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Republic of Uganda
Vegetable Oil Development Project (VODP)

Interim Evaluation

Main Report

1. The Vegetable Oil Development Project (VODP), wapraved by the Executive Board in
April 1997, has had a number of extensions ancwe due to complete on 31 December 2011 and
close on 30 June 2012. The interim evaluation wadedaken by IFAD’s independent Office of
Evaluation (OE) as standard procedure in preparétioa possible follow-up phase of the project.

2. The overall objective of the project is to increaseallholders’ household cash income by
revitalizing and increasing domestic vegetablgmlduction in partnership with the private sector.

I. EVALUATION OBJECTIVES, METHODOLOGY AND PROCESSES

3. Evaluation objectives and process.The evaluation objectives were to : (i) assess the
performance and impact of the project; and (ii)egate a series of findings and recommendations to
guide the Government and IFAD in financing a seqoimaise of the project.

4. A preparatory mission was conducted on 23-30 Nowerb08, after which an approach paper,
evaluation framework (Appendix 8) and desk reviemenwere prepared. A core learning partnership
(CLP) was established, comprising IFAD and govemmmepresentatives to maximize learning from
the evaluation findings (membership given in Apprnél). The main evaluation mission was
conducted from 2 February to 4 March 2B0Bhe team visited the oil palm project area on &ag
Island, Kalangala District, and six districts whénaditional vegetable oilseeds and essentialrops

are being growh During these visits, the mission met with thetritis agricultural officers (DAOS)
and other local government technical staff, pditieaders, millers, input dealers and more thah 50
farmers, farm workers and fishermen. In KampalagBe and other locations, the mission visited
government departments, research institutes, tleatprinvestor and other implementing partners, in
addition to holding discussions with the projectombnation office (PCO), Vegetable Oll
Development Council (VODC) and the Oil Seeds Sulseelatform (OSSUP) (see Appendix 10).
An aide-mémoire, with preliminary results and issigentified, was presented to project stakeholders
at a wrap-up meeting on 4 March 2009. In additmthe main report, an Agreement at Completion
Point (ACP) has been prepared to reflect the utaleding between IFAD Management and the
Government on the evaluation mission’s findings sm@mmendations. Issues to be considered in the
ACP were discussed in a final in-country learnirgkghop in December 2009.

5.  Methodology. The evaluation follows OE guidelines for projectlesations, as contained in the
Evaluation Manudl It reports on implementation results, noting &agtors affecting these results,
and assesses performance on four main evaluatteniacr project performance (including relevance,

1 The Evaluation Team included: Dr Alison Scottcistogist), team leader; Mr Asaph Besigye (acconnta

and rural finance expert) and Mr Ole Olsen (agrastymMs Rebecca Ssabaganzi also joined the teartnéo
traditional oilseeds subproject to conduct the RRAocial impacts at the household level.

2 The evaluation focused in depth on three distiiSbroti, Lira and Masindi) that represented high, and
average performance and older and more recent ingpiation. Three other districts were visited mmiefly

(Mbale, Apac and Tororo).

®  IFAD Evaluation Manual: Methodology and Process@ffice of Evaluation, April 2009.



effectiveness and efficiency); rural poverty impéite impact domaing) other performance criteria
(innovation and sustainability); and the performanaf implementing partners. Each of these
evaluation criteria are rated on a six-point sc&atings apply to the project as a whole.

6. This is a well-documented project, with regular @nreporting, systematic collection of
monitoring and evaluation (M&E) data, a mid-ternviesv (MTR), three baseline studies and one
impact assessment study (IAS). There were alsongau of special studies and reports. The IFAD
Country Programme Manager (CPM) assisted in thiectan of all project documents and provided
summaries of specific issues and reports. In amditihe Government prepared a self-assessment of
the project, based largely on the main questiortkarevaluation framework. The self-assessment and
the complimentary information provided by the CPMre of good quality and included important
information, data and analyses that were usedertaluation process.

7. The evaluation did not assess the project compenastdescribed in paragraph 28. The
evaluation team found that this original three-comgmt design did not coherently represent the
different elements of the project and did not wflhe actual project structure in practice. During
implementation, the project has focused on theettsets of crops, each with different objectives,
target groups, modes of implementation, geograat@as and supporting institutions. These three sets
of crops consist of oil palm from the first compohef the original design and the traditional oflde

(i.e. sunflower) and essential oils (i.e. citroaglfrom the second component. The third component
mostly provides institutional support to organiaat that focus on one of the three sets of crops.
Therefore, a more coherent structure would havesistad of three different components or
subprojects based on the three sets of differeqiscfoil palm, traditional oilseeds and essentia).o

A revised project structure outlining the three malects, as agreed at the outset of the evaluation
with the Government of Uganda and the Eastern amath®rn Africa Division, is presented in
appendix | and serves as the basis for this réport.

8.  For the analysis of impact, particular emphasis ptased on the traditional oilseeds subproject,
which has been operational for more than ten yaadshas involved large numbers of poor farmers.
The smallholder element of the oil palm subprofead been operational only for three years and full
benefits will not be seen until the first harvegtof the fresh fruit bunches (ffbs) commences imyea
2010. Substantial poverty impacts from the essemtls subproject are not expected in this
exploratory phase.

9. The scope for a systematic analysis of impact énttaditional oilseeds subproject was limited
by problems of comparability between the baselindysand the IAS and the fact that neither covered
non-beneficiary farmers. Moreover, owing to a ppateveloped project logical framework, there
were no targets that could provide the basis fareaise assessment of its effectiveness. Thertfere
evaluation interprets the results in relation ® gleneral objectives set out in the appraisal dectsn

10. Two extra studies were commissioned in order tgpkupent gaps in information on social
impact: a local participatory rural appraisal (PR&pert conducted discussions with groups of
beneficiary farmers and interviewed a number oflw#| less well-off and poor households in each
area visited. For an assessment of goal-level itapaa analysis of household poverty and vegetable
oil consumption in the VODP traditional oilseedtdits was commissioned from the Economic
Policy Research Centre (EPRC), Makerere UniverSiee Appendix 2 for a more detailed description
of these data sources. For the oil palm subprdjeetevaluation focused on discussions with prialcip
stakeholders with regard to their perception ofawtp thus far.

4 The rural poverty impact domains are: househakbine and assets; human and social capital and

empowerment; food security and agricultural prothityt natural resources and the environment; and
institutions and policies.
®  The rating scale is as follows: 6 (highly saiiséay); 5 (satisfactory); 4 (moderately satisfagjpr3
(moderately unsatisfactory); 2 (unsatisfactoryy anthighly unsatisfactory).

This representation differs from the originaljpad component design (see discussion at parag2$Be).



ll. COUNTRY AND SECTOR BACKGROUND

11. Summary. The main background factors of relevance to VOB agriculture’s diversity and
changing role in the economy; the existence of aegsdly favourable policy environment;
vulnerability to economic and climatic shocks; anslurgency and insecurity in parts of the project
area. Uganda achieved high rates of growth durirg 1990s following implementation of the
Government’s economic recovery programme, macragoan stabilization, structural reform and
buoyancy in the coffee export market. These rasee bbeen maintained since 2000, with high inflows
of direct foreign investment and development assist. As a result of the country’s impressive
growth and strong pro-poor policies, poverty deagifirom 56 per cent in 1992 to 31 per cent in 2005
(see para. 19). However, Uganda is still a veryrpmuntry with a low per capita gross domestic
product (GDP), a predominantly rural population énéhmost of the poverty is concentrated), high
dependence on development assistance, landlocksitiopp and vulnerability to events in
neighbouring countries.

Box 1. Uganda: Key Socio-economic and Poverty Statics

Land area: 241,000 kmz, of which 35% is suitableafgricultural crops
Population: 24.2 million, of which 87% is rural (Dcensus).
Annual population growth: 3.2 %. Rural female féstirate: 7.1 live births (2006)

GDP per capita, market prices: US$485 (2007)

Average annual GDP growth 2002-07: 8.3%

Average annual GDP per capita growth 2002-07: 4.9%

Average agriculture share of GDP 2002-07: 23.4%

Average annual agriculture growth rate 2002-07: 1%

Exports as % GDP: 12.6%. Agricultural exports asfiotal exports: 50% (2007)
Development assistance as % of GDP: 12.6% (2007)

Agriculture’s share of government and donor-funbedget allocations: 3.6% (2006/07)

Percentage of rural households in poverty: 34% %200

Human Development Index (HDI): 0.581; Rural HDB49 (2005)
Rural net primary school enrolment ratio: 83.7%0&2006)
Rural infant mortality rate: 88 per 1,000 live hst(2006)

% of rural population with access to improved waddi% (2006)
HIV/AIDS prevalence rate: 6.4 (2005)

Note: In May 2008, the Uganda Bureau of Statigtiieased a new GDP series starting in 2000-200th, 2602 as
the base year. The new data assign larger weightitestry and services, which have had higher dnpand lower
weight to agriculture, which had lower growth. Asresult, the new GDP growth figures are higher ttizose
conventionally reported and agricultural share&bP are lower.

12. Agriculture. While agriculture remains a key sector, its shdr&DP and growth rates have
been declining since 2000. In 2007, agriculturenanted for 50 per cent of exports and over 70 per
cent of the labour force, and in many parts ofdbentry it provides the main source of livelihood.
Uganda is well endowed for agricultural productiarth two rainy seasons per year and relatively
fertile soils, but there are important regionaliatons in these endowments. Agriculture is vulbéra

to climatic hazards, particularly drought and flepavhich have increased in frequency in recent

" This section has drawn mainly on the followingumes: Moving beyond Recovery: Investment and

Behaviour Change for GrowtWorld Bank Country Economic Memorandum, Vol llapher 2, October 2007,
Uganda Human Development Report UNDP 2007; AnRegdort 2007/2008, Bank of Uganda 2008anda:
Poverty and Vulnerability Assessmewtorld Bank 2006; Demographic and Health Surve§&20JBOS 2007,
Evaluation of Uganda's Poverty Eradication Actiolaf® (PEAP) Oxford Policy Management, July 2008.



year§. As a result, both agricultural output and pridestuate markedly from year to year.
Agriculture is also vulnerable to pest and diseaseh as coffee wilt, banana wilt and foot-and-rhout
disease. Food security remains a concern in drequginie areas.

13. Agricultural production is highly diversified, withome 17 crops being produced nationally. Of
these, food crops predominate (averaging 55 per afeautput by value between 2003 and 2007),
with three primary staples (banana/‘matoke,’ caasawd sweet potato) accounting for about half of
this. Industrial crops (coffee, sugar, cocoa, teéon, tobacco) account for only 9 per cent opayt
the remainder being forestry (16 per cent), fisk{itily per cent) and livestock (9 per cent). Tradgio
export crops (coffee, cotton, tea, tobacco) havenbaffected by crop disease and fluctuating or
declining world prices, as a result of which thgioduction had fallen to 30 per cent of exports by
2007. However, non-traditional agricultural exppmpsirticularly fish, maize and cut flowers, have
risen to 20 per cent of expotts

e
!

N ]
Oil palm seedlings on Bugala island

Source: | FAD Evaluation Mission, 2009

14. While Ugandan agriculture is typically portrayed @ésminated by small-scale subsistence
farming and rangeland herding, there has been dasitrg commercialization of smallholder
production. In 2005, 58 per cent of agriculturatpat and 46 per cent of food production was
marketed, and 77 per cent of farmers were selliag pf their produce. Market integration of
agricultural foodstuffs has been improving, despiite high transport costs arising from poor rural
road infrastructure and high fuel prices. Comméimation of agriculture has been stimulated by
urban growth and cross-border trade with Kenya, Dieenocratic Republic of Congo (DRC) and
Sudan, much of which has consisted of food crapg$adt, food crops such as cassava and potatoes
provide some of the highest returns per hectaggrsand cotton provide some of the lowest.

15. Much of the growth in agricultural production, esigdly during the 1990s, was associated with
an expansion in the area under cultivation. Howetier scope for further expansion is now limited
and population pressure is leading to declininghfaizes. As a result, farmers are intensifyingrthei
production through intercropping and reducing léodfallow. Farm mechanization, improved land

8 In the north and eastern regions of Uganda, bind of annual weather records between 1946 an® 199

show either drought or floods, i.e. they occurreerg three years on averagérst National Communication for
Uganda United Nations Framework Convention on Climatea@e, October 2002.
Data from Uganda Export Promotion Board.



management practices and input use remain low. dighas very low rates of fertilizer use and many
farmers lack knowledge of its appropriate'fise

16. Traditionally there was a marked gender division labour in agriculture, with women
providing over 80 per cent of labour on food crapduction and yet lacking formal land rights
Men concentrated on cattle, ox-ploughing and margef cash crops, while women were
responsible for field maintenance, post-harvestdhag, small livestock husbandry and food
processing. However, this seems to be changinch tie development of new crops and the
commercialization of food crops, there is morej@i@cision-making and sharing of agricultural work.
A major problem (a product of HIV/AIDS) is the imasing number of widows and orphans in rural
households.

17. Insurgency and insecurity.The scope for growth and poverty reduction in thehern region
has been much less than in other parts of the ggwwing to adverse weather conditions, insurgency
and insecurity. Already less well endowed in teohslimate and soils, over the last 20 years or so,
the region has been affected by an insurgency Yethé Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA), which
targeted the civilian population and went on a ragep of indiscriminate murder, mutilation,
abduction of children and other atrocities. Sch@wld community buildings, farm dwellings, crops
and livestock were destroyed; livelihoods wereufiged; large numbers of families were displaced,;
and there was a breakdown of law and order. Directindirectly, it is estimated that about twatfig

of all districts and one third of the total popidat were affected. In 2007, there were 2.7 million
internally displaced people (IDP) living in campsSince the cessation of hostilities in August 2006
peace has been gradually restored in the areaheuglt the LRA leader’s failure to sign the final
peace agreement in April 2008 has perpetuatechfgebf insecurity in the area.

18. In addition to the insurgency in the north, K&ramojarangelands in the north-east — a dry area
mainly occupied by pastoralists — are subject terimittent banditry and cattle rustling. Moreoven,

the north-western border with the DRC there isréiiux of refugees fleeing from fighting between the
Congolese army and rebel grotips

19. Poverty. Household consumption poverty fell spectaculariyveen 1992 and 2086 less than
one third of all households in Uganda now live belthe poverty line. While poverty levels have
fallen in both rural areas and the towns and citiesre are still heavy concentrations in rurabare
where it is one and a half times higher than iraaorbentres (34.2 per cent compared with 13.7 per
cent}®. This affects the national figures since suchgh iroportion of the total population is rural (87
per cent). Poverty is also more heavily concerdrateéhe northern and eastern regions, particularly
the north where almost two thirds of the rural gapian are poor. A World Bank survey of northern
districts in 2004 showed an even higher rate gbét3cent.

10 Average vyields are well below the potential ab¢al by research stations. In 2006, fertilizer weisd used

on only 1 per cent of farms surveyed. See also V@Ppraisal Document, Vol. I, working paper 2.

1 Land rights are set out in the Uganda Constitu(it995), the Land Act in 1998, and a Land Amendmen
Act of March 2004. Large parts of the country angler ‘customary’ tenure, where usufruct rights passed
down through the male line. Only 8 per cent of worhave leaseholds and 7 per cent own land.

12 National Peace, Recovery and Development Plan éotHérn Uganda (PRDPMarch 2007.

13 Bundibugyo, the proposed second site for palmieilelopment, was withdrawn from the project beeaus
of security problems at the border with DRC.

14 The 2002/2003 household survey showed a smalkase in poverty, but there are doubts about the
reliability of these data because of inconsistewity information on household assets (&&ganda: Poverty
and Vulnerability Assessmefworld Bank, 2006, Annex 1).

15 Urban' is defined by administrative status in dngla, not population size, i.e. gazetted cities,
municipalities and town councils as defined inltbeal Government Act, 2000.



20. Human development indicators improved markedly 992:2006. The Human Development
Index (HDI), which incorporates life expectancyultiditeracy and GDP per capita, rose from 0.272
in 1995 to 0.581 in 200% Improvements in HDI figures were seen in bottarand urban areas and

in all regions, although more so in the centralioegand less in the north. Major increases in
government and donor funding for human developmeambined with a reduction in fees for

primary education and health services, producedeain net primary school enrolments, improved
access to safe water and reduced infant and mateantality'’.

21. Despite these achievements, much remains to betdaeeuce rural poverty. According to the
2002 Uganda Participatory Poverty Assessment, pgaple still felt that their basic needs were not
covered and that their livelihoods were precaridgy were still vulnerable to ill-health and disea
and Wzge constrained by low levels of literacy dack of access to land, productive assets and
markets®.

22. Policy environment. Throughout the project period, the policy envirominbas been focused

on growth, poverty reduction and agricultural madgation, with an increased role for the private
sector. Since 1998, the PEAP has provided the fnamework for government policy. Within that

framework, the Plan for the Modernization of Agiiaee (PMA) was launched in 2001 and the
Development Strategy and Investment Plan in 200@. Viision of the PMA is poverty eradication
through a profitable, competitive, sustainable aydamic agricultural and agro-industrial sector.
Decentralization has given greater authority argpoasibility for service delivery to district local

governments (DLGs). Recent policy initiatives irdgu‘Prosperity for All' (PFA); a new National

Development Plan under development will eventuadplace the PEAP.

lll. PROJECT BACKGROUND

23. Project context, rationale and objectivesThe VODP was developed over a period of almost
eight years before it was eventually approved 0B Executive Board in 1997, It was a product

of the Government’s strong interest in economiomnstruction after it took office in 1986, and was
intended to be fuelled mainly by private sectordggicultural growth. Of particular interest wae th
recovery of previously depleted traditional expaatsd diversification into new export-earning or
import-substituting cash crops. The edible oils seator had declined since the mid-1970s but
domestic demand was rising fast as a result ofigimeral growth in consumption. As most of this was
being covered by imports, with increasing foreigccteange costs, the subsector was a prime
candidate for import substitution effdits An additional justification for the project waset
nutritional benefit of increasing domestic consuomptof edible oils, for which Uganda was well
below the intake of its neighbouring countries andounted for only one tenth of the world 1éVel

24. At the time of project approval, vegetable oil protion was mainly a by-product of cotton
ginning in the north-east of Ugarfdut with the return of private investors to thésector and the

6 Uganda Human Development Report. UNDP, 2007,.p 46
7" Net primary school enrolments (proportion of dhéin aged 6-12 years enrolled) in rural areas drsee
from 60 per cent in 1992 to 84 per cent in 2005.
18 Deepening the Understanding of Poverty, Secondidiaatory Assessment RepoMlinistry of Finance,
Planning and Economic Development, 2002.

An international oil palm specialist visited Uganin 1989 under a technical cooperation agreement
between the Food and Agriculture Organization efttmited (FAO) and the Government. This was folldvog
an FAO/IFAD identification mission (1991), an IFABpecific identification mission (1993), an
FAO/Investment Centre formulation mission (1994-8) IFAD pre-appraisal mission (1995), and an
IFAD/World Bank/Government appraisal mission (1996)
20 yODP Appraisal Report 1997, Vol. |, pp 4-5.
2L per capita daily consumption of vegetable 04987 was estimated at 2.74g compared with 10.96igei
United Republic of Tanzania and 19.18 in Kenya (Fégbsumption statistics).

Other crops such as groundnut, sesame and soywlegarworth more whole than if processed as oil.



efforts of various donors and NGOs other oilseapsrsuch as sunflower were being promtted
Because of its extraordinarily high oil productiper hectare and the large amount of palm oil
imports, initiatives were under way to develop mélm, which was not being grown or processed
commercially at the tinf& Finally, the potential for development of essaintil crops as a high-value
alternative on poor soils was also being expltted

25.  While the Government’s primary interest in devehgpthe subsector — especially palm oil —
was as a means of promoting import substitution exmbrt diversification, IFAD’s focus was more
on the opportunity to increase smallholder incoinemnovative ways. The vegetable oil subsector
was relatively neglected at the time. Oil palm pised high economic returns because of the 10-
15 per cent increase in price owing to the costrafsportation for imports, but would require
partnership with a private investor. In this comtékAD could bring a pro-poor focus by financing
the participation of small farmers. Sunflower had % demonstrate its potential as a staple cagh cr
in the poor, war-ravaged regions of Uganda, atid-kinown essential oils offered the possibilityeof
lucrative niche market for poor farmers.

26. The goal of the project was ‘to increase housele@dh income among smallholders by
revitalizing and increasing domestic vegetablepoiduction’.The objectives were ‘to (i) develop a
palm oil industry, which is well-integrated intoetlsubsector, to the benefit of smallholder growers
and private sector processors, and (ii) optimisédgi and oil extraction technology for sunflowedan
other arable oil crop$®.

27. Key design features.The project adopted a broad approach for the abtebil subsector that
meant working with a variety of vegetable oil cropstakeholders, institutional levels, and
geographical areas, and necessitated coordinatimmg many public and private institutions at the
national, district and local levels. In particulamumber of links in the traditional oilseeds eatinain
were supported, including adaptive agricultural eeesh, seed breeding, multiplication and
distribution, cottage processing and the developroéfood quality standards. This was an implicit
value-chain approach in support of the subsectthpiegh the term was not used in the appraisal
documents.

28. The original design of VODP was structured aroumdé components:

(@ Oil palm development.A nucleus estate of 1,000 ha was initially planeedBugala Island,
Kalangala District, together with 3,500 ha of sieltler development, for a total planted area
of 4,500 ha. After the failure of negotiations withe original private-sector investor, the
subproject was redesigned in 2000-2003. As a refulie new negotiations with BIDCO Oil
Refineries Ltd. (Kenya) (hereafter BIDCQ)the nucleus estate was increased to 6,500 ha and
the 3,500 ha for smallholder development maintaitieereby bringing the total area planted to
10,000 ha. It was also to have included developiimeanother location (Bundibugy8)80 per
cent of base costs).

% A National Sunflower Programme was launched iB8l@&ith support from the United States Agency for

International Development (USAID). Other donors evekfrican Development Bank (AfDB), World Bank,
European Union (EU), the German Agency for TecHr@@operation (GTZ) and the Dutch NGO, Netherlands
Development Organisation (SNV). Other NGOs suclthasAppropriate Technology Uganda Limited (AT-U)
and Uganda Oil Seeds Producers and Processorsidtizo¢UOSPA) were supported by USAID.

Various trials had been developed in previougs/€m the 1960s, 1972-1973 and 1993-1994), and any
processing by smallholders was done by crude mane#iods.
% |n 1996, the Government commissioned a studwaatfinanced by EU.
% president's Report 1997, Appendix IlI, logicairfrework.
27 BIDCO is the main private-sector partner; its @#ing agency for plantation development is OilrPal
Uganda Ltd. (OPUL).
2 The Government-BIDCO agreement (2003) also fe®siee development of an additional 30,000 halof oi
palm in other areas, with 20,000 ha and 10,000dspectively, developed by BIDCO Oil Refineries .Laghd
the Government. But these areas are not part of @@P project.



(b) Subsector developmentThe Vegetable Oil Development Fund (VODF) was teehsupported
traditional vegetable oilseed production and prsicesby farmer groups in the north, north-east
and mid-west of Uganda; main crops were sunfloweybean, groundnut and sesame. A
second element was to promote R&D of essentiarojps (15 per cent of base costs).

(c) Institutional support. This included the PCO; a newly-established VODGt&er the PCO and
promote the subsector; various institutes of théiddal Agriculture Research Organization
(NARO)* to enhance adaptive research into various vegetabl crops; the National
Environmental Management Authority (NEMA) for eronmental management of oil palm
production and processing; establishment of thekgdla Oil Palm Growers Trust (KOPGT);
and the Uganda National Bureau of Standards (UN®Syevelop quality standards for
vegetable oils (5 per cent of base costs).

29. This three-component design did not coherentlyesgmt the different elements of the project
and created problems for reporting and financiabanting (see para. 115). Nether did it reflect the
actual project structure, which consists of thrifeent subprojects. There was some overlapping of
functions between the three components, while tleeging of the essential oils with traditional
oilseeds in the second component obscured impodéfdarences between them. Most of the
organizations in the third ‘institutional suppocdmponent focused on one particular crop and should
have been integrated with that subproject. A maskecent structure, which differentiates more
clearly between the three subprojects, is presentd@pendix 1 and is used throughout this report.

30. The three subprojects have different subobjectinesjes of implementation, geographic areas
and supporting institutions. The oil palm subprbgms to establish a new industry from scratcinwit
heavy dependence on a single private-sector paitrngperates in a small geographic area, with new
forms of land use and a plantation/smallholder mafdgroduction. The traditional oilseeds subproject
aims to expand the production and processing ditiegi oilseed crops. It works in an extensive,
agroecologically diverse region, with a variety ohplementing partners, using traditional
research/extension methods, and has more tenudkss tb the private sector. The essential oils
subproject aims to explore the potential for prdigucof little-known essential oils. It is a small-
scale, experimental and research-oriented inigatiwd is piloted in a variety of geographic areas.

31. Project area and target groups.The oil palm subproject has always focused on Butgaand

in Lake Victoria, the largest of the 84 islandsttimake up Kalangala District and site of the distri
capital, Kalangala. It is 68 km long and 10 km wateits widest point; it has a total land area of
29,650 ha and a population of 17,355 distributedutyhout 5,650 households (2002 cerSudhe
predominant economic activity is fishing, but thare an estimated 1,300 smallholder farms scattered
across the island, growing cassava, bananas, guaatoes, maize, vegetables and coffee. At
appraisal, the target group consisted of subsistand landless farm families on the isfind

32. The traditional oilseeds subproject started inpiat districts in the north and north-east and
extended to eight neighbouring districts in 2002that year, these 14 districts had a rural pojmmat

of 5.4 million (approximately 835,000 househofdshn 2000 and 2005/2006 some of these districts
were subdivided, so the project is now operatin@3ndistricts in the same area. The original target

2 NARO is a semi-autonomous organization respoaditl agricultural research carried out at a nundfer

specialized research stations and institutes feraifit parts of the country.

This is about 50 per cent of the total populatbiKalangala District (at 34,716).

The appraisal mentions a target of 3,000 farmecdiding relocated landless farmers from the raaid
and spontaneous farmers growing oil palm with tbein resources. At present there are no farmeeghier of
these two categories. The 3,000 figure was clearlpverestimate, given available data on the tmipllation.
VODP Appraisal Report 1997, Vol. |, p 17.

32 The district rural population in 2002 was asdwls: Pilot districts Apac: 673,733; Lira: 660,445; Pallisa:
486,740; Soroti: 359,805; Kumi: 351,088; Katakw@22074._Expansion districtibale: 637,079; Masindi:
459,490; Gulu: 355,970; Pader: 317,527; Sironko7,296; Kitgum: 240,584; Kapchorwa: 186,583;
Kaberamaido: 129,544. In the baseline study (1988)average household size was 6.5 persons.
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group consisted of poor smallholder farmers, paldity women, growing sunflower for direct sale to
millers or for crushing with the Ram press. Anmstied 60,000 households were expected to benefit
from the project.

33. The essential oils subproject was trialed in aetgrdf districts: citronella and lemongrass in
three districts in the north-east; geranium &ndnus Africanain Mukono District; and shea nut in
Katakwi and Lira Districts. No target group or gegqghical area was specified for the essential oils
subproject.

34. Time frame. The VODP was approved by the Executive Board inilAl#97 and the loan
became partially effective in July 1998. Activitiés the traditional oilseeds and essential oils
subprojects got under way quickly, but implemeptaif the oil palm subproject began only in July
2003 owing to delays in securing the private-septotne?. There were further delays in acquiring
land for the nucleus estate, in attracting smadleid and outgrowers to the project, and in estahlis
KOPGT. Planting on smallholder farms began onl2006 and the harvesting of ffbs was expected to
commence in early 2010. Originally planned as ghteyear project, VODP has been extended from
its original completion date of December 2005 te®&eber 2011, by which time the project will have
been operational for more than 13 years.

Evaluation mission members meeting with oil palm femers
Source: IFAD Evaluation Mission, 2009

35. Project costs.Total project costs were originally estimated at$6@ million, consisting of an
IFAD loan of US$20 million, US$33.1 million in caofancing from a private-sector parter, and
contributions of US$3.8 million and US$3.1 milliomgspectively from the Government and the
beneficiaries. However, the scale of the oil palrboject was later increased to ensure its fimnci
and economic viability. The private investor ané tBovernment increased their contributions to
US$120 million and US$12 million, respectively, ribley bringing the total project costs to around
US$156 million.

% The Government-BIDCO agreement was signed in|A03 and disbursement effectiveness for this

subproject was declared in July 2003.



36. Implementation modalities. The executing agency is the Ministry of Agriculturénimal
Industry and Fisheries (MAAIF), with the PCO resgite for overall management and coordination
of project activities. Implementation of the oillmasubproject is the responsibility of the Oil Palm
Uganda Limited (OPUL), KOPGT and Kalangala Distfictcal Government (KDLG). The NARO
Coffee Research Centre (COREC) provides adaptiseeareh into oil palm. The traditional oilseeds
subproject is implemented primarily through the DA&hd through UOSPA, AT-U, UNBS and two
NARO research institutes, the National Semi-Aril®eces Research Institute (NaSARRI) and the
National Crop Resources Institute (NaCRRI)The essential oils subproject was originally
implemented by the Kawanda Agricultural Researdtitute (KARI), but this function has now been
transferred to NaCRRI.

37. The PCO handles the day-to-day coordination ofgutagctivities from its office in Kampala. It
does not implement project activities directly; n@le is more one of coordination, promotion,
facilitation and supervision. The PCO also actsexetariat to the VODC, the Impact Monitoring
System (IMS) and the Land Acquisition Task Forase(para. 47) and is the government focal point
for the vegetable oil subsector as a whole. The R&©a total of 15 staff six of the technical staff
are seconded from MAAIF, the others are contracted.

38. The VODC acts as the steering committee for thgeptoproviding overall direction of project
activities, policy and technical guidance, andragts a clearing house for VODP-funded activities.
approves the annual workplans and budgets (AWRiBd)provides a forum for discussion on project
implementation and for the development of the valglet oil subsector as a whole. The VODC has
seven members representing the Government and dire implementing partnefsand it meets at
least three times per year. The PCO acts as seatétathe VODC.

39. Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) system. VODP employs a full-time M&E officer,
seconded from MAAIF. M&E data for traditional oilseeds are collectadte district level from a
designated focal point in the DAOs. They, in tucollect information from field officers at the
subcounty level. This information is reported omuarterly basis, as part of the DAOSs’ regular
monitoring against targets set out in their AWP/BB.extension activity data are disaggregated by
gender. On-the-spot field checks are regularlyiedrout by the VODP M&E officer in order to
validate reported progress. For the oil palm sueptp M&E data are collected by KOPGT on a
quarterly basis. M&E data are reported to the Gawent and IFAD in VODP’s annual reports,
which have been submitted every year. However, usecaf poorly specified indicators in the
logframe, not all relevant activities have been itwwad (see Appendices 2 and 3 for further details)

40. Since 2005, MAAIF has been rolling out a particgpgtplanning, monitoring and evaluation
(PPM&E) system. A capacity-building programme irgd training in June/July 2005 for all IFAD
project M&E staff in East and Southern Africa, asubsequent training of three trainers from all
VODP districts. These trainers have cascaded PPi&ield officers in the subcounties and thence
to farmer groups. About 200 farmer groups are maplémenting their action plans.

41. Supervision and implementation support.The project was supervised by the World Bank
between 1998 and 2004 and by the United Nationg®©fbr Project Services (UNOPS) between
2004 and 2008. Since 1 January 2009, it has beectlgl supervised by IFAD. An MTR was carried

out by the World Bank in September 2003 (the repas issued in October 2004).

34
35

NaSARRI covered sunflower, groundnut and sesardeNmCRRI soybean and essential oils.

The project coordinator, an M&E officer, two tedtal officers, four accountancy and procuremeatff st
three administration and support staff, and foiveds.

% MAAIF, Ministry of Finance, Planning and Econoniievelopment (MFPED), Ministry of Tourism, Trade
and Industry (MTTI), NARO, OPUL, UOSPA and the UdarNational Farmers’ Federation (UNFFE).

The M&E officer also monitors other projects vitlthe ministry’s overall M&E framework.
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IV. IMPLEMENTATION RESULTS

42. The pace of project implementation has been unawest obviously because of delays in the

start-up of the oil palm subproject. Implementatanthe traditional oilseeds subproject was faster
because the required structures were already ae pddthough it was affected by insurgency, adverse
weather and later by changes in local governmethttaa agricultural extension system. However, the
PCO has demonstrated strong commitment and enedyying the project forward.

A. Oil Palm Subproject
Factors Affecting Implementation Results

43. Delayed selection of the private-sector partnerd bidding process for selection of the private
investor in the oil palm subproject was initiated April 1997. Over the next two years, the
Government’s negotiations with the top ranked bhidd€éakira Sugar Works (1985) Ltd., were
desultory and eventually cancelled. In February02@Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) was
signed with the second bidder, BIDCO, outlining ditoareas of agreement, including important
changes in project design. However, a further tiyezes elapsed before negotiations were concluded
in April 2003. This delay was occasioned by a numtifefactors, including discussions over the
pioneer tax concessions requested by BIDCO, lanchpses for the subproject and a reassessment of
feasibility and impact arising from its expandedlsc

44. The five-year delay in selecting a private-sectartqer had serious practical and financial
implications for the subproject. The setting upK@PGT, establishment of the nucleus estate and
smallholder/outgrower oil palm plantings, and treaviesting of ffbs were all delayed. The oil mill
currently being constructed will start with a lowaapacity than that initially anticipated because o
the smaller than expected ffb harvests. The deteygred substantially increased costs for both the
Government and the private investor (see paras1532

45. Negative publicity. In the early years, there was much public oppasit® the project from
some NGOs, donors, opposition politicians, civitveaits and subsector competitors. Some of the
concerns related to the proposed tax conces8iand the perception of ‘land giveaways’ to private
investors; other concerns were environmental, inglab the possible degazetting of public forests,
displacement of squatters, lowered biodiversity #mel undermining of government forestry and
environmental authorities. Many of these criticismvere founded on misconceptions or were
politically motivated. The Government had alreaalyeisted time and resources in addressing the main
issues: a new environmental impact assessment (&b%) undertaken in 2003 and approved by
NEMA conditional upon certain risk-mitigation cotidns being observed. The policy of degazetting
public forests was abandoned and a thorough impanoagement system was set up. An independent
study of the tax concessions undertaken in 2008idered that they were justifiaBle

46. Nevertheless, the World Bank was concerned abaupkance with its internal environmental
safeguards policies and felt unable to continuecaperating institution. The VODC, PCO, district
leadership and the IFAD country team invested contable efforts and resources to clarify the
situation, counteract misunderstandings and arraitgevisits for all relevant parties to obtairstir
hand information on the situation. However, a numdfemisconceptions remained and can still be
met today. Apart from the effect on the moraletef tmplementing partners and the extra costs of
countering the criticisms, this external negativitgld back farmers from joining the smallholder
scheme and from providing land for outgrower fields

% Tax concessions were granted to BIDCO on growfidse pioneering nature of the investment, higrele

of investment, long payback period, remote locatiad the general riskiness of investment in aduical(2005
Technical Review Report, pp. 43-45). The concessitm not apply to the operations of the refineryiata,
which have already made substantial contributiorgolvernment tax revenues.

% The benefits of the investment in terms of foneéxchange savings, employment, and poverty restucti
were considered to outweigh the cost to governfoeagone tax revenues.
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47. The land problem. Under its agreement with BIDCO, the Government cdttech itself to
handing over 6,500 ha of plantable land, free efuartbrance and suitable for agricultural use, fer th
nucleus estate under a 99-year lease. This wadditioaal 5,500 ha over the originally planned 1,00
ha. Some 3,000 ha were formerly public land andatiditional 3,500 ha were expected to be acquired
through private land purchases and the degazetfimmblic secondary forests. To address this, the
Government set up an interministerial Land Acqigsit Task Force representing all relevant
stakeholders (200%) However, the degazetting of public forests wasatided in 2001; the NEMA
conditions proscribed the inclusion of a 200-meatrg of protected shoreline; and other parts could
not be planted for cultural or agroecological rem&o Therefore, a balance of 1,400 ha had to be
purchased over and above the 6,519 ha that wastianer on signature. This was a slow process
because of the complexity of land tenure arrangésmamthe islarity, the high proportion of absentee
owners and the Government’s commitment to purclgaie land on a willing-buyer/willing-seller
basié®. Some landowners were reluctant to sell becausegétive publicity about the project, and
the process was also slowed down by governmentpanthase procedures, including land surveys
and price authorization by the Government Valuand| prices soared during this perid)The
Government hired lawyers and surveyors to spedti@ipcquisition process and engaged in a variety
of public relations activities. However, the delayland acquisition significantly increased finaalci
costs to both the Government and the investor andumed scarce human resources in the PCO.

48. The problems over land affected the speed of magish by smallholders and outgrowers. Both
groups needed evidence of a right of tenure asmditton of participation (land title or letters fro
local chiefs assuring that they had lived on thed lfor more than 12 years), but there were similar
problems of ambiguous ownership and tenancy rigatk of consent by landowners, and disputes
over rights and boundaries. Time was needed far ldned to be surveyed, landlord permissions to be
obtained, conflicts to be resolved and legal preessompleted. The project provided the distriud la
committees with extra resources, but these weltdrstufficient for the heavy caseload. In addition
the proposed grants of land to returning islanffers the mainland, which would have been a major
incentive for smallholder participation, could mobceed because of the lack of public land. These
problems resulted in a highly fragmented patterfand utilization, which has lowered efficiencies f
the investor because of the higher costs of tragpal mobilization of labour.

Subproject Activities and Outputs

49. The 2005 revised output indicators and targetshiisrsubproject included: the establishment of
6,500 ha of oil palm on the nucleus estate, 3,500floutgrower/smallholder plantations, and an oil
processing mill; setting up of KOPGT; provision sdcial/public infrastructure, oil-palm related
employment opportunities, technical training in pdlm; and enhanced local government service
provision capacity. In addition, environmental management and moinigowere to be undertaken as
well as adaptive research on oil palm (originabytmf the institutional support component).

4 The work of the Land Acquisition Task Force wasidentify land for purchase, ensure there were no

‘encumbrances’ or environmental sensitivity, ingpeed value it, recommend for purchase, negotiatie the
landowners, facilitate agreement signing and enthaethe land was protected from future encroactime
comprised the Ministry of Lands, Ministry of JugticMAAIF, MFPED, NEMA, the Uganda Investment
Authority and KDLG.

41 Cultural issues included burial grounds and caltstones. Some of the land was too rocky or séndgil
palm planting.

Much of it was mailo' land, which is inherited by non-resident ownerihaut formal land titles and
occupied byKibanja tenants whose usufruct rights are recognized utided 998 Land Act. Some landowners
could not be located or were deceased, did not kmbere their land was, or had lost their titlesother cases
there were family wrangles over ownership, onaeais realised there was a market.

43 Under the 1995 Uganda Constitution, land caneotdmpulsorily acquired except for reasons of sgcur
or public health grounds.

" Land prices rose from UGX 150,000 in 2002 to U&D0,000 in 2008.

4 second logframe at reappraisal. technical reviort 2005 (Appendix 3).
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50. Establishment of the nucleus estatéOnce the Government-BIDCO agreement was signed, the
investor moved rapidly towards implementation. OPWas immediately set up to implement the
plantation in association with Wilmar Plantationngees®. The nucleus estate and the refinery at
Jinja were largely established within the first tyears. OPUL recruited the necessary labour fayce f
the nucleus estate and outgrower fields (currehd$9 workers), constructed plantation roads (300
km so far) and established field headquarters, rkshop and workers’ quarters and amenities.

51. At the time of the mission, 7,700 ha had been na@déable to OPUL, of which 6,000 ha was
plantable land and 5,624 ha had been planted glrdde PCO considered that the outstanding 500
ha would be delivered by the end of 2009. The xitagtion mill was under construction and was
expected to be operational by September 2009.

52. OPUL conducted a one-month residential trainings®wn oil palm for KOPGT. The company

has also supplied the necessary inputs to KOPGhwdwuired, together with technical backstopping
on an ongoing basis. One exception was the deldgédery of seedlings arising from uncertainty

about land availability.

53. Establishment of KOPGT. KOPGT was incorporated in June 2005 and startedatipg one
year later; a tripartite agreement covering itatiehs with OPUL and the Government was signed in
August 2006. KOPGT is a trust, representing thera@sts of farmers, national and local government,
local NGOs and VODP. The objectives of the trusttardefend, promote and represent the interests
of oil palm farmer beneficiaries and to performrakering role between farmers, the Government and
OPUL, including the provision of loans for oil palmstablishment. Major mechanisms for
representing the interests of its beneficiariesaat® per cent shareholding in OPUL, participatioa
multistakeholder ffb pricing committee and membarsii a services cost pafilelKOPGT performs a
wider role than that envisaged at appraisal: itemtadkes farmer registration and organization of
farmer groups, coordinates land survey work withLiI) administers loans, coordinates the provision
of services and inputs to farmers by OPUL, and gegan general public relations for the project.
The KOPGT secretariat has a staff of 18, includiiggnt field officers, and operates temporarily from
a small office in Kalangafa

54. KOPGT has done a good job of mobilizing and orgagiZarmers through their unit and block
committees. In March 2009, with IFAD funds, the ®@mment purchased a 10 per cent shareholding
in OPUL on behalf of KOPG. When the first harvest started in October 200QPGT was
expected to participate in the pricing committest thiould determine the details of applying the @ric
formula (see para. 67). There is now a need torenthat KOPGT has the capacity to play its
expected representational role on these two mesimaniwhich have been put in place to ensure that
farmer views are heard and taken into account. iGikie diverse membership of the Trust and heavy
government representation, farmers have conside¢hedl they need their own tertiary-level
organization to promote their interests. The forarabf the Kalangala Oil Palm Growers Association
(KOPGA) will facilitate more specific discussiong farmers’ problems than is possible at the
trustees’ meetings, and provide a key communicaingbetween KOPGT and the farmers.

55. The extension service provided to smallholder ailnp growers through the unit and block
committees is mainly from KOPGT and very littlerfrahe DAO and its staff. It appears that NAADS

4 Wilmar Plantation Services is a branch of Wilnheternational Ltd, a palm oil trading company baged

Singapore. Its operations are located in more #taoountries across four continents, with a prinfagus on
Indonesia, Malaysia, the People’s Republic of Chindia and Europe.

47 The price for the ffbs is based on an agreed ditanset out in the Government-BIDCO agreement; the
pricing committee will monitor compliance with tHisrmula. The services cost panel, comprising tiGPIGT
manager and credit officer, two trustees and twozlblrepresentatives, agrees the price of inputsiged to
smallholders, and, through OPUL, to outgrowerssTiructure is smaller than originally envisagecmable
speedier decision-making.

4 A new building has been under construction faesal years.

4 Valued at US$600,000 plus the land for the nuckestate.
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is unlikely to cover oil palm as one of its entéps, and in any case it does not have the required
expertise to do so. The KOPGT extension staff amable of advising on establishment (planting,
lining) and maintenance (weeding and establishroérbver crops) but are still expected to attend
training in harvesting practices. Their knowledgeréry basic and will need to be developed further,
especially in areas such as fertilizer use, haingsechniques and record-keeping. There will be a
continued need for extension advice from KOPGT w@utinical backstopping by OPUL (albeit on a
reducing scale), though in ever more specializedterg as the capacity of field extension staff
develops. Farmers both like and appreciate the KDBXension system, saying they would like to
have a similar system in relation to other cropd emterprises.

56. The 'Oil Palm Growers’ Scheme’ was devised in 2@35an IFAD/Government-supported
consultancy to address the need for short-terrméimg to cover OPUL'’s provision of inputs and
services to smallholders during the initial stagéolantation establishmefit Modelled on other
outgrower financing schemes in Uganda in sugareaudetea, it provides an ‘advance’ to farmers in
cash or kind, which is to be later recovered thiohgrvest payment deductions by KOPGT. The
Scheme includes cash loans for labour (land clgasind preparation, planting, maintenance and
harvesting) and in-kind items such as seedlingdilifer and seeds for cover crops. The loans,
together with a 10 per cent annual service chamjepe recovered through deductions by KOPGT
from the payment for ffb harvests

57. While the Scheme was originally to have been adstered by a commercial bank, this was not
considered necessary because of the minimum risledult and the temporary nature of the
arrangement. There is only one service providerdOPwho is also the only purchaser of the ffbs;
the loans are vetted by the unit loan committeescarguaranteed by five participating farmers; they
are monitored by KOPGT through its involvement irte@sion and its links to the farmer
organizations; land tenure rights and oil palmmeelged as collateral. A key feature of the Schme
the services cost panel, which determines the pratearged for the OPUL-supplied inputs and
services covered by the loans. There will be nalfeea special financing vehicle once the tardet o
3,500 ha has been established and KOPGT will ngirbeiding any other financial servicésThe
loans are processed through the local Stanbic Bahich plans to extend other types of financial
services to the farmers once the ffb payments fiasting. At the time of the mission, the loan
portfolio stood at around US$1.5 million and wasvgng. The average loan size is US$1,800 per ha
of oil palm.

%0 C. Reiner:Financing and Institutional Arrangements for Smedale Oil Palm Grower SupportFAD-

Government of Uganda consultancy report, May 2005e report provides detailed guidelines for
administration of the scheme.

L The loan repayment period is estimated at eights; which compares favourably with similar prtgen
West Africa, where it is 14 years. Supervision rgpiune 2008, Oil Palm Technical report.

2 The project has encouraged farmers to participateher local savings and credit cooperativesGS®s)
run by the Kalangala Department of Finance Admiatgin (DFA).
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Single palm tree on Bugala island
Source: IFAD Evaluation Mission, 2009

58. Although KOPGT'’s role as a financial intermediargsmunderestimated at project appraisal, it
has proved crucial for the development of the dmoddler plantings. The approach of building up the
capacity of smallholder farmers through extensiemvises and working with their local unit
committees to vet and monitor the loans is workingremely well. It has ensured transparency,
helped to build confidence and provided broad cagerof the target beneficiaries. The smallholder
farmers have developed an enormous attachment RGAIQa relationship that is often very difficult
to forge between farmers and banks. The adminstratf the loans could be further improved with
better record-keeping by farmers and a more effiaieechanism for the transfer of funds to the local
Stanbic branch and onwards to farmers. Howeveretteetiveness of the current financing scheme
will only be seen once loan repayments are madenvitiie harvesting commences. At that point,
much will depend on farmers’ confidence in thedtlection, pricing and payment systems.

59. Overall, KOPGT is performing well, especially cafeiing that it was established from scratch
with no experience of oil palm growing. Howeves, dperational effectiveness is somewhat hampered
by the cramped office faciliti& KOPGT has developed good relations with OPUL,KB&.G and

the farmers. It has adapted well to changing cistances and developed a pragmatic problem-
solving approach well suited to the environmenhimitvhich it works.

60. Establishment of smallholder and outgrower plots. Although the project talks of
‘smallholders’ in a general sense, meaning smalhdéas, the oil palm subproject distinguishes
between (i) ‘outgrowers’, who have an MOU with KGP under which they pledge their land for 25
years and receive a full range of establishmentraadagement services from OPUL for the first
three years; and (ii) ‘smallholders,” who grow andnage oil palm on their own land, supported by
inputs and other services provided by OPUL andnfied by the loans administered by KOPGT, and
who will market their ffbs to OPUL at a price agieley the ffb pricing committee. For operational
efficiency, the outgrower plots are consolidateth ian agreed minimum block stzewhereas the
smallholder plots are small, scattered and oftemdistance from the nucleus estate. It was oriigina
intended that 1,250 ha would be in outgrower péotd 2,250 ha with smallholders, making 3,500 ha
in total.

% This constraint was recognized and a new buildmgKOPGT was planned. However, the KOPGT

building has been delayed for two years and israiil complete — an issue repeatedly raised btipervision
missions.
% Originally to be blocks of 250 ha but now some anly 50 ha because of the scarcity of outgrowers.
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61. Progress in establishing the smallholder and outgr®il palm plantings has been slow. At the
time of the mission, a total of 2,294 ha had begistered and surveyed (66 per cent of the tabyet)
only 1,151 ha had been planted because of ongeind tlearance operations and shortages of
seedlings. The uptake has been much slower amotggoaers than smallholders. Table 1 below
shows that only 33 per cent of the target outgrolaad has been registered and only 18 per cent
planted, compared with figures of 84 per cent ahgdr cent, respectively, for smallholder land. In
all, there were 651 beneficiaries, of whom 72 werdgrowers (73 per cent male) and 579
smallholders (69 per cent male)The average size of oil palm registered per beiaej was 3.5 ha,
which would give a total of 1,000 beneficiaries etlce 3,500 ha target was achieved.

Table 1. Smallholder and Outgrower Registration andPlanting, January 2009

Smallholders % Outgrowers % Total %
Target Target Target

Total land registered | 1,887 84 407 33 2,294 66
and surveyed (ha)
Land planted (ha) 930 41 220 18 1,150 33
Target (ha) 2,250 100 1,250 100 3,500 100
Total beneficiaries 579 72 651
Men 396 53 449
Women 183 19 202

Source: Project M&E data

62. There appear to be various reasons for the sloakapty outgrowers and smallholders: small
farm siz&® the long gestation period required for oil pafiouf years), concerns about the level of
investment required, distrust of OPUL, and landawrdiscouraging the planting of tree crops by
tenantd’. In the case of outgrowers, a problem has beersiial and scattered nature of farmers’
land, which is below the minimum block size and faofrom the nucleus estate. Other concerns have
been the long-term nature of the commitment, féesthey might not get the land back from OPUL
and lack of access to cash through the KOPGT loans.

63. Outgrowers’ land is cleared, planted and manage®BWyL in consolidated blocks. However,
owing to labour shortages, there have been sonagslel the maintenance of the outgrowers’ plots,
which is a concern to the owners. The mission wasva some outgrower plots that appeared to have
no cover crops and insufficient fertilizer. OPULcognizes that it needs to maintain the outgrower
areas to the same standard as the nucleus estdtageeed to look into and correct this situation;
has also assured the outgrowers that they willivegeayment for the ffbs at the yield level of the
nucleus estate. Therefore they will not be pendlfpe any shortcomings on their own plots relative
the nucleus estate.

64. Although the OPUL services benefit many outgrowesgpecially those who are old, infirm or
away from the island, there are indications thatesoutgrowers are not comfortable with their latk o
involvement in managing the plots. Some complaitiedt they are not informed about what has

%5 |t is not clear how this translates into the ltath households/population benefiting from the pmj as

some husbands and wives are both beneficiaries.

% Mission interviews with non-oil palm growers indted that families with extremely small acreagesded
to concentrate on food crops. In the baseline suri@ per cent of rural households had less thanr8s (pp.
102-103).

5 Reported by various supervision reports.
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happened on their land and could no longer idetti&r own boundaries because the fields had been
consolidated into larger blocks. An incentive fioe smallholders, which the outgrowers do not have,
is that by using their own family labour they amréng cash income. OPUL and KOPGT have
agreed to explore ways of increasing the involvaneérthe outgrowers in their plots. This will also
ensure that the transition is not too abrupt wienland is returned to them for oil palm management
after three years. There are indications that sgutential outgrowers prefer to register as
smallholders. This preference may need to be eagedrif the target of 3,500 ha is to be reached.

65. The smallholders visited seem to tend their oihpalots with enthusiasm and care, although
there was some disquiet about the untimely delieéthe seedlings, such that cleared land could not
be planted. The use of fertilizer is new to the lméders, and has been part of the training gitgen
farmers by KOPGT field staff. However, there ardi¢ations that farmers are not yet familiar with
this practice and that the KOPGT field staff aleeth more training on this subject.

66. The first harvest of ffbs of oil palm was envisaged early 2010. The knowledge and skills
required to ensure the best quality of ffbs debdeto the mill is still to be disseminated from QPU
to KOPGT, its field extension staff and onwardsthie farmers. Plans for logistics (ffb collection
centres and field access roads/tracks) were ordly heing discussed at the time of the mission.
Delayed construction of farm-field access roads wassing concern among farmers. Effective
execution of the harvesting process will be aaaltiest for KOPGT, KDLG and OPUL; its success
would likely attract increasing numbers of smalttess and outgrowers, whereas a failure would do
the reverse.

67. The price of ffbs is determined by the pricing fotencontained in the agreement between the
Government and BIDCO. The pricing formula startshvthe world price in Malaysia, then adds on
the cost of ocean transport to Mombasa and raikgrart to Jinja (about 10-15 per cent of the ihitia
price), a factor reflecting the oil content of tles and a factor for the industry constant. Thts,
price paid to farmers will fluctuate with the wortdice while they are also receiving the 10-15 per
cent premium for transport to Uganda. The paymintarmers are expected to be equivalent to about
85 per cent of the world price, compared with afustry norm of about 70 per céht

68. Environmental management. Three EIAs were undertaken, possible negative @tspa
identified and appropriate measures put in placeeAvironmental management plan was developed
and is being implemented. In approving the 2003renmental impact statement, based on the third
EIA, NEMA formulated 24 risk-mitigation conditiorte be fulfilled and OPUL seems to be doing its
utmost to meet the requiremetitsEnvironmental monitoring is taking place throutjie relevant
government ministries and agencies and the higeHBNS. In addition, there are regular meetings
between OPUL, KOPGT and the KDLG. The district eowiment officer and district health inspector
make periodic inspections of the project area. ORtdls carried out two environmental self-
compliance audits. Working together, these mechanisre so far ensuring a high degree of
compliance with NEMA conditions.

69. The IMS was set up in 2006 and is operating effebti’. Its mandate is to monitor compliance
of oil palm development in line with NEMA conditieninvestigate any unanticipated concerns or
negative impacts, and deal with other enquirieacems or criticisms that might arise. It meetscthr
yearly and receives reports from KOPGT, KDLG and BCO; periodically, it visits the island to
check progress. The IMS is rather unique and, fttwm mission meetings with a variety of
stakeholders, the impression gained is that oinpa¢velopment is under constant surveillance and
that IMS not only monitors compliance with the eenditions but is also pro-active when minor signs

%8 Information provided by Billy Ghansah, Oil Palmgert, Socofin, Brussels.

% OPUL considers that environmental protection wdrkgheir favour because it enhances its intermafio
reputation.

8 The IMS has 11 members representing MAAIF, NENte National Forest Authority (NFA), the PMA
donor subgroup, the National Organic AgriculturabWment of Uganda, KDLG, OPUL, KOPGT and the PCO.
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of undesirable effects are observed. The situatiban the oil mill comes into operation cannot be
foreseen but judging from the good functioningte tonitoring system so far, it would be surprising
if the conditions set were not adhered to.

70. Oil palm research.Uganda has suffered from a general lack of knovdeatgput oil palm, and
any that did exist was confined to the researclitims. The role of COREC was to enhance the
research base for oil palm development activiidentify other areas/locations of the country with
palm potential, and raise the profile of oil pakesearch within NARO.

71. The oil palm research tasks listed in the NARO M@¥re mostly covered, except for the
environmental impact of drainage and other cultbrapractices. Seedlings are being raised at an oil
palm nursery established at Kituza. Four trialssfianted in 1972 were assessed, of which three wer
abandoned and one is being used by a farmer foll-sozde palm oil production. On-station trials
planted in 1997 were revived in 2002, but the swadle of the design did not yield clear resultee T
on-farm trials planted in 2001-2002 have providsdful results but were later hampered by lack of
fertilizer. Studies of the growth and yield of p&lm in four ecological areas have been carried out
and the potential for oil palm growing in other @sehas been identified. A general challenge in
conducting on-farm trials is proper record-keegdgdarmers of the weight of ffbs harvested.

72. COREC has been active in disseminating informatioa number of ways: brochures and
posters on oil palm-growing and palm oil-procesdimye been distributed, and its staff has been
involved in awareness-raising and training sessidhe project has undoubtedly increased interest in
oil palm research at COREC. However, to date, hbis not been reflected in increased government
funding of oil palm research.

73. Provision of social/public infrastructure. The Government has procured a new 120t ferry,
rehabilitated a second ferry and constructed flamgings, which greatly increased commercial teaffi
to the island. It has also upgraded the 68-km $pwed on the island and built additional feeder
roads. Other infrastructure installations includelacommunications mast, radio stations, and water
and electricity. The Government recently negotiaddS$45 million investment in infrastructure on
the island with InfraCo (see para. 186).

B. Traditional Oilseeds Subproject
Factors Affecting Implementation Results

74. Implementation of this subproject has been affedigdseveral factors. First, there was
increased exposure to insurgencyThe six pilot districts were relatively distarmbiin the main
insurgency areas further north but the neighboueixgansion districts were more at risk, with Gulu,
Kitgum and Pader particularly affected. During 203 the LRA moved further south into Apac,
Lira, Soroti, Kabermaido and parts of Katakwi. lival. 15 subcounties were affected directly or
indirectly; some 328,700 people were internallyptlised and other communities had to host
displaced people.

75. Many of the VODP beneficiaries were forced to ftedDP camps and were away from their
homesteads and farms for two to three years, fiegionly between 2005 and 2007. Some of these
families continued to farm their land from a distenfocusing on food crops and returning to the
camps at night; but they were naturally reluctanintzest in new farming practices at this time. itve
some of the more peaceful districts were affeciadesthey had to house refugees from the areas
affected by conflict. For example, one of VODP’srmeuccessful farming groups in Masindi consists
of Acholi farmers who had fled from Gulu.

76. Second, there wasulnerability to drought and floods. These natural hazards have been

increasing recently, and have affected the proditgtof the cash crops promoted by the project.
Drought was a problem in 1999, 2000 and 2002, anthe three consecutive years 2006-2008. In
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September 2007 widespread flooding in the regidecefd some 300,000 people and required
international humanitarian assistaficeThe increased incidence of drought on the noatten
border with Kenya has also made the neighbourisgiclis more vulnerable to agricultural disruption
and cattle rustling by thKaramojongherdsmen and watrriors. For example, in 2000-280&e of
the farmer groups formed by the project in Sorbiia and Katakwi were disbanded because of
displacement by thKaramojong

77. A third factor was thesubdivision of districts, which has been taking place as part of the
decentralization proce¥sIn 2000, Kitgum, Mbale and Soroti were subdivided! in 2005/2006 a
further eight district§ were affected. In the process, staff, equipmedtrasources were taken from
the ‘mother’ district to set up the new distridesgving the former very depleted. This proliferatinf
districts meant that VODP was forced to liaise w&B districts instead of 14, which increased
operational costs.

Hand ram press, Masindi (see para. 97)
Source: IFAD Evaluation Mission, 2009

78. Fourth, the project was affected by tle@rganization of agricultural extension servicesThe
public extension system has been restructured aetiares since the mid-1990s. The system was
devolved from central to local government in 19981d a new, semi-autonomous National
Agricultural Advisory Services agency (NAADS) wastsip in 2001 as part of the PMA. In an
attempt to make extension services more efficiecilly appropriate and demand-driven, NAADS
was to subcontract private extension agents tolgupphnical advice and inputs to organized farmer
groups. The DAOs were to have a supervisory rathan operational role, which implied a
retrenchment of field extension workers. This maduring caused anxiety and affected the
performance of the field staff. However, the systwas only partially implemented and there were
problems with what took pla® As a result, there has been a parallel extersorice in most of the

1 Information from World Food Programme website.

2 Decentralization has been an ongoing procese gi2; it is enshrined in the 1995 Constitutiod &re
Local Government Act of 1997. Functions, powers aedvices have been transferred to locally-elected
councils.

63 Apac, Lira, Kataki, Kumi, Pallisa, Mbale, Kapcher and Gulu.

64 See M.N. Mangheni (edAgricultural Extension in Ugand&ampala 2007.
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districts while the budgets and staffing of many@shave declined dramatically. For example, in
Lira (which was also affected by district subdiwig), the number of extension staff fell from 30 in
2004 to ten in 2008.

79. The NAADS system asks farmers to adopt an ‘entegpaipproach,’ focusing on a particular
product line (e.g. citrus, bees, poultry), anditoitl themselves to three priority ‘enterprises’ leac
year. Since this offers the promise of extra ingotsdemonstration purposes (e.g. seeds, planting
material, oxen), it is not surprising that farmepted for new products that would assist theirtasga

of diversification rather than choosing furtheremdion support to sunflowdr The net effect of all
these changes is that the technical and finanesdurces provided to support sunflower growing
through the DAOs significantly declined and wer¢ oftset by alternative services through NAADS.

80. The final factor that affected project implemerdatiwasthe emergence of an alternative
sunflower production/milling system led by the Mukwano Group of Companies. In 2004,
Mukwano started contracting farmers to grow an irtggbsunflower hybrid seed (PAN 7351), which
was first milled in Kampala and later at a largevmaill in Lira®®. Mukwano also supplied extension
services to its contract farmers, with support fld8AID. The farmers had to purchase the seed from
Mukwano and sell the production back at an agreeckpbut it produced a higher yield and
commanded a higher price than the open-pollinagitya(OPV) ‘Sunfola’ being distributed by
VODP and was thus more profitable for farnféré\t the time of the mission, farmers in many af th
VODP districts were producing for Mukwano and haopped growing ‘Sunfola.’” Moreover, the
popularity of the Ram press declined as it couldh®used for processing the hybrid variety because
of its hard shell. The mission heard that commetitmong the main stakeholders associated with the
two sunflower products became quite vitriolic aedime, although relations between them have now
improved. In summary, both the market for sunfloweed and the supply of extension services
became more diverse and the VODP-supported proectme less attractive for farmers.

Subproject Activities and Outputs

81. The main activities of this subproject were: adaptiresearch; seed multiplication and
distribution; general extension and support; c@tpgocessing; and development of food standards.
The implementation results for this subproject de¢ailed in Appendix 4. Here, only the general
points are reported.

82. Beneficiary coverage.The subproject substantially expanded its geogcamoverage by
increasing the number of districts and subcountibsre it worked. Between 1998 and 2009, the
number of subcounties covered rose from 24 to ZB6.number of beneficiaries supported by VODP
under the traditional oilseeds subproject expanffedn 5,149 in 1998/1999 to 206,943 in
2007/2008. In 2008, this would have represented about ometeuof all households in the project
area, assuming one beneficiary per household. theewhole period, the project worked with many
more farmers but the cumulative figure is not pnése: here because of possible double-coufiting
The proportion of women remained relatively cons&tri39 per cent, although there were variations
among districts. Women were particularly affectgdtihe security situation, and the numbers were
lower in the relevant districts and years.

% Farmers were requesting support for other erigergines such as citrus, bee-keeping and agrdafgres

(mission interviews with extension agents and fasne
|t is estimated that the company now accountsibmut 50 per cent of vegetable oil production gabda
(information supplied orally by BIDCO).
7 Mukwano made the imported hybrid seed availabietlte open market in 2008, and has gradually
withdrawn from contract farming.
® A project beneficiary is defined as any indivilwho has received a service from the project (bag
participated in a training, demonstration, field/@a farm visit). The majority are cultivating simier or other
vegetable oil crops or have grown them at one time.

See Appendix 2.
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Figure 1. VODP Beneficiaries, 1998-2007
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Source: Project M&E data

83. Adaptive research.The purpose of this element — to be carried outwam NARO research
stations and farmers’ fields — was to increase ghpply of improved seed and generate new
knowledge about appropriate agronomic practicesoftseeds in the zone. The research mainly
focused on the improvement of existing oilseed et&@s$, development of new varieties, and the
testing, release and purificatiSnproduction and distribution of foundation andduter seed. Several
varieties of groundnut, sesame and hybrid sunflowere released, but no OPV alternative to
‘Sunfola’ had been developed at the time of thduatin mission. A revolving fund was established
based on income from the sale of the soybean fdiamdseed to support future activities. However,
although the researchers did release new variefitse different oilseeds, they were slow to do so
because of the lack of genetic material and ddtaysceipt of funds. The fact that no local OPVs of
sunflower were released during the ten years optbgct ultimately limited impact on the scale of
production and productivity of the project's maamshb crop.

84. There was much less emphasis on improving agrongractices. Some research on soil
fertility and fertilizer application was carried tpdout this was mainly for the evaluation of vagst
and there was little follow-up in terms of formutat and dissemination of recommendations to
farmers. No work seems to have been carried outimhscaring devices, management of manual
and/or animal ploughing systems or integrated pestagement, and very little on intercropping and
crop rotation. More could have been done on feeiliuse and crop rotation to offset the potential
decline in soil fertility. The initial breeding wiothas typically been on-station, with final testiof
varieties developed on farmers’ fields. Howeveer¢happears to have been limited coordination and
collaboration with the extension staff and farmehsis limiting the spread of learning beyond the
researchers and the application of new knowledge.

™ Varieties that are imported or developed in Ugamlist undergo field tests over a number of growing

seasons and the results (yield, disease tolersstability, etc.) must be accepted by the varietiease
committee before being marketed as certified s@edlification (re-release) is necessary when a pusly
released variety becomes vulnerable to new strdidisease or loses its resistance to disease.
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85. Seed multiplication and distribution. This element was intended to address the chronic
shortage of oil seeds in Uganda. UOSPA was to carrygeed multiplication and distribution and also
train extension staff and farmers in sunflower igation. Under the MOU with VODP, UOSPA
multiplied the foundation seed (‘Sunfola’) from N&SRI using contract farmers and delivered it to
the DAOs, who then distributed it to beneficiari€nce ‘Sunfola’ is an OPV, farmers can usually
retain some for use in subsequent seasons, thowgiould be replaced after two to three years to
prevent degeneration. UOSPA has also multiplied disttibuted soybean, using foundation seed
from NaCRRI.

86. Initially, the project was selling the seed to farsibut, starting in 2002/2003, it was distributed
free-of-charge under the Poverty Action Fund (PAB) part of a government strategic poverty
intervention. Vulnerable groups, including womeouths, the elderly and the displaced, were to be
targeted. This was meant to be a short-term inteiwve since it was not PMA policy to distribute dre
inputs, but the project has continued to distrilfteée seed. However, it gradually reduced the amoun
distributed to the districts and encouraged a nsostainable seed supply system by diversifying its
procurement from other private companies besideSRA) networking with the Uganda National
Agro Dealers’ Association (UNADA), and mobilizingeed companies, millers and UOSPA to
increase the supply of seed, either locally orughoimports.

87. A total of 548,721 kg of ‘Sunfola’ seed was disttied to farmers between 1998 and 2608
Seed distribution increased steadily until 20048Giiter which it stabilized at a slightly lowewé&t

and then fell by half in 2007/2008 (see Figure wg This reflects VODP’s policy of gradual
withdrawal of free seed and farmers’ switching e tMukwano hybrid seed. Undoubtedly, the
increased supply of improved seed to farmers ise@ayields and directly expanded sunflower
cultivation. Over the project period, the area @drto sunflower with VODP support rose from 2,102
ha in 1998/1999 to 81,548 ha in 2007/2008, althahghe were variations in some years and in some
districts.

Figure 2. Area Planted with Sunflower and Seed Supyp (VODP beneficiaries)
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' The MOU with UOSPA was for 2000-2003, after whithe project sourced improved seed from other
suppliers, along with UOSPA.

2" A very high proportion of this was distributedtire early years to two of the pilot districts, Apnd Lira,
which accounted for one third of total seed distiitin, and over half of that was distributed betw&800 and
2002.

22



88. There is, however, conflicting evidence on the affeness of the system for seed
multiplication and distribution. On the one harttg performance of the seed multipliers was reported
to be improving with UOSPA training and increasedusny by NaSARRI. On the other hand, there
are references to inadequate follow-up and supenvisf the seed multipliers by the National Seed
Certification Service. Some farmers complained ahmiimely provision and inconsistency in the
quality of the seeds supplied. As a result, theyeweturning to planting local varieties, which wer
subsequently contaminating the ‘Sunfola’ and reuyis yields>.

89. VODP’s policy on and justification for the initidistribution of free seed is unclear and is not
mentioned in the annual and supervision reporgsintroduction in 2003 was the result of national
government policy rather than a project decisidrer€ is little clarity about how the targeting eria
were applied and when this practice would be phas#id By 2006, the proportion of farmers
receiving free seed had risen to 60 per cent desipit project’s intention to reducé’itAround the
same time, Mukwano'’s increasing sales of the PAR17Bybrid clearly demonstrated that farmers
were prepared to purchase the more costly seedmigson was not able to form a clear picture on
whether the distribution of free seed during thegesars had discouraged input dealers from increasing
their supplies. Although in later years the projéict reduce its supplies, diversify its suppliersl a
began to network with private seed suppliers, is weobably too little too late. The fact is thaede
supply remains a problem.

90. General extension and suppoff. This activity was necessary to provide technicapsut to
farmers with the cultivation of the new crop (somfer), to overcome their reluctance to growing it
because of fears that it would exhaust the soilraddce yields of subsequent crops, and also becaus
of their past experience with poor market outletd bw prices. Most of the effort was concentrated
on sunflower because of its high oil content, bdegs prone to disease, more amenable to cottage
processing, and having good marketing opportuniiiee project also promoted improved agronomic
practices in relation to soybean, sesame and gmundxtension advice to farmers was rapidly
scaled up because of its strategy of working thinotlge DAOs with organized farmer groups, and
oilseed farmers have definitely had more accessxtension advice as a result. The increase in
sunflower cultivation also attracted other prov&lef extension services such as Mukwano (which
has sometimes led to confusion at the field levdwever, the degree of VODP’s extension effort
has varied over the period and tailed off in reqgdrs. Figure 3 below presents the proportion of
extension activities each year expressed as argageeof the peak year for that activity. It shdtaest

that all extension activities peaked in the eadwrg, fluctuated in intensity in the middle yeansl a
declined after 2005/2006.

3 |AS, p. 19, and mission interviews.

" |AS, p. 18, and Table 3.3.
S All extension activities reported in this secti@re based on a standardized district definitiorttfie whole
project period (the split-off districts were re-dgamated with their original ‘mother’ district). 8éppendix 2.
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Figure 3. VODP Extension Activities as Percentagef ®eak Year
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91. Over the ten years of project operation, a cumedatotal of 5,906 new farmer groups have
been formed. Many of these groups were formederfitist two years as a result of intense publicity
efforts, but then the numbers fell because of goisl with insurgency and cattle rustling in three of
the six pilot districts. They rose again to a ypaak of 1,037 in 2003200/4, after which they gréigua
fell to only 66 in 2007/2008 (see Figure 3). Thee=ms to have been a marked increase in some
districts in some years, reflecting particular ntightion efforts®. Particular efforts were made to
encourage women to join the farmer groups. Overptiogect period, 28 per cent of group members
were women and there were some ‘women’s groupsb (eften had male members as well). This
reflects government policy on affirmative actiordancouragement by extension staff. The decline in
the rate of new group formation suggests that adatur may have been reached, as by now many
project areas have existing farmer groups suppdyedvariety of other agencies as well as VODP.

92. A total of 8,542 training sessions were carried, atitwhich 40 per cent of participants were
women. Training modules included group developmantl dynamics, agronomy, post-harvest
handling, cottage processing, farming as a busingasings and credit, and PPM&E. In all,
7,944 demonstration plots were established anc thvere 53,388 farm visits and 1,393 field days.
However, here again, the extension effort was aanatd in the early years and then declined.

93. The concentration of extension activities in thedyegears was probably because farmer groups
were just being started up and quickly neededitrgiacross all the stages of the production cyale.
the middle years, the work was affected by problemsnsecurity, drought and floods in some
districts. However, the decline in the extensidorefduring the last three years is very noticeatrld
seems to have been common to all the distficthe evaluation was not able to ascertain theoreas
for this, although it may be assumed that problesteted to the transitioning of the new districts,

8 Apac and Pallisa in 2001, Katakwi in 2002, and&=naido in 2003.

" The PCO argues that the subproject was incregsifagusing on activities that would increase
sustainability, such as farmer marketing assogciatisavings and credit and support for non-prodoctalue-
chain activities. However, these activities shcwdgle presumably maintained the level of farmeningj.
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including reduced extension staff in the distriatiected, declining DAO resources, restructuring of
the extension systéfihand the possible end to the project may havesplaypart.

94. The concentration of effort in the early years ntedmat the pilot districts benefited
disproportionately. Table 2 below shows that, oerage, the six pilot districts absorbed two thiofls
the total extension effort and two of them absorlwew third of it. Possible reasons for the
concentration in Apac and Lira may include theigéa populationS and more extensive oilseed
cultivation, the fact that the project had been kivay there longer and had expanded into more
subcounties, the high concentration of effort thdargng the early years, and the fact that UOSPA\ an
AT-U were already active there.

Table 2. Concentration of Extension Activities in Rot Districts

Project Inputs Percentage of Total Extension Percentage of Total Extension

Activities in Six Pilot Districts | Services in Lira and Apac
Districts

Seed distribution 60 34

Groups formed 61 30

Trainings 70 36

Demonstration plots 75 34

Farm visits 61 29

Field days 75 42

Source: VODP M&E data

95. The VODP-supported extension advice has been apat@peffective and appreciated by the
farmers. However, they regretted that it was nofreguently available as they would have wished
and felt the need for more advice on storage, niakepackaging and labelling of cottage processed
oil in order to meet requirements beyond local camities. The evaluation concurs on the need to
cover these aspects, but it also considers that m@ibention should have been given to soil feytilit
issues, given the ongoing intensification of sunélo production, continued practice of intercropping
and limited use of fertiliz&". Such issues need to be addressed urgently isubtinability of
sunflower cultivation is not to be undermined. Heoes this is unlikely to happen in the light of the
reduction in VODP-supported extension, the lackugport from NAADS for oilseed cultivation, and
the short-term focus of many private extension sete

96. Cottage processingAn MOU with AT-U was in place between 2000 and Z808nder which

it was to distribute Ram presses to farmer groopslémonstration purposes and train extension, staff

farmers, rural blacksmiths and rural sales agentle operation and maintenance of the machine and
in business and finance aspects. A total of 343 Reeases were distributed for demonstration but

groups were also encouraged to contribute towdndscbst and the proceeds were used to buy

®  The IAS comments that the restructuring of loeatension services had reduced extension delivery

because of the ‘transient nature of some local gowent extension workers and conflict in work salies,
especially in new districts.” (IAS, p 10; see atsmments at p. 20).

Lira and Apac accounted for 47 per cent of thal foilot district populations (see footnote 32).

Access to fertilizer remains problematic for Udanwhich must import the fertilizer it uses. Thwiotry's
landlocked position raises costs by 10-15 per @@mthis highly perishable commodity, which putdbéyond
the financing capacity of IFAD target group farmers

81 AT-U had been promoting Ram presses in the anea 4994, supported by USAID and others.

80
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machines for other groups under a revolving funtesee (e.g. in Soroti and Masindi). Some
individual farmers also purchased Ram presseseandtvn initiative.

97. Initially, the Ram press proved to be importanaasource of value addition, both for domestic
consumption and for local sales of oil. Howevery#s not without problems and currently there are
many Ram presses in disuse. It suffered a highedeion rate and a lack of spare parts, whichlloca
artisans found difficult to fabricafe The operation of the Ram press is very arduodstas difficult

for women to use, which has created problems fareswomen’s groups. The cost of the machine
rose rapidly due to the rising price of importedtenals. There were some complaints about the
quality of the processed 8l The machine could not process the harder-shelybdd variety that
farmers were increasingly growing for Mukwano; afidally, the Ram press has a low oil extraction
rate, which soon created a bottleneck once logapl®s of seed had expanded. However, the Ram
press remains appropriate in remote areas witHedtrieity where many farmers are satisfied with it
and in other areas some farmers still wish to m®dheir own oil despite producing for Mukwano
because of the benefits to domestic consumptionamad income generation. The project should have
anticipated the need for more efficient machined found alternative channels for sourcing them
from relevant dealers in order to expand and de#penottage-processing element of the project.

98. Development of food standardsUNBS was established in 1983 as a statutory bodyof |

and mandated to handle food quality standards. AUMvas signed between VODP and UNBS in
2003 to improve the quality, safety and competitess of the vegetable oil subsector. VODP
provided state-of-the-art chromatography equipmentl staff training for the development of

laboratory analytical services. Twenty-eight prdepgality standards have been developed for
sunflower, sesame and groundnut, and other stamdamel under development for post-harvest
handling, storage, hygiene and labelling. Guidslifir good manufacturing practices by small and
medium vegetable oil mills have been drafted anggetable oil processing quality control manual
prepared. This is a commendable achievement iom space of time.

99. The process of developing food standards involessirty, monitoring and full certification.
Thirty-five oil mills are routinely inspected eveiyo-to-three months and there is monthly testihg o
vegetable oil quality during the harvest seasoth@lgh currently no mills are certified, three enifl
have had preliminary quality audits and certifiontiis expected in the near future. However,
certification comes at a cost, which many smallavsl are not prepared to fyand enforcement of
standards is difficult because of limited resourespecially personnel. Therefore UNBS has focused
more on self-regulation through training, technisapport and public campaigns, working with the
sector associations and municipal councils. Oved Idtal government staff, millers, machine
operators and traders have participated in regiseasitization and training workshops about food
standards. UNBS is also assisting the Northern dgabil Miller's Association (NUOMA) with the
development of a code of practice for the subsector

8 When AT-U withdrew from the area in 2003 it aad for local stockists to source the machinesspade
parts from Kampala. But the system did not workaose of low demand.

% According to the former AT-U programme officeonse consumers had voiced complaints and sent khe oi
off for testing.

8 There is an initial charge of UGX 800,000 (abb@$410), plus the same as an annual fee there@fter.
three tests required for certification cost UGX T8O each (US$77).
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Lira mechanical processor of sunflower seeds
Source: IFAD Evaluation Mission, 2009

100. The strategy of promoting self-regulation in teraifood hygiene and production processing
through awareness-raising and training was apm@tpgiven the constraints on enforcement of the
standards, the high costs of certification for $mallers, the impracticality of certifying Ram @&
operations, and the often conflicting goals of UN&®I the decentralized local authorities where the
latter are interested in generating revenue. UNBSIgoing collaboration with NUOMA in the
preparation of a millers’ code of practice is tovbecomed as it is more likely to promote ownership
of the code, self-regulation by the stakeholderd self-monitoring of defaulters than externally
imposed standards. The existence of a code ofipeaaill also enhance the marketability of the
product, as is the case with a standard.

101. Other activities. The project organized meetings with millers throldfdSPA and its newly-
formed affiliate, NUOMA, to address problems of desipply and marketing. Extension staff have
been encouraging group marketing through trainimgpmduce bulking, quality control and market-
access strategies. In addition, the project haseisouraged savings activities among farmer groups
through sensitization events and has linked intedegroups to specialized credit organizations or
microfinance institutions. Most of the farmers hgeined the SACCOs. The project has also
organized publicity events to promote vegetablsegitls, including participating in World Food Days
and agricultural trade shows. These were all redbtismall initiatives.

C. Essential Oils Subproject

102. The aim of the essential oils subproject was tatifie high-value essential oil crops that were
already being produced in Uganda on a limited sbatehad high commercial potential and were
suitable for smallholder production, especiallyaieas with few other cash crops. The emphasis was
on the testing and verification of this potentimith the identification of suitable cultivars, praztion

and distribution of improved planting material, guildbting of distilling and marketing.

103. This is a relatively small subproject, which wasaklg formulated at appraisal and lacked
attention from visiting supervision missions be&ao$ the larger scale and complexity of the other
subprojects. The research covered citronella, legrass, geranium, shea nut gdinus Africana

Particular successes have been achieved with elteon784 farmers have been trained in its
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cultivation, distilling facilities constructed, lat sales achieved and a potential internationakbuy
identified. Work with geraniumPrunus Africanaand shea nut were less successful either becéuse o
problems with plant disease, unrest in the arederucultivation or low production potential. Degpit
this, 171 farmers are continuing with shea nut 4ddvith Prunus Africana making a total of 995
beneficiaries involved in essential oil crops (8@pendix 4).

104. The on-station research has mainly consisted eesang for higher yields, selecting improved
varieties and distributing them to farmers. Sultsihprogress was made in screening for oil content
and identifying appropriate cultivation practicessticularly as regards citronella. The on-farmalgi
have been carried out in an appropriate manneipse cooperation with the farmers. The degree of
engagement by the research staff with the farmsagtizeir involvement in direct extension activities
is commendable. The DAO staff have been involveth@work to a lesser extent but have acquired
basic knowledge that they can pass on to new pesguc

105. The piloting of distilling and marketing processgéslded important information about value-
chain bottlenecks. Citronella cultivation expandapidly and sometimes there was an oversupply to
the distilleries. There were high transport costenf farm to distillery, low availability of fuel @h
water for the distilling process, limited disti§jrcapacity, and a lack of regular market demand of
size that matched the available supphs a result, some farmers have withdrawn fromptwgect.
Nevertheless, others are enthusiastic about the lmecause of its low labour requirements and the
high returns realised so far. Better market opputies have been recently identified in South Adyic
which offer the possibility of putting the projech to a more commercial footing. However, this
prospect is still precarious. In the meantime, fanshexpectations need to be managed well in order
to avoid disappointment.

D. Note on Subsectoral Advocacy

106. This activity was originally part of the institutial support component, as part of VODC's role.
As well as providing project oversight, VODC was goomote the interests of the vegetable oil
subsector through coordination, information excleampgiority setting, policy advice and mobilization
of resources for R&D. Undoubtedly, there is an int@at role to be played in this respect although it
was probably premature at the time, given the ironitgtof the subsector, the fragmented nature of
the value chain and mutual suspicion among sontheoplayers. VODC did not fulfil this intended
role and it is not clear that it was the approgriastitution to do so. There was a conflict obneists
between the steering and subsectoral support rbledormer required a small dynamic membership
with strong government representation and commitrt@rihe project; the latter required a larger,
more open membership and a neutral relationship-vis all projects in the subsector.

107. The subsectoral advocacy role has been recentlyressby a new institution, set up in 2007,
which has a more appropriate membership and stflenotioning. The OSSUP acts as a platform for
information exchange, networking and coordinatiafiuencing policy formulation and advocacy for
the subsector. All actors in the value chain amresented (farmers’ organizations, government,
service providers, large and small millers, inpwgalérs, commercial banks, donors, NGOs,
researchers, UNBS and VODP). At this stage of égetbpment, it is more of an advocacy than a
regulatory organization (in contrast to the Uga@iHfee Development Authority (UCDA) or the
Cotton Development Organization (CDO), and its fagdby SNV — although committed for the
medium term — is quite small. However, it has alyehad major impacts in promoting a more
consensual approach among the various stakehalddrdas been effective in identifying common
constraints such as lack of seed or unhygienicymeh facilities. Moreover, the ‘Platform’ is well
rooted regionally, where farmer participation isrenéeasible. In sum, this kind of organization,hwit
its open membership and wider representation @frésts, is more appropriate than VODC as a

8  Ppotential clients want either very large amouhé the farmers cannot satisfy or small amourss limit

their profitability.

28



subsectoral support mechanism at this stage deitelopment. As it gathers strength, it may evolve
into a more formal structure such as the UCDA &edGDO.

E. Project Management, Coordination and Oversight

108. The PCOwas set up in 1998 with the appointment of a ptojeordinator and secondment of
five staff from MAAIF. The staffing level has singecreased to the current 15 members. The office is
located in Kampala because of the need to cooeliwiéh many government and non-government
stakeholders whose head offices are there. HowBi&AIF is some 35 km away in Entebbe where
many of the seconded staff still live, and this lm®Ived high transport costs and commuting time.
As the technical staff are seconded, salary lawalg not be commensurate with current and expected
levels of responsibility. Nevertheless, the projeas been managed efficiently and with enthusiasm,
and has enjoyed strong moral support from MAAIF.

109. The PCO has performed its coordination function igaloly, not only in the efficient transfer of

funds and but also in providing technical backsiogptraining on M&E, and support through public
relations and publicity. This was particularly inm@mt in the oil palm subproject when it was
suffering delays in implementation and negativelipitip. The PCO has also performed an effective
liaison role between government, the private seatolIFAD. See also comments at paras. 131-132.

110. VODC. Because of the project’s unique Public-Privatdrigaship (PPP) structure, involving a
partnership between the Government and BIDCO ant swn-governmental implementing partners,
it could not be overseen solely by MAAIF. Therefarenore diverse multistakeholder steering and
oversight mechanism was needed. As part of itstimmg, the VODC (which was set up in 1999 and
has seven membé&Pswas charged with steering and guiding projectlémmentation. In this capacity

it has approved plans and budgets, provided teahwmind operational guidance, visited the two
project sites, and advocated for the project inmlmer of public fora. The PCO acts as secretafiat o
VODC.

111. VODC has performed its oversight role very effeglyv By keeping a close eye on project
plans and finances, it has provided a strong adaebility function; and by bringing together a range
of private- and public-sector technical expertisbas provided a good forum for exchanges of views
on technical matters. Its scrutiny of project pesgr through field visits and meetings with
beneficiaries has enabled local problems to bedasd then resolved at a high level. Involvement i
the VODC also promoted project ownership amongtlkeenbers, who were all high-ranking officials
within their respective institutions. During theffidiult period of external criticism, the VODC
provided an important source of moral support ancbiuntering negative publicity.

F. Project Costs and Compliance with Schedules

112. Project budget.As mentioned earlier (para. 35), the redesign efdihpalm subproject entailed

a sharp increase in funding from the Governmentthadgrivate investor. The IFAD loan remained at
SDR 14.35 million, although variations in the SDRitldd States dollar exchange rate led to increased
dollar funding for the project. The Government'lehtion, however, increased from US$3.8 million
to US$12 million and cofinancing from the privatevéstor went from US$33.1 million to US$120
million.

113. Project extensions and loan reallocationsThe delay in start-up of the oil palm subproject
necessitated several loan extensions. The projetipletion and loan closing dates have been
extended four times, the latest in April 2009 whikecutive Board approval. Given the different start
up dates of the two main subprojects, reallocatameng loan categories were effected in parallel
with the extensions mentioned above. These reditoa shifted levels of funding between

8 Four members represent government ministriesageticies (MAAIF, MTTI, MFPED and NARO), two
represent the private sector (OPUL and UOSPA),amedrepresents the farmers (UNFFE).
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categories: loan categories | and Il (vehicles aqdipment, and civil works) were reduced, while
operating costs rose significantly.

114. Disbursements.Overall expenditure on the two subprojects has vgérin the budget limits.
However, there have been major differences in gowent and IFAD disbursements associated with
the oil palm subproject. There has been an incréaseommitments and disbursement by the
Government, while IFAD disbursements have laggekinaoke schedule (see Table 3 below). The
increased government expenditure on oil palm redultom the high costs of the new ferry, the
purchase of private land on Kalangala and effastcaunteract negative publicity. IFAD’s low
disbursement rate (64 per cent) is mainly attribleteo the slow enrolment of smallholders and
outgrowers in the oil palm subproject.

Table 3. Financial Performance by Financier by Submject (US$'000)

IFAD Loan Government Beneficiaries Total
Subprojects | Appraisal| Actual| %| Appraisal Actugl % Appraisal| Actuall % | Appraisal| Actual| %
Oil palm 10,790 5393 | 50 2,080 6,334 305 4,000 3,200 |80 706,8| 14,927| 88
Traditional 6,640 4976 | 79 1,360 1,34 9 8,000 6,322 |79
oilseeds and
essential oils
Institutional | 2,480 2,284 | 92 340 834 245 2,820 311481
support
Total costs | 19,910 12,653 64 3,780* 8,514 225 4,000 3,2p0 | 807,690 24,367 88

*The Government’s contribution was increased to LiSfillion after the oil palm revisions in 2000.

Source: IFAD supervision report, December 2008)8 4B

115. Reclassifying project expenditure by subprojectVODP’s financial reporting, exemplified in
Table 3, has followed the original project compdn&ructure, which is misleading because it does
not clearly distinguish between the three subptsjeAs mentioned in para. 29, the traditional
oilseeds and essential oils subprojects are comiiméhe second component, and the institutional
support component combines project management emdiioation costs with operational activities
associated with NARO, NEMA, KOPGT and UNBS. In ortte clarify the real subproject costs, the
PCO re-examined all project expenditures since 18088 reclassified them according to their
contribution to the specific subprojects, with aackr separation of PCO coordination expenditures.
The results show that the oil palm subproject astesmifor approximately 29 per cent of total project
expenditure (constant United States dollars); thditional oilseeds subproject for 44 per cent; the
essential oils subproject for 3 per cent; and ptoordination for 23 per cent (this is further
explained in paral51).

116. Compliance with schedulesApart from major delays in the oil palm subprojectd minor
delays in the establishment of MOUs with implemegtipartners, the rest of the project was
implemented on time. Compliance with other scheslie reporting, supervision and audit has been
satisfactory. AWP/Bs, financial statements and tsualppear to have been in line with the provisions
of the loan agreement, and there is ample evideficeversight in this regard by the regularly
scheduled supervision missions.
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V. PROJECT PERFORMANCE

117. Overall, the project scores well in terms of projedevance and effectiveness but less well on
efficiency. There were major differences in thefpenance of the two main subprojects: while there
were substantial achievements in the traditionlakeds subproject, the redesign and delay of the oi
palm subproject reduced the project’s overall ¢ifeaess and efficiency.

A. Relevance
Policy Relevance

118. To the Government. The VODP is highly relevant to government policygttb on the
modernization of agriculture as a source of growttd poverty reduction, and on fostering
partnerships with the private sector in that precésis also relevant to its objectives of promgti
import substitution and export diversification (spara. 23 above). The Government’'s policy
objectives in this respect have remained consigtentughout the project period. Conformity with
these objectives is reflected in the high degreeonfimitment to the project (see para. 249) and the
fact that oil crops promoted by the project havinggh prominence in political discourse and entry
onto NARO'’s crops priority list. The project has@lincreased the Government’s tax base, which is
part of its long-standing policy to improve govermhrevenue collection.

119. To IFAD. By working with poor smallholder farmers in all subject areas, VODP is highly
relevant to IFAD’s overall corporate goal. In 20€@% Fund developed a strategy for partnership with
the private sector through which it would seekdmé develop partnerships with a range of private-
sector operators, bringing a bottom-up approachdrking with this sectdf. It aimed to perform a
catalytic role in promoting dialogue between thélmuand private sectors and in leveraging higher
levels of investments. VODP is the first and ordygke-scale PPP of the kind envisaged under this
strategy.

120. Since 1990, IFAD’s support to Uganda has focusedvem areas: improved production of
export and import-substituting crops, and the emrg of producer and commodity associations,
with particular attention to women’s groups. IFARshprepared two Country Strategic Opportunity
Papers (COSOPs) (1998-2004 and 2005-2008) andfig iprocess of developing a third. The current
country strategy works within the framework of tBevernment's PEAP and the PMA by supporting
several national-level programnfizand the more regionally-specific VODP. Throughsth@rojects
and programmes, IFAD places specific emphasis orketing and agroprocessing, on interventions
in the northern and eastern regions where theenciel of poverty is highest, and on partnershipl wit
the private sector, NGOs, national and districeleyovernments and other dorf8rsvODP is an
integral part of the country strategy.

121. To donor policies and programmes.The Government has promoted donor coordination and
alignment since the early 1990s. It has encourdigedievelopment of joint sector working groups
and pooled funding mechanisms, and Uganda wasimtecbuntry to see the adoption of a joint
assistance strategy by several major donors (20BBD contributes actively to policy dialogue
within the donor working group o agricultdteincluding that on the vegetable oil subsectorth
start of the project, several donors were operaiinghe north-east of Uganda and supporting
traditional oilseed production, but most of thesgjexts finished at the end of the 1980§A0 and

87
88

IFAD’s Private-sector Development and PartnerS8tiptegy. April 2005.
The NAADS extension system, rural infrastructanel marketing, decentralized district livelihoodpgort
and rural finance programmes.

Uganda COSOP, September 2004.
% Main donors in the sector besides IFAD are theliVBank, AfDB, EU, Danida, USAID and SNV.
®1  EU and GTZ financed the Rehabilitation of the @emdustry Project in the 1980s and 1990s and AfDB
was supporting the privatization of the seed ingugt the early 1990s. World Bank was supporting th
rehabilitation of cotton and some oilseed rese@DP Appraisal, Vol. |, p. 12). USAID was suppagithe
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the World Bank were involved in the initial projemppraisal process and the Bank was cooperating
institution for the first five years; but they ame longer involved. However, the success of surglow
has attracted the re-entry of other donors, suctd®4ID, SNV and Danida, into the vegetable oil
subsector although they are working with other g (input suppliers, millers and the district
farmers’ associations). There is room for improeedrdination and information-sharing with these
other donors, as they are all now adopting a vahan approach and a private-sector focus. No other
donors have been or are currently working on dilnpa

Relevance to the Private Sector

122. In the face of high income-elasticity of demandegetable oil and the growing prosperity of
Uganda and its neighbours, investment in the stitase@s bound to offer attractive returns to the
private sector. For oil palm development, lack afess to land was a major constraint because of the
high proportion of public land (e.g. gazetted sel@op forests) and uncertain rights on private lakd.
partnership with the Government that would resadke land problem was therefore attractive.
However, some form of smallholder involvement wik® anecessary because of the large numbers of
Kibanja tenants occupying the available private land. $upjpom a donor like IFAD would provide
financial, institutional and technical support tek farmers, at least in the early years. Howefesy,
local investors had the required expertise anchfire capability to engage in this project; andreae
large multinational consortium such as that puetbgr by BIDCO regarded the project as a high risk.
Nevertheless, the substantial increase in cofimansiupplied by the private investor is a good
measure of the project’s relevance.

123. As far as sunflower was concerned, the major camstfor private millers was shortage of the
raw material arising from bottlenecks in the vakiain. Once seed production began to expand,
markets developed and numerous private operatopsit(idealers, transporters and millers) became
involved. The project was relevant to these privaperators, albeit indirectly rather than as the
product of specific partnerships.

Relevance to the Needs of the Rural Poor

124. Wide consultations were undertaken as part of dhg,ldrawn-out appraisal process between
1990 and 1996 during which farmers, central goveminand district officials, donors and some
private investors were consultédThe appraisal documents do not provide a spewfiort of the
outcomes of the consultations and no stakeholdalysis was included — although it has to be said
that these were not common procedures at the Haowever, the documents report enthusiasm for the
project among smallholders, both on Bugala Island & the north-east. Similar expressions of
support from farmers were noted by the first suig@m mission during VODP’s early sensitization
meetings. Relevance to the needs of smallholdehénnorth-east was confirmed by the 1999
baseline survey, which reported shortages of imgniaseed, low yields and limited extension support
for existing oilseed farmers. This is further comiéd by the fact that the traditional vegetableests
are rapidly replacing traditional cash crops (e&dccotton) in the project area.

125. The appraisal papers provided only a brief outbfiemallholder farming systems in the two
project areas and no specific social analysis appgeahave been undertaken. Therefore, although the
project idea might have been welcomed by farmérstet was no analysis of any constraints that
might limit their participation (such as food inse€ity, shortages of labour, or availability of more
attractive options such as fishing on Bugala Isjarithis lack of social analysis was to prove
unfortunate for the oil palm subproject, where mamgallholders have been reluctant to participate.

development of a cooperative movement in 1988-1@@Bich included the creation of UOSPA) and the
development of appropriate technology for cottagec@ssing of oilseeds (which included support toWr
VODP Appraisal ,Vol. I, working paper 2, p. 14.

%2 The DAO of Kalangala said that there was an exoésonsultations, in comparison with the slowgpess
on the approval and implementation of the projegsgion interviews).
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126. Targeting. In general, the target group for the project waguedy defined in terms of poor,
rural, smallholder farmers engaged in subsistememihg. Targeting was mainly on grounds of
geography, poverty and agroecological suitabilitywas known that poverty in Uganda was more
concentrated in the north, which had been perpsdudly decades of civil unrest and where
agroecological conditions were less favourable. dih@ce of Bugala Island as the main project area
for oil palm production was primarily based on grds of agroclimatic suitability, although the fact
that it was an area of subsistence agriculturefishthg helped to justify the choice. Beyond these
broad criteria, no specific targeting strategy s@isout.

127. The project does not appear to have developed a demiled targeting strategy once under
way. For the traditional oilseeds subproject, thg knechanism was the selection of the districts and
the subcounties within them. Six ‘high-potentiabtdcts were chosen on the basis of their suitsbil
for oilseeds cultivation, adequate levels of rdinéand high concentrations of poor farmers. The
selection of subcounties was the responsibilityhef DLGs, with guidance from the PCO and local
leaders, and was based on agroecological suitgabiiesence of extension staff, etc. The same
mechanisms were used for the selection of the ekpardistricts and their subcounties. Below this
level, participation in the project was largely éa®n self-selection. VODP staff, local politiciearsd
implementing partners (extension officers, AT-U do@SPA) held ‘sensitization meetings’ at the
district, subcounty and village levels, when projeljectives were explained and farmers invited to
participate in groups. A definite attempt was mamlencourage women to participate in these groups.
Among the groups, there appears to have been sargetihg of vulnerable farmers for the
distribution of free seed although it has not b@essible to ascertain how such persons were
identified. For essential oils, the project inityalvorked with farmers who were already growing gom
of the essential oil crops, such as citronella. idoldal participants were recruited after sensitaa
meetings and joined on a self-selection basis.

128. On Bugala Island, VODP and district extension skeffd similar sensitization meetings with
smallholders, and women and youths were partigularicouraged to attend. In the first year of
operation, some 2,000 farmers registered interadtveere grouped into three blocks. Follow-up
meetings were held with the block groups. Initidlgre was an attempt to target the poorer farmers,
but as the actual uptake was slow, the project imaeeasingly forced to accept any willing
participant.

129. The oil palm beneficiaries include those who hasld tand to the Government for the nucleus
estate, outgrowers, smallholders and nucleus estatieers. Some of those who have sold land are
smallholders but some are absentee landownerdahaiutside IFAD’s normal target group. The
same observations apply to the outgrowers. Thécaating smallholders are mainly within the target
group but there are some exceptions because anyvetwinterested and willing have been taken on
board. It appears that some poorer island farmers as widows have not been able to participate in
the project because they do not have enough spadedr labour to allocate to cash crops. Nucleus
estate workers are mainly recruited from poor réaatilies on the mainland, most of them from the
traditional oilseeds area.

Relevance of Design to Objectives

130. Approach and strategy.The broad approach to the development of the vblgetdl subsector
was appropriate in that the overall success ofptfeeluction activities, which constituted the core
focus of the project, depended on the proper fanatg of the entire value chain. The project focuse
on the weaker links in the chain at the time: f@ditional oilseed this required improved seed
varieties, increased seed supply, extension suppdarmers reluctant to grow sunflower, and value
addition. Essential oil crops offered the promia digh-value crop to farmers where few other cash
crops could be grown, but given its infancy, exatory research and development was necesEhaey.
inclusion of oil palm in the subsector was apprajgribecause of its high oil productivity per heetar
and the large share of palm oil in vegetable ojpanis and consumption. The incorporation of a
component on food quality standards was innovadivé important, given the risks to consumers of
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poor-quality cooking oil. Finally, the limited undg¢anding of the subsector as a whole and its low
priority among policy makers at the time requireti@re integrated approach.

131. Project implementation called for a formidable taskcoordination given the very different
activities and long distances involved. At the tachl level, there is very little synergy betweée t
three subprojects. Therefore the question arise¢e adether this enterprise would have been better
run as separate projects. Undoubtedly there haga beme efficiency gains in managing the three
subprojects with one PCO. The PCO is a small-staffeit and task allocation, supervision and
reporting have been easy to manage. Administratig transport overheads have been spread and
while separate technical staff have been in chafgie respective subprojects, the overlapping of
some tasks has facilitated learning about oil patnong the entire technical staff of VODP. This was
important given the lack of specialized skills ah galm in Uganda. On the other hand, project
management and coordination might have been lésstigé if the oil palm subproject had been fully
operational from the beginning. More resources Inigave been required, thereby reducing
efficiency.

132. As a single project, the two main subprojects haalanced each other out, spreading risks and
returns, and enabling the different interests ofegoment and IFAD to be catered for. The oil palm
subproject offers higher returns to the economyhasta very small number of beneficiaries, whereas
the traditional oilseeds subproject has involvedueh larger number of beneficiaries and thus made a
greater contribution to poverty reduction. The hiigs associated with the establishment of a néw o
palm industry are offset by the lower risks of ttraditional oilseeds subproject. The higher
government attachment to the development of oinpahabled the traditional oilseeds and essential
oils subprojects to be both funded.

133. Use of best practice At the start of the project, there was very littleowledge in Uganda
about commercial oil palm growing. Existing knowgedwas confined to COREC. This knowledge
was used to revive an oil palm research programmith a new team of researchers. Various
alternative development models of plantation dgwslent were identified, as practised in Cote
d’lvoire, Indonesia, Malaysia, Papua New Guinea Bingiland. These included the nucleus estate and
resettled smallholder system; resettlement blo@ntpigs without nucleus estate; and organized
smallholders on own land, either centrally orgadize project management units or dispefded
VODP proposed a variation on the first of these elmd

134. The oil palm subproject could not have been impleed without the oil palm expertise
provided by the private partner, OPUL, which imtdrew on the ample experience in the Far East of
Wilmar International Ltd. The senior managers ofuDRand BIDCO both have direct experience of
running oil palm plantations in India and Malaysfashould be added that the external oil palm
consultant from Ghana recruited by IFAD has beay valuable in filling knowledge gaps.

135. Changes in project designThere were major changes to the design of theabih subproject
following selection of the private investor in 20Ghd signature of the Government-BIDCO
agreement in April 2003. First, the other site &l palm development — in Bundibugyo — was
dropped because of security problems on the baviderDRC. Second, the size of the nucleus estate
on Bugala Island was expanded from 1,000 ha ta06ma0) which together with the 3,500 ha intended
for smallholders and outgrowers, gave 10,000 hailopalm on the island instead of the initially
planned 4,500 ha. Third, the intention to assigul for the nucleus estate from degazetted pubtid la
was dropped, and land had to be acquired througthase from private owners. Fourth, the idea of
granting 750 ha parcels of public land to reset8eshllholders from the mainland was dropped
because of the unavailability of public land. Thigant that the recruitment of smallholders and
outgrowers needed to come from existing island éasmOther changes included the establishment of
an industrial refinery at Jinja, milling capacity the island to be doubl&dcredit to smallholders to
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Milling capacity was to increase from 12-18 tqes hour (tph) to 30-60 tph.
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be administered by KOPGT rather than by a commiebziak, and an acceleration in the pace of
development so that targets would be reached withinrather than eight years.

136. BIDCO proposed the expansion in the scale of thidems estate on the grounds of economic
efficiency. On the advice of Wilmar Internationabll, it claimed that it was simply not profitable t
run a nucleus estate on the basis of 1,000 ha pewdite palm oil milling of ffb from 4,500 ha. This
raises questions about the adequacy of the origirgéct appraisal, which assumed a sub-optimal
cultivation area that was unattractive to the geniavestor.

137. The changes in design did not alter the relevafdkeoproject to its objectives but had major
implications in terms of its implementation. Théselude the requirement for a new EIA, the World
Bank’s withdrawal as cooperating institution, difflties in acquiring the additional land for the

nucleus estate, and a major increase in projets$,daos both the investor and the Government (paras
152-153).

Citronella
Source: |FAD Evaluation Mission, 2009

138. Coherence between objectives, outputs and activiiglogframe). The project has suffered
from an extremely weak logframe, which has undeeahieffective planning and monitoring. The first
logframe was done at appraisal in 1997; theredftens modified twice, once in 2005 and then in
December 2008. Both the initial version and subsetjuevisions focused mainly on the oil palm
component; only two outputs were specified for itradal oilseeds, and there were almost no
activities and no targets. There was nothing aballessential oils or food standards and little on
institutional support. The logframe’s many problemmglude: a confusion of objectives; poor
structuring of the different subprojects/compongmisak linkage between activities, outputs and
objectives; poorly specified indicators; and a ladktargets. Project planning and monitoring have
been based on DAO’s AWP/B and MOUs with implememfaartners, which in turn were based on
the appraisal documents rather than on the logfrafte proliferation of objectives in these
documents undermined the alignment between obgstisutputs and activities. Surprisingly, the
logframe was not reviewed by the MTR or supervisiissions until December 2008. Appendix 3
reviews the logframes in more detail.
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139. Coherence between objectives and resourcekhe financial allocations at initial design were
not appropriate for the expanded scale of oil pptoduction that was necessary for the project to
achieve its objectives. As a result, governmenttaedorivate-sector partner’s investment costs were
substantially increased. However, the IFAD-supgb#getivities were adequately financed and in fact
it may be difficult to disburse fully (see pafd.4 above).

140. Risk management.The identification and management of risk in thisjgct has been poor.
Risks identified in the appraisal report and thesktent's Report were trivial compared with the
actual risks encountered later, and in most casegdwhave been mitigated by the project deSign
Most of these risks have not materialised althosgme may yet do so when the harvesting of ffbs
commences. However, the major risk identified byADFs Operational Strategy Committee in
February 1997, of a possible delay in private-ge@sponse, was not addressed.

141. It is unfortunate that the project did not anti¢gahe risk of public concern about
environmental damage resulting from oil palm depeient or the risk of reduced soil fertility
associated with sunflower growing. When the oilnpadubproject was redesigned, it is doubly
unfortunate that other risks apart from the envirtental ones were not examined, especially as the
earlier appraisals had specifically recommendedaaugl development of the scheme. Given the
decision not to degazette public forests for theleus estate, the risks of the limited supply asitg
price of private land should have been anticipated.

Relevance Rating

142. The project scores highly satisfactorily in ternislignment. It has high policy relevance, both
to the Government and to IFAD, and has high relegato the needs of the rural poor in both
subproject areas. Targeting was largely based ogrgphic and agroecological considerations, but
the project has generally reached poor and disaaged groups, including women, in all subproject
areas. The design was relevant to the project tgscand the broad subsectoral approach was
appropriate, but the three-component design watusmg and important risks were not identified.
The project has lacked a coherent structure fating objectives to outputs and activities, whies h
somewhat undermined the M&E process. The finanalkdcations at original design were not
appropriate for the increased scale in the oil psifproject although the increased costs resulting
from these have been absorbed by the Governmenthengrivate-sector partner. On balance, the
project’s high relevance in terms of policy alignmepoverty focus and broad implementation
approach outweighs the design weaknesses (logfachénancial allocations). It is therefore rated a
satisfactory (5).

B. Effectiveness

143. The project will achieve its overall objective ofcreasing cash income among smallholders
from vegetable oil production, primarily becausesofcesses with the traditional oilseeds subproject
The objective of developing an oil palm industrypartnership with the private sector has not yet
been achieved (and at this stage, assessment stittpeoject should be cautious as the ffb harvgstin
has yet to take place), but that of optimizing géebnd oil extraction technology for sunflower and
other arable oil crops has been substantiallygedli

% The appraisal report mentioned (for oil palm) pwaining of extension staff, poor harvesting noeth by

smallholders, inequitable payment for ffbs, and-imopartial inspection of ffbs received at the nidimp. For
traditional oilseeds, the risks included failuregmedy bird damage to the sunflower crop andte griority to

the district extension system, lack of private-sedtterest in producing quality sunflower seedd darmers’

unwillingness to purchase high-quality seed atdalit. The President’s Report listed (i) lower-teaapected ffb
yields; (ii) environmental risks arising from und¢miled cultivation of oil palm; (iii) insecurityni the north and
west of Uganda; and (iv) delays in improving théyatcess road to Bundibugyo.
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144. Oil Palm Subproject. The effectiveness of the oil palm subproject hasnbmixed. It is
greatest where it has been under the control optivate-sector partner, i.e. on the nucleus estate
the refinery, but less effective in meeting theyéas for smallholder and outgrower plantings. Ga th
other hand, positive results have been obtaineld sgigard to the establishment of KOPGT and the
environmental monitoring system.

145. At the time of the evaluation mission, the nuclestate was largely established, with 92 per
cent of the target 6,500 ha available for plantamgd 86 per cent of it planted. The required
infrastructure was in place, but, crucially, hatires of ffbs had not yet begun. The smallholder and
outgrower plantings were well below the target (0B ha (see para. 61 above). The recent project
extension adds another two years of harvestingrégfimject completion, which, if successful, could
accelerate the pace of mobilization. However, then-realization of the target acreage for
smallholders and outgrowers, in addition to thggtaed establishment of the nucleus estate, will, i
the short run, reduce the volume of ffb deliveteeshe mill and thus the projected cash inflowsam
farmer incomes — although expected to be high mparison with current levels — will be also
initially lower than originally anticipated. Sevésequences of ffb harvesting will need to takecpla
before wider impacts will be seen on the local econ

146. Traditional Oilseeds Subproject. This subproject has been effective despite intéemtit
problems of insurgency and bad weather. The numbbeneficiaries far exceeds the original target
of 60,000 households and the increase in the daeéep with sunflower has been spectacular, despite
fluctuations during some years (para. 87 above).wkd as new farmers becoming involved in
sunflower growing, existing farmers are increagimg proportion of their land used for sunflower and
are renting additional land for this purpose. Asytlare using improved seed, their yields are also
increasing’.

147. The subproject realised significant achievementalliits outputs and it had a catalytic role in
encouraging oilseed production, processing andngilby other actorsThe number of oil mills in
Lira alone increased from three in 1998 to theentr26 (with more to come), and 12 mills are now
operating in Apac, Pallisa, Soroti and Sironko wehénere were none previously. The strategic
support to the subsector at various points in thkies chain helped to ease major bottlenecks,
particularly in improving seed supply and providiegtension support to farmers to overcome their
hesitancy about sunflower growing. This producedwrall improvement in value-chain efficiency.

148. These achievements could have been even greatemwite applied research focusing on soil

fertility in particular, more encouragement of @rig seed suppliers through a speedier withdrawal
from the distribution of free seed, a more susthimed deepened extension effort in recent yeads, an
a progression to cottage processing machines teeg wapable of higher output. Notwithstanding

these reservations, the effectiveness of the prigjentstanding.

149. Essential Oils Subproject.The essential oils subproject was of an exploya®&D nature but

it achieved its aim of verifying the potential farrange of essential oil crops in terms of their oi
content, yield, vulnerability to disease, agronaang commercial prospects. The scope for expanding
cultivation of some of these crops has been idedtifrovided certain bottlenecks are addressed. The
project has demonstrated that, under the rightitiond, some of these high-value crops could offer
impressive returns to farmers in poor agroecoldgioaditions.

150. Effectiveness rating.Overall, the good performance of the traditioniédezds subproject has
been offset by the delayed effectiveness of thealiin subproject and the small-scale results of the
essential oils subproject. Therefore the effecttgsnof the project as a whole is assessed as
moderately satisfactory (4).

% |AS, pp. 21-22, and mission interviews.
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C. Efficiency

151. Costs per beneficiary’. It is not possible to compare the costs with offitejects in Uganda or
the region because the project is unique in itsaggh. However, project cost per beneficiary varies
greatly between the different subprojects becatifeedifferent scales of investment, implementatio
strategy adopted and speed of beneficiary participaThe high cost per beneficiary for the oilmpal
subproject (US$7,923) reflects the high capital field establishment costs and the 20-year lifaaspa
of the investment. High project management coste warranted by the establishment from scratch
of an activity that is entirely new to Uganda, imtihg setting up a new implementing agency
(KOPGT) and countering negative propaganda. Smding and outgrowers’ caution with regard to
participating in the oil palm activity has resultéd low beneficiary numbers. In contrast, the
traditional oil seeds subproject has realised & i@ cost per beneficiary of US$37. This has been
due to the high uptake of the smallholder farméhre, rapid embracing of the subproject by the
implementing partners, and the lower-cost implerwgon strategy adopted. As for the essential oils
subproject, the cost per beneficiary (considerihghase trained and actively engaged in producing
essential oil crops) is US$575. This higher figigattributable to the high costs of research|stria
distilling and market development whose impact traeting beneficiaries is not realisable in the
short run when production and marketing are stillydeing piloted. Overall project efficiency is
helped by the fact that the high beneficiary-caegios of the oil palm and essential oil subprojects
amount to only 33 per cent of total project expamdi compared with the lower-cost traditional
oilseeds subproject (44 per cent). Therefore, Yleeage project cost per beneficiary is low (US$85).

152. Oil Palm Subproject. The five-year delay in implementing the oil palabproject had several
implications for efficiency. In the case of the @avment, project counterpart funding had to in@eas
by more than 300 per cent, mainly because of thal&son in the cost of land for the nucleus estate
the new ferry and the unanticipated expenditurendigating negative criticism of the project. Given
the exponential upward trend of land prices in UWigain the recent past, it is possible that the
Government would have realised substantial cosingavif the oil palm subproject had been
implemented earlier.

153. As for the private investor, there has been a aulist cost escalation in the oil palm-related
investment. The overall average cost of plantaéstablishment and management has gone up by
42 per cent from the initially projected cost pectare of US$4,200 to the current projected cost of
US$6,000 per hectafe This trend, caused by the recent global incréassommodity prices and
continuous currency fluctuations, has negativelypaoted on procurement efficiency. The
implementation of the delayed subproject also wde costly procurement sourcing that would have
been avoided had implementation been smoothly ¢seCu

154. The delayed implementation of the subproject haanindelayed harvesting of ffbs. This will
obviously push back the timing of the oil palm istreent’'s payback period and also delay the
realisation of cash flows for OPUL/BIDCO, outgroweand smallholder oil palm growers. Further,
the delay slowed down overall project loan disbomeset and required a reallocation of funds between
the two subprojects and several project extensemsyell as incurring interest on non-disbursed loa
funds.

155. Overall, the oil palm subproject has realised fatery efficiency despite its delayed
implementation and high cost per beneficiary. Thaiget has not yet yielded outputs to enable a
precise calculation of input-output ratios, thodgbm the projected yield per hectare the ratios are

97
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The figures reported here are based on the s#fidasproject expenditures (see para. 115).

Revised projection obtained from interview witte tmanaging director of BIDCO.

A case in point is the high cost of constructthg estate guest house, which required importadion
virtually all the materials in order to quickly ebtish the field headquarters and so speed upstadlshment
of the nursery and plantations.
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expected to be favourable. However, this will depen the trend in prices of palm oil, currently on
the decline, although they are still higher thazsthprojected at the time of project design.

156. Traditional Oilseeds Subproject. The subproject has been underpinned by realisgtsahat
are consistently based on approved AWP/Bs. As atréshas been able to realise lower funding
(loan) cost ratios. The subproject cost per metnicof sunflower is US$7.5 and the cost to revenue
ratio achieved stands at 0.02 per cent. Thesesratibich should compare favourably with those of
similar projects, have been particularly enhangethb higher outreach of the subproject.

157. A number of issues have impacted on the efficievfcthe subproject, however. Owing to the
delay in the oil palm subproject, the core projaetnagement, monitoring and supervision costs had
to be absorbed by the traditional oil seeds subptpthereby overstretching its cd8tsAfter the
reappraisal of the oil palm subproject, it becarmeessary to reallocate part of the funding earndarke
for Bundibugyo that would not be absorbed by tHepalm activity on Kalangala. There was also a
need to harmonize the completion dates for the dwlaprojects because the cross-cutting activities
would be difficult to continue if the traditionailleeeds and essential oils subprojects had to texei

as initially scheduled.

158. The subdivision of the districts had the effectstfpping resources from the mother districts
and of overstretching the overall financial, phgsi@and human resources in the PCO for
implementation of the subproject. More districtsamtemore costs for travel from and to the PCO for
coordination and monitoring of the many implemegtiantities. Under the decentralized local
government system, each district maintains its omaependent service delivery system. Thus,
although VODP could have realised cost savingsnppléementation through a consolidated extension
service delivery that would cover both the mothistritts and the carved-off district(s), this was
politically and administratively unfeasibfé

159. Management of VODP funds by the DLGs has satisfiytoomplied with government and
IFAD loan management regulations and covenanteimg of disbursements and accountability.
There is a monthly reconciliation of bank accountsDLGs implementing the project and the PCO.
However, at an average of just above 2 per cetiteofotal districts’ budgets, resources for proutunct
activities have remained meagre throughout theeptoperiod. In fact, the project has provided
substantial financial leveraging for the implemegtidistricts. There is little evidence of active
collaboration among the implementing partners atittroorganizations promoting the subproject
value-chain activities (NGOs and donor programfgswhich could have provided an opportunity
for leveraging additional resources, and for sypeugd impact.

160. Overall management of funds, loan compliance and p®rting. The management and
coordination of the project has been efficientjwtthte PCO taking on the enlarged task of ensuring
steady implementation of the oil palm subprojeateomnder way, owing to its high sensitivity to
government and the continuous criticism it has antered.

161. Compliance with the loan agreement and governmegilations for public expenditure has
been ensured. Financial flows through properly saned withdrawal applications supported by
statements of expenditure have been consistentthéHoan covenants. There is a good financial
control system for funds requisition, release accbantability, which is ensuring the compliance of
expenditure with approved work plans and budgegpagte bank accounts for handling project funds
by the PCO and the implementing partners have edsound financial management of project funds
and compliant financial management systems andraentReports from implementing partners

100 \/ODP self-evaluation, 2008, pp. 23, 31-33.

101 For example, Lira district could execute projextension services to Dokolo but this is not pdssimder
the existing DLG decentralized system.

192 For example, USAID and Danida have funded prsjemt hybrid sunflower production in the Lira
subregion.
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comply with sound financial management standardraporting to the cooperating institution, and
IFAD has consistently complied with the loan terms.

162. Procurement. Compliance with the loan agreement and governmesgulations for
procurement and disposal of public assets has &esured and tendering of goods and services has
conformed with the loan terms and covenants. Howewereaucratic regulations have to a large
extent delayed procurement, as raised in sevepargigion reports. The mission was informed that
some delays are occasioned by the lengthy prodessneplying with the public procurement legal
requirements and infrequent meetings of the procearg unit in MAAIF. Though appropriate in
ensuring safeguards and checks and balances imrproent involving public funds, such delays
negatively impact on implementation efficiency. Fotample, the building that was meant to have
been completed by end-2007/early-2008 was stillraaty at the time of the mission and KOPGT
was still incurring rental costs. KOPGT also idéetl delays in the procurement of vehicles and
tyres. The procurement of inappropriate equipmeetd oil content analyser) for NaSARRI also
reflects poorly on efficiend§’. The equipment has continued to sit idle at tsitite despite its
potential use by other project implementing pagrearch as UNBS. The delays in disbursement and
replenishment of funds to the implementing partrtemse caused shortages of funds at the field
level®. The mission encountered cases where, mid-waydhrahe quarter, some implementing
districts not yet received funds for that quaffer

Sunflower oil sale, Mbale
Source: |FAD Evaluation Mission, 2009

163. Timely preparation and approval of project AWP/Bss tbeen consistently observed. Project
financial statements, special accounts and pr@ecbunts have been audited as required. Pre-audit
and post-audit of expenditure by DLG implementiagtpers has been consistently ensured. Pre-audit
for procurements and post-audit for operationaleeditures has also been done. Also, internal audit
of quarterly accountabilities prior to their beisigomitted to the PCO has contributed to a highedl le

of compliance to improve financial management jicastfor project funds.

193 The equipment was not able to analyse whole sedrdered, only crushed seed, so analyses hael to

outsourced to Makerere University. The mission metsclear about the handling of this matter, howeve

104 This was mentioned by KOPGT, the research insitand some DLGs.

1% DLGs and other implementing partners are alsdytam submitting accountabilities and quarterly wor
plans and budgets.
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164. Given the mission’s time constraints, limited datailability and the complexity of project
implementation, it has not been possible to es#@nthe actual internal economic rate of return.
Overall project management and coordination is &3gent of total project costs and, at US$20, the
cost per beneficiary is low. Though comparable datasimilar projects of similar magnitude and
implementation period were not available, VODP’sf@enance reflects a high level of managerial
efficiency. The single management and coordinasioncture, efficient project coordination and lean
project management team greatly contributed toldleer cost per beneficiary. The performance
would have been better had the insurgency not slayesvn the pace and outreach of the traditional
oilseeds subproject and had there not been higheagement costs related to countering the negative
criticism of the oil palm project, most of whichdhao direct relevance to the beneficiaries.

165. Efficiency rating. Although the project has been managed well, wétutar preparation of
AWP/Bs and reporting and compliance with loan cavgs, problems with slow procurement have
limited its efficiency. Overall project efficiendyas been affected by delayed implementation of the
oil palm subproject and increased pressure on graogsources for coordination and monitoring
caused by the subdivision of traditional oilseestrdits. It has also been affected by the highscpst
beneficiary of the oil palm subproject comparedhwiite traditional oilseeds subproject. Overall,
project efficiency is rated as moderately unsatisfiyy (3).

D. Overall Project Performance

166. Average project performance, based on the threesssents above, is 4.0 (moderately
satisfactory). This figure does not do justice lte ¥ery major accomplishments of the traditional
oilseeds subproject but is largely a reflectiontlué delay in the oil palm subproject, which has
lowered the ratings for effectiveness of the sujgotoitself and overall efficiency of the project.
Although the delay was partly caused by externefofs such as difficulties in selecting a private
investor and in securing land for the project, saithe delay could have been avoided with speedier
decision-making by government on negotiation of plagtnership and the setting up of KOPGT. A
more thorough analysis of the risks implied by¢hange in design and better anticipation of poaénti
opposition to a project of this kind would have lgled more rapid project implementation.

Box 2. Key Points — Project Performance

- VODP has high policy relevance to the Government &AD and is relevant to th
needs of the rural poor. However, it lacks a comefrmmework for relating objective
to outputs and activities.

- The traditional oilseeds subproject has been resdykeffective; the effectiveness of
the oil palm and essential oils subprojects has baged

- Overall project efficiency has been affected byagletl implementation of the oil palmn
subproject and other procurement hold-ups, and rleyeased pressure on project
resources for coordination and monitoring causedth&y subdivision of traditional
oilseed districts. Cost per beneficiary of thepzlm subproject is very high compared
with the traditional oilseed subproject.

- Project performance is moderately satisfactory bseaf the delayed effectiveness |of
the oil palm subproject and moderate inefficientthe overall project.

U\
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VI. RURAL POVERTY IMPACT

167. This section focuses on the two main subproject®revactual or anticipated poverty impacts
are expected to be substantial. Because of signifidifferences in the scale of impact between the
two subprojects and the strong links among the ahgamains within each subproject, the analysis is
presented for each one separately; then an ovatall is given for the project as a whole. Itds t
early to expect poverty impacts from the essenilalsubproject but some effects can be seen among
the citronella farmers, where commercial productias started up in a limited way. As they are such
a small group, with similar characteristics to #has the traditional oilseed farmers, the impactian
citronella farmers is included in the assessmetti@ftraditional oilseeds subproject.

A. Oil Palm Subproject

168. The main anticipated impacts on participating fasrere yet to be realised since harvesting of
the ffbs was to start only in early 2010. Howevkere have been many indirect effects of the ptojec
thus far. Discussions with participating and nortipgating farmers, local fisherfolk and local
government officials suggest that these effectsehlbgen both positive and negative. However,
without quantification it is difficult to assesseth extent. Moreover, they are the product of other
changes already going on in the island such agrtwth of fishing. Positive impacts have included
an increase in population (a continued trend froegfote the project started), improved transport
(roads and ferry services), utilities (mobile phaevices), increased business, tourism and trade
(including purchases of food from farmers and figten), better access to financial services, higher
land values (though negative in regard to reabisatif oil palm area targets), increased investrirent
housing and access to government services. Negatigacts include increased pressure on
government services (especially education andtjeattduced access to forest resources, grear roa
hazards from the OPUL lorries, and anti-social &ha in villages and landing sites near the nugleu
estate associated with alcohol and prostitution.

Outgrower plot
Source: |FAD Evaluation Mission, 2009
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169. Overall, the positive impacts outweigh the negativees and the situation will most likely
improve with the harvesting and marketing of fflad)ereupon the cash flows will have a bigger
multiplier impact. It should be noted that somehaf negative impacts are being addressed by OPUL
while others in regard to provision of local govaent services will be most likely reversed once the
local government begins to generate oil palm-relfiscal revenues.

170. Any analysis of the rural poverty impact of the mallm subproject must take account of the fact
that it has developed in a context dominated byiriz Fishing on Lake Victoria and other inland
lakes has grown enormously since the late 1990$,fiah and fish-related products have become
Uganda’s biggest non-traditional exg8it In Kalangala, it is estimated that 60 per centtha
population is employed in fishing and fish-relatetivities®. Recently, however, over-fishing has
become a problem and the fish catch has startetkd¢tine. To better control the situation, local
governments are trying to reduce and consolidagentimber of fish-landing sites, which attract a
floating migrant population with a disproportionatember of young méff. This is reflected in the
2002 census figures for Bugala Island, which shoe of the highest population growth rates in the
country (6.5 per cent), a net migration rate of .53¥er cent, a sex ratio of 143 men to 100 women,
and a very small locally-born workforce (36 pertgen

171. The high incomes and ready cash provided by fishange stimulated the local economy and
provided an alternative to oil palm growing for yaoumen®. This has created shortages of labour on
the island, pushing up the price of hired labourlémd clearance and weeding by smallholders, and
thinly stretching the KOPGT loaH& OPUL has had to recruit on the mainland for theleus estate
(only 10 per cent of those recruited are from tland). Fishing has also had a number of social
consequences, including an extraordinarily highdeece of HIV/AIDS, which, at an estimated 30
per cent, is six times the national fateHIV/AIDS is spreading to the nucleus estate lalforce and

the farming communities, and will inevitably affegtoject beneficiaries. The high proportion of
woman-headed households caring for orphans initlages also limits women’s patrticipation in the
project.

Poverty status of small farmers on Bugala Island, @6

172. The baseline survey of May 2006 (before KOPGT athtd mobilize smallholders to grow oil
palm) showed extensive poverty among rural housishdost of them wer&ibanja tenants with
less than 3 acres of land producing food for homesamption, supplemented by fishing, timber
felling, charcoal burning and petty trade. Only@8 cent had more than primary-level education and
27 per cent had permanent housing structures. Mbshem had limited experience of farmer
organization or agricultural extension service® (&ppendix 5).

Household Income and Assets

173. The main asset for participating smallholders fase from improved land rights (certificates
of occupancy) and access to financial services.eSbhave benefited from cash saved from KOPGT

106 Data from the Uganda Export Promotion Board.

107 Between 2000 and 2006, the number of fishermeaiangala District rose from 5,128 to 9,706; fishi
craft increased from 2,486 to 4,797; and the nunobejill nets in use went from 58,357 to 241,62&tibnal
Report of the Frame Survey 2006 in the Ugandan &fatriake Victoria, Department of Fisheries Resosyce
Entebbe, 2006.

1% The landing site visited by the mission — onéhefbigger ones — had a population of 2,000.

109 Fisherfolk interviewed by the mission showedlditinterest in agricultural work; they maintainguht
fishing provided a higher (at least twice as muahdl more immediate cash income than work on théeunsic
estate. Being mainly migrants, few of them had emg¢stomary oKibanja access to land. Only a few of them
cultivated small plots near the landing site favdgroduction.

10 Between 2006 and 2009, the cost of weeding 1f kend rose from UGX 60,000 to UGX 100,000.

11 The Impact of HIV/AIDS on Fishing Communitigs Grellier, N. Tanzam. D. Lamberts and C. Howard
MRAG Ltd and Options Consultancy Services 2004.

43



loans provided for land clearance by using fanalydur. A few farmers with oil palm trials planted i
previous years were realising income from loca¢salf processed oil and soap. In some villages near
the nucleus estate, farmers have been able tcasetheir income from sales of food to the workers.
In most cases the extra income has been used ftar lwBet, family expenses and school fees.
However, the scale of this impact is small.

174. On the nucleus estate, 1,649 employees have lethdfibm employment, wages, housing,
subsidized food, free health care and social sgcuvlission discussions with plantation workers
revealed that employment on the estate compares feeourably with similar types of work
elsewhere (e.g. sugar plantatidfisind many are able to remit savings to their faitf origin.

Human and Social Capital and Empowerment

175. The main impact on this domain has been the ineckampowerment of the farmers,
particularly through the organization of the unideblock committees, membership of KOPGT and
the recently-formed KOPGA. These organizations jol®\a range of services such as settlement of
land disputes, access to extension services amd.ld&@rmers have learned how to elect officers,
conduct meetings and make reports. The establishofeKOPGT has also given the farmers a
stronger voice in their relations with OPUL.

176. Women have been actively encouraged to particippatee project; there is a reasonably high
proportion of them among the smallholders (32 partcbut fewer among the outgrowers (26 per
cent). Their participation as beneficiaries haggithem access to the unit and block committees and
to membership of KOPGT and KOPGA.

177. As far as education and health are concerned diti@ad to the use of cash loans for school fees,
there has been increased attendance in adulichtgr@grammes. The nucleus estate workers benefit
from the free health services provided by OPUL.

Food Security and Agricultural Productivity

178. The cash advances provided by the project haveibaoted to food security; however, food
security remains a challenge. Some of the farmésited by the mission said they experienced
shortages of food. In a few cases, this has beaoceexated by farmers allocating so much of their
land to oil palm that the remainder was not enotmhproduce sufficient food for their own
consumption. Some have even had to rent additiandl This situation is expected to be temporary
until the income from ffb harvesting enables thenbtiy food to compensate for their reduced food
production.

Natural Resources and the Environment

179. Bugala Island covers an area of 29,650 ha, of wabdut 17,000 ha is available for agriculture

once the forests, shoreline and urban space heaam &ecluded. Thus, when fully developed, the

10,000 ha of oil palm will represent 59 per centudp land and 34 per cent of the total land area.
Since it was decided in 2001 that there would belegazetting of protected areas, the island’s 12
central forest reserves, covering an area of 6/7@0have been fully protected throughout the
project’'s development, About 60 per cent of thedlgiven to OPUL was grassland and the forested
areas were already seriously degraded, with mositeoaluable timber already taken out. The table
below shows land use prior to plantation develograed the anticipated use in 2010:

M2 The nucleus estate pays a basic wage of UGX ZjB6iding food) per day and overtime at UGX 5@ p

extra hour for up to two hours. This is slightlyidw the going rate of UGX 3,000 on the island foskilled
labour, but above the rate of UGX 2,000 on the sptgntations and some mainland factories — aileasier
work.
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Table 4. Land Use on Bugala Island, Kalangala, 2062010

Approximate Area Covered (ha)
2004 2010

Forest reserves 6,700 6,700
Private forests 10,800 7,200
Wetlands 1,500 1,500
Grasslands and scrub 6,100 1,250
Cropping land 4,500 2,950
Oil palm plantations 0 10,000
Total land area 29,600 29,600

Source: Project M&E data

180. The project has recognized that agriculture, palgity on the scale and intensity intended for
Bugala, will have an impact on the environment.s@ish, priority has been given to environmental
concerns, particularly in terms of mitigating pdiehnegative effects. Respect for the environment
underpins all activities, which have included Elgror to project start-up, incorporating mitigation
measures to address the potential negative impants,compliance monitoring. All parties have
respected their commitments in terms of regularlgnitoring, reporting and following up any
emerging problems. The nucleus estate has beemogedeby OPUL in line with the guidelines for
palm oil development produced by the Roundtabl&wustainable Palm Oil.

181. The fact that oil palm plantations are developedy@sslands and secondary private forests has
limited the negative impact of lost biodiversityhelintroduction of a monoculture raises the risks o
disease and pests but the palm plantations haetedra habitat for birdlife. The 200-m buffer zone
along the shores of the lake has contributed tegoving the existing habitat for wildlife and haeh
improved through the planting of native tree specie

182. While land clearance can temporarily increase ileof soil erosion and siltation run-off into
the lake, there was limited evidence of this. TéEhhiques used for clearing grasslands minimiZe soi
erosion because only a circular area is clearelkdhand then planted. The techniques used for
clearing secondary and bush forest include cutlind stacking on the contour every 4 metres and
planting with cover crop, so the potential for évass greatly reduced. OPUL has encouraged the use
of felled trees for timber. The establishment odwsuppressing cover crops among the palm trees in
the first years is protecting the soil until thdnpdree canopy matures. The frequency and timing of
fertilizer applications have been carefully adapiedocal climatic and soil conditions, while micro
nutrients are applied only by qualified personreformation provided by the Kawanda Research
Institute confirms that no residual effects of agremicals have been found in lake water or soils.

183. There have been some complaints by local peopletaeouced access to forest and water
resources and more limited supply of environmeptatucts (timber, fuelwood, grass for thatching,
and gravel for construction). The NFA has mentioaedroachment on the central forest reserves by
local people. Monitoring of central forest reserts increased with the project, which has affected
the access of local people to these reserves. btorgt of compliance for the respect of the 200-m
lake-protection border has reduced access for xb@ation of natural resources by local people.
Fisherfolk have commented on the scarcity and as&d cost of timber for boat-building, although
this is a general problem throughout East Africa.
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Institutions and Policies

184. In addition to setting up KOPGT, which is providiimgportant services to farmers, the project
has provided increased resources for KDLG, paditythose departments most closely linked to the
project, such as the DAO, the district engineer tiredland survey departméfit This has enabled
them to improve service delivery on the island. ldwer, there is increased pressure on other KDLG
resources (e.g. in education and health) arisiog fihe general increase in population, to which the
project has contributétf. Clearance of private degraded forests has redfds’s income from
forest permits.

185. The intensive environmental monitoring programmegiNEMA a unique opportunity to gain
experience on the environmental risks and impacts @il palm plantation and processing mill. This
experience will be valuable for NEMA'’s assessmédnbibpalm projects elsewhere in Uganda and
also for the handling of environmental issues latien to other types of agroprocessing plants.

186. The improved infrastructure and increase in commkmctivity has enabled the historically
loss-making Stanbic Bank branch at Kalangala tooimec a sustainable profit-making branch,
providing improved access to formal financial seegi by both farmers and the local population. The
proposed additional massive infrastructure investnby InfraCd™ will further stimulate economic
activity on the island as a whole.

B. Traditional Oilseeds Subproject

187. The traditional oilseeds subproject has had a anbat rural poverty impact on all the impact
domains. Farmers have been able to add to thesetold and farm assets and invest in human
capital. Agricultural production and food securitgve increased, and farmers’ capacity to manage
their own economic affairs has improved throughmfar organizations. Environmental impacts are
negligible in the short run. The various implemegtpartners have been strengthened and are now
giving vegetable oil crops higher priority. Othart@s in the sunflower value chain have benefited
indirectly, thereby improving overall market efficicy and linkage.

188. Citronella farmers have realised similar benefitigh visible improvements in housing, farm
investments and empowerment through local groupsliaks to broader organizations such as the
Cooperative Society of Citronella Farmers. There, ahowever, some concerns about the
environmental impact of the distilleries.

Poverty Status of Oilseed Farmers in 1999, 2006 ara®09'®

189. The baseline survey shows that, in 1999, the dl$aeners were very poor: most of them lived
in grass thatched houses with mud walls, and ong/third had more than primary-level education.
The average amount of cultivated land per houselaki4.7 acres, of which one third was dedicated
to oilseed crops’. Only 36 per cent of households were solely deeitéo agriculture and the rest
had secondary sources of income, such as tradmzk-inaking, blacksmithing, handicrafts and
services. National household survey data for 198fyest that respondents in the baseline survey

13 The 1998 Land Act requires the establishmentutifcBunty Land Committees. Kalangala is so far thig o

district with such Land Committees in the subcaesitvhere the project is working.

The mission was told there is only one doctortfa district and a scarcity of medicines. There amly
two teachers per 100 pupils.
15 InfraCo is a donor-funded infrastructure develepmcompany, which, in partnership with MFPED, will
invest US$45 million in the development of new, aetiabilitation of existing, infrastructure (fesieroads,
water and power supply) on the island.
16 Further details at Appendix 5.
17 Although there were some differences in the sfzandholdings between the districts — with Likatakwi
and Kumi having the most — the amounts of cultiddeand and the proportion dedicated to oilseed cwere
very similar.
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were poorer than the average for districts whereDPOwas operating (as measured by house
construction, for example), see para. 221.

190. Unfortunately, as the IAS did not repeat the s@gonomic ranking questions in 2006, it is not
possible to compare the poverty status of this samyth the baseline farmers directly (see
Appendix 2). However, there is much anecdotal evtdeof improvements in living standards among
the oilseed farmers in the report, which is alsativaed in supervision reports and was confirmed in
mission PRA discussions. However, an IAS questiomawv respondents used the income generated
by oilseed sales and processing indicates thae®sgnt of them had realised some positive benefit.
The most favoured items were school fees, mediasd @nd daily running expenses (food and
upkeep). A smaller number had invested in the f&ouse construction — which is so visibly striking
when travelling around the area — was only mentidneabout one quarter of the respondents, which
may indicate that it is only undertaken graduaftgraa period of sunflower growing.

Sunflower seeds, Mbale
Source: IFAD Evaluation Mission, 2009

191. The mission PRA work found consistent criteria otis-economic ranking in all the sites
visited. These included: landholding, ownershipivastock, material for house construction, number
of meals per day, type and level of school attenbigdhe children, and possession of vehicles,
motorcycles and bicycles (see Appendix 5, tabl&3. Between three to five socio-economic groups
were identified, ranging from ‘rich’ to ‘very pooiHowever, most households were positioned in the
mid-range, with an average farm garden of 2-6 a@esaflower growers were perceived to be better
off than non-growers because of the increase in soeio-economic status, but sunflower was grown
by farmers across all socio-economic groups. Etenlandless — of whom there were only a few —
would rent land in order to grow a small sunfloypkat.

192. Farmers with more land and productive assets ssicix ploughs were able to dedicate a larger
acreage to sunflower and thus generate more indbame those with smaller sunflower plots. It
appears that the larger farmers were also moréy likeoffer their land for seed multiplication and
demonstration plots, to participate in project \attds and to assume leadership positions in the
farmer groups. Thus there was an increasing diffextton in socio-economic status among the
communities associated with sunflower growing. Thiscess was more marked in some districts
such as Mbale and Masindi than in others like Sowmtere families were still in the process of
reconstructing their homesteads after returninghftbe IDP camps. Nevertheless, the main pattern
was one of a general accumulation of socio-econaaittis among all sunflower farmers. The same
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pattern was observed among the citronella farnBers.3 provides some examples of these patterns of
wealth accumulation among the sunflower farmers.

Box 3. Increase in Socio-economic Position Among &flower Farmers

Grace Wasirwa, a widow from Bufuhula Parish, MHaistrict, grew half an acre of sunflower in 200p.
She processed the oil, which gave her funds tofiveychickens; she eventually sold these and boyght
a goat. The next year she processed 25 litresl,ofvhich she sold at UGX 5,000 per litre. With thi
plus the sale of the goat at UGX 30,000, she boagjuarter of an acre of land at UGX 85,000 in 2004
She is now building her permanent house.

[

Jimmy Okalo from Abuli-Atana Parish, Apac Distristarted with 1 acre of sunflower in 2005 and wjth

the proceeds he bought a goat. The next year Imedl@ acres and bought a sewing machine for| his
wife. The following two years he planted 3 acred aet up a bee-keeping business. He is also using t
money for family maintenance, especially a moreehdiet.

James Okidi from the same parish started with & a€isunflower in 2005, and now plants 2.5 acres.
He has used the money to make bricks for a permidrmerse, buy roofing sheets and pay school fees.
He has also joined a group of five farmers in pasihg a motorcycle, which they will use abada
bodataxi.

John Onoo from Abadmuno, Lira District, bought ava@nd an ox plough with his sunflower proceeds.

He has gradually acquired 3 acres of land and ycleiand has taken a second wife. He has bullt a
brick-wall house with an iron roof and is currenggying UGX 188,000 in fees for two children pt
secondary school.

Household Income and Assets

193. Improving farmers’ cash income is in large measlgpendent on increasing the profitability of
the crop for farmers. The analysis of productiostsporevenue and realised margins shows that
smallholder production and processing of oilsesdgenerating positive returns and raising household
incomes. In the case of citronella, the high eshbient costs substantially erode profitabilityidgr

the first year of production. Beyond this phaseyéer, the crop is very profitable (see Appendix 7)

194. The project has not gathered precise data on holesétome at any time, although limited
indirect data are available. The IAS asked aboutcss of income before and after 2000, and learned
that oilseed sales had increased significantly hees mhain source of household income and that
sunflower had overtaken groundnut as the singlet imgortant source. Two thirds of citronella
growers said that their income had improved asaltref citronella growing®.

195. The increase in income is implied by the evidentimareasing investment in economic assets.
From mission interviews with farmers, it is clebat sunflower production has expanded income from
the sale of seed, cake and oil. It has also gestraew income streams from complementary
enterprises, such as bee-keeping, poultry, pigdimge fish-farming and cooked food sales, and
facilitated diversification into non-agriculturakrtures such as trading, brick-making and transport
Some farmers have invested in land and urban pxggder their own use or for rental income.

196. Sunflower growing has directly or indirectly inceeal employment opportunities in the area.
According to the IAS, 86 per cent of farmers hidadbour for land preparation, weeding and
harvesting. The Ram press has also increased defoamdachine operators and artisans making
repairs. The higher volume of trading and millireshincreased opportunities for traders, transporter
and mill workers. Many of these employment oppdttes are seasonal — linked to the two sunflower
harvests — but they constitute an important exdatace of income for youths and the landless. Some

18 |mpact of Citronella on Food SecuritylAAIF, 2008.
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youths have engaged in sunflower-related activitiegsrder to raise money and buy goats and cows
for marriage.

197. The immediate benefit of increased income and eynpbmt is higher expenditure on food,
clothing, home furnishings (mattresses, blanketg) eonsumer durables such as radios, sewing
machines, mobile phones and bicycles. Improvemernti®use construction are made gradually over
the years, with mud and wattle walls being repldmgdiud and baked bricks and grass roofs by iron-
sheeted roofs. The traditional mud granary is @alay a larger, permanent structure.

198. The increased income streams have enhanced theityapfafarmers’ organizations to engage
in savings and credit activities (e.g. village b&nkvhich are providing financial services to farme
who have traditionally lacked access to them. Thesevices enable farmers to improve their
production capacity and to meet social needs.

Human and Social Capital and Empowerment

199. Human capital. By far the greatest poverty-reducing effect of {m®ject has been the
beneficiaries’ increased ability to pay school fédss has enabled farmers’ children to stay irosth
longer and to have access to better-quality (pEvethooling. The mission met one farmer who, from
a piggery that was using his sunflower cake, hadnfted his children’s education up to university
degree level. Expenditure on health services, sischospital charges, was another important item.
The nutritional benefit from increased consumptibregetable oil is another contributor to improved
health status (see para. 204).

200. Social capital and empowermentThe farmer groups formed and strengthened by VO&# h
been an important mechanism of empowerment. Thntérrial organizational capacity has been
enhanced by the project’s training on group dynam&adership, business management and PPM&E.
Most of the groups have formal constitutions witkac objectives and procedures for handling
finances and electing office bearers. The memleskthey are better able to address problems on
their own without having to rely on outsiders. Thang now linked to a larger number of external
organizations and have more confidence in relatngeople in authority. Some farmer group leaders
have gone on to become locally-elected officials.

201. Sunflower growing has helped to improve women'sitpws by further breaking down the
traditional gender division of labour on the faimgreasing women’s access to farm assets and new
income-generating activities such as sales ofrall @oked food, and promoting their participation i
and leadership of farmer groups. The IAS shows @hednsiderable number of ‘women’s tasks’ are
now undertaken as a family activity, and there iscmjoint participation in decision-making. On
average, slightly more farmer group members wermevothan men and half of the office bearers
were women. Some women’s groups work collectivelgt have built up common assets such as ox
ploughs, bee-keeping enterprises, a poultry hondegaats, and now have their own marketing store
and savings and credit system. They have bendfited the team-work and mutual support provided
by the group.

Food Security and Agricultural Productivity

202. Food security and nutrition. The PRA work established that farmers are stillntzining a

highly diversified farming system, growing a widenge of cash and food crops and rearing small
livestock. Food crops are still given priority, esjally when the rains are more certain. Sunflower
was grown on one third to one quarter of the alkldand on average, but it varied by season. The
proportion of land allocated to cash crops waselaegnong farmers with more land, and the increased
income has allowed them to buy food to an exteat thore than compensates for the reduced land
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available for their own food production. This wasoathe case for citronella farmers where the
requirement for land is sméit.

203. According to the PRA discussions, all farmers caifdrd at least two meals per day (although
the poorer ones had less in the dry season) aad gmgphasis was placed on the possibility of having
a more varied diet. In the IAS, 71 per cent offdreners felt that VODP interventions had contriloute
to improved food security; the proportion of farséacing chronic food shortages had dropped since
2000.

204. The project has generated nutritional benefits frimereased cooking oil consumptidh
Farmers interviewed by the mission stated that tb@msumption of cooking oil had increased, and
retailers interviewed by IAS said that vegetablengis one of the fastest-selling commodities in the
villages?™. Farmers who processed their own oil thought i whbetter quality than commercial oil
and it made their skin smoother and their bodiedthier.

Box 4. Increased Consumption of Vegetable Oil

‘Now we are using about 1.5 litres of oil per wedke used to go without before.” (Chairman of Mpumwe
Farmers’ Association, Masindi)

‘I grind the Sunfola at the marketing asociation &ning the oil home for our own use. It is too empive in the
shops so we never bought it before — only when agethe money.’ (Young man, Masindi).

‘Every household is now using cooking oil twiceaydompared to times when cooking oil was a dream t
many families, who had to depend on simsim pa@téember of Atana Women’s Group, Apac)

‘We use a 1.5-litre bottle per week compared witly@ small Fanta bottle (300 ml) before. The afefdare
healthier now because of the improved diet andceignts.’ (Man, Masindi)

‘Look at me, | am black and beautiful because ofsmgflower oil.” (Chairwoman, Mbale farmer group)

205. Agricultural productivity. The project has had a remarkable impact on theubuapd
productivity of oilseeds — particularly sunflowéts mentioned earlier (para. 87), the area planted t
sunflower with VODP support rose, the average agqaanted per farmer increased, and harvested
output and yields per acre improved. However, aklgiwere averaging just above 50 per cent of the
yield potential achieved by the research instituesials on farmers’ fields, there is still roofor
improvement.

206. An econometric yield analysis based on IAS datawshthat sunflower yields (kilogram
harvested/acre cultivated) were positively affeddgdthe use of fertilizer and longer experience of
growing sunflower, and were negatively affectedsbgd density and intercropping. This suggests that
VODP-supported extension has already had an imgiack it has always emphasized these improved
cultivation practices. The experience variable raBsp be picking up increased use of recommended
practices.

119 Citronella growers allocated only 10 per centhair land to this crop on average, and much motfedd

crops or livestockimpact of Citronella on Food SecuritylAAIF 2008.
120" vyODP has promoted the consumption of cookingtlmibugh the extension staff and the mass media:
‘Vegetable oil is good for your health; sunflowsrthe best vegetable oil; it is pure and has misiéke iron
that are good for you.” NB World Vision was als@proting these messages through their nutritionsclub

80 per cent of locally-processed oil is sold éighbours, local traders, schools and restaur&@sf 29.
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207. However, despite the fact that almost all the swnér farmers met were aware of these
practices, they did not always apply them. With enconsistent application of the improved practices,
yields might have been higher. Labour shortageslacki of mechanization have also constrained
production and productivitf’. Transport of produce is often a problem when wiamg sunflower
seed and bringing citronella to the distilling gest

Natural Resources and the Environment

208. The cultivation methods used for oilseeds with viiitle use of fertilizer or pesticides, have
limited negative environmental impacts, althougis theans that soil fertility is being depleted. The
risk of soil erosion is no greater in the cultieatiof traditional oilseeds than in other cash crepsl

in some areas the increased income from oilseesignieant that charcoal burning has declined as a
source of livelihood, thereby reducing deforestatio

209. Citronella and lemon grass-growing have potentiafigative environmental effects because of
the need for fuelwood for distilling. This is aliat scarce commodity in the growing areas and,ewhil
the recent practice of tree planting is to be wealed, it may not be sufficient to discourage
deforestation in the short term.

Institutions and Policies

210. The use of the district extension service for mbjenplementation has increased staff
commitment to vegetable oilseed production. Thesmsc have become part of the mainstream
extension package and are increasingly figuringdistrict development plans. The skills and
knowledge of the extension staff have increasealr@sult of project training and practical expecin
with oilseed cultivation.

211. There has been a substantial economic impact eatprimilling activities, particularly around
Lira. Many milling facilities, some of them largeqzacity, have been set up and other trading
businesses that have benefited from the productseuenues from sunflower, such as input dealers
and traders in animal feed, have substantiallyem®ed and expanded.

212. Though not well captured in the district revenuéadéhe oil seeds value chain is contributing
reasonable revenue flows to the district and mpalciocal governments, where the production of
sunflower has gained good ground. In Lira, for epanthe local government acknowledges the
impact of sunflower production on revenue generatio local governments, including taxes on mills
and mill workers, and taxes and licenses on comghtany businesses.

213. Government allocations to the NARO research instiwvere previously so low that only very
limited research could be carried out on vegetailerops. VODP’s cooperation with NARO has
contributed to the updating and development of Kaedge and skills in the participating research
institutes. Their performance in the breeding ofvnarieties of traditional oil seeds, screening of
cultivars, etc., has improved with the extra resesar

214. VODP support enabled the UNBS to develop its temdinand human resource capacity to
develop food standards for many other subsectos&lé® vegetable oils, and to gain international
status as a food standards certification institutio also helped it pioneer new methods of working
with small producers, such as farmers, which theycansidering replicating for other products.

122 5ome farmers mentioned the need for ox-plougbimices for land preparation and mechanized sowing

and threshing of sunflower, indicating that mariahbur is not always abundantly available.
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C. Overall Rural Poverty Impact Ratings

215. Ratings for the rural poverty impact of the projesta whole are presented in table 5 below.
There were major differences in the impact of the main subprojects. The traditional oilseeds and
citronella areas had seen improvements in thetfirste domains but these were offset by the lower
impact of the oil palm subproject in such domahiswever, both subprojects had similar impacts on
natural resources and the environment and ondtistis and policies. The overall assessment of rura
poverty impact across all domains is not calculaeghmetically, but is based on a judgement of all
criteria taken together. Bearing in mind the gre@tgact in the traditional oilseeds subproject and
the much greater number of beneficiaries, the divexiing is 5 (satisfactory).

Table 5. Rural Poverty Impact Ratings by Impact Donain and Overall

Rural impact domain Overall
Household income and assets 5
Human and social capital and empowerment 5
Food security and agricultural productivity 4
Natural resources and the environment 4
Institutions and policies 5
Overall rural poverty impact 5

D. Goal-level Impacts

216. This section looks at the project’s contributioritsobroader goals, namely, national production
of vegetable oil crops (sunflower in particular)pnaestic vegetable oil consumption; import
substitution of vegetable oils; and rural povegguction. Since there are many influences on these
aggregate processes besides that of the VODPqdtt isossible to attribute any changes to the ptoje
alone. The point is to examine the broader trendshich the project contributes. The results below
and in Appendix 6 show that there was a generak@se in sunflower production during the project
period (to which VODP contributed about 45 per ¢erg008) and that there was a general increase in
household consumption of cooking oil, particularythe VODP districts. There is some evidence of
an import substitution effect of the increased paiidn of vegetable oils but this has fluctuateérov
the years. Finally, there is evidence of improvets@nliving standards in the VODP districts, bug t
poverty headcount figure (proportion of househdle®w the poverty line) actually increased because
of wider contextual factors such as adverse weathdrinsecurity. VODP’s contribution to poverty
reduction was therefore likely to have been quitally-specific.

217. Contribution to vegetable oil crop and sunflower poduction. MAAIF has collected data on
the area planted with vegetable oil crops sinced1@81 with sunflower since 1992. The data show
that there has been a general increase in theplpeted with all vegetable oil crops since theyearl
1990s but that the rate of expansion accelerated H98. The area planted with sunflower increased
particularly rapidly, although it is still only argll proportion of total oilseed acreage (21 petde
2008). Figure 4 shows the rapid growth in sunflowerduction and plantings since 2000; VODP’s
contribution matches this trend in the early yeamsl again in 2008, but is more erratic in the
intervening years because of the insecurity andgtrbalready discussed. However, VODP may have
contributed indirectly to the larger trend as thiial expansion prompted an increase in seed sales
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and milling, which in turn stimulated further exjgéon in sunflower cultivation beyond the VODP-
supported group¥’

Figure 4. Sunflower Production, National and VODP

250
200 ==

150 _/'?;;QQ —e— Area planted ('000
100 hect)
50 ,E.E.z.;.;nitﬂ’./ A _ —=— Prod'n ('000 tonnes)

O T T T T T T T T T T
1992 1994 1996 1998 20002002 2004 2006 2008

VODP planted (‘000
hect)
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218. Consumption of vegetable oilThe Uganda national household surveys provide nmétion on
householdconsumption of cooking oil for 1999/2000, 2002/208nd 2005/2008" Data were
extracted for all Uganda, all rural and for the ‘DB districts.” The data show that the consumptibn o
cooking oil increased at all levels, partly owiggopulation increases. However, the percentage of
households consuming cooking oil was also increggasas was the average oil consumption per
household. Moreover, average household oil consomptas higher in the VODP districts and it
grew faster than among the average rural populatiofiortunately, no national-level nutrition data
exist that would make it possible to measure thatimnal benefits of increased oil consumption.

219. Import substitution. It has not been possible to assess the extent wiestc demand,
production and import substitution of vegetables @il Uganda. The mission was told that increased
national production of vegetable oil had not keatg with domestic demand, which has been rising
because of the increase in population and reduceery*”. However, it proved extremely difficult
to obtain data that would confirm this. The onlydence available to the mission comes from the
IAS, which suggests that there was an import switistn effect between 1999 and 2005, although
Uganda was still dependent on imports for over li@lfconsumption of vegetable oil in 2005.
However, it was not possible to confirm these teend

220. Data from MAAIF on vegetable oil imports (by volujnrghow that, while the composition of
vegetable oil imports is very diverse, it is don@thby palm oil imports (as much as 70-80 per gent
some years). In contrast, sunflower oil imports megligible (less than 1 per cent of imports). The
main import substitution effect would therefore @from the oil palm subproject, which is not yet
producing palm oil. On the contrary, imports of dgupalm oil may have increased with the
establishment of the BIDCO refinery at Jinja. Hoewthere are considerable fluctuations in the
levels of imports and a separate analysis wouldtfeired to establish what has been going on.

12 These broader effects were reiterated on numeseeasions during mission meetings, but it hasbeen
possible to quantify them.
124 The household surveys capture consumption of ingokil during the seven days prior to the intevvie
Household-specific units of measurement are coagertto litres.

Mission interview with managing director of BIDCO
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221. Poverty reduction. Poverty data were extracted from the national Hooise surveys of
1999/2000, 2002/2003 and 2005/2006 for the natipopllation, the total rural population and the
VODP district$®®. The headcount data show that poverty was hightrd VODP districts than in all
rural areas, which confirms the appropriatenesthefproject’s initial targeting of districts. Ateh
national level, poverty rose slightly in 2002/2008t fell substantially in 2005/2088. This was
reflected in the rural figures as well. The VODRtdcts exhibited a similar trend, although poverty
rose more during 2002/2003 and declined less irstiisequent period so the poverty headcount was
higher in 2005/2006 than in 1999/2000. Thus it wloappear that the significant improvements in
livelihoods realised in the sunflower-growing areasre not reflected in the broader regional
situation. Of course, it could be argued that pyveright have been even higher without the project.

222. In order to investigate non-monetary aspects ofepgy data were also extracted from a
selection of indicators that had proved to be sgfiprassociated with poverty. The data show
significant improvements in these indicators durihg three survey round& For instance, in the
VODP districts, the proportion of households boiirgyvor going without salt reduced from 63 per
cent in 1999/2000 to 37 per cent in 2005/2006. pimportion with permanent (baked-brick) walls
rose from 53 per cent to 58 per cent in the samedgend the proportion with permanent roofs went
from 26 per cent to 33 per cent. However, despiése improvements, the VODP districts remained
poorer than the rural average.

223. In summary, poverty in the VODP districts was morarked compared with that of the rural
population in general, and it actually increasevben 1999/2000 and 2005/2006. On the other hand,
performance in terms of non-monetary poverty indicashowed improvements over the period. The
latter data are consistent with the changes maeidesy VODP beneficiaries. The project’'s direct
contribution to poverty reduction in rural areaswabprobably be more marked in the sunflower-
growing communities. It would also have made anirgad contribution to urban employment
expansion associated with the new milling and trgdipportunities in the towns, but this effect was
not measured.

Box 5. Key Points — Rural Poverty Impact

have been many indirect effects of the project.r@\ethe positive impacts outweigh the negative
ones and the situation will most likely improve enthe harvesting and marketing of ffl
commences

- The traditional oilseeds subproject has had a anhat rural poverty reduction impact on all the
impact domains

- With regard to the project’s contribution to itsobder goals, the results show that there wds a
general increase in sunflower production during pheject period and a general increase|in
household consumption of cooking oil, particulaimyVVODP districts. VODP’s contribution tg
poverty reduction was likely to have been quitealespecific.

- The main impacts of the oil palm subproject onipgrating farmers are yet to be realised but thtFre

S

126 Data were also disaggregated for pilot and expardistricts and for the separate districts, et tesults

were not reliable because of the small numbersvedo

127 The rise in poverty between 1999/2000 and 20@326 thought to be mainly due to a change in censu
methodology (see para. 19 above).

128 The difference in these trends is due to the fiaat such non-monetary aspects are not reflecteti
basket of goods used for the household consumpttm
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VII. INNOVATION AND SUSTAINABILITY
A. Innovation, Replication and Scaling up

224, Oil Palm Subproject. This is the first major PPP in Uganda and is afeofirst for IFAD. It

has pioneered new forms of cooperation betweeprikiate sector, local and national government and
farmer organizations. This cooperation has exterimg@nd the sphere of direct production to the
broader provision of local services and environ@entanagement. The PPP brought a major new
investor to the country, with relevant new knowledffom Malaysia. Although the plantation mode
of production with a nucleus estate/outgrower/shaddler combination is widely practised in other
countries, it is new to Uganda.

225. The structure and functions of KOPGT are very iraive, particularly the mechanisms for
protecting farmers’ interests vis-a-vis the nuclestate. There are three critical innovative eldsmen

. The pricing formula for ffb harvests is linked tbet world price in Malaysia, which
includes the cost of transporting crude oil to mhiél in Jinja. This means that farmers are not
price-takers; and OPUL is not a price-setter. Mogier arrangements with smallholder
producers have broken down because of the verptimes pailf®

. With the purchase of the 10 per cent shareholdir@RIUL, smallholders are represented
on OPUL'’s Board, so they are part of the discussalyout the company; and

. OPUL provides seedlings and fertilizer at costnmabholders so they benefit from the
economies of scale and logistic organization iniiplit modern production. For farmers, oil
palm seedlings would not otherwise be available thedpurchase price of fertilizer would be
much higher.

226. The above innovations support equity for smallhada their relationship with the private
sector. Besides, the loan scheme is also new ty s@allholders, although it has been applied in
other Ugandan plantation outgrower systems.

227. Traditional Oilseeds Subproject. The type and method of project intervention drewtried
and tested approaches to increasing agricultuygtion and productivity by improving (a) the
quality and quantity of inputs (in this case, seadeties); (b) the agronomic practices of smatiieol
farmers through training and extension advice; @dreturns to farmers through value addition.
However, a particular innovation was the incorpiorabf a component on the development of food
standards — something only recently adopted inlainprojects. What was also novel — at least to
Uganda — was situating these activities within arenmtegrated subsectoral approach aimed at
improving linkages in the sunflower value chain.

228. The subproject’s main strength was less in innowathan in replicating and scaling up the
approach to a large geographical area. As mentieadir, it was able to expand from working in the
six pilot districts to eight neighbouring distridts 2002. Its ability to do so rested primarily tre
strategy of working through local government stunes that had the mandate, if not the resources, to
cover a large number of districts. Further scalipgis now in the hands of the private sector. Rolic
dialogue arising from this process of scaling updimg taken forward by OSSUP.

229. Essential Oils Subproject.The development of niche markets for high-valuepsréor poor
farmers is very innovative. It requires very spkoé knowledge and contacts with international
markets, which are only now being developed assaltref the project. There is currently little
cultivation of essential oil crops in Uganda andstressential oils used by industry are imported.

129 por example, British American Tobacco in Kenyanhro in Zambia with cotton, etc.
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230. Rating for innovation. Bearing in mind the high degree of innovationtie bil palm PPP, the
incorporation of innovative elements regarding fata@ndards and essential oils, and the substantial
replication and scaling up of the traditional odde subproject, the overall rating for innovation,
replication and scaling up is 5 (satisfactory).

B. Sustainability

231. Oil Palm Subproject. The overall sustainability of this subproject ighly dependent on that

of the private investor, on whom the harvestingcpssing and eventual sale of the palm oil depends.
The commitment of the investor and its own sustalitg are not in doubt. It is underpinned by the
heavy financial investment so far incurred, supgmbiy well-functioning forward market linkages
already established on the basis of the sale dgiegf(imported) crude palm oil. The market for
cooking oil in Uganda and in the region, for whBHDCO already commands a reasonable share, is
both robust and growing.

232. The sustainability of outgrower and smallholdettipgration in the project will hinge largely on
the level of benefits realised through the ffb lestg. Both groups have had to wait a long time for
this, and expectations are high. There is everggeat that, providing the logistics for collectioh
ffbs are sorted out, the price formula is correetpplied and the pricing committee performs its
monitoring function properly, the harvests will daccessful. The level of cash income to resource-
poor farmers is likely to meet if not surpass theipectations and may attract higher levels of
participation in future.

233. The sustainability of the outgrower operation o, however, depend on the degree of trust
and cooperation that exists between OPUL and thenei®. This will require improved
communication with the outgrowers about the inpatsl services being supplied to their fields,
symbolic markers of their field boundaries, and teailability of a mechanism for greater
involvement in field management for those who wish

234. The sustainability of the smallholders’ operatiafso hinges on the accumulation of agronomic
skills regarding their oil palm plots, which in tudepends on improving the quality of extension
advice provided by KOPGT. The current system iscfiaming well and there are no alternative
suppliers of extension advié®@ However, the KOPGT field staff will require fueth training by
OPUL to extend and deepen their knowledge of oimpagronomy. OPUL would be probably
prepared to provide this because they have aresttar achieving the maximum yield of oil from the
ffbs harvested, but financing would need to be tbfrom some quarter. The smallholder operations
are also highly dependent on the KOPGT loans, wkastinability depends on the effectiveness of
the proposed mechanism for credit recovery andue made of the reflows. This loan recovery
mechanism should certainly work as long as thergoisd cooperation and coordination among
KOPGT, OPUL and the smallholder loan beneficiaries.

235. The sustainability of KOPGT will depend on its fi@s, management, staffing and relations
with its principal stakeholders (OPUL, KOPGA, KDL&hd the Government). There are no major
questions about the last three because, on theewK@PGT is staffed and managed well and has
excellent relations with its stakeholders. The majeestion, then, is its financial sustainabilithe
Trust finances consist primarily of IFAD loan funansferred by the Government through the PCO,
and beneficiaries’ membership and annual subseoripfees. The annual income from KOPGT
membership fees would be barely 6 per cent ofutseait running costs, assuming a full complement
of 3,500 ha chargeable at UGX 5,000 (US$3) per pereyear.However, KOPGT's staffing and
running costs will decline once the full complemehbutgrower and smallholder oil palm plantations
is reached, the need for extension advice and lmaosver plantation establishment declines and the

130 NAADS does not have the expertise to delivepaiin extension, KDLG does not have the resourcds an

OPUL does not have the desire. In mission intersjeg®PUL expressed a clear preference for the dusgestem
— which is similar to that prevailing in Malaysiae-continue.
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loan recovery mechanism is well established. AlgioOPGT’s financial position is not currently
sustainable without continued funding from IFADyieas options have been proposed that suggest a
more sustainable future at a lower level of operaitl. The mission felt that these and other possible
options to address the financial sustainabilityk@PGT (such as charging for extension or other
services, levying cess on the marketed ffbs oirieiga portion of the reflows) should be explored

as soon as possible.

236. Ultimately KOPGT's sustainability will depend orsitonversion into a fully self-financing
private company or a wholly farmer-owned organizatiln the latter respect, the establishment of
KOPGA presents options for the future. Althouglhas not yet marshalled any financial strength of
its own, it might at some stage be able to payKitGPGT services. Alternatively, it could assume
some of KOPGT'’s representational functions, cotbpt KOPGT secretariat for extension services
and render a separate trust unnecessary.

237. The environmental sustainability of the oil palnamhtions is assured by the strict monitoring
system that has been put in place and by the Hattthe current production practices are apprapriat
for the environment.

238. Traditional Oilseeds Subproject. The sustainability of the subproject's main output
sunflower production — hinges on the efficiencytlod value chain, which will ensure a continuing
demand for the product at reasonable levels ofitplilfity for all stakeholders. Although these
efficiencies have improved during the project perinot least because of the increased output from
farmers, a number of weaknesses remain (see dketailalysis at Appendix 7). Nevertheless,
sunflower production is likely to be sustainablithe medium term.

239. Five key elements call for attention: adequate sagaply; farmer productivity levels; value
addition in terms of milling; quality of the posatvest marketed produce; and the existence and
stability of the market. Seed supply is currentty sustainable. Seed multiplication of both ‘Suafol
and hybrids are not well defined and imports of ri/lseed are not very reliable. Private seed
companies need to be more actively involved invidlele chain in order to enhance sustainability of
sunflower seed supplies. Realisation of higherifzrait the farm level is still largely constrainbey

high unit costs of production, arising from mantedthnologies, low productivity and poor produce
quality. Growers who are adding value to their piclby pressing oil are realising higher profitst, b
there are constraints on the capacity of the mamealkes promoted by the project.

240. Both farmers and millers are aware of the needhigiher post-harvest quality sunflower grain
to improve their profitability. The major problerhsre are poor storage, limited access to post-barve
handling equipment and materials, and the behawbuniddlemen who mix good and bad grains
together. It is evident that the millers are reéatjssustainable profits but there is a clear denfand
more formal finance in the private sector to cosieort-term working capital requirements, as they
have had limited success in obtaining credit fromarcial institutions. The market for sunflower
exists, is stable and is growing. However, therstiié room for improving market efficiency and
returns to the farmers. To date, there is limiteliective bulking and marketing of the sunfloweor
by farmers, which would increase their bargainimgver, enhance the quality of the produce
marketed, and realise better prices f5f.it

241. The sustainability of the project implementing pars is more in doubt. Although DAOs were
the most appropriate institutions to provide extmsupport to the farmers, chronic budget under-
funding, inadequate local revenue generation ard-@windling staff levels are unlikely to permit
continued project support without external fundifdne situation is further complicated by the

131
132

Supervision mission June 2008: Institutions Depalent and Microfinance Technical Report.

The levying of cess has worked effectively in twfee and cotton sectors for ensuring the fir@nci
sustainability of their regulatory bodies, the UCBAd CDO. There have been no reflows from the Igets

133 |n a few cases where farmers’ marketing associatiexist and function well, the farmers are alyead
obtaining better prices.
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ongoing uncertainty about the extension roles ef BIAOs and NAADS. Likewise, government
funding of the NARO research institutes is hightgdequate, despite the establishment of revolving
funds with the proceeds from sales of breeder seested companies. These funds could support
some limited research activities related to develpt of new varieties, but would be unlikely to
cover the research requirements fully. SimilarlyNBS's work on food standards will not be
sustainable until certification is more widespread the associated revenues are forthcoming. In the
meantime, government funding is inadequate. Tramkily, UOSPA has depended on grants from
donors and has not built up its capacity for finahsustainability. As such, it can not on its own
sustain the activities it has been implementinthan VODP traditional oil seeds subproject. AT-U is
no longer active in the area because donor funeiiigd.

242. In the longer term, the physical sustainabilitysahflower may be threatened by reduced soil
fertility. The improved cultivation practices proted by the project may have postponed this effect i
the short term, but the lack of attention to seitifity and appropriate use of fertilizer may witely
threaten the sustainability of this crop. Anothisk to sustainability is deterioration of the foation
seed, for example, owing to reduced disease taterarhe NARO research institutes need to continue
to ensure that optimum quality seed is available.

243. Essential Oils Subproject.The sustainability of benefits from the work orsesial oil crops
depends on completing the task of identifying angrbving linkages in the relevant value chains so
that the knowledge generated by the research caiomeerted into commercial opportunities with
benefits for farmers. Crops suitable for developimteave been found, and the farmers are keen to
pursue these opportunities. However, the subprajaotently depends on a single implementing
research partner, whose funding is totally reliamtexternal funding and therefore precarious. There
are no signs that the Government/NARO will repldoD funding at the end of the project. As far as
the main crop — citronella — is concerned, theillilig}f process does not appear to be environmsntall
sustainable and although a potential market has tolsmtified, no regular orders have been secured
as yet. This situation is not unusual for the R&Bage of crop development and could well be
rectified with appropriate development intervensipbut it is not sustainable at present.

244, Rating for sustainability. In general, the actual or potential benefits frivaditional oilseeds
and oil palm are sustainable. Farmers are comntittesiowing the crops, they have the expertise to
do so thanks to extension support from the projant the market is assured by private-sector
investments in marketing and processing. Howeberetare doubts about the financial sustainability
of KOPGT on which the sustainability of smallholaérpalm production will still depend in the short
run. There are also doubts about the sustainalfitye various partners in the traditional oilseed
subproject, and the R&D of essential oil cropsas currently sustainable without external funding.
Therefore the overall rating for sustainabilityigmoderately satisfactory).

Box 6. Key Points — Innovation, Replication and Suainability

- The oil palm subproject is the first major PPP lganda and for IFAD. The structure apd
functions of KOPGT are innovative, as is the depalent of niche markets of high-valye
essential oil crops for poor farmers.

- The main strength of the traditional oilseeds sajgat was in replicating and scaling up the
approach to a large geographical area by workirautih local government structures.

- The actual or potential benefits from oil palm amdditional oilseeds are sustainabje.
However, the financial sustainability of KOPGT isparious and there are doubts about|the
sustainability of the implementing partners in tiaditional oilseeds and essential gils
subprojects.
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VIIl. PARTNER PERFORMANCE

IFAD. The Fund was closely involved in the design of WDI[Substantial resources were invested
in the appraisal process, with numerous designdawdlopment teams, a wide range of specialists
and a very consultative process. However, while diegign of the oil palm subproject was
technically sound, it proved to be of dubious comuiad viability and there was insufficient
analysis of the socio-economic context, which reslin slow uptake by farmers. On the other
hand, IFAD enhanced the pro-poor focus of the alfrpsubproject by ensuring a fair price-setting
mechanism for ffbs, thereby supporting the smatlimg) element, and by ensuring the setting up of
KOPGT and its participation on OPUL’s board. Thadarights requirement for smallholder
registration was simplified to ensure that as mi@ngners as possible could participate. IFAD also
recommended the setting up of the IMS to ensurectindronmental issues were addressed.

245. IFAD gave important behind-the-scenes support to theement during the difficult process
of securing a private investor and subsequent regots over the redesign of the oil palm subprojec
Its continued support after the World Bank’'s withdal as cooperating institution was much
appreciated by all players. The Fund also helpednitigating negative publicity by providing
information/clarifications to donors and sponsorpblicity in the international media. In the more
recent past, when there have been difficulties BHfBCO over the Government’s delay in securing
land for the nucleus estate, IFAD played an impuntaediating role between the two parties.

246. Unlike other international financial institution$FAD had no environmental and social
safeguards in place in the early years of the ptdfebut exercised its responsibilities in this respect
in a pragmatic fashion. It is a moot point whetther existence of such safeguards would have helped
or hindered the redesign of the oil palm subproj€at the one hand, a more thorough analysis of
socio-economic aspects might have led to greatareavess of potential difficulties in securing land
and smallholder/outgrower uptake. On the other hdmvever, the reduced flexibility usually
accompanying safeguard policies might have madéfitult to continue with the project under the
conditions requested by BIDCO.

247. IFAD ensured that the supervision process was teféeand that the transition from the World
Bank to UNOPS as cooperating institution was exatsmoothly. Staff of the Fund have participated
in recent supervision missions, visited the projegularly and senior personnel have made additiona
visits to ease bottlenecks when necessary. Extrsuttancies were funded to provide input on
specific issues (e.g. credit, sunflower value chsainallholder organization in Kalangala, etc.). IFA
also strengthened project implementation by progditraining to VODP staff on gender
strengthening, M&E, rural finance and PPM&E. Itatsaintained a satisfactory mechanism of loan
disbursement that facilitated smooth project imgatation. The IFAD Country Officer has provided
valuable support to VODP, especially in discussioitl donors. The Fund’s strong support to VODP
was recognized by a wide variety of stakeholders fme the mission, including high-level
government officials, the managing director of BID@Gnd the PCO. Its performance is therefore
rated as satisfactory (5).

248. Government of Uganda.There is a strong sense of ownership of, and comeni to, the
project at all levels of government, especially thog oil palm subproject. In spite of oppositioarfr
vested interests and adverse publicity, seniociaffi in a number of ministries have played a major
role in pushing VODP forward thanks to their papétion in the Land Acquisition Taskforce, VODC
and IMS. The mission was impressed by their degfeavolvement in the project and familiarity
with its progress. Government commitment to thejgmtois also demonstrated by the fourfold
increase in its financial support, from US$3.8 imillto US$12 million.

134 Environmental and Social Assessment Procedwassapproved by IFAD’s Executive Board only in Apr

2009.
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249. That said, government procedures have caused déelaysoject implementation, thereby
reducing its efficiency. There were delays in theamance of MOUs with implementing partners,
which held up the release of funds to them. Thecsi@in of the private investor was delayed by five
years, the operationalization of KOPGT was delapgda further two, and land acquisition in
Kalangala was slow. The consequences of thesesdetathe performance of the smallholder element
and the further implications for harvesting andlimgl efficiency were not foreseen. Other problems
with the Government’s procurement processes aregifeed by delays in the completion of the
KOPGT building, provision of road equipment for KBL delayed purchases of equipment for some
of the research institutes and UNBS, and by thevsielease of funds to the districts and
implementing partners. Finally, from time to timbere have been staffing problems, including
delayed confirmation and renewal of staff contrastdary levels not commensurate with the level of
responsibility involved and the out-of-hours woakid delayed response when such issues were raised
by supervision missions.

250. In other areas, such as establishment of the PG@pl@ance with loan covenants, audit and
project monitoring, government performance has sdisfactory. The performance of the PCO has
been highly commendable, given the scale of th& taquired, its small staff and the external
criticism it faced in the early years. The strorghHevel support to the PCO has been an important
factor in its good performance.

251. The DLGs have continued to provide strong suppothé project through their elected leaders
and technical officers, despite the restructurifithe extension system and dwindling resources. The
performance of other implementing partners has laésmn satisfactory, albeit somewhat undermined
by their overall precarious resource situation.

252. Overall, despite the Government’s very strong comint to the project, its performance was
undermined by its procurement procedures. Its pmidace is therefore rated as moderately
satisfactory (4).

253. Cooperating institutions. The World Bank acted as cooperating institution V®@DP until
August 2004, having been closely involved in projizmulation and appraisal. The same team
leader subsequently led the supervision missiars ttae reports give the impression of a high degree
of commitment to, and knowledge of, the projecte Bank was able to use its influence to push
forward negotiations on selection of the privateestor and played an important mediating role.
Following the Government’s agreement with BIDCOabranges in the oil palm subproject, the Bank
was instrumental in pushing for a revised EIA ardppraisal of the project. It led the technical
review mission and simultaneously conducted an MTRhus the project was heavily influenced by
the Bank during those early years. It is to be adteat IFAD did not participate in the Bank’s
supervision missions or the MTR, and only fieldezbasultant to the technical review mission.

254, UNOPS took over from the World Bank as cooperatimggitution in September 2004. The
supervision missions were now conducted twice yemther than once, and there was more IFAD
involvement®®. The UNOPS supervision missions provided a morgildd and comprehensive
monitoring of project progress, and included tecahiexperts on issues such as agronomy, rural
finance, oil palm and farmer organization, whoseomemendations were followed up by each
successive mission. The UNOPS missions identifieblpmatic issues at an early stage (e.g. the
weakness of the research institutes, lack of atterto soil fertility and seed supply, the need to
consider savings and credit activities, and groapketing). Greater attention was also paid to gende
participatory approaches and HIV/AIDS. Practicacommendations on project management,
financial administration and monitoring contributedmproving implementation.

135 One effect of these overlapping functions wasraldelay in the submission of the reports: the MJR

one year and the technical review mission by twerge
136 |FAD usually fielded a member of the country teamd a consultant.
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255. ltis still too early to assess the performancehefone mission directly supervised by IFAD. As
cooperating institutions, the World Bank and UNQR&de different contributions to the supervision
process but both added value at that particulagesta project development. However, both
institutions focused primarily on the oil palm sutipct, paying less attention to the traditional
oilseeds subproject and very little to the esskwila subproject. Overall, the performance of the
cooperating institutions is considered to be satisiry (5).

256. Private-sector partner (BIDCO, OPUL). The private-sector partner has demonstrated strong
commitment to realisation of the oil palm subprojaed an extraordinary degree of patience with the
Government over its negotiation of the agreemerd atow pace of land acquisitibh Its
commitment is reflected in the size of the invesitie date and the speed of its implementation. The
fact that BIDCO/OPUL moved faster than the Goveminie meeting its obligations in the agreement
was acknowledged by MFPED during discussions with rnission. At the time of the evaluation
BIDCO's investment amounted to about US$75 millievhich is already more than double the
private-sector investment originally foreseen. Wahcontribution of UGX 28.5 billion in 2008
(approximately US$14 million), over the space akthyears BIDCO has become Uganda’s fifteenth
largest taxpayer.

257. On Bugala Island, OPUL has shown flexibility in a&tjng to local conditions. For example, it
agreed to reduce the minimum size of the cons@daiutgrower plots, despite a considerable
reduction in operational efficiency. It absorbed ttost of unsold seedlings arising from the iditial
small numbers of smallholders, and has taken mesgarrespond to problems raised locally such as
errors in land clearance by the OPUL workers. & peovided informal technical backstopping to
KOPGT and fully complied with NEMA environmentalskimitigation conditions. OPUL has
developed excellent relations with KOPGT and KDO®e performance of the private-sector partner
has been exemplary, and is therefore ranked a$ytsgtisfactory (6).

Box 7. Key points — Performance of Partners

- IFAD was closely involved in the design of VODP gmvided important behind-thg-
scenes support to the Government during the diffidmes of the project. It was als
increasingly involved in the supervision process] éhe project has benefited from ip
country support from the IFAD Country Officer.

- There is strong sense of ownership of, and commitrt@ the project at all levels qf
government, especially for the oil palm subprojétte performance of the PCO has been
highly commendable. However, government procedhise caused delays in projefct
implementation and procurement.

- Both the World Bank and UNOPS made important cbatidns to project supervisior,
although they focused primarily on the oil palm guaject and paid little attention to th
essential oils subproject

- The private-sector partner has demonstrated deagttommitment to realisation of the g
palm subproject, and its performance has been dzaeynp

(@]

D

137 BIDCO has not yet received the 20,000 ha of fandhe estate on the mainland but it has not éxedcits
right to terminate the agreement with the Goverriniethe land was not delivered within 12 monthstio¢
agreement.
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IX. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Overall Project Achievements

_ - | Formatted: Bullets and

258. The three subprojects differed enormously in tipeirformance and achievements. Whilé all | Numbering

subprojects scored well in terms of relevance)dher effectiveness, efficiency and impact of tlile o
palm and essential oils subprojects offsets thisfaatory effectiveness, efficiency, sustainabibtyd

rural poverty impact of the traditional oilseeddpioject’. Therefore, the overall assessment of the
project is moderately satisfactory (4). The summatings table is provided below.

Table 6. Summary of Project Performance and Impact

Evaluation Criteria

Project evaluation ratings

Project performance

Relevance 5
Effectiveness 4
Efficiency 3
Project Performance 4
Rural poverty impact

Household income and assets 5
Human and social capital, and empowerment 5
Food security and agricultural productivity 4
Natural resources and the environment 4
Institutions and policies 5
Overall rural poverty impact 5
Other performance criteria

Sustainability 4
Innovation, replication and scaling up 5
Overall project achievement 4
Partner performance

IFAD 5
Government 4
Cooperating institutions 5
Private-sector partner 6

1

Note that the performance of partners is notidet! in the assessment of overall project achiemeéme
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B. Conclusions

259. Because of the novelty of the PPP, extent of lgexgprivate-sector financing and political
controversies involved, VODP is a high-profile g It is highly innovative, providing important
lessons from all three subprojects with regarcheoadvantages and challenges of a PPP, the pbtentia
for replication and scaling up of traditional srhallder development through a value-chain approach,
and the challenges of developing niche market§tfta-known crops.

260. The project has had a catalytic effect in promotsupflower cultivation and processing,

evidenced not only by the large number of beneifiegainvolved but also by the expansion in

industrial milling and sales of vegetable oil. Ermhs of replication and scaling up, the traditional
oilseeds subproject has been successful. The itewhievements in the oil palm subproject will

need to be assessed cautiously as they are stié trealised. While the model is innovative and
supports an equitable relationship between thelsoldér and private sectors, and the benefits to
smallholder farmers are expected to be substargidy a small number of them are currently
participating (651 farmers). Knowledge about thquieements for developing niche markets in
essential oils has grown considerably, but the shpa farmers is still rather limited (995 farmers)

Despite the many challenges faced and the undeesin and poor management of project risks
(related to land and the environment), the levet@mhmitment to the project by sponsors, investors,
managers and implementers is outstanding. Therdéms strong cooperation and partnership in all
subprojects and at all levels.

261. Oil Palm Subproject: Important lessons are to be learned from the almpsubproject
regarding the design and establishment of a PPP:

(@) Like any partnership, joint commitment to padjebjectives and mutual understanding of each
others’ needs and constraints is required. Pubiardzations often do not appreciate private
companies’ need for speedy decisions, while theerlathay not understand the complex
consultation and approval processes within puhlieaucracies. Communications and dialogue
are necessary to build up trust between the partmérich implies transactions costs and time
delays;

(b) Where large-scale commercial production is péah it is important to ensure adequate
involvement of the private sector at appraisaltsuee that the proposed project is commercially
viable. The project must be appealing to the peivavestor in terms of its potential to generate
sustainable returns over the longer term;

(c) Selection of a private-sector partner shouldubderpinned by an analysis of required private
investment conditions, including availability ofaessary resources and the impact of any fiscal
incentives sought. Any incentives provided shoudd disrupt the subsector in which the PPP
investment is to be undertaken, so as to avoidteesie from competitors;

(d) Delays in executing PPPs have definite costigations that may derail the implementation of
the PPP investment;

(e) Any PPP involving a national government, Unitddtions organization and large private
investor involves high political risk and may attreopposition from industry competitors,
NGOs and the like. These risks should be factored the design of the project. Strong
commitment from all partners and good public reledi are necessary from the outset; and

()  When problems arise, IFAD can play an importem@diating role between the PPP partners,
although it requires a country presence, and camla effective in bringing a pro-poor focus to
the partnership by funding particular elementsrowrjoling technical inputs.

<~~~ 7 Formatted: Bullets and
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262. Regarding the specific plantation aspects of tlugept, the key lessons are that (i) any large-
scale conversion of land use needs to be thoroughlystigated at appraisal and public relations
activities put in place to allay public concern) (vhere a new crop and mode of production are
involved, appropriate incentives are needed to @rge risk-averse farmers to participate in the new
project; (iii) the explicit introduction of enviromental risk-mitigation measures and regular
environmental monitoring of plantation developméras proved to be effective and should be
continued; and (iv) where new institutions like KGP are to be set up, substantial training and
ongoing backstopping will be necessary during tfiital stages.

263. The decision to expand the nucleus estate sixfattderious implications for its implementation
because it affected the pace and cost of implenientand led to public concerns about possible
effects on the environment. These concerns provialdder for vested interests opposed to the prpject
which in turn undermined potential support amomydt@wvners and farmers on the island. With the
benefit of hindsight, the project should have ergdiothe implications of the nucleus estate expansio
earlier and in greater depth, anticipated potetdial shortages and concerns by environmentalists,
and proactively addressed these problems. Anydutarelopment of oil palm on the mainland should
factor in these concerns from the outset and ptmordingly with a full social and environmental
impact assessment, and a new environmental managetaa with emphasis on communications.

264. The oil palm subproject is now well under way ahd private investor has proved to be an
exceptionally good partner. The nucleus estat® iped cent established and the first harvestshsf ff

on the nucleus estate and smallholder/outgrowed lare expected by early 2010. The limited
participation of outgrowers and smallholders remarconcern, but numbers are expected to increase
once farmers obtain cash benefits from the harwh two years of harvesting before project
completion, it is possible that the target numh=rsmallholders and outgrowers will be achieved.
Any future phase of the project would be able toufoits attention on oil palm development
elsewhere.

265. KOPGT. Starting from scratch, KOPGT has developed intoeéfective organization that
provides a range of services including farmer ogion, extension and loan administration. The
current system is working well, with mutually-rednfing links between farmer organization,
extension and credit. The financing system has béapted to the special circumstances on the island
and seems to be working well. It remains to be sdeegther these loans can be recovered efficiently;
the situation will need to be closely monitored.

266. In the short term, there is a need to consolidagegains made in establishing KOPGT and to
further strengthen it. In particular, as a multiftional organization, KOPGT will need to increatse i
learning and agronomic technical skills to helpnfars. This is important, as farmers only began
harvesting for the first time at the end of 2008 arill need technical support for at least thet firge
years to ensure the quality of the ffbs deliverdhe mill. In addition, KOPGT will need to ensure
that its accounting system can record all transastin real time and provide individual accountiog
farmers. It will need to do this without increasiitg overall costs, thus improving its operational
efficiency. These improvements will help KOPGT bmeo a more professional and dynamic
organization, but the main outstanding concerrisdinancial sustainability, which will need to be
addressed urgently.

267. Traditional Oilseeds Subproject. The success of this subproject, already outlingove, is
remarkable when one considers the difficultiesnsirgency and intemperate weather in the project
area. Its performance could have been even beittelamumber of small improvements. The research
stations could have released improved sunflower ©@aflier; the link between the research stations,
on-farm trials and the extension work could haverbstronger; the phasing-out of free seed and
collaboration with private seed suppliers could endbeen introduced earlier; higher-output oil-
pressing machines could have been sourced to rmiimgerest in cottage processing; and the
extension work could have been deepened, with @ibeation to soil fertility, and broadened as the
project progressed. However, the evaluation re@egnthat, for reasons external to the project, the
DAO resources were increasingly stretched.
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268. The two main lessons from this subproject are disvis: First, an integrated value chain
approach — even if only partially integrated, athis case — increases the effectiveness of anparte

of the chain and the overall set of linkages, therencreasing profitability for all actors. The
improvements in seed distribution and opportunifies/alue addition encouraged farmers to increase
their area under sunflower, which in turn encoudagmre traders and millers to enter the subsector
and improved market conditions generally. Secoratking through the DAOs enormously scaled up
project implementation and increased the numbéeaéficiaries. Being part of local government, the
DAOs were also able to involve political leaderdjowgave increased legitimacy to the project;
working through a private farmers’ and millers’ @siation (UOSPA) facilitated linkages to other
private-sector operators, especially the millers.

269. Sunflower production is growing, and is likely tontinue given the continuing integration of
the value chain and the influx of donors and pevsector efforts to improve weaknesses in the chain
However, there is a clear need for further extensidvice to farmers to avoid any long-term decline
in soil fertility and to improve their post-harvdsindling, storage and marketing. Also, beforeethe

of the project or in the future, it may be diffitub expand support to sunflower into recently
reclaimed post-war areas further north. It is asithe remit of this evaluation to make
recommendations in this respect; however, the pmissiotes that operating in a post-conflict
environment such as this would require a differantle of implementation and that there are already
many donors operating in this area, including ehgetable oilseed subsector.

270. The NARO research institutes have fulfilled theldligations under the MOU, but have met
some challenges. The main problems were lack ditairft financial and human resources, weak staff
capacity and the low priority given to vegetablbanops. Project resources have enabled more R&D
to be carried out and have moved oil crop resedngher up the NARO agenda, but this
reprioritization does not appear to be matchednsyeiased government funding. The lesson here is
that financial injections into weak research ingiiins are unlikely to be sustainable without asgur
future funding. Despite the need for continued &dapesearch into vegetable oil crops in order to
expand seed varieties and maintain seed qualityniot clear that further investment by IFAD would
be justified without stronger government commitment

271. The performance of UNBS in developing food stansldod vegetable oilseeds and promoting
awareness of the importance of these standardsgaproducers and processors is highly rated by the
evaluation. This work has only been going on farrfgears and would benefit from further resources
to strengthen work on inspection and compliance.

272. Essential Oils Subproject.Considerable advances were made in the R&D ofmifft essential
oil crops — which was the major objective of theject — but the piloting of processing and marlgtin
these crops showed up bottlenecks in the valuenctigt needed to be overcome before any
commercial development could take place. Apparetilgre are opportunities for essential oil
production in Uganda: there is a demand from inéalistts (depending on quality, price, volume and
regularity of supply, etc.), and these high-valueps could offer good returns for farmers in areas
with few other alternatives. Therefore it would seecasonable to realise the value of the sunk
investment in the R&D of these crops and suppathér exploration of processing and marketing
opportunities for a further period. However, whileis work would need to be undertaken in
cooperation with the research institute that hants® closely involved to date, it would now requir
the participation of other implementing partnerghwindustrial and marketing expertise, such as
NGOs or private companies.

273. The main lessons from this subproject are that eviR&D of new agricultural crops is
necessary, it is expensive; and once trials haes lhmdertaken on farmers’ land it is difficult to
manage their expectations regarding further dewedop. Before launching into larger-scale
production, it would be important to research tlogvidistream linkages to ensure that the potential
profitability of the crop can be realised. Howevarch market research requires specific competences
and dedicated resources, and cannot be grafted tlmetexisting responsibilities of researchers or
project staff.
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274. Subsectoral advocacyThe role envisaged for VODC in supporting the sgbs outside of
VODP was enlightened if premature at the time, emised conflicts of interest. This role has been
largely taken over by OSSUP. The latter organiratias wider representation than VODC, and can
draw on considerable enthusiasm and energy fronpatsicipants. It is working towards defined
objectives and targets, and is developing priarifae advocacy and policy dialogue. Although SNV is
committed to supporting OSSUP in the near to mediemm, resources are limited and increasing
membership contributions will not be feasible utditgible benefits are demonstrated for its members
Therefore OSSUP is a good candidate for IFAD suppoi possible second-phase project. This
experience demonstrates that the roles of projesriag and broader subsector support require
different types of organization; and, in any caaehroad-based advocacy organization cannot be
created by a single sponsor if it is to obtaintiegacy among a wide range of stakeholders.

C. Recommendations

- - 7| Formatted: Bullets and

275. By the time VODP has completed in 2011, it will bayeen in operation for more than 13 yéars

and the delayed oil palm subproject for eight yelsiast of the objectives will have been achieved by

that time. The remaining years should be dedictdecbnsolidating these achievements through an
effective exit strategy and a more focused sectredg Based on the above findings, the evaluation’s
recommendations are as follows:

Oil palm (as referred to in paragraphs 262-265)second phase should support the introduction and
expansion of oil palm in new areas where therega prospects for commercialization, provided
lessons are learned from the current phase regattim importance of adequate opportunities for
securing land, effective environmental managemend @ddressing farmers’ incentives and
constraints.

@)

(b)

(©

KOPGT (as referred to in paragraphs 266-267he urgent priority is to explore means of
ensuring the financial sustainability of KOPGT hetimmediate future. Given its innovative
nature, the financing scheme should be fully assksparticularly the efficacy and likely
duration of the loan recovery mechanism and thed niee further professionalization of
KOPGT’s management and administration. An analls@ild be made of the likely demand for
future extension services once the oil palm pla@sgehbeen established, and the need for any
further capacity-building for KOPGT extension stafmedium-term plan should be developed
to indicate the long-term scope of extension ama@ricial services and how these can be
provided on a sustainable basis; it should alsdfgl¢éhe relationship between KOPGT and
KOPGA.

Traditional oilseeds (as referred to in paragraphs 268-272): IFAD amd@overnment should
give careful consideration to the need for a seqomalse, the focus of which should be on
helping smallholder farmers to supply crushing make(both sunflower and soybean) to
millers. The programme should address concernstatbeclining soil fertility, and provide
training for farmers in the use of fertilizer antther agrochemicals, conservation agriculture and
other related activities. There should be suppmririechanization and value-addition activities,
as well as post-harvest handling and group mamketiRAD and the Government should
continue to support the development of food stasgland codes of practice for the vegetable
oils subsector through UNBS. In the second phaseetshould be stronger focus on promoting
direct commercial relations between farmers andageisector actors in order to promote the
long-term sustainability of oilseeds developmeftlHAD and the Government consider it
necessary to expand this component into the ex-aRAs further north because of the extent of
poverty there and opportunities for successful igweent of oilseed production, the follow-on
project should take account of the need for spestidls in post-conflict work and coordination
with other donors and NGOs working in the region.

Essential oils(as referred to in paragraphs 273-274PAD/the Government should consider
further support to this component in order to ssmalalue from the research investments made
to date. Such support could be made within thersepbase of the current project or as a stand-
alone grant. A comprehensive value-chain analysisulsl be undertaken, focusing on
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(d)

bottlenecks in distilling and marketing, and in@udiitigation of environmental damage arising
from fuelwood use in distilling. Other implementipgrtners should be also involved, possibly
including private organizations or NGOs with exsrtin industrial processing and marketing.

Subsectoral advocacyas referred to in paragraph 275)AD/the Government should build
on the experience being developed by OSSUP soittltain expand its work in promoting
information exchange and lesson-learning among difierent value-chain actors, and in
developing policy dialogue to promote the subsedt&D’s support could take the form of a
grant to SNV in support of OSSUP. Ideally, OSSUPusth assume responsibility for
monitoring the performance of the vegetable oilsaabor and for compiling reliable statistics
on national vegetable oil consumption, import sitiltsbn and export diversification. Possible
activities might include establishing an informatidatabase on these topics; national and
regional workshops to identify value-chain bottlekee and other constraints; and networking
with other commodity-based organizations. As OSSififéngthens its provision of these
services, eventually it should be able to changenfibeing a platform to a membership
organization and to charge members for its seryvibess becoming more financially sustainable
in the future.
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Project Structure (adapted from Project Logframes)

,,,,,,, - { Deleted: by

GOALS - Increased local/national production of vegetablermips
Long-term - Increased substitution of vegetable oil imports
development - Poverty reduced in project areas
objectives
Increased household cash income among smallhdigesvitalizing and increasing domestic vegetalllproduction,
PURPOSE in partnership with the private sector
Project and
subproject I T I
development
objectives Oil palm subproject Traditional oilseeds subproject: Essential oils subproject
Sub-objective: An oil palm industry developed Subobjective: Production of traditional oilseedd an Subobjective: potential essential
through a partnership between the Government, th processing of high-quality oil increased oil crops researched, developed
private sector and smallholders and piloted commercially
- Nucleus plantation establist (6,500 ha - Supply of improved seed increased throygh adap | - Potential essential oil cro]
OUTPUTS - Outgrower/smallholder scheme (3,500 ha) research and seed multiplication identified, screened and field
Deliverables |— established - Production and yields of vegetable oil crops by tested
- Farmers’ Trust providing services to members smallholder farming groups increased - Distillation processes piloted
- Oil processing mill & refinery established - Cottage processing of vegetable oilseeds expandgd - Market opportunities identified
- Environmental monitoring system in place - Vegetable oil standards tested and promoted
A - Contract private company - Develop new oil seed varieties through adaptive - Survey current cultivation of
C - Acquire land for nucleus estate research essential oil crops
T - Establish and train KOPGT - Multiply and distribute oil seeds through UOSPA - Screen potential cultivars
| - Establish mechanisms for KOPGT representation (10% - Mobilize farmer groups through DAOs - Multiply planting material
v shareholding in OPUL, pricing committee, servicetco - Provide extension support through demonstrations, - Pilot and test distillation
— panel) trainings, farm visits and field days - Pilot commercial production
l Mobilize and organize smallholders and outgrowers - Promote cottage processing using Ram press - Train research staff and farmers
T Provide inputs, extension support and loans tolboiders technology - Prepare market information
| Provide infrastructure, support to KDLG for land\ays - Strengthen food standards analytical services,ldeve
E Set up IMS to monitor compliance with NEMA standards for veaetable oil (UNE
S
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APPENDIX 2
Data Sources
Time Series M&E data

1. For the traditional oilseeds subproject, since ghgect began, time series data exist on: the
number of benefiting farmers, hectares planted wsitihflower, sunflower seed distribution, new
farmer groups formed by extension staff, and therer of training sessions, demonstrations, farm
visits, and field days conducted. For the oil palobproject, data are collected regularly on the
number of beneficiaries, land surveyed and plargeddlings planted, fertilizer use, cash disbutsed
farmers, farmer meetings and training sessiondligitybactivities and road infrastructure improved.
For the essential oils subproject, the data cowernumber of farmers trained, number cultivating
citronella/lemongrass, area cultivated, quantitwésted and processed, litres of oil produced, atnou
of oil sold, and price.

2. The project made great efforts to improve the dquali the time series data, with training and
quality checks on the designated M&E focal poimghe DAO offices. In particular, an effort was
made to reduce double counting, which might undeenfigures on cumulative project performance.
However, this may not have been totally resolvéhta quality ultimately relies on the quality of
record-keeping by the farmers themselves, whosmatsbn of acreages is usually imprecise. The
incentives of the field officers who were working DAO targets should also be factored in. The
establishment of trends from the time series dataldeen affected by splitting of the districts, athi
means that the district definitions are not stabler time. In order to preserve comparability, the
evaluation re-amalgamated the districts so thatiffimitions were standard for all years.

Baseline Studies and Impact Assessment Data

3. A baseline survey (BS) of the traditional oilseadsa was carried out by the M&E Division of
the MAAIF Agricultural Planning Department in 199889 covered 540 oilseed-growing households
in the six pilot districts. In each district, tenuseholds were selected randomly from a list cfeait
growers in three parishes in three subcounties. IABecarried out by an independent consultancy
firm (Bergen Consult (U) Ltd.) in 2006/2007 cove&tb oil crop beneficiary farmers in nine distrjcts
22 subcounties and 63 parishes. Potentially, the surveys offered the possibility of measuring
project impact over the eight-year period. Unfoeigty, however, there is limited comparability
between the two datasets. The main problems alieedibelow.

4. Different Sample Definitions. In the BS, the respondents are oilseed-growingd$heat
household, whereas the IAS also includes othertsduhfortunately, the IAS does not include data
on household headship, so it is not possible taelkthe non-heads for comparability. Their incbuasi
gives a higher number of women in the sample (worapresent only 8 per cent of the BS compared
with 39 per cent of the IAS) and a slightly diffateage distribution (more of them are middle-aged
and there are fewer older people).

5. By definition, the BS sample included beneficianglanon-beneficiary households (presumably
few were beneficiaries as the project had beenggfuinless than a year), whereas the IAS included
only VODP beneficiaries. Therefore the latter samigl likely to over-represent VODP-supported

activities such as seed varieties planted, seade®and extension provision.

6. A third source of variation in the sample definitis the inclusion of three VODP extension
districts (Mbale, Masindi and Sironko) in the I1A&s the evaluation had access to the raw data of the

1 For example, the cumulative figure for projechéficiaries is 977,342 farmers. With a total esteda

number of households of 840,000 in 2002, this figuould be plausible only if there were severaldbieraries
per household, but not if — as the project mairstaithere is usually only one per household.
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IAS, it was possible to exclude these three distrithus restoring comparability in terms of the
districts covered.

7. Non-comparable questions. The BS had 58 questions and the IAS contained 102.
Unfortunately, only 16 questions are directly conapde in terms of having the same wording and
coding; and, of these, only 14 relate to projectggeance. The IAS included a much greater range of
guestion topics, such as social empowerment, feodrigy and nutritional status, the gender division
of labour, project benefits and sustainabilityalso included additional questions on some of the
topics covered by the BS (cultivation, marketingteasion and cottage processing). However, it did
not repeat some important BS questions such assfafmland tenure, total land cultivation,
seasonality of production, agronomic practicesigpand diseases, marketing constraints, willingness
to borrow money for oil crops, the number of farisite by extension staff, or wealth indicators. The
last factor was a particularly serious omissioniciiinas made it impossible to quantify improvements
in family living standards resulting from the prcie

8. Even where similar questions were asked by the I§$estion wording or coding was
sometimes changed, further preventing comparabilitys affected the data on fertilizer use, views o
problems in growing the crop, use of credit, useas of demonstrations and the gender/age
composition of farmer groups.

9. Poor-quality data handling. Little effort was apparently made to supervise ¢bding of the

IAS questionnaire and cleaning the dataset, fopittained many coding errors and different coding
practices on the same variables. The evaluatian tead to spend considerable time correcting these
errors before comparative data could be generated.

10. Comparisons between the BS and IAS-ortunately, the evaluation team had access tcathe
IAS data and was able to redefine some variablésmpoove comparability. After careful scrutiny of
the two datasets, comparisons are available famied number of variables (14) relating to crop
growing, seed use, marketing and extension. TalsletBe end of this appendix gives the results for
those variables that were comparable between tlestwveys, and includes information on the
structure of the two samples, the number of respitsdN) and missing data (MD) for each question.

PRA social impact study

11. A local PRA expert accompanied the mission on it Yo farmer groups in the traditional
oilseeds and essential oils area, and conductedsdimns with smaller groups in order to assedalsoc
impacts of sunflower and citronella growing at tileage and household levels. The groups ranged in
size from six to 35, for a total of 164 in all (lald).

Appendix 2 - Table 1. Farmer Participation in PRA Goup Discussions

District Subcounty Farmer Groups M F Total
Tororo Nagongera Pokong 0 6 6
Mbale Busiu Busiu 1 17 18
Soroti Tubur Tucoma 4 13 17
Lira Adekokwok Oba and Abadmunu farmefl8 12 30
groups

Lira Loo Kwac farmer group 7 6 13

Apac Abongmola Atana women, Amia agfo22 13 35

Riemcan kwere and Acha
kweri gweno farmer groups

>

Masindi Kiryandongo Labongo Lworo Displaced 22 27
Women's Farming Project
Kigumba Mpumwe Farmers’ Associatior]. 11 7 18
Total 8 subcounties 12 farmer groups 68 96 164
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12. Participants were first asked to define the ranfgard holdings in their community through a
general discussion, probing and validating wittied&nt individuals; the distribution of househoids

the various land size categories was identifiedgistones or leaves. The same technique was used to
identify the acreage under sunflower growing witbacth land holding category. The wealth rankings
were established through general discussion, amed ih smaller groups they discussed the
characteristics of each wealth group using differeoloured cards. In general discussion, the
descriptions of each wealth group were validateti@arceptions of the position of sunflower growers
and general benefits from sunflower growing weregtigated. Challenges in using this methodology
included low literacy, reliance on translations ¢éinte needed to explain the questions.

13. These group discussions were followed up by motaildd household interviews representing
well-off, less well-off and poor households (theéegmries were referred to as ‘progressive,’ ‘averag
and ‘slower’) chosen by the farmers themselves. tbpe&s covered were based on a checklist (not a
guestionnaire) and, while similar to those includethe group discussions, were more detailedlln a
21 household interviews were conducted, six ea@onoti and Masindi and nine in Lira.

Goal-level Data

14. For an investigation of goal-level impact in thaditional oilseeds project area, the evaluation
commissioned a special analysis of household ppwaertl vegetable oil consumption in the VODP
districts from the Economic Policy Research CelfiBRC), Makerere University. The data were
extracted from the Uganda national household surk@ynds of 1999/2000, 2002/2003 and
2005/2006. Data were requested for the total naktipopulation, total rural population and the 14
districts where VODP had been working. The distdefinitions were standardized according to the
original definition in 1999. However, the Acholitsegion (including Kitgum, Pader, Gulu) was not
covered in 1999/2000 due to security problems ai iime. Therefore, for comparability over time,
data for these Acholi districts are excluded. Dreg¢ae extracted for each VODP district separately, b
the figures were not statistically significant besa of the small sample coverage, and are not
reported. Therefore data are only presented foWV@DP districts’ as a group. It should be borne in
mind that these were cross-sectional surveys, panal, i.e. they are not the same informants éh ea
year.

15. Other data definitions are as follows:

. In 1999/2000, data on cooking oil was capturediraglies consumption item with ghee. In
2002/2003, 2005/2006 the two items were capturpdragely. However, consumption of ghee
in the IFAD districts is negligible.

. Consumption of food and beverages is captured usiegseven days prior to the
interview. The consumption of cooking oil is thenef reported using the same reference period.

. Conversion of household specific units of measurgmto litres: problems have been
experienced with converting some of the reporteilsusf measurement used by households
(e.g. unlabelled bottles and polythene bags). [Buigo a reduction in the number of households
used in the analysis of quantities consumed. Horyélve loss is insignificant.

. Average adult consumption equivaleist compared with the official poverty line (derive
by Appleton, 2001) to determine poverty status.

. All population estimates are projected from the gi@nsurvey respondents, using sample
weights from the Uganda Bureau of Statistics.

. The VODP district figures refer to rural areas only

2 The technical term is consumption expenditureaglerlt equivalent (CPAE).
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Appendix 2 - Table 2. Comparison of Results for Bagine (1998/1999) and IAS (2006/2007)

BASELINE (1998/1999) IMPACT ASSESSMENT STUDY (2006/2007

Sample definitiorn: Sample definition:

540 oil crop growingdHH in 6 districts, 3 616 oil-crop growing VODP beneficiary farmers in 9

subcounties and 3 parishes districts, 22 subcounties and 63 parishes.

(N=540) N=407 (ilistricts only)

Personal characteristicghousehold heads) (N=540) Personal characteristic{beneficiaries) (N=407)

Gender(HHH): Gender:

M=92% F =8% M =61% F =39%

Age (HHH): Age:

<30 = 24%, 31-50 = 47%, 51+ = 29% <30 = 26%, 31-50 = 60%, 51+ = 14%

Education (HHH): Education:

None = 10%, Primary = 58%, Post primary = 32% None = 16%, Primary = 53%, Post primary = 31%

Crop growing Crop growing

% sample growing sunflowe89% (N=212) % sample growing sunflowe®2% (N=373)

Total acres planted with sunflower: Total acres planted with sunflower:

364 (f'and 2% seasons, pure & mixed stands) 632 (N=297 MD=76)

Total acres planted per respondent: 0.67 acres [Taxtees planted per respondent: 2.12 acres

# harvested (kg) : # harvested (Kg

50,851 kg (I and 29 seasons, pure & mixed stands)181,399 kg (N=297 MD=76)

Yield (kg/acre):139.7 Yield (kg/acre )277.6 (N=297 MD=76)

Seed used Seed used

Sunflower seed varieties planted: Sunflower seed varieties planted:

‘Sunfola’ = 49%, Local = 47%, Other (own seed) = ‘Sunfola’ = 58%, Hybrid = 30%, Local = 12%

4% (N=212) Other (own seed) = 0% (N=337,:8B)

Main source of sunflower seed: Main source of sunflower seed:

UOSPA = 27%, Local market = 39%, Other (own UOSPA = 11%, Local market = 7%, Other

seed) = 33% (N=212) (institutional) = 82% (of which, private companies
19%, gov't 55%, NGOs 8%) (N=368 MD=5)

How acquired: How acquired:

cash = 55%, credit = 12%, free = 33% (N3212 cash = 44%, credit = 4%, free = 53% (N3)37

Marketing Marketing

Main buyers of sunflowdthose that had marketed Main buyers of sunflowegll respondents):

sunflower the previous season): Millers = 35%, Agents = 51%, Others = 5%

Millers = 21%, Agents = 52%, Others = 26% (Ram (N=354, MD=19)

press owners/UOSPA) (N=162)

How paid: How paid:

Cash = 78%, Credit = 18%, Kind = 4% (N=163ash = 89%, Credit = 6%, Kind = 6%
(N =360 MD=13)

Extension Extension

Membership of a farmer group (all growers): Membership of a farmer group (all growers):

40% of sample (N=217) 70% of sample (N=407)

Attendance at training sessions (all growers): Attendance at training sessions (all growers):

7% of sample (N=35) 73% of sample (N=407)

Training providers Training providers:

DAOs = 23%, UOSPA = 51%, UNFA = 11%, OthersdDAOs = 76%, UOSPA = 12%, UNFA = 1%

=14% (N=35) Others = 11% (of which Mukwano/Agricultural
Productivity Enhancement Programme 8%)
....................................................... (N=407)

Attendance at demonstrations: Attendance at demonstrations:

11% of total respondents (N=57) 61% of total respondents (N=407)

N= Number of respondents; MD= Missing data; HHH=us$ehold head.
Source: Baseline study (published), IAS raw data.
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APPENDIX 3
LOGICAL FRAMEWORKS

1. The initial logframe was prepared at appraisald@7t thereafter it was modified twice, once in
2005 (for the reappraisal of the oil palm subprjemd then in December 2008. Each revision has
improved it, but it remains weak. The logframe’snypgroblems include: a confusion of objectives;
an over-focus on the oil palm component; weak lgekéetween activities, outputs and objectives;
poorly specified indicators; and a lack of targets.

2. Confusion of objectives.The project has a multiplicity of objectives, ofryiag levels of
ambition, which has led to a loss of focus and mitdiéficult to construct logical links to outputs
Table 1 shows how the project’s objectives havéedain different strategic documents and the three
logframes. In its narrowest formulation, the préeoverall objective(goal) focuses on increasing
smallholder production of vegetable oil crops, uits widest, it includes the revitalization ofeth
vegetable oil subsector, import substitution, ekpdrersification and improvements in the health of
the Ugandan population. The project has a numbsgpetific development objectivesanging from
two or three in the various logframes to eightelisin the appraisal report and the PCO’s annual
reports. This situation is not helped by the défarterms used to refer to project developmentsgoal
and purpose/specific development objectives.

3. A good logframe should distinguish between a pt§gaurpose/development objective and the
broader goal effects that would occur if the puepagre to be achieved. There would be only one
purpose/development objective to which all outputd activities are oriented. The difference between
the goal and the purpose is that the project iswattable for its contribution to the latter wheréas

not for goal-level effects, which depend on a mudtier set of factors than project performance. In
the case of VODP, import substitution, export déifezation and improved nutrition of the Uganda
population are goal-level effects to which the pobjcontributes but for which it is not accountable
On the other hand, the projectiscountable for the achievement of its purposer@ved smallholder
production of vegetable oil crops). Unfortunatdhg tproject has had a number of objectives at the
pugpose level and has mixed them up with goal-leb@ctives, so it is unclear what it is accourgabl
for-.

4.  The proliferation of objectives at the purpose leedlects the multicomponent structure of the
project, as is suggested in the 2008 logframe tégade 1). Ideally, the project should have retained
single purpose and identified subobjectives fortlitee subprojects. In that way their contribution
the purpose would have been clearer.

5. Component structure. The original three-component project structure wasreflected in the
first logframe. It was presented as a single ptpjeerging together outputs and activities for the
different components. Most of the emphasis waseplam the oil palm component, and the other two
components were very poorly specified. The 2005rdoge, produced after the reappraisal and
appended to the technical review report, focusetlisively on oil palm. It was effectively a logfram
for a single subproject and had a more coherehbweir-detailed — results chain. However, the weak
specification of the rest of the project was natected at that time. The 2008 logframe differdatia
more explicitly between the oil palm and VODF coments (traditional oilseeds and essential oils) at
the level of purpose objectives and outputs, betrésults chains for the second component and the
institutional support functions were only partiatlgveloped. A more appropriate structure would have
set out results chains for the traditional oilseadd essential oils subprojects in the same wdgras
the oil palm subproject, as illustrated in Appentlix

1 This multiplicity of purpose-level objectives cmd problems for the evaluation’s assessment of

effectiveness. It was resolved by basing the asss=ss on the 1997 logframe, which was the cleamedtmost
coherent.
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6.  Outputs and activities. For oil palm, the results chain between objectieegputs and activities
was fairly complete in all the project logframekhaugh there were too many outputs in the 2005
version. It was very pooior the traditional oilseeds and essential oilspsgjects, where only two
outputs were specified and almost no activities. dutputs were specified for the NARO research
institutes, UNBS or the VODC in any of the logfrasnend their link to the project purpose has
therefore been weak.

7. Indicators and targets. The original logframe indicators were extremelyngel (definitely not
SMART) and contained very few targets. The onlyc#fietargets related to the hectares expected to
be planted with oil palm by the nucleus estate lapdmallholders/outgrowers, and even there they
were not time bound. The 2008 version is a gregravement in this respect, although some of the
indicators are not measurable and there is a teydenconfuse indicators for outputs and activities
Despite the considerable effort by the projectdtbect good M&E data, information is not available
for many of the indicators.

8.  Project reporting and monitoring. A good logframe should provide the basis for projec
planning, monitoring, reporting and supervision.weéeer, in the case of VODP, the logframe does
not appear to have been used as a tool for arhesétfunctions. M&E data have been collected on the
basis of local government AWP/B targets (which véiym year to year) rather than logframe
indicators. Project reporting through the annugborts tends to be activity-based within the
framework of the original appraisal objectives. Thgframe does not appear to have been used as a
basis for drawing up the MOUs with implementingtpars, who have lacked clarity about their link
to project objectives and targets for reaching theermally, the logframe would be expected to be
reviewed by visiting supervision missions and updato reflect project changes or amended
indicators and targets. However, this was not dpneither of the cooperating institutions; nor vitas
reviewed by the MTR. Hence its original weaknessere not corrected until recently, and even so
many flaws remai

VODP Development Objectives

A. Objectives set out in the Appraisal Report (1997para. 64)

‘The project would expand the production of oil-beg crops with particular emphasis on the parétign of

smallholders and private sector processors.

Specifically the project would seek to:

« Reduce poverty and increase farmer incomes byvwingkmallholder growers in oil palm industry

« Facilitate the enabling environment to attract gi@vsector investment in oil palm development &ithew
to reducing imports of vegetable oil and effectaugpstantial savings in foreign exchange

« Promote private sector agro-industrial investmeraugh the introduction of industrial oil procegsmills
with high environmental standards

* Improve delivery mechanisms and availability ofdit@and improved seeds

» Improve efficiency and impact of supporting sersitierough support for research and extension

« Develop the potential for sunflower and other agail seeds, and provide interested smallholgienérs,
particularly women, with appropriate technologie®ptimise oil extraction frorthese crops

e Stimulate and support the development of the raterz base and know-how for the subsequent
commercial extraction of essential oils, and

* Promote and facilitate the interaction betweenintkerested parties through the creation of a nation
industry-based and eventually industry-financedsattative body that would advise government on the
subsector’s development priorities.’

B. Objectives set out in the President’s Report (¥, para. 18)

‘The main thrust of the proposed eight-year projgtt increase cash income among smallholders by

revitalizing and increasing domestic vegetable patidn.

More specifically, the project will:

(a) Develop an oil palm industry chiefly promoting peetship between smallholder growers and privatosec
processors, with GOU/IFAD playing catalytic roles

(b) Introduce industrial size mills that are energyieséht and of high environmental standards fordffiient

2 The exception here was the December 2008 sujmrvisission, which reformulated the logframe.
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and cost-effective processing of fresh fruit bursghe

(c) Develop with NGO support the potential for smalttex vegetable oil and other arable oilseeds prdaatuct
and processing

(d) Catalyse and support the development of smallhgddeduced raw material base and know-how for the
subsequent commercial extraction of essential afld;

(e) Support Government effort at establishing a coasiult body (VODC) to facilitate the interaction ween
farmers, trade associations, processors, finamsttutions, NGOs and other principal actors imea in
shaping the development of the vegetable oil subséc

C. Objectives Listed by the PCO (2008 annual repoyt

Broad Objectives

e Import substitution through increased domestic pation of vegetable oils

* Increased rural incomes, hence address rural povert

* Improve the health of the population through inseshvegetable oil intake

* Export diversification

Specific Objectives (from appraisal document)

¢ Reduce poverty and increase farmer incomes byvingkmallholder growers in the oil crop production
industry

» Facilitate the enabling environment to attract tévsector investment in oil palm development &ithiew
to reducing imports of vegetable oil and effectsagings in foreign exchange

« Promote private-sector agroindustrial investmerduph the introduction of industrial oil processimgls
with high environmental standards

* Improve delivery mechanisms and availability ofdit@and improved seeds

« Develop the potential of sunflower and other arafilseeds, and provide interested smallholdenéas,
particularly women, with appropriate technologie®ptimize oil extraction frorthese crops

e Stimulate and support the development of the rateriz base and know-how for the subsequent
commercial extraction of essential oils

* Promote and facilitate the interaction betweenintkerested parties through the creation of a nation
industry-based, and eventually industry-financeasaltative body that would advise government @n th
subsector/s development priorities

D. Objectives set out in Project Logframes
Overall Project Objectives

1997 2005 2008

Increase household cash Improve livelihoods of the Ugandan Expand the production of oil-bearing
income among population, especially the nutrition crops, with particular emphasis on the
smallholders derived status of the poor participation of smallholders and private-
from palm oil and other sector processors

vegetable oil production Reduce the national cost burden of
importing vegetable oils and save

Increase local production foreign exchange

of vegetable oils

Purpose (specific/development objective)

1997 2005 2008

Develop a palm oil Oil palm component Component A

industry, which is well-  Stimulate private-sector investment to Develop an oil palm industry involving
integrated in the contribute to an increase in domestic  smallholder growers and private-sector

subsector, to the benefit supply of vegetable oils and improved processors and introduction of industrial
of smallholder growers  accessibility by poor consumers, with  mills with high environmental

and private-sector effective and commercially-viable standards.
processors participation of smallholder farmers in
the enterprise Component B

Optimize yields and oil

. . . evelop the potential for sunflower and
extraction technology for Increase incomes of small-scale oil paln? P P

other arable oilseeds and provide

sunflower and other growers and poor people employed in interested farmers. particularly women
arable oilseeds oil palm production and processing - - P arly ’
operations with appropriate technologies to

optimize oil extraction from these crops,
and explore the potential for essential
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Improve wellbeing of district populace oil development

through improved access to . . .

social/public infrastructure, services anda3 m&Ot?n?:ri;?g(ljlItaat(retig]st?[[]argﬂoz the

economic opportunities stimulated by 19 d part 9

. creation of a national industry-based and

the transformation of the local economy; " ]
industry-financed consultative body that
would advise government on the
subsector's development priorities
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6.

Appendix 3 - Table 1. VODP Logical Framework at Appaisal (1997)

Narrative Summary

Obijectively Verifiable Indicators

Means of Verification

Chief Assumptions

l. Overall objective

Increased household cash income among
smallholders derived from palm oil and other
vegetable oil production

Increase in local production of vegetable oils

- Household income in project area

- Share of locally produced vegetah
oils/total consumption

le

- Income surveys
- Trade and consumption
statistics

- CPO import price does not fa
below local cost of production

Il. Purpose (specific objectives)

Develop a palm oil industry that is well-integrate
in the subsector, to the benefit of smallholder
growers and private-sector processors

Optimize yields and oil extraction technology for
sunflower and other arable oilseeds

d- Productivity of smallholder oil-
palm plantations
- Productivity of estate-oil palm
plantations and processing
- Incremental farmer income from
vegetable oil production

- Project evaluation(s)

- Annual reports

- Income surveys

- Reports and minutes of
VODC

- Vegetable oil production
contributes significantly to
farm income

1. Outputs

- 7500 ha of smallholder oil-palm are in product

- 2000 ha of estate oil-palm are in production

- Efficient rural financial services are in place at
oil-palm locations

- Farmers’ Trusts functioning, holding 10% of
UOPC equity

- Access and ffb collection roads

- Private palm oil mills process all local ffb
production

- Ffb prices paid are established by national prig
committee

- Environment and resource management plans

- VODC brings subsector stakeholders together

- Increase in arable oil-seed production

- Raised arable oil-seed processing efficiency

on Number of smallholders
participating
- Area of oil palm established
- Amount of palm oil and kernel
produced
- Credit take-up and repayment
- Number of environmental control
personnel trained
- Length of roads constructed
indNumber of subsector stakeholders
represented in VODC
- Area planted to and/or total yield g
improved arable oil seed cultivars
- No of Ram Presses (or equivalent
distributed and operating
- No of VODC sessions

with/submissions to APC

-

- Project monitoring
system

- Quarterly and annual
reports

- Credit records

- Record-keeping of a
sample of oil-palm
growers

- Markets operate (including
effective charging of CPO
import tax)

- The Farmers’ Trusts and
pricing committee effectively
increase the smallholders’
bargaining position vs. UOPC
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Narrative Summary

Obijectively Verifiable Indicators

Means of Verification

Chief Assumptions

V. Activities

- Establish smallholder oil palm plots

- Establish UOPC estates and oil mills

- Construct access and ffb collection roads

- Train smallholders, UOPC, MAAIF and
COREC/NARO staff

- Establish private banking outlets at oil palm
locations

- Provide social infrastructure and housing gran

- Support the environmental control agencies,
including training

- Assist formation and operation of Farmers’
Trusts

- Establish national pricing committee for ffb

- Initiate creation of Vegetable Oil Development
Council (VODC)

- Support vegetable oil research

- Assist sunflower and other oilseeds extension
(cultivation and oil extraction), adaptive resear
seed multiplication and distribution

- Support the Directorates of Crop Resources a
Extension, MAAIF, to monitor the project
implementation

- Support to districts

Inputs

- Land clearing and preparation
equipment

- Oil-palm seedings and production
inputs

- Credit in kind to smallholders

- Technical assistance

s Vehicles

- Equipment and materials

- Civil works

- Training

- Roads machinery

- Studies

- Institutional support, including
NGOs

Operating costs and incremental
salaries

nd

- Quarterly and annual
reports
- Supervision reports

- Timely provision of inputs
and investments

- Timely completion of requireg
roads and ferry access to
project areas

- Political and economical
stability

- Continued market-oriented
government policy

- Interest of private sector is
maintained
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Annex 3: Logical Framework - Oil Palm Component Bugala Island

Narrative Summary

Objectively Verifiable Indicators

Means of Verification

Key Assumptions

DEVELOPMENT GOALS:

- Improve livelihoods of the Ugandan population, especially the
nutrition status of the poor

- Reduce the national cost burden of importation of vegetable oils
and save foreign exchange

Nutrition status and consumption levels
of vegetable oils

% of and $ spent on imported vegetable
oils against total market supply in the

country

National nutritional statistics

National statistics on trade
and domestic market info

Political will to push forward PMA
and PEAP policies/reforms

Macro-economic conditions
continue stable and liberal; and no
inordinate climatic adversity

DEVELOPMENT OBJECTIVES:

Stimulate private sector investment to contribute to an increase in
domestic supply of vegetable oils and the improved accessibility by
poor consumers, with effective and commercially viable
participation of smallholder farmers in the enterprise.

Increase incomes of the small-scale oil palm growers and those poor
employed in the oil palm production and processing operations

Improve well-being of the district populace through improved access
to social/public infrastructure, services and economic opportunities
stimulated by the transformation of the local economy

Level of and returns to private sector
investment; # and performance (yields
and credit repayment) of participating
smallholder farmers

Changes in HH assets

# of population with improved access to
key social/public infrastructure (clinics,
schools, roads, etc.)

# and types of services and economic
activities initiated

Company and KOPGT
records; VODP M&E data

Benchmark/impact surveys

Benchmark/impact surveys,
District records

Financial position of the private
sector investor remains stable

No drastic change in international
vegetable oil market

Stability of other income factors, at
least until meaningful oil palm
benefits flow

Support from central and local
governments; proper maintenance
of public infrastructure
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Narrative Summary

Objectively Verifiable Indicators

Means of Verification

Key Assumptions

OUTPUTS :

6 500 ha of oil palm nucleus estate established and effectively and

efficiently managed

3500 ha of outgrower/smallholder plantations established and
effectively and efficiently managed

Oil processing mill (with capacity of 30 tph by 2009, upgraded to 60
tph by 2012) operating efficiently and in a environmentally sound
manner

An organization representing the interest of small-scale oil palm
growers (KOPGT) put in place and fully operational

Key social/public infrastructure constructed/improved and with
investment by the private sector company and/or the local
government and effectively utilized by local population

Fair employment opportunities associated with oil palm
development, production and processing generated for the poor
population of the Kalangala district, as well as adjacent areas

National technical capacity and expertise for oil palm enterprises
developed

Capacity of local government for effective service provision to its
population enhanced

ha of nucleus estate over years
ffb yield over years

ha of smallholder/outgrower plantations
over years; # and performance (yields as
well as  credit repayment) of
participating smallholder farmers

ffb processed in the mill; CPO output of
at least 33 000 t/year at peak; effluent
levels from the mill

KOPGT membership; KOPGT
eventually operating without external
funding; types and levels of activities
undertaken by KOPGT; points/contents
consulted and negotiated between OPUL
and KOPGT

Types and number of infrastructure
constructed/improved and # of people

utilizing them

# of people employed and wage levels

# of local personnel with sufficient
technical expertise

Level and typcs of district expenditures

OPUL records

VODP M&E data; OPUL
and KOPGT records; bank
records

OPUL mill records

KOPGT records; KOPGT
financial reports and annual
reports; various meeting
minutes

Local government records,
Teports; survey

OPUL payroll data;
interview with oil palm
growers

Interview  with  OPUL
personnel

Local governments annual
plans/budgets and periodic
reports

Financial position of the company
remain stable

No severe drought, pest occurrence

Non-interference, no distortion
from external sources, local or
national; resolution of conflicting
interests/disputes.

Local government office properly
staffed
Good governance maintained




€8

Narrative Summary

Objectively Verifiable Indicators

Means of Verification

Key Assumptions

ACTIVITIES :
(OPUL/BIDCO) Develop a nursery for oil palm seedlings

(GoU) Acquire 6500 ha of lands for lease to the private sector
investor for nucleus estate development

OPUL/BIDCO develop nucleus estate (6500 ha) in an
environmentally sound manner

Mobilise and register smallholder farmers to participate in oil palm
enterprise in partnership with the private sector investor

Prepare land, plant quality oil palm seedlings in smaltholders’ lands
(target 3 500 ha) and manage plantations — with effective support by
the private sector investor

Provide support to KOPGT for organizational capacity building and to
the establishment of outgrower units/divisions, smallholder groups

Provide training to local technical staff (OPUL staff, Dept of
Agriculture, KOPGT, etc).

Provision of vehicles, equipment and materials: for VODP
coordination/management; for KOPGT; and for KDLGA for
social/general infrastructure

Regularly monitor the compliance with the NEMA condition,
environmental and socio-economic effects, biodiversity impacts and
conservation or improvement of forest and other ecological systems

MAAIF/VODP Coordination Office effectively operating for
component planning, direction, support, administration and M&E

# of seedlings raised

ha handed over to OPUL

ha cleared/developed in line with
environmental regulations

# of farmers participating in
sensitization meetings and registered
with KOPGT; ha of land committed

ha under SH plantations and costs of
inputs and services provided

Types of training and support provided
to KOPGT and its  smaller
units/divisions

# of people trained

Targets filled for materials, vehicles
and equipment procured on time

# and types of surveys undertaken and
reports prepared

Quality AWPB prepared on time,
targets largely achieved

Company records

VODP  reports, OPUL
records

VODP reports, IMS reports,
NEMA reports

VODP, District and KOPGT
records, progress reports;
training agency records.

OPUL, KOPGT, VODP
records

VODP M&E data; KOPGT
records

VODP M&E data; OPUL
records

VODP M&E data; district
and KOPGT records on
assets and works tendered

VODP M&E date; IMS
reports; NEMA reports

VODP AWPB, progress
reports; supervision
missions and reports;
stakeholder interviews;
IFAD loan disbursement
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2008 Updated logical framework: progress againsthjectives, outcomes and outputéSupervision mission, December 2008)

Narrative Summary

Verifiable Indicators

Means of Verification

Assumptions/Risks

Project Goal:

Expand the production of oil-bearing crops, with| = Increase in household asset ownership. . Household IAS = Absence of external
particular emphasis on the participation of . 63,500 smallholder producers of oilseeds cropslirio markets | = Project M&E database. economic shocks.
smallholders and private-sector processors. . Increase in tons of national production of vegetatils = Baseline studies and project completion report
. Baseline in 1998, 2.3 kg per capita. At project ptation, = BIDCO Uganda Ltd Refinery — provide figures
increased by 15% in rural areas and 70% nationally. on local purchases of oil palm
. Mukwano — provide figures on purchases of logal
vegetable oils

. FAO food balance sheet
Purpose/Objectives:
Component A — Oil Palm Development Component A . Liberal economic policies

X i . i . 2,500 jobs created at the nucleus estate - OPUL database continue.

Develop an oil palm industry involving = Smallholders/outgrowers achieved 6.5 t of yieldsheztare five | =  KOPGT database *  Financial position of the
smallholder growers and private-sector processors  years after oil palm planting (9 t after six yedrb.t after seven | = Project M&E database. private-sector investor
and introduction of industrial mills with high . remains stable

environmental standards.

Component B — Vegetable Oil Development Fun

Develop the potential for sunflowers and other
arable oilseeds and provide interested farmers,
particularly women, with appropriate technologie
to optimize oil extraction from these crops, and
explore the potential for essential oil developme

Promote and facilitate interaction among interes
parties through creation of a national industry-
based and industry-financed consultative body tl
would advise government on the subsector’s
development priorities

years. 14.5 after 10 years - peak production cgpaci

Nucleus estate achieved 5 t of yields per hectaeeybars after
planting. (11 t after six years. 18 t after 9 yegueak production
capacity).

800 smallholders/outgrowers reporting improved farm
profitability five years after oil palm planting.

By end-2009, an industrial oil extraction mill isrsstructed with @
capacity of 10 t/hour, upgradeable, able to recgtflindustrial
waste.

Compliance with NEMA environmental conditions fo @alm
mill construction approval

Proportion of branded production increased anceamed numbe
of service contracts established (market-drivelicetor)

Value of sold rural produce

Component B

ot

N° processing equipment usedMyfarmers groups

56,600 ha of land cultivated under sunflower sesgdlean by
year ........

60,000 farmers in the six districts growing sunfésvseeds or
soybean for commercial activities (of which 50% a@men)
N° farmers reporting improved farm profitability

Increased yields at the farm level

N° essential oil crop farmers reported improved farofitability

Project progress and annual reports

Household survey
Supervision reports

Bidco database
KOPGT database on purchase of ffbs

Household survey

No drastic price changes in
the international vegetable
oil market

No deterioration in external
trade routes.
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Outputs:

Al subcomponent: nucleus estates development Al:

Establish 6,500 ha of oil palm nucleus estate; and=

build oil mill on Bugala Island. .
A2:
A2 subcomponent: smallholder/outgrower .

development
Establish 3,500 ha of smallholder/outgrower oil | =

palm scheme

B1 subcomponent: traditional oil seeds crops B1:

* This is based on the needs of each of the 28ictist .
Target will be stipulated in the VODP AWP/Bs.

B2 Sub-Componengssential Oil Development | go-

6,500 ha. of land available
6,500 ha. of land planted

3,500 ha of land planted by 800 households (270@6)a
smallholders and 800 ha. By outgrowers).

OPUL trained 12 KOPGT field officers in oil palmapiting and
maintenance; fertilizer application and weedingybating and
fund management.

800 households trained in oil palm production amutif
management by KOPGT

800 smallholders/outgrowers have received loana fotal value
of US$3 million.

5,500 farmer groups mobilized with approximately2lbfarmers
per group (half of which are women).

N° farmers trained ilN° and type of modules in 23 districts

N° demonstrations fdN° farmers in 23 districts

N° on-farm trainings/farm visits provided f farmers in 23
districts.

N° farmers visited educational sites

N° ha of sunflower/soy been seeds plantetibfarmers

N° of varieties released by both NaSARRI and NaCRRI

N° essential oil varieties screened by research

N° hectares of identified varieties cultivatedMfarmers in
Tororo, Pallisa and Lira districts

Litres of essential oils distilled By’ farmers.

. Kalangala District Agriculture Officer
. District Surveyor

= KOPGT monthly reports
. OPUL database and KOPGT database.
= Project M&E database

B1l:

= 23 district quarterly and annual progress reports|

= Quarter and annual progress reports by NaSAR
and NaCRill

= M&E database

Quarterly and annual progress reports by NaCR|
Subsector impact studies

PCO case studies

PCO six-monthly/annual progress reports

Al,A2:

. Political will to engage in
oil palm development

. Stakeholder commitment

. Competitiveness of oil paln
crop remains high.

. Climate remain stable

B1,B2:
. Climate remain stabile
Rk Security in north and north

east remains stable

. There will be field
extension workers (FEWSs)
in the 23 Districts to work
on VODP.

Inputs by Component:

Inputs by Component:

= Inputs by Category

= Inputs by Category

Human resources:

Costs by Component:

Total Staff estimates: Oil palm development: US$10.Tion
15 VODP staff, of which six seconded from VODF: US$ 6.6 million
MAIIF. Institutional Support: US$4 Million
(1 Project Coordinator; 1 M&E Officer; TOTAL: B$9.7 million

3 accounting staff; 2 technical officers, 1
administrator, 1 procurement assistant; 2 office
attendants; 4 drivers)

Project completion: September 30, 2009

Cost by category in SDR:

Vehicles and equipment:

Civil works:

Consultants’ services, training and studies
Operating costs:

Sector development fund:

Oil palm development support
Unallocated:

SDR 1 730 000
SDR 600 000
SDR 700 000
SDR 1 600 000
SDR 2 300 000
SDR 6 700 000
SDR 720 000

TOTAL:

SDR 14 350 000
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APPENDIX 4

Summary of Implementation Results
(for Traditional Oilseeds and Essential Oils Subpr{ects)

Traditional Oilseeds Subproject

(a) Adaptive research (implemented by NaSARRI aa@€RRI)

Intended activities (as per MOU): Select and dgvelo open-pollinated variety (OPV) of sunflowe
to replace ‘Sunfolatest and release high-yielding varieties of sunfipvgroundnut, sesame and
soybean; produce breeder/foundation seed for furthstiplication; test and develop improved
agronomic practices (bird-scaring devices, sotilfigrand fertilizer application, ploughing system
integrated pest management (IPM), optimum integrgpand crop-rotation regimes)

Results:

» Seed varieties released:
Sunflower (hybrid): PAN 7351 (2003); DK 404DKF 68-22, AGSUN 8251 (2007);
Sunflower (OPV) ‘Sunfola’ purified annuallyofm 2005.
Sesame: Sesim | (2001), Sesim Il (2003)
Groundnut: Serenut 3R and Serenut 4T (2002)er&it 1 and Serenut 2 purification expected 2
Soybean: Maksoy 1N and Namsoy 4M (2004); Makd¥y2008)

» Two alternative OPVs to ‘Sunfola’ tested and regeldbecause of low yields. Two more in
pipeline.

* Revolving fund set up (US$16 million at Novembeb2pto use funds from sale of foundation
seed for further research

 Little on agronomic practices

(b) Seed multiplication and distribution (implemesty UOSPA)
Intended activities (as per MOU): Multiply breedgstem via contract farmers; distribute seed to
farmers’ groups via DAOSs; train extension agents fanmers groups

Results:

e 548,721 kg of ‘Sunfola’ seed and 8,000 kg of soyb&sed distributed to farmers’ groups

« Seed was initially sold to farmers, but was distiéal free after 2002/2003 as part of the
Government’s Poverty Action Fund (PAF) policy.

« Seed distribution increased steadily to 2004-28€4ilized at a lower level, then fell by half in
2007/2008, reflecting a policy of gradual withdr&fvam free seed distribution

(c) General farmer extension and support (impleettby DAOS)
Intended activities: Form new farmer groups; caut/farmer training, establish demonstration plot
organize farm visits and field days

Results:

« 5,906 new farmer groups formed over the projedode28% of the members were women

e 8,542 training sessions carried out; 40% of paricip were women

» Gradual broadening of training activity from agrario practices to group dynamics and PPM&
e 7,944 demonstration plots established; 53,388 fasits and 1,393 field days.

(d) Cottage processing (implemented by AT-U)
Intended activities (as per MOU): Distribute Raragses to farmer groups; train extension agents

D10

1Y)

farmers, artisans and traders in the operatiomaaidtenance of ram presses
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Results:

* 343 Ram presses distributed; not all currently atieg

« Extension staff in 14 districts trained, plus 4Qmerators and 11 subject specialists
< Some individual farmers purchase Ram presses amotlie account

< Arevolving fund established to enable further pases of Ram presses

« Distribution network closed down after 2002

(e) Development of food standards (implemented BBB)

Intended activities (as per MOU): Develop standéodshe subsector (raw material, products and
products); increase awareness and knowledge odastiiand quality; train quality assurance
personnel for oil processors and other stakehagléstablish a sustainable quality assurance syiste
the sector; increase productivity with reducedédgssontribute to increased competitiveness in the
subsector through increased certification of vdgetails.

Results:

« State-of-the-art chromatography equipment instdidedood analysis

» Staff trained

e 28 product-quality standards specified and pubtishe sunflower, sesame and groundnut

« Other standards under development for post-hahzegling, storage, hygiene and labelling

* Guidelines drafted for food manufacturing practifiessmall and medium vegetable oil mills.

« Vegetable oil processing quality-control manuafted

< 35 oil mills routinely inspected every 2-3 months

« Full certification of three mills expected

» Over 100 local government staff, millers, machiperators and traders participated in
sensitization and training workshops

e Code of practice for subsector millers under dgwalent, in collaboration with NUOMA.

(f) Other activities

e Savings and credit: sensitization workshops heldlistrict staff and group leaders in all
subprojects; farmer groups form village banks amd $ubcounty SACCOs

« Links with private millers and traders establishedddress problems of seed supply and
marketing

« General publicity activities undertaken to promibte vegetable oil subsector

DY-

m

h

Essential Oils Subproject

Intended activities (as per MOU): Introduce, scraed field-assess potential cultivars; establish
standard analytical services; collaborate withpteate sector to distil essential oils for anadysi
participate in seed/seedling production in collaltion with the private sector; disseminate new
technologies to staff and farmers through trainilmgkshops and demonstrations.

Results:

< Citronella and lemongrass: cultivars successfulfsoduced, screened and multiplied; on-statior
mother gardens established; two distilleries tanti one more under construction; 784 farmers
trained, 197 acres of citronella currently in protilon in Tororo, Pallisa and Lirkcal and
international market research carried out; 2,3@8diof citronella sold for value of about US$16
million. The crop has become the main source ajrime to 52% farmers.

» Shea nut: 171 farmers in Lira and Katakwi were isisegl on shea nut growing, propagation anc
conservation. 5,000 seedlings were establishedratther garden in Lira, but this was abandoné
because of unrest in the area from 2003. Ten fararernow growing shea nut and have starte
their own nurseries.

* Prunus Africanaseed collected and 4,000 seedlings of raisegkmied by 40 farmers; bark

collected for analysis of chemical compounds; sptaats destroyed by drought and/or termites;

activities discontinued because of low productioteptial
« Geranium: an acceptable variety identified andetbst on-farm trials; distillation facility
constructed on a host farm. Production halted ecatiproblems of disease on trial sites and

reluctance of host farmer to proceed with outgrosatreme.
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APPENDIX 5

Poverty Status of VODP Beneficiaries, all Subprojes

Poverty Status of Traditional Oilseed Farmers in 199

1. The baseline survey shows that, in 1999, the alldaemers were very poor: 84 per cent of

them had grass-thatched houses, most of them withwaalls. Only 14 per cent had permanent roofs
and 31 per cent had permanent walls. One thirdl édraners had no means of transport at all and the
remainder only had bicycles. Only 3 per cent hgokananent store for their grain, most of them

having the traditional mud granary (62 per centademporary store (32 per cent). Just over half of
them had a radio (51 per cent). Ten percent ofaheers were illiterate and over half (58 per cent)

had only primary-level education. The average hioolsksize was 6.5 members. On these indicators,
all of the districts were poor, although povertyswaore extreme in Lira, Soroti and Katakwi. In the

last two, the proportion of grass-thatched houses 92 per cent and 99 per cent, respectively.

2. Landownership is not a particularly good povertgligator in the project area because of the
prevalence of customary/communal land tenure systma the large amounts of uncultivable land
(forests, swamps etc). Landholdings were relativalge compared with other parts of the country
(13.5 acres per househdidjut the amount of cultivated land per household waly 4.7 acres and
less than one third of this was dedicated to cilsgeps (1.4 acres per househbl@hirty-six per cent

of households were solely dedicated to agricultur@ 64 per cent had other sources of income, such
as trading, brick-making, blacksmithing, handigahd services.

3. In the baseline sample, there was a small propodfdoetter-off households, as evidenced by
their having higher levels of education, house$ \witrmanent roofs, permanent stores for the grain,
bicycles and radidsApac and Pallisa had more of these householdstteaother districts. The better
position of such families may have been becauseesfamily members worked in the service
professions (e.g. teachers, public servants, pialits).

Poverty Status of Traditional Oilseed Farmers in 206

4.  As the IAS did not repeat the socio-economic ragldnestions in 2006, it is not possible to
compare the poverty status of oilseed farmers tjre€he only quantifiable measure of household
benefits comes from an IAS question on how respuisdased the income generated by oilseed sales
and processing. Table 1 below shows the propodfapositive responses on each item by gehder
Only 29 respondents (5 per cent of the samplehdidespond to any of the options, which suggests
that the other 95 per cent had realised some peditnefit. The table indicates that most favoured
items for allocating the income were school feegdieal care and daily running expenses (food and
upkeep), in that order. School fees were the mesufred item (77.9 per cent), food and medical
expenses accounted for 71 per cent and home ugkeef6 per cent. A smaller proportion of
responses (31-42 per cent) favoured investmertarfarm (livestock, farm implements, other crops,
land, etc.). The most important of these was livelst which reflects the role that animals have in
farm investment and the fact that many areas wepéetkd of livestock as a result of insurgency and
cattle rustling. House construction — which is sbly striking when travelling round the area —swa
only mentioned by about a quarter of respondentsclhwmay indicate that it is only undertaken

1
2

Average of first and second seasons.

Although there were some differences in the sfzandholdings between districts — with Lira, Klatd and
Kumi having the largest — the amount of cultivatedd and proportion dedicated to oilseed crops werg
similar.

®  About 25 per cent of respondents had some secpradaication and 6 per cent some tertiary education
14 per cent had houses with permanent roofs.

4 This is a multiple response question — it does stmw the proportion of total household expenditur
allocated to each item. The items are not mutuaiglusive; respondents could reply positively ty ah the
items.
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gradually after a period of sunflower growing. hetgtingly, the pattern of responses did not vary
much between men and women — the main exceptiang lo¢her income-generating activities and
savings, which were more favoured by women than.men

Appendix 5 - Table 1. Uses of the Income from Oilsel Growing (2006)(multiple responses)

Expenditure item % of respondents answering yes othis item

Men Women Total No.
Home
Food 713 70.8 71.1 438
Home upkeep 64.5 68.7 66.1 407
Home equipment 33.4 36.5 34.6 213
House construction 23.5 26.6 24.7 152
Bicycle 204 21.0 20.6 127
Human Capital
School fees 78.3 77.3 77.9 480
Medical expenses 71.5 69.5 70.8 436
Farm
Livestock 45.2 38.2 42.5 262
Farm implements 34.2 34.3 34.3 211
Other crops 28.5 36.9 31.7 195
Other oil crop inputs 33.2 27.9 31.2 192
Land 23.2 23.6 234 144
Ox plough 19.1 16.3 18.0 111
Other income-generating | 23.0 32.2 26.5 163
activities
Savings 22.5 28.8 24.8 153
(Total) (383) (233) (616)

Source: Mission calculations from IAS raw data
Poverty Status of Oil Palm Farmers in 2006

5. A baseline survey of 1,049 rural household headspé6 cent men, 38 per cent women) in 43
villages was carried out in May 2006 (before KOPS&arted to mobilize smallholders to grow oil
palm). The sample shows similar characteristicthéooilseeds baseline survey of 1999: there was a
similar age distribution, level of education andnstard of housing. Twelve per cent of the sample
were illiterate and 60 per cent had only primaryeleeducation; only 27 per cent had permanent
housing structures; 34 per cent had bicycles, Byie8 cent had radios.

6. Most of the sample respondents were subsistenogefarwith limited experience of farmer
organization or agricultural extension servicese Timin cash crop, coffee, had declined because of
coffee wilt. Many of the men participated in fisgjnleaving the women to tend the fields. Crop
farming was the primary occupation of 47 per ceénhausehold heads, followed by fishing (16 per
cent) and livestock rearing (13 per cent); otheupations included timber felling, charcoal burning
petty trade, public service and labouring. Althougfh per cent of them had access to land, most
(78 per cent) wer&ibanja squatters. The rest wenegilo or customary owners (8 per cent and 9 per
cent, respectively), or were renting land (5 pertceThe vast majority (78 per cent) had less tBan
acres of land, 11 per cent had between 3 and 5 acie 11 per cent had more than 5 acres. Three
quarters of the land was used for crops, one fioirdanimals and only 3 per cent for tree planting.
Only 35 per cent had access to extension servitg® ger cent belonged to a farming group. Most
households produced food mainly for home consumptiith very little surplus for marketing, and 51
per cent of households faced food shortages froma to time.

7. It is possible that a small number of project baefies are considerably better-off than what

this implies. All the villages visited by the migei had a small number of landowners with large
amounts of land (e.g. above 50 acres). These wncldde people living in Kalangala town or on the
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mainland, and who have provided land to grow diirptarough the outgrower scheme. On the whole,
the outgrowers tended to have more land than soidéhs.

Poverty status of citronella and lemongrass growergs 2007

8. A survey of 94 farmers in nine sub-countries wadeutaken in 2007 in order to assess the
impact of citronella and lemongrass on food segufihe data showed that most of them owned their
land and only 2 per cent renfedverage landholdings per farmer were larger thasther subproject
areas (12.9 acres) and there were large differenossng farmers from different districts; for
example, farmers from Mulanda had an average o8 28res each compared with those from
Nagongera with 6.5 acres.

9.  Crop farming was the main occupation for 81 pett oémespondents and a small number were
cattle farmers (in Nabuyoga and Mulanda subcountig percent were salaried employees, and the
other 10 percent were engaged in brick-making, bmgwtrading or casual labour. The level of
education was higher than that of the traditionialeed farmers living in the same region: 46 pettce
had primary education or were illiterate compareith \88 per cent of traditional oilseed farmers and
72 per cent of oil palm farmers.

10. Most of the essential oil crops cultivated wereatiella; only 26 per cent were lemongrass. The
proportion of land allocated to the essential mips was relatively small (11 per cent to citroaelhd

5 per cent to lemongrass), compared with food cr@8s per cent) and livestock (47 per cent).
However, the latter figures are distorted by thitledarmers in two subcounties. Without these two
subcounties, the proportion of land allocated tdforops rises to 42 per cent while livestock fedls
23 per cent. The proportion of land allocated weasal oil crops is the same. No major food séguri
problems were mentioned.

11. The study reported that 67 per cent of the farmersrded major improvements in household
income and 30 per cent recorded minor improvemdntame from citronella was now the major
source of household income for 53 per cent of #nmérs. There were few responses to questions on
how this income was used.

Socio-economic Rankings of Sunflower and Citronell&armers in 2009

12. The mission PRA analysis shows that the key cdteri socio-economic ranking in the
sunflower and citronella farming communities weaed, livestock, living standards, number of meals
per day, modes of transport, numbers of childrew, @&cess to good-quality education and medical
services. It revealed substantial differences gs¢hvariables within the communities, with a small
number of families at the extremes of very well-off very poor and landless. The extent of this
variation differed between districts, being morerked in Tororo, Mbale, Apac and Masindi, and less
so in Soroti and Lira. The proportion of farmersntfied as ‘poor’ varied from 10 per cent in Tayor
to 70 per cent in Soroti; Mbale and Masindi had338ser cent in this category, Apac had 30 per cent
and the two subcounties in Lira had 20-25 per cdie proportions of ‘very poor’ — usually landless
families — also varied, with Tororo, Apac and Maihaving 17-20 per cent, Soroti 10 per cent and
Mbale and Lira having virtually no families in thtsategory. The following tables provide some
examples of these rankings, selected to illustrétedlifferences noted above. The full PRA rep®rt i
available as an annex to this evaluation. It shd@doted that citronella or sunflower growing was
undertaken by all the different socio-economic gsou

5
6

The mission met one local leader who was growih@cres of oil palm.
The report does not mention the type of landosmipr but most of the citronella growers live ireas
where communal ownership is the dominant form oéllgenure.

91



Appendix 5 - Table 2. Socio-economic Rankings of ttonella Farmers in Tororo
(Nagongera subcounty)

Criteria Very Well-off Well-off Poor Very Poor
Rankings | They have over 200 | 10-20 acres of land. Often have 1 acre of | Rent single
acres of land, 20+ Medium brick iron-roofed | land; all live in huts; rooms; have
head of cattle. Large | house; 2-3 cows plus have a few sheep, goatssmall plots; with
permanent house with| sheep and goats; most withand chickens; no or without
tiled roof; cars; four bicycles and few transport means; chickens; not
good meals a day; motorcycles; majority children attend UPE; | educated; poor
children attend good | educate children up to A- | family has two meals; often
schools to university | level. Family has three unbalanced meals a survive by
level; get good meals a day; uses day. Rarely go to offering labour
medical services government hospitals hospital, often use
herbs
% of 2% 70% 10% 18%
farmers in
group
Land Large areas of pasture,Citronella was representef ¥4 acre of land under | No acreage for
planted citronella planting by seven leaves, being the citronella citronella
with could not be specified| largest acreage for many growing
citronella farmers in this category
Appendix 5 - Table 3. Socio-economic Rankings in Sati
(Tubur subcounty)
Criteria Well-off Poor Very Poor
Rankings | They have 5-10 acres of land; | On average they have 3-5 acres 1-3 acres of land; some

over 4 bulls, 2-10 cows, 10-20
local chickens; big houses with
thick, well-thatched houses with
big poles. A few have started to
have permanent iron roofs. They
have 5-10 children, some with
extended families, and attending
UPE, USE and some to tertiary
institutions. They have three
meals a day and attend both
private clinics and govt health
centres

of land, 2 bulls, 1-2 cows, 2-5
goats and 5-10 chicken. Most
have 3-7 children; moderate-s
ized grass-thatched houses; the
majority educate in UPE, some
to USE schools and a few go to|
private schools. Families have 2
3 meals a day (balanced during
harvest seasons); they tend to (
private clinics and government
health centres.

with 1-2 bulls, others
none, one cow, 2-5 goats
and 1-5 chicken. All have
small round grass-
thatched houses with 8-
20 children including
»-orphans. Often have one
or two meals a day.
gehildren go to UPE
schools and use of the
health centre services

% farmers

20%

70%

10%

Land
planted
with
sunflower

On average, 4 acres™ keason;
and 2 acres™ season

1% season 1 acre; " season
2% acres

1% season ¥
2"season 1% acres

acre;

92



Appendix 5 - Table 4. Socio-economic Rankings in ta

(Amuca parish

1%

Criteria Well-off Medium Average Poor

Rankings | 5-10 acres of land | Own 3-4 acres with 10 | Own 1-2 acres, | The landless rent 1-2
with 10-15 cows, 10 | goats and many chickens.They have small | acres for cultivation at
goats, 50 chickens. | Some have small semi- | huts/mud and UGX 35,000/=. These ar
Permanent houses, | permanent houses while| wattle houses often teachers and the
some cars, others others are of mud and | with old iron like in Lira or migrants or
with motorcycles and wattle with grass thatch. | sheets. A few are from IDP camps.
able to educate Some own bicycles ever have bicycles; They rent small rooms in
children up to for boda bodabike taxis; | many children; | trading centres; can only
university level. 4-12 children who go to | attend UPE afford one meal per day.
They have three UPE schools. 2 meals | schools. Two
meals a day /day and go to govt. meals/day

health facilities. Good
household items.

Av. % of | 15% 50% 20% 5%

farmers in

category

Land 4 acres in Tseason; | 1 acre ¥season; 1% 1 acre in both Y acre in both seasons

planted 3 acres in ¥ season | acres ¥ season: seasons

with

sunflower

Appendix 5 - Table 5. Socio-economic Rankings in At
(Abongomola subcounty)

Criteria Well off Medium Average Poor Very Poor

Rankings | They have 50 — 6Q May have 20-49 | Often have 15 - | Most with 7-14 Have 4-6 acreg
acres of land. Own| acres of land. 19 acres. Some | acres of land. of land. Grass-
permanent iron- Some own have semi- Permanent thatched round
roofed houses and | permanent houses permanent houses with mud | huts; a bicycle,
neat rest houses of| with iron sheets | houses with iron| bricks, some of | and around 7
grass thatch; while others use | sheets and otherswhich are grass- | children who
bicycles and mud bricks. They | have huge grass thatched. Some | attend UPE.
motorbikes. 2-4 own bicycles. 8- | thatched houses| own bicycles and| Two meals a
children often up to| 10 children; 8-10 children in | send the 5-14 day. When
tertiary institutions | attend UPE and | UPE; two children to UPE | sick they only
of learning. Can USE. They have 3 meals/day; use | and USE schools| attend public
afford 3-4 meals a | meals a day. health centres | Eat two health centres.
day; attend private | When sick they | for medical care,| meals/day and
clinics and health | attend clinics and attend clinics and
centres. health centres. health centres.

Av. % of | 10% 20% 20% 30% 20%

farmers in

category

Land 1% season, 20 acre$;Depending on the| 2-3 acres of 1 acre of 1 acre of

planted 2" season, 25 acresseason, 2-5 acres| sunflower in £ | sunflower per sunflower per

with in 1 season and | season and season season

sunflower 5-10 acres in? | 3acresin %

season season
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APPENDIX 6

Goal-level Impacts

1. This appendix looks at the project's contributiam its broader goals, namely, national
production of vegetable oil crops (sunflower in tmarar); domestic vegetable oil consumption;
import substitution of vegetable oils; and rural/@ay reduction. Since there are many influences on
these aggregate processes besides that of the VIOBRot possible to attribute any changes to the
project alone. The point is to examine the broaderds to which the project contributes.

2. Contribution to vegetable oil crop and sunflower poduction. MAAIF has collected data on
the area planted to vegetable oil crops since E®Dto sunflower since 1992. Figure 1 gives the
trends since 1992 in the area planted with all tadge oil crops, all sunflower crops and the
sunflower plantings supported by VODP. The yeatsvben 1992 and 1998 are included in order to
demonstrate that production in the subsector waady growing prior to project start-up. However,
the rate of expansion accelerated after 1998. Batvi®99 and 2008, the total vegetable oilseed area
grew by 60 per cent (from 538,000 to 861,000 hanflewer acreage grew by 154 per cent (from
72,000 to 183,000) and the VODP-supported sunflageeage grew by 4,000 per cent (from a small
start of 2,000 ha to 82,000 ha). It should be nétatsunflower is still only a small proportiontotal
oilseed acreage (21 per cent in 2008), but VODRaied planting represented a significant amount
of it (45 per cent of total sunflower area in tiasr).

3. Figure 2 gives more detailed information on sunétfowroduction, where the rapid growth since
2000 can be seen; VODP’s contribution matchesttéigl in the early years and again in 2008, but is
more erratic in the intervening years because @fstiturity situation and drought already discussed.
However, VODP may have contributed indirectly te thrger trend as the initial expansion prompted
an increase in seed sales and milling, which im tstimulated further expansion in sunflower
cultivation beyond the VODP-supported grolups

Figure 1. Area Planted with Vegetable Oils and Suidwer
(‘000 hectares)

1000
800 "

600 / —e— Total veg. oils
M —=— Total sunflower
400

VODP sunflower
200 ._._H—H—I—W

0 1 T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1T

1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008

Source: MAAIF and VODP data.

1 These broader effects were reiterated on numavoeasions during mission meetings, but it hasbeen

possible to quantify them.
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Figure 2. Sunflower Production, National and VODP

250
200 -t
150 —e— Area planted (‘000
100 ha)
50 A ~ —=— Production
0 (‘000 tonnes)
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Source: MAAIF and VODP data.

4.  Consumption of vegetable oilThe Uganda national household surveys provide fimébion on
householdconsumption of cooking oil for 1999/2000, 2002/208nd 2005/2006 Data were
extracted for all Uganda, all rural areas and lier 14 ‘VODP districts’ (standardized accordingtte t
district definitions in 1999/2000). Table 1 showattthe quantity of cooking oil consumed in theséhr
survey rounds increased at all levels: nationahlythe total rural population and in the VODP
districts. This was partly because of populatiooréease. However, the percentage of households
consuming cooking oil was also increasing, as Wwasaverage oil consumption per househdtds to

be noted that average household oil consumptionhigdeer in the VODP districts and it grew faster
than among the average rural population. Unforlpano national-level nutrition data exist that
would enable the nutritional benefits of the inseghoil consumption to be measured.

2 The household surveys capture consumption of gowtibeverages (including cooking oil) during tlstp

seven days prior to the interview. Household-sjeaifits of measurement are converted into litres.
®  The changes are small because they are averagedadarge number of households — they would be
greater at the local level, particularly in the fiomver growing areas.
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Appendix 6 - Table 1. Trends and Patterns of Cookig Oil Consumption, 1999/2000-2005/2006
Uganda All rural VODP districts
(rural)

Quantity (Itr) consumed in last seven

days

1999/2000 835,512 594,871 177,991

2002/2003 993,989 737,846 226,445

2005/2006 1,081,510 782,028 234,317

Estimated number of households

1999/2000 4,105,800 3,459,719 788,627

2002/2003 4,631,921 3,844,263 861,780

2005/2006 4,801,945 3,957,596 853,287

% households consuming cooking oil

1999/2000 50.4 45.8 55.7

2002/2003 55.1 52.1 62.9

2005/2006 56.6 53.9 70.6

Quantity (Itr) per household

1999/2000 0.20 0.17 0.23

2002/2003 0.21 0.19 0.26

2005/2006 0.23 0.20 0.27

Source: EPRC calculations based on UNHS |, lltdiinds

Note: All figures exclude districts in the Acholilsregion (Gulu, Kitgum and Pader), which were not
covered in 1999/2000. The VODP districts exclude whban population. The number of households
declines in 2005/2006 because of a change in thelssy methodology.

5. Import substitution. It proved extremely difficult to assess the degreemport substitution of
vegetable oils. Unfortunately the project does systematically collect data on national production
and consumption of vegetable oil, or on imports axgorts of the product. The only evidence
available to the mission came from the IAS, whibbwgs that national demand doubled between 1999
and 2005, particularly during 2004 and 2005. Thepprtion covered by domestic production rose
from 35 per cent to 40 per cent during 1999 and2€ten fell to 26 per cent between 2000 and 2003
(as a result of the insecurity) and rose thereafte6 per cent by 2005This suggests that there was
an import substitution effect in those two pericathough Uganda was still dependent on imports for
over half of its consumption of vegetable oil in080 However, it has not been possible to confirm
these trends.

6. Data from MAAIF on vegetable oil imports (by volumé&gs) show that while the composition
of vegetable oil imports is very diverse, it is doated by palm oil imports (as much as 70-80 pet ce
in some years). In contrast, sunflower oil impa@uits negligible (less than 1 per cent of importéle T
main import substitution effect would therefore @from the oil palm subproject, which has hardly
got going yet. On the contrary, the establishménhe BIDCO refinery at Jinja is currently running
on imports of crude palm oil, and could thus hawetiibuted to an increase in imports of this praduc
over the last three years. However, there are deradle fluctuations in the levels of imports and a
separate analysis would be required to analyse hdgbeen going on.

7. Poverty reduction. Poverty data were extracted from the national huwoisle surveys of
1999/2000, 2002/2003 and 2005/2006 for the natippgulation, the total rural population and the
VODP districts’ Table 2 below shows that poverty was higher inIP districts than in all rural
areas in terms of both the headcumid average adult consumption expenditure.

4 IAS, p. 31, drawing on data from UOSPA.
®  Data were also disaggregated for pilot and expandistricts and for the separate districts, et tesults
were not reliable because of the small numbersvedo

The headcount is the proportion of householdsvbéhe national poverty line.
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Appendix 6 - Table 2. Poverty Estimates for VODP BGitricts

All Uganda All Rural VODP Districts

(rural)

% households in poverty

(headcount)

1999/2000 28.4 32.3 39.1

2002/2003 32.3 37.1 45.4

2005/2006 225 25.6 41.6

Average Adult Consumption

Expenditure

1999/2000 41,323 33,236 29,111

2002/2003 43,260 33,351 27,837

2005/2006 49,058 40,355 28,848

% of all rural households

1999/2000 100.0 15.6

2002/2003 100.0 224

2005/2006 100.0 21.6

Estimated number of

households

1999/2000 4,105,800 3,459,719 788,627

2002/2003 4,631,921 3,844,263 861,780

2005/2006 4,801,945 3,957,596 853,287

Source: EPRC calculations based on UNHS I, litdlnds

Note: All figures exclude districts in the Achslibregion (Gulu, Kitgum and Pader), which were not
covered in 1999/2000 due to insurgency at the timthe survey. The VODP districts exclude the
urban population. The number of households declineR005/2006 because of a change in the
sampling methodology.

8. At the national level, poverty rose slightly in 202003 but fell substantially in 2005/2006
This was also reflected in the rural figures. Th@DP districts exhibited a similar trend, although
poverty rose more during 2002/2003 and declinesl iileghe subsequent period, possibly because of
the ongoing effects of insecurity and bad weatfi&erefore the poverty headcount in the VODP
districts was actually higher in 2005/2006 tharl®99/2000, in contrast to national trends. Thus it
would appear that the significant improvementsvialihoods realised in the sunflower-growing areas
had a limited impact on the broader poverty sitrain the region. Of course, poverty might have
been even higher without the project.

9. In order to investigate non-monetary aspects oefyydata were extracted from the household
surveys on a selection of indicators that had pfote be strongly associated with consumption
poverty. These were: material of house constructwhether or not the walls and roofs were

permanent), action taken when running out of satiether borrowed rather than bought) and

possession of a bicycle and a radio. The data significant improvements in these indicators during

the three survey rounds. For instance, in the V@BBRicts, the proportion of households borrowing

or going without salt reduced from 62.5 per centL@®9/2000 to 36.5 per cent in 2005/2006. The
proportion of households with permanent (bakedkpnicalls rose from 52.9 per cent to 58.4 per cent
in the same period and the proportion with permanaofs rose from 26.2 per cent to 32.5 per cent.
The percentage owning bicycles rose from 46.3 pat to 48.7 per cent. However, despite these
improvements, the VODP districts remained pooranfttie rural average.

" The rise in poverty between 1999/2000 and 20@326 thought to be mainly due to a change in censu

methodology.
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Appendix 6 - Table 3. Selected Non-monetary Povertydicators

Housing: use of
Action taken when permanent Consumer
running out of salt material Durables
Borrowed Bought Without Wall Roof Bicycle Radio

1999/2000
Uganda 33.9 60.2 5.9 41.5 58.0 40.8 52.6
Rural 37.0 56.4 6.6 34.9 51.8 44.4 48.
VODP districts 51.1 44.2 4.6 52.9 26.2 46.3 37.8
2002/2003
Uganda 28.5 67.4 4.1 50.6 66.4 42.7 63.3
Rural 317 63.8 4.6 44.4 60.6 47.2 61.3
VODP districts 44.6 52.7 2.7 59.9 35.1 49.0 50.6
2005/2006
Uganda 29.6 68.0 25 52.2 64.4 39.2
Rural 31.8 65.4 2.8 46.2 59.3 43.6
VODP districts 33.9 63.4 2.6 58.4 325 48.7

Source: EPRC calculations based on UNHS |, lirdiinds

Note: All figures exclude districts in the Acholilsregion (Gulu and Kitgum), which were not covened. 999/2000.
The VODP districts exclude the urban populatione iimber of households declines in 2005/2006 beaafus change

in the sampling methodology. No information coletibon radios in 2005/2006.

10. In summary, poverty in the VODP districts was morarked compared with that of the rural
population in general, and it actually increasevben 1999/2000 and 2005/2006. On the other hand,
performance in terms of non-monetary poverty inicsashowed improvements over the period. The
latter data are more consistent with the changesifested by VODP beneficiaries. The project’s
direct contribution to poverty reduction in rurateas would probably be more marked in the
sunflower-growing communities. It would also haveada an indirect contribution to urban

employment expansion associated with the new rgiind trading opportunities in the towns.
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APPENDIX 7

Profitability and Value-Chain Efficiency

1.  An analysis of production costs, revenue and margim a standard unit basisdicates that
citronella and sunflower crops are profitable. Bystematic year-on-year increase in the acreage of
these crops (especially for sunflower) and the gmhédbandonment of the conventional cash crop
(cotton) in the two subproject areas is a clealecébn of better profits being realised by the
smallholder farmers. Though some previous projegorts indicated that sunflower production
without value addition by the farmers was not patfie’ the mission established that, at the current
average yield and prices, the activity is profigafwith or without farmers’ own milling).

Citronella

2. The high establishment costs substantially erodétability during the first year of production,

in which case the activity realises a nominal ahmargin of 19 per cent. However, subsequently, the
crop is very profitable with an annual return oB3der cent because of the extremely low incremental
costs involved (table 1). Nonetheless, it is imaottto note that the profitability of this new crop
depends on the availability and sustainabilitynef iarket and on minimizing the cost of transpbrt o
the raw material to the distilleries. Although satd citronella have been achieved, the marketlis s
uncertain. Smallholders who are growing the crogdram the distilleries are incurring high transpor
costs and are not realising enough returns to eageuthem to expand their field activities. The
profitability of citronella is also constrained bye capacity and reliability of the existing dilgtiles,
which is becoming inadequate. This situation is Imelped by intermittent shortages of water and
likely future shortages of fuelwood for the distij process. If these remain critical, farmers’
enthusiasm for growing and maintaining the crop eéfinitely be eroded.

Appendix 7 - Table 1. Profitability Analysis for Citronella Production - Tororo (Ush)

Per Acre per Year - Per Acre per Year -
Activity New Establishment Established Fields
Average yield (Kg) — Grass 2,500 4,000
Citronella oil (out-turn - litres) 25 40
Price to farmer (Citronella oil per litre) 15,000 15,000
COSTS
Bush clearing 20,000 -
1st ploughing (oxen) 40,000 -
2nd ploughing (oxen) 40,000 -
Planting 10,000 -
Weeding (twice) 40,000 40,000
Harvesting 90,000 120,000
Transport to distillery 75,000 120,000
Total field/production costs 315,000 188,900
Revenue from sale of oil 375,000 600,000
Gross Margin 60,000 411,100
COP (per litre) 12,600 4,723
% Margin 19% 218%

Source: mission discussions with farmer groups

1 The analyses of profitability for the traditionall seeds component are based on 1 acre for dase o

understanding. Analysis of performance below orvabtd acre can be done by the respective propottiona
extrapolation of the one acre data.

2 For exampleValue Chain Development and Extension Modalitieshim Traditional Oilseeds Subsegtor
report to IFAD by Claire Bishop-Sambrook and MarRassenberger, May 2008.
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Sunflower

3. Smallholder production and processing of sunflovgegenerating positive returns (table 2).
This has been enhanced by high competition amangtimerous buyers and millers, the favourable
price trend from the historical average of UGX 3@®/kg, and fact that the farmers can successfully
grow the crop two seasons a year. The farmers eslésing very good margins on sales of both
sunflower grain and milled products (cooking oitlazake), in addition to profits from complementary
enterprises such as bee-keeping, poultry, fishpagtbreeding.

4. Farmers have confirmed that the profit on sunflowerduction and milling exceeds the
margins realised on other crops traditionally grawthe area, such as cotton, maize, sorghum, beans
and groundnut. Growers who are adding value ta gveiduce are realising about double the profit
margins through sales of vegetable oil and cakepeoed to those selling the raw seeds. However,
realization of higher levels of profit at the fatavel is still largely constrained by high unit to®f
production arising from manual technologies, lowdarctivity and yields, and poor produce quality.
The average cost of production per kilogram of kunér realised by VODP-supported farmers is
higher than that of other programme8omparatively, farmers growing hybrid sunflowee eealising
higher profits than those growing ‘Sunfola’ undee same soil nutrient regime.

5.  Although efficiencies in the sunflower value chaeawve improved during the project period, not
least because of the increased output from farnaemeimber of weaknesses remain that have direct
implications for farmers’ profitability and prodieh levels. Value-chain weaknesses, risks and
potential mitigation measures are discussed beta@hsammarized in table 3.

Value-chain weaknesses

6. Seed supply and quality. Despite the increase in seed multiplication andtibligion through
the project, the market for seed is poorly integpatBoth local seed supplies and imports are
unreliable. Moreover, the quality of OPV seed detates over time because of cross-pollination and
disease, so there is a need for sustained effotiddyesearch stations to improve the quality ef th
seed and for continuous scrutiny by seed certiinadgencies. The project should have limited the
distribution of free seed to its beneficiaries bleast innovated a system that enabled the paation

of private dealers and stockists, such as by usighers. Farmers who adopted the hybrid sunflower
promoted by Mukwano showed that they have the dgpand willingness to buy seed once it is
available and accessible. The cost of seed is spaticularly the ‘Sunfola’ which requires onlykg

per acre, compared with the cost of other fieldvaies and would not present a major financial
constraint to the farmers. There is a need nowramgthen the integration of private inputs dealers
and seed companies, so that a private-sector, trarkeinput supply mechanism can operate
smoothly.

7. Soil fertility. Although the sunflower crop is currently profitabthe realised yield levels are
averaging only about 50 per cent of the yield piaéof the seed varieties being grown on research
stations. The major issue is the chronic underefigertilizer. The research institutes need to lwgen
actively engaged in addressing low soil fertilignd efforts are needed to improve availability and
accessibility of fertilizer at the field level (faxample by including fertilizer in the demonstati
package). A cost-benefit analysis would help thtersion staff to demystify the assertion by the
farmers that the fertilizer is very expensive ahdst its application is not profitable. A clear
dissemination of the benefits of fertilizer useténms of realizable marginal returns, is necessary

8. Low productivity. Shortages of labour, limited scope for increasiffgciency by using ox
ploughs and low levels of mechanization are coimstra the prospects for acreage expansion of

®  The recently concluded USAID-funded APEP projeas a unit cost of production of UGX 228/kg for
sunflower, which is quite below the lowest cospodduction given in annex 2.
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smallholder farmers and are impacting on yieldsabse of delayed accomplishment of manual field
activities.

9. Cottage processingGrowers who are adding value to their produce @atising about double
the profit margins through sales of vegetable aoitl &ake (both of which have a good market)
compared to those selling the raw seeds. Howeher,capacity of the Ram press technology is
inadequate for the increased production levelseatiyy being realised in the project areas. Indeed
many farmers, especially in the Lira area wher@pction volumes have substantially increased, have
abandoned the use of Ram presses. Access to neataridls that allow scaling up from the Ram
presses is needed, supported with appropriatedigamechanisms (for example, collaborating with
institutions that support micro leasing for agriaut).

10. Post-harvest handling.All millers complain about the poor quality of tharvested grain (high
moisture and foreign matter content). This is msglin high milling costs owing to depreciation of
machinery, more frequent maintenance, high milliogses, rejected deliveries of sunflower from
farmers by millers, and low prices paid to the farsnby middlemen and millers. The major problems
here are the limited availability of quality-enharg equipment and materials, such as dryers, sieves
and tarpaulins, the lack of adequate storage tiasiliand the behaviour of middlemen who mix good
and bad grains together either in the process méalmating the produce or intentionally coverirmg u
the bad-quality grain.

11. Marketing. The market for sunflower exists, and is stable graving, as manifested in the
exponential growth in the milling facilities in thgoject area, especially in LifaAll the mills are
operating below their installed capacity, whichigades an underutilized market potential. In additi

to local millers, there are active buyers for Ketwgsed millers. However, while the market for
sunflower is good, its impact on the farmers depesrdthe efficiency of the marketing system. There
is limited collective bulking and marketing of tkenflower crop by farmers, which could increase
their bargaining power, enhance the quality ofpheduce marketed, and realise better prices for it.
There are large variations in opportunities for arketing of the sunflower by-product, oil cake. |
areas where enterprises such as poultry, pig-brgeathid fish-farming flourish alongside sunflower
production, the market is good and sellers ardsiggl sustainable profits. But in areas where such
enterprises are not thriving, the market for okeappears to be very unreliable. Again, bulkind an
collective marketing of the oil cake would be béciaf as the larger buyers prefer large volumes in
order to realise economies of scale in transpaft@ncessing. Mukwano Industries, for example, has
had no problems marketing its oil cake becausesofapacity to provide large volumes to Kenyan
feeds processors.

12. Savings and credit.Although this activity was not originally envisicthet the project design
stage, its importance in the subsector cannot newighored. The farmers’ savings and credit
activities, where functioning, are providing acdelesfinancial services to the farmers who would no
otherwise be served by formal financial institusosiven the growing level of financial injections
into the farming communities in terms of the suwi#o purchases by buyers and mill2tsere are
ample opportunities for increasing farmers’ saviegpacity. However, in the case of smallholder
farmers, the financial products currently providad microfinance institutions are very expensive
(minimum interest rate of 3 per cent per month atiter charges), extremely short-term and have
poorly structured repayment scheduling that regumepayment shortly after the loans have been
accessed. Thus these products do not meet the aeggsiorities of smallholder borrowers.

The number of oil mills in Lira alone has growarh three in 1998 to the present 26.
In a few cases where farmers’ marketing assatiatiexist and function well, the farmers are alyead
getting better prices.

For example in 2008-B season, Mukwano boughtlewef worth UGX 15.5 billion. Also, Guru Nanak
purchases sunflower worth UGX 40-60 million eveay dluring the peak marketing period.

5
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13. Milling. The mission was unable to obtain comprehensiveingiltost data to warrant a
meaningful profitability analysis. However, givemetrobust competition at this transaction poinis it
clear that the millers are realising sustainabtdifsr The more-than-doubled price of cooking ai€p
the last two years ought to have provided a comalidet cushion for higher miller profit. However,
millers cited the inability to access working capifrom financial institutions as a major obstaitle
realising their milling potential. There is demaastd, bankable capacity for short-term working
capital requirements but what is lacking is adeguertedit intermediation support. Insufficient
working capital is limiting millers’ capacity to kbenough stocks to ensure continuous milling, thus
leading to under-utilization of capacity. If bullgircentres and milling facilities were able to matsh
finance for paying for deliveries on a cash babis,volumes moved would substantially increase.
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Appendix 7 - Table 2. Profitability Analysis for Sunflower Farmers - 2008 Season* (Ush).

Activity Busiu Busiu Obadmuni Amuca Abongomola Lworo Lworo Mpumwe Mpumwe
Farmers Farmers Farmer Farmer (Apac) Farmer Farmer Farmer Farmer
(Mbale) (Mbale)** Group Group Group Group Group Group

(Lira) (Lira) (Masindi) | (Masindi)** | (Masindi) | (Masindi)**

Average Yield per acre (Kg) 500 500 650 612 500 750 750 720 720

Farm gate price per kg - grain 500 500 500 550 550 500 500 500 500

Mill gate price (oil) 5,00 4,400 4,000

COSTS:

Land preparation

Bush clearing/slashing 10,000 10,000 40,000 10,00( 10,000

1st ploughing 30,000 30,000 40,000 60,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000

2nd ploughing 30,000 30,000 60,000 40,000 40,000 40,000

Seed (2 kg)

Hybrid Pan 7351 (2kg) 21,000 21,000 21,000 21,000 21,000

‘Sunfola’ 6,400 6,400 .

Planting

Planting without fertilizer 20,000 20,000 15,000 20,000 15,000 30,000 30,000 20,000 20,000

Planting with DAP fertilizer - . . - . - :

Fertilizer

DAP - - - - - -

Urea - - - - - -

Urea application — labour - - - - - e

Weeding

1 25,000 25,000 40,000 30,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 35,000 35,000

2" 30,000 40,000 40,000 40,000

Birding scaring

Bird scaring 20,000 20,000 15,00( 15,000

Harvesting

Harvesting & threshing 10,000 10,000 15,000 15,000 12,000 40,000 40,000 12,000 12,000

Drying and cleaning 30,000 30,000 B - -

Bagging materials 7,500 7,500 B - -

Transport from field 5,000 20,000 20,000

Total field/production costs 188,900 188,900 171,000 236,000 213,000 231,000 231,000 172,000 172,000

Farmers’ own milling

Transport to mill

Milling charges 100,00 27,5 28,9

Milling labour charge 57,60

00
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Appendix 7 - Table 2. (continued)Profitability Analysis for Sunflower Farmers - 2008 Season* (Ush).

Sub-total (milling costs) a 100,000 0 0 0 27,900 0 86400
Total production/milling costs 188,900 288,900 171,000 236,000 213,000 231,000 258,500 172,000 258,400
Milling outturn (litres) 100 121 18]
Cake realised 250 3715 36
Income sale of grain/ail 250,000 500,000 325,000 336,600 275,000 375,000 550,000 360,000 720,000
Income sale of oil cake - 125,000 : E E - 75,000 72,000
Total revenue 250,000 625,000 325,000 336,600 275,000 375,000 625,000 360,000 792,000
Gross margin 61,100 336,100 154,000 100,600 62,000 144,000 366,500 188,000 533,600
COP (per kg) 378 578 263 386 426 308 345 239 359
Return to variable costs 1.32 2.16 1.90 1.43 1.29 1.62 2.42 2.09 3.07
% Margin 32% 116% 90% 43% 29% 62% 142% 109% 207%
Tenure (months) 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Annualised return 97% 349% 270% 128% 87% 187% 425% 328% 620%

* Analysis excludes the cost of implements and tdipsuvhich are used for multiple crops and adtat
They are treated as overheads to be offset frometilssed gross margin. Also, cost of family labfuhere applicable) is

excluded.

** Farmers milling their sunflower for sale of oil aail cake.

Source: Mission discussion with farmer groups
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Appendix 7 - Table 3. Key Gaps and Risks Identifiedh the Traditional Oil Seeds Value Chain

Chain Level Gapslinefficiencies Risks Potential Risk-mitigation
Inputs Supply | Inadequate supplies of | « Fewer farmers growing sunflower Integrate support for dealers and stockists.
sunflower seed * More limited acreage realised. Collaborate with entities supporting inputs supglie.g. UNADA.
Implement time-bound actionable research gearedrs\vavailing
new varieties and sufficient breeder seed.
Deteriorating 'Sunfola’ | « Lower yields realised and low extraction Improve inspection/certification of seed grown loyntact farmers.
seed quality oil recovery Monitor and improve quality of existing foundatiand breeder seed
Production/ Low soil fertility « Lower yields realised Actively engage research institutes to addressslofertility.
Farmers Include fertilizer in the demonstration package.
Undertake cost-benefit studies of fertilizer uséhvi@rmers.
Support efforts to improve availability and accbiiy of fertilizer.
Limited access to more | « Limited expansion of acreage Financial mechanisms (credit) for more efficienhidield operations.
efficient production + Low yield due to delayed field activities
resources, e.g. ox plough
services, tractors
Low milling capacity of |« Farmers not realising maximum profit Facilitate access to higher-capacity motorizedsidt farmer groups
Ram presses sales of oil and cake that realise steady and higher production levels.
» Stockpiling of unprocessed raw material
Limited finance for « Limited acreage expansion. Financial mechanisms (credit) for more efficienhidield operations..
expanding production |« Low input production technology
Millers / Poor post-harvest quality « High milling costs due to higher Intensify training for farmers in post-harvest himgl
Buyers of raw material depreciation of milling machines, more Facilitate access to post-harvesting equipmentaaterials, e.g.

(sunflower grain)

frequent machine maintenance and high
milling losses.

Rejected deliveries of farmers’ sunflower.

Low prices paid by middlemen and
millers.

tarpaulins, dryers.
Improve storage facilities

Insufficient working

capital

Raw material stockouts

Under-utilization of milling capacity.

Financial mechanisms for produce procurement.
Financial mechanisms for storage.




80T



60T

Evaluation Framework

CRITERIA

SPECIFIC EVALUATION QUESTIONS/ INDICATORS

DATA SOURCES

Evaluation Objective |. Assess Project Performance

I. A. Relevance

Policy alignmentWere project objectives consistent with nationaicdture and rural development
strategies and policies, the COSOP and concerridd Htibsector policies? How coherent was it in teais
the fit with the programmes and projects of the &ament and other development partners?

Participatory designdVas the project design participatory; did it tak®®iconsideration the input and needs
expressed by key stakeholders, including the Ganent, executing agencies, cofinancier (privatecsent
this case) and the expected beneficiaries and ghass-roots organizations?

Project strategyWas the approach to developing the vegetablsubisector appropriate (e.g. value chain,
partnership with the private sector)? What weeeithplications of having two very different compatein
the project in terms of working with different coradities and in different geographic areas?

Objectives and results chaWas the linkage between development objectiveended outcomes and
outputs coherent? Were the objectives of the twopmments (vegetable oils and oil palm) realistiegi
local agroecological and socio-economic conditioia?e project objectives remained relevant over the
period of implementation? In case of significanaiodes in the project context, or in IFAD policibaye
these objectives been retrofitted to the design?

Implications of delay in oil palm componeiitid the reappraisal of the oil palm componene fixears after
initial Executive Board approval imply significaclhanges in project design? Were these changeigdsti
Were the terms of the agreement with the privateos@ppropriate?

Learning approactHas the project benefited from available knowkedigr example, the experience of othg
similar projects) during its design and implemeiotz?

Targeting What was the envisaged targeting approach? Datititate access for disadvantaged
groups/households/genders? What were the impditafior targeting of the project's commodity chain
focus?

Incentives and trainingsiven the lack of capacity at all levels in thepalm industry (managerial, technical
practical), was sufficient attention given to intie@s and training in project design?

Overall project coherencén general, was the project design appropriat@adhieving the project’s core
objectives (links between outputs and activitiesaricial allocations, project management, supemisM&E
arrangements)?

President’'s Report

Loan agreement

Formulation report

Appraisal report

MTR

Supervision report

Project self-assessment report

D
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I. B. Effectiveness
(achievement of

intermediate outcomes
beyond outputs)

Actual achievements and outcom@&s: what extent have the expected development tbgscbeen attained
in both quantitative and qualitative terms?

Likely achievements and outcomésiplementation of the oil palm component startaty in 2005. How far
are its objectives likely to be met within the @nt time frame (2005-2010)

Internal factors affecting outcomeathat factors in project design and implementadiocount for the
estimated results in terms of project effectivefless

Role of project riskDid any of the risks identified at project apgediaffect the achievement of objectives?
yes, could these risks have been better managed?

External factors affecting outcomedave there been any major changes in the couamtegt (e.g. policy
framework, political situation, institutional sepueconomic shocks, civil unrest, etc.) that affdahe
effectiveness results? If yes, did IFAD and the &ament make the required adjustments to projesigde
and implementation to ensure the achievement aobilvps?

President’s Report

Loan agreement
Supervision reports

PCO documentation

MTR

Direct field observations by
evaluation mission
IBelf-assessment

I.C. Efficiency

Project costsWhat were the costs of activities and inputs sted to develop specific project outputs (e.g. fdPresident’s Report

traditional vegetable oil development and for shwller oil palm plantations)? What were the costhe
private-sector partner for development of the nuslestate and its associated infrastructife?

Cost per beneficiaryWhat was the overall actual cost per beneficfaryilseeds and oil palm? What were
the loan costs per beneficiary at appraisal antliatian, and how do they compare to similar prgeat
Uganda and/or elsewhere?

Cost ratios|s the cost ratio of inputs to outputs comparablecal, national or regional and international
benchmarks? (For example, for seed multiplicattmmpare the cost of inputs to the amount of seed
produced.)

Administrative costsWhat were the administrative costs per beneficiard how do they compare with
similar projects in Uganda and/or elsewhere?

IERR: If possible, assess the project’s IERR

Loan agreement
Formulation report
Appraisal report
Supervision reports

MTR

PCO documentation
Interviews with project staff
Self-assessment
Government data (i.e. for
bench marking)

ProcurementWhat were the principal issues that held up precent of the private-sector operator for the oil

palm component? Did delays in implementation of tumponent affect benefits or costs in a significa
manner? What were the implications of delayingrd@dlocation of funds to the VODF component urftiéa
June 2008? Were there any other significant deéfagsocurement?

Management efficiencyWhat are the benefits and limitations of the nggamaent structure (e.g. one team but

two very different components)? How long did kedor the loan to be effective?
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Evaluation Objective 1l. Assess Rural Poverty Impat

Il A. Household
income and assets

In the VODF area: To what extent has VODP led twéases in farmer income? Has the composition of
household income changed (more or diversified ircsources)?
Have farm households’ physical assets changed l@adnwater, livestock, trees, equipments suchaam R
presses, etc.)? Have other household assets ch@rmests, bicycles, radios, telephones, etc.)?

In the oil palm area: It is too soon to discern angact on household income but there may have bt
benefits. Are there any discernable benefits ttigipating farmers so far (e.g. wage income, laaldlimg)?
To what extent has the project improved the acokrsral households to financial services for sgsin
investment and/or insurance?

Have women benefited as much as men?

MTR

Survey

Focus group discussion
Individual interviews in the
field

Direct observation
Self-assessment

Il B. Human and socia|
capital, and
empowerment

In the VODF area: Did farmers’ groups improve asagfsfarmers to market opportunities? Were the ésm
provided with skills and knowledge to better paptide in market transactions? Did the bargainingeyaand
opportunities of farmers vis-a-vis traders and endlchange?

Were rural organizations (farmers’ groups, KOPGIlgdo represent the interests of farmers in dewisi
making processes?

To what extent did the project promote the empoveaitnof local farmers through improved self-help
capacities at the community or production unit Is?e

Did representation of women in public institutistenge (e.g. KOPGT)? Did women benefit from incedas
influence and control over strategic choices atskbold, community or production unit level?
To what extent did VODP contribute to increasedeas®f the rural poor to better health?

Project completion report
Focus group discussion
Self-assessment
Individual interviews in the
field

Il C. Food security and
agricultural
productivity

What is the actual or likely increase in the sadleash crop production among participating farrders
Has the project had any impact (intended or unieeh on food crop production?

VODF area: Did availability and quality of food/mitibn at the household level change through ineeda
agricultural productivity promoted by the project?

VODF area: Are there any signs of improvement indehold diets, either qualitative (e.g. type oftdfoo
consumed) or quantitative (level of oil intake, raenof meals)?

MTR

Focus group discussion
Self-assessment
Individual interviews in the
field

II D. Natural resourcesg
and the environment

To what extent did the project contribute to/afféset preservation, conservation and sustainablegemnent
of natural resources (land, water, forest, pasfisie stocks, etc.)?

To what extent has community access to naturaliress changed (particularly that of the poor)?

Did exposure to environmental risks change? Whae wee environmental impacts of oil palm cultivatio
other vegetable oil plantation and industrial eiéd processing?

Was the project area exposed to climate changef gad, what were the consequences on naturaliress
and the environment? Did the project facilitate angigating measures?

MTR

Focus group discussion
Individual interviews in the
field

Direct observation
Self-assessment
Environmental impact
assessments
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Il E. Institutions and
policies

« Did the project contribute to increased transparemel improved governance of public authorities and
institutions?

« To what extent have public authorities involvedha project improved their responsiveness and
accountability to the needs of poor farmers?

« To what extent has the private company involveth@&oil palm component improved its responsiveaess
accountability to the needs of poor farmers?

« To what extent did the project contribute to immd\yperformance of service providers (private orlipyin
servicing the rural poor?

« To what extent did IFAD operations contribute te #nforcement of national/sector policies that tpay
affect the livelihoods of the rural poor?

Focus group discussion and
interview
Self-assessment

Evaluation Objective Il

I. Assess over-arching faatrs

Il A. Sustainability

« VODF component: was a specific exit strategy pregand agreed upon by key partners to ensure post-
project sustainability?

* How are the reflows being managed? Are they bessgl to acquire new land?

» VODF component: what are the chances that bergfiterated by the project will continue after thd ef
the current phase, and what factors militate imfa\of or against maintaining benefits?

« What is the likely resilience of economic activstigoarticularly of poor farmers) to shocks, expesar
competition and/or reduction of subsidies/incerd®e

« Isthere a clear indication of government commito{ahboth the national and local levels) to sufipgra
second phase, for example, in terms of provisiciueds for selected activities, human resourcegahikty,
policy continuity, participatory development appebas, and institutional support?

« Isthere a clear commitment by the private sectdhé oil palm component to supporting a seconég@ha
terms of funding, staffing, investment and commitirte the social and environmental aspects of thgept?

» Do project activities benefit from the participatiand ownership of local communities, grass-roots
organizations and poor farmers?

« Are involved organizations/institutions endowedhsufficient staff, recurrent budgets and a manttate
continue providing critical services? Is the cutrerganizational structure, staffing and financaidlOPGT
sustainable? Will it be able to represent smalleidadnce harvesting and milling operations begin?

« Are the adopted approaches technically viable? @pt implementers have access to adequate tggioin
maintenance and to spare parts and repairs?

« Are the ecosystem and environmental resourcesffesih water availability, soil fertility, vegetaé cover)
likely to contribute to project benefits, or is the depletion process taking place?

MTR

PCO documentation
Supervision reports
Environmental impact
assessments
Self-assessment




I1l.B. Innovation, * How innovative is this project? What are the chemastics of innovation (e.g. private-sector partaed Technical review
replication and scaling commodity approach)? Are the innovations well dighbd elsewhere, but new to the country or prajeea?| Supervision reports

up Are they consistent with IFAD’s definition of innation? MTR
« How did the innovation originate (e.g. through bemeficiaries, government, IFAD, NGOs, research Interviews with staffs of
institution, etc) and was it adapted in any patticway during project/programme design? ministries and PCO

« VODF: were successfully promoted innovations doauee and shared? Were other specific activitias (e| Self-assessment
workshops, exchange visits, etc.) undertaken ®edignate the innovative experiences?

« Did the project make proactive efforts to engagpdticy dialogue and strengthen partnerships ireotd
promote the replication and scaling up of succégsfiovations?

« Have these innovations been replicated and sc@lednd by whom? If not yet the case, what aredhéstic
prospects that they could be replicated and sealdif so, by whom)?

Evaluation Objective 1V. Assess Performance of pamners

€Tt

IV. A. Performance of « Did IFAD mobilize adequate technical expertise inject design? Formulation report
IFAD + What was the role of IFAD in establishing the parship between the Government and BIDCO Uganda  Appraisal report
Limited? Was IFAD successful in ensuring thatfihgiect was sufficiently pro-poor? Supervision reports

« Were specific efforts made to incorporate the lessnd recommendations from previous independent ~ MTR ) )
evaluations and self-assessment in project deSih®AD adequately integrate comments made by the Interview with IFAD/CPM for

quality enhancement and quality assurance procgsses Ugapda, PCO, government
« How effective was IFAD in working with using theagerating institution (World Bank first, and Off'C'a|S: representative of the
subsequently UNOPS)? private sector (BIDCO)

« Has IFAD exercised its developmental (environmeatal social safeguards) and fiduciary respongiglt ~ Self-assessment

including compliance with loan and grant agreenfents

«  Was prompt action taken to ensure the timely impgletation of recommendations from supervision and
implementation support missions, including the MTR?

« Did IFAD undertake the necessary follow-up to resa@ny implementation bottlenecks?

« Has IFAD made proactive efforts to be engaged litpdialogue activities at different levels?

« Has IFAD been active in creating an effective parghip and coordination among key partners to enther
achievement of project objectives?

«  What is the role and performance of the IFAD Coufifficer (Mr. Pontian Muhwezi — IFAD Policy
Programme Coordinator based in Uganda from 2006)?




Vit

IV.B. Performance of
the Government and it
agencies

Has Government assumed ownership and responsiitithe project? By its actions and policies, hédmen
fully supportive of project goals?

Has adequate staffing and project management tssemneal? Have appropriate levels of counterpartsfund
been provided on time?

Has project management discharged its functionguately, and has government provided policy guidang
project management when required?

Did Government ensure adequate coordination antfemgdrious departments involved in execution?

Has auditing been undertaken in a timely mannerepdrts submitted as required?

Has an effective M&E system been put in place avekdt generate information on performance and @npa
that is useful for project management to takeaaitdecisions?

Has Government contributed to planning an exitagyaand/or making arrangements for continued fugpdi
of certain activities?

Have loan covenants and the spirit of the loanexgent been observed?

Has Government facilitated the participation of N&G&hd civil society where appropriate?

Have the flow of funds and procurement procedussstsuitable for ensuring timely implementation?
Has Government been effective in selecting theapeisector partner and locating the land for thpadim
development component?

Supervision reports

MTR

Interview with IFAD/CPM for
Uganda, PCO, government
officials, representative of
private sector (BIDCO)
Self-assessment

IV.C. Performance of
cooperating institution
(CI) (World
Bank/UNOPS)

Has the supervision and implementation supportraragie been well arranged (frequency, composition,
continuity)? Has the Cl complied with loan coversant

Has the ClI been effective in financial management?

Has the CI sought to monitor project impacts andDeoncerns, e.g. targeting, participation, empaonent
of the poor and gender aspects?

Have implementation problems been highlighted goi@priate remedies suggested?

Has the CI promoted or encouraged self-assessmdréarning processes?

Has the supervision process enhanced implementatidmpoverty impacts?

Has the CI been responsive to requests and adwicelFAD when carrying out its supervision and pbj
implementation responsibilities?

What was the rationale for the change of coopegatistitution from World Bank to UNOPS? Was the
change justified?

Supervision reports

MTR

Interview with IFAD/CPM for
Uganda, PCO, government
officials, representative of the
private sector (BIDCO)
Self-assessment




GTT

IV.D. Performance of
private sector
(BIDCO)

Private sector as cofinancier:

Was the private sector (BIDCO Uganda Limited) vedlbsen to be cofinancier in terms of congruence of
mandates?

Have adequately and timely resources been madkbleaas agreed?

Has there been adequate coordination with the PCO?

Did specific requirements by the private sectoc@ancier (e.g on procurement or on audits) add
substantial transaction cost to borrower? Is theoen for improvement under future cofinancing
arrangements?

Is there potential for scaling up or continuing finvate sector’s contributions/actions?

Private sector as implementing partner/service prower:

Has the private sector been involved in the prasatnvisaged?

Has the private sector been active in encouragiog@t implementation?

How effectively has the company (OPUL) fulfilled itontractual service agreements?
Has it acted to strengthen the capacities of pwal organizations (KOPGT)?

How can it contribute to the sustainability of i activities?

Supervision reports

MTR

Interview with IFAD/CPM for
Uganda, PCO, government
officials, representative of
private sector (BIDCO)
Self-assessment
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APPENDIX 9

Membership of the Core Learning Partnership

Okaasai Opolot
George A Otim
Rosetti Nayenga
Vincent Owor Adipa
Nelson Basaalidde
Stella Apolot
Augustine Mwendya
Tom Anang-Odur
C.K. Semakula
Yovan Ogwang

J.P. Ayo
Byabakama Blasto
Peter Ajungo
Connie Magomu Masaba
Peter Abong
Zakayo Muyaka
Robert Khaukha
Andrew Brubaker
Marian Bradley
Pontian Muhwezi

Commissioner Crop Production & Mtrige

Assistant Commissioner, Monitorinde8aluation, MAAIF
Deputy Head/BMAU/MFPED

Administration Manager, Oil Pallganda Ltd (OPUL)
Manager, KOPGT

Uganda National Bureau of StandatdsSES)

Uganda National Federation ofrfesis (UNFFE)
Chairman, UOSPA

Acting Commissioner, Farm Development

District Agricultural Officer — Apac

District Agricultural Officer — Mbale

District Production Manager — Mdisi

District Agricultural Officer — Lira
Project Coordinator, VODP

Senior Agricultural Officer/Technicdfi€er, VODP
Principal Agricultural Officer/Teclkal Officer, VODP
Principal Quality Assurance Offiaé@DP

IFAD, Evaluation Officer

IFAD, Country Programme Managerlganda

IFAD, Country Officer
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2/2/09

3/2/09

4/2/09

5/2/09

APPENDIX 10

Mission Itinerary and Persons Met*

Project Coordination Office

Connie Magomu Masaba Project Coordinator, VODP

Robert Khaukha Principal Quality Assurance Offiéé@DP

Peter Abong Senior Agricultural Officer/Technicdfi€er, VODP
Zakayo Muyaka Principal Agricultural Officer/Tecleal Officer, VODP
Anthony Ogwang Project Accountant

Patrick Opolot Procurement Assistant

Rosyline Asiimwe Accounts Assistant

George Nsubuga Accounts Assistant

Margaret Kasasa Project Administrator

Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Husbandry and Fisheries (MAAIF)

Okaasai S. Opolot Acting Director, Crop Resources

George A. Otim Assistant Commissioner, Monitorimgl &valuation
Catherine Semakula Ag. Commissioner, Farm Developme

Sandra Mwebaze For the Commissioner Animal Prodnd@i Marketing
Opolot Henry Nakelet Senior Agriculili©fficer

Economic Policy Research Centre (EPRC), Makerere Uversity
Sarah Ssewanyana Director

Ministry of Finance, Planning and Economic Bvelopment (MFPED)

Keith Muhakanizi Deputy Secretary to Treasury

J.C Ogol Senior Finance Officer

Rosetti Nabbumba Nayenga Deputy Head, Budget Momg& Accountability Unit
Kalangala Oil Palm Growers Association — Inauguraimeeting (no attendance list)

KOPGT Secretariat

Nelson Basaalidde Manager

Stephen Esamu Accountant

Fred Masolo Credit Officer

Najjeba Allen Administrator/Secretary

Emmanuel Twinamatsiko Field Officer

Stephen Ddngu Field Officer

Anthony Omal Field Officer

Charles Kateregga Field Officer

Turyahikayo Frnk Field Officer

Kalangala District Local Government (KDLG) Official s

David Balironda Mukasa District Production Offideigtrict Agricultural Officer
Harriet Saawo Director, Natural Resources

Edward Muwanga District Veterinary Officer/HIV Fdd@erson
Ntakimanye Aggrey Forest Supervisor/National FayeAtthority
Benson Ngundu Assistant Agricultural Officer

Hillary Bitakalamire Director, Health Services

Julius Mukasa Sec for Health & Education, LCV
Edward Bugimbi District Health Inspector

Florence Bbosa District Education Officer

John Sendi Staff Surveyor

Geoffrey Kasule Guyo Chief Finance Officer

Martin Lugambwa Sec. for Finance, LCV
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6/2/09

7/9/09

8/9/09

9/9/09

11/2/09

Mugera Isaach District Internal Auditor

Samuel Kasirye District Planner

Samson M. Ouncho Senior Personnel Officer
Godfrey Mukasa Clerk to Council

Oil Palm Uganda Ltd (OPUL)

Lim Choon Meng General Magrag
Vincent Owor Adipa Administration Magex

Kalangala Oil Palm Growers

Muyomba Martin, Kiyimba Kalaudiyo, Lubega JosephyKibii Deo, Kirana David,
Katende F, Kimanje Richard, Luyinda Francis, Muléarferancis, Mubiru Kawunde Gerald,
Mukasa Vererinno, Galidde John, Kyewunda Deo, KiglyuFrancis, Nsubuga B Felix,
Kagwa Abdu, Namutebi Betty, Ajuria Emmanuel, Lukwdgreddie Kiggundu

OPUL Estate Workers at Buguzi 80 workers present (no attendance list)

Fisher-folk at landing site 78 people present (no attendance list)
KDLG Extension Staff

David Balironda Mukasa District Production Offideigtrict Agricultural Officer
Robinah Nakamatte Assistant Agricultural Officer

Justine Tuweereza Assistant Agricultural Officer

Benson Ngundu Assistant Agricultural Officer

Primrose Namuddu Agricultural Officer

Moses Nkonte Agricultural Officer

Ronald Muteyi District NAADS Coordinator

Kalangala non-oil palm-growing farmers

Kiggundu Samuel, Buziga Yusufu, Kitubi Charlespid® Robert, Nakyanzi N, Lugalama
Vincent, Tibagirirwa C, Ssenabulya Tony, Kafeeravadd, Baliruno Joseph, Beni Kityo,
Naluwooza Maria, Kakooza, Munyoola Vincent, KizEdward, Ssemwanga James,
Kayanga Herbert, Byabudde A.F., Jjumba Andrew, Muge Godfrey, Nakato Margaret

National Environmental Management Authority (NEMA)

Onesimus Muhwezi Director, Environmental monitorargd compliance
Eugine Muramira Director, Quality, Planning & Infoation

Arnold Waiswa Ayazika Environmental Impact Assessti@oordinator
Herbert Oule Senior Environmental Specialist

Impact Management System (IMS)

Nelson Basaalidde Kalangala Oil Palm Growers TBgstretariat (KOPGT)
Arnold Waiswa-Ayazika National Environment Managein&uthority (NEMA)
Paul Buyerah Musamali National Forestry AuthorityFQ)

Nelson Omagor Nelson & Associates Environmentalddtiants
Vincent Owor Adipa Oil Palm Uganda Ltd. (OPUL)

Maurice Bafiirawala Kalangala District Local Goverent (KDLG)
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13/2/09 Tororo Distrist: Citronella Growers

NaCRRI research staff
Sophy Musaana
Rita Nabuzale

Principal Research Officer
Socio-emoist

Farmers: Okoth Joseph Obungila, Semiriko Olweny, Oketchel&el, Patrick Ongaro,
Ochieno Hannington, Ombito Godfrey, Okado Cha®spra Tomas, Jakong Nekodemas,
Okello Bata, Joseph Othieno, Yovan Owino

14/2/09 Mbale District: Sunflower growers in Busiu Subcouny

Local Government Officials and Extension Staff:
J.P Ayo District Agricultural Officer
Nathan Mabanga Field staff

Farmers: Beta Wakooli, Wamaeke George, Betty Masaba, Nbisil8, Harriet Masaba,
Grace Wasilwa, Malongo Jesca, Mary Mabonga, Matddatemo, Alesia Soita, Agnes
Wanda, Soita Martin, Nasike Jane, Edisa Nasangage#\gvekoyela, Lovisa Mungoma,
Makhafu Richard, Masindi Michael, Wamboga J. Kakdssamali Moses, Wambette
George, Muboogi Yekolamu, Welishe Akisofeli, Wanvichael, Nambuya Grace, Loyce
Naswali, Wamboka Daniel, Sylivia Wananda, Natham\Wsaayi, Agnese Welishe,
Wamanga Nelson, Nambafu Yejusa, Wekese BazilioyiKéteter, Maati Elly, Butayo
Patrick, Wamboko David, Mabonga Michael, Agiri Wakter Mujasi, Wanda
Christopher, Samson Walumbe, Namaulula Peter, Wataulovisa, Wakauna James,
Nabushawo Jennifer

16/2/09 Soroti District

Local Government Officials and Extension Staff

Stephen Ochola Chairperson, LC V
Gimogoi Wanyenze Chief Administrative Officer
W.W. Oketta Ag Production Coordinator
Martin Ameu District Agricultural Officer

Peter Oryem
James Opolot
C.F. Emaju
John Onangole
Vincent Giro
Stephen Eperu
J, Odieny
Okoror Okello
Richard Elwelu
M Amuriat
George Oruka

Subcounty Chief

CBSC

Agricultural Officer

Agricultural Officer
Agricultural Officer

Agricultural Officer
Assistant Agricultural Officer
Assistant Agricultural Officer
Assistant Agricultural Officer
Assistant Agricultural Officer

Assistant Agricultural Officer

Soroti Farmers Tubur Subcounty: Eseru Samuel, Egumu Joseph, Okiror John Robert,
Oriokot Willy, Opolot James, Orwii Isaiah, Epeneften, Etapu Sam, Arenko Mary,
Egopnu Faustine, Araata Ben, Eyoku Peter, Edokesa®kodu Peter, Asenya Charles,
Emuku Augustine, Eyodu Yuventine, Ounen Peter, &Edahn Michael, Aliao Maguret,
Achen Stella, Epolon J Ochen, Elero Simon, Amugdirigg Amulen Grace, Angwaro

Mary, Elapu Juventine, Adiao Mary, Aango Sabinaio®phara, Abiro Grace, Aguro Loyce,
Okiror Johnson, Edwen Robinson, Eulu J Bosco, Etwalius, Elubu Joseph, Osega Julius,
Opela Matrtin, Oiliga Robert, Oluka James, Omuréh&id
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17/2/09

18/2/09

19/2/09

National Semi-Arid Resources Research Institute (N8ARRI)
Thomas Areke Director

George Epieru Research Officer

Walter Anyanga Research Officer

Paul Anguria Research Officer

Solomon Ogwal Research Officer

Piw Elobu Research Officer

Moses Biruma Research Officer

David Kalule Okello Research Officer

James Ocan Senior Technician

Paschal Nalyongo Watiti Senior Technician

James Oumo Laboratory Technician

Lira District

Local Government Officials and Extension Staff

Angon Gidumoi MP Erute North

Janet Atyang Akello Secretary Production Marke8niyatural Resources
Lottar Okolimo Chief Administrative Officer
Richard Adoko Financial Controller

Tom Etil District Statistician/District Planner
Jaob Owesa District Production Coordinator
Peter Ajungo District Agricultural Officer

Mike Ario Agricultural Officer

Ebonga Samuel Agricultural Officer

George Olet Assistant Agricultural Officer/DAO
Joseph Adoli Assistant Agricultural Officer/Apala
Margaret Angom-Ogwang Assistant Agricultural Offickeira
Edward Okullo Assistant Agricultural Officer/Amugu
Walter Okidi Assistant Agricultural Officer/Aromo
Ogwang Bosco Assistant Agricultural Officer /AdwaBIC
Alfred Etuku Assistant Agricultural Officer /Aloi
Alfred Okoda Assistant Agricultural Officer
Northern Uganda Oil Millers’ Association

Deogratias Kibirige Akony Kori

Joel Olet Guru Nanak Qil Mills

Patrick Wanabagala Guru Nanak Oil Mills

G. Ranap Shri Kirshna Agro Ind. Ltd
Gorakhanap Shri Kirshna Agro Ind. Ltd.

Peter Otimodich Executive Director UOSPA

Rose Ongom Director UOSPA

Ray Bruno Agongo UOSPA

Lira Farmers, Adekokwok Subcounty

Alli Patrick, Okello Moses, Ayo George, Ogwal Framdgwal Joasper, Enoka Okae,
Ogwang Tony, Onoo John, Ogwal Moss, Paskolina Oddelten Ogwang, Celina Oleke,
Christine Odongo, Josphine Alii, Betty Ogwal, NyaRighard, Margret Ogweo, Grace
Orim, Betty Abwango, Kacrine Ojok, Harriet Odon&=ckondina Ddyer, Molly Onoo,
Selina Oleke, Sivia Ogwang, Flwo Olet Tom, Helem@gg, Oteno Bena, Odyer Morish,
Abwango Geoffrey, Odugo Tom, Odongo Bosco, Ayo Adnid, Plo Ayo George, Teddy
Etyaga
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20/2/09 Site visits to oil mills and seed suppliers
Mukwano Group of Companies, Lira (David Luseesadeksion Services Manager)
Guru Nanak Oil Mills (Surgit Singh, Managing Direck
Awowo Millers

Farmers’ Centre Ltd.
Jannet Otim
Herbert Okello

Managing Director
Procurement Officer

UOSPA regional office

Fredrich Doi Supervisor

Sydney Ogwali Field Extension Worker
James Olwi Field Extension Worker
Robin Okello Field Extension Worker
Anna Omara Field Extension Worker

Lira Farmers, Amuca Parish

Olet Benson, Okello Tom, Ayo Tom Richard, Oyiye Astine, Lily Ongola, Evaline
Okello, Siliva Opio, Margret Okullo, Lily Obot, Gea Anyany, Hellen Ayo, Caroline
Angulu, Betty Ojok, Christine Obot, Agnes Okell@ariina Adile, Lucy Ogwang, Okello
Kenneth, Obot Jimmy, Alawa Emmanuel, Procssy Ongidda Bosco, Odur James,
Anyang Richard

21/2/09 Apac District

Local Government Officials and Extension Staff
Yovan Ogwang DAO

Farmers: Severino Oayo, Ogwal Katherine, Esther Orech, SMiang, Martin Owera,
Milton Engima, Joyce Ogwang Ayok, Lucy Odongo, Cav@rech, Hellen Ogwal, Obalo
Jimmy, Okidi James, Dolly Oeloch, Jerafansio Otégngston Okula, Bosco Okello, Rose
Adoli, Levi Okoko, Bito Akodo, Teddy Akodo, Atinoetty, Karololin Anura, Grace
Akodo, Obel Robert, Ojok Maxmel, Odyero Mose, JRQ@Korcus Ongima, Nastacia
Agole, Odyex Moses, Richard Agole, Akello Noninaim\Fred, Okeng Richard, Owera
Orech, Nastancia Agole, Joyce Ogwang Ayok, Rosdl@kéinkilo Oot, Eceny David,
Ester Onec, Odyek Moses, Lillian Otim, Betin OtiBgca Oree, Akelo, Okeng Richard,

23/2/09

Adoli Peter, Apet David Bar-acut, Mango Ogwal Pauijilo Oot Baraacut,

Masindi District

Local Government Officials and Extension Staff

Lucy Oding

Milton Karafa Kato
Byabakama Blasto
Sam Wakibi
William Nsimiire
Moses Kalyegira
Zephaniah Kwizera
R. Nyangoma
Prudence Alituha
Godfrey Bihemaiso
Jimmy Eyiiga
Robert Kajura
Edison Kajura
Andrew Noah Chebet
Annet Katwesige

Secretary Production & Marketing, LC V
Chief Administrative Officer
District Production Coordinator
District Natural Resources Officer
District Education Officer
Senior Revenue Officer
Senior Internal Auditor
Accountant
Senior Fisheries Officer
Senior Comm. Dev. Officer
Ag. M/S Kiryadongo
Supervisor Of Works
Records Officer
Senior Agricultural Officer
Agricultural .Officer/ Karujuba S/C
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24/2/09

Issa H Byenkya Agricultural Officer/ Kiryadongo

Abdu Mugisha Agricultural Officer/ Kigimba

Enid Karungi Agricultural Officer/ Pakanyi

Job Byaruhanga Assistant Agricultural Officer/Masin
Abdul Mukasa Assistant Agricultural Officer /PakayC
Peter Obonyo Assistant Agricultural Officer /Budorg/c
Peter Kiirya Assistant Agricultural Officer /Bwijge S/c
James Opolot Assistant Agricultural Officer

B. Muhumuza Assistant Agricultural Officer

Chris Byarugaba Field Officer, Headquarters

Jibril Kwikiriza Field Officer Headquarters

Enid Karungi Field Officer Karujubu S/C

Peter lirya Field Officer Bwijanga S/C

Abdul Mukasa Field officer Pakanyi S/C

Annet Katwesige Field Officer Nyangahya S/C

Site visit to seed company
Kyomya Farm Supply Centre (John Kyomya, Owner)

Masindi Farmers, Labongo Lworo Displaced Women Farrers’ Group

Judith Aia, Flida Acen, Roseline Akongo, AgnessoDiEstra Komakeg, Mary Oruk, Lucy
Opuru, Grace Oboko, Ajentinora Orach, Santra AkBedty Oolla, Hellen Odell, Geto
Ocan, Ciciliya Ocaka, Euerline Ojaria, Lilly Anekipcy Lukwiya, Jocy Oryema, Penina
Oyai, Ajulina Obwalo, Joseline Lalam, Kereni Lahdgaerina Opiyo, Florence Ocay,
Florence Acaye, Christine Amone, Christine Alan@byristine Ayaa, Jocy Otoo, Hellen
Ociti, Setela Akello, Dorothy Amal, Poline Okellsirina Okeny, Hellen Lalam, Sarapina
Abur, Magret Okoyo, Marata Oyoo, Ajulina Langolidd Ocan, Nithy Ocen, Evarline
Obolgui, Grace Orocha, Jasinta Otoo, Christine Cltago, Irine Obita, Chartarine Onene,
Margaret Oyet, Margret Adong, Babena Opwanya, J@stem, Cirina Okello, Rose Ajok,
Jully Akoko, Sicobia Acayo, Margaret Aloyo, JoseghiAkello, Aloyo Dorin, Jocy Ocuuni,
Margaret Adong, Abalo Betty, Abina Arach, Carolideeno, Agness Lanyero, Christine
Odong, Okello Samuel, Oola Cox, Obwalo James, Ougkom George, Okongo D, Opillu
Willy, Jalal Okoyo, Oryem Rojas, Onenen Alfred, @itivingstone, Orot William, Orot
Victor

Masindi Farmers, Mpumwe Farmers’ Association

Masaba Christopher, Higenyi Isaac, Simiyu Josarim&e&valin, Naiga Getrude, Alfred
Kwegumya, Mwamisi John, Mumelo Joph, Nelima FatuMasa Situma, Twahulirwe
Julius, Mugisa Stephen, Owonda Christino, Musinygi@n, Kasaijo David, Ndiyanabo
Zainabu, Girango Alice, Myamakinyi, Noath, Kasalgne, Massaba P Robert, Mikhalwa
Bernard, Wamono, Saleh Fred, Makayi Robert, Magaaaco, Wamono Godfrey, Mutonyi
Avrini,

Muyamid Evalin, Buwayo Teflilo, Nyirazinza Pte, & Beatrice, Sibeki Patrick, Kerunga
John

124



25/2/09 IFAD Field Office
Pontian Muhwezi Country O

BIDCO Oil Refineries Ltd

Kodey A. Rao Managinigdator

National Crop Resources Research Institute (NaCRRI)
James A Ogwang Director Research

Sophy Musaana Principal Research Officer
Paul Bglitte Agronomist

Jane Were Technician

Paul Kabayi Technician

Umtoni Phiona Technician

26/2/09 Uganda Oil Seeds Producers and Millers Associatiofy OSPA)

Tom Anang-Odur Chairman

Peter Otimodich Executive Director UOSPA

Mukwano Group of Companies

Tony Gadhoke Chief Executive Officer, Uganda

Vegetable Oil Development Council (VODC)

Tom Anang-Odur UOSPA

Charles Ogol MFPED

Augustine Mwedya Uganda National Farmers FedergticiFFE)
27/2/09 National Agricultural Research Organization (NARO)

Emily K. Twinamasiko Director, ReselaiCoordination

Danida

Jaap Blom Teanader, Agribusiness Development

Oil Seeds Subsector Platform (OSSUP)

Duncan Mwesigye SNV, Senior Adviser Economic Depetent
Ivan Tumuhimbise SNV/ISCAPEMA
Maiche V Schie SNV Rwenzori
Paul Bukenya Consultant, SNV
Dorothy Nakimbugwe Makerere University
David Moses Opero Makerere University
Robert Nayebare Makerere University
Tom Anang-Odur UOSPA
Norah A. Ebukalim UOSPA
Ray Agong UOSPA
M. Kamurembe NARO
Agnes Kirabo VEDCO
Stella Apolot UNBS
Grace Kazigati NAADS/Chairperson-Rwenzori platform
Jaap Blom Danida
Zakayo Muyaka VODP
28/2/09 Coffee Research Centre (National Crop Resources Resch Institute)
M.P.E Wetala Principal Research Officer
Alice Nambuya Technician
Sammy Olal Technician
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3/3/09  Uganda National Bureau of Standards (UNBS)

Terry Kahuma Executive Director

Ben Manyindo Deputy Executive Director (Technical)
Stella Apolot Technical Officer

Martin Imalingat Senior Standards Officer

Aziz Mukota Head, Chemistry Lab

Barbra Katusiime Public Relations Officer

4/3/09  Wrap-up meeting at MAAIF

George A Otim (Chair) Assistant Commissioner, Moriitg & Evaluation MAAIF
Rosetti Nayenga Deputy Head/BMAU/MFPED

Vincent Owor Adipa Administration Manager, Oil Paldganda Ltd (OPUL)
Nelson Basaalidde Manager, KOPGT

Stella Apolot Uganda National Bureau of Standat#iNES)
Augustine Mwendya Uganda National Federation ofrfeais (UNFFE)

Tom Anang-Odur Chairman, UOSPA

C.K. Semakula Acting Commissioner Farm Development

Yovan Ogwang District Agricultural Officer — Apac

J.P. Ayo District Agricultural Officer — Mbale

Byabakama Blasto District Production Manager — Mdisi

Peter Ajungo District Agricultural Officer — Lira

Connie Magomu Masaba Project Coordinator, VODP

Peter Abong Senior Agricultural Officer/Technicdfi€er, VODP
Zakayo Muyaka Principal Agricultural Officer/Tecleal Officer, VODP
Robert Khaukha Principal Quality Assurance Offiéé@QDP

Andrew Brubaker IFAD, Evaluation Officer

Pontian Muhwezi IFAD, Country Officer

Alison Scott IFAD Interim Evaluation Team (Tearadder)

Asaph Besigye IFAD Interim Evaluation Team

Ole Olson IFAD Interim Evaluation Team

*Not all farmers signed the attendance lists
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