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	Name of document
	MGD - Tragnambo 08-06 (cover pages)

	Full title
	RAPPORT D’EVALUATION A MI-PARCOURS PROJET TRAGNAMBO 

CARE – PROGRAMME SUD FORT-DAUPHIN

	Acronym/PN
	

	Country
	Madagascar

	Date of report
	August 2006 (?)

	Dates of project
	

	Evaluator(s)
	Lydia Rondro-Harisoa 

	External?
	Yes (assume so)

	Language
	French 

	Donor(s)
	

	Scope 
	Project

	Type of report
	Mid-term

	Length of report
	29 pages

	Sector(s)
	ANR

	Brief abstract (description of project)
	The Trangambo project of CARE’s Southern Program is an integrated development project conceived to ensure the food security of 7,000 households in the eight communes of Taolagnaro District, Région of Anosy, Province de Toliara. (p.5)

	Goal(s)
	Sustainable and equitable improvement of food security in the two intervention zones based on the augmentation of production and the sustainable exportation of agricultural produce. (p.5)

	Objectives
	(Strategies): 
1. Structuring of the rural communities for a good governorship of the local development 

 2: Economic integration at the market 

 3. Promotion of agricultural production

  4. Nutritional education

	Evaluation Methodology
	Review of technical documents, including project’s logic framework, reports including minutes of coordination meetings, etc.  Collection of information at the level of the project team, the beneficiaries and partners. (p.6) [no survey]

	Results (evidence/ data) presented?
	Section 4

	Summary of lessons learned (evaluation findings)


	More productive cultivation methods are being adopted by the producers’ organizations (cutting back and new coffee plantations, systems of improved rice growing and transplanting in line). For the tanety system, demonstration sites are set up for the direct seeding  of cover plants, a practice that supports the conservation of soil fertility as well as reducing the time and labor of weeding. (p.4)

The messages and the new techniques are being adopted by the participants.  In spite of that the evaluation mission noticed a weak appropriation and a weak coverage of the target population. 

The weak sustainability of the infrastructures carried out by the project results in non- responsibilization of the communities (that are) not prepared to make progress. The sectoral approach of the partners makes the credibility of the project vulnerable. (p.27)

	Observations
	

	


	Additional details for meta-evaluation: [select]

	Contribution to MDG(s)?
	1a:Income / 1b:Hunger

	Address main UCP “interim outcomes”?
	

	Were goals/objectives achieved?
	2=somewhat  (p.27)

	ToR included?
	Yes (in annex, though not attached to this version of report)

	Reference to CI Program Principles?
	No 

	Reference to CARE / other standards?
	No 

	Participatory evaluation methods?
	Yes (questions & answers during workshop with participants) p.28

	Baseline?
	No 

	Evaluation design
	Post-test only (no baseline, no comparison group)

	Comment
	


