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1.0. INTRODUCTION

The Agriculture Sector Development Programme (ASDP) is a Sector Programme largely implemented at the district level through the District Agricultural Development Plans (DADPs) as an integral part of the District Development Plan (DDP). The government through the ASLMs (MAFC, MLDF, MITM, MWI and PMO-RALG) initiated implementation of ASDP through basket funding since 2006/2007. District Councils are responsible for the preparation and implementation of DADPs while the ASLMs are charged with the responsibility to ensure the quality of DADPs design and implementation. However, observations made by the past few monitoring exercises including the Joint Implementation Reviews, the national DADP backstopping activities, collectively suggest that the quality of DADPs still needs to be boosted up. 
In response to that the ASDP DADP Planning and implementation thematic working group revised a DADP planning and implementation guideline to guide LGAs to be more focused and implement better investment projects that will contribute to the food security and poverty reduction. DADP Assessment is a task to be handled by the Regional Secretariat (more specifically by the Regional Agricultural/Livestock Advisors) to ensure the quality of DADPs. In this regard the ASDP planning and implementation thematic working group in collaboration with JICA RADAG developed a set of criterions for assessing the quality of DADPs. It is expected in near future that Regional Secretariat Staff will use the developed assessment framework to conduct quality assessment of DADP before they are submitted to the full council at LGAs for final approval. 
To ensure that the Regional Secretariat Staff will take a full responsibility on DADPs quality, the DADP planning and implementation thematic working group in collaboration with JICA RADAG decided to train the Regional Secretariat Agriculture and livestock staff and involve them in the DADP quality assessment from 29th May, 2010 to 2nd June, 2010. The exercise took place in Dodoma VETA conference hall. The overall result indicates that there is an  improvement in the quality of DADPs compared to last year. The national average score is 70% as compared to 48% last year. 
2.0. OBJECTIVES
2.1. The overall objective

The overall objective of the assessment is to appraise (assess) and improve the quality of DADPs for year 2010/2011 and to develop Regional Secretariat staff capability on DADP quality assessment.
2.2.  Specific objectives

i. Assess the quality of the draft DADPs for 2010/2010 submitted to PMO-RALG using the quality assessment framework 

ii. Provide feedback to LGAs and improve the final DADP documents for 2010/2011
iii. Improve the capacity of Regional Secretariat staff to conduct the DADP quality assessment in future. 
3.0.  METHODOLOGY
The assessment was carried out by 49 assessors comprised of four National Facilitators, three JICA/RADAG team members and 42 Regional Secretariat Agriculture and Livestock advisors. The list is attached as Annex 5. Each member managed to assess about 2-3 DADPs documents and produced the assessment results which were consolidated into the DADPs assessment report containing specific findings and recommendations. A total of 132 DADPs for 2010/2011 that were submitted to the PMO-RALG were critically assessed by the team using the quality assessment framework. Specific findings were communicated to all LGAs with immediate effect to enable them to improve their DADPs.

3.1. Time frame
The task was carried at VETA Hotel in Dodoma town for five days (29th May - 2nd June, 2010). The exercise commenced with one day orientation to Region Secretariat team members on the quality assessment framework. There after a small team (subset of NFT and JICA RADAG members) was formulated to finalize the assessment report from 3dr June –11th June 2010.

3.2. The DADPs Assessment tool 

The quality assessment was carried out using the updated DADPs assessment framework. Before commencing the assessment, the team discussed the contents of the assessment framework, and amended them to improve weight of the score and include several new characteristics which address the recently introduced new instructions. The basic structure of the criteria which based on eight aspects remains the same as last year . The aspect in this exercise is defined as a set of characteristics that represent a particular nature of the quality DADPs. Characteristics include Village phasing in/out plan; the qualities of submitted investment project write up, DADP context; Performance Assessment (PA) criteria; Grant utilization; Budget; Action Plan and M&E Plan. Some of the aspect names were modified to express the characteristics within it more appropriately. Each aspect is composed of several characteristics that specify particular elements that collectively describe the nature of an aspect that inform the quality DADPs. 
In the same way as last year, the DADPs documents were assessed against the　characteristics and each characteristic was given a numerical value (0, 1, or 2) or Score. 
Table 2: Number of Characteristics and Weight given to Aspects
	Aspect
	Weight given in the present assessment

	1. Village Phase-in/-out and Focused Project
	30 (New)

	2. Project Write-up
	30 (New)

	3. DADP Context
	5

	4. Considerations to the Performance Assessment (PA) Criteria
	10

	5. Grant utilization
	10

	6. Budget
	5

	7. Action Plan
	5

	8. M&E
	5

	Total
	100


The maximum score of a DADP is 100 and the level of quality of DADPs is categorized into four groups, as shown below. 

Group A: Very Good quality – Total Score of 81 – 100.
Group B: Good quality – Total Score of 61 – 80.

Group C: Fair quality – Total Score of 41 – 60.

Group D: Poor quality – Total Score of 0 – 40.

In addition to quality ranking, observations and recommendations were given to each LGA on specific areas that required to be improved before submission of final DADPs for 2010/2011. 
4.0. DADPs quality assessment results

In general the assessment result shows improvement in the quality of DADPs compared to last year assessment. This is largely attributable to the review of DADP planning and implementation guideline and effort of training and backstopping by newly formed and trained National Facilitation Team (NFT). Also there is increased awareness among the LGAs regarding the importance of formulating quality DADPs as a way of alleviating poverty. Results indicate that 78% of DADPs were of either ‘very good’ or ‘good’ in quality compared with 48% last year, 20% ‘fair’ compared to 37% of last year and 2% ‘poor’ compared to 14% last year. However due caution should  be given in interpreting the results, because this year the majority of assessors were the Regional Officers including the ASDP coordinators who carried out the assessment for the first time. Although they were fully explained about the assessment Framework and assessment operation by the National Facilitation Members, some misunderstanding might have remained. As such, the results should be viewed with sufficient care.
The first three best LGAs were Njombe DC (93), Karatu DC (93) and Mbeya CC (93). The last three LGAs with poor scores were Siha DC (33), Ukerewe DC (34) and Muleba DC (35) (See Annex 2). The National average total score is 70 as compared to 48 last year showing an improvement from last year.

At regional level, Iringa, Ruvuma and Pwani were the first, second and third respectively, as overall best regions, while Mwanza, Rukwa and Shinyanga performed poorly as indicated in Annex 3. Specific observations, recommendations and required action for each Local Government Authorities are attached to this report as Annex 4.
4.1. Specific Findings as per aspect scores 
4.1.1.
Evidence of the LGAs indicating the village phasing in/out plan
The revised DADP planning and implementation guideline requires the LGAs to have a village phasing in and out plan, to state prioritization criterions used in selection of villages and intervention, to observe the minimum ceiling of 56 mil per village for investment projects to prepare project write ups and to submit them along with DADPs. The purpose was to guide the LGAs select few potential villages and implement sound projects that will contribute to the increased income and reduce poverty. The results indicate that 11% of LGAs did not prepare a village phasing out/in plan, while 49% clearly indicated the village phasing out plan. Most of LGAs (73%) used VADPs to prepare DADPs however only 5% (sometimes to extremely cases like this we may mention the LGAs) of LGAs could not show the link between DADP and Village Agricultural Development Plans. The results also indicate that 45% of LGAs observed the minimum ceiling of Tsh 56 million while 12% did not observe. In terms of setting criterions for selecting interventions 52% of LGAs set good criterions while 20% could not show criterions used to select interventions.
4.1.2.
The quality of submitted Project write-ups
The characteristics used to assess the quality of the submitted investment project write ups were the submissions of project write ups to PMO RALG, consideration of profitability and economic analysis of the project, sustainability and environmental and social management of the project. Areas which LGAs performed well were submission of project write ups with DADP (67%) and consideration of sustainability elements in the submitted project document where 53% of LGAs observed. Results indicate that only 42% of LGAs included the profitability and economic analysis and 39% considered social and environmental management in appraising their projects. LGAs have already been advised to workout the missing types of analyses.
4.1.3.
DADP context
The characteristics used to assess the DADP context were the link between planned activities and the set target, stating clearly key district priority problems; state the strategies to mitigate the problems and the performance of previous plans. In terms of linkages between planned activities and set targets, 67% of LGAs observed good linkage while only 2% of LGAs could not observe. Many LGAs (71%) clearly sated key priority problems and 55% of LGAs set good strategies to address stated problems. The assessment of previous DADP was done whereby 60% of all LGAs provided enough information on the performance of previous DADPs indicating causes of shortfalls mitigation measures taken.
4.1.4. Consideration of performance assessment criterions
The characteristics considered in this aspect were the LGAs analysis of District agriculture potentials, construction of Ward Agricultural Resource center and evidence of involving private sector in provision of agricultural services. The results indicate that 80% of LGAs analyzed well agricultural potentials. LGAs are still weak in terms of observing the agricultural reforms on establishing Ward Agricultural Centers and involvement of private sector. Only 32% of LGAs had planned to construct Ward Agricultural Resource Centers and 27% showed evidence of involving private agricultural service providers in implementing their DADPs. 
4.1.5. Appropriate use of grants by categories
This characteristic assessed the extent at which LGAs made appropriate allocation of ASDP grants, namely, Investment, Capacity Building and Extension Block grant. There is improvement in grant utilization. 54% of LGAs observed appropriate us of grants as compared to 46% last year
4.1.6. Realistic Costing
Improvement is observed in realistic costing. Most LGAs used Plan Rep in preparing their budgets. Only 10% of LGAs could not observe realistic costing.
4.1.7. Action Plans
It is noted that 58% 56% of LGAs prepared and attached an action plan, compared 56% of 2009/10.
4.1.8. Monitoring and Evaluation plan.

The results indicates that 61% of LGAs prepared M and E plan and submitted with DADPs. 
5.0. Recommendations
5.1. General recommendations

· All LGAs which did not prepare the village phasing in/out plan should do so and submit the final DADPs to the PMO-RALG as soon as possible.
· All LGAs which didn’t prepare the project write ups for investment interventions should do so and submit the final DADPs.

· LGAs must review the submitted project write ups for investment interventions to include important aspects such as economic viability, sustainability, environmental and social management etc.

· The Regional Secretariats should supervise the LGAs to review their DADPs according to specific recommendations given for each LGA. 
· Planning skills should be enhanced with particular emphasis on financial and profitability analysis of investment projects and conducting environmental assessment.

· LGAs must plan to construct Ward Agricultural Resource Centres in phases to improve information accessibility to farmers. 
· Regional Secretariats and DFT backstopping on DADP planning and implementation should be strengthened.

· In all DADPs more attention should be given to marketing, processing, value addition and private sector.
5.2. Specific recommendations.

The team provided specific recommendations for each council and they are attached to this document as Annex 5
6.0. Way forward

	S/N
	ACTIONS
	TIME
	RESPONSIBLE

	1
	Circulate DADPs assessment results with specific recommendations to all LGAs to improve DADPs for 2009/2010
	15th June 2010
	PMO RALG

	2
	RS to Carry out immediate backstopping to poorly performing LGAs
	30th June, 2010
	RS advisors

	3
	Plan for routine backstopping for DADP Implementation.
	30th June, 2010
	Planning TWG and NFT 

	4
	Convene NFT Meeting to inform them on the results.
	
	


ANNEXES
Annex 1: Analysis - Characteristics scores
	Characteristics
	0
	1
	2
	Total

	1.1. Does DADP show the phasing in/out villages
	11%
	40%
	49%
	100%

	1.2. Are VADPs of selected villages integral parts of the DADP? 
	5%
	23%
	73%
	100%

	1.3. Is the minimum budget (56 mil) observed)
	12%
	42%
	45%
	100%

	1.4. Are prioritization criteria appropriately stated?
	20%
	27%
	52%
	100%

	2.1. Are the project write ups attached to the DADPs?
	4%
	30%
	67%
	100%

	2.2. For investment interventions, is profitability and/ or economic viability stated?
	19%
	39%
	42%
	100%

	2.3. For investment interventions, is sustainability considered?
	13%
	34%
	53%
	100%

	2.4. For investment intervention is environmental and social management considered?
	19%
	42%
	39%
	100%

	3.1. Are interventions properly linked to realize set target
	2%
	32%
	67%
	100%

	3.2. Are key district based problems clearly stated?
	5%
	24%
	71%
	100%

	3.3. Do the strategies sufficiently address the key problems of respective Local Government Authority
	2%
	43%
	55%
	100%

	3.4. Are achievements of previous year’s DADP (financial and physical) and causes of shortfalls clearly stated?
	2%
	38%
	60%
	100%

	4.1 Does DADP contain an analysis of the district's agricultural potential opportunities and obstacles to development?
	1%
	19%
	80%
	100%

	4.2. Does DADP inform the number of Ward Agricultural Resource Centers (WARCs) established/to be established?
	48%
	20%
	32%
	100%

	4.3. Does DADP show evidence of contracting private service providers (budget set for contacting private sector)?
	48%
	24%
	27%
	100%

	5.1 Appropriate use of Grant by categories (Basic and Top up  DADG, A-CBG and E-EBG) 
	2%
	44%
	54%
	100%

	6.1. Is the costing realistic? (Sample check and whether unit costs, quantities, allowances, inputs fuel etc are they reasonable?)  
	10%
	47%
	43%
	100%

	7.1. Is the Action Plan appropriately structured?
	5%
	37%
	58%
	100%

	8.1 Does DADP include M&E plan? 
	14%
	25%
	61%
	100%


Annex 2; LGAs Ranked according to average total score
	S/No
	Council
	Type
	Average score
	Status

	1
	Njombe 
	DC
	93 
	Very Good

	2
	Karatu 
	DC
	93 
	Very Good

	3
	Mbeya 
	CC
	93 
	Very Good

	4
	Namtumbo 
	DC
	92 
	Very Good

	5
	Makete 
	DC
	92 
	Very Good

	6
	Tandahimba
	DC
	91 
	Very Good

	7
	Rufiji 
	DC
	90 
	Very Good

	8
	Bunda 
	DC
	90 
	Very Good

	9
	Mvomero
	DC
	89 
	Very Good

	10
	Songea
	DC
	89 
	Very Good

	11
	Longido
	DC
	88 
	Very Good

	12
	Mbulu 
	DC
	88 
	Very Good

	13
	Ruangwa
	DC
	87 
	Very Good

	14
	Rorya 
	DC
	87 
	Very Good

	15
	Hai 
	DC
	86 
	Very Good

	16
	llindi
	TC
	86 
	Very Good

	17
	Handeni 
	DC
	85 
	Very Good

	18
	Iringa 
	DC
	85 
	Very Good

	19
	Mufindi
	DC
	85 
	Very Good

	20
	Kilindi 
	DC
	84 
	Very Good

	21
	Kongwa 
	DC
	84 
	Very Good

	22
	Ludewa 
	DC
	84 
	Very Good

	23
	Kisarawe 
	DC
	84 
	Very Good

	24
	Bagamoyo 
	DC
	83 
	Very Good

	25
	Kinondoni
	CC
	83 
	Very Good

	26
	Kyela
	DC
	83 
	Very Good

	27
	Bukoba 
	DC
	82 
	Very Good

	28
	Dodoma
	MC
	82 
	Very Good

	29
	Morogoro
	DC
	82 
	Very Good

	30
	Ulanga 
	DC
	82 
	Very Good

	31
	Kibondo 
	DC
	81 
	Very Good

	32
	Masasi 
	DC
	81 
	Very Good

	33
	Mafia 
	DC
	80 
	Good

	34
	Njombe 
	TC
	80 
	Good

	35
	Kilosa 
	DC
	80 
	Good

	36
	Singida 
	DC
	80 
	Good

	37
	Mpwapwa
	DC
	80 
	Good

	38
	Urambo 
	DC
	79 
	Good

	39
	Mkuranga
	DC
	79 
	Good

	40
	Nanyumbu 
	DC
	79 
	Good

	41
	Chamwino 
	DC
	79 
	Good

	42
	Mbarali
	DC
	79 
	Good

	43
	Newala 
	DC
	79 
	Good

	44
	Same 
	DC
	79 
	Good

	45
	Liwale 
	DC
	78 
	Good

	46
	Rungwe 
	DC
	78 
	Good

	47
	Biharamulo 
	DC
	78 
	Good

	48
	Misungwi 
	DC
	78 
	Good

	49
	Babati 
	DC
	77 
	Good

	50
	Iringa 
	MC
	76 
	Good

	51
	Kilolo 
	DC
	76 
	Good

	52
	Bukoba 
	MC
	76 
	Good

	53
	Ngorongoro
	DC
	76 
	Good

	54
	Mbeya 
	DC
	75 
	Good

	55
	Sengerema 
	DC
	75 
	Good

	56
	Nkasi 
	DC
	75 
	Good

	57
	Serengeti 
	DC
	75 
	Good

	58
	Sikonge 
	DC
	75 
	Good

	59
	Mbinga 
	DC
	74 
	Good

	60
	Tunduru
	DC
	74 
	Good

	61
	Tabora 
	MC
	74 
	Good

	62
	Kiteto 
	DC
	74 
	Good

	63
	Songea 
	MC
	74 
	Good

	64
	Hanang' 
	DC
	73 
	Good

	65
	Kondoa 
	DC
	73 
	Good

	66
	Nzega
	DC
	73 
	Good

	67
	Mbozi 
	DC
	73 
	Good

	68
	Kahama 
	DC
	73 
	Good

	69
	Ilala 
	MC
	73 
	Good

	70
	Babati 
	TC
	72 
	Good

	71
	Kilombero 
	DC
	72 
	Good

	72
	Manyoni 
	DC
	72 
	Good

	73
	Ileje 
	DC
	72 
	Good

	74
	Igunga 
	DC
	71 
	Good

	75
	Kibaha 
	TC
	71 
	Good

	76
	Musoma 
	MC
	71 
	Good

	77
	Shinyanga 
	MC
	69 
	Good

	78
	Kilwa 
	DC
	69 
	Good

	79
	Kishapu 
	DC
	69 
	Good

	80
	Moshi 
	DC
	69 
	Good

	81
	Pangani 
	DC
	68 
	Good

	82
	Misenyi 
	DC
	68 
	Good

	83
	Arusha 
	DC
	67 
	Good

	84
	Karagwe
	DC
	67 
	Good

	85
	Korogwe 
	DC
	67 
	Good

	86
	Rombo 
	DC
	67 
	Good

	87
	Kasulu 
	DC
	66 
	Good

	88
	Meru 
	DC
	66 
	Good

	89
	Mwanga 
	DC
	65 
	Good

	90
	Arusha
	MC
	64 
	Good

	91
	Muheza 
	DC
	64 
	Good

	92
	Mpanda 
	DC
	64 
	Good

	93
	Tarime
	DC
	64 
	Good

	94
	Tabora 
	DC
	63 
	Good

	95
	Shinyanga 
	DC
	63 
	Good

	96
	Mpanda 
	TC
	63 
	Good

	97
	Morogoro 
	MC
	63 
	Good

	98
	Mwanza 
	CC
	61 
	Good

	99
	Iramba
	DC
	61 
	Good

	100
	Magu 
	DC
	61 
	Good

	101
	Musoma 
	DC
	61 
	Good

	102
	Monduli 
	DC
	60 
	Fair

	103
	Kibaha 
	DC
	60 
	Fair

	104
	Lindi 
	DC
	60 
	Fair

	105
	Mikindani 
	DC
	58 
	Fair

	106
	Geita 
	DC
	57 
	Fair

	107
	Chato 
	DC
	56 
	Fair

	108
	Temeke 
	MC
	55 
	Fair

	109
	Mtwara 
	DC
	54 
	Fair

	110
	Kwimba 
	DC
	54 
	Fair

	111
	Tanga 
	TC
	54 
	Fair

	112
	Moshi 
	MC
	53 
	Fair

	113
	Korogwe 
	TC
	53 
	Fair

	114
	Singida 
	MC
	53 
	Fair

	115
	Lushoto 
	DC
	52 
	Fair

	116
	Simanjiro
	DC
	52 
	Fair

	117
	Kigoma 
	DC
	52 
	Fair

	118
	Bahi 
	DC
	51 
	Fair

	119
	Maswa 
	DC
	51 
	Fair

	120
	Ujiji 
	MC
	49 
	Fair

	121
	Bukombe
	DC
	49 
	Fair

	122
	Sumbawanga 
	DC
	48 
	Fair

	123
	Ngara 
	DC
	48 
	Fair

	124
	Bariadi 
	DC
	46 
	Fair

	125
	Nachingwea
	DC
	43 
	Fair

	126
	Chunya
	DC
	43 
	Fair

	127
	Meatu 
	DC
	42 
	Fair

	128
	Sumbawanga 
	MC
	39 
	Poor

	129
	Mkinga 
	DC
	36 
	Poor

	130
	Muleba 
	DC
	35 
	Poor

	131
	Ukerewe
	DC
	34 
	Poor

	132
	Siha 
	DC
	33 
	Poor


Annex 3; Region Secretariats ranked according to average total score
	S/No
	Region
	Average total score

	1
	Iringa
	84

	2
	Ruvuma
	81

	3
	Pwani
	78

	4
	Morogoro
	78

	5
	Dodoma
	75

	6
	Mara
	74

	7
	Mbeya
	74

	8
	Mtwara
	74

	9
	Arusha
	73

	10
	Tabora
	73

	11
	Manyara
	73

	12
	Lindi
	71

	13
	Dar es Salaam
	70

	14
	Singida
	66

	15
	Kilimanjaro
	64

	16
	Kagera
	64

	17
	Tanga
	63

	18
	Kigoma
	62

	19
	Mwanza
	60

	20
	Rukwa
	58

	21
	Shinyanga
	58


Annex 4. List of assessors
	S/No
	NAME
	PLACE
	Council Assessed

	1
	H.R. CHITUKURO
	ARUSHA
	Bukombe DC, Tabora MC, Singida TC

	2
	LOIRUICK DANIEL
	ARUSHA
	Morogoro DC, Songea DC 

	3
	DR.D.J.KUNDY
	DAR ES SALAAM
	Iringa DC, Ruangwa DC, Kibaha TC

	4
	ELIZABETH MSHOTE
	DAR ES SALAAM
	Bahi DC, Liwale DC

	5
	ABRAHAM B
	DODOMA
	Mpanda TC, Kahama DC, Mkinga DC

	6
	HADIJA JAICY
	DODOMA
	Mbinga DC,  Korogwe TC

	7
	SHENA NYONI
	IRINGA
	Arusha DC, Kigoma TC, Mtwara TC

	8
	PAULO H.S. MSANGI
	IRINGA
	Meru DC, Moshi DC, Nzega DC

	9
	DR. P.A. MSAFIRI
	KAGERA
	Mvomero DC, Songea TC

	10
	MICHAEL OROTTA
	KIGOMA
	Kondoa DC, Babati TC, Kibaha DC

	11
	PASSIAN R. MAGENGELE
	KIGOMA
	Kilolo DC, Babati DC

	12
	DR AMINI KILONGE
	KILIMANJARO
	Makete DC, Musoma DC, Kisarawe

	13
	SALVATORY MATEMU
	KILIMANJARO
	Dodoma MC, Nachingwea DC

	14
	JOHN LIKANGO
	LINDI
	Igunga DC, Singida DC, Handeni DC

	15
	MAY KILUWASHA
	LINDI
	Karatu DC, Same DC, Magu DC

	16
	ANNA NGOO
	MAFC
	Kasulu DC, Mbozi DC

	17
	MARIAM SILIM
	MAFC
	Karagwe DC, Kyela DC

	18
	SIMON MPAKI
	MAFC
	Ngara DC, Rungwe DC, Mpanda DC

	19
	COLETHA V.SHAYO
	MANYARA
	Misenyi DC, Mbeya DC, Kilosa DC

	20
	EMMANUEL C. M
	MANYARA
	Njombe TC, Mbeya MC, 

	21
	DR NZEE J.L
	MARA
	Sikonge DC, Kilindi DC, Muheza DC

	22
	S.O.Y. SASSI
	MARA
	 Urambo DC, Korogwe DC 

	23
	NYASEBWA ENOCK
	MBEYA
	Mwanga DC, Newala DC, Ilala MC

	24
	ZUHURA MSIGWA
	MBEYA
	Temeke MC, Rombo DC, Mwanza CC

	25
	EURALIA MINJA
	MOROGORO
	Chato DC, Bunda DC, Sumbawanga DC

	26
	ROZALIA RWEGASIRA
	MOROGORO
	Mufindi DC, Serengeti DC, Rufiji DC

	27
	DR ABDU HYGHAIMO
	MTWARA
	Njombe DC, Tarime DC, Sumbawanga  TC

	28
	SHANGWE TWAMALA
	MTWARA
	Bukoba DC, Rorya DC, Meatu DC

	29
	CANDIDAH KYAMANI
	MWANZA
	Mpwapwa DC, Simanjiro DC, Ulanga DC

	30
	KULWIJILA N.S
	MWANZA
	 Manyoni DC, Tabora(Uyui), Tanga CC

	31
	AZIZA R. MUMBA
	PMORALG
	Bukoba TC, Mbarali DC

	32
	DR JOSHUA AMMO
	PWANI
	Bariadi DC, Nkasi DC, Ileje DC

	33
	ROBINSON WANJARA
	PWANI
	Ludewa  DC, Musoma TC, Kilombero DC

	34
	RADAG I
	RADAG
	Muleba DC, Maswa DC

	35
	RADAG II
	RADAG
	Kibondo DC,  Chunya DC, Kwimba DC

	36
	RADAG III
	RADAG
	Kigoma DC, Morogoro MC

	37
	OCRAN CHENGULA
	RUKWA
	Shinyanga MC, Tunduru DC, Iramba DC

	38
	RESPICH MAENGO
	RUKWA
	Kishapu DC, Lindi DC

	39
	DR R. A MWAIGANJU
	RUVUMA
	Kinondoni DC,Ukerewe,  DC, Shinyanga DC

	40
	SXTA MSANGA
	RUVUMA
	Longido DC, Kilwa DC, Geita DC, 

	41
	BEDA CHAMATATA
	SHINYANGA
	Iringa M.C, Kiteto DC, Mkuranga DC

	42
	MALIGISA J. DOTTO
	SHINYANGA
	Biharamulo DC, Mbulu DC

	43
	MARY MASHAKA
	SHINYANGA
	Kongwa DC, Hanang DC, Mafia DC

	44
	DR MARTI MAGAGURA
	SINGIDA
	Arusha M. C, Hai DC, Masasi DC

	45
	LUCAS P. MKUKI
	SINGIDA
	Chamwino DC, Moshi MC, Tandahimba DC

	46
	EDWARD A.M OTIENO
	TABORA
	Lushoto DC,  Mtwara DC, Bagamoyo DC

	47
	DK PHILIPS MTIBA
	TABORA
	Kwimba DC, Pangani DC, Siha DC,

	48
	DR. LYIMO.Z.C
	TANGA
	Ngorongoro DC, Lindi T.C, Missungwi DC, 

	49
	LAMECK TUNGU
	TANGA
	Namtumbo DC, Sengerema DC, Nanyumbu DC


Annex 5; Observation, Recommendation and Actions
	Region
	Council
	Observation
	Recommendation
	Action

	Arusha
	Arusha DC
	· The quality is good

· Appropriate use of grants not observed.

· Social economic and environmental issues not considered in the project write ups

· Weak involvement of private sector in provision of Agriculture services

· Write ups for improving the use of farm machineries (power tillers) not prepared

· Sources of funds not clearly indicated (mixed up of Own sources, CDG and DADG)
	· Observe appropriate use of grants

· Include economic and environmental assessment in the project write-ups

· Consider involvement of private sector in agriculture sector service provision

· Prepare project write ups for use of farm machineries

· Various sources of grants for the implementation of DADP should be indicated clearly
	· Prepare project write ups for all investment projects

· Review the submitted project write ups to include economic and environmental issues

· Review the section of intervention and financial sources to reflect various sources of funds

· Observe the minimum allocation of 56mil per village for investment projects and 5.6 for EEBG and 5.6 for CBG

	
	Arusha MC
	· The quality is good

· Appropriate use of grants not observed.

· Social economic and environmental issues not considered in the project write ups

· Cash flow plan not included


	· Observe appropriate use of grants

· Include economic and environmental assessment in the project write-ups


	· Observe appropriate use of grants

· Include economic and environmental assessment in the project write-ups (Nadosoit project)



	
	Karatu DC
	· The quality is very good

· There is some intervention for 2007/08 which is carried over to 2008/09 but the review DADPs for 2008/09 is not attached.

· Some of innervations are not related to the targets.

· Some of costing are not realistic  i.e unit cost, quantities, allowances etc.
	· Review DADPs for FY 2008/09 must be attached so as to know if the intervention is done

· Interventions must be related with the set target
	· Review the DADP to include the review of 2008/09 financial year

· Review planned interventions to reflect achievement of set targets 

	
	Longido DC
	· The quality is very good

· Some unit costs and quantities in Planrep format are not realistic 
· Weak involvement of private sector in provision of Agriculture services
	· Costing should be realistic

· Consider involvement of private sector in agriculture service provision


	· Review costing in the budget

	
	Meru DC
	· The quality is very good

· No contract work to private sector, 

· Funds for ACBG and AEBG not allocated to DADG activities

· Project write ups missing some information eg pg 121
	· No contract work to private sector, 

· Funds for ACBG and AEBG not allocated to DADG activities

· Project write ups missing some information eg pg 121
	· Review previous years performance and restate achievements and shortfalls clearly

· Allocate grants in the appropriate activities (especially ACBG and AEBG).

· Revisit project write ups and accomplish missing information

	
	Monduli
	· The quality is very Fair

· Well-structured DADP and easy to read. 
· The DADP is rich in project-write ups, and village participation is clearly observed although the reason why the Council chose 
· Villages are not described. Clear link between problem analysis and strategy. The linkage between interventions and targets well articulated. 
· Observation and analysis of previous year performance rather poor. Some reports (e.g. on WARC, grant utilization, M&E) are not sufficient in contents.
	· Better to set targets and activities in more specific sentence. Do not use "to facilitate" in targets/activities and set specific achievements (e.g. to construct XX by the end of FY).
· Attach detailed budgetary plan by item for each activity. 
· Project write-ups can be improved by elaborating more on cost benefit analysis. Criteria for phasing in/out should be set.
	· Include the missing contents mentioned 

· Detailed M&E plan set.

· Include criteria set for phasing-in/out.

	
	Ngorongoro
	· The quality is very Good

· Observe the minimum of 56 mil of DADG per village. 

· Prepared few Investment project write ups (only 2 out of 12).

· Monitoring and evaluation plan not included.

· Profitability analysis of investment projects not included
	· Investment project write ups should be prepared and submitted with final DADP.

· Observe appropriate use of grants.

· Include profitability analysis in the project write ups


	· Prepare project write ups for all investment projects

· Prepare and include Monitoring and evaluation plan 

	Dar es Salaam
	Kinondoni MC
	· The quality is very Good

· Key district based problems not clearly stated.
· Strategies not sufficient to address the key problems.

· Prioritization criteria not stated 
	· Include key district based problems

· Prepare strategies to address key district problems

· State prioritization conditions
	· Review DADP to include key district based problems, strategies to address the identified problems and prioritization conditions

	
	Temeke MC
	· The quality is very Fair

· No involvement of private agriculture service providers

· Prioritization criterions not stated

· M and E plan not included

· Costing not realistic
	· Consider involvement of private agricultural service providers

· State prioritization conditions
	· Review DADP document to include prioritization criterions, realistic costing of activities and M and E plan

	
	Ilala DC
	· The quality is good
· M & E plan poorly prepared.

· No comprehensive description of phasing out/in process of hamlets/wards.

· Issues on projects sustainability, profitability, economic viability and environmental are qualiatively addressed.

· District's targets lack SMART attributes. 

· Costing is unrealistic and budget final budget ceiling not observed.
	· Improve the observed shortfalls in line with Guidelines in place.


	· Involve beneficiaries to adequately address projects sustainability, profitability/economic viability and environmental issues.

· Submit reviewed DADP document for FY 2010/11

	Dodoma
	Bahi DC
	· The quality is very Fair

· Appropriate use of grants not observed (eg the use of DADG for construction of staff house)

· Action plan not included

· Review of previous DADPs not included
	· The council should observe appropriate use of grants

· Include action plan and review of previous DADPs
	· Review DADP to observe appropriate use of grants

· Prepare and include action plan

	
	Chamwino DC
	· The quality is very Good

· Prioritization of interventions not stated

· No establishment of Ward Agriculture Resource center

· No involvement of Private agriculture service providers


	· Include prioritization criterions in the selection of intervention

· Include establishment of Ward Agriculture Resource center

· Consider involvement of private agriculture sector service providers
	· Review DADP to include prioritization criterions, establishment of Ward Agriculture Resource center to implement performance conditions and involve private agricultural service providers in providing extension services

	
	Dodoma MC
	· Appropriate use of grants not observed

· Cash flow plan not properly structured

· Economic and profitability of investment projects to included in the investment project write-ups attached
	· Observe appropriate use of grants

· Include cash flow plan indicating various source of grants

· Include economic and profitability analysis in the project write-ups
	· Review DADP to observe appropriate use of grants

· Review cash flow plan to reflect various sources of grants

· Review project write-ups to include economic and profitability analysis section

	
	Kondoa DC
	· The quality is Good

· Environmental and socio-economic aspects were not considered in the formulation of investment projects.  
· Appropriate use of grants not observed


	· Include environmental and socio- economic aspects in the project write ups

· Observe appropriate use of grants
	· Review DADP budget to observe appropriate use of grants

· Review project write ups to include environmental and social economic aspects

	
	Kongwa DC
	· The quality is Very Good

· The resources are spread out too much to cover many projects. Adhere to guidelines on amount of funds (DADG) for each village.

· There was no evidence of the district having built 7 ward resource centers which are intended to be supplied with publication on pg 54.
	· Review the number of projects per village.
	· DADP is the summation of DADG,ACBG and AEBG, Therefore shs.232,189,000/= shown on pg 13 should be omitted it double counting.

· Revenue from use of power tillers  should be reviewed because the capacity of the power tiller is 5 acres/day and not 5 hectares/day.

· The unit cost e.g. per diem, diesel (Litre) should be used in budgeting and shown.

	
	Mpwapwa DC
	· The quality is Good

· Calculations of costs were not shown i.e cost per unit as a result sometimes it difficult to determine cost realistic.

· In some few cases the DADP does not follow the Table of contents.
	· During DADPs, the Districts staff should adhere to the DADP PREPARATION GUIDELINES.

· Methodology, tools and means of verification during M&E should be indicated.
	· Review DADP budget to have realistic costing of activities and table of content

	Iringa
	Iringa DC
	· The quality is Very Good

· Necessary remarks on achievements on financial and physical in previous years are not fully described as well as causes of shortfall

· No indication of establishment of WARC for accelerating agriculture in district

· Community contribution are not shown for the DADP e.g. Power tillers

· No page number for appendices• Big carry over fund valued 895,711,000/= with pending activities
	· Plan to include WARC establishment in the next budget

· Refer government circulars when working on costing (allowances food and refreshment, etc.)

· Involve private sector especially in construction projects  and also out source from institutions when need arise

· Implement on pending activities ‘carry over funds’
	· Start work on plan for establish WARC  for the district and include its budget in the next cycle of action plan  2011/2012

· Involve contracts/outsource specialists whenever need arise e.g. on construction

· Book paging should also be observed.

· Fill in the remark column the achievements/shortfalls (financial and physical for each activity)

· Review the unit costs in the action plan with the help of government directives

	
	Iringa MC
	· The quality is Good

· Appropriate use of grants not observed (eg construction of slaughter house using ASDP grants at)
	· Observe appropriate use of grants as per DADP guidelines
	Review the DADP and observe proper grant utilization 

	
	Kilolo
	· The quality is Good

· Project write-ups not done for all investment projects

· No consideration of establishing Ward Agriculture Resource Center
	· Prepare write-ups for all investment projects

· Consider establishing Ward Agricultural Resource center
	· Prepare write ups for all investment projects and submit with the final DADP



	
	Njombe DC
	· The quality is Very Good

· The DADP plans have been well organized and presented.

· Environmental conservation issues not well addressed.  

· There is no evidence of involving Private Partners in implementing DADP interventions.
	The environmental impact issues should be looked into very seriously before implementing any project especially the negative outcomes and how o overcome them.
	· Review project write-ups to include environmental issues to be addressed

· Consider involvement of Private Agriculture service providers in the implementation of DADP

	
	Njombe TC
	· The quality is Good

· The village phased in shown to be 3 in executive summary but they are`4 in the writes ups. 
· The project of facilitating fish farming in Mgalla village: action plan contradicts cash flow i.e action plan shows activity in Q2 only (pg 83), cash flow shows distribution of funds in all quarters (pg 114)
· Ward Agricultural Resource Centers (WARCs) were not indicated. to have been established/to be established.
	· WARC are very important in improving extension work. They should be given priority 
· Private sector available in the council can be used provide technical/ extension service.
· They could use name of the section in the column of the "responsible person" in the action plan instead of particular name of a person.
	· Clarification of the` number’ of villages phased `in. 
· Review action plans to match cash flow.

· LGA to consider using A-EBG to establish WARCs

	
	Mufindi DC
	· The quality is Very Good
· Plan rep does not show unit cost and quantities

· In preparing Action plan PMORALG guideline was not used
	· Unit, unit cost and quantities should appear in plan rep so that the reality can be measured

· Use PMORALG guidelines to prepare action plans

· Next time plan for constructing Ward Agricultural Resource Center (WARC) 

· Sub contract Private sector will not only give you good mark but also you will be fulfilling ten pillars of KILIMO KWANZA, Private sector can be contracted on issue like delivering of extension service and capacity building
	· Review the action plan to adhere to the required format

	
	Ludewa
	· The quality is Very Good

· Prioritization criteria is not appropriately stated

· There is no evidence of contracting private service providers

· Well-written project write ups are attached to the DADP.

· The Action Plan is not practical as most of activities are planned to be implemented earlier.  (Experience shows that DADPs funds disbursement is normally effected at the end of the first quarter)
	· A clear statement of village selection criteria need to be shown.

· The Action Plan should be more practical as experience shows that DADPs funds disbursement is normally effected at the end of the first quarter.
	· Review the DADP and clearly indicate village phasing in/out plan

· Review the action plan to indicate proper time for the implementation of activities considering that in most cases funds are disbursed towards the end of First quarter

	
	Makete DC
	· The quality is Very Good

· Some of shortfalls in past years DADPs and action taken not very clearly described. 

· Diagnostic assessment/private roles and opportunities not adequately given during SWOT Analysis.

· Lack of contracting Private Service Providers, and also Omission of WARCs in the DADPs has contributed quite substantially to lower absolute score of the LGA.

· Although total score fairly high, need still remains for the LGA to adhere and abide more closely and keenly to the DADP (Preparation and Quality Assessment) Guidelines during DADP project preparation.
	· Causes of shortfalls in last years DADPs need to be more clearly stated 

· Diagnostic assessment/private roles and opportunities should be described adequately.

· Score could have been higher or better if the LGA had considered involving Private Service Providers and constructing/Giving Description for WARCs in DADPs.
	· LGA need to take steps to establish WARCs/Give detailed description for each.

· LGA need to consider Contracting Private Service Providers during DADPs Formulation. 

· Take into consideration the observations and recommendations given for immediate and future action.

	Kagera
	Bukoba DC
	· The quality is Very Good
· LGA plans are well prepared, though improvement is required in the areas of reforms (contracting private service providers, costing and linkage of interventions to realized targets.
· Profitability analysis not done for investment projects

· Some targets not linked with interventions
	· Consider involvement of private sector in the provision of agriculture services

· Prepare profitability analysis for investment projects

· Review the targets to establish a clear linkage them with interventions
	· Review investment projects to include the profitability analysis
· Review targets In the MTEF that will have clear linkage with interventions planned

	
	Bukoba MC
	· The quality is good

· Not all investment project write ups are prepared and submitted along with the DADP

· Resources are thinly distributed leading to many small activities

· Prioritization conditions not stated

· Environmental and Social management Framework not used to assess environmental impacts of the investment projects

· The construction of Ward Agriculture Development Plan not observed
	· The council should prepare the write-ups for the remaining investment projects in the DADP
· The council should review and implement few projects with impact. 
· Prioritization conditions should be clearly stated
· A detailed analysis of Social and environmental impacts of investment projects should be done and mitigation measures indicated and budgeted 

· The council should observe the construction of Ward Agriculture Development Resource Center
	· Prepare the remaining investment project write-ups

· Review the number of investment projects and implement few projects because the DADG ceiling is small

· State prioritization conditions

· Use the checklist from Environmental and Social Management Framework document to identify environmental issues in investment projects

	
	Biharamulo DC
	· The quality is good

· DADPs do not show evidence of contracting private service providers, A-EBG has been budgeted to support 2 staff to pursue their MSc. while it is not intended for such activity.
	· The DADP is good, only a few corrections should be made. For example DADP should include the evidence of constructing private service providers and if there are staff who are already undergoing their courses, A-CBG can be used to support them instead of A-EBG.
	· A-EBG should be used for extension oriented activities only and not for capacity building activities such as long term courses.

	
	Chato DC
	· The quality is Fair
· Allocation of funds to the projects seems to be very little comparatively especially for the WARC construction.

· Project write ups not attaches
· The minimum budget of 56 million per village not observed

· Action plan not prepared
	· Observe the minimum Tshs 56 mil. per village  For investment projects 
	· Prepare write ups for investment projects and submit with the final DADP.

· Prepare realistic budget for each intervention

· Prepare action plan and attaché in the final DADP



	
	Karagwe DC
	· The quality is Good

· There is misallocation of grants e.g DADG funds has been planned to procure car. A-CBG has been used for control of banana wilt instead of A-EBG.

· No detailed investment project write-ups attached. Only summary presented.

· 2007/08 projects not completed.
	· The district should revisit the grants allocation accordingly. 

· Project write-ups should be attached to the DADPs document.

· There should be a follow up for uncompleted projects of 2007/08.
	· Revisit grants allocation immediately before implementation.

· Projects write-ups should be attached to the document before implementation  

· There should be a follow up for uncompleted projects of FY 2007/08 and 2008/09 as many of them are still not completed according to their review of previously DADPs. The reasons for delay should be identified and measures to solve the problems taken.

	
	Ngara DC
	· The quality is Good

· Project write ups not attached

· M and E plan not prepared
	· Project write ups must be prepared and attached before implementation.
	· Prepare and submit investment project write ups 
· Prepare and submit M&E Plan 

	
	Muleba DC
	· The quality is Poor

· Budget not well prepared

· Proper grant utilization not observed

· Investment project write ups not attached

· No evidence of establishing Ward Agricultural Resource centers and contracting of Private agriculture service providers

· M and E plan not prepared


	· Read the DADP guideline and understand it before preparing the DADPs.

· Please give clear description of all interventions and how are they financed.

· PlanRep must show the unit costs and quantity of good/services.

· Project write up must be attached to the DADPs
	· Review the DADP to observe proper grant utilization as per guideline

· Review the budget section to include unit costs

· Prepare investment projects and submit with the final DADP

· Prepare M and E plan and submit with the DADP

	
	Misenyi DC
	· The quality is Good

· The Misenyi DC could do better if the planning circle started earlier and planning principles undertaken properly.

	· There is a need for the review of the planning process.  The review should take place before the planning activities start.

· Desk appraisal of plans should be adhered.

· Take actions to address the observations made in the remarks above.
	· Capacity building to LGAs necessary on M&E framework.

· Planning officers (DPLO) should take their advisory roles in DADPs seriously.

· Project write-ups should be improved especially the cost-benefit analysis.

	Kigoma
	Kigoma DC
	· The quality is Fair

· Inappropriate allocation of the grants. Facilitation of Private Service Providers. Phasing in/out and selection criteria not indicated. Sustainability, environment and socio-economic aspects are described.
	· The LGA should observe all aspects of project write up guidelines.
	· To make the necessary adjustments (proper allocation of grants, facilitation of Private Sector Service Providers, village phasing in/out, sustainability, environmental and social economic consideration etc).

	
	Kigoma MC
	· The quality is Fair

· Guideline/Quick Guide not followed.

· Project write ups are not comprehensive.

· Tables are poorly arranged.

	· Improve DADPs writing and project write ups.
	· Follow the sequence of DADPs preparations as per the DAPD guideline and quick guide. 

· DADG funds allocated in artificial insemination and feasibility study must be allocated to the community activities. The mentioned activities can be implemented by EBG or CBG.

· All investment projects should have Capacity Building (CBG) and Service (EBG) components to support implementation of DADG interventions.

	
	Kasulu DC
	· The quality is good
· Selection of villages did not follow DADP guideline

· Strategies identified did no address sufficiently the problems identified problems
· There is no any initiative to construct WARC

· There is no evidence in contracting private sector

· There is misuse of grants
	· District should follow guideline in Village selection

· Strategies should clearly sufficiently to address the problem identified

· It is a must to budget for WARC

· Private sector should be involved and their activities be budgeted for.

· Ensure proper use of grants
	· Review investment activities under DALDO's office in pg 27. 

· Procurement of 2 tractors for delivering services to all villages of kasulu (Tsh 170,000,000.00)

· Procurement of 4 motorcycles for extension staff (Tsh.28,179,000.00). Use CBG and not DADG

· Improvement and strengthening of District veterinary clinic (Tsh. 8,000,000.00) Use EBG and not DADG

· All DADG must go to the community as per DADP guideline, these activities can not be funded by DADG as long as they are implemented at District level

· EBG can not be used for supporting training (Pg 27) CBG is proper grant for training.

	
	Kibondo DC
	· The quality is very good

· In General this DADP is well organized and written.  The Project Write-ups are also good, i.e. concise and systematic.

· This DADP shows effort to follow the instruction given by the DADP Guidelines.
	· Since this DADP is already well prepared in terms of structure and expected contents, the Kibondo district should aim higher level by deepening their analysis of the district's agri. potential and elaborate a medium and long term development strategy.

· Sustainability of projects is considered, but the plan is still weak.  More specific consideration will be desirable including how to expand the project or re-invest the expected increase of income.

· It would be much better if the District can report impacts/outcomes of individual interventions in the section or Review of previous DADPs.  
	· All investment projects must be accompanied by Cost-benefit Analysis and Estimate of Payback Period.

· Report the outcomes/impacts of past interventions, like changes of yield or income of households.

	Kilimanjaro
	Moshi DC
	· The quality is good

· No page numbering in Vol 1 A and Vol 1 B, 

· Action plan not well structured,

· Investment projects do not have CBG and EEBG to support the interventions
	· Put page numbers in all Volumes

· Follow the guideline to structure action plan

· Allocate 5.6 million from CBG and EEBG in all investment projects
	· Indicate clearly phasing in and out of villages

· Allocate 5.6 million from CBG and EEBG to support investment intervention as per guideline (page 7)

· Revisit project analyses to test profitability and viability of the project

	
	Moshi MC
	· The quality is Fair
· No evidence of selecting phasing in street

· Environment problem not considered on the project intervention

· No budget given for private sector construction
	· Include proper action plan on your intervention

· Indicate priorities used to select street phasing in/out
· Consider environment problem that may arise
	· Monitoring and evaluation must indicate time and indicator of evaluation
· Mention village/street phasing in and the priorities used to select them

	
	Same DC
	· The quality is Good

· Cash flow plan not included

· No involvement of private agriculture service providers

· No village phasing in/out plan

· Few investment project write ups attached

· Minimum ceiling of 56 million for investment projects per village not observed in some villages

· Unnecessary carryovers
	· Consider private sector involvement in providing agricultural service

· Prepare a village phasing in/out plan

· Observe the minimum ceiling of 56 million per village for investment projects as per guideline

· Avoid unnecessary carryovers
	· Review investment projects to observe the minimum ceiling of 56 million for investment projects per village

· Include village phasing in/out plan

· Prepare and include cash flow plan

	
	Siha DC
	· The quality is Very Good

· For investment projects cost benefit analysis is not prepared

· Private sector not involved in the provision of agriculture services
	· Include cost benefit analysis for all investment projects

· Consider involving private sector in the provision of agriculture services
	· Review project write-ups and include cost benefit analysis

	
	Hai
	· The quality is Poor

· The DADP document is not conforming to the guideline provided such that many areas of importance to quality DADP are foregone. It appears that all investment interventions are on going but this trend is not mentioned or reflected in the previous FYs performance review.

	· The district has to abide to DADP planning guideline so as to make a quality DADP.
	· The 2008/2009 carried over funds (23,000,000/=)  pg 26 must have gone to the community (beneficiaries) but still is not utilized. 
· District should make sure this fund is sent to responsible beneficiaries for them to implement what they intended to do. 
· Re write the 2010/2011 DADP document abiding to the guideline requirements.

	
	Mwanga
	· The quality is Good

· Action plan poorly prepared, M &E plan entirely not in place.
	· Prepare Action and M & E plans as part of DADP in compliance with the recommended format issued by PMORALG.
	· Submit all project write ups for all investment projects (VADPs) to PMORALG.    

· TAS 15,000,000.00 allocated to combat illegal fishing as part of DADG is questionable. 

· Allocate such fund to other investment projects identified by community.
· TAS 32,000,000.00 allocated to support "subprojects" at Mwanga and Kagongo villages requires specific description of real projects identified from these villages.
· Allocate the right type of grants to each project/intervention as provided in the Guideline for Planning and Implementation of District Agricultural Development Plans.

	
	Rombo
	· The quality is Good

· The Plan does not show any evidence of contracting private service providers, thus  no public private partnership (PPP) involved, it violets the Nation priority. 

· The review of previous DADP's intervention is not clearly shown only distribution of cash by Grant.
	· Budget for construction of WARC should be indicated for farmers to be knowledge on proper farming in such centers.
	· The allocation of A-CBG and A-EBG grants is not shown in the plan, therefore re-writing should be done to show all the grants by activities.

	Lindi
	Lindi TC
	· The overall status score for Lindi TC is Very Good
	· Adhere to minimum budget of Tsh. Million 56 per village

· Explore all strategies to sufficiently address all key problems and eventual costing

· In future establish at least one Ward Agriculture Resource Centre

· Attach all investment interventions write ups
	· Review investment projects to observe the minimum budget of 56 million per village

· Prepare the remaining investment project write ups and attach with the final DADPs

· Prepare strategies to address key stated problems

	
	Lindi DC
	· The phasing in/out villages are not clearly shown

· Some villages are allocated funds less than the minimum (56 Million) recommended

· Prioritization criteria for the selection of problems to be tackled are not clearly stated

· The strategies can not address the key problems of the respective district eg. construction of market infrastructure 

· Reasons for shortfalls are are not given

· No construction of WARCs is included in the plan

· Private Extension Service Providers are not contracted to perform some interventions.
	· The total number and names of phasing  in/out villages has to be stated in the executive summary

· Criteria for prioritization should be stated clearly

· Adhere to the DADPs guidelines like contracting Private sector in Extension service delivery, the construction of Agriculture Ward Resource Centers and appropriate use of DADP Grants.

· Allocate DADP funds to the projects in accordance with their needs rather than equally

· Social Management consideration should be taken care of and described well in the project write-ups.
	· The work of training farmers by using funds from A-EBG must not be done as per plan.  
· Contracting private service providers eg. Farmer Training Centers is the appropriate way of using A-EBG funds as recommended in DADPs guidelines.

	
	Kilwa DC
	· Kilwa DC is poor in PA, while very good in Budget and M&E 
· Key district based problems and strategies are Not clearly stated.
· Strategies are not clearly stated. 
· Causes of shortfalls in past implementation are not clearly stated. 
· Project Profitability is not analyzed
	· PA and Grant Identification should be improved.
· Key district based problems and strategies should be clearly stated and should address specific problems of the Agricultural sector
· Project Profitability should be analyzed
	· DADP Guideline and Directives should be adhered 
· Write-ups should indicate rate of Profitability of a project 

	
	Nachingwea DC
	· Attached write ups does not show cost-benefit Analysis.

· DADP guideline was not followed properly, Only 2 villages out of 6 selected villages were allocated minimum budget of 56 mil.

· 6 selected villages were allocated small budget compared to minimum budget of 56 mil.

· Investment interventions (DADG) are allocated to the District Council instead of Selected villages, Tshs 40,486,000/= is allocated for Heifer production at Nachingwea Livestock multiplication unit in farm III area and Tshs. 27,511,000/= allocated for construction of DC abattoir.

· Grant categories for Top-up are not shown.

· No annual cash flow plan is prepared.
	· DADP guideline should be followed properly.

· Annual cash flow plan should be prepared.


	· Attached write up should be improved to show cost-benefit analysis

· Funds allocate to DC investment innervations totaling Tshs 67,997,000/= should be allocated to the selected village for community as per DADP guideline.

· To re-write DADP to adhere with DADP guideline

	
	Ruangwa DC
	· Necessary remarks on achievements on financial and physical in previous years are not fully described as well as causes of shortfall

· No indication of establishment of WARC for accelerating agriculture in district

· Costing are exaggerated (some)
	· Review of costing

· Review the previous DADPs and fill the necessary  remarks causing the shortfall

· To have plans for establishment of WARC

· To have better presentation of M&E plan


	· Review of costing

· Fill in the remark column the achievements/ shortfalls (financial and physical for each activity)

	
	Liwale DC
	· The quality is Good

· Village phasing in and out should be clear on the fist sight.

· Project implementation site should be re-identified for ‘kopa mbuzi lipa mbuzi’

· The activity with the codes F01D01 and F02S01 should be examined and reallocated for the appropriate grant i.e. CBG
	· Improvement should be done on what has been observed.
	· All write ups should be attached and reallocation of grants for specified activity should be done.

	Manyara
	Kiteto DC
	· The quality is Good
· Some of the activities appear in the project summary but are not in the PlanRep.

· Some pages are missing

· The action plan and cash flow is not attached
	· The district plan and budget should adhere to the plan guideline.

· The plan should be consistent.

· The units for the same input in the PlanRep should be uniform.

· The plan document should contain all pages
	· Activities shown in the project summary should appear in the PlanRep .
· The plan should include the action plan and cash flow.

· Environmental assessment should be well stated

	
	Simanjiro
	· This plan is FAIR

· The DADP does not follow DADPD STRUCTURE/ DADP PREPARATION GUIDELINES.

· Many planned interventions for 2010/11 are completion of on-going projects, but it is difficult to realize this  since there is no clear description about Village Phasing in/out.

· Calculations of costs were not shown i.e. cost per unit. As a result sometimes it was difficult to judge whether costing is realistic or not.
	· During DADP preparation, consistency should be observed. 

· Information regarding phasing in/out the villages is very important. 

· Areas that show weaknesses should be corrected immediately in order to improve DADP plan.
	· DADP plan should be corrected immediately based on above observations and recommendations.

	
	Bababati DC
	· The quality is good

· PlanRep should have the same amount for the same unit (e.g. Diesel).
· Proper use of grants not observed

· Not all investment project write ups submitted

· For investment projects profitability analysis not done
	· Observe proper use of ASDP grants as per guideline

· Prepare all project write ups for all investment projects and include the chapter on profitability analysis
	· Review the costing of activities to observe proper use of grants

· Prepare write-ups for the remaining investment projects

· Review the submitted write-ups to include profitability analysis

	
	Babati TC
	· The status is Good

· Proper use of grants not observed

· No consideration of involving private agriculture service providers

· Profitability analysis not done to investment projects
	· Observe proper use of ASDP grants as per guideline

· Prepare all project write ups for all investment projects and include the chapter on profitability analysis
	· Review the submitted write-ups to include profitability analysis

· Review the costing of activities to observe proper use of grants



	
	Hana’ng
	· The status is Good

· Too many projects undertaken under DADG.

· Resources are spread too much.
	· Consider implementation of a few projects in a phase- in villages according to the guidelines.

· Consider resource center construction.
	· Funds to support staff training should be used to support only those staff attending short courses. No funds should be used for new staff to attend long courses.

· Budgeting should show unit cost, e.g. 1 liter of diesel or petrol. Don't show lump sum figures.

	
	Mbulu DC
	· The quality is very Good

· Monitoring and evaluation description is very short, Cost-benefit analysis is inadequate especially for pig, layers and diary cattle projects at Kuta village.
· Also there is incorrect use of DADPs grant-to support one staff pursue her MSc. By June 2011
	· The DADP is generally good, only a few corrections should be made to make it SMART.
	· Monitoring and evaluation description should be adequate, Cost-Benefit analysis should be considered and hence analyzed for all project interventions and DADP Grants should NOT be used to meet higher education expenses like B.Sc and M.Sc.

	Mara
	Musoma DC
	· The quality is Good

· Although Phasing in/out plan indicated, very few of the selected villages have appeared in the DADPs.

· Only two write-ups are attached to the DADPs, and these are not among the selected ones.

· It seems that the LGA's adherence to the DADP Guidelines is largely theoretical rather than practical.

· Because of lack of write-ups for most of the interventions, it has not been easy to make a fair judgment during the assessment exercise, hence low score in a number of the aspects.
	· LGA should try as much as possible to abide by the DADP Guidelines and Instructions during DADP Preparations.

· DADP Quality Assessment Framework, together with results of previous year's assessment should be also used during DADP Preparation as useful tools for improving the quality of LGA DADP Preparation.

· LGA should make sure that detailed and correct write-ups for each intervention are submitted with the DADPs.
	· LGA to submit the missing write-ups for each intervention

· Along with the write-ups, LGA should carefully examine the present DADP and make appropriate corrections as per the above observations and recommendations.

	
	Musoma MC
	· The quality is Good

· Cost benefit analysis is not shown in all project write ups, hence it is difficult to ascertain the viability and profitability of the project. Neither pay back period is shown. 

· There are no clear prioritization criteria for selected interventions.

· Generally the quality of DADP
	· More training is required in cost benefit analysis computation

· A clear statement of selection criteria for villages and interventions needs to be shown.
	· Project write ups need to be revisited in order ascertain the viability and profitability of the project before their implementation.

	
	Serengeti DC
	· The quality is Good

· Title of the projects does not reflect the project description

· Explanation given to sustainability of the project was not enough

·  Environmental assessment was not enough
	· Title of the project should reflect reality of the project

· Sustainability of the project should be stated clearly and accurate

· Private sector can be sub-contracted on issue like extension services

· Cost and benefit analysis should appear in every project write-up
	· Environmental impact assessment to be revisited and reported. No project without environmental impact

· Based on DADPs Guideline, One village require a minimum of 56 mill for investment project. Since DADG fund (49,968,347) allocated to your district is less than minimum stated, it should be used for one Investment project (Community) and in one village only not more. 

· Cost and benefit analysis should be revisited

· All project write-ups must be submitted to RS then to TAMISEMI prior to project implementation

· Cost and benefit analysis must appear in every project write-ups

	
	Bunda DC
	· The quality is Very Good

· DADPs formulation guidelines have been adhered to
	· Keep it up but subject to few corrections incorporation
	· In the plan, include a number of WARCs to be constructed as well as a budget of contracting private sector.

	
	Tarime DC
	· The DADP plan was generally good .

· However, village phasing in/out were not considered

· Environmental conservation issues were not well addressed because it does not indicate the negative causes of the project and correction measures to be undertaken
· There is weakness on how to analyze economic Profitability and/or Economic viability

· No clear linkage between problems /strategies stated and target

· There is weakness in budgeting especially on the use of Unit prices and number of items
	· Correction to be done on the following areas:-

· Village phasing in/out must be clearly indicated eg To list number and names of villages being phased in/out.

· DADP Guidelines should be adhered to during budget plan preparation.
	· Tarime DC should train responsible staff on budgeting and use PlanRep software

	
	Rorya DC
	· The quality is Very Good

· The LGA has done well in an overall planning. Issues related to reform and sustainability was not well spelt out.
	· Reform and sustainability issues should be made mandatory in future.
	· The LGA should be reminded on the mentioned observations

	Mbeya
	Mbeya CC
	· The status is Very Good

· The summary table of investment projects does not show the column of places/villages where the projects are to 

· be implemented (Table no. 10 Pg. #22

· Environmental issues are not clearly described
	· They should consider the summary project's table for interventions as indicated in the DADPs guidelines and

· Clear environmental analysis should be done to evaluate the impact of the project to environment.
	· All the projects must clearly show the impact to the environment and the column showing the place/village in the

· Summary table of planned projects.

	
	Mbeya DC
	· LGA could do better if the planning circle started earlier
· Poor Action plan and M&E is a major shortcoming
	· Capacity building to DFT
· Close follow up during the process by DED/DPLO is necessary
	· LGA should review their action plan and put forward M&E.

	
	Chunya DC
	· The quality is Fair

· Village Phase in/out has been well designed and done. Need to revisit minimum budget allocation and the grant use in planning investment projects.

· DADP Context is generally fine but could have been more elaborated.

· No consideration on the development of WARC and M and E.

· Grants are mixed up.
	· Need to allocate budget properly and calculate the budget correctly.

· Critical review of the previous performance and action plan.

· Consider how you conduct M and E Plan. 

· Need to revisit the project write-up especially cost-benefit analysis and sustainability/social and environment issues.
	· Re-preparation of the list of Interventions. 

· Re-calculate the budget allocation correctly. 

· Re-arrange the use of the grant as much as possible. 

· Critical review of the previous performance and action plan.

· Preparation of M and E plan.

· Improvement of the project write-up especially cost-benefit analysis and sustainability/social and environment issues.

	
	Rungwe DC
	· The quality is Good

· Aspect of reforms is weak. WARC construction not reflected and contracting services to private sector also weakly addressed
· 
	· The district should consider to plan for WARC construction and reflect more reform activities such contracting of private service providers
	· Profitability analyses including cost benefit analyses for community/group projects should be re-worked before implementation.

· Reform related activities such as construction of WARC and contracting of private sector service providers to be re-worked

	
	Mbozi DC
	· The quality is Good

· The guideline was no followed in selection of villages, more village were selected against the guideline

· The ceiling of 56M per village was not followed to many villages, 

· Observed scattering of resources to many small projects 

· Some write ups did not show cost and benefit analysis also pay back period.
	· Select the villages as per guideline

· Observe ceiling per village 

· Cost and benefit analysis, pay back period must be done properly to ensure economic viability and sustainability of the projects.
	· The district must ensure the selection of villages is done as per guideline to avoid scattering of resources before the disbursement of fund to the villages. The villages selected are 24 instead of 14 as per their ceiling.

	
	Kyela DC
	· The quality is very Good

· Cost-benefit analysis was not done clearly especially in estimating profit. There are just numbers but no explanation of what the numbers represent.

· Environment and Sustainability issues were not well addressed in investment projects.

· They used both, PlanRep and SBAS which causes repetitions in costing as the two systems are similar but used in different levels. i.e PlanRep for LGAs and SBAS for Central government.
	· Cost-Benefit analysis should be done well.

· Environment and Sustainability issues should be well considered in all investment projects.
	· The district should use PlanRep and not both PlanRep and SBAS as these are similar systems but used in different levels.

	
	Mbarali DC
	· The quality is Good

· In the project write ups activities were identified but not costed. So financing plan is only categorized in percentage that 20% will be community contribution and 80% will be contributed through DADP grants.

· The activities to be financed by CBG and EEBG amount indicated in the intervention summary is not reflected in the budget and therefore difficult to assess if the council has observed the use of various grants.

· The construction of Ward Agriculture Development Plan not observed
	· Project write-ups should be revised and include a project financing plan.

· The summary of intervention should include activities to be financed using CBG and EEBG.

· The council should observe the construction of Ward Agriculture Development Resource Center

· 
	· Review project write-ups and include financing plan which indicates project activities and cost estimates

· Identify all activities to be financed by EEBG and CBG at community level and include their cost in the DADP budget section.



	
	Ileje DC
	· The Quality of DADP is good. 

· DADP does not show the phasing in/out plan of villages though villages to implement current DADP are indicated.

· Prioritization criteria for selection of villages and interventions is not shown.

· Minimum budget of sh. 56 mill. per community interventions is not generally adhered.

· Cost benefit analysis for each intervention is shown to some extent but economic viability of these is not shown.

· DADP does not inform the number of Ward Agricultural Resource Centers (WARCs) established/to be established.

· There are no clearly stated district strategies shown, instead ASDP strategies are quoted. 

· SWOT is not analytical in nature it rather just mentions strength, weakness, opportunities and threats. 

· Private sector contracting in service providing has not been considered in this  DADP as part of reforms
	· DADP should adhere to the phasing in/out plan of villages 

· Prioritization criteria for selection of villages must be an essential part of DADP

· Minimum budget of sh. 56 mill. per community interventions is must be observed.

· Cost benefit analysis including economic viability of each investment intervention must be worked out

· DADP should inform the number of Ward Agricultural Resource Centers (WARCs) established/to be established 

· There should be clearly stated district  strategies in tackling problems in line with District Agricultural Strategic Plans

· SWOT should be more analytical in nature rather than just mentioning strength, weakness, opportunities and threats

· Private sector contracting as service providers should be encouraged in DADP as part of reforms
	· Review the DADPs observing all recommendations.

	Morogoro
	Ulanga DC
	· The quality is Very Good

· There is no description on how are they going to conduct M&E plan.

· Difficult to realize whether the cost is realistic unless unit cost per each activities stated/shown
	· Sections that show weaknesses should be corrected immediately in order to improve DADP plan
	· DADP plan should be corrected based on above observations and recommendations

	
	Kilombero DC
	· Prioritization criteria is not appropriately stated

· There is no evidence of contracting private service providers

· Well written project write ups are attached to the DADPS?

· The Action Plan is not practical as most of activities are planned to implemented (experience shows that DADPs funds disbursement is normal effected at the end of the first quarter)
	· A clear statement of village selection criteria need to shown.

· The Action Plan is not practical as most of activities are planned to implemented (experience shows that DADPs funds disbursement is normal effected at the end of the first quarter
	· M&E plan needs to be revisited before implementation.

· The use of DADG fund (Tsh. 120,094,277) for construction of abattoir at district HQ of Ifakara is improper as this is Council's intervention. This fund should, therefore, be re- allocated to community projects.

	
	Morogoro DC
	· Environmental impacts assessment was not done in deep  

· No evidence of contracting private service providers

· Training allowance is too big in page 51. 

· 
	· Environmental impacts assessment need to be done in deep in relation with project life in order to have sustainable projects.  

· Need to Show evidence of contracting private service providers (budget set for contacting private sector) 

· Review the training allowance because its too big in page 51.
	· Review the investment project write ups to include the assessment of environment

· Consider involvement of private sector in the implementation of DADP activities

	
	Mvomero DC
	· The quality is Very Good

· Priorities indicated to meet objectives and targets but the criteria used not well stated 
· Some strategies are not clearly linked to specific problems. 
· To show clearly short falls and course of short falls. 
· Agricultural potential opportunities of the district and obstacles should be clearly stated. 
· To avail more  information on WARCs established/to be established. 6. The Action Plan should elaborate quarterly allocation of funds.
	· In future the LGA should take care of the following few corrections: 
·  All priorities to meet objectives and targets and criteria used to be well stated. 2. Each strategy must be well linked to a specific problem of the district. 
· Short falls and course of short falls not clearly stated.
· Agricultural potential opportunities of the district and obstacles are not clearly stated.
· There is inadequate information on WARCs established/to be established. 6. The Action Plan does not elaborate quarterly allocation of funds.
	· To prepare and submit the Action Plan indicating quarterly allocation of fund and to make some few corrections given in the recommendations.

	
	Morogoro MC
	· The quality is Good

· The LGA allocated DADG for the construction of Agriculture Ward Resource Centre. No facilitation of Private Service Providers.
	· The LGA should adhere to all aspects of write up guidelines.
	· The LGA should make the necessary adjustments (properly allocate the grants, facilitate Private Service Providers, adopt village phasing in/out, show selection criteria etc.)

	
	Kilosa DC
	· The quality is Good

· Some project write ups were not attached though are shown in the main DADP

· WARC not considered as important aspect in achieving extension services

· No budget for Private service providers 

· M&E plan not attached  
	· DADP should contain attachments of project write-ups

· WARC are part and parcel of improving extension work. They should be given priority

· Private sector available in the council can be used to provide technical/ extension service

· M&E plan must be attached
	· All project write-ups should be attached to DADP.

· To allocate budget for private service providers. 

· Attach M&E plan.

	Mtwara
	Nanyumbu DC
	· The quality of DADP is generally good. Just a few improvements are required to be done.
	· Improvement should be made on utilization of Grants, Budget, costing and M&E.
	· The number of Villages being phased in should be consistently stated, eg in page 25 where it has been stated 7 villages to be phased in, but the listed villages on the same page are 8.

· It is important that construction of WARC be included in the plan. 
· The costing should be realistic, eg unit cost of domestic per diem on page 37.

	
	Tandahimba DC
	· The quality is Very Good

· The work is excellent in various aspect, but only financial and physical of previous year not well stated together with failure to consider private sector on the budget plan
	· Show clearly previous year DADPs progress
	· Consider involvement of Private sector in the provision of agriculture services  

	
	Mtwara MC
	· The quality is Fair

· There is no involvement of private sector in the implementation of DADP.

· Use of DADG funds in the selected villages is not adhered.

· Action plan is not prepared as per guideline.
	· Consider involvement of private sector in the implementation of DADP.

· Allocate funds of different activities according to grants.
	· Prepare action plan as per guideline.

· Prepare write ups to meet the use of 56 million and 5.6 million (from A-CBG and A-EBG) per village as indicated in the Guideline.

· Indicate mitigation measures to combat soil degradation.

	
	Masasi DC
	· The quality is Good

· Preparation of DADPS was well prepared in areas of grant utilization, action plan and M&E .

· However, there is weakness in aspect of consideration of setting budget to private service provider, preparation of budget and issue of environmental assessment in a proposed community project.
	· Allocate more budget (10%) for contracting private service provider

· Cost-Benefit analysis should be done properly in all of community/ group project write ups.

· 3.Describe properly issue of environment as per DADPS Guidelines
	· Describe clearly issue of environment in -Mpanya oil processing

· Write up according to preparation and implementation guideline of 2009.

	
	Mtwara DC
	· The quality is Fair

· The number of participating villages does not comply with the guidelines i.e. 
· Villages are combined to receive 56,000,000/= of DADG grant. Total of 12 villages have been allocated funds in PLANREP.
· Total cost of planned interventions shown in the summary (Chapter 9) does not tally with the approved budget. 
· Some project write ups are not realistic e.g. the same write up for 2 groups: rehabilitation of irrigation system at Mahurunga-Kitunguli block B and Mahurunga Block A.
· Misallocation of grants: e.g. DADG funds allocated for FFS and WARC construction.
	· List of phasing in/out villages have to be shown clearly in Executive Summary.
· Total list of planned interventions needs to be shown in summary sheet (Chap. 9) with allocated funds tallying with the approved budget accordingly. 
· Project write ups should reflect actual villages/groups. 
· Allocation of ASDP grants should adhere to the guidelines.
	· Number of villages in 2010/2011 DADP should be adjusted in accordance to the approved DADG for 2010/2011, the maximum number is 5 villages.
· DADG funds allocated for FFS and construction of WARC should be reallocated to appropriate investment interventions identify by the community.
· Monitoring and evaluation plan should be provided

	
	Newala DC
	· The quality is Good

· Project write ups for investment projects of Chionjila village were not attached.

· District's targets as specified are not SMART

· Cost - Benefit analysis of investment projects not depicted as required in the DADP Guide.

· District's DADP budget ceiling not observed.
	· To improve quality of DADP as specified in the Guideline for Planning and Implementation of DADP.
	· Submit project write ups for all investment projects identified by community and observe aforementioned shortfalls to improve quality of DADP.

· Review district's targets.

	Mwanza
	Misungwi DC
	· The overall status performance for Misungwi DC is GOOD
	· Phasing in and out of all villages should be clearly stated in the preamble of the

DADP plan 

· Show, calculate and attach write ups with profitability and economic viability for ALL investments interventions- for Wani Irrigation Scheme and remaining investments

· Consider and state sustainability issues for Wani Irrigation scheme and other investments

· Ascertain that all strategies are deployed fully in phases 

· The District should establish more Ward Resource Centers in future

· Consider  contracting more interventions to Private Service Providers

· Observe and adhere to the minimum budget of 56 million per village
	· Review DADP and include village phasing in /out plan

· Review the submitted project write ups and include profitability and economic analysis and sustainability section



	
	Sengerema DC
	· The Quality for Sengerema DADP Plan is Good
	· Summarise village phase in/out in the preamble

· Attach all write ups to the DADPS,

· 3.State profitability and economic viability to all investments, 

· Address strategies fully to the problems,

· Establish Ward Agricultural Resource Centers in the DADPS

· Contract Private Service Providers to selected interventions and 

· Carry out detailed realistic and accurate costing.
	· Review the DADP to include village phasing out/in plan

· Prepare investment project write ups and attach with the final DADP

· Review district strategies to address key problems

· Consider establishment of WARC in the revised plan

	
	Geita DC
	· Geita DC is poor in project write up while very good in village phasing plan.
· Key district based problems not clearly stated.
· Strategies not clearly stated.
· Profitability for investment interventions is not shown.
	· Improvement is needed in  project write up
· Key district based problems should be  clearly stated and link clearly to strategies
· Profitability  should be indicated
	· The write ups of investment interventions should be improved and all attached to DADPS plan

	
	Ukerewe DC
	· UKEREWE DC is poor in Categorization of grants  while is very good in M&E,  and  DADP Context. 

· Profitability, sustainability, environmental and social management not considered.

· No description on use of Grant by categories for the interventions

· Partial linkage between village selected and DADPS plan (Only 4 VADPS out of 30 selected villages are the integral part of the DADP)
· Project write ups are poor.
· Planrep format used is not proper
	· Project write ups should be improved esp. in Profitability, sustainability, environmental and social management aspects.  
· Use of Grant by categories for all interventions should be described  
· Use the required PlanRep format
	· Project write ups should be Improved 
· Grants should be categorized for all interventions.

	
	Magu DC
	· The quality is Fair

· Planrep not used in the budget plan
· Previous year's DADPs review (financial and physical) not shown in the budget
· Contracting private service providers not shown in the budget
	· Use planrep format
· Previous year's DADPs review (financial and physical) must be shown so as to know if the money are used as the action plan stated.
· Private service provider must be shown in the budget
	· Because the important aspects not shown in the budget, the District must redo the budget

	
	Kwimba DC
	· The quality is Fair

· The district did not follow the DADP preparation guidelines such that no village phasing in/out plan is shown
	· The district is strongly directed to adhere and follow the DADP guideline in preparing the district Agric development plan which also insists on involvement of private sector as well as taking into consideration the environment and socio management aspects.
	· DADG fund (20 mil) intended to be used in expanding the Agric head office at Ngudu MUST not be spent for the identified task rather all DADG funds SHOULD be sent to community investment projects and not otherwise.

	
	Mwanza CC
	· The status is Good

· WARC's and SACCOS office Construction is done using DADG instead of A-EBG and A-CBG respectively.

· The DADP document does not show contraction of private service providers, and thus it violates to the priority of the Nation of Public Private Partnership(PPP) .
	· DADG Fund allocated for construction of SACCOSS Office should not be used instead A-CBG is responsible for the activity.
	· Fund allocation by Grant should be reviewed since capacity building and extension activities are allocated to DADG Grant.

· Costing of activities is not realistic therefore re-costing should be done for easy implementation.

	
	Mkuranga DC
	· The quality is Good

· No involvement of private service providers.
· It is doubtful to mention that, Mkurunga is a village while is the headquarter of the district
	· District  Agricultural plan should adhere to the guideline provide by the PMO RALG
	· The funds allocated for the construction of Mkuruga slaughter house should be re allocated to other community based projects.

	
	Kibaha DC
	· The quality is Good

· Unrealistic costs: Fuel, travel tickets, extra duty within the district, vaccines & acaricides, food and refreshment inconsistence e.g DO5CO2 and DO5CO1 and training allowance.

· Only two streets (Mkuza and Msangani) will be covered centrally to what have been mentioned i.e. 9 'mitaas' streets.

· For some activities  of 2009/2010 funds were received but carry over funds have not been used to date (Ref: pg.7)
	· Prices for vaccines & acaricide should be taken out. This is delta with government and private sector.

· Refer government directives on extra duty and allowances for proper budgeting.

· Implement activity with carryover funds
	· Costs of vaccines and acaricides to be removed from the budget

· Implement the activities for 2009/2010 of which funds have been released for 3rd &4th quarter 

· Reflect the cultivation of sunflower, a cash crop in Kibaha district (pg.7 yr 2008/2009 – 2009/2010)

· Workout on topographical error (e.g Pg.17 put contractor instead of conductor) 

· The rule of grants distribution should be adhered.

	
	Rufiji DC
	· The status is Very Good

· Type of project is not clearly stated

· The title of the project does not reflect the project descriptions

· The cost of project mentioned on summary of investment differs with the cost mentioned on project write-up (see pg 73 in DADPS and pg 60 of project write up i.e Ruwe village.)
	· Try to indicate the types of projects to avoid confusion.
	· Indicate type of projects

	
	Kisarawe DC
	· The quality is good

· The Phasing in/out plan/concept is not clearly indicated, although the criterion for selecting the 5 villages is mentioned.

· No mention on WARCs to some extent contributes to the low score

· No plan on contracting private service providers is another cause of the low score.

· It is not clearly indicated how some of the balances (carry-over funds) from previous year are to be used.

· Although environmental aspects have been considered in almost every intervention, no funds have been set aside for their implementation.
	· The phasing in/out plan and selection criteria should be clearly indicated.

· WARCs should be established, and detailed description should be given each year.

· Private Service providers should be contracted where necessary.

· LGA should try to abide by the guideline more closely. Furthermore, DADP Quality Assessment Operation Guidelines and results should also be used as useful tools for improving DADP quality.
	· Steps should be taken to make corrections for the above mentioned points.

	
	Bagamoyo DC
	· The quality is Very Good

· Agriculture extension plan is not adequately considered in the DADP.
	· Ensure WARCs and contract for private extension service are included in the DADP.
	· Consider involvement of private sector in agriculture service provision

	
	Mafia DC
	· The quality is good

· Prices for diesel and petrol are not consistency.
· Environmental and social management not considered

· No village phasing out/in plan
· Good job done
	· Review the budget

· Consider environmental and social management issues in investment activities

· Prepare village phasing in/out plan
	· Review budget to observe realistic costing of inputs, include village phasing in/out.

· Funds for staff should support one staff mentioned on pg 26 but not new staff.



	
	Kibaha DC
	· The quality is Fair

· Sustainability, socio-economical and environmental issues are not documented. Lack interventions and resource allocation for establishing Ward Resource Centers and facilitation of Private Service Providers. The LGA has under-budgeted with reference to budget allocation for DADG and CBG grants and figures in Executive Summary does not tally those given in the summary of interventions.
	· The LGA should adhere to all issues as per ASDP write-up guidelines.
	· The LGA should use the appropriate grants for the establishment of WRC and support of Private Sector Service Providers. 
· The LGA should make the necessary corrections in the document and make adjustments with reference to budget allocation.

	Rukwa
	Nkasi DC
	· The Quality of DADP is good. 

· DADP does not show the phasing in/out plan of villages though villages to implement current DADP are indicated.

· Prioritization criteria for selection of villages is not shown.

· Minimum budget of sh. 56 mill. per community interventions is not generally adhered.

· Cost benefit analysis for each intervention is shown to some extent but economic viability of these is not shown.

· DADP does not inform the number of Ward Agricultural Resource Centers (WARCs) established/to be established but only shows one WARC to be established this season.

· There are no clearly stated district strategies shown, instead ASDP strategies are quoted. 

· SWOT is not analytical in nature it rather just mentions strength, weakness, opportunities and threats. 

· Private sector contracting in service providing has not been considered in this  DADP as part of reforms.
	· DADP does should adhere to the phasing in/out plan of villages 

· Prioritization criteria for selection of villages must be an essential part of DADP

· Minimum budget of sh. 56 mill. per community interventions is must be observed.

· Cost benefit analysis including economic viability for each investment intervention must be worked out

· DADP should inform the number of Ward Agricultural Resource Centres (WARCs) established/to be established 

· There should be clearly stated district  strategies in tackling problems in line with District Agricultural Strategic Plans

· SWOT should be more analytical in nature rather than just mentioning strength, weakness, opportunities and threats

· Private sector contracting as service providers should be encouraged in DADP as part of reforms
	· DADG funds (sh. 60,000,000) have been allocated for construction of a slaughter house at district headquarters contrary to DADP guidelines. These funds must be reallocated to community interventions while the Council looks elsewhere to fund this intervention.

· DADG funds (sh. 34,050,000) have been allocated for construction of extension officer's house contrary to  DADP guidelines. These funds must be reallocated to community interventions while the Council looks elsewhere to fund this intervention.

	
	Mpanda DC
	· The status is good

· The project write-ups should cover both the cost-benefit analysis and environmental and social management. More strategies for sustainability of all projects have to be in place.
	· The Council should document the outcome and where possible the impacts of the past implementation of DADPs. Currently, the Council has just recorded the outputs of the past DADPs.
	· Go through the project write-ups to include the missing issues.

	
	Mpanda TC
	· The quality is good

· Project write up for community investments are poorly prepared as it does not conform with the DADPs guidelines.
	· The District should re -work the plan particularly on projects write ups
	· Re-right all investment projects to reflect profitability, sustainability and aspects on environments

	
	Sumbawanga DC
	· The quality is Fair

· Confusion in the appropriate use of grants.

· Criteria used for selection of interventions are not mentioned.
	· Re-write the project write up especially in cost benefit analysis and environment and social management.

· Follow the DADP guideline properly.
	· 1. The DADG funds, which is used for rehabilitation of 3 extension staff houses in kipeta (15,149,500), Mwazye (12,568,500) and Msazi (14,051,475) wards, must be reallocated to other community/group investment activities. DADG is not supposed to be used for construction/rehabilitation of extension staff houses.

· M & E must be included in the DADP.

	
	Sumbawanga MC
	· Generally, the DADP plan is poor  because the number of villages phasing in /out were not shown, 

· The project write up is inconsistent because it does not follow the DADP guidelines.

· Proper use of grants not observed
· In budgeting process the unit cost and items were not clearly indicated.

· Private Service providers were not involved at all.
	· The whole DADP plan and write-up to be revised so as to adhere PMOLG guidelines.
	· LGA's staff to be freshly trained on budget preparation and write up before resubmitting 2010/11 Budget Plan

	Ruvuma
	Namtumbo DC
	· The quality is Very Good

· Profitability analysis of investment projects not done

· Action plan not well structured

· M and E plan not prepared
	· Consider profitability analysis for all investment projects
	· Review project write ups to include profitability analysis

· Review the action plan to indicate implementation schedule 

· Prepare M and E plan

· Consider establishment of AWRC 

	
	Tunduru DC
	· The quality is Good

· Some village are allocated fund with less than 56 m., which is against DADPs guidelines.
	· Need to follow the guidelines/quick guides for fund allocation.

· Need to consider appropriate use of the grant.
	· Using DADG fund to Build staff houses is against DADP guidelines, therefore this fund must be used to implement community identified activities.   

	
	Mbinga DC
	· The quality is Good

· The DADP is fairly good prepared, there is consideration of every aspect and described very well. eg; Priorities are clearly stated, Attachment of project write ups, Description of grant use, M & E plan with implementation description pg 78-86 .
	· There are need to improve on some aspect description. This means from village level those who prepare VADPs and DADP should have enough time to learn DADP preparation guide. It is recommended that money should be distributed in quarterly basis for those projects which implementing in two quarter. Should clarify every aspect very clear like the did on Monitoring and evaluation aspect, it is conversable for the project writings.
	· The must show Physical and financial achievements as well as reasons of shortfall of the previous years as recommended on assessment guide. If they have WARC as stated must explain clear how it work  also in any contact with private sector there must be evidence as required.

	
	Songea MC
	· The quality is Good

· Overall good write up. Few observations for improvement:

· The phasing in/out villages not clearly indicated. 

· Some monetary figures in PlanRep do not match with those in Action Plan (eg. D02C01 page 20, Tzs. 2,460,000 vs D02C01 page 26, Tzs.2,500,000). 

· The prioritization criteria not well stated. 

· Some indicated targets do not link very well with the interventions. 

· The district's problems are not well stated to give the clear insight of the problem in relation to the interventions. 

· Some Strategies do not address well the key problems of the districts. 

· The financial achievements of the previous DADP are not indicated. 

· The obstacles to development are not well stated. 

· No information on WARCs established/to be established. 

· Some codes are not correctly used.
	· The phasing in/out villages should be clearly indicated. 

· Match all the monetary figures in PlanRep and Action Plan (eg. D02C01 page 20, Tzs. 2,460,000 vs D02C01 page 26, Tzs. 2,500,000) and adjust them accordingly. 

· State well the prioritization criteria. 

· Modify the targets set to link well with the interventions. 

· State well the district's problems to give the clear insight of the problem in relation to your interventions. 

· Make slight improve on Strategies to address well the key problems of the districts. 

· Indicate the financial achievements of the previous DADP. 

· State well the obstacles to development. 

· Indicate WARCs established/to be established. 

· Revisit your codes and make necessary corrections.
	· Make necessary corrections to improve more your Project write up

	
	Songea DC
	· The quality is Very Good

· Consideration was not shown about the management of agricultural wastes to environment. 

· Rehabilitation or construction of WARC was not shown.
	· Construction of WRC should be included in the plan.
	· Construction of Ward Resource Centers needs to be part and parcel of the DADP plan in each Financial Year.

	Shinyanga
	Bariadi DC
	· DADP does not show the phasing in/out plan of villages though villages to implement current DADP are indicated.

· Prioritization criteria for selection of villages is not shown.

· Minimum budget of sh. 56 mill. per community interventions is not is not observed in this intervention

· Project write ups are not attached to the DADP

· DADP does not  inform the number of Ward Agricultural Resource Centers (WARCs) established/to be established but

· Only shows one WARC to be established this season.

· There are no clearly stated district strategies shown instead ASDP strategies are quoted. 

· SWOT is not analytical in nature it rather just mentions strength, weakness, opportunities and threats. 

· Private sector contracting in service providing has not been considered in this  DADP as part of reforms
	· DADP  should adhere to the phasing in/out plan of villages 

· Prioritization criteria for selection of villages must be an essential part of DADP

· Minimum budget of sh. 56 mill. per community interventions is must be observed.

· Project write ups should be t attached to the DADP

· DADP should inform the number of Ward Agricultural Resource Centers (WARCs) established/to be established 

· There should be clearly stated district  strategies in tackling problems in line with District Agricultural Strategic Plans

· SWOT should be more analytical in nature rather than just mentioning strength, weakness, opportunities and threats

· Private sector contracting as service providers should be encouraged in DADP as part of reforms
	· Review the DADP observing  all recommendations

	
	Bukombe DC
	· The quality is Fair

· Phasing in/out villages not well shown,

· Write ups have no details,

· No clear prioritizations of the problems,

· Targets have no details e.g. time frame,

· Problems not well links with strategies,

· Some funds deposited in the community account not yet spent,

· WRC not included in the DADP,

· DADP has no Action plan,

· No responsible person in the M & E.
	· Phasing in/out villages should be clearly shown,

· Write ups should be detailed written in participatory with the community,

· District problems to be clearly stated,

· Targets should have details and time frame,

· Make sure strategies are linked to solve identified problems,

· Make follow up of all the funds deposited in the community accounts, advise and report accordingly,

· Include WRCs in the DADPS it is an important condition,

· Include Action plan in the DADP,

· M & E to have a responsible person.
	· Follow properly instructions given in the DADP guidelines,

· Make sure there is clear linkage between strategies and problems,

· Make follow ups of all the funds remitted in community accounts,

· WRC must be part of DADPS,

· Action plans must be included in the DADPS.

	
	Kishapu DC
	· The quality is Good

· Some villages are allocated funds less than the DASIP/DADP recommendations 

· Criteria used in projects prioritization not stated

· Some of the project write-ups not attached to the DADP/DASIP

· Profitability and economic viability not stated in the write-ups

· Reasons for Shortfalls are not stated to some of un-implemented activities

· No establishment of  Ward Resource Centers  and not in plans

· Involvement of Private sector in Extension service delivery is not in place

· Costs of some activities are not realistic eg. costs of vaccines pg. 31 

· Not keen enough in the use of Grants by categories
	· DASIP/DADP must abide to guidelines given so as to arrive to the expected impact.
	· All Project write-ups need to be attached, and they need to be improved.

· The A-CBG funds allocated to rehabilitate skin shades and Construction of skin and hides dressing table should not be used for that purpose

	
	Maswa DC
	· The quality is Fair

· DADG was use for Capacity and Extension activities.

· Calculation of project costs and cost benefit analysis of the project was not clear.

· No consideration of environment and social management
	· Please use the grants appropriately according to the type of interventions

· When calculating the cost of projects, confirm the type of activities which are going to be conducted during project implementation.

· For investment projects make sure that you give the details environment and social management (refer to ESMR).
	· Stop using the DADG grant for activity no. 3 in target 1, and activities no.1 & 3. in target no. 2.  In pg 96, the funds must be allocated for community/group investment projects.

· Do not use the old version action plan. Use the PMO RALG  action plan guideline

	
	Shinyanga MC
	· Allocated fund to village selected to implement VADPs is less than DADPs and DASIP guidelines

· Village phasing-in/-out selection criteria are not well defined.

· Only a few write ups were attached in the plan

· Miss allocation of grants in the plan e.g. DADG fund has been allocated to activities which were not  identified by community  
	· Plans should abide to ASDP and DASIP guidelines

· Observe the comments given in the remarks.
	· Fund for construction of LGA building at Nanenane Agric show in Mwanza should be from EBG and not DADG. DADG should strictly be used in implementing community identified activities only.

· Attach all project write-ups.

· Make sure to establish WARCs, and to encourage participation of private sector.

	
	Kishapu DC
	· Some villages are allocated funds less than the DASIP/DADP recommendations 

· Criteria used in projects prioritization not stated

· Some of the project write-ups not attached to the DADP/DASIP

· Profitability and economic viability not stated in the write-ups

· Reasons for Shortfalls are not stated to some of un-implemented activities

· No establishment of  Ward Resource Centers  and not in plans

· Involvement of Private sector in Extension service delivery is not in place

· Costs of some activities are not realistic eg. costs of vaccines pg. 31 

· Not keen enough in the use of Grants by categories
	· DASIP/DADP must abide to guidelines given so as to arrive to the expected impact
	· VADP write-ups needs to be improved

· The A-CBG funds allocated to rehabilitate skin shades and Construction of skin and hides dressing table should not be used for that purpose

	
	Shinyanga DC
	· The quality is Good

· There was minimal team work to prepare this document. 

· The district agricultural problems were not well described and the strategies far remedy were not given due weight.

· There is no comprehensive village phase in and phase out plan for at least five years
	· The DALDO should closely co-ordinate ASDP programe in his district.
	· Seriously the district should prepare key district agricultural problems and potential solutions.

	
	Kahama DC
	· The quality is Good

· Write-ups and budgets are not good enough
	· The Council has to go through the write-ups and the budget (costing and quantities).
	· The Council should reconsider the amount of fuel per project. 
· Review investment project write ups to include sustainability strategies of the projects as well as environmental and social management

	
	Meatu
	· The quality is Fair

· DADPs preparation does not comply to the guidelines.
	· The LGA is advised to follow the national guideline in DADPs preparation.
	· The LGA must attach the project write-ups for all proposed intervention. Without it, no disbursement should be made as the plans are seemed to be a desk work.

	Singida DC
	Manyoni
	· The quality is Good

· No concrete data to justify the profitability and economic viability of the projects 

· No strong evidences on  sustainability of projects in terms of Data  

· Completion of water dam at Itagata village is questionable as Tsh. 1.1 billion has to be secured from DIDF. The maximum fund to be released by DIDF is Tsh. 500,000 and is competitive. if the projects fails  to get this  fund, what will be the consequences ?

· There is no justification of construction of crop storage structure at Sanjaranda village in terms of crop production otherwise nothing can be stored
	· This weaknesses should be rectified

· In preparation of DADPs .The district should adhere to the DADPS preparation guidelines
	· The district should consider to look for other sources of fund in order to achieved  its planed activity (completion of Water Dam)

	
	Singida DC
	· Poor in budget preparations.

· In 2008/09 one of the intervention was to facilitate M&E and purchase of transport facilities with the total of 138,999,000/=, transport facilities purchased but M&E still continues. But how much money remained is not shown.
	· Budget should be done again (Planrep)
	· Money remained for M&E in 2008/09 to be shown and should be deducted from the 2010/11 budget in M&E.  
· Redo the budget using Planrep

	
	Singida MC
	· The quality is Fair

· No phasing in/out of DADP villages,

· The budget is not in planrep format. It is presented as annual expenditure details and forward budget for FY 2009/2010,

· Write ups lack enough and some relevant details e.g. environmental issues, and should be for community projects not for Vehicle purchase,

· No clear linkages between interventions and Targets.

· There are still unspent funds for FY 2008/2009,

· WRCs not in the DADP,

· Some budget not spent for their relevant Grant category,

· Presented Action plan was for the FY 2009/2010.
	· Phasing in/out villages to be shown clearly,

· Budgets should use planrep for the FY 2010/2011,

· Project write ups to include enough and relevant details,

· There must be a clear relationship between interventions and the Targets,

· Make follow up and prepare report for unspent funds,

· WRCs must be part of DADP using EBG,

· Expenditures to be in their relevant Grant category,

· Action plan should be for FY 2010/2011.
	· Re write DADP for FY 2010/2011 using provided guidelines,

· Use planrep format for budget preparations,

· Must include WRCs in your DADP

	
	Iramba DC
	· The quality is Good

· The document was not signed by DED and Council chairperson

· Allocated fund to some village selected to implement VADPs is less than guidelines' recommendations.

· Village phasing in -/-out selection criteria not well defined.

· Misallocation of grants in the plan e.g. DADG fund has been allocated to implement activities which were not  identified by community
	· Need to prepare clear Village Phase in/out plan. 

· Need to consider private sector involvement in DADP implementation.
	· To prepare Village Phase in/out plan in line with the guidelines.

· To consider private sector involvement. 

· Using DADG fund to Build staff houses and district abattoir is against DADP guidelines on fund use. Therefore this fund must be used to implement community identified activities.  

	Tabora
	Tabora DC
	· The quality is Good

· Generally the District Agricultural Development Plan is good. However the following shortfall has been observed;

· There is no appropriate use of grants

· There is little justification on sustainability of projects

· Construction of warehouse at Isila village can benefit businessmen rather than the community
	· Appropriate use of grants by categories should be adhered.

· Strong justification of projects sustainability is very important

· The District should adhere to DADPS guide line
	· Intensive O and OD exercise to get the real problem and needs of the community is vital.

	
	Tabora DC
	· The quality is Good

· There is no appropriate use of grants

· There is little justification on sustainability of projects

· Construction of warehouse at Isila village can benefit businessmen rather than the community
	· Appropriate use of grants by categories should be adhered.

· Strong justification of projects sustainability is very important

· The District should adhere to DADPS guide line
	· Intensive O and OD exercise to get the real problem and needs of the community is vital.

· Improve the Project write-ups.

	
	Sikonge DC
	· The quality is Good

· The village phase in/out needs to be comprehensive. At least plan for five years. 

· The number of villages phased in/out are only two. They are few compared to the amount of money to be received 2010/2011.

· Critical description of the prevailing agricultural problems should be put forward and strategies to solve them should be clearly spelt out.
	· I would first recommend your Council Chairman and District Executive Director for owning the document by signing the appropriate areas.

· I strongly recommend for team work for both plan preparation and projects execution
	· All short comings shown in the remarks need to be seriously worked on.

	
	Tabora MC
	· The quality is Good

· Phasing out/in villages not clearly stated,

· The  Same intervention but of  different cost  figures e.g. dip tank construction,

· Some interventions were placed in the different code descriptions e.g. Construction of 2 dip tanks in Inala village pg. 58,

· Irrigation scheme project have been included in the plan without DIDF funding assurance,

· Environmental issues have not well elaborated to suggest kind of environmental hazards likely to be caused by the project and the suggested solutions,

· WRC projects have not been included in the plan.
	· Phasing out/in villages should be  clearly be shown in the plan,

· There must be consistence in figures for each intervention,

· Make thorough placement of interventions to its relevant GFS code description,

· To make sure the final submitted document have projects with funding assurance based on ceilings provided,

· WRCs must be included in your plan.
	· Clearly show the phasing out/in villages,

· Figures should be equal and precise,

· Interventions should be placed in their right GFS code descriptions,

· Include only irrigation scheme project with fund allocation,

· Show environmental problem likely to be caused by the project implementations and suggested solutions. The suggested solution can be a considered as future project intervention,

· Include WRC using "Top Up EBG" as per DADP instructions.

	
	Igunga DC
	· The quality is Good

· WARCS and Contracting of Service provider not taken into consideration
	· WARCS and contracting service provider should be taken into consideration in 2011/12 plans
	· The community project should be revised to show its economic profitability and viability i.e mathematically

	
	Urambo DC
	· The quality is Good

· The executive summary too obstructs. 

· Should highlight in short what is in the major areas of the DADP structure presented.

· Quarterly budget plan for construction activities very much spread.  

· Private service providers in extension not clearly mentioned in the activities.
	· Expansion of executive summary need to be reviewed. 

· Propound deeply on the DADP structure guidelines for polishing the DADP write up (observe areas on the remarks). 

· Soliciting of private extension service providers needed to supplement the government routine extension service providers. 

· Council contribution is required if agriculture is the mainstay of its economy as stated.
	· Review the budgeting category of the soil analysis.

· Have inventory of capable private service providers and actively and engaging them in possible activities .

· Council should contribute towards agricultural development budget in the district from LCDG and own sources

	
	Nzega DC
	· The quality is Good

· Prioritization criteria in village selection were not well indicated

· WARC construction/rehabilitation not considered in the DADPS

· Small amount of money in the budget to contract Private sector
	· Increase the budget to contract private sector and develop WARC (adhere in the ASDP-DADPS guideline)
	· All investment project should have activities which will address and mitigate the effect of intervention to environment.

· Prepare action plan according to guideline

· Consider and show criteria for selection of village/interventions.

	Tanga
	Kilindi DC
	· The quality is Very Good

· Some problems are not real problems.  Rather they are causes of certain problems. (E.g. Higher level of indigenous livestock and lack of water infrastructure) 

· Strategies do not sufficiently address the key problems. 
· Profitability and/or Economic viability are not stated for all investment interventions.
	· Key problems should be clearly stated 
· Strategies should sufficiently address the key problems 
· Profitability and/or Economic viability must be computed for all investment interventions.
	· Key problems should be clearly stated and Strategies  should sufficiently address the key problems 
· Profitability and/or Economic viability must be computed For all investment interventions.  

· The number of WARCs should be clearly given.  

	
	Tanga CC
	· The quality is Fair

· DADP guidelines are not followed

· No consistency in document arrangement. For example, annexes are not numbered properly.

· M & E is not stated.

· Insufficient justification on projects sustainability
	· The above mentioned weaknesses to be corrected
	· The Plan should be corrected basing on the above  observations.

	
	Korogwe DC
	· The quality is Good

· Villages to be stated as phased in/out, not wards

· Budgets of 56 m should be observed and prioritization criteria are not well stated.

· Costing of cattle dip construction seems too high.

· Activities not from communities appear in the DADG, e.g. construction of mechanization centre and AI centre

· Monitoring and Evaluation are not well structured. Indicators and means of verification are not shown.

· Cost of power tiller needs to be reviewed unless low quality is not an issue.
	· Phase in/out villages and not wards

· Review some costing of construction activities.

· Structure monitoring and evaluation. Have indicators and means of verifications.

· Tend to acquire good quality power tillers.

· Training aspects attached to DADG should be shifted to ACBG 

· Private service providers need to be used where possible in AEBG activities

· DADG funding to be used on development activities from communities and not Council administered activities.
	· Have revisits on costing and decision on type of power tillers

· Council to meet costs of the directly administered construction activities from LCDG and own sources.

· Use Private service providers where possible in AEBG activities.

· Try to address the issues listed in the recommendations above.

	
	Muheza DC
	· The quality is Good

· The document is not owned. 

· It lacks the signatures of the District Council Chairman as well as the District Executive Director that means they didn't go through the document.

· Details of observations are given in the remarks.
	· It is important that the document is proof-read by a panel of experts in the department of Agriculture including DALDO.
	· There should be a team work in preparing this important document.

· The issues raised in the remarks should be addressed seriously.

	
	Handeni DC
	· The quality is Very Good

· Calculation on cost benefit analysis not shown
	· Calculation on cost benefits has to be shown.  
· In 2008/09 funds there is un spent money amounting 32,886,000/- which was for irrigation construction, Livestock market construction, procurement of photocopier and study tour for voucher system.
	· The calculations have to be done to show the cost benefit of the project.
· 32,886,000/- should be sent to the community for the investment project or to be reallocated

	
	Pangani DC
	· The quality is Good

· The document is well prepared with exception of some oversights in some areas such as identification of key district problems, pertinent strategies to address such problems and also the issue of private sector involvement is forgotten.
	· For better Agriculture undertaking it is very important first to have a clear picture on what key issues are the sector problems so that once these solved there will be a breakthrough towards agriculture sector development. Missing such a statement in the document implies that no thorough district analysis was done and the developed interventions might not be results of O & OD exercise.  
	· The district is required to indicate kinds of interventions to be undertaken and associated costs for A-CBG and A-EBG in the summary.

	
	Korogwe TC
	· The quality is Fair

· The DADP not well organized eg. There is mentioned activities o the summery of project investment but doesn’t tell it is going to be implemented in which village. Didn’t tell exact which grant is used eg DADG,A-EBG etc. 

· M & E aspect doesn’t state clear how are the going to monitor and evaluate project, they didn’t show clear which aspects are going to look.
	· There are need to improve on some aspect description. this means from village level those who prepare VADPs and DADP should given enough time to learn DADP preparation guide. They must be capable to learn from the mistakes.
	· The need more improvement on various aspect, the DADP need more clarification on Budgeting. They must show the of grant which will be used to implement certain project eg must clarify the use of DADG,E-ABG and CBG. M&E is the important aspect on any project hence explanation of monitoring and evaluation give a good chance of successive project.

	
	Lushoto DC
	· The quality if Fair

· Village phasing in/out not adhered to

· Project write ups lack item prices and economic viability considerations. DADP lacks M&E plan.
	· Funds for DADP implementation should be allocated to selected villages only
· Project write ups need to follow DADP Preparation Guidelines.
	· Number of villages to implement DADP should be adjusted to conform with guidelines. According to approved DADG maximum of 6 villages may be selected

	
	Mkinga DC
	· The quality is Poor

· The DADPs preparation process was not well followed by the Council.
	· It is recommended that the Council prepares DADPs from the villages.
·  The evidence for that is the project write-up for every project
	· Review the DADP observing the  DADP planning and implementation guideline 
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1.0. INTRODUCTION


The Agriculture Sector Development Programme (ASDP) is a Sector Programme largely implemented at the district level through the District Agricultural Development Plans (DADPs) as an integral part of the District Development Plan (DDP). The government through the ASLMs (MAFC, MLDF, MITM, MWI and PMO-RALG) initiated implementation of ASDP through basket funding since 2006/2007. District Councils are responsible for the preparation and implementation of DADPs while the ASLMs are charged with the responsibility to ensure the quality of DADPs design and implementation. However, observations made by the past few monitoring exercises including the Joint Implementation Reviews, the national DADP backstopping activities, collectively suggest that the quality of DADPs still needs to be boosted up. 

In response to that the ASDP DADP Planning and implementation thematic working group revised a DADP planning and implementation guideline to guide LGAs to be more focused and implement better investment projects that will contribute to the food security and poverty reduction. DADP Assessment is a task to be handled by the Regional Secretariat (more specifically by the Regional Agricultural/Livestock Advisors) to ensure the quality of DADPs. In this regard the ASDP planning and implementation thematic working group in collaboration with JICA RADAG developed a set of criterions for assessing the quality of DADPs. It is expected in near future that Regional Secretariat Staff will use the developed assessment framework to conduct quality assessment of DADP before they are submitted to the full council at LGAs for final approval. 

To ensure that the Regional Secretariat Staff will take a full responsibility on DADPs quality, the DADP planning and implementation thematic working group in collaboration with JICA RADAG decided to train the Regional Secretariat Agriculture and livestock staff and involve them in the DADP quality assessment from 29th May, 2010 to 2nd June, 2010. The exercise took place in Dodoma VETA conference hall. The overall result indicates that there is an  improvement in the quality of DADPs compared to last year. The national average score is 70% as compared to 48% last year. 

2.0. OBJECTIVES

2.1. The overall objective


The overall objective of the assessment is to appraise (assess) and improve the quality of DADPs for year 2010/2011 and to develop Regional Secretariat staff capability on DADP quality assessment.

2.2.  Specific objectives


i. Assess the quality of the draft DADPs for 2010/2010 submitted to PMO-RALG using the quality assessment framework 


ii. Provide feedback to LGAs and improve the final DADP documents for 2010/2011

iii. Improve the capacity of Regional Secretariat staff to conduct the DADP quality assessment in future. 

3.0.  METHODOLOGY

The assessment was carried out by 49 assessors comprised of four National Facilitators, three JICA/RADAG team members and 42 Regional Secretariat Agriculture and Livestock advisors. The list is attached as Annex 5. Each member managed to assess about 2-3 DADPs documents and produced the assessment results which were consolidated into the DADPs assessment report containing specific findings and recommendations. A total of 132 DADPs for 2010/2011 that were submitted to the PMO-RALG were critically assessed by the team using the quality assessment framework. Specific findings were communicated to all LGAs with immediate effect to enable them to improve their DADPs.


3.1. Time frame

The task was carried at VETA Hotel in Dodoma town for five days (29th May - 2nd June, 2010). The exercise commenced with one day orientation to Region Secretariat team members on the quality assessment framework. There after a small team (subset of NFT and JICA RADAG members) was formulated to finalize the assessment report from 3dr June –11th June 2010.


3.2. The DADPs Assessment tool 


The quality assessment was carried out using the updated DADPs assessment framework. Before commencing the assessment, the team discussed the contents of the assessment framework, and amended them to improve weight of the score and include several new characteristics which address the recently introduced new instructions. The basic structure of the criteria which based on eight aspects remains the same as last year . The aspect in this exercise is defined as a set of characteristics that represent a particular nature of the quality DADPs. Characteristics include Village phasing in/out plan; the qualities of submitted investment project write up, DADP context; Performance Assessment (PA) criteria; Grant utilization; Budget; Action Plan and M&E Plan. Some of the aspect names were modified to express the characteristics within it more appropriately. Each aspect is composed of several characteristics that specify particular elements that collectively describe the nature of an aspect that inform the quality DADPs. 

In the same way as last year, the DADPs documents were assessed against the　characteristics and each characteristic was given a numerical value (0, 1, or 2) or Score. 

Table 2: Number of Characteristics and Weight given to Aspects

		Aspect

		Weight given in the present assessment



		1. Village Phase-in/-out and Focused Project

		30 (New)



		2. Project Write-up

		30 (New)



		3. DADP Context

		5



		4. Considerations to the Performance Assessment (PA) Criteria

		10



		5. Grant utilization

		10



		6. Budget

		5



		7. Action Plan

		5



		8. M&E

		5



		Total

		100





The maximum score of a DADP is 100 and the level of quality of DADPs is categorized into four groups, as shown below. 


Group A: Very Good quality – Total Score of 81 – 100.

Group B: Good quality – Total Score of 61 – 80.


Group C: Fair quality – Total Score of 41 – 60.


Group D: Poor quality – Total Score of 0 – 40.


In addition to quality ranking, observations and recommendations were given to each LGA on specific areas that required to be improved before submission of final DADPs for 2010/2011. 

4.0. DADPs quality assessment results


In general the assessment result shows improvement in the quality of DADPs compared to last year assessment. This is largely attributable to the review of DADP planning and implementation guideline and effort of training and backstopping by newly formed and trained National Facilitation Team (NFT). Also there is increased awareness among the LGAs regarding the importance of formulating quality DADPs as a way of alleviating poverty. Results indicate that 78% of DADPs were of either ‘very good’ or ‘good’ in quality compared with 48% last year, 20% ‘fair’ compared to 37% of last year and 2% ‘poor’ compared to 14% last year. However due caution should  be given in interpreting the results, because this year the majority of assessors were the Regional Officers including the ASDP coordinators who carried out the assessment for the first time. Although they were fully explained about the assessment Framework and assessment operation by the National Facilitation Members, some misunderstanding might have remained. As such, the results should be viewed with sufficient care.

The first three best LGAs were Njombe DC (93), Karatu DC (93) and Mbeya CC (93). The last three LGAs with poor scores were Siha DC (33), Ukerewe DC (34) and Muleba DC (35) (See Annex 2). The National average total score is 70 as compared to 48 last year showing an improvement from last year.


At regional level, Iringa, Ruvuma and Pwani were the first, second and third respectively, as overall best regions, while Mwanza, Rukwa and Shinyanga performed poorly as indicated in Annex 3. Specific observations, recommendations and required action for each Local Government Authorities are attached to this report as Annex 4.

4.1. Specific Findings as per aspect scores 

4.1.1.
Evidence of the LGAs indicating the village phasing in/out plan

The revised DADP planning and implementation guideline requires the LGAs to have a village phasing in and out plan, to state prioritization criterions used in selection of villages and intervention, to observe the minimum ceiling of 56 mil per village for investment projects to prepare project write ups and to submit them along with DADPs. The purpose was to guide the LGAs select few potential villages and implement sound projects that will contribute to the increased income and reduce poverty. The results indicate that 11% of LGAs did not prepare a village phasing out/in plan, while 49% clearly indicated the village phasing out plan. Most of LGAs (73%) used VADPs to prepare DADPs however only 5% (sometimes to extremely cases like this we may mention the LGAs) of LGAs could not show the link between DADP and Village Agricultural Development Plans. The results also indicate that 45% of LGAs observed the minimum ceiling of Tsh 56 million while 12% did not observe. In terms of setting criterions for selecting interventions 52% of LGAs set good criterions while 20% could not show criterions used to select interventions.

4.1.2.
The quality of submitted Project write-ups

The characteristics used to assess the quality of the submitted investment project write ups were the submissions of project write ups to PMO RALG, consideration of profitability and economic analysis of the project, sustainability and environmental and social management of the project. Areas which LGAs performed well were submission of project write ups with DADP (67%) and consideration of sustainability elements in the submitted project document where 53% of LGAs observed. Results indicate that only 42% of LGAs included the profitability and economic analysis and 39% considered social and environmental management in appraising their projects. LGAs have already been advised to workout the missing types of analyses.

4.1.3.
DADP context

The characteristics used to assess the DADP context were the link between planned activities and the set target, stating clearly key district priority problems; state the strategies to mitigate the problems and the performance of previous plans. In terms of linkages between planned activities and set targets, 67% of LGAs observed good linkage while only 2% of LGAs could not observe. Many LGAs (71%) clearly sated key priority problems and 55% of LGAs set good strategies to address stated problems. The assessment of previous DADP was done whereby 60% of all LGAs provided enough information on the performance of previous DADPs indicating causes of shortfalls mitigation measures taken.

4.1.4. Consideration of performance assessment criterions

The characteristics considered in this aspect were the LGAs analysis of District agriculture potentials, construction of Ward Agricultural Resource center and evidence of involving private sector in provision of agricultural services. The results indicate that 80% of LGAs analyzed well agricultural potentials. LGAs are still weak in terms of observing the agricultural reforms on establishing Ward Agricultural Centers and involvement of private sector. Only 32% of LGAs had planned to construct Ward Agricultural Resource Centers and 27% showed evidence of involving private agricultural service providers in implementing their DADPs. 

4.1.5. Appropriate use of grants by categories

This characteristic assessed the extent at which LGAs made appropriate allocation of ASDP grants, namely, Investment, Capacity Building and Extension Block grant. There is improvement in grant utilization. 54% of LGAs observed appropriate us of grants as compared to 46% last year

4.1.6. Realistic Costing

Improvement is observed in realistic costing. Most LGAs used Plan Rep in preparing their budgets. Only 10% of LGAs could not observe realistic costing.

4.1.7. Action Plans

It is noted that 58% 56% of LGAs prepared and attached an action plan, compared 56% of 2009/10.

4.1.8. Monitoring and Evaluation plan.


The results indicates that 61% of LGAs prepared M and E plan and submitted with DADPs. 

5.0. Recommendations

5.1. General recommendations


· All LGAs which did not prepare the village phasing in/out plan should do so and submit the final DADPs to the PMO-RALG as soon as possible.

· All LGAs which didn’t prepare the project write ups for investment interventions should do so and submit the final DADPs.


· LGAs must review the submitted project write ups for investment interventions to include important aspects such as economic viability, sustainability, environmental and social management etc.


· The Regional Secretariats should supervise the LGAs to review their DADPs according to specific recommendations given for each LGA. 

· Planning skills should be enhanced with particular emphasis on financial and profitability analysis of investment projects and conducting environmental assessment.


· LGAs must plan to construct Ward Agricultural Resource Centres in phases to improve information accessibility to farmers. 

· Regional Secretariats and DFT backstopping on DADP planning and implementation should be strengthened.


· In all DADPs more attention should be given to marketing, processing, value addition and private sector.

5.2. Specific recommendations.


The team provided specific recommendations for each council and they are attached to this document as Annex 5

6.0. Way forward


		S/N

		ACTIONS

		TIME

		RESPONSIBLE



		1

		Circulate DADPs assessment results with specific recommendations to all LGAs to improve DADPs for 2009/2010

		15th June 2010

		PMO RALG



		2

		RS to Carry out immediate backstopping to poorly performing LGAs

		30th June, 2010

		RS advisors



		3

		Plan for routine backstopping for DADP Implementation.

		30th June, 2010

		Planning TWG and NFT 



		4

		Convene NFT Meeting to inform them on the results.

		

		





ANNEXES

Annex 1: Analysis - Characteristics scores

		Characteristics

		0

		1

		2

		Total



		1.1. Does DADP show the phasing in/out villages

		11%

		40%

		49%

		100%



		1.2. Are VADPs of selected villages integral parts of the DADP? 

		5%

		23%

		73%

		100%



		1.3. Is the minimum budget (56 mil) observed)

		12%

		42%

		45%

		100%



		1.4. Are prioritization criteria appropriately stated?

		20%

		27%

		52%

		100%



		2.1. Are the project write ups attached to the DADPs?

		4%

		30%

		67%

		100%



		2.2. For investment interventions, is profitability and/ or economic viability stated?

		19%

		39%

		42%

		100%



		2.3. For investment interventions, is sustainability considered?

		13%

		34%

		53%

		100%



		2.4. For investment intervention is environmental and social management considered?

		19%

		42%

		39%

		100%



		3.1. Are interventions properly linked to realize set target

		2%

		32%

		67%

		100%



		3.2. Are key district based problems clearly stated?

		5%

		24%

		71%

		100%



		3.3. Do the strategies sufficiently address the key problems of respective Local Government Authority

		2%

		43%

		55%

		100%



		3.4. Are achievements of previous year’s DADP (financial and physical) and causes of shortfalls clearly stated?

		2%

		38%

		60%

		100%



		4.1 Does DADP contain an analysis of the district's agricultural potential opportunities and obstacles to development?

		1%

		19%

		80%

		100%



		4.2. Does DADP inform the number of Ward Agricultural Resource Centers (WARCs) established/to be established?

		48%

		20%

		32%

		100%



		4.3. Does DADP show evidence of contracting private service providers (budget set for contacting private sector)?

		48%

		24%

		27%

		100%



		5.1 Appropriate use of Grant by categories (Basic and Top up  DADG, A-CBG and E-EBG) 

		2%

		44%

		54%

		100%



		6.1. Is the costing realistic? (Sample check and whether unit costs, quantities, allowances, inputs fuel etc are they reasonable?)  

		10%

		47%

		43%

		100%



		7.1. Is the Action Plan appropriately structured?

		5%

		37%

		58%

		100%



		8.1 Does DADP include M&E plan? 

		14%

		25%

		61%

		100%





Annex 2; LGAs Ranked according to average total score

		S/No

		Council

		Type

		Average score

		Status



		1

		Njombe 

		DC

		93 

		Very Good



		2

		Karatu 

		DC

		93 

		Very Good



		3

		Mbeya 

		CC

		93 

		Very Good



		4

		Namtumbo 

		DC

		92 

		Very Good



		5

		Makete 

		DC

		92 

		Very Good



		6

		Tandahimba

		DC

		91 

		Very Good



		7

		Rufiji 

		DC

		90 

		Very Good



		8

		Bunda 

		DC

		90 

		Very Good



		9

		Mvomero

		DC

		89 

		Very Good



		10

		Songea

		DC

		89 

		Very Good



		11

		Longido

		DC

		88 

		Very Good



		12

		Mbulu 

		DC

		88 

		Very Good



		13

		Ruangwa

		DC

		87 

		Very Good



		14

		Rorya 

		DC

		87 

		Very Good



		15

		Hai 

		DC

		86 

		Very Good



		16

		llindi

		TC

		86 

		Very Good



		17

		Handeni 

		DC

		85 

		Very Good



		18

		Iringa 

		DC

		85 

		Very Good



		19

		Mufindi

		DC

		85 

		Very Good



		20

		Kilindi 

		DC

		84 

		Very Good



		21

		Kongwa 

		DC

		84 

		Very Good



		22

		Ludewa 

		DC

		84 

		Very Good



		23

		Kisarawe 

		DC

		84 

		Very Good



		24

		Bagamoyo 

		DC

		83 

		Very Good



		25

		Kinondoni

		CC

		83 

		Very Good



		26

		Kyela

		DC

		83 

		Very Good



		27

		Bukoba 

		DC

		82 

		Very Good



		28

		Dodoma

		MC

		82 

		Very Good



		29

		Morogoro

		DC

		82 

		Very Good



		30

		Ulanga 

		DC

		82 

		Very Good



		31

		Kibondo 

		DC

		81 

		Very Good



		32

		Masasi 

		DC

		81 

		Very Good



		33

		Mafia 

		DC

		80 

		Good



		34

		Njombe 

		TC

		80 

		Good



		35

		Kilosa 

		DC

		80 

		Good



		36

		Singida 

		DC

		80 

		Good



		37

		Mpwapwa

		DC

		80 

		Good



		38

		Urambo 

		DC

		79 

		Good



		39

		Mkuranga

		DC

		79 

		Good



		40

		Nanyumbu 

		DC

		79 

		Good



		41

		Chamwino 

		DC

		79 

		Good



		42

		Mbarali

		DC

		79 

		Good



		43

		Newala 

		DC

		79 

		Good



		44

		Same 

		DC

		79 

		Good



		45

		Liwale 

		DC

		78 

		Good



		46

		Rungwe 

		DC

		78 

		Good



		47

		Biharamulo 

		DC

		78 

		Good



		48

		Misungwi 

		DC

		78 

		Good



		49

		Babati 

		DC

		77 

		Good



		50

		Iringa 

		MC

		76 

		Good



		51

		Kilolo 

		DC

		76 

		Good



		52

		Bukoba 

		MC

		76 

		Good



		53

		Ngorongoro

		DC

		76 

		Good



		54

		Mbeya 

		DC

		75 

		Good



		55

		Sengerema 

		DC

		75 

		Good



		56

		Nkasi 

		DC

		75 

		Good



		57

		Serengeti 

		DC

		75 

		Good



		58

		Sikonge 

		DC

		75 

		Good



		59

		Mbinga 

		DC

		74 

		Good



		60

		Tunduru

		DC

		74 

		Good



		61

		Tabora 

		MC

		74 

		Good



		62

		Kiteto 

		DC

		74 

		Good



		63

		Songea 

		MC

		74 

		Good



		64

		Hanang' 

		DC

		73 

		Good



		65

		Kondoa 

		DC

		73 

		Good



		66

		Nzega

		DC

		73 

		Good



		67

		Mbozi 

		DC

		73 

		Good



		68

		Kahama 

		DC

		73 

		Good



		69

		Ilala 

		MC

		73 

		Good



		70

		Babati 

		TC

		72 

		Good



		71

		Kilombero 

		DC

		72 

		Good



		72

		Manyoni 

		DC

		72 

		Good



		73

		Ileje 

		DC

		72 

		Good



		74

		Igunga 

		DC

		71 

		Good



		75

		Kibaha 

		TC

		71 

		Good



		76

		Musoma 

		MC

		71 

		Good



		77

		Shinyanga 

		MC

		69 

		Good



		78

		Kilwa 

		DC

		69 

		Good



		79

		Kishapu 

		DC

		69 

		Good



		80

		Moshi 

		DC

		69 

		Good



		81

		Pangani 

		DC

		68 

		Good



		82

		Misenyi 

		DC

		68 

		Good



		83

		Arusha 

		DC

		67 

		Good



		84

		Karagwe

		DC

		67 

		Good



		85

		Korogwe 

		DC

		67 

		Good



		86

		Rombo 

		DC

		67 

		Good



		87

		Kasulu 

		DC

		66 

		Good



		88

		Meru 

		DC

		66 

		Good



		89

		Mwanga 

		DC

		65 

		Good



		90

		Arusha

		MC

		64 

		Good



		91

		Muheza 

		DC

		64 

		Good



		92

		Mpanda 

		DC

		64 

		Good



		93

		Tarime

		DC

		64 

		Good



		94

		Tabora 

		DC

		63 

		Good



		95

		Shinyanga 

		DC

		63 

		Good



		96

		Mpanda 

		TC

		63 

		Good



		97

		Morogoro 

		MC

		63 

		Good



		98

		Mwanza 

		CC

		61 

		Good



		99

		Iramba

		DC

		61 

		Good



		100

		Magu 

		DC

		61 

		Good



		101

		Musoma 

		DC

		61 

		Good



		102

		Monduli 

		DC

		60 

		Fair



		103

		Kibaha 

		DC

		60 

		Fair



		104

		Lindi 

		DC

		60 

		Fair



		105

		Mikindani 

		DC

		58 

		Fair



		106

		Geita 

		DC

		57 

		Fair



		107

		Chato 

		DC

		56 

		Fair



		108

		Temeke 

		MC

		55 

		Fair



		109

		Mtwara 

		DC

		54 

		Fair



		110

		Kwimba 

		DC

		54 

		Fair



		111

		Tanga 

		TC

		54 

		Fair



		112

		Moshi 

		MC

		53 

		Fair



		113

		Korogwe 

		TC

		53 

		Fair



		114

		Singida 

		MC

		53 

		Fair



		115

		Lushoto 

		DC

		52 

		Fair



		116

		Simanjiro

		DC

		52 

		Fair



		117

		Kigoma 

		DC

		52 

		Fair



		118

		Bahi 

		DC

		51 

		Fair



		119

		Maswa 

		DC

		51 

		Fair



		120

		Ujiji 

		MC

		49 

		Fair



		121

		Bukombe

		DC

		49 

		Fair



		122

		Sumbawanga 

		DC

		48 

		Fair



		123

		Ngara 

		DC

		48 

		Fair



		124

		Bariadi 

		DC

		46 

		Fair



		125

		Nachingwea

		DC

		43 

		Fair



		126

		Chunya

		DC

		43 

		Fair



		127

		Meatu 

		DC

		42 

		Fair



		128

		Sumbawanga 

		MC

		39 

		Poor



		129

		Mkinga 

		DC

		36 

		Poor



		130

		Muleba 

		DC

		35 

		Poor



		131

		Ukerewe

		DC

		34 

		Poor



		132

		Siha 

		DC

		33 

		Poor





Annex 3; Region Secretariats ranked according to average total score

		S/No

		Region

		Average total score



		1

		Iringa

		84



		2

		Ruvuma

		81



		3

		Pwani

		78



		4

		Morogoro

		78



		5

		Dodoma

		75



		6

		Mara

		74



		7

		Mbeya

		74



		8

		Mtwara

		74



		9

		Arusha

		73



		10

		Tabora

		73



		11

		Manyara

		73



		12

		Lindi

		71



		13

		Dar es Salaam

		70



		14

		Singida

		66



		15

		Kilimanjaro

		64



		16

		Kagera

		64



		17

		Tanga

		63



		18

		Kigoma

		62



		19

		Mwanza

		60



		20

		Rukwa

		58



		21

		Shinyanga

		58





Annex 4. List of assessors

		S/No

		NAME

		PLACE

		Council Assessed



		1

		H.R. CHITUKURO

		ARUSHA

		Bukombe DC, Tabora MC, Singida TC



		2

		LOIRUICK DANIEL

		ARUSHA

		Morogoro DC, Songea DC 



		3

		DR.D.J.KUNDY

		DAR ES SALAAM

		Iringa DC, Ruangwa DC, Kibaha TC



		4

		ELIZABETH MSHOTE

		DAR ES SALAAM

		Bahi DC, Liwale DC



		5

		ABRAHAM B

		DODOMA

		Mpanda TC, Kahama DC, Mkinga DC



		6

		HADIJA JAICY

		DODOMA

		Mbinga DC,  Korogwe TC



		7

		SHENA NYONI

		IRINGA

		Arusha DC, Kigoma TC, Mtwara TC



		8

		PAULO H.S. MSANGI

		IRINGA

		Meru DC, Moshi DC, Nzega DC



		9

		DR. P.A. MSAFIRI

		KAGERA

		Mvomero DC, Songea TC



		10

		MICHAEL OROTTA

		KIGOMA

		Kondoa DC, Babati TC, Kibaha DC



		11

		PASSIAN R. MAGENGELE

		KIGOMA

		Kilolo DC, Babati DC



		12

		DR AMINI KILONGE

		KILIMANJARO

		Makete DC, Musoma DC, Kisarawe



		13

		SALVATORY MATEMU

		KILIMANJARO

		Dodoma MC, Nachingwea DC



		14

		JOHN LIKANGO

		LINDI

		Igunga DC, Singida DC, Handeni DC



		15

		MAY KILUWASHA

		LINDI

		Karatu DC, Same DC, Magu DC



		16

		ANNA NGOO

		MAFC

		Kasulu DC, Mbozi DC



		17

		MARIAM SILIM

		MAFC

		Karagwe DC, Kyela DC



		18

		SIMON MPAKI

		MAFC

		Ngara DC, Rungwe DC, Mpanda DC



		19

		COLETHA V.SHAYO

		MANYARA

		Misenyi DC, Mbeya DC, Kilosa DC



		20

		EMMANUEL C. M

		MANYARA

		Njombe TC, Mbeya MC, 



		21

		DR NZEE J.L

		MARA

		Sikonge DC, Kilindi DC, Muheza DC



		22

		S.O.Y. SASSI

		MARA

		 Urambo DC, Korogwe DC 



		23

		NYASEBWA ENOCK

		MBEYA

		Mwanga DC, Newala DC, Ilala MC



		24

		ZUHURA MSIGWA

		MBEYA

		Temeke MC, Rombo DC, Mwanza CC



		25

		EURALIA MINJA

		MOROGORO

		Chato DC, Bunda DC, Sumbawanga DC



		26

		ROZALIA RWEGASIRA

		MOROGORO

		Mufindi DC, Serengeti DC, Rufiji DC



		27

		DR ABDU HYGHAIMO

		MTWARA

		Njombe DC, Tarime DC, Sumbawanga  TC



		28

		SHANGWE TWAMALA

		MTWARA

		Bukoba DC, Rorya DC, Meatu DC



		29

		CANDIDAH KYAMANI

		MWANZA

		Mpwapwa DC, Simanjiro DC, Ulanga DC



		30

		KULWIJILA N.S

		MWANZA

		 Manyoni DC, Tabora(Uyui), Tanga CC



		31

		AZIZA R. MUMBA

		PMORALG

		Bukoba TC, Mbarali DC



		32

		DR JOSHUA AMMO

		PWANI

		Bariadi DC, Nkasi DC, Ileje DC



		33

		ROBINSON WANJARA

		PWANI

		Ludewa  DC, Musoma TC, Kilombero DC



		34

		RADAG I

		RADAG

		Muleba DC, Maswa DC



		35

		RADAG II

		RADAG

		Kibondo DC,  Chunya DC, Kwimba DC



		36

		RADAG III

		RADAG

		Kigoma DC, Morogoro MC



		37

		OCRAN CHENGULA

		RUKWA

		Shinyanga MC, Tunduru DC, Iramba DC



		38

		RESPICH MAENGO

		RUKWA

		Kishapu DC, Lindi DC



		39

		DR R. A MWAIGANJU

		RUVUMA

		Kinondoni DC,Ukerewe,  DC, Shinyanga DC



		40

		SXTA MSANGA

		RUVUMA

		Longido DC, Kilwa DC, Geita DC, 



		41

		BEDA CHAMATATA

		SHINYANGA

		Iringa M.C, Kiteto DC, Mkuranga DC



		42

		MALIGISA J. DOTTO

		SHINYANGA

		Biharamulo DC, Mbulu DC



		43

		MARY MASHAKA

		SHINYANGA

		Kongwa DC, Hanang DC, Mafia DC



		44

		DR MARTI MAGAGURA

		SINGIDA

		Arusha M. C, Hai DC, Masasi DC



		45

		LUCAS P. MKUKI

		SINGIDA

		Chamwino DC, Moshi MC, Tandahimba DC



		46

		EDWARD A.M OTIENO

		TABORA

		Lushoto DC,  Mtwara DC, Bagamoyo DC



		47

		DK PHILIPS MTIBA

		TABORA

		Kwimba DC, Pangani DC, Siha DC,



		48

		DR. LYIMO.Z.C

		TANGA

		Ngorongoro DC, Lindi T.C, Missungwi DC, 



		49

		LAMECK TUNGU

		TANGA

		Namtumbo DC, Sengerema DC, Nanyumbu DC





Annex 5; Observation, Recommendation and Actions

		Region

		Council

		Observation

		Recommendation

		Action



		Arusha

		Arusha DC

		· The quality is good


· Appropriate use of grants not observed.


· Social economic and environmental issues not considered in the project write ups


· Weak involvement of private sector in provision of Agriculture services


· Write ups for improving the use of farm machineries (power tillers) not prepared


· Sources of funds not clearly indicated (mixed up of Own sources, CDG and DADG)

		· Observe appropriate use of grants


· Include economic and environmental assessment in the project write-ups


· Consider involvement of private sector in agriculture sector service provision


· Prepare project write ups for use of farm machineries


· Various sources of grants for the implementation of DADP should be indicated clearly

		· Prepare project write ups for all investment projects


· Review the submitted project write ups to include economic and environmental issues


· Review the section of intervention and financial sources to reflect various sources of funds


· Observe the minimum allocation of 56mil per village for investment projects and 5.6 for EEBG and 5.6 for CBG



		

		Arusha MC

		· The quality is good


· Appropriate use of grants not observed.


· Social economic and environmental issues not considered in the project write ups


· Cash flow plan not included




		· Observe appropriate use of grants


· Include economic and environmental assessment in the project write-ups




		· Observe appropriate use of grants


· Include economic and environmental assessment in the project write-ups (Nadosoit project)






		

		Karatu DC

		· The quality is very good


· There is some intervention for 2007/08 which is carried over to 2008/09 but the review DADPs for 2008/09 is not attached.


· Some of innervations are not related to the targets.


· Some of costing are not realistic  i.e unit cost, quantities, allowances etc.

		· Review DADPs for FY 2008/09 must be attached so as to know if the intervention is done


· Interventions must be related with the set target

		· Review the DADP to include the review of 2008/09 financial year


· Review planned interventions to reflect achievement of set targets 



		

		Longido DC

		· The quality is very good


· Some unit costs and quantities in Planrep format are not realistic 

· Weak involvement of private sector in provision of Agriculture services

		· Costing should be realistic


· Consider involvement of private sector in agriculture service provision




		· Review costing in the budget



		

		Meru DC

		· The quality is very good


· No contract work to private sector, 


· Funds for ACBG and AEBG not allocated to DADG activities


· Project write ups missing some information eg pg 121

		· No contract work to private sector, 


· Funds for ACBG and AEBG not allocated to DADG activities


· Project write ups missing some information eg pg 121

		· Review previous years performance and restate achievements and shortfalls clearly


· Allocate grants in the appropriate activities (especially ACBG and AEBG).


· Revisit project write ups and accomplish missing information



		

		Monduli

		· The quality is very Fair


· Well-structured DADP and easy to read. 

· The DADP is rich in project-write ups, and village participation is clearly observed although the reason why the Council chose 

· Villages are not described. Clear link between problem analysis and strategy. The linkage between interventions and targets well articulated. 

· Observation and analysis of previous year performance rather poor. Some reports (e.g. on WARC, grant utilization, M&E) are not sufficient in contents.

		· Better to set targets and activities in more specific sentence. Do not use "to facilitate" in targets/activities and set specific achievements (e.g. to construct XX by the end of FY).

· Attach detailed budgetary plan by item for each activity. 

· Project write-ups can be improved by elaborating more on cost benefit analysis. Criteria for phasing in/out should be set.

		· Include the missing contents mentioned 


· Detailed M&E plan set.


· Include criteria set for phasing-in/out.



		

		Ngorongoro

		· The quality is very Good


· Observe the minimum of 56 mil of DADG per village. 


· Prepared few Investment project write ups (only 2 out of 12).


· Monitoring and evaluation plan not included.


· Profitability analysis of investment projects not included

		· Investment project write ups should be prepared and submitted with final DADP.


· Observe appropriate use of grants.


· Include profitability analysis in the project write ups




		· Prepare project write ups for all investment projects


· Prepare and include Monitoring and evaluation plan 



		Dar es Salaam

		Kinondoni MC

		· The quality is very Good


· Key district based problems not clearly stated.

· Strategies not sufficient to address the key problems.


· Prioritization criteria not stated 

		· Include key district based problems


· Prepare strategies to address key district problems


· State prioritization conditions

		· Review DADP to include key district based problems, strategies to address the identified problems and prioritization conditions



		

		Temeke MC

		· The quality is very Fair


· No involvement of private agriculture service providers


· Prioritization criterions not stated


· M and E plan not included


· Costing not realistic

		· Consider involvement of private agricultural service providers


· State prioritization conditions

		· Review DADP document to include prioritization criterions, realistic costing of activities and M and E plan



		

		Ilala DC

		· The quality is good

· M & E plan poorly prepared.


· No comprehensive description of phasing out/in process of hamlets/wards.


· Issues on projects sustainability, profitability, economic viability and environmental are qualiatively addressed.


· District's targets lack SMART attributes. 


· Costing is unrealistic and budget final budget ceiling not observed.

		· Improve the observed shortfalls in line with Guidelines in place.




		· Involve beneficiaries to adequately address projects sustainability, profitability/economic viability and environmental issues.


· Submit reviewed DADP document for FY 2010/11



		Dodoma

		Bahi DC

		· The quality is very Fair


· Appropriate use of grants not observed (eg the use of DADG for construction of staff house)


· Action plan not included


· Review of previous DADPs not included

		· The council should observe appropriate use of grants


· Include action plan and review of previous DADPs

		· Review DADP to observe appropriate use of grants


· Prepare and include action plan



		

		Chamwino DC

		· The quality is very Good


· Prioritization of interventions not stated


· No establishment of Ward Agriculture Resource center


· No involvement of Private agriculture service providers




		· Include prioritization criterions in the selection of intervention


· Include establishment of Ward Agriculture Resource center


· Consider involvement of private agriculture sector service providers

		· Review DADP to include prioritization criterions, establishment of Ward Agriculture Resource center to implement performance conditions and involve private agricultural service providers in providing extension services



		

		Dodoma MC

		· Appropriate use of grants not observed


· Cash flow plan not properly structured


· Economic and profitability of investment projects to included in the investment project write-ups attached

		· Observe appropriate use of grants


· Include cash flow plan indicating various source of grants


· Include economic and profitability analysis in the project write-ups

		· Review DADP to observe appropriate use of grants


· Review cash flow plan to reflect various sources of grants


· Review project write-ups to include economic and profitability analysis section



		

		Kondoa DC

		· The quality is Good


· Environmental and socio-economic aspects were not considered in the formulation of investment projects.  

· Appropriate use of grants not observed




		· Include environmental and socio- economic aspects in the project write ups


· Observe appropriate use of grants

		· Review DADP budget to observe appropriate use of grants


· Review project write ups to include environmental and social economic aspects



		

		Kongwa DC

		· The quality is Very Good


· The resources are spread out too much to cover many projects. Adhere to guidelines on amount of funds (DADG) for each village.


· There was no evidence of the district having built 7 ward resource centers which are intended to be supplied with publication on pg 54.

		· Review the number of projects per village.

		· DADP is the summation of DADG,ACBG and AEBG, Therefore shs.232,189,000/= shown on pg 13 should be omitted it double counting.


· Revenue from use of power tillers  should be reviewed because the capacity of the power tiller is 5 acres/day and not 5 hectares/day.


· The unit cost e.g. per diem, diesel (Litre) should be used in budgeting and shown.



		

		Mpwapwa DC

		· The quality is Good


· Calculations of costs were not shown i.e cost per unit as a result sometimes it difficult to determine cost realistic.


· In some few cases the DADP does not follow the Table of contents.

		· During DADPs, the Districts staff should adhere to the DADP PREPARATION GUIDELINES.


· Methodology, tools and means of verification during M&E should be indicated.

		· Review DADP budget to have realistic costing of activities and table of content



		Iringa

		Iringa DC

		· The quality is Very Good


· Necessary remarks on achievements on financial and physical in previous years are not fully described as well as causes of shortfall


· No indication of establishment of WARC for accelerating agriculture in district


· Community contribution are not shown for the DADP e.g. Power tillers


· No page number for appendices• Big carry over fund valued 895,711,000/= with pending activities

		· Plan to include WARC establishment in the next budget


· Refer government circulars when working on costing (allowances food and refreshment, etc.)


· Involve private sector especially in construction projects  and also out source from institutions when need arise


· Implement on pending activities ‘carry over funds’

		· Start work on plan for establish WARC  for the district and include its budget in the next cycle of action plan  2011/2012


· Involve contracts/outsource specialists whenever need arise e.g. on construction


· Book paging should also be observed.


· Fill in the remark column the achievements/shortfalls (financial and physical for each activity)


· Review the unit costs in the action plan with the help of government directives



		

		Iringa MC

		· The quality is Good


· Appropriate use of grants not observed (eg construction of slaughter house using ASDP grants at)

		· Observe appropriate use of grants as per DADP guidelines

		Review the DADP and observe proper grant utilization 



		

		Kilolo

		· The quality is Good


· Project write-ups not done for all investment projects


· No consideration of establishing Ward Agriculture Resource Center

		· Prepare write-ups for all investment projects


· Consider establishing Ward Agricultural Resource center

		· Prepare write ups for all investment projects and submit with the final DADP






		

		Njombe DC

		· The quality is Very Good


· The DADP plans have been well organized and presented.


· Environmental conservation issues not well addressed.  


· There is no evidence of involving Private Partners in implementing DADP interventions.

		The environmental impact issues should be looked into very seriously before implementing any project especially the negative outcomes and how o overcome them.

		· Review project write-ups to include environmental issues to be addressed


· Consider involvement of Private Agriculture service providers in the implementation of DADP



		

		Njombe TC

		· The quality is Good


· The village phased in shown to be 3 in executive summary but they are`4 in the writes ups. 

· The project of facilitating fish farming in Mgalla village: action plan contradicts cash flow i.e action plan shows activity in Q2 only (pg 83), cash flow shows distribution of funds in all quarters (pg 114)

· Ward Agricultural Resource Centers (WARCs) were not indicated. to have been established/to be established.

		· WARC are very important in improving extension work. They should be given priority 

· Private sector available in the council can be used provide technical/ extension service.

· They could use name of the section in the column of the "responsible person" in the action plan instead of particular name of a person.

		· Clarification of the` number’ of villages phased `in. 

· Review action plans to match cash flow.


· LGA to consider using A-EBG to establish WARCs



		

		Mufindi DC

		· The quality is Very Good

· Plan rep does not show unit cost and quantities


· In preparing Action plan PMORALG guideline was not used

		· Unit, unit cost and quantities should appear in plan rep so that the reality can be measured


· Use PMORALG guidelines to prepare action plans


· Next time plan for constructing Ward Agricultural Resource Center (WARC) 


· Sub contract Private sector will not only give you good mark but also you will be fulfilling ten pillars of KILIMO KWANZA, Private sector can be contracted on issue like delivering of extension service and capacity building

		· Review the action plan to adhere to the required format



		

		Ludewa

		· The quality is Very Good


· Prioritization criteria is not appropriately stated


· There is no evidence of contracting private service providers


· Well-written project write ups are attached to the DADP.


· The Action Plan is not practical as most of activities are planned to be implemented earlier.  (Experience shows that DADPs funds disbursement is normally effected at the end of the first quarter)

		· A clear statement of village selection criteria need to be shown.


· The Action Plan should be more practical as experience shows that DADPs funds disbursement is normally effected at the end of the first quarter.

		· Review the DADP and clearly indicate village phasing in/out plan


· Review the action plan to indicate proper time for the implementation of activities considering that in most cases funds are disbursed towards the end of First quarter



		

		Makete DC

		· The quality is Very Good


· Some of shortfalls in past years DADPs and action taken not very clearly described. 


· Diagnostic assessment/private roles and opportunities not adequately given during SWOT Analysis.


· Lack of contracting Private Service Providers, and also Omission of WARCs in the DADPs has contributed quite substantially to lower absolute score of the LGA.


· Although total score fairly high, need still remains for the LGA to adhere and abide more closely and keenly to the DADP (Preparation and Quality Assessment) Guidelines during DADP project preparation.

		· Causes of shortfalls in last years DADPs need to be more clearly stated 


· Diagnostic assessment/private roles and opportunities should be described adequately.


· Score could have been higher or better if the LGA had considered involving Private Service Providers and constructing/Giving Description for WARCs in DADPs.

		· LGA need to take steps to establish WARCs/Give detailed description for each.


· LGA need to consider Contracting Private Service Providers during DADPs Formulation. 


· Take into consideration the observations and recommendations given for immediate and future action.



		Kagera

		Bukoba DC

		· The quality is Very Good

· LGA plans are well prepared, though improvement is required in the areas of reforms (contracting private service providers, costing and linkage of interventions to realized targets.

· Profitability analysis not done for investment projects


· Some targets not linked with interventions

		· Consider involvement of private sector in the provision of agriculture services


· Prepare profitability analysis for investment projects


· Review the targets to establish a clear linkage them with interventions

		· Review investment projects to include the profitability analysis

· Review targets In the MTEF that will have clear linkage with interventions planned



		

		Bukoba MC

		· The quality is good


· Not all investment project write ups are prepared and submitted along with the DADP


· Resources are thinly distributed leading to many small activities


· Prioritization conditions not stated


· Environmental and Social management Framework not used to assess environmental impacts of the investment projects


· The construction of Ward Agriculture Development Plan not observed

		· The council should prepare the write-ups for the remaining investment projects in the DADP

· The council should review and implement few projects with impact. 

· Prioritization conditions should be clearly stated

· A detailed analysis of Social and environmental impacts of investment projects should be done and mitigation measures indicated and budgeted 


· The council should observe the construction of Ward Agriculture Development Resource Center

		· Prepare the remaining investment project write-ups


· Review the number of investment projects and implement few projects because the DADG ceiling is small


· State prioritization conditions


· Use the checklist from Environmental and Social Management Framework document to identify environmental issues in investment projects



		

		Biharamulo DC

		· The quality is good


· DADPs do not show evidence of contracting private service providers, A-EBG has been budgeted to support 2 staff to pursue their MSc. while it is not intended for such activity.

		· The DADP is good, only a few corrections should be made. For example DADP should include the evidence of constructing private service providers and if there are staff who are already undergoing their courses, A-CBG can be used to support them instead of A-EBG.

		· A-EBG should be used for extension oriented activities only and not for capacity building activities such as long term courses.



		

		Chato DC

		· The quality is Fair

· Allocation of funds to the projects seems to be very little comparatively especially for the WARC construction.


· Project write ups not attaches

· The minimum budget of 56 million per village not observed


· Action plan not prepared

		· Observe the minimum Tshs 56 mil. per village  For investment projects 

		· Prepare write ups for investment projects and submit with the final DADP.


· Prepare realistic budget for each intervention


· Prepare action plan and attaché in the final DADP






		

		Karagwe DC

		· The quality is Good


· There is misallocation of grants e.g DADG funds has been planned to procure car. A-CBG has been used for control of banana wilt instead of A-EBG.


· No detailed investment project write-ups attached. Only summary presented.


· 2007/08 projects not completed.

		· The district should revisit the grants allocation accordingly. 


· Project write-ups should be attached to the DADPs document.


· There should be a follow up for uncompleted projects of 2007/08.

		· Revisit grants allocation immediately before implementation.


· Projects write-ups should be attached to the document before implementation  


· There should be a follow up for uncompleted projects of FY 2007/08 and 2008/09 as many of them are still not completed according to their review of previously DADPs. The reasons for delay should be identified and measures to solve the problems taken.



		

		Ngara DC

		· The quality is Good


· Project write ups not attached


· M and E plan not prepared

		· Project write ups must be prepared and attached before implementation.

		· Prepare and submit investment project write ups 

· Prepare and submit M&E Plan 



		

		Muleba DC

		· The quality is Poor


· Budget not well prepared


· Proper grant utilization not observed


· Investment project write ups not attached


· No evidence of establishing Ward Agricultural Resource centers and contracting of Private agriculture service providers


· M and E plan not prepared




		· Read the DADP guideline and understand it before preparing the DADPs.


· Please give clear description of all interventions and how are they financed.


· PlanRep must show the unit costs and quantity of good/services.


· Project write up must be attached to the DADPs

		· Review the DADP to observe proper grant utilization as per guideline


· Review the budget section to include unit costs


· Prepare investment projects and submit with the final DADP


· Prepare M and E plan and submit with the DADP



		

		Misenyi DC

		· The quality is Good


· The Misenyi DC could do better if the planning circle started earlier and planning principles undertaken properly.



		· There is a need for the review of the planning process.  The review should take place before the planning activities start.


· Desk appraisal of plans should be adhered.


· Take actions to address the observations made in the remarks above.

		· Capacity building to LGAs necessary on M&E framework.


· Planning officers (DPLO) should take their advisory roles in DADPs seriously.


· Project write-ups should be improved especially the cost-benefit analysis.



		Kigoma

		Kigoma DC

		· The quality is Fair


· Inappropriate allocation of the grants. Facilitation of Private Service Providers. Phasing in/out and selection criteria not indicated. Sustainability, environment and socio-economic aspects are described.

		· The LGA should observe all aspects of project write up guidelines.

		· To make the necessary adjustments (proper allocation of grants, facilitation of Private Sector Service Providers, village phasing in/out, sustainability, environmental and social economic consideration etc).



		

		Kigoma MC

		· The quality is Fair


· Guideline/Quick Guide not followed.


· Project write ups are not comprehensive.


· Tables are poorly arranged.



		· Improve DADPs writing and project write ups.

		· Follow the sequence of DADPs preparations as per the DAPD guideline and quick guide. 


· DADG funds allocated in artificial insemination and feasibility study must be allocated to the community activities. The mentioned activities can be implemented by EBG or CBG.


· All investment projects should have Capacity Building (CBG) and Service (EBG) components to support implementation of DADG interventions.



		

		Kasulu DC

		· The quality is good

· Selection of villages did not follow DADP guideline


· Strategies identified did no address sufficiently the problems identified problems

· There is no any initiative to construct WARC


· There is no evidence in contracting private sector


· There is misuse of grants

		· District should follow guideline in Village selection


· Strategies should clearly sufficiently to address the problem identified


· It is a must to budget for WARC


· Private sector should be involved and their activities be budgeted for.


· Ensure proper use of grants

		· Review investment activities under DALDO's office in pg 27. 


· Procurement of 2 tractors for delivering services to all villages of kasulu (Tsh 170,000,000.00)


· Procurement of 4 motorcycles for extension staff (Tsh.28,179,000.00). Use CBG and not DADG


· Improvement and strengthening of District veterinary clinic (Tsh. 8,000,000.00) Use EBG and not DADG


· All DADG must go to the community as per DADP guideline, these activities can not be funded by DADG as long as they are implemented at District level


· EBG can not be used for supporting training (Pg 27) CBG is proper grant for training.



		

		Kibondo DC

		· The quality is very good


· In General this DADP is well organized and written.  The Project Write-ups are also good, i.e. concise and systematic.


· This DADP shows effort to follow the instruction given by the DADP Guidelines.

		· Since this DADP is already well prepared in terms of structure and expected contents, the Kibondo district should aim higher level by deepening their analysis of the district's agri. potential and elaborate a medium and long term development strategy.


· Sustainability of projects is considered, but the plan is still weak.  More specific consideration will be desirable including how to expand the project or re-invest the expected increase of income.


· It would be much better if the District can report impacts/outcomes of individual interventions in the section or Review of previous DADPs.  

		· All investment projects must be accompanied by Cost-benefit Analysis and Estimate of Payback Period.


· Report the outcomes/impacts of past interventions, like changes of yield or income of households.



		Kilimanjaro

		Moshi DC

		· The quality is good


· No page numbering in Vol 1 A and Vol 1 B, 


· Action plan not well structured,


· Investment projects do not have CBG and EEBG to support the interventions

		· Put page numbers in all Volumes


· Follow the guideline to structure action plan


· Allocate 5.6 million from CBG and EEBG in all investment projects

		· Indicate clearly phasing in and out of villages


· Allocate 5.6 million from CBG and EEBG to support investment intervention as per guideline (page 7)


· Revisit project analyses to test profitability and viability of the project



		

		Moshi MC

		· The quality is Fair

· No evidence of selecting phasing in street


· Environment problem not considered on the project intervention


· No budget given for private sector construction

		· Include proper action plan on your intervention


· Indicate priorities used to select street phasing in/out

· Consider environment problem that may arise

		· Monitoring and evaluation must indicate time and indicator of evaluation

· Mention village/street phasing in and the priorities used to select them



		

		Same DC

		· The quality is Good


· Cash flow plan not included


· No involvement of private agriculture service providers


· No village phasing in/out plan


· Few investment project write ups attached


· Minimum ceiling of 56 million for investment projects per village not observed in some villages


· Unnecessary carryovers

		· Consider private sector involvement in providing agricultural service


· Prepare a village phasing in/out plan


· Observe the minimum ceiling of 56 million per village for investment projects as per guideline


· Avoid unnecessary carryovers

		· Review investment projects to observe the minimum ceiling of 56 million for investment projects per village


· Include village phasing in/out plan


· Prepare and include cash flow plan



		

		Siha DC

		· The quality is Very Good


· For investment projects cost benefit analysis is not prepared


· Private sector not involved in the provision of agriculture services

		· Include cost benefit analysis for all investment projects


· Consider involving private sector in the provision of agriculture services

		· Review project write-ups and include cost benefit analysis



		

		Hai

		· The quality is Poor


· The DADP document is not conforming to the guideline provided such that many areas of importance to quality DADP are foregone. It appears that all investment interventions are on going but this trend is not mentioned or reflected in the previous FYs performance review.



		· The district has to abide to DADP planning guideline so as to make a quality DADP.

		· The 2008/2009 carried over funds (23,000,000/=)  pg 26 must have gone to the community (beneficiaries) but still is not utilized. 

· District should make sure this fund is sent to responsible beneficiaries for them to implement what they intended to do. 

· Re write the 2010/2011 DADP document abiding to the guideline requirements.



		

		Mwanga

		· The quality is Good


· Action plan poorly prepared, M &E plan entirely not in place.

		· Prepare Action and M & E plans as part of DADP in compliance with the recommended format issued by PMORALG.

		· Submit all project write ups for all investment projects (VADPs) to PMORALG.    


· TAS 15,000,000.00 allocated to combat illegal fishing as part of DADG is questionable. 


· Allocate such fund to other investment projects identified by community.

· TAS 32,000,000.00 allocated to support "subprojects" at Mwanga and Kagongo villages requires specific description of real projects identified from these villages.

· Allocate the right type of grants to each project/intervention as provided in the Guideline for Planning and Implementation of District Agricultural Development Plans.



		

		Rombo

		· The quality is Good


· The Plan does not show any evidence of contracting private service providers, thus  no public private partnership (PPP) involved, it violets the Nation priority. 


· The review of previous DADP's intervention is not clearly shown only distribution of cash by Grant.

		· Budget for construction of WARC should be indicated for farmers to be knowledge on proper farming in such centers.

		· The allocation of A-CBG and A-EBG grants is not shown in the plan, therefore re-writing should be done to show all the grants by activities.



		Lindi

		Lindi TC

		· The overall status score for Lindi TC is Very Good

		· Adhere to minimum budget of Tsh. Million 56 per village


· Explore all strategies to sufficiently address all key problems and eventual costing


· In future establish at least one Ward Agriculture Resource Centre


· Attach all investment interventions write ups

		· Review investment projects to observe the minimum budget of 56 million per village


· Prepare the remaining investment project write ups and attach with the final DADPs


· Prepare strategies to address key stated problems



		

		Lindi DC

		· The phasing in/out villages are not clearly shown


· Some villages are allocated funds less than the minimum (56 Million) recommended


· Prioritization criteria for the selection of problems to be tackled are not clearly stated


· The strategies can not address the key problems of the respective district eg. construction of market infrastructure 


· Reasons for shortfalls are are not given


· No construction of WARCs is included in the plan


· Private Extension Service Providers are not contracted to perform some interventions.

		· The total number and names of phasing  in/out villages has to be stated in the executive summary


· Criteria for prioritization should be stated clearly


· Adhere to the DADPs guidelines like contracting Private sector in Extension service delivery, the construction of Agriculture Ward Resource Centers and appropriate use of DADP Grants.


· Allocate DADP funds to the projects in accordance with their needs rather than equally


· Social Management consideration should be taken care of and described well in the project write-ups.

		· The work of training farmers by using funds from A-EBG must not be done as per plan.  

· Contracting private service providers eg. Farmer Training Centers is the appropriate way of using A-EBG funds as recommended in DADPs guidelines.



		

		Kilwa DC

		· Kilwa DC is poor in PA, while very good in Budget and M&E 

· Key district based problems and strategies are Not clearly stated.

· Strategies are not clearly stated. 

· Causes of shortfalls in past implementation are not clearly stated. 

· Project Profitability is not analyzed

		· PA and Grant Identification should be improved.

· Key district based problems and strategies should be clearly stated and should address specific problems of the Agricultural sector

· Project Profitability should be analyzed

		· DADP Guideline and Directives should be adhered 

· Write-ups should indicate rate of Profitability of a project 



		

		Nachingwea DC

		· Attached write ups does not show cost-benefit Analysis.


· DADP guideline was not followed properly, Only 2 villages out of 6 selected villages were allocated minimum budget of 56 mil.


· 6 selected villages were allocated small budget compared to minimum budget of 56 mil.


· Investment interventions (DADG) are allocated to the District Council instead of Selected villages, Tshs 40,486,000/= is allocated for Heifer production at Nachingwea Livestock multiplication unit in farm III area and Tshs. 27,511,000/= allocated for construction of DC abattoir.


· Grant categories for Top-up are not shown.


· No annual cash flow plan is prepared.

		· DADP guideline should be followed properly.


· Annual cash flow plan should be prepared.




		· Attached write up should be improved to show cost-benefit analysis


· Funds allocate to DC investment innervations totaling Tshs 67,997,000/= should be allocated to the selected village for community as per DADP guideline.


· To re-write DADP to adhere with DADP guideline



		

		Ruangwa DC

		· Necessary remarks on achievements on financial and physical in previous years are not fully described as well as causes of shortfall


· No indication of establishment of WARC for accelerating agriculture in district


· Costing are exaggerated (some)

		· Review of costing


· Review the previous DADPs and fill the necessary  remarks causing the shortfall


· To have plans for establishment of WARC


· To have better presentation of M&E plan




		· Review of costing


· Fill in the remark column the achievements/ shortfalls (financial and physical for each activity)



		

		Liwale DC

		· The quality is Good


· Village phasing in and out should be clear on the fist sight.


· Project implementation site should be re-identified for ‘kopa mbuzi lipa mbuzi’


· The activity with the codes F01D01 and F02S01 should be examined and reallocated for the appropriate grant i.e. CBG

		· Improvement should be done on what has been observed.

		· All write ups should be attached and reallocation of grants for specified activity should be done.



		Manyara

		Kiteto DC

		· The quality is Good

· Some of the activities appear in the project summary but are not in the PlanRep.


· Some pages are missing


· The action plan and cash flow is not attached

		· The district plan and budget should adhere to the plan guideline.


· The plan should be consistent.


· The units for the same input in the PlanRep should be uniform.


· The plan document should contain all pages

		· Activities shown in the project summary should appear in the PlanRep .

· The plan should include the action plan and cash flow.


· Environmental assessment should be well stated



		

		Simanjiro

		· This plan is FAIR


· The DADP does not follow DADPD STRUCTURE/ DADP PREPARATION GUIDELINES.


· Many planned interventions for 2010/11 are completion of on-going projects, but it is difficult to realize this  since there is no clear description about Village Phasing in/out.


· Calculations of costs were not shown i.e. cost per unit. As a result sometimes it was difficult to judge whether costing is realistic or not.

		· During DADP preparation, consistency should be observed. 


· Information regarding phasing in/out the villages is very important. 


· Areas that show weaknesses should be corrected immediately in order to improve DADP plan.

		· DADP plan should be corrected immediately based on above observations and recommendations.



		

		Bababati DC

		· The quality is good


· PlanRep should have the same amount for the same unit (e.g. Diesel).

· Proper use of grants not observed


· Not all investment project write ups submitted


· For investment projects profitability analysis not done

		· Observe proper use of ASDP grants as per guideline


· Prepare all project write ups for all investment projects and include the chapter on profitability analysis

		· Review the costing of activities to observe proper use of grants


· Prepare write-ups for the remaining investment projects


· Review the submitted write-ups to include profitability analysis



		

		Babati TC

		· The status is Good


· Proper use of grants not observed


· No consideration of involving private agriculture service providers


· Profitability analysis not done to investment projects

		· Observe proper use of ASDP grants as per guideline


· Prepare all project write ups for all investment projects and include the chapter on profitability analysis

		· Review the submitted write-ups to include profitability analysis


· Review the costing of activities to observe proper use of grants






		

		Hana’ng

		· The status is Good


· Too many projects undertaken under DADG.


· Resources are spread too much.

		· Consider implementation of a few projects in a phase- in villages according to the guidelines.


· Consider resource center construction.

		· Funds to support staff training should be used to support only those staff attending short courses. No funds should be used for new staff to attend long courses.


· Budgeting should show unit cost, e.g. 1 liter of diesel or petrol. Don't show lump sum figures.



		

		Mbulu DC

		· The quality is very Good


· Monitoring and evaluation description is very short, Cost-benefit analysis is inadequate especially for pig, layers and diary cattle projects at Kuta village.

· Also there is incorrect use of DADPs grant-to support one staff pursue her MSc. By June 2011

		· The DADP is generally good, only a few corrections should be made to make it SMART.

		· Monitoring and evaluation description should be adequate, Cost-Benefit analysis should be considered and hence analyzed for all project interventions and DADP Grants should NOT be used to meet higher education expenses like B.Sc and M.Sc.



		Mara

		Musoma DC

		· The quality is Good


· Although Phasing in/out plan indicated, very few of the selected villages have appeared in the DADPs.


· Only two write-ups are attached to the DADPs, and these are not among the selected ones.


· It seems that the LGA's adherence to the DADP Guidelines is largely theoretical rather than practical.


· Because of lack of write-ups for most of the interventions, it has not been easy to make a fair judgment during the assessment exercise, hence low score in a number of the aspects.

		· LGA should try as much as possible to abide by the DADP Guidelines and Instructions during DADP Preparations.


· DADP Quality Assessment Framework, together with results of previous year's assessment should be also used during DADP Preparation as useful tools for improving the quality of LGA DADP Preparation.


· LGA should make sure that detailed and correct write-ups for each intervention are submitted with the DADPs.

		· LGA to submit the missing write-ups for each intervention


· Along with the write-ups, LGA should carefully examine the present DADP and make appropriate corrections as per the above observations and recommendations.



		

		Musoma MC

		· The quality is Good


· Cost benefit analysis is not shown in all project write ups, hence it is difficult to ascertain the viability and profitability of the project. Neither pay back period is shown. 


· There are no clear prioritization criteria for selected interventions.


· Generally the quality of DADP

		· More training is required in cost benefit analysis computation


· A clear statement of selection criteria for villages and interventions needs to be shown.

		· Project write ups need to be revisited in order ascertain the viability and profitability of the project before their implementation.



		

		Serengeti DC

		· The quality is Good


· Title of the projects does not reflect the project description


· Explanation given to sustainability of the project was not enough


·  Environmental assessment was not enough

		· Title of the project should reflect reality of the project


· Sustainability of the project should be stated clearly and accurate


· Private sector can be sub-contracted on issue like extension services


· Cost and benefit analysis should appear in every project write-up

		· Environmental impact assessment to be revisited and reported. No project without environmental impact


· Based on DADPs Guideline, One village require a minimum of 56 mill for investment project. Since DADG fund (49,968,347) allocated to your district is less than minimum stated, it should be used for one Investment project (Community) and in one village only not more. 


· Cost and benefit analysis should be revisited


· All project write-ups must be submitted to RS then to TAMISEMI prior to project implementation


· Cost and benefit analysis must appear in every project write-ups



		

		Bunda DC

		· The quality is Very Good


· DADPs formulation guidelines have been adhered to

		· Keep it up but subject to few corrections incorporation

		· In the plan, include a number of WARCs to be constructed as well as a budget of contracting private sector.



		

		Tarime DC

		· The DADP plan was generally good .


· However, village phasing in/out were not considered


· Environmental conservation issues were not well addressed because it does not indicate the negative causes of the project and correction measures to be undertaken

· There is weakness on how to analyze economic Profitability and/or Economic viability


· No clear linkage between problems /strategies stated and target


· There is weakness in budgeting especially on the use of Unit prices and number of items

		· Correction to be done on the following areas:-


· Village phasing in/out must be clearly indicated eg To list number and names of villages being phased in/out.


· DADP Guidelines should be adhered to during budget plan preparation.

		· Tarime DC should train responsible staff on budgeting and use PlanRep software



		

		Rorya DC

		· The quality is Very Good


· The LGA has done well in an overall planning. Issues related to reform and sustainability was not well spelt out.

		· Reform and sustainability issues should be made mandatory in future.

		· The LGA should be reminded on the mentioned observations



		Mbeya

		Mbeya CC

		· The status is Very Good


· The summary table of investment projects does not show the column of places/villages where the projects are to 


· be implemented (Table no. 10 Pg. #22


· Environmental issues are not clearly described

		· They should consider the summary project's table for interventions as indicated in the DADPs guidelines and


· Clear environmental analysis should be done to evaluate the impact of the project to environment.

		· All the projects must clearly show the impact to the environment and the column showing the place/village in the


· Summary table of planned projects.



		

		Mbeya DC

		· LGA could do better if the planning circle started earlier

· Poor Action plan and M&E is a major shortcoming

		· Capacity building to DFT

· Close follow up during the process by DED/DPLO is necessary

		· LGA should review their action plan and put forward M&E.



		

		Chunya DC

		· The quality is Fair


· Village Phase in/out has been well designed and done. Need to revisit minimum budget allocation and the grant use in planning investment projects.


· DADP Context is generally fine but could have been more elaborated.


· No consideration on the development of WARC and M and E.


· Grants are mixed up.

		· Need to allocate budget properly and calculate the budget correctly.


· Critical review of the previous performance and action plan.


· Consider how you conduct M and E Plan. 


· Need to revisit the project write-up especially cost-benefit analysis and sustainability/social and environment issues.

		· Re-preparation of the list of Interventions. 


· Re-calculate the budget allocation correctly. 


· Re-arrange the use of the grant as much as possible. 


· Critical review of the previous performance and action plan.


· Preparation of M and E plan.


· Improvement of the project write-up especially cost-benefit analysis and sustainability/social and environment issues.



		

		Rungwe DC

		· The quality is Good


· Aspect of reforms is weak. WARC construction not reflected and contracting services to private sector also weakly addressed

· 

		· The district should consider to plan for WARC construction and reflect more reform activities such contracting of private service providers

		· Profitability analyses including cost benefit analyses for community/group projects should be re-worked before implementation.


· Reform related activities such as construction of WARC and contracting of private sector service providers to be re-worked



		

		Mbozi DC

		· The quality is Good


· The guideline was no followed in selection of villages, more village were selected against the guideline


· The ceiling of 56M per village was not followed to many villages, 


· Observed scattering of resources to many small projects 


· Some write ups did not show cost and benefit analysis also pay back period.

		· Select the villages as per guideline


· Observe ceiling per village 


· Cost and benefit analysis, pay back period must be done properly to ensure economic viability and sustainability of the projects.

		· The district must ensure the selection of villages is done as per guideline to avoid scattering of resources before the disbursement of fund to the villages. The villages selected are 24 instead of 14 as per their ceiling.



		

		Kyela DC

		· The quality is very Good


· Cost-benefit analysis was not done clearly especially in estimating profit. There are just numbers but no explanation of what the numbers represent.


· Environment and Sustainability issues were not well addressed in investment projects.


· They used both, PlanRep and SBAS which causes repetitions in costing as the two systems are similar but used in different levels. i.e PlanRep for LGAs and SBAS for Central government.

		· Cost-Benefit analysis should be done well.


· Environment and Sustainability issues should be well considered in all investment projects.

		· The district should use PlanRep and not both PlanRep and SBAS as these are similar systems but used in different levels.



		

		Mbarali DC

		· The quality is Good


· In the project write ups activities were identified but not costed. So financing plan is only categorized in percentage that 20% will be community contribution and 80% will be contributed through DADP grants.


· The activities to be financed by CBG and EEBG amount indicated in the intervention summary is not reflected in the budget and therefore difficult to assess if the council has observed the use of various grants.


· The construction of Ward Agriculture Development Plan not observed

		· Project write-ups should be revised and include a project financing plan.


· The summary of intervention should include activities to be financed using CBG and EEBG.


· The council should observe the construction of Ward Agriculture Development Resource Center


· 

		· Review project write-ups and include financing plan which indicates project activities and cost estimates


· Identify all activities to be financed by EEBG and CBG at community level and include their cost in the DADP budget section.






		

		Ileje DC

		· The Quality of DADP is good. 


· DADP does not show the phasing in/out plan of villages though villages to implement current DADP are indicated.


· Prioritization criteria for selection of villages and interventions is not shown.


· Minimum budget of sh. 56 mill. per community interventions is not generally adhered.


· Cost benefit analysis for each intervention is shown to some extent but economic viability of these is not shown.


· DADP does not inform the number of Ward Agricultural Resource Centers (WARCs) established/to be established.


· There are no clearly stated district strategies shown, instead ASDP strategies are quoted. 


· SWOT is not analytical in nature it rather just mentions strength, weakness, opportunities and threats. 


· Private sector contracting in service providing has not been considered in this  DADP as part of reforms

		· DADP should adhere to the phasing in/out plan of villages 


· Prioritization criteria for selection of villages must be an essential part of DADP


· Minimum budget of sh. 56 mill. per community interventions is must be observed.


· Cost benefit analysis including economic viability of each investment intervention must be worked out


· DADP should inform the number of Ward Agricultural Resource Centers (WARCs) established/to be established 


· There should be clearly stated district  strategies in tackling problems in line with District Agricultural Strategic Plans


· SWOT should be more analytical in nature rather than just mentioning strength, weakness, opportunities and threats


· Private sector contracting as service providers should be encouraged in DADP as part of reforms

		· Review the DADPs observing all recommendations.



		Morogoro

		Ulanga DC

		· The quality is Very Good


· There is no description on how are they going to conduct M&E plan.


· Difficult to realize whether the cost is realistic unless unit cost per each activities stated/shown

		· Sections that show weaknesses should be corrected immediately in order to improve DADP plan

		· DADP plan should be corrected based on above observations and recommendations



		

		Kilombero DC

		· Prioritization criteria is not appropriately stated


· There is no evidence of contracting private service providers


· Well written project write ups are attached to the DADPS?


· The Action Plan is not practical as most of activities are planned to implemented (experience shows that DADPs funds disbursement is normal effected at the end of the first quarter)

		· A clear statement of village selection criteria need to shown.


· The Action Plan is not practical as most of activities are planned to implemented (experience shows that DADPs funds disbursement is normal effected at the end of the first quarter

		· M&E plan needs to be revisited before implementation.


· The use of DADG fund (Tsh. 120,094,277) for construction of abattoir at district HQ of Ifakara is improper as this is Council's intervention. This fund should, therefore, be re- allocated to community projects.



		

		Morogoro DC

		· Environmental impacts assessment was not done in deep  


· No evidence of contracting private service providers


· Training allowance is too big in page 51. 


· 

		· Environmental impacts assessment need to be done in deep in relation with project life in order to have sustainable projects.  


· Need to Show evidence of contracting private service providers (budget set for contacting private sector) 


· Review the training allowance because its too big in page 51.

		· Review the investment project write ups to include the assessment of environment


· Consider involvement of private sector in the implementation of DADP activities



		

		Mvomero DC

		· The quality is Very Good


· Priorities indicated to meet objectives and targets but the criteria used not well stated 

· Some strategies are not clearly linked to specific problems. 

· To show clearly short falls and course of short falls. 

· Agricultural potential opportunities of the district and obstacles should be clearly stated. 

· To avail more  information on WARCs established/to be established. 6. The Action Plan should elaborate quarterly allocation of funds.

		· In future the LGA should take care of the following few corrections: 

·  All priorities to meet objectives and targets and criteria used to be well stated. 2. Each strategy must be well linked to a specific problem of the district. 

· Short falls and course of short falls not clearly stated.

· Agricultural potential opportunities of the district and obstacles are not clearly stated.

· There is inadequate information on WARCs established/to be established. 6. The Action Plan does not elaborate quarterly allocation of funds.

		· To prepare and submit the Action Plan indicating quarterly allocation of fund and to make some few corrections given in the recommendations.



		

		Morogoro MC

		· The quality is Good


· The LGA allocated DADG for the construction of Agriculture Ward Resource Centre. No facilitation of Private Service Providers.

		· The LGA should adhere to all aspects of write up guidelines.

		· The LGA should make the necessary adjustments (properly allocate the grants, facilitate Private Service Providers, adopt village phasing in/out, show selection criteria etc.)



		

		Kilosa DC

		· The quality is Good


· Some project write ups were not attached though are shown in the main DADP


· WARC not considered as important aspect in achieving extension services


· No budget for Private service providers 


· M&E plan not attached  

		· DADP should contain attachments of project write-ups


· WARC are part and parcel of improving extension work. They should be given priority


· Private sector available in the council can be used to provide technical/ extension service


· M&E plan must be attached

		· All project write-ups should be attached to DADP.


· To allocate budget for private service providers. 


· Attach M&E plan.



		Mtwara

		Nanyumbu DC

		· The quality of DADP is generally good. Just a few improvements are required to be done.

		· Improvement should be made on utilization of Grants, Budget, costing and M&E.

		· The number of Villages being phased in should be consistently stated, eg in page 25 where it has been stated 7 villages to be phased in, but the listed villages on the same page are 8.


· It is important that construction of WARC be included in the plan. 

· The costing should be realistic, eg unit cost of domestic per diem on page 37.



		

		Tandahimba DC

		· The quality is Very Good


· The work is excellent in various aspect, but only financial and physical of previous year not well stated together with failure to consider private sector on the budget plan

		· Show clearly previous year DADPs progress

		· Consider involvement of Private sector in the provision of agriculture services  



		

		Mtwara MC

		· The quality is Fair


· There is no involvement of private sector in the implementation of DADP.


· Use of DADG funds in the selected villages is not adhered.


· Action plan is not prepared as per guideline.

		· Consider involvement of private sector in the implementation of DADP.


· Allocate funds of different activities according to grants.

		· Prepare action plan as per guideline.


· Prepare write ups to meet the use of 56 million and 5.6 million (from A-CBG and A-EBG) per village as indicated in the Guideline.


· Indicate mitigation measures to combat soil degradation.



		

		Masasi DC

		· The quality is Good


· Preparation of DADPS was well prepared in areas of grant utilization, action plan and M&E .


· However, there is weakness in aspect of consideration of setting budget to private service provider, preparation of budget and issue of environmental assessment in a proposed community project.

		· Allocate more budget (10%) for contracting private service provider


· Cost-Benefit analysis should be done properly in all of community/ group project write ups.


· 3.Describe properly issue of environment as per DADPS Guidelines

		· Describe clearly issue of environment in -Mpanya oil processing


· Write up according to preparation and implementation guideline of 2009.



		

		Mtwara DC

		· The quality is Fair


· The number of participating villages does not comply with the guidelines i.e. 

· Villages are combined to receive 56,000,000/= of DADG grant. Total of 12 villages have been allocated funds in PLANREP.

· Total cost of planned interventions shown in the summary (Chapter 9) does not tally with the approved budget. 

· Some project write ups are not realistic e.g. the same write up for 2 groups: rehabilitation of irrigation system at Mahurunga-Kitunguli block B and Mahurunga Block A.

· Misallocation of grants: e.g. DADG funds allocated for FFS and WARC construction.

		· List of phasing in/out villages have to be shown clearly in Executive Summary.

· Total list of planned interventions needs to be shown in summary sheet (Chap. 9) with allocated funds tallying with the approved budget accordingly. 

· Project write ups should reflect actual villages/groups. 

· Allocation of ASDP grants should adhere to the guidelines.

		· Number of villages in 2010/2011 DADP should be adjusted in accordance to the approved DADG for 2010/2011, the maximum number is 5 villages.

· DADG funds allocated for FFS and construction of WARC should be reallocated to appropriate investment interventions identify by the community.

· Monitoring and evaluation plan should be provided



		

		Newala DC

		· The quality is Good


· Project write ups for investment projects of Chionjila village were not attached.


· District's targets as specified are not SMART


· Cost - Benefit analysis of investment projects not depicted as required in the DADP Guide.


· District's DADP budget ceiling not observed.

		· To improve quality of DADP as specified in the Guideline for Planning and Implementation of DADP.

		· Submit project write ups for all investment projects identified by community and observe aforementioned shortfalls to improve quality of DADP.


· Review district's targets.



		Mwanza

		Misungwi DC

		· The overall status performance for Misungwi DC is GOOD

		· Phasing in and out of all villages should be clearly stated in the preamble of the


DADP plan 


· Show, calculate and attach write ups with profitability and economic viability for ALL investments interventions- for Wani Irrigation Scheme and remaining investments


· Consider and state sustainability issues for Wani Irrigation scheme and other investments


· Ascertain that all strategies are deployed fully in phases 


· The District should establish more Ward Resource Centers in future


· Consider  contracting more interventions to Private Service Providers


· Observe and adhere to the minimum budget of 56 million per village

		· Review DADP and include village phasing in /out plan


· Review the submitted project write ups and include profitability and economic analysis and sustainability section






		

		Sengerema DC

		· The Quality for Sengerema DADP Plan is Good

		· Summarise village phase in/out in the preamble


· Attach all write ups to the DADPS,


· 3.State profitability and economic viability to all investments, 


· Address strategies fully to the problems,


· Establish Ward Agricultural Resource Centers in the DADPS


· Contract Private Service Providers to selected interventions and 


· Carry out detailed realistic and accurate costing.

		· Review the DADP to include village phasing out/in plan


· Prepare investment project write ups and attach with the final DADP


· Review district strategies to address key problems


· Consider establishment of WARC in the revised plan



		

		Geita DC

		· Geita DC is poor in project write up while very good in village phasing plan.

· Key district based problems not clearly stated.

· Strategies not clearly stated.

· Profitability for investment interventions is not shown.

		· Improvement is needed in  project write up

· Key district based problems should be  clearly stated and link clearly to strategies

· Profitability  should be indicated

		· The write ups of investment interventions should be improved and all attached to DADPS plan



		

		Ukerewe DC

		· UKEREWE DC is poor in Categorization of grants  while is very good in M&E,  and  DADP Context. 


· Profitability, sustainability, environmental and social management not considered.


· No description on use of Grant by categories for the interventions


· Partial linkage between village selected and DADPS plan (Only 4 VADPS out of 30 selected villages are the integral part of the DADP)

· Project write ups are poor.

· Planrep format used is not proper

		· Project write ups should be improved esp. in Profitability, sustainability, environmental and social management aspects.  

· Use of Grant by categories for all interventions should be described  

· Use the required PlanRep format

		· Project write ups should be Improved 

· Grants should be categorized for all interventions.



		

		Magu DC

		· The quality is Fair


· Planrep not used in the budget plan

· Previous year's DADPs review (financial and physical) not shown in the budget

· Contracting private service providers not shown in the budget

		· Use planrep format

· Previous year's DADPs review (financial and physical) must be shown so as to know if the money are used as the action plan stated.

· Private service provider must be shown in the budget

		· Because the important aspects not shown in the budget, the District must redo the budget



		

		Kwimba DC

		· The quality is Fair


· The district did not follow the DADP preparation guidelines such that no village phasing in/out plan is shown

		· The district is strongly directed to adhere and follow the DADP guideline in preparing the district Agric development plan which also insists on involvement of private sector as well as taking into consideration the environment and socio management aspects.

		· DADG fund (20 mil) intended to be used in expanding the Agric head office at Ngudu MUST not be spent for the identified task rather all DADG funds SHOULD be sent to community investment projects and not otherwise.



		

		Mwanza CC

		· The status is Good


· WARC's and SACCOS office Construction is done using DADG instead of A-EBG and A-CBG respectively.


· The DADP document does not show contraction of private service providers, and thus it violates to the priority of the Nation of Public Private Partnership(PPP) .

		· DADG Fund allocated for construction of SACCOSS Office should not be used instead A-CBG is responsible for the activity.

		· Fund allocation by Grant should be reviewed since capacity building and extension activities are allocated to DADG Grant.


· Costing of activities is not realistic therefore re-costing should be done for easy implementation.



		

		Mkuranga DC

		· The quality is Good


· No involvement of private service providers.

· It is doubtful to mention that, Mkurunga is a village while is the headquarter of the district

		· District  Agricultural plan should adhere to the guideline provide by the PMO RALG

		· The funds allocated for the construction of Mkuruga slaughter house should be re allocated to other community based projects.



		

		Kibaha DC

		· The quality is Good


· Unrealistic costs: Fuel, travel tickets, extra duty within the district, vaccines & acaricides, food and refreshment inconsistence e.g DO5CO2 and DO5CO1 and training allowance.


· Only two streets (Mkuza and Msangani) will be covered centrally to what have been mentioned i.e. 9 'mitaas' streets.


· For some activities  of 2009/2010 funds were received but carry over funds have not been used to date (Ref: pg.7)

		· Prices for vaccines & acaricide should be taken out. This is delta with government and private sector.


· Refer government directives on extra duty and allowances for proper budgeting.


· Implement activity with carryover funds

		· Costs of vaccines and acaricides to be removed from the budget


· Implement the activities for 2009/2010 of which funds have been released for 3rd &4th quarter 


· Reflect the cultivation of sunflower, a cash crop in Kibaha district (pg.7 yr 2008/2009 – 2009/2010)


· Workout on topographical error (e.g Pg.17 put contractor instead of conductor) 


· The rule of grants distribution should be adhered.



		

		Rufiji DC

		· The status is Very Good


· Type of project is not clearly stated


· The title of the project does not reflect the project descriptions


· The cost of project mentioned on summary of investment differs with the cost mentioned on project write-up (see pg 73 in DADPS and pg 60 of project write up i.e Ruwe village.)

		· Try to indicate the types of projects to avoid confusion.

		· Indicate type of projects



		

		Kisarawe DC

		· The quality is good


· The Phasing in/out plan/concept is not clearly indicated, although the criterion for selecting the 5 villages is mentioned.


· No mention on WARCs to some extent contributes to the low score


· No plan on contracting private service providers is another cause of the low score.


· It is not clearly indicated how some of the balances (carry-over funds) from previous year are to be used.


· Although environmental aspects have been considered in almost every intervention, no funds have been set aside for their implementation.

		· The phasing in/out plan and selection criteria should be clearly indicated.


· WARCs should be established, and detailed description should be given each year.


· Private Service providers should be contracted where necessary.


· LGA should try to abide by the guideline more closely. Furthermore, DADP Quality Assessment Operation Guidelines and results should also be used as useful tools for improving DADP quality.

		· Steps should be taken to make corrections for the above mentioned points.



		

		Bagamoyo DC

		· The quality is Very Good


· Agriculture extension plan is not adequately considered in the DADP.

		· Ensure WARCs and contract for private extension service are included in the DADP.

		· Consider involvement of private sector in agriculture service provision



		

		Mafia DC

		· The quality is good


· Prices for diesel and petrol are not consistency.

· Environmental and social management not considered


· No village phasing out/in plan

· Good job done

		· Review the budget


· Consider environmental and social management issues in investment activities


· Prepare village phasing in/out plan

		· Review budget to observe realistic costing of inputs, include village phasing in/out.


· Funds for staff should support one staff mentioned on pg 26 but not new staff.






		

		Kibaha DC

		· The quality is Fair


· Sustainability, socio-economical and environmental issues are not documented. Lack interventions and resource allocation for establishing Ward Resource Centers and facilitation of Private Service Providers. The LGA has under-budgeted with reference to budget allocation for DADG and CBG grants and figures in Executive Summary does not tally those given in the summary of interventions.

		· The LGA should adhere to all issues as per ASDP write-up guidelines.

		· The LGA should use the appropriate grants for the establishment of WRC and support of Private Sector Service Providers. 

· The LGA should make the necessary corrections in the document and make adjustments with reference to budget allocation.



		Rukwa

		Nkasi DC

		· The Quality of DADP is good. 


· DADP does not show the phasing in/out plan of villages though villages to implement current DADP are indicated.


· Prioritization criteria for selection of villages is not shown.


· Minimum budget of sh. 56 mill. per community interventions is not generally adhered.


· Cost benefit analysis for each intervention is shown to some extent but economic viability of these is not shown.


· DADP does not inform the number of Ward Agricultural Resource Centers (WARCs) established/to be established but only shows one WARC to be established this season.


· There are no clearly stated district strategies shown, instead ASDP strategies are quoted. 


· SWOT is not analytical in nature it rather just mentions strength, weakness, opportunities and threats. 


· Private sector contracting in service providing has not been considered in this  DADP as part of reforms.

		· DADP does should adhere to the phasing in/out plan of villages 


· Prioritization criteria for selection of villages must be an essential part of DADP


· Minimum budget of sh. 56 mill. per community interventions is must be observed.


· Cost benefit analysis including economic viability for each investment intervention must be worked out


· DADP should inform the number of Ward Agricultural Resource Centres (WARCs) established/to be established 


· There should be clearly stated district  strategies in tackling problems in line with District Agricultural Strategic Plans


· SWOT should be more analytical in nature rather than just mentioning strength, weakness, opportunities and threats


· Private sector contracting as service providers should be encouraged in DADP as part of reforms

		· DADG funds (sh. 60,000,000) have been allocated for construction of a slaughter house at district headquarters contrary to DADP guidelines. These funds must be reallocated to community interventions while the Council looks elsewhere to fund this intervention.


· DADG funds (sh. 34,050,000) have been allocated for construction of extension officer's house contrary to  DADP guidelines. These funds must be reallocated to community interventions while the Council looks elsewhere to fund this intervention.



		

		Mpanda DC

		· The status is good


· The project write-ups should cover both the cost-benefit analysis and environmental and social management. More strategies for sustainability of all projects have to be in place.

		· The Council should document the outcome and where possible the impacts of the past implementation of DADPs. Currently, the Council has just recorded the outputs of the past DADPs.

		· Go through the project write-ups to include the missing issues.



		

		Mpanda TC

		· The quality is good


· Project write up for community investments are poorly prepared as it does not conform with the DADPs guidelines.

		· The District should re -work the plan particularly on projects write ups

		· Re-right all investment projects to reflect profitability, sustainability and aspects on environments



		

		Sumbawanga DC

		· The quality is Fair


· Confusion in the appropriate use of grants.


· Criteria used for selection of interventions are not mentioned.

		· Re-write the project write up especially in cost benefit analysis and environment and social management.


· Follow the DADP guideline properly.

		· 1. The DADG funds, which is used for rehabilitation of 3 extension staff houses in kipeta (15,149,500), Mwazye (12,568,500) and Msazi (14,051,475) wards, must be reallocated to other community/group investment activities. DADG is not supposed to be used for construction/rehabilitation of extension staff houses.


· M & E must be included in the DADP.



		

		Sumbawanga MC

		· Generally, the DADP plan is poor  because the number of villages phasing in /out were not shown, 


· The project write up is inconsistent because it does not follow the DADP guidelines.


· Proper use of grants not observed

· In budgeting process the unit cost and items were not clearly indicated.


· Private Service providers were not involved at all.

		· The whole DADP plan and write-up to be revised so as to adhere PMOLG guidelines.

		· LGA's staff to be freshly trained on budget preparation and write up before resubmitting 2010/11 Budget Plan



		Ruvuma

		Namtumbo DC

		· The quality is Very Good


· Profitability analysis of investment projects not done


· Action plan not well structured


· M and E plan not prepared

		· Consider profitability analysis for all investment projects

		· Review project write ups to include profitability analysis


· Review the action plan to indicate implementation schedule 


· Prepare M and E plan


· Consider establishment of AWRC 



		

		Tunduru DC

		· The quality is Good


· Some village are allocated fund with less than 56 m., which is against DADPs guidelines.

		· Need to follow the guidelines/quick guides for fund allocation.


· Need to consider appropriate use of the grant.

		· Using DADG fund to Build staff houses is against DADP guidelines, therefore this fund must be used to implement community identified activities.   



		

		Mbinga DC

		· The quality is Good


· The DADP is fairly good prepared, there is consideration of every aspect and described very well. eg; Priorities are clearly stated, Attachment of project write ups, Description of grant use, M & E plan with implementation description pg 78-86 .

		· There are need to improve on some aspect description. This means from village level those who prepare VADPs and DADP should have enough time to learn DADP preparation guide. It is recommended that money should be distributed in quarterly basis for those projects which implementing in two quarter. Should clarify every aspect very clear like the did on Monitoring and evaluation aspect, it is conversable for the project writings.

		· The must show Physical and financial achievements as well as reasons of shortfall of the previous years as recommended on assessment guide. If they have WARC as stated must explain clear how it work  also in any contact with private sector there must be evidence as required.



		

		Songea MC

		· The quality is Good


· Overall good write up. Few observations for improvement:


· The phasing in/out villages not clearly indicated. 


· Some monetary figures in PlanRep do not match with those in Action Plan (eg. D02C01 page 20, Tzs. 2,460,000 vs D02C01 page 26, Tzs.2,500,000). 


· The prioritization criteria not well stated. 


· Some indicated targets do not link very well with the interventions. 


· The district's problems are not well stated to give the clear insight of the problem in relation to the interventions. 


· Some Strategies do not address well the key problems of the districts. 


· The financial achievements of the previous DADP are not indicated. 


· The obstacles to development are not well stated. 


· No information on WARCs established/to be established. 


· Some codes are not correctly used.

		· The phasing in/out villages should be clearly indicated. 


· Match all the monetary figures in PlanRep and Action Plan (eg. D02C01 page 20, Tzs. 2,460,000 vs D02C01 page 26, Tzs. 2,500,000) and adjust them accordingly. 


· State well the prioritization criteria. 


· Modify the targets set to link well with the interventions. 


· State well the district's problems to give the clear insight of the problem in relation to your interventions. 


· Make slight improve on Strategies to address well the key problems of the districts. 


· Indicate the financial achievements of the previous DADP. 


· State well the obstacles to development. 


· Indicate WARCs established/to be established. 


· Revisit your codes and make necessary corrections.

		· Make necessary corrections to improve more your Project write up



		

		Songea DC

		· The quality is Very Good


· Consideration was not shown about the management of agricultural wastes to environment. 


· Rehabilitation or construction of WARC was not shown.

		· Construction of WRC should be included in the plan.

		· Construction of Ward Resource Centers needs to be part and parcel of the DADP plan in each Financial Year.



		Shinyanga

		Bariadi DC

		· DADP does not show the phasing in/out plan of villages though villages to implement current DADP are indicated.


· Prioritization criteria for selection of villages is not shown.


· Minimum budget of sh. 56 mill. per community interventions is not is not observed in this intervention


· Project write ups are not attached to the DADP


· DADP does not  inform the number of Ward Agricultural Resource Centers (WARCs) established/to be established but


· Only shows one WARC to be established this season.


· There are no clearly stated district strategies shown instead ASDP strategies are quoted. 


· SWOT is not analytical in nature it rather just mentions strength, weakness, opportunities and threats. 


· Private sector contracting in service providing has not been considered in this  DADP as part of reforms

		· DADP  should adhere to the phasing in/out plan of villages 


· Prioritization criteria for selection of villages must be an essential part of DADP


· Minimum budget of sh. 56 mill. per community interventions is must be observed.


· Project write ups should be t attached to the DADP


· DADP should inform the number of Ward Agricultural Resource Centers (WARCs) established/to be established 


· There should be clearly stated district  strategies in tackling problems in line with District Agricultural Strategic Plans


· SWOT should be more analytical in nature rather than just mentioning strength, weakness, opportunities and threats


· Private sector contracting as service providers should be encouraged in DADP as part of reforms

		· Review the DADP observing  all recommendations



		

		Bukombe DC

		· The quality is Fair


· Phasing in/out villages not well shown,


· Write ups have no details,


· No clear prioritizations of the problems,


· Targets have no details e.g. time frame,


· Problems not well links with strategies,


· Some funds deposited in the community account not yet spent,


· WRC not included in the DADP,


· DADP has no Action plan,


· No responsible person in the M & E.

		· Phasing in/out villages should be clearly shown,


· Write ups should be detailed written in participatory with the community,


· District problems to be clearly stated,


· Targets should have details and time frame,


· Make sure strategies are linked to solve identified problems,


· Make follow up of all the funds deposited in the community accounts, advise and report accordingly,


· Include WRCs in the DADPS it is an important condition,


· Include Action plan in the DADP,


· M & E to have a responsible person.

		· Follow properly instructions given in the DADP guidelines,


· Make sure there is clear linkage between strategies and problems,


· Make follow ups of all the funds remitted in community accounts,


· WRC must be part of DADPS,


· Action plans must be included in the DADPS.



		

		Kishapu DC

		· The quality is Good


· Some villages are allocated funds less than the DASIP/DADP recommendations 


· Criteria used in projects prioritization not stated


· Some of the project write-ups not attached to the DADP/DASIP


· Profitability and economic viability not stated in the write-ups


· Reasons for Shortfalls are not stated to some of un-implemented activities


· No establishment of  Ward Resource Centers  and not in plans


· Involvement of Private sector in Extension service delivery is not in place


· Costs of some activities are not realistic eg. costs of vaccines pg. 31 


· Not keen enough in the use of Grants by categories

		· DASIP/DADP must abide to guidelines given so as to arrive to the expected impact.

		· All Project write-ups need to be attached, and they need to be improved.


· The A-CBG funds allocated to rehabilitate skin shades and Construction of skin and hides dressing table should not be used for that purpose



		

		Maswa DC

		· The quality is Fair


· DADG was use for Capacity and Extension activities.


· Calculation of project costs and cost benefit analysis of the project was not clear.


· No consideration of environment and social management

		· Please use the grants appropriately according to the type of interventions


· When calculating the cost of projects, confirm the type of activities which are going to be conducted during project implementation.


· For investment projects make sure that you give the details environment and social management (refer to ESMR).

		· Stop using the DADG grant for activity no. 3 in target 1, and activities no.1 & 3. in target no. 2.  In pg 96, the funds must be allocated for community/group investment projects.


· Do not use the old version action plan. Use the PMO RALG  action plan guideline



		

		Shinyanga MC

		· Allocated fund to village selected to implement VADPs is less than DADPs and DASIP guidelines


· Village phasing-in/-out selection criteria are not well defined.


· Only a few write ups were attached in the plan


· Miss allocation of grants in the plan e.g. DADG fund has been allocated to activities which were not  identified by community  

		· Plans should abide to ASDP and DASIP guidelines


· Observe the comments given in the remarks.

		· Fund for construction of LGA building at Nanenane Agric show in Mwanza should be from EBG and not DADG. DADG should strictly be used in implementing community identified activities only.


· Attach all project write-ups.


· Make sure to establish WARCs, and to encourage participation of private sector.



		

		Kishapu DC

		· Some villages are allocated funds less than the DASIP/DADP recommendations 


· Criteria used in projects prioritization not stated


· Some of the project write-ups not attached to the DADP/DASIP


· Profitability and economic viability not stated in the write-ups


· Reasons for Shortfalls are not stated to some of un-implemented activities


· No establishment of  Ward Resource Centers  and not in plans


· Involvement of Private sector in Extension service delivery is not in place


· Costs of some activities are not realistic eg. costs of vaccines pg. 31 


· Not keen enough in the use of Grants by categories

		· DASIP/DADP must abide to guidelines given so as to arrive to the expected impact

		· VADP write-ups needs to be improved


· The A-CBG funds allocated to rehabilitate skin shades and Construction of skin and hides dressing table should not be used for that purpose



		

		Shinyanga DC

		· The quality is Good


· There was minimal team work to prepare this document. 


· The district agricultural problems were not well described and the strategies far remedy were not given due weight.


· There is no comprehensive village phase in and phase out plan for at least five years

		· The DALDO should closely co-ordinate ASDP programe in his district.

		· Seriously the district should prepare key district agricultural problems and potential solutions.



		

		Kahama DC

		· The quality is Good


· Write-ups and budgets are not good enough

		· The Council has to go through the write-ups and the budget (costing and quantities).

		· The Council should reconsider the amount of fuel per project. 

· Review investment project write ups to include sustainability strategies of the projects as well as environmental and social management



		

		Meatu

		· The quality is Fair


· DADPs preparation does not comply to the guidelines.

		· The LGA is advised to follow the national guideline in DADPs preparation.

		· The LGA must attach the project write-ups for all proposed intervention. Without it, no disbursement should be made as the plans are seemed to be a desk work.



		Singida DC

		Manyoni

		· The quality is Good


· No concrete data to justify the profitability and economic viability of the projects 


· No strong evidences on  sustainability of projects in terms of Data  


· Completion of water dam at Itagata village is questionable as Tsh. 1.1 billion has to be secured from DIDF. The maximum fund to be released by DIDF is Tsh. 500,000 and is competitive. if the projects fails  to get this  fund, what will be the consequences ?


· There is no justification of construction of crop storage structure at Sanjaranda village in terms of crop production otherwise nothing can be stored

		· This weaknesses should be rectified


· In preparation of DADPs .The district should adhere to the DADPS preparation guidelines

		· The district should consider to look for other sources of fund in order to achieved  its planed activity (completion of Water Dam)



		

		Singida DC

		· Poor in budget preparations.


· In 2008/09 one of the intervention was to facilitate M&E and purchase of transport facilities with the total of 138,999,000/=, transport facilities purchased but M&E still continues. But how much money remained is not shown.

		· Budget should be done again (Planrep)

		· Money remained for M&E in 2008/09 to be shown and should be deducted from the 2010/11 budget in M&E.  

· Redo the budget using Planrep



		

		Singida MC

		· The quality is Fair


· No phasing in/out of DADP villages,


· The budget is not in planrep format. It is presented as annual expenditure details and forward budget for FY 2009/2010,


· Write ups lack enough and some relevant details e.g. environmental issues, and should be for community projects not for Vehicle purchase,


· No clear linkages between interventions and Targets.


· There are still unspent funds for FY 2008/2009,


· WRCs not in the DADP,


· Some budget not spent for their relevant Grant category,


· Presented Action plan was for the FY 2009/2010.

		· Phasing in/out villages to be shown clearly,


· Budgets should use planrep for the FY 2010/2011,


· Project write ups to include enough and relevant details,


· There must be a clear relationship between interventions and the Targets,


· Make follow up and prepare report for unspent funds,


· WRCs must be part of DADP using EBG,


· Expenditures to be in their relevant Grant category,


· Action plan should be for FY 2010/2011.

		· Re write DADP for FY 2010/2011 using provided guidelines,


· Use planrep format for budget preparations,


· Must include WRCs in your DADP



		

		Iramba DC

		· The quality is Good


· The document was not signed by DED and Council chairperson


· Allocated fund to some village selected to implement VADPs is less than guidelines' recommendations.


· Village phasing in -/-out selection criteria not well defined.


· Misallocation of grants in the plan e.g. DADG fund has been allocated to implement activities which were not  identified by community

		· Need to prepare clear Village Phase in/out plan. 


· Need to consider private sector involvement in DADP implementation.

		· To prepare Village Phase in/out plan in line with the guidelines.


· To consider private sector involvement. 


· Using DADG fund to Build staff houses and district abattoir is against DADP guidelines on fund use. Therefore this fund must be used to implement community identified activities.  



		Tabora

		Tabora DC

		· The quality is Good


· Generally the District Agricultural Development Plan is good. However the following shortfall has been observed;


· There is no appropriate use of grants


· There is little justification on sustainability of projects


· Construction of warehouse at Isila village can benefit businessmen rather than the community

		· Appropriate use of grants by categories should be adhered.


· Strong justification of projects sustainability is very important


· The District should adhere to DADPS guide line

		· Intensive O and OD exercise to get the real problem and needs of the community is vital.



		

		Tabora DC

		· The quality is Good


· There is no appropriate use of grants


· There is little justification on sustainability of projects


· Construction of warehouse at Isila village can benefit businessmen rather than the community

		· Appropriate use of grants by categories should be adhered.


· Strong justification of projects sustainability is very important


· The District should adhere to DADPS guide line

		· Intensive O and OD exercise to get the real problem and needs of the community is vital.


· Improve the Project write-ups.



		

		Sikonge DC

		· The quality is Good


· The village phase in/out needs to be comprehensive. At least plan for five years. 


· The number of villages phased in/out are only two. They are few compared to the amount of money to be received 2010/2011.


· Critical description of the prevailing agricultural problems should be put forward and strategies to solve them should be clearly spelt out.

		· I would first recommend your Council Chairman and District Executive Director for owning the document by signing the appropriate areas.


· I strongly recommend for team work for both plan preparation and projects execution

		· All short comings shown in the remarks need to be seriously worked on.



		

		Tabora MC

		· The quality is Good


· Phasing out/in villages not clearly stated,


· The  Same intervention but of  different cost  figures e.g. dip tank construction,


· Some interventions were placed in the different code descriptions e.g. Construction of 2 dip tanks in Inala village pg. 58,


· Irrigation scheme project have been included in the plan without DIDF funding assurance,


· Environmental issues have not well elaborated to suggest kind of environmental hazards likely to be caused by the project and the suggested solutions,


· WRC projects have not been included in the plan.

		· Phasing out/in villages should be  clearly be shown in the plan,


· There must be consistence in figures for each intervention,


· Make thorough placement of interventions to its relevant GFS code description,


· To make sure the final submitted document have projects with funding assurance based on ceilings provided,


· WRCs must be included in your plan.

		· Clearly show the phasing out/in villages,


· Figures should be equal and precise,


· Interventions should be placed in their right GFS code descriptions,


· Include only irrigation scheme project with fund allocation,


· Show environmental problem likely to be caused by the project implementations and suggested solutions. The suggested solution can be a considered as future project intervention,


· Include WRC using "Top Up EBG" as per DADP instructions.



		

		Igunga DC

		· The quality is Good


· WARCS and Contracting of Service provider not taken into consideration

		· WARCS and contracting service provider should be taken into consideration in 2011/12 plans

		· The community project should be revised to show its economic profitability and viability i.e mathematically



		

		Urambo DC

		· The quality is Good


· The executive summary too obstructs. 


· Should highlight in short what is in the major areas of the DADP structure presented.


· Quarterly budget plan for construction activities very much spread.  


· Private service providers in extension not clearly mentioned in the activities.

		· Expansion of executive summary need to be reviewed. 


· Propound deeply on the DADP structure guidelines for polishing the DADP write up (observe areas on the remarks). 


· Soliciting of private extension service providers needed to supplement the government routine extension service providers. 


· Council contribution is required if agriculture is the mainstay of its economy as stated.

		· Review the budgeting category of the soil analysis.


· Have inventory of capable private service providers and actively and engaging them in possible activities .


· Council should contribute towards agricultural development budget in the district from LCDG and own sources



		

		Nzega DC

		· The quality is Good


· Prioritization criteria in village selection were not well indicated


· WARC construction/rehabilitation not considered in the DADPS


· Small amount of money in the budget to contract Private sector

		· Increase the budget to contract private sector and develop WARC (adhere in the ASDP-DADPS guideline)

		· All investment project should have activities which will address and mitigate the effect of intervention to environment.


· Prepare action plan according to guideline


· Consider and show criteria for selection of village/interventions.



		Tanga

		Kilindi DC

		· The quality is Very Good


· Some problems are not real problems.  Rather they are causes of certain problems. (E.g. Higher level of indigenous livestock and lack of water infrastructure) 


· Strategies do not sufficiently address the key problems. 

· Profitability and/or Economic viability are not stated for all investment interventions.

		· Key problems should be clearly stated 

· Strategies should sufficiently address the key problems 

· Profitability and/or Economic viability must be computed for all investment interventions.

		· Key problems should be clearly stated and Strategies  should sufficiently address the key problems 

· Profitability and/or Economic viability must be computed For all investment interventions.  


· The number of WARCs should be clearly given.  



		

		Tanga CC

		· The quality is Fair


· DADP guidelines are not followed


· No consistency in document arrangement. For example, annexes are not numbered properly.


· M & E is not stated.


· Insufficient justification on projects sustainability

		· The above mentioned weaknesses to be corrected

		· The Plan should be corrected basing on the above  observations.



		

		Korogwe DC

		· The quality is Good


· Villages to be stated as phased in/out, not wards


· Budgets of 56 m should be observed and prioritization criteria are not well stated.


· Costing of cattle dip construction seems too high.


· Activities not from communities appear in the DADG, e.g. construction of mechanization centre and AI centre


· Monitoring and Evaluation are not well structured. Indicators and means of verification are not shown.


· Cost of power tiller needs to be reviewed unless low quality is not an issue.

		· Phase in/out villages and not wards


· Review some costing of construction activities.


· Structure monitoring and evaluation. Have indicators and means of verifications.


· Tend to acquire good quality power tillers.


· Training aspects attached to DADG should be shifted to ACBG 


· Private service providers need to be used where possible in AEBG activities


· DADG funding to be used on development activities from communities and not Council administered activities.

		· Have revisits on costing and decision on type of power tillers


· Council to meet costs of the directly administered construction activities from LCDG and own sources.


· Use Private service providers where possible in AEBG activities.


· Try to address the issues listed in the recommendations above.



		

		Muheza DC

		· The quality is Good


· The document is not owned. 


· It lacks the signatures of the District Council Chairman as well as the District Executive Director that means they didn't go through the document.


· Details of observations are given in the remarks.

		· It is important that the document is proof-read by a panel of experts in the department of Agriculture including DALDO.

		· There should be a team work in preparing this important document.


· The issues raised in the remarks should be addressed seriously.



		

		Handeni DC

		· The quality is Very Good


· Calculation on cost benefit analysis not shown

		· Calculation on cost benefits has to be shown.  

· In 2008/09 funds there is un spent money amounting 32,886,000/- which was for irrigation construction, Livestock market construction, procurement of photocopier and study tour for voucher system.

		· The calculations have to be done to show the cost benefit of the project.

· 32,886,000/- should be sent to the community for the investment project or to be reallocated



		

		Pangani DC

		· The quality is Good


· The document is well prepared with exception of some oversights in some areas such as identification of key district problems, pertinent strategies to address such problems and also the issue of private sector involvement is forgotten.

		· For better Agriculture undertaking it is very important first to have a clear picture on what key issues are the sector problems so that once these solved there will be a breakthrough towards agriculture sector development. Missing such a statement in the document implies that no thorough district analysis was done and the developed interventions might not be results of O & OD exercise.  

		· The district is required to indicate kinds of interventions to be undertaken and associated costs for A-CBG and A-EBG in the summary.



		

		Korogwe TC

		· The quality is Fair


· The DADP not well organized eg. There is mentioned activities o the summery of project investment but doesn’t tell it is going to be implemented in which village. Didn’t tell exact which grant is used eg DADG,A-EBG etc. 


· M & E aspect doesn’t state clear how are the going to monitor and evaluate project, they didn’t show clear which aspects are going to look.

		· There are need to improve on some aspect description. this means from village level those who prepare VADPs and DADP should given enough time to learn DADP preparation guide. They must be capable to learn from the mistakes.

		· The need more improvement on various aspect, the DADP need more clarification on Budgeting. They must show the of grant which will be used to implement certain project eg must clarify the use of DADG,E-ABG and CBG. M&E is the important aspect on any project hence explanation of monitoring and evaluation give a good chance of successive project.



		

		Lushoto DC

		· The quality if Fair


· Village phasing in/out not adhered to


· Project write ups lack item prices and economic viability considerations. DADP lacks M&E plan.

		· Funds for DADP implementation should be allocated to selected villages only

· Project write ups need to follow DADP Preparation Guidelines.

		· Number of villages to implement DADP should be adjusted to conform with guidelines. According to approved DADG maximum of 6 villages may be selected



		

		Mkinga DC

		· The quality is Poor


· The DADPs preparation process was not well followed by the Council.

		· It is recommended that the Council prepares DADPs from the villages.

·  The evidence for that is the project write-up for every project

		· Review the DADP observing the  DADP planning and implementation guideline 
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