Annual Assessment

	Quality/Year
	2008/2009
	2009/2010
	2010/2011

	GOOD
	20%
	49%
	76%

	FAIR
	50%
	37%
	20%

	POOR
	29%
	14%
	4%


Source: 5th JIR, 2010

Table A3: Status of Carry Over of Funds as of 30th June 2010

	Expenditure %
	No of districts
	Carry over (TSh bill)
	% of total carry over

	90-100
	42
	1.0
	3.4

	70-89
	39
	4.1
	13.7

	50-69
	20
	6.3
	21.2

	1-49
	31
	18.2
	61.2

	Total
	132
	29.6
	100


Source:
Table A4: Suggested revisions to ASDP M&E Indicator Short-list

	Existing Indicators
	Frequency
	Data source
	Proposed changes by ASDP review mission

	Impact (IM)
	1.
Real GDP growth rate per annum [MKUKUTA]
	Annual
	NBS
	Ok

	
	2.
Headcount ratio in rural areas – basic needs poverty line [MKUKUTA]
	Periodical
	NBS (HBS)
	Ok

	
	3.
Value of agricultural exports
	Annual
	TRA
	Ok

	Outcome  (OC)
	1.
Food self-sufficiency ratio [MKUKUTA]
	Annual 
	MAFC
	Continue but check reliability. Does it include livestock products?

	
	2.
Production and productivity of crops and livestock. (maize, paddy, beef, milk)
	Periodical
	NBS (NSCA), 
	

	
	
	Annual
	MLFD/MAFC
	For subnational estimates, need to use ARDS

	
	3.
Proportion of smallholder households using improved technologies(seed, fertilizer , irrigation, improved dairy, erosion control and mechanization) [MKUKUTA 2]
	Annual
	NPS (NSCA)
	Annual survey needed

	
	4.
Flow of lending into the agricultural sector 
	Annual
	BOT
	Ok

	
	5.
Ratio of processed exported agricultural products to total exported agricultural products
	Annual
	TRA
	Ok 

	
	6.
Proportion of smallholder households participating in contracting production and out-growers schemes [MKUKUTA 2]
	Annual
	NPS / LGAs
	Annual survey needed

	
	7.
Proportion of LGAs that qualify to receive top-up and performance grants
	Annual
	PMO-RALG
	Adjust criteria to reward reform, PS and farmer involvement

	
	
	
	
	Merge into indicator 8

	
	
	Annual
	NPS (NSCA)
	Annual survey needed

This is an output not an outcome – it’s not a good proxy for adoption (as claimed) -  move down to OP

	
	8. % of population reporting satisfaction with basic services, (including older people ) [MKUKUTA 2]

	Annual
	PSDA
	Perception survey

	
	1.
Number of agricultural production infrastructure (dams, charcos, dips, oxen centres, vet clinics)
	Annual
	LGAs, MLDF
	ARDS and LGA Progress reports

	Output  (OP)
	2.
Number of agricultural marketing infrastructure and machinery (livestock markets, holding grounds, abattoir, slaughter house, slabs, hide sheds, pulperies, milling machines, oil extraction machine, feeder roads), 
	Annual
	LGAs
	Ditto

	
	3.
Percentage of farmers having visits from public or private extension staff
	Annual
	LGAs
	Ditto

	
	4.
No of farmer groups receiving DADP funds into bank accounts
	Annual
	LGAs
	Ditto

Drop SACCO indicator. More important to measure farmer empowerment through transfer of funds to their control in bank accounts

	
	5.


Value of taxes raised from agro- market activities
	Annual
	MIT (MAFC, MLFD)
	Replace

Proxy to show increase in agricultural trade

	
	6.


% of farmers using mobile pricing services
	Annual
	MITM / Cell phone companies
	Replace 



	
	7.
Number of policy decisions taken at ASDP Basket Fund Steering Committee meetings 
	Annual
	ASDP Secretariat
	Qualify to improve measure of effectiveness



	
	8.

	Annual
	Regions, ASLMs
	Drop – this is process

	
	8.
Proportion of female membership in different committees (DFT, WFT, Village FT)
	Annual
	LGAs
	Broaden to capture female involvement at different levels

	
	9. Number of research projects related to crops, livestock and marketing/ processing, conducted through ZARDEF that have partnership with LGA or Private Sector
	Annual
	MAFC

MLFD
	Qualify in order to reflect partnership and demand-driven

	
	Total 20 indicators
	
	
	


Table A5: Cultivars registered in Tanzania (2008) and released over 2006-11 period.

	Species
	Registered Varieties  up to 2008
	Varieties released from 2006 to 2011

	
	Total Private
	Trusts: TACRI
	Public sector
	total
	2006 /e
	2007 /e
	2009
	2010/11

	Maize 
	37 /a
	
	10
	47
	
	2
	3 (2 Tanseed)
	1 (Pioneer)

	Rice
	
	
	5
	5
	
	
	
	

	Wheat 
	
	
	5
	5
	1
	
	
	

	Barley 
	2 /b
	
	
	2
	
	
	
	

	Sorghum 
	
	
	2
	2
	
	
	
	

	Rice
	
	
	
	
	
	
	5 Nerica
	

	Beans
	
	
	8
	8
	1
	2
	
	

	Cowpea
	
	
	1
	1
	
	
	
	

	Pigeon pea
	
	
	2
	2
	
	
	
	

	Groundnut
	
	
	
	
	
	
	5
	

	Soyabean
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Chickpea
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	4

	Sesame
	
	
	1
	1
	1
	
	1
	

	Sunflower
	2 /c
	
	3
	5
	
	
	
	

	Sweet potatoes
	
	
	6
	6
	
	
	
	2

	Cassava
	
	
	5
	5
	
	
	8
	

	Coffee
	
	9
	
	9
	
	
	
	4 Rob + 1 Ara

	Tobacco
	3 /d
	
	
	3
	
	
	
	

	Cashew
	
	
	16
	16
	
	
	
	

	Sugarcane
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	

	Vegetables
	
	
	?
	?
	
	1
	
	5

	Grape
	
	
	2
	2
	
	2
	
	

	TOTAL
	44
	9
	66
	119
	3
	7
	24
	18


/a:Kenya Seed Co (9), Pannar (8), Monsanto (4), Western Seed Co (3), Pioneer (2), FICA (3) + Seed Co (5), others (3); /b: TZ breweries; /c Kenya Seed Co and Pannar; /d:TZ Leaf Co; /e: included in the 2008 Total. Source ARI.

Table A6: Training over 2006-2011 period (in number of individuals)

	
	PHD
	MSc
	Bach

	   Breeder
	7
	18
	

	   Pathologist/Entomology
	5
	5
	

	   Soil Scientist + Natural Resource Management
	7 + 1
	2 + 1
	

	   Agronomist/Agriculture
	1
	17
	6

	   Horticulture
	
	4
	

	   Post-harvest + Food sc.
	1
	1
	

	   Agri. Engineering
	1
	
	

	   Socio-economist
	8
	17
	

	   Res-Extension special.
	
	3
	6

	   Biotechnology
	1
	3
	

	   Bio-diversity + Environmental Management
	
	1 + 4
	

	   General Science
	
	
	25

	TOTAL
	31
	76
	37


Source: ARI 2011

Table A7: Agricultural research funding increased.

	 
	2005/06
	2006/07
	2008/09
	2009/10
	2010/11

	PRIVATE GOODS 
	
	
	160,827
	294,097
	337,208

	Crop development/inputs
	
	
	123,089
	252,979
	309,222

	incl. fertilizers
	
	
	59%
	35%
	39%

	PUBLIC GOODS
	
	
	192,364
	291,403
	301,669

	Research and training
	
	
	27,885
	49,745
	51,622

	
	
	
	14%
	17%
	17%

	TOTAL
	
	
	353,191
	585,501
	638,877

	% of total for research and training
	
	
	8%
	8%
	8%


Source: Adapted from PER World Bank 2011.        % of budgets being affected by research programme 

Table A8: Share of ASDP investments (%) over Grant types

	
	DADG (basic+ top-up)
	ACBG Base &

Top up
	EBG
	DIDF
	DASIP up to 09/10
	TOTAL (TSh million)
	Avg Investment TSh per HH/year

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	DADG
	CBG
	EBG

	ARUSHA
	50%
	32%
	18%
	0%
	0%
	8 173
	6,542 
	4225
	2415

	DAR ES SALAAM
	58%
	32%
	10%
	0%
	0%
	1 669
	12,075 
	6525
	2052

	DODOMA
	44%
	25%
	9%
	22%
	0%
	13 314
	6,582 
	3663
	1334

	IRINGA
	46%
	23%
	13%
	18%
	0%
	13 451
	5,633 
	2821
	1537

	KAGERA
	14%
	13%
	15%
	1%
	58%
	11 390
	1,133 
	1047
	1174

	KIGOMA
	29%
	15%
	15%
	0%
	42%
	8 290
	3,053 
	1547
	1560

	KILIMANJARO
	44%
	29%
	21%
	6%
	0%
	6 721
	3,459 
	2280
	1606

	LINDI
	58%
	31%
	10%
	0%
	0%
	9 492
	9,064 
	4884
	1538

	MANYARA
	50%
	32%
	17%
	1%
	0%
	8 786
	7,200 
	4527
	2439

	MARA
	13%
	14%
	13%
	6%
	54%
	9 950
	2,578 
	2771
	2495

	MBEYA
	53%
	27%
	13%
	7%
	0%
	12 675
	4,508 
	2318
	1065

	MOROGORO
	52%
	25%
	15%
	8%
	0%
	13 101
	6,835 
	3329
	1927

	MTWARA
	57%
	31%
	13%
	0%
	0%
	10 567
	6,523 
	3533
	1480

	MWANZA
	16%
	13%
	13%
	1%
	56%
	12 298
	1,443 
	1180
	1218

	PWANI
	48%
	27%
	10%
	16%
	0%
	11 300
	9,555 
	5317
	1972

	RUKWA
	59%
	26%
	10%
	5%
	0%
	12 663
	10,828 
	4844
	1821

	RUVUMA
	59%
	26%
	11%
	4%
	0%
	16 938
	13,156 
	5858
	2358

	SHINYANGA
	12%
	12%
	14%
	0%
	62%
	12 366
	995 
	1008
	1110

	SINGIDA
	54%
	31%
	15%
	0%
	0%
	8 421
	6,356 
	3670
	1735

	TABORA
	53%
	30%
	14%
	2%
	0%
	7 476
	4,245 
	2422
	1126

	TANGA
	48%
	30%
	16%
	5%
	0%
	10 407
	4,853 
	3010
	1625

	GRAND TOTAL
	43%
	24%
	13%
	6%
	14%
	219 672
	5,130 
	2888
	1579


Source: Adapted from ASDP Performance review 2011 (Annexes) 

Table A9: Inputs used by producers by regions across all crops

	 
	Inputs

	Crops
	Improved seed
	Irrigation
	Herbicide
	Fungicide
	Pesticide
	Fertilizer

	Dodoma
	17,00
	17,00
	
	
	
	27,74

	Arusha
	41,62
	29,53
	4,89
	12,11
	23,85
	56,57

	Kilimandjaro
	57,63
	19,39
	4,32
	8,27
	32,70
	71,78

	Tanga
	16,09
	9,09
	1,47
	4,86
	6,56
	23,45

	Morogoro
	17,61
	9,42
	6,89
	4,45
	7,16
	11,85

	Pwani
	18,61
	4,19
	2,89
	4,21
	5,26
	11,83

	Dar es Sa
	74,25
	10,25
	1,33
	9,22
	16,64
	35,81

	Mtwara
	
	
	
	32,14
	
	

	Ruvuma
	100,00
	100,00
	
	
	
	100,00

	Iringa
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mbeya
	25,35
	9,64
	1,71
	4,42
	9,75
	57,90

	Singida
	54,37
	45,01
	9,00
	9,00
	18,00
	51,92

	Rukwa
	50,75
	
	
	
	14,89
	

	Kigoma
	9,41
	6,72
	1,73
	3,07
	6,86
	24,39

	Shinyanga
	63,80
	7,81
	0,00
	5,45
	14,87
	37,81

	Kagera
	18,26
	3,06
	1,53
	2,04
	8,01
	20,48

	Mwanza
	43,70
	5,36
	3,81
	4,36
	19,66
	31,36

	Mara
	32,01
	3,75
	2,21
	4,46
	15,25
	26,69

	Manyara
	25,95
	20,76
	5,02
	6,14
	13,86
	63,07


Source: MAFC 2009

Table A10: Evolution of extension personnel 2008-10 (Source MAFC-Extension, 2011)

[image: image1.emf]Degree Diploma CertificateFemale Male HQ/DistrictWard

2008 7% 69% 24% 535 3379 1.2

2009 7% 69% 24% 22% 78% 727 3267 1.1

2010 9% 69% 23% 22% 78% 744 3326 1.2

Households: 7.1 million Farmers: 6.7 million

Wards: 2855 Villages: 12,227

Extensionists Location Extensionist 

/Ward


Table A11: Comparison of Existing and Allowable Composition of Study and Design Team 

	Minimum Expert Requirement/Team
	Average Number. of Available Experts
	Required Minimum Number of Experts per Design Team and Norm (based on the Consultant’s Experience)

	
	Zone
	District
	

	Team Leader
	1
	
	1

	Irrigation Engineer
	5 - 7
	0 - 1
	1 (30 – 60 days/ scheme)

	Irrigation Technician
	0 - 5
	0  - 3
	

	Hydrologist
	
	
	1(can work for 3 teams)

	Geologist/Geotechnical Expert
	0
	0
	1(can work for 3 teams)

	Agronomist
	2
	
	1

	Soils expert
	1
	
	1 (can work for 3 teams)

	Economist
	0 - 1
	
	1 (can work for 3 teams)

	Watershed Management Expert
	0
	
	1

	Environmentalist
	1
	
	1 (can work for 3 teams)

	Land Surveyors
	2
	
	2 (can work for 3 teams)

	Sociologist
	0 - 1
	
	1 (can work for 3 teams)


Data Source of the middle two columns: Interview by Evaluation Team

Table A12: Summary of Disbursement by Basket Partners 2006/7
 

	Development Partner
	Commitment for life of the Program
	Commitment for year 2006/7
	Amount Disbursed 2006/7
	Disbursement

	
	
	
	
	%

	Embassy of Ireland
	1
	1
	1.5
	150 

	IFAD
	36
	5.6
	0
	0 

	IDA
	90
	14.1
	8
	57 

	Embassy of Japan
	3
	1
	0.8
	80 

	EU
	8.5
	4.2
	9.4
	224 

	Danida
	5
	2.5
	0
	0 

	Total
	143.5
	28.4
	19.7
	69 


 
 
 
 
 

Table A13:  Summary of Disbursements by Basket Development Partners: 2006/07–2007/08 (US$ Million)

	Development Partner
	Commitment
	Revised Commitment


	Amount Disbursed


	Disbursement

%

	Embassy of Ireland
	1.0
	17.7
	10.4
	58

	IFAD
	36.0
	36.0
	13.8
	38

	IDA
	90.0
	90.0
	39.0
	43

	Embassy of Japan
	3.0
	3.0
	1.9
	63

	EU*
	8.5
	8.5
	9.4
	110

	AfDB
	60.0
	60.0
	12.0
	20

	Total
	198.5
	215.2
	86.5
	 40


   * EU pulled out of the Basket in 2007/08


(source ASR PER)

Table A14: Summary of Disbursement by Basket Partners 2009-10
 
 
 
 
	Development Partner
	Commitment for the year
	 
	Amount disbursed for the year
	Disbursement %

	WB
	37,159,000.00
	 
	32,331,190.00
	87

	IFAD
	26,372,000.00
	 
	26,372,000.00
	100

	JICA
	3,360,628.52
	 
	3,360,628.52
	100

	IRISH AID
	6,000,000.00
	 
	5,596,325.00
	93

	ADB
	23,742,420.00
	 
	23,742,420.00
	100

	 
	96,634,048.52
	 
	91,402,563.52
	94.59

	Source ASR PER 2010.
	 
	 
	{
	 


Table A15: Sources of finance of the agricultural sector development budget, 2010/11 (TShs million)

	 
	Amount
	% of total
	
	
	

	Foreign finance
	229,908
	84.5
	
	
	

	Basket fund
	137,03
	50.3
	
	
	

	World Bank/IDA
	83,522
	30.7
	
	
	

	DANIDA
	6,794
	2.5
	
	
	

	IFAD
	2,563
	0.9
	
	
	

	Local finance
	42,294
	15.5
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	272,203
	100.0
	
	
	

	Publication: Rapid Budget Analysis for Annual Review 2010/11 - Agriculture Sector - November 5, 2010 


	Table A16: Sector Budget Data 

	 
	 
	2006/7
	2007/8
	2008/9
	2009/10
	Total

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

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

	Proportion of ASDP to overall sector budget
	%
	73
	68
	61
	53
	61

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

	Total ASDP LGA Budget
	 
	18,717
	63,477
	63,768
	88,552
	234,514

	Proportion of LGA budget to overall ASDP Development Budget
	%
	50
	73
	65
	65
	65

	Agriculture expenditure as a % of total expenditure
	%
	4.6
	5
	6.6
	5.9
	 


Source: World Bank, Agricultural sector PER 2010.
Table A17: Status of Carry-over Funds, June 30, 2010 
 
	Proportion Spent (%)

 
	% of Districts


	Amount carried

over (TShs)

	90-100
	32
	1,009,342,038

	70-89
	30
	4,057,936,896

	50-69
	15
	6,258,144,063

	49 and less
	23
	18,245,683,386

	Total
	100
	29,571,106,383


Source ASR Carry-over Funds Study 2010
Table A18: Status of DP Commitments and Disbursements up to year 2009/10
 

	DPs (in $US)
	DP commitment 2006/07
	Current DP commitment as at 2009/10
	Disbursed 2006/07
	Disbursed 2007/8
	Disbursed 2008/09
	Disbursed 2009/10
	Total Disbursement to 2009/10

	WB
	90,000,000
	155,000,000
	8,053,000
	26,691,000
	18,105,000
	32,331,190
	85,180,190

	IFAD
	36,000,000
	92,000,000
	-
	13,897,000
	7,242,000
	26,372,000
	47,511,000

	EU
	8,500,000
	9,398,000
	9,398,000
	-
	-
	-
	9,398,000

	IRISH AID
	1,000,000
	25,000,000
	1,535,000
	5,342,000
	6,865,440
	5,596,325
	19,338,765

	Japan
	3,000,000
	 
	752,000
	1,248,000
	3,026,209
	3,360,629
	8,386,838

	Danida
	5,000,000
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0

	ADB
	 
	60,000,000
	-
	11,974,960
	20,866,368
	23,742,420
	56,583,748

	Total (US $)
	143,500,000
	341,398,000
	19,738,000
	59,152,960
	56,105,017
	91,402,564
	226,398,541

	Total (TShs 000)
	169,355,000
	443,817,400
	25,659,400
	76,898,848
	72,936,521
	110,366,163
	285,860,933


 Source ASR PER 2010.

Table A19: Farm Models - 1 Ha -ERR and NPV

	CROPPING PATTERN
	IRR
	NPV (US $)
	Break-even Year
	Minimum Yield level

	1 HA RICE NEW
	
	 
	 
	 

	1,000 US$/HA
	75%
	$10.280 
	                       3 
	2,6

	3,000 US$/HA
	29%
	$10.673 
	                       5 
	3,0

	7,500 US$/HA
	12%
	$8.736 
	                       9 
	4,0

	1 HA RICE REHABILITATED
	
	 
	 
	 

	1,000 US$/HA
	46%
	$6.727 
	                       4 
	3,1

	3,000 US$/HA
	18%
	$6.366 
	                       7 
	3,6

	7,500 US$/HA
	5%
	$3.622 
	                     11 
	4,6

	0,5 HA MAIZE - 0,5 HA BEANS NEW
	
	 
	 
	Beans (alone)

	1,000 US$/HA
	18%
	$2.075 
	                       7 
	0,8

	3,000 US$/HA
	3%
	$728 
	                     13 
	1,2

	7,500 US$/HA
	-6%
	($3.073)
	 n/a 
	2,0

	0,5 HA MAIZE - 0,5 HA BEANS REHABILITATED
	 
	 
	 

	1,000 US$/HA
	16%
	$1.818 
	                       7 
	3,90-0,85

	3,000 US$/HA
	2%
	$416 
	                     14 
	4,2-1,25

	7,500 US$/HA
	-7%
	($3.443)
	 n/a 
	4,6-2,00

	1 HA MAIZE NEW
	
	 
	 
	 

	1,000 US$/HA
	13%
	$1.429 
	                       8 
	4,0

	3,000 US$/HA
	0%
	($55)
	n/a
	5,2

	7,500 US$/HA
	-8%
	($4.003)
	n/a
	7,5

	1 HA MAIZE REHABILITATED
	
	 
	 
	 

	1,000 US$/HA
	10%
	$1.025 
	                     14 
	4,1

	3,000 US$/HA
	-2%
	($545)
	n/a
	5,4

	7,500 US$/HA
	-10%
	($4.585)
	n/a
	7,6

	VEGETABLES (tomato) NEW scheme
	
	 
	 
	 

	1,000 US$/HA
	46%
	$7.285 
	                       4 
	11,6

	3,000 US$/HA
	19%
	$7.043 
	                       7 
	13,0

	7,500 US$/HA
	6%
	$4.426 
	                     11 
	15,5

	VEGETABLES (tomato) rehab scheme
	
	 
	 
	 

	1,000 US$/HA
	26%
	$4.122 
	                       6 
	13,0

	3,000 US$/HA
	10%
	$3.209 
	                       9 
	14,3

	7,500 US$/HA
	0%
	($127)
	 n/a 
	16,7

	MAIZE/BEANS/TOMATO NEW SCHEME
	 
	 
	 

	1,000 US$/HA
	25%
	$3.216 
	                       6 
	 

	3,000 US$/HA
	7%
	$2.111 
	                     10 
	 

	7,500 US$/HA
	-3%
	($1.431)
	 n/a 
	 

	MAIZE/BEANS/TOMATO REHAB SCHEME
	 
	 
	 

	1,000 US$/HA
	18%
	$2.196 
	                       7 
	 

	3,000 US$/HA
	3%
	$874 
	                     13 
	 

	7,500 US$/HA
	-5%
	($2.900)
	 n/a 
	 


Table A20: Crop mixes - IRR and NPV



	CROP MIXES AT 1,000 US$/HA
	IRR
	NVP/USD

	NEW
	
	

	0.5 HA MAIZE - 0.5 HA BEANS
	18%
	$2.075 

	0.5 HA RICE - 0.5 HA VEGETABLES
	60%
	$8.783 

	0.5 HA MAIZE - 0.5 HA VEGETABLES
	29%
	$4.357 

	0.5 MAIZE - 0.25 BEANS - 0.25 VEGETABLES
	25%
	$3.216 

	Average
	33%
	$4.608 

	REHABILITATED
	
	

	0.5 HA MAIZE - 0.5 HA BEANS
	16%
	$1.818 

	0.5 HA RICE - 0.5 HA VEGETABLES
	36%
	$5.424 

	0.5 HA MAIZE - 0.5 HA VEGETABLES
	18%
	$2.574 

	0.5 MAIZE - 0.25 BEANS - 0.25 VEGETABLES
	18%
	$2.196 

	Average
	22%
	$3.003 

	CROP MIXES AT 3,000 US$/HA

	NEW
	
	

	0.5 HA MAIZE - 0.5 HA BEANS
	16%
	$2.075 

	0.5 HA RICE - 0.5 HA VEGETABLES
	24%
	$8.858 

	0.5 HA MAIZE - 0.5 HA VEGETABLES
	9%
	$3.494 

	0.5 MAIZE - 0.25 BEANS - 0.25 VEGETABLES
	7%
	$2.111 

	Average
	14%
	$4.135 

	REHABILITATED
	
	

	0.5 HA MAIZE - 0.5 HA BEANS
	2%
	$416 

	0.5 HA RICE - 0.5 HA VEGETABLES
	14%
	$4.787 

	0.5 HA MAIZE - 0.5 HA VEGETABLES
	4%
	$1.332 

	0.5 MAIZE - 0.25 BEANS - 0.25 VEGETABLES
	3%
	$874 

	Average
	6%
	$1.852 

	CROP MIXES AT 7,500 US$/HA

	NEW
	
	

	0.5 HA MAIZE - 0.5 HA BEANS
	-6%
	($3.073)

	0.5 HA RICE - 0.5 HA VEGETABLES
	9%
	$6.581 

	0.5 HA MAIZE - 0.5 HA VEGETABLES
	-1%
	$211 

	0.5 MAIZE - 0.25 BEANS - 0.25 VEGETABLES
	-3%
	($1.431)

	Average
	0%
	$572 

	REHABILITATED
	
	

	0.5 HA MAIZE - 0.5 HA BEANS
	-7%
	($3.443)

	0.5 HA RICE - 0.5 HA VEGETABLES
	3%
	$1.747 

	0.5 HA MAIZE - 0.5 HA VEGETABLES
	-5%
	($2.356)

	0.5 MAIZE - 0.25 BEANS - 0.25 VEGETABLES
	-5%
	($2.900)

	Average
	-4%
	($1.738)


Table A21:  Farm Models - 1 HA - IRR and NPV

	Crop combinations/1 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%
	($545)
	-10%
	($4,585)

	Vegetables (tomato) new scheme
	46%
	$7,285 
	10%
	$7,043 
	6%
	$4,426 

	Vegetables (tomato) rehab scheme
	26%
	$4,122 
	46%
	$3,208
	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)


Table A22:  Sensitivity analysis






	 
	Invest.

Level $
	BASE
	Price
	Costs
	Cost and prices
	Delay

	Models / ha. year
	
	IRR
	NPV $
	+10%
	+20%
	-10%
	-20%
	+10%
	+20%
	-10%
	-20%
	+10%
	+20%
	-10%
	-20%
	1year
	2 years

	Rice New
	1000
	75%
	 $10,280 
	164%
	236%
	86%
	62%
	100%
	85%
	140%
	167%
	137%
	160%
	101%
	86%
	66%
	51%

	 
	3000
	29%
	 $10,673 
	43%
	50%
	28%
	22%
	32%
	29%
	39%
	43%
	39%
	42%
	32%
	28%
	29%
	24%

	 
	7500
	12%
	 $8,736 
	17%
	20%
	10%
	7%
	12%
	10%
	15%
	17%
	15%
	17%
	12%
	10%
	12%
	10%

	Rice rehabilitation
	1000
	46%
	 $6,727 
	64%
	76%
	44%
	35%
	48%
	44%
	59%
	65%
	58%
	63%
	48%
	43%
	43%
	37%

	 
	3000
	18%
	 $6,366 
	24%
	28%
	16%
	12%
	18%
	17%
	22%
	24%
	22%
	24%
	18%
	16%
	18%
	17%

	 
	7500
	5%
	 $3,622 
	8%
	11%
	4%
	1%
	5%
	4%
	7%
	8%
	7%
	9%
	5%
	3%
	5%
	5%

	Maize/Beans 50/50 New

 
	1000
	18%
	 $2,075 
	32%
	41%
	15%
	7%
	17%
	11%
	30%
	37%
	25%
	26%
	21%
	19%
	21%
	18%

	
	3000
	3%
	 $1,115 
	9%
	12%
	0%
	-5%
	1%
	-2%
	8%
	11%
	5%
	6%
	3%
	2%
	4%
	3%

	
	7500
	-6%
	 $(3,073)
	-2%
	0%
	-8%
	-13%
	-8%
	-10%
	-3%
	-1%
	-5%
	-4%
	-6%
	-7%
	-5%
	-6%

	Maize/Beans 50/50 Rehabilitation


	1000
	21%
	 $2,112 
	27%
	33%
	15%
	8%
	16%
	12%
	25%
	29%
	22%
	24%
	19%
	17%
	19%
	16%

	
	3000
	3%
	 $772 
	6%
	9%
	0%
	-4%
	1%
	-1%
	5%
	7%
	4%
	5%
	2%
	1%
	3%
	2%

	
	7500
	-6%
	 $(3,021)
	-4%
	-2%
	-9%
	-12%
	-8%
	-10%
	-5%
	-3%
	-5%
	-5%
	-7%
	-8%
	-6%
	-7%

	Maize new
	1000
	17%
	 $1,661 
	24%
	32%
	9%
	0%
	11%
	5%
	22%
	28%
	18%
	20%
	15%
	13%
	15%
	13%

	 
	3000
	1%
	 $226 
	5%
	9%
	-4%
	-9%
	-2%
	-6%
	4%
	7%
	2%
	3%
	0%
	-2%
	1%
	0%

	 
	7500
	-8%
	 $(3,670)
	-5%
	-2%
	-11%
	-16%
	-10%
	-13%
	-6%
	-4%
	-7%
	-6%
	-9%
	-10%
	-8%
	-8%

	Maize Rehabilitation
	1000
	12%
	 $1,216 
	17%
	22%
	7%
	2%
	9%
	6%
	16%
	19%
	14%
	16%
	11%
	9%
	11%
	10%

	 
	3000
	-1%
	 $(314)
	1%
	4%
	-5%
	-9%
	-3%
	-6%
	0%
	2%
	0%
	1%
	-3%
	-4%
	-2%
	-2%

	 
	7500
	-10%
	 $(4,311)
	-7%
	-6%
	-12%
	-15%
	-11%
	-13%
	-8%
	-7%
	-9%
	-8%
	-10%
	-11%
	-10%
	-10%

	Vegetables new
	1000
	118%
	 $11,313 
	174%
	274%
	81%
	54%
	94%
	75%
	148%
	190%
	137%
	160%
	101%
	86%
	69%
	53%

	 
	3000
	37%
	 $11,925 
	46%
	56%
	28%
	20%
	32%
	27%
	42%
	47%
	40%
	44%
	33%
	29%
	30%
	26%

	 
	7500
	14%
	 $10,223 
	19%
	23%
	10%
	5%
	12%
	10%
	17%
	19%
	16%
	18%
	12%
	10%
	13%
	11%

	Vegetable Rehabilitation

 
	1000
	59%
	 $7,667 
	77%
	99%
	44%
	30%
	49%
	40%
	70%
	84%
	64%
	70%
	53%
	48%
	48%
	41%

	
	3000
	23%
	 $7,505 
	28%
	34%
	17%
	11%
	19%
	15%
	26%
	30%
	25%
	27%
	20%
	18%
	21%
	19%

	
	7500
	7%
	 $4,975 
	11%
	14%
	4%
	0%
	5%
	3%
	9%
	11%
	9%
	10%
	6%
	4%
	7%
	6%

	Maize/Bean/vegetable new

 
	1000
	40%
	 $4,441 
	53%
	68%
	29%
	18%
	32%
	25%
	49%
	59%
	44%
	47%
	36%
	33%
	33%
	28%

	
	3000
	13%
	 $3,595 
	18%
	22%
	8%
	2%
	10%
	6%
	16%
	19%
	14%
	16%
	11%
	9%
	11%
	10%

	
	7500
	1%
	 $332 
	4%
	6%
	-3%
	-7%
	-1%
	-4%
	3%
	4%
	2%
	3%
	-1%
	-2%
	0%
	0%

	Maize/Bean/vegetable rehabilitation

 
	1000
	29%
	 $3,276 
	37%
	45%
	21%
	14%
	24%
	19%
	34%
	40%
	31%
	34%
	26%
	23%
	26%
	23%

	
	3000
	8%
	 $2,183 
	12%
	15%
	4%
	0%
	6%
	3%
	10%
	13%
	9%
	11%
	7%
	5%
	7%
	6%

	
	7500
	-2%
	 $(1,345)
	0%
	2%
	-5%
	-8%
	-4%
	-6%
	-1%
	1%
	-2%
	-1%
	-4%
	-5%
	-3%
	-3%


Figures

Figure A1: Increase of production, area and productivity for six selected key crops (maize, paddy, sunflower, groundnuts, peas and beans. 
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Source FAOSTAT 2009 
Source: URT (2009, Table 1). National Rice development Strategy. Final Draft. May 2009. 
Figure A2: ZARDEF thematic share of research projects 2008/2010

[image: image3.png]ZARDEF: thematic share of projects (%)

Economics/
Marketing
%

/ Farming/ Cropping
Animal Health systems
10% 19

Animal husbandry

Breeding/ Selection/
Seed
16!

Crop protection
Mechanization
3%

Post-harvest - Food
5%

Extension/ farmer
training




[image: image4.jpg]100

80

60

40

20

87

73

39

200809

=Crop mLivestock

2003/10





Source: MAFC-DRD, 2011
Figure A3: Evolution of Agricultural Research personnel  from 2006 to 2010
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Source: MAFC-DRD, 2011
Figure A4[image: image11.emf]: Funding sources and distribution of Agricultural Research DRD (Tanzania 2001-08)
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Source: ASTI Country note October 2010 

Figure A5: Farmer Field Schools (FFS) – 2007-2010
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Source: Compiled from MAFC, 2011 (Extension service data)

Figure A6: Main thematic area of Farmer Field Schools (FFS)
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Source: MAFC-Extension, 2011

Figure A7:  ASDP Funds Flow - Pictorial
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Boxes

Box A1: ASDP Review Mission Comments on M&E Performance Report, Feb 2011, Draft 5

General

1. The report would benefit from a better summary at the beginning of the main report (or else move and elaborate Ch 5 to the front). The summary needs to elaborate more on the results by saying how the changes fit with ASDP and Mkukuta targets, and describing the implications of the results for ASDP in the years ahead.  Top decision makers will not go through all the detailed findings.

2. Though the report says the M&E indicators focuses on results not processes, there are several indicators that are process – OP7,8,9. Perhaps these can be improved.

3. There is almost a complete lack of gender (women and youth) disaggregation (only for ext training, SACCOs and members of committee) – this is worrying. NSCA should have results here, if not LGAs – NSCA will do gender report.

4. Greater reference to statistical confidence is needed where indicators are based on survey estimates. The reader needs to know if small changes are significant. 

5. The summary table on p.iii and iv needs careful revision. The numbering shows some indicators are missing e.g. IM2, OC7, and OP1-4.

6. The wording should be consistent with the latest M&E framework document and the Table  1 on p.2

7. Graphs – in black and white it is hard to see the different data in the colour bars – I suggest you use different hash / dot patterns.

8. Perhaps rename the Summary Table as the ASDP Headline Results or ASDP Dashboard

9. Indicator choices: the current list could be improved now that ASDP has evolved. Also how does the ASDP indicator list fit with the Mkukuta agricultural data set?  It would seem important to align the two as far as possible.  ‘PAF’ is only indicated for two indicators, but several others in the M&E list are in Mkukuta (Cluster 1, Goal 3, 4, 5; and Cluster 3) 

10. There is real need for annual data on farmers’ access to, use of and satisfaction with agricultural services. The gaps in the table are because the only source for this has been the NSCA. This was the idea behind the Rapid Agricultural Services Survey (RASS) proposed in 2003. The National Panel Survey may cover some of these questions, but its sample is not appropriate for agriculture as it can only give one estimate for rural Tanzania. A discussion with NBS could lead to an adjustment here
. As it stands the estimates produced by the NPS in the 08/9 report for many agricultural indicators are weak. 

11. The surveys (NSCA and NPS) present different estimates for the same indicators, and the data set for NSCA is not available yet, while the NPS data can be downloaded from the NBS web site. Obtaining these for analysis by the TWG is a priority. 

12. The level of returns from LGAs is very good (129 out of 132), though data quality varies. The role of the regions is critical here in helping to improve quality. Annex 1 is omitted – why is this? The data would be useful, can they be shown in a separate volume or online? 

Detailed indicator comments

13. IM2 – can you use the NPS headcount estimate?  This is given in terms of food poverty and basic needs poverty?

14. OC2 – the maize and rice figures are problematic from the NSCA. NBS need to re-confirm these figures as the huge increases do not fit with either MAFC or NPS.  In the future, the RDS should capture this information annually. I would not think the NPS can do this reliably given its sample size. For yields, the climatic/rainfall effect needs to be ‘extracted’ on the basis of time series (2002/03 and 07/08 is comparing a bad to a good year): a presentation by main agro-ecological zones could be useful. 

15. OC2e and f – the report doesn’t explain why MLFD annual data is used and not NSCA. Is the MLFD more reliable than MAFC routine data?   I note the Mkukuta Implementation Report 2010 uses MAFC production figures. Why is productivity not considered for livestock, as for crops?

16. OC3 – this is an important set of indicators that must have annual estimates – from a panel survey if reliably done.  For example NSCA 07/8 gives 24% using improved seed but the NPS 08/9 gives 19%.  [We need to see the standard error of these estimates to know how accurate they are – can NBS be asked to provide?]. 

a. Irrigation – the different rainfall between 02/3 and 07/8 could not really explain the low change in % farmers using irrigation. The steady growth in irrigated area shown in OC3f indicates that use ought to have gone up.  Moreover a change from 8 to 7% may not be statistically significant – the NSCA should provide the standard errors.

b. The number of farmers cropping (or area cropped) under irrigation in: (a) the rainy season; and (b) the dry season may be another approach 

c. The growth in dairy practice should be checked with the dairy association  (TAMPRODA)?

d. OC3f: number of farmers practicing conservation agriculture/farming would also be useful.

17. OC5 will also move to an annual figure with improvements in the RDS / NPS. The NPS gives different estimates to NSCA – esp. for tractor, ox planter. 

18. OC7 – it would good to show an annual trend for contracts and out-growers, even for just those LGAs that reported.

19. OC8 – it would seem this indicator is becoming redundant as nearly all LGAs qualify. 

20. OC9 – our review plans to propose new criteria for the bonus (for ASDP2), to make it a more rigorous measure.

21. OC10 – for crops, the visit % of 60% actually is close to the NPS estimate of 59%. The livestock figure of 90% from NSCA seems surely wrong? 

22. OP1c – again its puzzling why MLFD data are used rather than LGA data, since the latter are used for all other assets.

23.  OP2 – needs a summary, as there is a lot of different information in the section. The feeder roads data would be better if shown in a graph?  Roads not from DALDO office

24. OP3 – I wouldn’t agree that the indicator is a proxy for farmer adoption. Also as the report states, the LGAs gave unclear info. 

25. OP4: number of active farmer groups, FFS could be useful.

26. OP5 and OP6 – these are too supply-driven for a result indicator. On OP6 would it be possible to measure farmer access to price data by survey or by asking phone companies for traffic on mobile price services?

27. OP7 – seems not to be very useful now. Ought to modify to reflect effectiveness of the Committee. 

28. OP9: why only this committee? District facilitation team, ZARDEF technical and steering Committee are other options

29. OP10 – the only research indicator – it would be perhaps better to qualify it by whether partners in the research include from private sector and from LGAs. Number of ZARDEF projects led by non-ARI researcher (private, NGO, etc.) would also be a useful indicator. For research: another output could be number of new varieties registered.

Box A2: National Crop Research Priorities (Source DRD)



Box A3: MVIWATA Support to Finance the Participation of Small Scale Farmers in ASDP


Box A4: TAHA Project to Support Small-Holder Horticulture Producers to Improve Their Market Competitiveness

Box A5: Flow of Funds Description


Box A6: Returns from irrigation and non-irrigation investments

IRRIGATION INVESTMENTS

High increases in yields of different crops have been registered as a consequence of irrigation investments. For example, the rehabilitation of Lawate irrigation scheme (Siha District, Kilimanjaro Zone) has resulted in the increase of the yield of maize from 2 tons/ha to 5 tons/ha (the yield of maize according to the 2007/08 NSCA census was 1.3 tons/ha), of tomatoes from 10 tons/ha to 30 tons/ha, for beans from 0.3 tons/ha to 0.8 tons/ha, for bananas from 15 tons/ha to 35 tons/ha, for coffee from 0.166 tons/ha to 2.7 tons/ha. Similar yield increases for maize, tomatoes and beans were registered at the rehabilitated Namwai irrigation scheme (Siha District, Kilimanjaro Zone) which is drip/sprinkler/gravity irrigation. In addition at Namwai the yield of potatoes increased from 1.5 tons/ha to 4 tons/ha and  of carrots from 4 tons/ha to 7.5 tons/ha. At Igomaa scheme (Mufindi District, Mbeya Zone), the rehabilitation of the scheme has resulted in an increase of the yield of maize from 1.5 tons/ha to 3.5 tons/ha and paddy and tomatoes, which were not previously grown, have a yield of respectively 3.5 tons/ha (the yield of paddy according to the 2007/08 census was 1.6 tons/ha) and 15 tons/ha, the yield of beans increased from 0.25 tons/ha to 1 ton/ha.  
The projects which concentrate on cash crops generate significant income increases for farmers due to the intrinsic increase in market value. For example, in the Tundugwe scheme in Kongwa District of the Central Zone, where ASDP contributed through the rehabilitation of an irrigation scheme with the rehabilitation of the head-works and the lining of the main canal, a farmer who decided to concentrate his production exclusively on cabbages with 3 crops per year, found that following the rehabilitation the yield of the cabbage increased from 1,000-2,000 cabbages per acre to 10,000 cabbages per acre. Sales price of cabbage 500 TShs per cabbage. On 0.25 acre he planted 2,000 cabbages. Most farmers grow cabbages twice per year and the average price for a cabbage is 300 TShs. The reported cost per acre was 346,000 TShs in total (Land preparation 40000 TSh, Seeds 32,000 TShs, Nursery preparation 20,000 TShs,  Farm yard manure 40,000 TShs, Weeding 20,000 TShs, Pesticides or fungicides 12,000 TShs, Harvesting 32,000 TShs, Transport 100,000 TShs, Storage 50,000 TShs).
Example of Grape Block Farm, Chilangali II, Chamwino District, Central Zone. also for SACCOS-AMCOS. The price of the grapes is 1,000 TSH/kg, average 7.5 T/acre for 2 seasons. Declared costs were 1 million x acre x year. 

NON-IRRIGATION INVESTMENTS

64,469 FFS have been established and 774,156 farmers trained. Recorded results are:

· The price of banana bunches increased from 3,000 to 15,000  TShs (Tabora DC);

· Rice yields have increased from 2.5 to 6.0 ton/ha due to the use of improved  rice variety (SARO) and management practices (Morogoro DC). At a price  per ton of 600,000 TShs, this increase represents an increase in the value of  production from 1,500,000 TSh/ha to 3,600,000;

· Maize productivity has increased from 1.5 to 3.8 ton/ha (Arusha). At a price per ton of 250,000 TShs, this increase represents an increase in the value of production from 375,000 TShs to 950,000 TShs;

· More than double of both the output of cotton from 450kg/ha to 1200 kg/ha, and net profit of 216,00/ha TShs  to 540,00/ha TShs under improved practices as compared to the traditional practice (Kahama DC).

41 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 5285 cockerels aimed at enhancing livestock production potential to increase productivity. Recorded results are:

· 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 as being in the Mainland 400 TShs in the wet season and 451 TShs in the dry season, the corresponding value of this increase would therefore be 5,400 TShs and 6,088 TShs  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 800,000 TShs to 1,900,000 TShs per in-calf heifer. As a comparison, average price reported in Tabora for cattle 150,000-200,000 TShs;

· Increase of egg size and body weight resulted in an increase in household income by selling of chicken from 20, 000 TShs up to 200,000 TShs per year;

· Cross-breeding between egg production from 40 to 60 eggs per hen per year (50% increase) and improved the average weight of local chicken from 1.5 to 2.5kg local (67% increase) chicken and improved cockerels has increased;

· Income for livestock keepers increased because of selling improved cattle which attain an average live weight of 190kgs in 3 years as compared to local breed with 150kgs in 5 years. An approximately 30% greater increase in live weight in about 60% of the time has resulted in significant income increases.
Practices favourable to the environment are beneficial to household incomes both in the short term and in terms of sustainability. The advantage is in the use of low cost inputs and the avoidance of negative impact on incomes due to excessive exploitation of natural resources. This is particularly important given the negative consequences of exacerbation of climate change effects on the environment. Recorded results are:

The adoption of the use of livestock manure from zero grazing system in Kinenulo village, led to increased maize production  from an average of 0.6 tons/ha to 1.7ton/ha. Forestry activities at community level could also be encouraged for improvement in soil conservation.

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 can be particularly beneficial.  Recorded results are:

The establishment under ASDP of 9 fish farming ponds is significant and could be further developed. In addition, forestry activities could make an important contribution.

194 charco dams have been constructed and 78 rehabilitated. 80 water shallow wells have been established. Recorded results are:

Significant improvement in the availability of water for livestock and reduction of the distance that the livestock keepers have to walk in search for water. The reduction in Sengerema District in the time for search for water from 2-3 hours to about 30 minutes throughout the year enables the community to engage in other productive and income generating activities.

Milk collection centres Recorded results are:

The list in Table 1 in Annex 4 shows successful milk collection centre investments in which 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 big losses due to the lack of facilities which would increase the life shelf of milk. An average investment of 22,627,172 TShs generated an average increase in incomes of 43%.
Dip tanks According to DADPs monitoring report, the LGAs have constructed 271 and rehabilitated 187 dip tanks through DADPs implementation. As a consequence the number of livestock tick related diseases were reduced. As a result, number of livestock tick related disease deaths were reduced. Recorded results are:

· In Bukoba DC at Katerero,  Gera, Kashalu, Nyakato, Rubafu, Igombe and  Katare villages the cattle mortality rate due to tick borne decreased from 10% (2006) to 6% (2009);

· In Manyara, Simanjiro DC, animal health improved and animal deaths were reduced by 50% from 5,600 to  2,790 annually.

·  Similarly, in Tarime district at Pemba, Nyakonga, Nyamwaga, and Kiterere, Kiyongera and Kitawasi villages the cattle mortality rate due to tick borne disease has been reduced from 70 to 30 per month after the construction of 4 dips and rehabilitation of 2 dip tanks. 

· The list  in Table 2 in Annex 4 shows successful dip tanks investments in which increases in animal productivity and incomes of livestock holders were recorded. An average investment of 16,322,630 TShs generated an average increase in incomes of 16%. Households contributed to 20% of costs.

· Table 3 in Annex 4 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 51,600 TShs for each unit of cattle and 10,320 TShs for each unit of goat. Since 31,651 of cattle and 2,020 of goats have been reached by this selection of dip tanks, it can be derived that for 10 dip tanks the benefit was 1,633 billion TShs for cattle and 20,846,400 TShs for goats. The average cost of these dipping tanks was 20.4 million TShs approximately.  The relation between the costs and the generated benefits provides a significant result.

Veterinary clinics Recorded results are:

Table 4 in the Annex 4 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 has been 22.2%. Taking average prices in Tabora in 2010/2011 as an example, cattle (150,000 – 250,000 TShs) and goat (30,000 – 50,000 TShs),  a 22,2% reduction in mortality would represent a benefit of 44,400 TShs for each unit of cattle and 8,880 TShs for each unit of goat. 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 113.75 million TSh for cattle and 577,200 TShs for goats. The average cost of these veterinary clinics is approximately 11.5 million TShs. The relation 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 from use of hand hoe to power tiller which enable them to cultivate 2-2.5 acres compared to hand hoe only 0.25 acre per day, per man was cultivated. The use of the power tiller for carrying inputs or produces in large quantity is also considered. Cultivated area expanded from 0.5-1 acre to 2-4 acres for each group Member. This has 
produced income generation since the group is now earning TShs 10,000 each month after removing operational costs while previously their own contribution enabled them to collect only 6,500 TShs per month.



Animal draught 105 Oxen training centers have been established. Recorded results are increases in the cultivated land area and in the time efficiency of production:
· Areas cultivated by use of oxen increased from zero in 2005/2006 to 40 ha by 2006/2000 (Kilwa DC). 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 250,000 TShs, this increase represents an increase in the value of production from 150,000 TShs up to 750,000 TShs;

Table 5 in Annex 4 provides information on benefits from 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 is 15.4 million TShs. Taking the yield for paddy as 1.6 ton/ha in 2007/2008 and the yield of maize as 1.3 ton/ha, 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 600,000 TShs/ton for paddy and 250,000 TShs/ton for maize, this represents an incremental value of 960,000 TShs/ton for paddy and 550,000 TShs/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 ware house receipt system to add value for money for their products and sales increased from 2,500 to 5,000 TShs per 18kg 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:
Produce cost at crop markets has been increased by 25-35%.  Moreover, the villages have a privilege to have a revenue from crops products for example, in Bugombe village (Misenyi DC) district collected 368,000 TShs in 2009 from horticultural crops.

Processing 1,852 various processing machines have been procured. Processing has positive effects on value added and increased shelf life for agricultural produce. Recorded results are:

· In Mbinga, the Utiri pulpery unit cost 18 million TShs and benefited 2,100 households, who contributed 20% of the cost. The result was that the price of coffee increased from 1200 TShs/Kg before project to 4000 TShs/kg after completion of the project

·  In Kitanda village, the price of processed coffee has increased to 2,288 TShs/kg in 2008/09 due to improvement of quality of coffee through the use of a central pulpery, compared to 1, 667 TShs/kg at household level processing (Ruvuma, Mbinga DC). This represents a 37% increase;

· Household income increased from 1,560,000 TShs of selling raw simsim seeds to 3,240,000 TShs of selling extracted simsim oil (Lindi, Lindi DC). This represents a 108% increase;

· Increased cultivated  acreages from 1- 2/household, production 2.5-4.5 tons, 
increased income by selling processed cassava, chips 500 TShs, 1000 TShs flour while unprocessed is 200 TShs.  It is a five-fold increase from unprocessed to flour. Cassava is now used in different ways, the time for processing of flour has decreased from 4hrs 
against 2 wks without machine, so that it may be more effectively stored for future use / food security (Pwani, Mkuranga DC); 

· Introduction of coffee hullers in Muleba district has lead to an increase in the value of coffee hence raising price from 1,800 to 2,500 TShs per kg. This represents an increase of approximately 40%.  KILI-CAFÉ helped in getting established 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 include training on quality coffee production; 
provision to the association of quality processing units and searching for export  markets, the association’s sales grew from a low of 569,859 kgs in 2002/03 (with no exports made by the association   - only sold at local auction market), 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 done on the export market, and the rest at local auctions. Total Revenue received from the association’s coffee sales jumped from US $ 584,934 in 2002/03 to 6,804,085 US$, an average annual increase of about 177%. 

· 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 five more machines have been bought by new adopters in the village and neighbouring village (Maswa DC).

Road Construction.  About 492.2 km of rural feeder roads have been rehabilitated allowing for improved accessibility to crop and livestock input and output markets. Recorded results are:
· In Kagera, Karagwe DC, the transport cost for one ton of coffee has been reduced from 40,000 TShs to 10,000 TShs and the cost of agricultural produce at farm gate increased as banana bunch increased from 1,000 TShs to 2,000 TShs following the construction of rural roads.

· The rehabilitation and construction of three culverts along Kilalangona roads had been improved enabling transportation of farm inputs and crops. Walking distance was 22Km 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.

EXAMPLES BENEFITS NON-IRRIGATION INVESTMENTS

	 LIST OF MILK COLLECTION CENTRES ASDP
	No. of beneficiary households
	% Collected milk  & increase in incomes

	Milk Collecting Centre in Duga Maforoni 2007/2008
	86
	23-47

	Milk Collection Centre in Pangani West 2007/08
	112
	34-56

	Milk Collection Centre in Mwera 2007/08
	76
	33-51

	Milk Collection Centre at Maramba 2007/08
	450
	34-57

	Milk Collection Centre at Mtimbwani 2007/08
	54
	30-43

	Milk Collection Centre at Gombero 2008/09
	97
	25-40

	Milk Collection Centre at Machimboni 2008/09
	60
	35-56

	Milk Collection Centre at Bumbuli 2009/10
	250
	 

	Milk Collection centre at Lushoto 2007/08
	46
	 

	Milk Collection centre at Shume 2008/09
	52
	43-61

	Milk Collection centre at Mwangoi 2008/09
	86
	40-58


	Dipping Tanks
	
	
	
	

	LIST OF INDIVIDUAL DIPPING TANK INVESTMENTS ASDP
	DISTRICT/                        LOCATION
	No. of Animals reached
	No. of households
	Increase in animal productivity & incomes

	Dip tank in Mnyuzi 2006/07
	Korogwe DC 
	1,098
	304
	23

	Dip tank in Kwaluma 2007/08
	Korogwe DC 
	871
	223
	15

	Dip tank in Nanyogea 2008/09
	Korogwe DC 
	629
	116
	11


Implementation of Dipping Tanks , veterinary clinics and oxenization centres(examples)

	
	DISTRICT/      LOCATION
	Actual expenditures (TShs)
	% beneficiary participation (to the cost)
	Animals reached
	Cattle
	Goats
	No. of participating households
	Reduction of mortality rate

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Dipping tanks

	Rehabilitation of Uchira & Kochakindo Dips
	MOSHI DC
	8,600,000
	20%
	8978
	8978
	0
	550
	33%

	Construction of Olkolili cattle dip
	SIHA DC
	 16,000,000 
	20%
	2120
	2120
	0
	880
	21%

	To complete construction of Mtakuja dip
	HAI
	   10,500,000 
	20%
	2800
	2000
	800
	950
	24%

	Dip tank construction at Kimagai
	MPWAPWA DC
	   15,000,000 
	20%
	2878
	2878
	0
	845
	13%

	Construction of dip tank at Wangi
	MPWAPWA DC
	 16,000,000 
	20%
	2760
	2760
	0
	790
	16%

	Construction of dip tank at Mlowa Bwawani
	CHAMWINO DC
	18,912,521
	20%
	2950
	1995
	955
	754
	23%

	Construction of Dip tank at Magodi
	MKINGA DC
	40,000,000
	20%
	3115
	3115
	0
	950
	33%

	Construction of Dip tank at Kalenga
	IRINGA DC
	17,224,000
	20%
	2300
	2300
	0
	679
	29%

	 Construction of 1 cattle dip and 1 cattle trough at Endonyongijape village 
	SIMANJIRO
	   26,000,000 
	20%
	2650
	2605
	45
	670
	28%

	 Construction of 2 cattle dips and 2 cattle crushes at Engonongoi and Ngage 
	SIMANJIRO
	   56,000,000 
	20%
	3120
	2900
	220
	1,25
	38%

	Construction of dog  dip tank Nyamanolo
	MWANZA CC
	8,515,800
	5%
	57
	0
	0
	470
	23%

	Veterinary Clinics

	Rehabilitation of Kibosho vet centre
	MOSHI DC
	10,000,000
	20%
	2980
	2531
	5511
	3856
	16%

	To facilitate rehabilitation of 1 vet centre at Kigwe
	BAHI DC
	3,639,730
	20%
	1875
	134
	2009
	623
	29%

	To establish  a Veterinary Centre at Orkesumet 
	SIMANJIRO DC
	    12,000,000 
	20%
	76
	577
	653
	81
	26%

	Rehabilitation of Veterinary Centre at mafinga
	MUFINDI
	22,192,400
	20%
	3978
	723
	4701
	529
	27%

	Rehabilitation of Veterinary Centre at Wambi
	MUFINDI
	15,600,000
	20%
	2687
	132
	2819
	2,535
	21%

	Rehabilitation of 1 veterinary centre at Bumbuli
	LUSHOTO
	6,963,500
	20%
	1352
	92
	1444
	1,769
	20%

	Rehabilitation of 1veterinary centre at Manzi
	LUSHOTO
	      8,299,180 
	20%
	2562
	65
	2627
	342
	19%

	Rehabilitation of livestock development centre  Gombero
	MKINGA DC
	    13,000,000 
	20%
	3275
	152
	3427
	2,634
	24%

	Rehabilitation of Urambo veterinary Clinic
	URAMBO DC
	    21,000,000 
	20%
	94
	324
	418
	78
	17%

	Rehabilitation of veterinary center at Haneti
	CHAMWINO DC
	1,845,000
	20%
	1915
	15
	1930
	1,941
	23%

	Oxenization Centres

	Construction of oxenization training centre Kichanagani
	MKINGA DC
	    34,000,000 
	20%
	
	
	
	1,980
	

	Construction of oxnization training centre at Kibirashii
	KILINDI DC
	13,100,000
	20%
	
	
	
	3,000
	

	Construction ox Ox-training centre  at Kalemela
	URAMBO DC
	      7,775,400 
	20%
	
	
	
	534
	

	Rehabilitation of OTC at Urambo FDC
	URAMBO DC
	      8,000,000 
	20%
	
	
	
	872
	

	Construction of Draught animals training cent. Kibakwe
	MPWAPWA DC
	         487,000 
	20%
	
	
	
	677
	

	Rehabilitation of Oxinization training centre at Ibumila 
	IRINGA DC
	20,821,654
	20%
	
	
	
	1,865
	

	Construction  of oxen Training units at Luilo and Amani
	LUDEWA DC
	    27,628,000 
	20%
	
	
	
	3,540
	

	Rehabilitation of Oxen Centre ata Ikonda 
	MAKETE DC
	16,416,000
	20%
	
	
	
	2,790
	

	Expansion of Malya Ox- mechanisation centre
	KWIMBA DC
	    10,278,000 
	20%
	
	
	
	1,572
	


The Department of Research and Development research priorities identified through a participatory process which involved stakeholders at zonal level and these were then combined using criteria to develop national crop research priorities. The national crop research priority commodities are:


First Priority: maize, rice, tomatoes, cassava, beans sorghum, sunflower, groundnuts, sweet potato, banana and cashew nuts;


Second Priority: cabbage, onions, cotton, mangoes, citrus indigenous vegetable, pineapple, pigeon pea. Avocado, sesame, cowpea, sugarcane, pearl millet, wheat, apple, spices, passion, round potato, chick pea, coconut, sisal and grapes;


Third Priority: pears, carrots, pyrethrum, finger millet, peppers, oil palm, soybean, green gram, mushroom, lablab, cocoa, barley, cucurbits, pawpaw, safflower, yams and Bambara nut;


Priority National Research Themes and Activities: These are classified under the Commodity Crops, Natural Resource Management and Socio economics which cuts across both research programmes.





For Commodity Crops for food and ready markets:


Breeding for Improved Crop Varieties: conservation and utilization of indigenous germplasm; breeding of high yielding and acceptable varieties, resistant/tolerant to biotic and abiotic stresses and high quality nutrients;


Agronomic practices under rainfed and irrigated farming: appropriate use of fertilizers (types, rates and methods for both organic and inorganic); planting time, methods and patterns; management interactions;


Integrated crop protection in the field and stores and appropriate use of insecticides;


Processing and packaging: develop post-harvest technologies and minimize transportation losses;


Technology transfer to stakeholders: Strengthen Research-Extension-Farmer linkages; improvement of the availability of research information; development of better ways of disseminating technologies;


Biotechnology.





Natural Resource Management Research 


Soil fertility and conservation farming : Soil fertility mapping, soil and water conservation; efficient use of water;


Processing and packaging: Develop technologies for processing and packaging, develop post-harvest technologies; from harvesting, transportation, storage and marketing;


Use of draft animals and technologies: development and testing of implements for tillage (including conservation farming), planting, weeding, transportation and harvesting;


Farming Systems and Socio-economic Research: analysing client groups to enhance research targeting; providing a systems orientation to research; enhancing coordination with various stakeholders including extension; promoting farmer participation in all stages of research; monitoring adoption and impact of technologies; preparing farm budgets; analysing institutional and policy-induced constraints to technology development at farm level.


�






Enhanced Participation of Small Scale Farmers in Planning, Implementation and Monitoring of the Agricultural Sector Development Programme (ASDP) was a partnership project between IFAD and MVIWATA, which was implemented from February 2008 to December 2009. 


The main objective of the project was to increase the participation of small-scale farmers in the ASDP. Specifically the project had the following objectives: 


To provide organizational and advocacy capacity training to selected farmers organizations in selected project districts;


To facilitate farmers’ forums at village, ward and district level, including their recognition as the voice of small farmers for planning and implementation of the ASDP at the respective level;


To monitor and document the process, experience and lessons, and share the same in the context of knowledge management.





The project used participatory approaches right from the selection of project locations and implementation of the project in all districts. 


The project was implemented in 7 districts of Tanzania Mainland and 2 in Zanzibar (Unguja and Pemba). The project used methods such as exchange visits, farmer-to-farmer training (the use of farmers’ promoters) and residential training. 


Such methods helped, especially the use of farmer promoters, enabled the project to reach many farmers. 79 farmer-promoters were trained and voluntarily worked in the project wards.


All outputs (specific objectives) and deliverables were achieved. In some cases the results exceeded what was planned. This is particularly the case with the number of wards that was planned to be reached. For example, Masasi district supported the establishment of farmer forums in 14 wards of the district beyond the planned 8 districts. 


Farmers’ forums, which are a major outcome to enable farmers to interact with local government and other stakeholders, were initiated in all districts and at ward level. The project therefore enabled to kick-start important process of dialogue between farmer and other stakeholder.  On the other hand, the project enabled farmers to come together through formation and strengthening of 204 farmer networks at village, wards and district level, which is a 101% achievement. The target was 201 networks.


Through the project, majority of small-scale farmers via their local networks have been empowered with knowledge to understand and advocate for economic opportunities and their rights upon their active participation in the ASDP/DADPs and decision-making processes. This has resulted to increased level of participation and representation of farmer networks in the Village Development Committee (VDC) and Ward Development Committee (WDC) as compared situation before the project.


Capacity building / training workshops conducted to farmers through their networks during the project implementation include concept of farmers networking, techniques of lobbying and advocacy, good leadership, and operation of ASDP/DADPs, and participation of farmers in the decision making process.


In Zanzibar, the project strengthened the capacity of 37 Micro-finance Institutions (MFIs) mainly through training activities, 25 in Zanzibar (Kati district), and 12 in Pemba (Wete district). These SACCOS have been facilitated to form 2 district networks, one in Kati District and one in Wete, Pemba.  Women members form the majority, over 60%. 


In December 2009, MVIWATA organized ASDP stakeholders workshop held in Morogoro in order to share the processes, key lessons and results of the project. A total 35 participants, including representatives of farmer networks and district councils from the project districts, and IFAD Country Programme Officer attended the workshop.


Overall, the project achieved its objectives. Some District Councils like Masasi, Mbinga, Songea, Namtumbo and Sumbawanga have recognized the farmers networks, and have even supported financially the activities of the networks, while others like Kiteto and Uyui have  promised to consider supporting them starting in 2010. This is a good indicator of success of the project. 





The project was financed by the Ministry of Industry Trade and Marketing to the tune of Tshs73,216,600 and implemented by the Tanzania Horticultural Association (TAHA) with the aim of strengthening the capacity of small scale horticultural producers to comply with the market standards so as to competitively participate in the global market.  


The project benefited a total of 1648 growers organized into five groups or clusters and out-growers in Arusha and Kilimanjaro Regions. 


The specific objectives of the project were:


To improve the skills of small growers to comply with Global-GAP and Sanitary and Phyto-sanitary Standards (SPS) so as to take advantage of market opportunities and to increase household income;


To strengthen institutional capacity in the horticultural chain management; and 


To develop market information as well as market intelligence for horticultural growers in order to provide them with information on prices, standards, regulations for different markets, export as well as domestic requirements, trade fairs and exhibitions where they could participate.


Activities undertaken include:


1. Market identification information and linkage whereby specific activities were (i) identification of a buyer and exporter (Home Veg Ltd) who entered into contract with the growers to buy all the produce for export, (ii) overseeing the contracts by TAHA, and (iii) seeking potential markets in Dubai.


2. Identification and formalization of producer groups whereby six groups in Arusha and Kilimanjaro were identified, three of which have been legally registered and the others are in the process of registration.


3. Capacity building to comply with market standards, post-harvest skills and packaging in which (i) farmers were trained on hygiene and first aid skills and post-harvest handling (ii) sprayers were trained on safe pesticide use and handling, and (iii) support to acquire the necessary facilities in preparation for Global-GAP accreditation. 


4. Renovation of a Pack House as a common facility for handling (sorting, grading, packing) of all fresh produce before export.


5. Global-GAP audit and accreditation which was done by AFRICERT from Kenya and TANCERT from Tanzania which enabled the growers to receive the Global-GAP Certification. 


As a result of the project, small growers have been empowered through involvement in:


Identification of buyers;


Negotiating and signing of contract with buyers;


Soil and water testing;


Training on Good Agricultural Practices (GAP); 


Training on traceability documentation; and


Purchasing of equipment and rehabilitation of infrastructure 


The growers are now assured of a market for their produce in Europe and elsewhere and are entitled to premium price for their produce.





 Funds from DPs


Disbursements for each year are determined based on approved Work Plans and the tentative Cash Flows. The DPs disburse into the Basket Fund Holding Account (BFHA) and inform the Ministry of Finance of the transfer by letter. The Accountant General (AG) confirms deposit of funds and notifies the lead implementing agency of the deposit, and acknowledges to the DP receipt of the funds. To access the funds, the implementing agency (represented in this case by the Basket Fund Steering Committee) completes an application for the funds which is sent to the Budget Department. The Budget Department in turn issue the treasury release warrant for the application amount to the Accountant General’s Office. The AG processes the transfer of funds from the Basket Account into the Development Account and onward into the Exchequer Account. AG further sends instructions to the Bank of Tanzania at appropriate intervals to transfer the funds from the Exchequer Account to the Payments Accounts for each MDA. 


For ASDP funds to the LGAs, transfer is made from Exchequer to PMO-RALG, and then through Regional Offices to the District General Fund Account, before reaching the account of District Agricultural Development Planning (DADP) accounts. The funds planned for community projects at the village level are then later transferred from DADP accounts to the village accounts.


Funds from Counterpart


Counterpart funds for the ASDP basket are transferred to the implementing agencies upon the decision of the Basket Fund Steering Committee. The funds, when received by the implementing units, are comingled with the funds from DPs.


Funds for Stand Alone Projects


Development projects falling within the ASDP but operating outside of ASDP basket, namely PADEP, AFSP and DASIP operate Special Accounts. The funds are released to the MAFC special project accounts subject to the submission of the cash flow projections in the withdrawal application also in accordance with their annual work plans and budget.  








� These comments have been shared with the M&E TWG and the JICA M&E Team Leader.


� The ongoing NPS 2010/11 will provide results at national level only by October 2011. For 2011/12 no NPS is planned and so ASDP may consider funding a survey in this year with a larger sample to obtain regional estimates.
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