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	Name of document
	MGD - Title II DAP 07-06

	Full title
	CARE Madagascar, Title II Development Assistance Program 
Mid-term Evaluation, Report of Findings

	Acronym/PN
	DAP

	Country
	Madagascar

	Date of report
	July 2006

	Dates of project
	2003 - 2008

	Evaluator(s)
	Richard Caldwell (TANGO International) with Eugene Rabary 
and Florence Isabelle Ratsimba

	External?
	Yes 

	Language
	English 

	Donor(s)
	USAID FFP

	Scope 
	Program

	Type of report
	Mid-term

	Length of report
	101 pages 

	Sector(s)
	Food security, food-for-work, HLS, ANR

	Brief abstract (description of project)
	CARE Madagascar’s current Title II DAP began in 2004. It consists of three sub-programs implemented in three different geographical areas of Madagascar and in both urban and rural settings. The rural component is implemented in the Province of Toamasina on Madagascar’s east coast. It greatly expands the efforts for integrated development in cyclone-prone areas of eastern Madgascar, and addresses key issues in local infrastructure development and maintenance, food security, and governance. The urban component of the DAP is implemented in the capital city of Antananarivo, and in Fort Dauphin, one of the major secondary cities of Madagascar located on the extreme southern coast. It builds on elements of success started in the first DAP and applies the concepts of urban governance to secondary cities. (p.6)

	Goal(s)
	

	Objectives
	1) To achieve sustainable improvements in the availability of food for poor households in selected Communes of Fianarantsoa and Toamasina Provinces.
2) Improved economic access to food for poor households engaged in infrastructure development.
3) To achieve sustainable improvements in environmental health of rural households and communities by decreasing the incidence of water and sanitation-related disease in the intervention zone.
4) Strengthening urban governance at multiple levels to promote healthier living. (p.1)

	Evaluation Methodology
	The evaluation employs a multi-method, iterative approach to assessment. The fieldwork activities applied a range of qualitative tools including key informant interviews, focus group discussions, large group discussions, process analysis, and several PRA techniques. At the end of each visit to the field offices, a “restitution” meeting was held with CARE staff to explain the preliminary findings and to elicit early feedback. Primary data was largely collected by CARE staff prior to the start of the evaluation. This included rural and urban household surveys that provided quantitative data for key indicators being tracked by the project. All data collection activities and data input were managed by the M&E Unit of the DAP. The analysis and interpretation of the results was largely under the control of external evaluators, although much assistance was provided by CARE staff during cleaning and analysis. (p.vi)

	Results (evidence/ data) presented?
	Section IV

	Summary of lessons learned (evaluation findings)
	Agricultural improvements through intensification, including new cultivation techniques, water management, adoption of recommended cultivars, etc. takes considerable time for farmers to absorb, test, and then adopt. CARE has chosen an important mix of agricultural improvements and, according to the expertise of the evaluation team, the options that CARE is promoting are appropriate to the zone and should significantly contribute to yield. The main issues are the amount of time CARE is able to devote to each community, and the number of farmers that can be reached through direct training or interaction with Lead Farmers. Since cropping seasons tend to vary from year to year, particularly with respect to rainfall and temperature, it is usually better to stay in communities for 3-4 years. CARE may be moving too fast with respect to nurturing behavioral changes with farmers. (p.x)
Urban component: In continuing to work with Fokotanys on situational analysis and planning, CARE and its relay partners should emphasize opportunity analysis more. The emphasis in DAP I and II has been on problem analysis, and this is appropriate. However, it will give SFF’s a “fresh” look at their environment if they look from a perspective of opportunities. This may also help communities brainstorm about how to get community goals accomplished in light of difficulties in securing funding. (p.xxi)

	Observations
	Very through, multi-method, comprehensive evaluation.

	


	Additional details for meta-evaluation: [select]

	Contribution to MDG(s)?
	1a:Income / 1b:Hunger  7b:Water & Sanitation 

	Address main UCP “interim outcomes”?
	Pro-poor, just governance policies and practices

Access to and distribution of environmental resources

	Were goals/objectives achieved?
	1=Yes … but: Many of the annual operational objectives are focused inward, such as improving capacity of DAP staff, conducting team-building exercises, liasing with other DAP components, etc. A shift towards including more learning objectives, and more objectives specific to results among beneficiaries would be beneficial. (p.73)

	ToR included?
	No 

	Reference to CI Program Principles?
	No 

	Reference to CARE / other standards?
	No 

	Participatory evaluation methods?
	Yes, several PRA techinques

	Baseline?
	Yes.  For the rural component, a baseline survey was conducted in December 2003. Results of this population-based survey were available for comparison of like indicators. (p.vi)

	Evaluation design
	Before-and-after (compared to baseline)
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