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Afghanistan - Helmand Valley Draiusge and Irrigation Improvement - PP

The Pxject Paper for the propsed §1 million grant was discussed at

at a NESA Durear meeting on Friday, February 28. Although the paper
was approved by the Bureau, serious issues remain which make further
AID suppert of the Helmand Valley program highly questionable en
development growmuds. The major issaes cencern the lack of proper
water managemesnt, the lack of adequate v user charges, and a lack of
focus on project beneficiaries.

Water Management ~ This problem has beea widely recognized in
audit and seoter analysis documents. The general conclusions of these
reports are that the lack of proper water management is a major
obstacle to the achiovan ent of an elficient irrigation project. As a
result many farmers use excessive amounts of water, thereby pro-
ducing eerious draisage probloms with consequential waterlogging and
salinization, while other farmers lack sufficieat water for their crop
needs. Little effort has been made to demonstrate to farmers the

advantages to them of good water management.

The project paper recgnizes the problem and indicates that "the
project plan calls for rehabflitation of the centrol system ... the
project alse weuld provide for irvigation plans to be set up. The
plan would determine the water noeds for each farm and irrigaticn
schedules would be laid down in such a rasnner that they would have
to be followed ... A program of education and training to tesch the
farmers when and how to irrigate will be necessary.

K the intentions outlined wers followsd a principel constratat would
be removed. However, care should be takea that the plan is completed
and put futo effect and the education sad training programs are devised
and implemsated. I commitments of this nature are too seasitive for
inclusien in the project agreement then some sert of letter of under-
standing should be requested. As i now stands there is no mention
of bow the necessary proposed acticas will be put into effect.



User Charges for Seryices - Closely related to the water managoment
question is that of user charges for services. If a farmer knows that he has
to pay liitle or nothing for the water he uses, he will have no inocentive to use
water officisatly. In addition, the present system of (1) nominal ox ne charge
for delivery of water to farmers, (2) nominal or no charge for operations and
maitenance and (3 nominal land assessments (one report indicates that per
hectare assessments should be faoreased from 12¢ to $5.30) means that the
program will never become self-sustaining. HAVA, the Valley autherity , must
relay oa GOA yearly budgetary allosations and assistance from foreign doners
fa ovder to provide services which should be paid from the incressed production
attributsble to the irrigation system. An audit repott conclusion succinotly
summarises the situation. "Until a realistic system of self-support is worked
out by the RGA and HAVA, the U. 8. is not really benefitting the country ... as
long as we remain the RGA will leck to us and defer needed self action. "

The Bureau and USAID plan no requirement conceraing user charges,

it being phinted out that people who raise questions of this nature do so

in ignorance of Afghan culture. Such a rationsle is inadequate and it makes
little sense to provide AID development assistance in absence of scceptable
user-charges.

Project Bepeficiaries - The analysis of bensficiaries is contained ca
ous page and is hardly sufficient for a determination of target groups. Mention
is made that "although farmers in the vally are mostly landowners and
operstors there are numerous forms ofibarecropping practiced ... Generally
the region consists of a large sumber of small landowners (3-18 acres) with
a fow large landowners, Khans (2 - 400 seres) mixed in. The Khang generally
dominate the water distribution systems. " Questions unanswered include the

GM \] by (lollowlng What are the sharecropping arrangemenats in terms of reant or per-
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holding, sharecroppers and laborers.

It 15 apparent that the preject was prepered quickly to meet 2 commitment that
we be respoasive te Afghan requests for FY '75 funding. However, the
response was hasty and the project paper prepared is two weeks with no real
negotiations or amalysis concerning critical issuss. To move forward with this
project as it stands would ot only lower Agency standards in this case but would
oot the tons for proposed future funding. In this regard, it should be clearly
uaderstood that Fhase II calls for a program with a project life of four to five
yeoara with a projected cost of $18 to $19 million, approximately $14 million of
which would come from U. 8. loans and grants. Furthermore, a secoad project
for FY '76 funding calls for 8ofl and Water Rescurce Surveys eut of which would
cone frther projocts.
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Finally, it should be noted that the USAID proceeded directly to a
project paper with no prior documents prepared for AID/W review.
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