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Abstract

The realization that agriculture input subsidiediates do not reach targeted communities has pusted/
governments to consider ways of cutting subsidytscamprove targeting of poorer households and &xdn
withdrawal from subsidizing agriculture. Againsistivackground in the year 2015 Zambia adopted \avueher
system as way to bolster FISP. This study focusedhe implementation of the pilot e-voucher in Clalom
District in the Southern Province of Zambia. A duadive approach was used to gather data from fesni@nks,
farmer representative organizations and other kalesolders. This study focused on key aspectsvoiueher
implementation, such as beneficiary targeting, eftalders’ roles, input distribution and redeemimgcpsses.
The study noted that e-voucher system usheredrire dmenefits such as increased transparency, reducti
ghost farmers, rural employment creation, increasmgut accessibility for farmers and lowered the
government’s administrative costs on inputs delivédn the other hand, the implementation of theoeeher
faced some challenges such as bank system breakddwse of the facility as farmers purchased faechs
and other non-agricultural inputs such as iron &hééat are not covered by the subsidy and delagsvioucher
activation by the contracted banks. Going forwdnd study recommends more policing of agro deadec
early disbursement of funds by the government.
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Introduction

In recent times, food and fertilizer hikes haveréased farmers’ vulnerability to poverty and fooddcurity
(Dorward et al., 2008). Given this background, dsecome imperative for governments to provideitinp
subsidies in an attempt to increase crop produigtannd alleviate poverty. Much of the subsidy peogs rose
against the backdrop of the Abuja Declaration (A006) that emphasizes the need to improve access to
fertilizer, focusing on targeted input supply tanbét the poorest. In the year 2012, 10 Africanrtoes spent
28.6% of their budget on inputs (Jayne and Ra&d3). Subsidies have become handy in recent tiesuse
they facilitate income transfers from the stateht® poor farmers, albeit yielding very low econoraid fiscal
returns to government investments (Dorward andwzhir2011). At the onset subsidies were providethan
form of a paper voucher, however this procedure wssociated with a number of challenges such as
counterfeited vouchers, high staff costs, colluso@iween government officials, villagers and agealdrs
resulting in famers exchanging vouchers for caltasp, Jayne and Mofya-Mukuka, 2013; Alloyce, Galpalgja
and Hella, 2014). It is against this background tha e-voucher system was developed, the objecttid
remained somehow the same with those of the papacher system, achievement of food security, irsea
farmers’ incomes and poverty reduction (Maso, Jayme: Mofya-Mukuka, 2013). Above all, there is naidb
that subsidies can increase food crop yield bt tleipends largely on the design and implementatiche
subsidy program (Kato, 2016). To this end, thislgtattempts to explore the implementation of theeeher in
Zambia, with focus on how was the e-voucher implete, what challenges were encountered, what henefi
were realized and more importantly how the drawbackted can be ameliorated. This study focuses on
implementation of the e-voucher, for it is implenaion that translates policy goals and objectiugs
practices that are directed at improving the lioEthe society (DeGroff and Cargo, 2009).

Zambia input subsidy in context

Zambian government Fertilizer Support PrograrhifeSP) to farmers started in the year 2002 andais w
renamed Farmer Input Support Programme (FISP) 09 Z&ato, 2016). Under this scheme the government
provides a subsidy equivalent to 75% of the costhefinputs to smallholder farmers. The scheme fiilsne
famers who cultivate 1-5ha of land. Having note@ theakness of the paper voucher under FISP, the
government introduced the E-voucher system undeP ki the year 2015.The purpose of the e-vouchertwva
increase targeting of poorest households and thsinline with the current trendy of smart subsidieat are
acknowledged for being more sustainable and withléakages (Maso, Jayne and Mofya-Mukuka, 2013¢ Th

L ESP, covered fertilizer and maize seed only
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use of the e-voucher in input distribution was higlecommended to the government by various stdden® as
one major strategy to address the shortcomingsiassd with traditional FISP (GRZ, 2015). Furthermahe
distribution of farming inputs to beneficiaries aigh the e vouchers has the capacity to reduce rhethum
and long-term administrative costs, enhance effiyyan input distribution and beneficiary targetifiigid).

E —Voucher Implementation

The e —voucher system involves the inclusion o¥gig players in the distribution of inputs. Theioaale
behind this is that the market works better in sigaof information with the public (WFP, 2014). Aucher is a
coupon that is issued to a customer with a detexthivalue; it can be used in participating locatiofs e-
voucher is an advanced voucher system and usednjurction with an electronic system, recording and
tracking transmission (ibid). In addition there afeo mobile vouchers that are a combination oélactronic
system and mobile phones, the mobile phones atktageceive and redeem e-vouchers.

In some cases, in the distribution networks e-veugbrograms make use of rural retail shops as the
distribution networks. Studies have shown thatag#lrs prefer inputs stockist close to their vilagalloyce,
Gabagambi and Hella, 2014). In addition, e voudias become one of the most preferred modes foitsnpu
subsidy programs because the e-voucher crowdseirptiivate sector, this may increase farmers’ acaess
lower inputs diversion (Maso, Jayne and Mofya-MukuR013). The key idea for private sector involvatrie
to limit government’s involvement and stimulate dsm for commercial fertilizer (Kijima, 2016). In am
voucher system, agro dealers are trained by thergaent or by any other appropriate stakeholdeed@ny,
2006). The agro dealers participate on an agreedimbasis (Elijah, 2017). It is also argued thateality the
purpose of e —vouchers like any other smart sulisittyaddress access not availability (ibid).

Before the e voucher is sent to beneficiariesgéstetion process is done and information coliéctsually
includes national ID, name, mobile number and imeguirements (Elijah, 2017). In some countrieshsas
Rwanda, bank staff register and train farmers om twouse the electronic platform (ibid). Nigeriagl@mented
the E — wallet under GE$She scheme targeted the most vulnerable housghailed at increasing agriculture
information dissemination and input supply (Fada@®@tuteggbe and Tijani, 2015).

The key aspects of an e —voucher system is thaugt be hinged on; innovation, adaptation, scaté an
performance indicators (Dorward and Chirwa, 20&h)e-voucher system must introduce new securitiufea,
improve the scale of inputs access and there nmstdys or methodologies for measuring implementatib
the e-voucher. There are several tasks involvalarimplementation of the e-voucher, some key amgade;
beneficiary identification, farmer registration, ugmn security, input security, input distributioopupon
redistribution, coordination and control (SOAS, 8)®@orward and Chirwa, 2011). In evaluating subsidy
implementation focus must be on cost, modalitiesing, targeting, rationing of input access (SO2808 cited
in Dorward and Chirwa, 2011). Rationing is a resflresource constraints; as such governments fgpibe
quantities of inputs per beneficiary (Chirwa andward, 2013).

The success of a subsidy program is also hingeti@provision of complementary investments (Dorward
and Chirwa, 2011; Nalwimba, Qi and Mudimu, 2017pn®limentary investments include improvements in
infrastructure and market access. Subsidy targetimghave many aspects such as —geographical tegbdaal
(Kato, 2016). The former refers to a specific lomatand the later refers to the provision to a gjpegroup of
beneficiaries for example small-scale farmers ondle farmers. Additionally, there could be intrantounity
targeting such as between different categoriegople or households (Chirwa and Dorward, 2013).

E-voucher is beneficial for instance Kijima (20&6jues that in Nigeria there was improved transyuare
and accountability in the inputs distribution scleerRurthermore, farmer awareness of #€SSprogram rose
from 45-75% in the first year. Similarly in othetudies farmers’ access to inputs increased by 8@bedo,
2014). On the other hand, there are challengesiassd with e-voucher such as agro dealers incgpézi
restock, no means of verifying if one is a genuisener or not, unclear procedures, late paymertihgato
closure of agro dealers, need for more governmepicat staff for registration and political presssiespecially
use of input programs for patronage and at timis fa pay attention to gender issues (Dorward @hdwa,
2011;Fadairo, Oluteggbe and Tijani, 2015; Kijim@18; Abedo2014; Xu et.al, 2009 cited in Jayne aadhil,
2013; Kato, 2016).

Data and methods

Description of the Study Area

Choma District is located in the central part ofith@rn Province with an area of 7, 249 square léli@ns and a
total number of 57, 513 farming households, 91 %vbich are smallholder farmers(Ministry of Agricudée
Choma District Annual Report, 2017). Crop and lteek farming constitute the main economic actieitie this
district. Other forms of economic activities sucha@ammerce and trade are centered on a thrivirigudtyiral

! Growth Enhancement Support Scheme( an agriculinpat support program)
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sector in the district. The main crops grown insthlistrict are maize, cotton, sweet potatoes, thand
groundnuts. Cattle assume an important role insth@al- economic aspects of the people. Chomaiatissr
divided into five Agricultural Blocks that are maath by Block Extension Officers. The agriculturabdis
include Mapanza, Batoka, Singani, State land andbdla. The blocks are further divided into 27 Agftieral
Camps that are manned by Camp Extension Officeltsthé agricultural blocks and agricultural campesvé
Extension Officers.

Research Methods

A qualitative research approach was used in tha datlection and analysis. Both secondary and pgima
sources of data collection were used. Primary data collected from various stakeholders who inaud@
Agro dealers, 2 banks, 3 officers from the DistAgricultural Coordinating Office, 7 Camp ExtensiOfficers,

5 Block Extension Officers, 10 Camp Agriculturali@mittees (CACs) members, 6 farmer representativas f
the District Agricultural committee (DAC), 12 coaptive chairpersons and 30 smallholder farmers.ugoc
group discussions were also conducted with theaB@drs. The study used interview guides and semttsred
guestionnaires to collect data from key informaartd smallholder farmers.

Findings and Discussion

FISP E-Voucher Beneficiaries in Choma District.

During the 2015/2016 agricultural season (E Vougbitat), the government had planned to target al tof
24,335 beneficiaries for Choma district; howevére tactual number of beneficiaries was 23,684. thin
2016/2017 agricultural season, 1,029 targeted meaeés were added making a total of 25,364, hawrgethe
actual beneficiaries were 23,490. There was a dfd@4 beneficiaries from 2015/16 and 2016/17 saasbhis
drop in the number of beneficiaries can be attabub late disbursements of e vouchers that disgmal the
farmers from paying for the inputs when the farmsegson had already ended and also lack of monegytthe
mandatory K400 deposit. The 1,029 e cards for #he heneficiaries were distributed to the farmerMiay
2017 long after the farming season had ended.

Planned and Actual Number of
Beneficiaries
g 26,000 25.364
= 25 500
=
& 25,000 3a33¢
€ 24,500 e
é_"' 24 000 23684 . S——
5 24, 23490 —e—Targetec
2 23,500 - - Actual
E 23,000
= 22,500
2015/2016 201672017
Agricultural Season

Fig 1: Electronic-voucher beneficiaries in the 2015/16 and 2016/17 Farming Season
Source:Ministry of Agriculture, Choma District 2015/16 and 2016/17 Agricultural Season FISP Wrap Up
Reports

Stakeholders in the Implementation of the FISP E Vacher

There were a number of stakeholders involved initinglementation of the e voucher pilot, below isahle
illustrating the stakeholders and their roles.
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Table 1: Electronic Voucher Implementation Stakehadlers

Stakeholder Stakeholder Role (s)
Ministry of | The Programme Coordinating Office (PCO) based etMimistry of Agricultural National
Agriculture Office works both through provincial (PACO) and tdist structures (DAC@) including

DACs and CACs. CACs-Receive applications from fasmehishing to benefit from the E
voucher through farmer organizations; approve fasnte benefit from the E voucher by
endorsing the list of applicants for inputs; puiakc lists of successful applicants at the
offices of CEOs and BEQOs, monitor the distributanmd utilization of inputs at the Camp
level. The DACs are involved in the ratification applications from CACs and also
appraisal of farmer organizations.

Zambia Nationall Provided the electronic platform on which the eslwer operated.
Farmers  Union
(ZNFU)

Musika Responsible for awareness and training @gpduilding) of agro-dealers and inplt
suppliers

Input  Suppliers| Stock and supply agricultural, livestock and fiségtinputs to farmers.
and Agro dealers

Banks Printed e-cards in coordination with the PE@ managed the subsidy bank accounts

Source: Ministry of Agriculture, Electronic Vouchénplementation Manual for the 2015/2016 Agricudiur
Season.

Targeting

The District Agricultural Committee (DAC) and th& Zamp Agriculture Committees (CAC) did targetirfg o
beneficiaries. The composition of the DAC includaemer representatives from the each of the agdtirall
blocks in the district, representative from the tiki$ Cooperative Union Zambia National Farmers'idm
Choma District Council, Office of the President ¢8ial Division), Anti-Corruption Commission, Minigt of
Community Development and DACO (acts as Secretafitite DAC).

The Camp Agricultural Committee is made up of farmepresentative from each zone in the camp; a
chief's representative; Community Based Organiratiavithin the camp; public officers other than Miny of
Agriculture; the Camp Extension Officer is the stariat. The targeted farmers were the ones ctiliyd -5 ha
of land, members of farmer organisations (clubsnés union or cooperative), had ability to dep&<i00 to
the banks towards the procurement of the subsidigaats. A decentralized way of targeting benefieis was
used through which farmer organization/cooperatdoards; local leaders such as village headmenghief
representatives and agricultural extension offigemgicipated. Decentralized targeting is effecfioeit lowers
administration costs (Dorward and Chirwa, 2011;a{2016).

Program Sensitization

The sensitization process was flagged off by aonati sensitization meeting in Chongwe District thats
attended in June 2015 by the DACO. The districsizations were carried out immediately after @gongwe
meeting, and this was done at 2 levels. The fils¢ting involved officials from the Ministry of Agrillture and
Livestock, and other district stakeholders thaiuded officers from ZNFU, Cooperatives, Choma migat
council and Office of the President special diwisidhe second series of meetings involved farmertheir
respective blocks. During these meetings issueseadged included the E-voucher programme implementat
process and its modalities.

With regards to awareness, interviews with the &enCACs and DACs indicated that even if awareness
meetings were conducted, some farmers still didfalbg understand how the E-Voucher worked, esgdbcia
with regards to the card activation and input redeg process. The farmers felt that the awarenesd to be
more rigorous and in small manageable groups, curtr@ining in larger groups reduced the chances fo
effective information delivery.

Registration of Farmers and Card Distribution

During the 2015/2016 agricultural seasons, thesteggion of beneficiaries was done in the montldu§ and
August after the distribution of FISP documentattonthe selected farmers and farmer groups thrabgh
respective CACs. At the end of the registrationcpss, the district submitted a database of 24,f823he
purpose of card creation. The distribution of eslwer cards started in September and was condunted i
conjunction with Zambia National Farmers’ Union (). The distribution to the 27 camps was conduéted

a period of 2 months; this also involved makingeapvisits to the same camps in order to issuednds to

! DACO-District Agriculture Coordinating Officer
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farmers who were absent in previous visits. Aftex field distribution exercise, the farmers who gai the
distribution team in their areas started collecting cards from the district office. The collectiohcards from
the office continued till the end of December 2046.the end of the distribution exercise 23,958dsawere
distributed to farmers.

For the 2016/2017 agricultural season, registratibeneficiaries was done in the month of July and
August after the distribution of FISP documentadida the selected farmers and farmer groups thrologin
respective CACs. At the end of the registratiorcpss, the district submitted to national officeatattase of 25,
335 registered farmers to benefit from the e vouchide distribution of cards for new beneficiariesly
happened in May 2017 after the cards were receik@d ZNFU. The cards were received long after the
growing season had ended. The total number of rerdscreceived was 1,029. At the end of the didtidbu
exercise 973 cards were distributed.

The difference in the number of cards distributeadf the cards received was due to the absence rdraw
during card distribution exercise. This absencelmaattributed to genuine absence and also a m&statmers
who had registered some ghost beneficiaries. Horyehies never worked to their favor, as each farmeas
required to collect the e voucher card in persoiisivavailing their National Registration Card (NRQ his
made it impossible to collect e-voucher cards foogy farmers. The DAC expressed concern that this av
missed opportunity for genuine farmers who could access the inputs. With regards to submittingngro
entries to the office, the farmers also regrettest they didn't do verification of beneficiary list the Camp
level, so some names and NRCs for selected farwenes wrong. This led to late activation of the ards and
eventually late accessing of inputs.

Card Activation

During the 2015/2016 agricultural seasons, cariyatoin started with the first deposits being madethe 2nd
October 2015 and the last deposits were made ofrélthuary 2016. By the end of the card activatieriqul,
23,684 cards were sent for activation. The figuetolw shows the card activation trends for the 22056
agricultural season with the highest number of eéeing activated in December.

2015/2016 Agricultural Season Card
Activations by Month

14000
12000

10,217
10000
000
G000 m 2015/2016 Agricultural
4000 Season
2000 =58 G4l 743
0 | | —

Oct-15 Nowv-15 Dec-15 Jan-16 Feb-16
Months

11,925

Number of Cards

Figure 2: Card activations in the 2015/2016 agrictliral season
Source: Ministry of Agriculture, Choma District 282016 FISP Wrap Up Report (2017)

During the 2016/2017 seasons, the exercise staitadthe first farmers’ deposits on the 12th Decemb
2016 and the last deposit on 11th May 2017. Byethe of the reporting period, 23, 490 cards were f@n
activation. The figure below shows the card acibratrends for the 2016/2017 agricultural seasammg@ared to
the 2015/2016 agricultural season in which the égmumber of cards were activated in Decembethen
2016/2017 season the highest number of cards wérkaid in January. The transacting window ingheond
year of the pilot was much longer than the firsrymainly due to late distribution of cards.
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2016/2017 Agricultural Season Card
Activations by Month
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Figure3: Card Activation in 2016/2017 Agricultural Season
Source: Ministry of Agriculture, Choma District 202017 FISP Wrap Up Report (2017)
Interviews with one key informant indicated that03€ards had not been activated by December 2017,
despite the fact that farmers had deposited theDK4Kkhis therefore meant that farmers could noessdénputs
on time for the rain season starts in early Novamblis was attributed to the fact that the bards thallenges
in reconciling the funds they had received fromeowvnent and the cards they had loaded. Other reagoen
for not activating the cards was that some enfris the cards captured had errors and the bankdmwotrace
the cards in their system.

Private Sector Participation in the Electronic Vouder Input Distribution

In the 2015/2016 agricultural season 31 participdmat included 19 agro dealers, 4 Fertilizer camgmand 8
Seed companies, participated in the electronic eumput distribution. During the 2016/2017, thenber of
participants increased to 39 participants thatuiet! 4 Fertilizer companies, 8 Seed companies2@ndgro
dealers. All these participants were based in thieti@l Business District of Choma while some semdpanies
had a few agents (individuals and Cooperativeghénoutlying areas of the district. The nearesnéas were
located 5-10km from agro dealers and the furthestew/3km.The participation of agro dealers and tspu
suppliers in the outlying areas was relatively ld¥awever, it is also important to note that someoadpalers
opened delivery points in remote areas such as Mapand Mbabala.

Input Redemption

From the interviews, information we gathered showed the agro dealers and input suppliers hadapacity
to supply adequate quantities of inputs during taghcultural seasons. As for the supply of inpgotshe agro
dealers, two options were available; they coultezitbuy on cash basis if they had financial cagamit they
could receive the inputs from input suppliers omddr basis. In the 2015/2016 agricultural seas@)684
farmers successfully redeemed the inputs whilbén2016/2017 agricultural season, 23,490 farmersaaged to
redeem the inputs. The reduction was attributddteodistribution of e cards to farmers.

Summary of Activities in the Implementation of theE-Voucher
a) Farmer registration in camps through CACs
b) Approval of registration list by DAC
c) Database of registered farmers sent to PCO foraasation
d) Registered farmers given voucher cards by DACOZixidU
e) Farmer organization request for Authority to Depd®TD) document from DACO amount to be
deposited at the bank is also calculated in lirth féirmer organization’s needs
f) Farmer organization deposit funds to bank
g) Farmer organizations take stamped bank depos# ®ipACO
h) Lists of the farmers and deposit slips are scammeldsent to Zambia National Farmers Union in Lusaka
i) Zambia National Farmers Union sends the List toBthek
i) Banks activate voucher cards based on the subnfigted
k) Voucher activation notice is sent to farmers mophenes
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I) Farmers approach approved agro dealers to redeenvabichers (Some go in groups and some
individually).

m) Agro dealers serve the farmers by allowing thenswdpe their voucher cards with inputs of their
choice that are covered under the programme

n) After purchasing the inputs using a POS machinesthmsidy amount is credited to the agro dealer’s
account by the contracted banks.

The Gains from E Voucher

Cost saving by the government

The main rationale of e-voucher is that it requiiested government intervention in input subsidypgram
(Elijah, 2017) .The government was able to saveesfimancial resources associated with the admatise
costs in the conventional FISP such as the tratefjpmm of seeds and fertilizer to farmers. Foranse, in the
2014/2015 agricultural seasons, the total billtfer storage of seed and transportation of inpdatmers was
K1, 647, 948.47 (approx. US$1 647 984). In the 2BA5b7 and 2016/2017, government did not incur apyii
transportation costs; the private sector and fasnperformed this task of transporting input. Pevagrvice
providers were able to take up this role of trampg inputs to the farmers; some agro dealerssprarted the
inputs for the farmers as a complimentary servicebfiying large quantities of inputs.

Increased Private Sector Participation-

There was an increase in private sector parti@pati the distribution of inputs. Local Agro —deal@nd input
suppliers such as chemical suppliers, fertilizeppdiers, livestock product suppliers and seed seppldid
distribution of inputs. The E- Voucher gave an appaity to small agro dealers to partner with inpuppliers;

this resulted in the empowering of small agro dsalagro dealers also had the opportunity to opam autlets

in outlying areas. Some cooperatives were empowiEmadcially as they got the opportunity to workagents

for seed companies. For instance, Kamano Seed CGumgragaged three cooperatives as agents in Mbala,
Mapanza and Macha camps. In addition there wadieneaf rural employment for school leavers who got
employed by agro dealers.

Table2: Participants in the inputs supply

Agricultural Season Fertilizer Companies Seed Carnigsa Agro Dealers
2015/2016 4 8 19
2016/2017 4 8 27

Source: Field Data

Improved Service from Agro Dealers

The e-voucher brought about competition among dgeders which prompted some of them to relocateeclto
the farmers and in turn were able to redeem somgsrfrom their door steps. In essence the e-voudsieered
in fair chances of distribution (Elijah, 2017).

Improved Targeting-

Interviews with key informants from the Ministry #gfgriculture, DACs and CACs revealed that the tngeof
beneficiaries had improved compared to the Coneeati FISP. The conventional FISP had a lot of ghost
farmers. There was tremendous improvement in temesgy and targeting of real beneficiaries. In CAom
District, more than 600 ghost farmers were elingdafrom the beneficiary list. The E-voucher systeuires
the physical presence of the farmers with their NR@ng card distribution and redeeming of inputenf the
agro dealers. Some farmers submitted names forlyfamembers who did not reside in the designated
agricultural camps while some submitted names émedsed people. However, they were not able teatdhe
e-vouchers because each farmer is required toctdheir voucher card in person and also show tR&C.
Therefore, one can safely argue that E- voucheittesis increased transparency (WFP, 2014).

Flexible Voucher

The e-voucher is in the form of a flexible vouchthis provided farmers with a choice of inputs agesm
maize and fertilizer. Farmers were able to redeerbibides, sprayers and veterinary drugs. Voudieeitfility
reduces losses that are incurred when the voushiereid. In situation where fixed vouchers are udadmers
end up redeeming inputs that they do not needati1R017).

Drawbacks
Mis-targetting, Collusion and Fraud
Although the programme targets small-scale farmeitvating up to a maximum of 5 hectares of lantyre
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wealthy farmers cultivating more than 5 hectareseweported to have received e-vouchers, some ic&neds
were reported to be cultivating hectares rangimgnfrlO to 20 hectares. This problem arises from CA@Qs
adhering to the beneficiary selection criteria. éwting to the selection criteria for individual faers, the
farmer should have the capacity to pay the presdrfarmer contribution towards the total cost @& ¢hVoucher
value. However, reports indicated that some sedefetamers failed to raise the down payment, forahmgm to
sell the voucher cards to dealers and other wealtlirmers. It was reported that smallholder fasngere
selling e vouchers at a cost of K500 to wealthemmers who could afford the down payment. Indebd, t
emergence of secondary markets is caused by diffaccess to working capitals between recipients raom-
recipients (Chirwa and Dorward, 2013).

A key informant had this to sayhe difference in the number of cards distributad activated was due to some
farmers who didn't deposit the down payment fofeddnt reasons. This included reasons ranging from
scepticism and failure to raise the K400 deposit.

Reports coming from FGDs further indicated that ediarmers were exchanging e-voucher cards for money
from agro dealers. One farmer narrated

Some farmers were getting cash from some agro dealstead of redeeming the e- voucher cards fer th
recommended agricultural inputs. The E voucher daad a value of K2, 100 (This includes the K1, ff0th

the government and K400 contribution from the fashen this case, the agro dealers would give fdmener
cash equivalent to 1,500.In other instances, ifuhkie of the e card was not exhausted by the faafter the
redemption process, the agro dealers were givirange (cash) which was not supposed to be the case.

In some cases, the agro dealers and farmers weéeemeng inputs not listed under the programme. Some
farmers were swiping for commodities not recommendy the programme. For example, some farmers
redeemed items such as mealie- meal and iron shesigwo mentioned agro dealers. The buying ofitemot
permitted under the program can be attributed ¢oféfet that the e-voucher system did not have #itjafor
capturing the data on what type of inputs the fasnfead redeemed. This even made it difficult tolyssathe
level of agricultural diversification among farmerghe industry feels the Ministry of Agriculture ahid
consider locking the e-voucher cards to agreedymtsdi.e. 10kg bag of maize seed, 50kg bag oilifert D
compound, etc. Currently, the e cards are not kbd¢keany products, leading farmers to redeem evedugts
not listed under the programme.

During routine monitoring by government officialacaother stakeholders it was observed that sone agr
dealers were engaging in fraudulent activities. Safnthe agro dealers had their Point Of Sale (P@&hines
confiscated and they were suspended for two wemka fedeeming inputs. Furthermore, some reports fro
farmers indicated that agro dealers were takingaathge of the huge demand for inputs, thereforee wer
redeeming, particularly fertilizer at exorbitantiges. The agro dealers kept on hiking the priced tat
seriously affected farmers as they ended up geftiwgr inputs than expected.

Lapses in Card Delivery and Activation

There was late delivery of cards for new benefiemin the district. For those who had lost théir gnd cards,
there were delays in issuing them with new cardde Ilcard deliveries made the implementation petgole
longer than anticipated. For example, in the 200672agricultural seasons 1,029 cards for new beiaefs
were only received in May 2017 long after the ciogpseason had ended yet the farmers depend offiedhin
crop cultivation. The initial plan for the E vouchwas to produce and distribute cards by the enduzfust
2016 (Musika, 2017), and allow a transacting pefioth September 2016 to January 2017, but the psosas
not finished by May 2017.

The E-Voucher FISP was associated with slow adtimadf the card by the banks; this resulted in some
farmers accessing inputs late. In addition, thecgse leading to card activation was too long amtke ti
consuming especially the scanning of Authority TepDsit documents and deposit slips which had teelné to
ZNFU or Ministry of Agriculture Head Office.

In some instances, lack of money among selectedeiar caused delays to the whole farmer group becaus
the farmer groups were mandated to make depositsalfothe selected members at once. However, the
government later announced farmer groups could ndag®sits to the bank whenever members paid. Whilst
this was a noble move at the farmer group levéd, created a larger amount of work for the bankigiafs and
DACO for they had to deal with one farmer groupsmveral occasions, as when its members had rdised t
K400.

Poor Funding and Late Release of funds by Treasury

Funding for district operations was very poor toeatent that some of the officers implementingghegramme
had to use their own funds to carry out some of @bsvities i.e. sourcing of internet service fanding

activation requests and fuel for card the cardibiision exercise. For example, the district ordgeived a sum
of K20 000 ($2,000) for operations during the 2@Da/7 agricultural seasons; this had to be sharezhgrd7

66



Journal of Economics and Sustainable Development www.iiste.org
ISSN 2222-1700 (Paper) ISSN 2222-2855 (Online) 5-'—.’,’
Vol.9, No.2, 2018 IIS E

camp extension officers, 5 block extension officangl the District Agricultural Coordinating Offig® ACO).
This made implementation and monitoring of the progme more difficult for the officers.

In addition there was also late release of fundgheytreasury, this resulted in late commencemér o
voucher implementation. Some cards took as lorgjtas3 months to be funded despite the fact thafdhmers
had made the mandatory initial deposit. By May 20thére were still some cards not credited from the
2015/2016 agricultural seasons due to delayed fignioly government.

As a result of late card funding, some agro dealeade complaints of poor sales from FISP e-vougher
the district. This led to agro dealers giving irpta farmers even before the cards were activagettido banks
and in turn withheld the e voucher cards as sutyhe inputs given to the farmers. It is estindatieat about
1,000 cards were withheld by the agro dealersptastise of advancing inputs to the farmers bae#fion the
agro dealers when the voucher cards were not éativen time; this hindered the agro dealers frostorking.
On the other hand, advancing of inputs also demmiest the agenéyf the smallholder farmers in that after
realising that they were losing time to plant, tle@proached dealers and negotiated with them tadianced
with inputs.

Poor Stakeholders’ Coordination

There was poor coordination between Ministry of idgiture (MA), banks and ZNFU on issues of card
activation. The banks were not consistent in giegpdback to DACO as to which farmers’ cards wetevated

and not activated. Furthermore, the DACO had chg#e in accessing the bank statements from the bank
responsible for cash deposits from farmers thobghbank was mandated to provide weekly bank statesme
under the e-voucher program. This led the DACOnimoenter difficulties in making reconciliations.

Breakdowns of the Banking System
Towards the end of the 2016/2017 agricultural sessthe bank system elapsed and somehow reloadeelymo
into the e cards for farmers who had already re@eetimeir inputs. Farmers who had already beneéitaded to
redeem for inputs from the agro dealers whémahking system was compromised.

It was reported that about 6,041 farmers doublgesviand it is estimated that K13, 000,000 ($1,31®),0
was involved. The farmers had started paying baekroney to the bank in instalments. This compresithe
bank’s ability to efficiently implement the e-vouah

Electrical power challenges

E-voucher is an electronic system that needs ptwace power outages disturbed the implementaticheof
programme as it affected the timely transmissiodath from the district to National Office. Thisntbuted to

the increased lead-time between depositing andadictn of cards. At times, the district did not baslectricity

for a period as long as half of the day. Interr@trectivity was also unreliable leading to delaysénding

information for card activations.

Sustainability of the Programme and Farmer Graduaton

Under the new system of e- voucher, a farmer céy lmenefit for three years and thereafter has talgate or
exit the program; unlike the conventional FISP wehenost farmers had benefited since inception of the
programme. In focus group discussions farmers tegahey didn't seem confidant that they could ngento
do farming without input subsidies. They felt tkiais aspect of graduation might negatively affbetn, as they
are still not able to independently grow crops. i ingtionale is that the e voucher card value (@pugh to
grow 0.5 hectares of maize) under e-FISP is nougindo empower a farmer to the extent of graduaftiom
the programme. This assertion by farmers that thay not be able or are reluctant to exit the pnogis
interesting in that it raises questions on the riitof smart subsidies whose hallmark is premiseagmorexit
strategy as argued by Kato (2016) that key chaniatits of market smart subsidies is that theytargeted at
vulnerable farmers, spur private sector developraadthave an exit strategy.

Recommendations

Going forward a number of recommendations can bden@s far as e-voucher implementation is concerned.
Firstly, there is need for the Ministry of Finartocerelease funding in good time. The Ministry ofi&ice should
also plan well in advance for e- voucher cardsusss to avoid such situations that lead to farraecessing
their inputs late. Secondly, there should be impdogoordination and feedback among implementingtagef

the programme (DACO’s, ZNFU and Banks). There idndor effective communication amongst all
stakeholders and education for all stakeholdersildhbe continuous. Thirdly, there is need for immd

! Agency is the ability to process social experiearel to devise ways of coping of life, even untter most extreme forms of
coercion(Norman Long,2001).
2 X stands for a bank name whose identity we haneealed for confidentiality purposes.
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supervision and monitoring of agro - dealers esgkyoivith regards to their adherence to the setamidconduct
and business development. Lastly, more farmer avaseand trainings are needed. Training and infioma
sharing must be done at farmer cooperatives anaciasens level. Farmers' training should be fodusae
understanding farmers’ characteristics such as ledge and attitude to risks (Dorward etal. 2013).

Conclusion

This study highlighted the key activities and stalders involved in the implementation of the e-cloer FISP.
This study discussed issues such as beneficiaggtiag, inputs distribution network, input rederoptiprocess
and also the benefits and drawbacks encounteratleinmplementation of the e-voucher. Whilst e-vaarch
implementation was not challenge free, this studg hoted that implementation of e-voucher is vital
improved targeting of poorer farmers, reduction lo§ses associated with ghost farmers, reduction of
government administrative costs, crowding in of phizate sector and creation of rural employmers.fér the
few challenges noted such as delays in card aidivaate funding of the cards and emergence ofnupsilous
agro dealers, this study recommended robust caatidin among stakeholders and tighter enforcemerhef
code of conduct on agro dealers among others.
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