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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The purpose of this paper is to extract

from the diversity of experiences of the rural
development investments of USAID/Zambia
the common lessons learned and overarching
issues. The three SO1 projects reviewed
include ADMADE, a community based
wildlife management project, the CLUSA
Rural Group Business Program, an income
generation project, and the CARE Livingstone
Food Security Project, a food security project.
The lessons learned are grouped into design
principles, implementation tools, and
sustainability issues.

LESSONS LEARNED IN PROJECT DESIGN

Working Through Groups
• When no existing CBOs are available,

developing community-based organizations
requires an initial investment in mobilization
and training

• Developing community-based organizations
pays off by increasing the size of target
audience, improving efficiency of service
delivery, and creating opportunities for
multiplier effects.

• Leadership style plays a large role in the
effectiveness of groups

Site-Selection
• Criteria for site selection should include

factors conducive for achieving performance
objectives as well as need for assistance.

• It is more difficult to establish market driven
development in areas with a strong history
of relief programs or subsidies.

• Selection criteria are dynamic and will often
be refined with experience.

Addressing the Heterogeneity of
Communities
• Rural communities are not homogenous

units and have internal diversity based on
socioeconomic factors such as gender,
livelihood, and wealth

• Community heterogeneity is more of an
issue for projects targeting the entire
population of an area as opposed to specific
sub-groups

• Mechanisms for incorporating the needs
and interests of sub-groups should be
incorporated into project design

• Be cautious when using the term
“community” in contexts where it is
important to acknowledge the diversity
in rural areas.

The Carrot and the Stick
• Negative incentives may be the most

effective approach in the short term,
however are costly to sustain
economically and politically.

• Positive incentives take time to develop
and require a favorable policy
environment but have the most long-
lasting impact for the least cost.

• Implementing change and altering the
behavior of rural people is most
effective with a combination of positive
and negative incentives.

Getting Rid of Dead Weight
• Many of the greatest breakthroughs in

performance came after dysfunctional
groups or processes were dropped.

• Project design and cooperative
agreement should incorporate a
methodology for identifying when
activities or groups are beyond hope and
should be dropped rather than fixed.

• Defining minimal standards for CBOs
and adhering to them can be an effective
way of improving performance results.

Mechanisms for Feedback and
Adaptation
• One hallmark of an effective project is

the ability to review and adjust project
activities and strategies while
maintaining the original goals.

• Adaptation is dependent upon effective
mechanisms for feedback, which can be
formal or informal, internal or external.

• Mechanisms for feedback and
adaptation should ideally be
systematized, not left in the heads of one
or two highly knowledgeable people
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Linking Activities with Goals Through a
Conceptual Framework
• Projects need mechanisms to select

intervention strategies based on target goals
• Conceptual frameworks are often assumed,

but discussing them can help illuminate
weak linkages between project activities and
goals.

• A project can only be as effective as its
conceptual framework is valid.

LESSONS LEARNED IN IMPLEMENTATION

Pace of Change
• Community-based = community-paced
• Change can be threatening psychologically,

culturally, and economically
• Young and educated people are more

adapted to change
• The greater the amount of change being

implemented, the slower the pace
• Developing technical skills occurs faster

than adopting new ways of thinking or
interacting with resources

• Trying to change structures and behaviors
faster than the community is ready for will
most likely result in failure

• The pace of change is often affected by the
availability of facilitation and extension
support.

• Change in institutions is slower than change
in individuals

• Multi-tiered structures should be introduced
one level at a time

• It is difficult to predict at what pace change
will be introduced in a project. Projects may
be better off identifying factors which affect
when a community is ready for the next step
and then developing a monitoring plan.

Information Systems
• The larger a project is in terms of service

area and scope of activities, the greater the
need for investment in information systems.

• Computerization is a powerful tool for
effective information processing, but
requires more than buying PCs and
software.

• Staff training and application development
represent opposite but complementary
strategies.

• Spreadsheets work well initially and for
simple datasets, but more complex data
needs require an investment in a
relational database system.

• Failure to develop an effective project
information system can have severe
repercussions.

Delivering Training to Communities
• Training will remain an important

component of rural development, but is
only one component of capacity
building.

• Regular follow-up in the field is costly
but required for messages to sink in.

• Multi-tiered community based
organizations can extend the reach of
training services and improve their
efficiency.

• Evaluating the impact of training
programs helps to determine whether the
right messages and audience are being
targeted.

LESSONS LEARNED IN PROJECT DESIGN

Importance of Marketing
• Marketing requires specialized skills and

a presence at the national level.
• Projects which depend on linkages to

external markets need a dedicated
marketing unit.

• Projects can take steps to increase the
attractiveness of their goods and services
in terms of volume, quality, price, and
credibility.

• Developing marketing capacity requires
a solid foundation of basic business
skills and experiences, including
budgeting, forecasting, and record
keeping.

Venturing Into New Service Areas
• Expansions into new service areas

should be done cautiously and
deliberately, based on a strategic
analysis of the importance of the new
service to the project goals.

• Inadequate or unsustainable service
provision can be worse than doing
nothing.
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• Expansion into new service areas will
eventually require new layers of
administration, thereby reducing overall
administrative efficiency and requiring new
management skills

• Forging partnerships with other service
providers when possible is usually
preferable to developing new capacity in-
house.

• Dropping existing services when taking on
new ones up prevents administrative
capacity from being overtaxed.

Community Auditing
• Community-based enterprises require

effective internal and external audit
mechanisms to prevent and contain
mismanagement.

• Regular auditing should be seen as
fundamental as any other component of
business development, such as keeping cash
books or taking minutes at meetings.

• Auditing should be seen as not only an
opportunity to ensure accountability, but
also analyze business strengths and
weaknesses.

Being Proactive with Policy
• Rural development projects should

recognize the influence of national and
international policy on their operations, and
be proactive at influencing policy change.

• Partnerships with similar institutions can
increase the cost-effectiveness of policy
reform efforts.

Tooting the Horn: Communicating Results
and Lessons Learned
• Sharing methodology and results with

external partners can have beneficial results
for both parties

• Sharing experiences with failure is at least
as useful if not more so than success stories

• Communicating results does not have to be a
separate tedious activity if it is integrated
into ongoing activities such as monitoring,
activity planning, newsletters, etc.

SHARING LESSONS LEARNED

The three SO1 projects each have adopted
strategies of developing new community
structures, training programs, and
appropriate technologies to achieve their
development objectives. Each project has
numerous strengths and experiences which
can benefit the others. ADMADE's
experiences in natural resource
monitoring, working with traditional
authorities, and empowering local
communities to police their natural
resources are experiences which can
benefit both the CARE and CLUSA
programs. CLUSA's innovative approach
for screening farmer groups for
participation in business oriented
enterprises, use of community based
facilitators, and experiences with
conservation farming practices have
provided lessons which can be built on by
the ADMADE and CARE program.
Finally, CARE/LFSP's development of a
community-based seed multiplication
program, participatory extension methods,
and socioeconomic monitoring are areas
that the other two programs are trying to
strengthen.

Cover Photographs: Livingstone Food
Security Project community seed bank,
CLUSA farmer showing results of
conservation farming, ADMADE
community quota setting meeting.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

USAID/Zambia Investments in Agriculture and Natural Resources
In 1998, USAID/Zambia introduced a

new five-year country plan based around
strategic objectives in four key sectors: rural
development, health, democracy and
governance, and education. Rural
development fall under Strategic Objective
One (SO1): “to increase rural incomes of
selected groups”. Under SO1,
USAID/Zambia sponsors several activities
designed to increase the incomes of rural
families working together as farmer group
businesses, village management committees
and village action groups.

The CLUSA Rural Group Business
Project (RGBP) began in May 1996 and
promotes democratically self-managed,
financially viable farmer group businesses
that improve rural family incomes. The
RGBP currently works with about 7,000
farmers in four districts near Lusaka. Since
its inception CLUSA-RGBP has modified its
group business development approach, now
focusing exclusively on small farmer high-
value crop production under forward
contracts with agroprocessors.

The Livingstone Food Security Project
(LFSP), implemented by CARE
International, also began in 1996 and aims to
improve food security in drought prone
Southern Province. The LFSP supports
drought resistant seed varieties, community
management of seed multiplication and

distribution schemes, soil conservation,
construction and rehabilitation of water
harvesting structures, marketing, and some
income generating activities.

The third investment under SO1, the
Administrative Management Design
(ADMADE) program, has been
implemented by the Zambia Wildlife
Authority (formerly known at the National
Parks and Wildlife Service, NPWS) since
1989. ADMADE was supported by
USAID between 1989 and 1999 through
cooperative agreements with the Ministry
of Tourism, World Wildlife Fund, and the
Wildlife Conservation Society. The overall
goal of ADMADE is to introduce
community-based wildlife management in
about half of the 34 Game Management
Areas (GMAs) in Zambia. Through
ADMADE, about 70% of the revenue
from international safari hunting is
returned to GMAs for community
development and resource management.

These three projects share a common
strategic objective, but have followed
different paths to achieve their goals. The
differences between these programs in
design and implementation stem from the
institutional and local context of each
project, as well as the available resources
and background of project staff.

Finding the Common Ground: Lessons Learned
The purpose of this paper is to extract

from the diversity of experiences of the SO1
investments the lessons learned and major
issues which impact all three projects. The
three SO1 projects present a convenient
natural experiment1 to explore common

                                                  
1 An event or situation which was not designed or
controlled for scientific purposes, but offers an

principles for increasing rural income,
strengthening food security, and managing
natural resources. Because these projects
were essentially planned and implemented
independently, the common patterns and

                                                                  
opportunity to deduce general principles or
causal relationships
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experiences are likely to be valid reflections
of more general principles.

The discussion of lessons learned and
common issues presented in this document by
no means represent an effort to present a
universal outline or blue-print for achieving
rural development. However comparative
analyses of multiple projects contribute to an
expanding body of literature and research
which can be referred to, adapted, and

applied when planning or evaluating
efforts to alleviate rural poverty. Focusing
on the common ground also allows us to
articulate lessons learned at a level which
is generic enough to be applicable in other
settings, but not so general as to be
meaningless. The table below illustrates
the continuum of lessons learned, from the
highly specific to the extremely broad.

Spectrum of Lessons Learned

Very General General but Non-Trivial Specific

Widely applicable, but
not terribly useful

Applicable to multiple areas
and sectors, but not meant to

be universal

Too specific to generalize

�)DUPHUV�VKRXOG�QRW�GHIDXOW

RQ�ORDQV�LQ�RUGHU�WR

PDLQWDLQ�WKH�WUXVW�EHWZHHQ

WKHPVHOYHV�DQG�PLFUR�

FUHGLW�DJHQFLHV��

�,VVXLQJ�ORDQV�WR�UXUDO

HQWHUSULVHV�LQVWHDG�RI

LQGLYLGXDOV�DQG�LQFRUSRUDWLQJ

FROOHFWLYH�UHVSRQVLELOLW\�LQWR

PLFUR�FUHGLW�DJUHHPHQWV

KHOSV�WR�UHGXFH�ORDQ

GHIDXOWLQJ��

�&06�VLJQV�ORDQ�DJUHHPHQWV

ZLWK�&/86$�5*%V��ZKLFK

DUH�UHTXLUHG�WR�SUDFWLFH

FROOHFWLYH�UHVSRQVLELOLW\�DW

WKH�5*%�DQG�GHSRW�OHYHO�LQ

RUGHU�WR�SDUWLFLSDWH�LQ�WKH

RXWJURZHU�VFKHPH��

Source: Adapted from Salafsky (1999)

The lessons learned presented here are not
all drawn from identical approaches towards
the same challenge. The three SO1 projects
often use different strategies for achieving the
same general objective. However comparing
and contrasting these approaches highlights
the underlying dynamics and principles which
have broader validity. Lessons learned are also
not always derived from success stories, in
fact quite often they arise from efforts that did
not work very well.

These lessons in this paper are grouped
into three categories: project design,

implementation tools, and issues affecting
sustainability. It is assumed that the reader
is somewhat familiar with each of the
three projects.

This paper was written as part of a
simultaneous evaluation of the ADMADE,
CARE, and CLUSA projects. Material for
this paper was based on document
reviews, semi-structured interviews with
project staff, discussions among members
of the evaluation team, and site visits to
the three projects.
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2.0 LESSONS LEARNED - PROGRAM DESI GN

Working Through Groups
A central design feature of all three SO1

projects is the use of community-level
organizations. Working through groups has
numerous advantages, including increasing the
efficiency of service provision such as training
or distribution of inputs. Groups also extend
the reach of the project activities, and, in the
best case scenario, improve accountability and
transparency. The capacity building dimension
of group development may also provide
unforeseen benefits, such as improved local
governance and development planning in other
sectors.

In each project's experience, there were no
existing community groups in the service
areas that could be utilized. So each project

needed to make an initial investment in
community organization and capacity
building. ADMADE initially formed
groups based around traditional authority
structure, but has recently switched to a
two-tiered structure of democratically
elected community organizations. CLUSA
and CARE developed their groups
specifically to fit into the project model.

Working Through Groups

ADMADE CARE LFSP CLUSA RGBP
� 1988-1999

· Sub-authorities were the
primary community level
organization. Not truly
representative.

� 1999 to present
· Two-tiered structure of

democratically elected
community organizations

· Village Area Groups
committees represent 500-1000
people

· Community Resource Boards
represent an entire GMA.

· Elections held in about 3/4 of
GMAs

� Farmer Groups
· 4-7 members

� Village Management Committee
(VMC)
· federation of 8-15 Farmer

Groups
� Area Management Committee

(AMC)
· federation of 3-10 VMCs

� Interest Groups
· focused around a common

income generation activity or
capacity building theme

� Groups used to maximize training
efficiency and operate a revolving
seed scheme

� Rural Group Businesses (RGB)
· 15-25 farmers

� Depots
· federation of 3-6 RGBs

� Groups practice collective
responsibility for loan repayment

� Positions for training and
oversight built into group structure

0XQZDQD�XOLPXQ
JZL�KDXWXEL�QGD�

´2QH�ILQJHU�FDQQRW�FUXVK�D�ORXVH�µ

��/R]L�SURYHUE
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&/86$�IDUPHU�JURXSV�LQFUHDVH�WKH�HIILFLHQF\�RI�GHOLYHULQJ�WUDLQLQJ�DQG�LQSXWV�

GHFUHDVH�WKH�FRVWV�RI�WUDQVDFWLRQV��DQG�VWUHQJWKHQ�EDUJDLQLQJ�SRZHU�E\

LQFUHDVLQJ�YROXPHV�RI�JRRGV�VROG

/HVVRQV�OHDUQHG� • :KHQ�QR�H[LVWLQJ�&%2V�DUH�DYDLODEOH��GHYHORSLQJ

FRPPXQLW\�EDVHG�RUJDQL]DWLRQV�UHTXLUHV�DQ
LQLWLDO�LQYHVWPHQW�LQ�PRELOL]DWLRQ�DQG�WUDLQLQJ

• 'HYHORSLQJ�FRPPXQLW\�EDVHG�RUJDQL]DWLRQV�SD\V

RII�E\�LQFUHDVLQJ�WKH�VL]H�RI�WDUJHW�DXGLHQFH�

LPSURYLQJ�HIILFLHQF\�RI�VHUYLFH�GHOLYHU\��DQG

FUHDWLQJ�RSSRUWXQLWLHV�IRU�PXOWLSOLHU�HIIHFWV�

• /HDGHUVKLS�VW\OH�SOD\V�D�ODUJH�UROH�LQ�WKH

HIIHFWLYHQHVV�RI�JURXSV

• 7KH�PD[LPXP�JURXS�VL]H�IRU�GHPRFUDWLF�GHFLVLRQ
PDNLQJ�LV�DURXQG������WKH�QXPEHU�RI�SHRSOH

ZKLFK�FDQ�PHHW�IDFH�WR�IDFH�

• 7KH�PD[LPXP�JURXS�VL]H�IRU�LQGHSHQGHQWO\

UXQQLQJ�D�EXVLQHVV�YHQWXUH�LV�������
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Site-Selection
The experiences of the three SO1 projects

highlight the need for systematic mechanisms
for identifying project sites, and the often
evolutionary nature of selection criteria. Site
selection is an important process not only
during the initial project planning phase, but
also for guiding project expansion and phase
out. A need for assistance is certainly one
criterion for selecting project sites, but equally
important to identify are those factors which
provide a conducive environment for the
project activities. These may include agro-
ecological characteristics, access to urban
markets, other NGOs or donor activity,
government programs, and the level of local
political support. Selection criteria should be
researched and discussed before project sites
are identified, however the criteria should be
revisited and adjusted as new understanding
and opportunities arise.

CLUSA Rural Group Business Program

USAID Supported ADMADE GMAs

CARE Livingstone Food Security Project

National Park

Figure 1- Map of project areas

The nine ADMADE GMAs initially
identified to receive USAID support were
selected based on the likelihood that the areas
could sustain regulated safari hunting. The
primary criteria included healthy wildlife
populations, adjacency to national parks, and a
history of successful safari hunting.

The LFSP area is
broadly defined as the
drought-prone Southern
Province, but within the
province communities were
selected based on need,
access to the project field stations, and local
interest. The recent expansion was guided by
an 'in-fill' strategy which aims to intensify
project intervention in a give area to achieve
the many benefits from an economy of scale.

Selection criteria for the CLUSA RGBP
are probably the most tailored to achieve
program goals. The RGBP only operates in

districts which are ecologically suitable for
growing cash crops, have relatively easy
access to large agrobusinesses based in
Lusaka. The RGBP also only works with
farmer groups which can meet minimum
yields, repay their loans, and develop fully
functioning enterprises within one or two

years of first
contact. Groups
which fail to meet
these requirements
are dropped from
the program.

CLUSA has also found that farmer groups
in areas with a strong history of traditional
development assistance, such as areas near
major transportation corridors, tend to
have a more difficult time adopting
business practices needed to prosper in a
liberalized market economy.

&LWR�QFR]LELGH�FLOXP\D�QWDOH�

´$�EDWKLQJ�SODFH�\RX�DUH�IDPLOLDU

ZLWK�EULQJV�IRUWK�D�FURFRGLOH�ELWH�µ

��&KLWRQJD�SURYHUE
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Site Selection

ADMADE CARE LFSP CLUSA RGBP
� Best GMAs for ADMADE are

those which share passable
boundaries with national parks,
are distant from urban centers,
and have supportive local
leadership.

� Some depleted GMAs can be
naturally restocked within five
years of the introduction of
effective law enforcement.

� Selection of areas is based on
food security need and proximity
to project field offices

� PRA exercises used to determine
if the project approach will work
in a community

� 'In-fill' strategy used in planning
expansion

� Selection of seed varieties based
on agroecological conditions and
previous trials

� Participation in the market
economy requires access to urban
centers

� Areas with a history of relief aid
or subsidized commodities (e.g.,
near major roads), are slower to
internalize free market principles

� crop selection is constrained by
ecological characteristics such as
rainfall and soil fertility.

/HVVRQV�OHDUQHG� • &ULWHULD�IRU�VLWH�VHOHFWLRQ�VKRXOG�LQFOXGH�IDFWRUV

FRQGXFLYH�IRU�DFKLHYLQJ�SHUIRUPDQFH�REMHFWLYHV

DV�ZHOO�DV�QHHG�IRU�DVVLVWDQFH�

• ,W�LV�PRUH�GLIILFXOW�WR�HVWDEOLVK�PDUNHW�GULYHQ

GHYHORSPHQW�LQ�DUHDV�ZLWK�D�VWURQJ�KLVWRU\�RI

UHOLHI�SURJUDPV�RU�VXEVLGLHV�

• 6HOHFWLRQ�FULWHULD�DUH�G\QDPLF�DQG�ZLOO�RIWHQ�EH

UHILQHG�ZLWK�H[SHULHQFH�

Addressing the Heterogeneity of Communities
The concept of a rural community is

fundamental to conceptual and operational
frameworks of rural development projects
including the SO1 investments. However the
popular notion of a “community” as a
homogenous and cohesive unit tends to break
down when project strategies are
implemented. There are important social
divisions within rural communities based on
gender, wealth, livelihood strategy, ethnic
group, and others variables. These sub-
community divisions are not always
significant for certain interventions, such as
primary health care, however  for most project
activities the community heterogeneity has an
enormous impact on design and
implementation strategy.

The three SO1 projects have each had to
deal with issues of intra-community diversity
and divisions in their own way. ADMADE
learned the hard way that traditional power
structures do not necessarily represent the
interests of the entire human population.

Subsequently the program adopted
democratically elected organizations with
built in mechanisms to ensure better
representation based on geography and
livelihood strategy.

Community diversity has less of an
impact on CLUSA’s programs, as its
target audience is defined as selected rural
group businesses as opposed to the
community at large. Nevertheless the
implementation of CLUSA’s outgrower
scheme recognizes the importance of
socioeconomic sub-groups, in particular
the role of women in agriculture and
development.

The LFSP has also integrated
community diversity into its analytical
framework. The project area is divided
into three agroecological zones which
define crop selection and intervention
strategies. The project also conducts
wealth ranking exercises during PRA
workshops to draw attention to social
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divisions based on wealth. The M&E unit also
monitors the participation of women in

leadership roles and as direct and indirect
beneficiaries.

Addressing the Heterogeneity of Communities

ADMADE CARE LFSP CLUSA RGBP
� Household census conducted to

document gender, age, and
geographic distributions of human
population

� Diversity of livelihoods
recognized in inclusion of peer
groups in CBO model

� Democratically elected
community institutions designed
to better represent the diversity of
needs and opinions

� Some efforts to customize
services for sub-groups such as
women, ex-poachers

� Targets entire communities
defined geographically

� Integrates wealth ranking
exercises into PRA exercises

� Stratified project area into agro-
ecological zones for data analysis

� Monitors representation of
women in leadership and
activities

� Matrilineal Tonga culture
facilitates the inclusion of women
in CBOs

� water harvesting projects improve
both agriculture and livestock

� Targets rural business groups, not
rural communities in general

� Notes the importance of
communities as the context for
rural business activities

� Recognizes the importance of
women in rural development and
targets women groups

� Begun to focus on sub-groups,
particularly widows

LFSP uses PRA exercises like this one to help project staff and local people
understand the heterogeneity of communities and the implications of social diversity

on development activities.



Common Ground: Lessons Learned ARD

8

([DFWO\�:KR�,V�7KH

�&RPPXQLW\�

The term and concept of the “community” is central to each of the SO1 projects. ADMADE
labels itself a 'community-based' natural resource management project; the CARE LFPS
targets 'communities' in its service areas; while CLUSA's rural group businesses are
considered 'community-based'. The ubiquitous presence of this term can be seen from a
lessons learned document selected at random from one of the projects which contained the
word 'community' 14 times on the first page.

The popular use of the term “community” begs a few
questions about its usage and connotations:
• What do people mean when they use this term?
• Is it merely a general term used for convenience

or are there specific connotations attached?
• When is it necessary to be more specific with language about rural people?

Most people who have any experience whatsoever working in
rural areas understand that the concept of a community as a
homogenous cohesive social unit defined by geography and
history is largely a myth. In any group of rural people there are

bound to be wealthier residents and poorer residents, people with different livelihood
strategies, groups with varying levels economic and political power, cooperative networks as
well as competition and animosity, cultural and linguistic
differences, recent immigrants and multi-generational
households, and diversity based on numerous other social
variables.

Use of the term community for general descriptions such as
“community-based” seems harmless enough, describing a very
broad strategy where participation by local people is valued.
However when the term community is applied to more specific

processes or constructs, such as ‘community views’ or ‘community capacity,’ there is a risk
that the important aspects of diversity can be overshadowed or forgotten. In these cases more
specific referencing would be helpful, such as the members of group enterprises, leadership
structure of CBOs, or specific livelihood groups.

As a general rule of thumb, the more specific and
operational the process or construct being described,
the greater the need for other more specific
terminology such as “views of the workshop
participants” or “capacity of the staff of the
community-based organizations.” Simplification of
language often causes or reflects simplification of thought.
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/HVVRQV�OHDUQHG� • 5XUDO�FRPPXQLWLHV�DUH�QRW�KRPRJHQRXV�XQLWV�DQG
KDYH�LQWHUQDO�GLYHUVLW\�EDVHG�RQ�VRFLRHFRQRPLF

IDFWRUV�VXFK�DV�JHQGHU��OLYHOLKRRG��DQG�ZHDOWK

• &RPPXQLW\�KHWHURJHQHLW\�LV�PRUH�RI�DQ�LVVXH�IRU

SURMHFWV�WDUJHWLQJ�WKH�HQWLUH�SRSXODWLRQ�RI�DQ

DUHD�DV�RSSRVHG�WR�VSHFLILF�VXE�JURXSV

• 0HFKDQLVPV�IRU�LQFRUSRUDWLQJ�WKH�QHHGV�DQG

LQWHUHVWV�RI�VXE�JURXSV�VKRXOG�EH�LQFRUSRUDWHG

LQWR�SURMHFW�GHVLJQ

• %H�FDXWLRXV�ZKHQ�XVLQJ�WKH�WHUP�´FRPPXQLW\µ�LQ

FRQWH[WV�ZKHUH�LW�LV�LPSRUWDQW�WR�DFNQRZOHGJH

WKH�GLYHUVLW\�DPRQJ�WKH�SHRSOH�LQ�UXUDO�DUHDV�

Heterogeneity of communities is a major issue in ADMADE because the target audience is
the entire population of the GMA. Land use planning meetings such as the one above are

designed to capture the needs and interests of all groups within the GMA, including farmers,
fishermen, honey collectors, women, hunters, and traditional leaders.
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The Carrot and the Stick
A common objective of all three SO1

projects is promoting behavior change in
groups of rural people. ADMADE hopes to
encourage behavior with protects wildlife and
habitat, supports safari hunting, and fosters
cohesion in community development projects.
CARE LFSP wants farmers in Southern
Province to use new seed varieties, become
involved in the development and management
of water harvesting structures, and participate
in local seed loan schemes. CLUSA wants its
farmers to adopt conservation farming
practices and work together in groups in an
outgrower scheme.

Changing behavior is always challenging,
particularly when important and long
engrained practices such as livelihood
strategies are at stake. To promote behavior
change, projects can provide either positive or

negative incentives, the carrot and the
stick. The experiences of the SO1
investments suggest the most effective

strategies employ a mixture of positive
and negative incentives. Negative
incentives tend to be more effective in
achieving short term impact, however are
more costly in material terms and political
capital, and tend to be less sustainable.
Positive incentives take a longer time to
develop, however once established are
more deeply embedded and cheaper to
maintain.

$'0$'(�9LOODJH�6FRXWV�SURYLGH�WKH

QHJDWLYH�LQFHQWLYHV�IRU�EHKDYLRU

FKDQJH�E\�DUUHVWLQJ�SRDFKHUV�OLNH

WKHVH��ZKLOH�WKH�FRPPXQLW\
GHYHORSPHQW�SURMHFWV�SURYLGH

SRVLWLYH�LQFHQWLYHV�

6DPYD�DGDPYD�QNKZDQJZD�LUL�P
PXWX�

´$�SHUVRQ�ZKR�GRHV�QRW�KHDU��OHDUQV�ZKHQ

WKH�D[H�LV�LQ�KLV�KHDG�µ

��1\DQMD�SURYHUE
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The Carrot and the Stick

ADMADE CARE LFSP CLUSA RGBP
� Carrot: community initiated

development activities and
employment opportunities offer
positive incentives to protect
wildlife and habitat and support
safari hunting

� Stick: anti-poaching patrols have
reduced poaching of the bigger
game species and forced local
poachers to switch tactics

� Carrot: local seed loan scheme
offers the promise of secure seed
supplies

� Carrot: developing water
harvesting structures increases
water availability during dry
season

� Stick: new seed loans are
conditional on paying back old
loans. If one crop fails the farmer
may pay back seed from another
crop

� Carrot: Conservation farming
practices promise bigger yields
and higher income

� Carrot: Outgrower scheme
provides opportunities for
receiving inputs on time and
increased prices for cash crops

� Stick: Failure to practice
conservation farming, pay back
loans, or adhere to organizational
procedures results in elimination
from the outgrower scheme

/HVVRQV�OHDUQHG� • 1HJDWLYH�LQFHQWLYHV�PD\�EH�WKH�PRVW�HIIHFWLYH

DSSURDFK�LQ�WKH�VKRUW�WHUP��KRZHYHU�DUH�FRVWO\

WR�PDLQWDLQ�HFRQRPLFDOO\�DQG�SROLWLFDOO\�

• 3RVLWLYH�LQFHQWLYHV�WDNH�WLPH�WR�GHYHORS�DQG

UHTXLUH�D�IDYRUDEOH�SROLF\�HQYLURQPHQW�EXW�KDYH

WKH�PRVW�ORQJ�ODVWLQJ�LPSDFW�IRU�WKH�OHDVW�FRVW�

• ,PSOHPHQWLQJ�FKDQJH�DQG�DOWHULQJ�WKH�EHKDYLRU

RI�UXUDO�SHRSOH�LV�PRVW�HIIHFWLYH�ZLWK�D

FRPELQDWLRQ�RI�SRVLWLYH�DQG�QHJDWLYH�LQFHQWLYHV�

Getting Rid of Dead Weight
There is unfortunately no crystal ball

when developing strategies to raise rural
income, conserve biodiversity, or improve
food security. Failure is part and parcel of the
learning process and may occur in specific
intervention activities, geographic areas, or
institutional arrangements. Problematic areas
not only do badly on performance indicators,
but also drag down other regions and other
processes by devouring
staff time and project
resources. While there is
a natural tendency in
most managers to focus
on improving or fixing
the broken pieces of a
project, the experiences of the SO1
investments demonstrate many of the greatest
breakthroughs come after dysfunctional
groups or processes are completely jettisoned
and replaced with more appropriate structures.

The SO1 projects also illustrate how
program decisions may be constrained by

institutional or legal mandates. ADMADE
for example is the official government
wildlife management policy for GMAs in
Zambia, and can not merely withdraw
services from areas where poaching
pressure or community dynamics exclude
the possibility of meeting performance
goals. Eliminating support to a given
GMA would also have cascading effects

on adjacent GMAs and
National Parks. CARE
and CLUSA have more
flexibility is selecting
which groups and areas
they want to work with,
but they also have

political and economic issues to deal with.
In general, the tighter a project's activities
are with the market economy, the easier it
is to drop ineffective processes and
institutional arrangements.

3DQDNRWDPHQH�PEZD�SDQDOHSH�

XOLPL�ZDPEZD�NDWZR�PRQD�

´$�GRJ�KDV�EHHQ�EHQGLQJ�IRU�WRR

ORQJ��\HW�LWV�DJULFXOWXUDO�\LHOG�LV

QHYHU�VHHQ�µ

��/R]L�SURYHUE
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Getting Rid of Dead Weight

ADMADE CARE LFSP CLUSA RGBP
� As a government project,

ADMADE is not able to easily
withdraw service from any GMA,
even those where resource
management and community
development has made little
progress

� Ineffective management
structures (e.g., Authorities and
Sub-Authorities) have been
replaced with more responsive
and representative bodies

� A community-based savings and
credit scheme was abandoned
after low rates of participation

� Farmers or groups who fail to pay
back seed loans or assist in water
harvesting construction do not
receive benefits of those activities
or have to pay for them

� All new technologies and market
linkages tested on a small scale to
reduce losses and learn lessons
from failed strategies

� Support for small scale rural
businesses was dropped after low
performance measures and
replaced by an outgrower scheme

� Farmers, RGBs, and depots which
fail to pay back loans, practice
conservation farming, achieve
minimum yields, attend trainings,
and maintain group records are
dropped from the program

/HVVRQV�OHDUQHG� • 0DQ\�RI�WKH�JUHDWHVW�EUHDNWKURXJKV�LQ
SHUIRUPDQFH�FDPH�DIWHU�G\VIXQFWLRQDO�JURXSV�RU

SURFHVVHV�ZHUH�GURSSHG�

• 3URMHFW�GHVLJQ�DQG�FRRSHUDWLYH�DJUHHPHQW�VKRXOG

LQFRUSRUDWH�D�PHWKRGRORJ\�IRU�LGHQWLI\LQJ�ZKHQ

DFWLYLWLHV�RU�JURXSV�DUH�EH\RQG�KRSH�DQG�VKRXOG

EH�GURSSHG�UDWKHU�WKDQ�IL[HG�

• 'HILQLQJ�PLQLPDO�VWDQGDUGV�IRU�&%2V�DQG

DGKHULQJ�WR�WKHP�FDQ�EH�DQ�HIIHFWLYH�ZD\�RI
LPSURYLQJ�SHUIRUPDQFH�UHVXOWV�

&/86$�IDUPHUV�ZKLFK�IDLO�WR�SUDFWLFH�FRQVHUYDWLRQ�IDUPLQJ�DQG�SURGXFH

PLQLPXP�\LHOGV�DUH�GURSSHG�OLNH�D�KRW�URFN
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Mechanisms for Feedback and Adaptation
Each of the SO1 projects has undergone

significant transformations in project design
and strategy, while maintaining the same basic
set of goals. ADMADE's strategy to conserve
biodiversity initially focused heavily on law
enforcement effort and was dominated by
traditional authorities, however it is now
increasingly works via strengthening
democratization and improving food security
and other basic human needs. The CLUSA
RGBP started out supporting small group
businesses, but later switched to an outgrower
scheme when it became apparent that the rural
businesses were crippled by a lack of capital
in the community. LFSP has also modified its
choice of seed selection and improve farming

technologies for promotion based on
feedback from pilot studies.

The ability to tweak program
strategies and activities to achieve
performance targets is a hallmark of an
effective project. The capacity for self-
reflection and change is dependent on
creative and bold leadership and a
conducive environment set by project
partners including the donor. Adaptation is
also requires feedback on the efficiency
and effectiveness of project activities.
Feedback mechanisms can be categorized
based on experimental style and origin, as
illustrated below.

Spectrum of Feedback Mechanisms

Experimental Style

Formal Informal

� K\SRWKHVHV
� SUH�SRVW�WHVWV�
� FRQWURO�JURXSV
� UHJXODU�UHYLHZV

´/HW·V�WU\
GRLQJ�LW�WKLV
ZD\�DQG�VHH
KRZ�LW�ZRUNVµ

Feedback Agents

Internal External

� DSSOLHG�UHVHDUFK
� SDUWLFLSDWRU\
HYDOXDWLRQ

� LQWHUQDO�UHYLHZV
�PRQLWRULQJ�V\VWHP

�TXDUWHUO\�DQG�DQQXDO
UHYLHZV

� FRQVXOWDQWV
� FRPSDULQJ�QRWHV
ZLWK�RWKHU�SURMHFWV

Each type of experimental style and origin for feedback has its own advantages and
disadvantages. Formal methods tend to be associated with external evaluations, but can also
be used by internal evaluation teams. Aside from being more rigorous, formal methods tend
to be institutionalized and avoid the common situation of all feedback based on the personal
intuition of one or two people. Internal feedback is generally preferable because it can be
ongoing, however external feedback agent are helpful from time to time to point out patterns
or opportunities missed by project staff.

Mechanisms for Feedback and Adaptation

ADMADE CARE LFSP CLUSA RGBP
� Ongoing internal reviews of

project activities
� Several external evaluations
� Some intervention strategies are

pilot tested
� Community-based monitoring

� Annual food production trends
survey

� Community self-monitoring books
� Weekly staff meetings and activity

reports
� Consultants and external reviews

� Ongoing review of operations
� Pilot test new crops and

institutional relationships on a
small scale

� Mostly informal analysis of
feedback
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ADMADE CARE LFSP CLUSA RGBP
system

� Teach assessment techniques in
courses on leadership skills

� Analysis and interpretation of
monitoring at the project level
dependent on personal
knowledge of small core of
senior managers

� Exchange visits with other projects
� All new market linkages and

production technologies are pilot
tested

/HVVRQV�OHDUQHG� • 2QH�KDOOPDUN�RI�DQ�HIIHFWLYH�SURMHFW�LV�WKH

DELOLW\�WR�UHYLHZ�DQG�DGMXVW�SURMHFW�DFWLYLWLHV
DQG�VWUDWHJLHV�ZKLOH�PDLQWDLQLQJ�WKH�RULJLQDO

JRDOV�

• $GDSWDWLRQ�LV�GHSHQGHQW�XSRQ�HIIHFWLYH

PHFKDQLVPV�IRU�IHHGEDFN��ZKLFK�FDQ�EH�IRUPDO

RU�LQIRUPDO��LQWHUQDO�RU�H[WHUQDO�

• 0HFKDQLVPV�IRU�IHHGEDFN�DQG�DGDSWDWLRQ�VKRXOG

LGHDOO\�EH�V\VWHPDWL]HG��QRW�OHIW�LQ�WKH�KHDGV�RI

RQH�RU�WZR�KLJKO\�NQRZOHGJHDEOH�SHRSOH

7KH�3URMHFW�0RQLWRULQJ�&\FOH

0DUJROXLV�DQG�6DODIVN\�GHVFULEH�DQ

LWHUDWLYH�SURFHVV�IRU�SURMHFW�SODQQLQJ

WKDW�HPSKDVL]HV�WKH�XVH�RI�IHHGEDFN

DQG�DGDSWDWLRQ�PHFKDQLVPV��,Q�WKHLU

PRGHO��PRQLWRULQJ�V\VWHPV�SURYLGH

WKH�EDVLV�IRU�RQJRLQJ�DVVHVVPHQWV�RI

SURMHFW�VWUDWHJLHV�DQG�DFWLYLWLHV�

JXLGHG�E\�D�PLVVLRQ�VWDWHPHQW�DQG
FRQFHSWXDO�IUDPHZRUN�DGDSWHG�IRU

WKH�ORFDO�VLWH�

A
Design 

conceptual
model based on

local site
conditions

START
Clarify

Group’s
Mission

ITERATE
Use results

to adapt
and learn

B
Develop

Management Plan:
Goals, Objectives,

Activities

C
Develop

Monitoring
Plan

D
Implement

Management and
Monitoring

Plans

E
Analyze
Data and

Communicate
Results

The Project
Cycle

Source: Margoluis and Salafsky, 1998
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Linking Activities with Goals Through a Conceptual Framework
Most rural development schemes start out

with a simple mission statement outlining a
hierarchy of goals and objectives which are
based on political and cultural values. From
there, a series of activities or interventions are
designed or implemented, which will
hopefully achieve the desired outcome.

One helpful tool for examining the links
between goals and activities is the conceptual
framework, a theoretical model which
describes the factors affecting the target
condition. Conceptual frameworks may be
spoken or unspoken, portrayed graphically or
described in text, but they are the essence of
development and help identify where projects
can hope to have the greatest effect.

Conceptual frameworks are dynamic
models that need to be continuously reviewed
updated as new information and experiences

become available. There can also be
multiple conceptual frameworks that
describe the same system each of which
does a better job of explaining specific
parts of the system.

Ideally project beneficiaries and staff
develop conceptually frameworks early on
the project design phase. The SO1
projects have elements of their conceptual
frameworks described in various project
documents, but not graphically. Figure 2
through Figure 4 present sample
conceptual frameworks for the three SO1
investments, with the primary areas of
intervention highlighted. These diagrams
help explain how project interventions
may or may not result in influencing the
desired outcome.

/HVVRQV�OHDUQHG� • 3URMHFWV�QHHG�PHFKDQLVPV�WR�VHOHFW�LQWHUYHQWLRQ

VWUDWHJLHV�EDVHG�RQ�WDUJHW�JRDOV

• &RQFHSWXDO�IUDPHZRUNV�DUH�RIWHQ�DVVXPHG��EXW

GLVFXVVLQJ�WKHP�FDQ�KHOS�LOOXPLQDWH�ZHDN�OLQNDJHV

EHWZHHQ�SURMHFW�DFWLYLWLHV�DQG�JRDOV�

• $�SURMHFW�FDQ�RQO\�EH�DV�HIIHFWLYH�DV�LWV

FRQFHSWXDO�IUDPHZRUN�LV�YDOLG�

/)63�XVHV�FDXVH�HIIHFW�GLDJUDPV�OLNH�WKLV�RQH�LQ�35$�H[HUFLVHV�WR�KHOS

FRPPXQLWLHV�DQG�SURMHFW�VWDII�LGHQWLI\�WKH�DUHDV�IRU�LQWHUYHQWLRQ
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:KLFK�:D\�'R�:H�*R"

Conservation 

Farming

Family 
Planning

Educatio n

Land Use Planning

Outgrower

Schem e

Seed Multip lic atio n

Improved 

Pit Latrines

7KH�FKRLFHV�LQ�SURJUDP�GLUHFWLRQ�IDFLQJ�UXUDO�GHYHORSPHQW�SURMHFWV�FDQ�EH

GDXQWLQJ��)DU�PRUH�RSSRUWXQLWLHV�IRU�LQWHUYHQWLRQV�DUH�SRVVLEOH�WKDQ�WKH�SURMHFW

FDQ�XQGHUWDNH��+RZ�DUH�SURMHFW�VWDII�VXSSRVHG�WR�UHPDLQ�IRFXVHG�DQG�GHFLGH

ZKLFK�DFWLYLWLHV�DUH�FULWLFDO�IRU�WKH�SURMHFW�JRDOV��ZKLFK�DUH�XQQHHGHG��DQG�ZKLFK

DUH�EHWWHU�RII�EHLQJ�GRQH�E\�VRPHRQH�HOVH"�$�ZHOO�GHYHORSHG�FRQFHSWXDO

IUDPHZRUN�FDQ�EH�D�VWDUWLQJ�SODFH�

7KH�UHFHQW� LQFUHDVH� LQ� $'0$'(� RI� FRPPXQLW\� SURMHFWV�ZLWK� D� VWURQJHU� IRRG

VHFXULW\� FRPSRQHQW� UHSUHVHQWV� DQ� H[DPSOH� RI� XVLQJ� IHHGEDFN�� D� FRQFHSWXDO

IUDPHZRUN��DQG�D�PRUH�GHPRFUDWLF�SURFHVV�IRU�FRQGXFWLQJ�QHHGV�DVVHVVPHQWV�LQ

RUGHU� WR� SULRULWL]H� DFWLYLWLHV� ZLWK� PRUH� GLUHFW� OLQNDJHV� WR� WKH� WZLQ� JRDOV� RI

ELRGLYHUVLW\� FRQVHUYDWLRQ� DQG� LPSURYLQJ� UXUDO� VWDQGDUGV� RI� OLYLQJ�� 0RVW� ORFDO

SRDFKLQJ� LV� GULYHQ� E\� KXQJHU�� VR� IRRG� VHFXULW\� SURMHFWV� KDYH� D� PRUH� GLUHFW

FRQQHFWLRQ� WR� FRQVHUYDWLRQ� SUDFWLFHV� WKDQ� LQIUDVWUXFWXUH� SURMHFWV�� ZKLFK� DUH

OLQNHG� PRUH� ZHDNO\� WR� FRQVHUYDWLRQ� UHVXOWV� WKURXJK� DWWLWXGHV� DQG� ORQJ� WHUP

EHQHILWV�
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Sustainable
Wildlife

Populations in
ADMADE GMAs

Natural ferti l i ty
and mortal i ty

Cl imate

Habitat Quali ty
and Quant i ty

Legal Off take

Disease

Il legal Offtake

Subsis tence
Poaching

Commerc ia l
Bushmeat

Commerc ia l
Trophies

Controls 4

Controls 2

Safari
Hunt ing

Resident
Hunt ing

Non-resident
Hunt ing

SO1
Increased Rural

Income

Local
Att i tudes

Basic
 Needs

Wildl i fe
Im/Emigrat ion

Land Use
Practices 1

Group
Enterprises 5

Revolving
Fund 3

ADMADE Conceptua l  Framework

xxx = ADMADE In tervent ion

ADMADE M iss i on :  To  conse rve  w i l d l i f e  and  imp rove  s t anda rds  o f  l i v i ng  i n  se l ec ted  GMAs

ADMADE Interventions
1 Land use planning workshops assist communities to optimize revenue and food production through a balance of safari
    hunting, agriculture, and other activities
2 Additional manpower and procedures for regulating safari hunting; support for community quota setting
3 The Wildlife Conservation Revolving Fund links safari hunting fees and community revenue
4 Vil lage scouts have almost doubled law enforcement manpower in ADMADE GMAs
5 Group enterprises (CRBs) translate increased revenue into improved food security, standards of living, and attitudes
    towards wildlife and safari hunting

Urban Markets

Intn' l  Markets

Special  l icenses

Figure 2 - A Sample Conceptual Framework for ADMADE



Common Ground: Lessons Learned ARD

18

Food Security

SO1
Increased

Rural Income

Intra-
Household
Dynamics

Buyers

Buying
Price 6

Volume 7 Transaction
Cost 8

Agricultural
Production

Weather

Soil Fertility

Land
Availability

Crop
Varieties

Farming
Methods

Inputs

Labor

Training 1

Credit 3

Sourcing 2

Research

Market
Research 4

Outgrower
Agreements 5

Household
Size

Health

Land Tenure

Population
Density

Local
History

Poverty
Alleviation

Outgrower
Agreements 5

CLUSA Outgrower Scheme Conceptual  Framework

xxx = CLUSA Intervent ion

Gender Roles

Timing 2

CLUSA Interventions
1 CLUSA extension staff provide training in conservation farming
2 CLUSA headquarters locates sources for appropriate inputs and arranges for delivery in a timely manner
3 CMS provides micro-loans for inputs
4 CLUSA marketing unit researches crop varieties in demand
5 CLUSA facil itates pre-season outgrower agreements between depots and agrobusinesses
6 Through collective representation depots are able to negotiate a higher buying price for their crops
7 Through depots agribusinesses are able to buy sufficient volume to make the transaction worthwhile
8 Depots act as collection points thereby reducing transport costs
9 Because sales are prearranged, minimal crops are loss in long periods of storage
10 CLUSA marketing unit locates buyers for depots

Farming
Methods

CLUSA Miss ion:  To ra ise the rura l  income of  se lected groups

Irrigation

Gifts/
Handouts

Income-
Generating

Activities

Marketing 10Loss from
Storage 9

Handouts

Figure 3 - A Sample Conceptual Framework for CLUSA RGBP
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Livingstone Food Secur i ty Project  Conceptual  Framework

xxx = LFSP Intervention

LFSP Mission: To improve food secur i ty in drought prone areas in Southern Province

Food
Stocks

SO1
Rural Income

Food Aid

Income
Generating
Activities 7

Household
Assets

Food
Availability

Price

Agricultural
Production

Drought

Seed
Variety 4

Water Harvesting &
Irrigation 2

Labor

Land

Seed

Local Seed
Production 5

Seed
Quality

Commercial
Seed

Buyer

NRM Technology 3

Livestock
Production

Fertilizer

Post-Harvest
Management 6

LFSP Intervent ions
1 CBO mangement  and capac i ty  bu i ld ing empowers  farmers  to  p lan the i r  own deve lopment  and reduce
vulnerabi l i ty  to drought
2 Water  harvest ing st ructures constructed and rehabi l i ta ted
3 Conservat ion farming methods taught
4 Improved drought- res is tant  seed var iet ies in t roduced
5 Local  seed banks estab l ished
6 Post-harvest  management  inc ludes promot ion of  improved storage,  food preservat ion,  and process ing
7 Smal l  income generat ing act iv i t ies developed based on agr icu l tura l  produce and coping st rategies

Capital

Food
Security

Quality

Volume

Marketing

Transactn Cost

Household
Size

Intra-Household
Dynamics

Liberalization

Education

Quality of
Life

Health

Forest/Soil

CBO Management 1

Coping
Strategies

Figure 4 - A Sample Conceptual Framework for CARE LFSP
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3.0 LESSONS LEARNED - IMPLEMENTATI ON METHODS AND

TOOLS

Pace of Change
A never-ending issue for development

projects is identifying an appropriate pace of
change. Donors and participants often want to
see change overnight, yet introducing new
processes and structures too fast may result in
a complete breakdown and even local
backlash toward the project. Moving too slow
can also reduce interest in the project efforts
or result in lost opportunities to make
progress.

Identifying an appropriate pace of change
is an important element of project planning,
but can not be formulated as precisely as a
business plan or economic forecast. The SO1
projects have had varying experiences with
determining the optimum pace of
development.

The CARE LFSP had to contend with
setting up community based organizations as
the foundation for introducing the seed
multiplication scheme and water harvesting
projects. Their approach was to first
understand the local context through a series
of PRA exercises, and support the new CBOs
through frequent field support.

CLUSA also had to develop its RGB
groups from scratch, and it took a couple of
years to establish and train these groups and
build up a capable network of extension staff
before they could implement the current

outgrower scheme. Formation of depot
groups came even later, after a critical
mass of strong RGBs was established.

Change in ADMADE communities
has varied enormously from area to area,
based on the local political context and the
availability of field support from
Nyamaluma. The communities in some
GMAs still have not progressed much
beyond the passive-aggressive relationship
with wildlife managers, while others have

dynamic multi-layered community
organizations implementing innovative
projects such as local land use planning,
community quota setting, and public
education..

Pace of Change

ADMADE CARE LFSP CLUSA RGBP
� Very fundamental reversal was

needed in how communities
perceive and interact with wildlife

� Ten years spent developing
relationships between
communities and project staff

� Communities allowed to make
mistakes

� Dominance of traditional
authorities limited socioeconomic

� Communities highly motivated to
start seed scheme

� Community based organizations
developed from scratch

� Capacity building and developing
group cohesion takes time

� Farmer-to-farmer extension
system speeds the exchange of
information

� Monitoring CBOs based on

� Rural group businesses developed
from scratch

� 30 years of behavior from
socialist economic support
policies had to be reversed

� Intensive field support from
facilitators (once a week)
gradually reduced as groups
become more capable

� Groups have two years to learn to

Factors Affecting the Pace of Change
• number of behaviors and perceptions

which have to be 'unlearned'
• unit of change (e.g., institution,

individual)
• type of change (e.g., administrative,

livelihood, cultural)
• incentives for change
• political and economic forces opposed

to change
• required sequence of incremental steps
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ADMADE CARE LFSP CLUSA RGBP
progress but was a necessary
phase in establishing the concept
of CBNRM

� Organic trial and error approach
to project implementation

� Pace of change related to amount
of field support

'graduation' helps track skills
development

become effective businesses, else
dropped

� Outgrower scheme was based on
two years of working with
individual groups

/HVVRQV�OHDUQHG� • &RPPXQLW\�EDVHG� �FRPPXQLW\�SDFHG

• &KDQJH�FDQ�EH�WKUHDWHQLQJ�SV\FKRORJLFDOO\�

FXOWXUDOO\��DQG�HFRQRPLFDOO\

• <RXQJ�DQG�HGXFDWHG�SHRSOH�DUH�PRUH�DPHQDEOH�WR

WU\�QHZ�PHWKRGV�DQG�FKDOOHQJH�ULVN

• 7KH�JUHDWHU�WKH�DPRXQW�RI�FKDQJH�EHLQJ

LPSOHPHQWHG��WKH�VORZHU�WKH�SDFH

• 'HYHORSLQJ�WHFKQLFDO�VNLOOV�SURJUHVVHV�IDVWHU

WKDQ�QHZ�ZD\V�RI�WKLQNLQJ�RU�PDQDJLQJ�UHVRXUFHV

• 7U\LQJ�WR�FKDQJH�VWUXFWXUHV�DQG�EHKDYLRUV

IDVWHU�WKDQ�WKH�FRPPXQLW\�LV�UHDG\�IRU�ZLOO�PRVW

OLNHO\�UHVXOW�LQ�IDLOXUH

• 7KH�SDFH�RI�FKDQJH�LV�RIWHQ�DIIHFWHG�E\�WKH

DYDLODELOLW\�RI�IDFLOLWDWLRQ�DQG�H[WHQVLRQ�VXSSRUW�

• &KDQJH�LQ�LQVWLWXWLRQV�LV�VORZHU�WKDQ�LQGLYLGXDOV

• 0XOWL�WLHUHG�VWUXFWXUHV�VKRXOG�EH�LQWURGXFHG
RQH�OHYHO�DW�D�WLPH

• ,W�LV�GLIILFXOW�WR�SUHGLFW�DW�ZKDW�SDFH�FKDQJH�ZLOO

EH�LQWURGXFHG�LQ�D�SURMHFW��3URMHFWV�PD\�EH

EHWWHU�RII�LGHQWLI\LQJ�IDFWRUV�ZKLFK�DIIHFW

ZKHQ�D�FRPPXQLW\�LV�UHDG\�IRU�WKH�QH[W�VWHS�DQG

WKHQ�GHYHORSLQJ�D�PRQLWRULQJ�SODQ�

LFSP organizes site visits to help community members see the long-term benefits of NRM
practices, such as the use of vetiver grass on this dam wall to control erosion
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*DXJLQJ�WKH�SDFH�RI�FKDQJH��7KH�$'0$'(����6WHS�3URJUDP
ADMADE has developed a 12-step outline for implementing the program in a Game
Management Area. Although implementation is rarely a linear process, having such a
framework can help identify the sequential steps of the process and find ways to forecast and
monitor an appropriate pace of change.

���:LOGOLIH�YLDELOLW\
DVVHVVPHQW

���&RPPXQLW\�VHQVLWL]DWLRQ
DQG�HGXFDWLRQ

���&RPPXQLW\�FKDUWHU�DQG
ORFDO�FRPPLWPHQW

���:LOGOLIH�UHFRYHU\�EDVHG�RQ
FRPPXQLW\�SDUWLFLSDWLRQ

���&RPPXQLW\�EDVHG�PRQLWRULQJ�VHW�XS
ZLWK�H[WHUQDO�WHFKQLFDO�VXSSRUW

���(VWDEOLVKPHQW�RI�&RPPXQLW\
5HVRXUFH�%RDUG

���3ULYDWH�VHFWRU�SDUWQHUVKLS�ZLWK�&5%

���5HYHQXH�IORZV�VXSSRUW�PDQDJHPHQW
FRVWV�DQG�KRXVHKROG�QHHGV

���&5%�DGRSWV�ODQG�XVH�SODQ

����,QFUHDVHG�FROODERUDWLRQ�ZLWK�1*2V�IRU
GLYHUVLILFDWLRQ�RI�FRPPXQLW\�VNLOOV

����&5%�VHOI�UHOLDQW�LQ�PDQDJLQJ�ZLOGOLIH�DQG
VXSSRUWLQJ�FRPPXQLW\�QHHGV

����&RQVHUYDWLRQ�RI�ELRGLYHUVLW\�DQG
FRPPXQLW\�GHYHORSPHQW

Source: ADMADE Sustainability Project, 1999
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Information Systems
We live in a rapidly evolving information

age where the only development efforts which
will prosper and rise up to meet new
challenges are those which can adeptly use
information to plan and support their
programs. Information is needed for
everything from daily management decisions
to long term strategic planning, and
communicating between partners.

A prerequisite for being able to use
information effectively is an integrated
information system. An information system
may be defined the
combination of tools and
practices which are used
to enter, analyze, store,
and present information
about a project. An
information system in
practice may consist of a collection of data
forms, reporting guidelines, accounting
ledgers, filing system, dissemination routes,
software tools, and above all trained staff.

Each of the SO1 projects has struggled to
find the best way to manage information at the
community and project levels. ADMADE has
an ambitious monitoring system with
substantial vertical data flow from GMAs to

the project headquarters and back. The
system works well at the project level,
however  communities need strengthening
in data processing and analysis.
ADMADE has invested heavily in training
and computer infrastructure at the project
level, and has begun to see results.

CARE's system of managing
information is based around an action
research unit, record keeping on household
food security issues, and specialized data
collection activities such as PRAs and the

annual Food
Production Trends
survey. CARE has
also invested in data
processing software
and staff training, but
remains challenged

in vertical data flow, and integrating
datasets to analyze impact.

CLUSA's information system at the
community level is based solidly around
group business records, but at the project
level CLUSA and its credit lending partner
CMS remain constrained in their ability to
summarize and validate results.

Information Systems

ADMADE CARE LFSP CLUSA RGBP
� Information processing at the

project level is strong through a
heavy investment in computer
infrastructure and training,
including GIS and database
development

� Community level record keeping
adequate in resource
management, but needs
improvement for community
development and financial
accounting

� WCRF record keeping and
dissemination weak and opaque

� At community level,
socioeconomic data is collected
through the Community Self-
Monitoring ledger and seed
scheme records

� Information processing and
analysis at the project level uses
both qualitative and quantitative
analyses

� New database recently set up to
analyze Community Self-
Monitoring data

� Quantitative analyses &
integration of datasets remains
challenging

� Group business records at the
RGB and Depot levels, such as
stocks, cash books, loans,
outstanding business plans, inputs
received, yield.

� District level summaries of
activities and outputs prepared by
field staff

� Headquarters office often
overwhelmed by data; fairly weak
in computer systems

� CMS accounting system troubled
and conflicts with CLUSA
records

%\DYXOD�QHWDPED�EXNXXNX�

´7KHUH�DUH�VR�PDQ\�IDOOHQ�SLHFHV

IURP�WKH�VZHHW�SRWDWR�µ

�WRR�PXFK�LQIRUPDWLRQ�LV�FRQIXVLQJ�

��.DRQGH�SURYHUE
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/HVVRQV�OHDUQHG� • 7KH�ODUJHU�D�SURMHFW�LV�LQ�WHUPV�RI�VHUYLFH�DUHD

DQG�VFRSH�RI�DFWLYLWLHV��WKH�JUHDWHU�WKH�QHHG�IRU

LQYHVWPHQW�LQ�LQIRUPDWLRQ�V\VWHPV�

• &RPSXWHUL]DWLRQ�LV�D�SRZHUIXO�WRRO�IRU�HIIHFWLYH

LQIRUPDWLRQ�SURFHVVLQJ��EXW�UHTXLUHV�PRUH�WKDQ

EX\LQJ�3&V�DQG�VRIWZDUH�

• 6WDII�WUDLQLQJ�DQG�DSSOLFDWLRQ�GHYHORSPHQW

UHSUHVHQW�GLVWLQFW�EXW�FRPSOHPHQWDU\

VWUDWHJLHV�

• 6SUHDGVKHHWV�ZRUN�ZHOO�LQLWLDOO\�DQG�IRU�VLPSOH

GDWDVHWV��EXW�PRUH�FRPSOH[�GDWD�QHHGV�UHTXLUH

DQ�LQYHVWPHQW�LQ�D�UHODWLRQDO�GDWDEDVH�V\VWHP�

• )DLOXUH�WR�GHYHORS�DQ�HIIHFWLYH�SURMHFW

LQIRUPDWLRQ�V\VWHP�FDQ�KDYH�VHYHUH
UHSHUFXVVLRQV�

7KH�$IULFDQ�&ROOHJH�IRU�&%150�KDV�D�VRSKLVWLFDWHG�LQIRUPDWLRQ�V\VWHP

ZKLFK�LQFOXGHV�*,6�GDWD�DQG�RXWSXWV

Delivering Training to Communities
Community-level training is a prominent

feature of each of the SO1 projects. Training is
perhaps the biggest element of community-
level capacity building, which is a goal in
itself and enables the implementation of other
project activities. Training often will have
secondary benefits such as the ability to take
advantage of other enterprise opportunities
completely external to the project.

Training is a common intervention in
community-based development projects.
Training is popular with project
management because it is attainable,
intuitively seems like it will contribute to
project goals, generates quantifiable
indicators on process if not performance or
impact, and uses up a budget. Training is
popular with participants because it offers
the promise of development, is a symbol
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of status, may bring opportunities for personal
advancement, and usually comes with per
diem. However like any intervention, training
programs need to be carefully thought out and
planned if they are to contribute to project
goals. Selecting appropriate content and an
audience that has need for new skills and will
not move out of the project are two of the big
steps in developing training programs.

The type of training provided by the three
SO1 projects ranges from the very technical,
such as conservation farming techniques, to
the very fundamental, such as leadership skills
and conducting group business meetings.
Strategies for delivering training vary among
the projects. ADMADE is fortunate to have a
dedicated training center,
but unfortunate to have a
limited budget and an
extremely large project
area. Consequently
ADMADE has focused
on large centralized courses, which have
proven to be the most cost-effective delivery
mechanism and also allowed standardization
of content. ADMADE has also recently started
to establish in under-served areas a series of
'outposts' whose services will a include a
training component.

The CARE LFSP provides training in
farming methods, post-harvest processing
technologies, water harvesting structures, and

local seed banks. LFSP training is
delivered through a network of project
field staff and community facilitators.
Field staff use a combination of on-site
meetings with individual farmers and
small groups, and larger participatory
workshops.

The CLUSA RGBP delivers training
primarily through a network of extension
facilitators and lead contact farmers.
Training is one of CLUSA's strongest
components, and they have invested
heavily in developing and supporting
facilitators in the field with in-service
training and resources. CLUSA's network
of RGBs and depots also serve as contact

points for other
extension services,
including programs
from MAFF and agro-
processors.

All of the SO1
projects continuously modify training
content and delivery strategies based on
feedback from participants and instructors.
However none of the projects have
mechanisms for systematically evaluating
the impact of training programs on
attitudes, knowledge, and behavior, using
standardized methods such as pre-post
tests or control groups.

&/86$�SDUWQHUV�ZLWK

WKH�&RQVHUYDWLRQ

)DUPLQJ�8QLW�WR

GHOLYHU�WUDLQLQJ�WR

IDUPHUV

,PLWL�LLNXOD��H�PSDQJD�

´*URZLQJ�WUHHV�PDNH�D�IRUHVWµ

��%HPED�SURYHUE
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Delivering Training to Communities

ADMADE CARE LFSP CLUSA RGBP
� Relies primarily on large

centralized training courses at
Nyamaluma Institute

� Limited onsite support, mostly in
Luangwa GMAs

� Extension outposts around Kafue
NP will better serve remote
GMAs

� Centrally based field staff meet
with farmers, facilitators, and
farmer groups

� On-site workshops organized for
PRAs, topical appraisals, and
foundation training

� Occasional training programs at
main project office for special
topics

� Rural-based facilitators meet
regularly with lead contact
farmers and RGBs

� RGBs serve as contact points for
other extension services

� Project level training and support
for facilitators

� Multiplier effects to non-project
farmers through word of mouth

/HVVRQV�OHDUQHG� • 7UDLQLQJ�ZLOO�UHPDLQ�DQ�LPSRUWDQW�FRPSRQHQW�RI

UXUDO�GHYHORSPHQW��EXW�LV�RQO\�RQH�FRPSRQHQW�RI

FDSDFLW\�EXLOGLQJ�

• 5HSHWLWLYH�WUDLQLQJ�DQG�UHJXODU�IROORZ�XS�LQ�WKH

ILHOG�LV�UHTXLUHG�IRU�PHVVDJHV�DQG�QHZ�VNLOOV�WR

VLQN�LQ�

• 0XOWL�WLHUHG�FRPPXQLW\�EDVHG�RUJDQL]DWLRQV�FDQ

H[WHQG�WKH�UHDFK�RI�WUDLQLQJ�VHUYLFHV�DQG

LPSURYH�WKHLU�HIILFLHQF\�

• (YDOXDWLQJ�WKH�LPSDFW�RI�WUDLQLQJ�SURJUDPV�KHOSV

WR�GHWHUPLQH�ZKHWKHU�WKH�ULJKW�PHVVDJHV�DQG

DXGLHQFH�DUH�EHLQJ�WDUJHWHG�

/)63�XVHV�SULYDWH�VXSSOLHUV�DV�PXFK�DV�SRVVLEOH�WR�GHOLYHU�WUDLQLQJ�IRU�QHZ

WHFKQRORJLHV�LQ�RUGHU�WKDW�D�ZRUNLQJ�UHODWLRQVKLS�FDQ�EH�VHW�XS�EHWZHHQ�WKH

&%2V�DQG�WKH�SULYDWH�VHFWRU�IURP�WKH�YHU\�EHJLQQLQJ��+HUH�D�JURXS�RI�ZRPHQ

OHDUQ�KRZ�WR�XVH�D�<HQJD�SUHVV�WR�H[WUDFW�RLO�IURP�PXQJRQJR�QXWV�
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4.0 LESSONS LEARNED - SUSTAINABILITY

Importance of Marketing
Developing marketing capacity was not

initially a major focus of any of the SO1
projects, however each project now contains
a significant marketing component. Both
CARE and CLUSA farmers rely on external
markets to provide agricultural inputs and
purchase the increased production of cash
crops. These market linkages are the
centerpiece of CLUSA's outgrower scheme,
and will become increasingly important in the
LFSP as farmers attempt to supplement
higher production of consumption crops with
cash crops. ADMADE also has a vested
interest in marketing to advertise Zambia as
an attractive hunting destination. ADMADE
areas have also recently begun experimenting
with market-linked activities such as honey
production, photo tourism, and cash crops.

Each of the three SO1 projects has
attempted to develop a marketing capacity in-
house, because there is no suitable marketing
organization in Zambia that could be
contracted for these types of enterprises.

Of the three programs, CLUSA is
probably the best equipped for marketing,
being centrally located in Lusaka and having
a dedicated marketing unit. CLUSA is also in
the process of privatizing its marketing unit
into a trading company which will hopefully
be able to function independent of donor
support.

For most of its history, marketing in
ADMADE has been constrained by not
having a presence in town nor staff with a
background in marketing. However to market
Zambia to the safari hunting industry,
ADMADE has produced publicity materials,
started a web site, and sponsors a booth at the
annual Safari Club International convention.
The new Zambia Wildlife Authority will
have a marketing arm, however whether this

division will serve the needs of ADMADE
communities remains to be seen.

LFSP uses three strategies to improve
access to markets for its farmers.
Outgrower schemes linking farmers with
agribusiness have been conducted on a
pilot basis. Training has been provided for
communities to market vegetables and
forest products. Finally the project is
involved directly in identifying and
negotiating with potential buyers for
products such as milk, curios, and
thatching grass.

Although each program has made
progress in setting up market connections,
none of the SO1 investments can be said
to have a sustainable marketing program.
Marketing is a fairly advanced skill, and
requires a solid foundation of general
business skills, such as forecasting,
budgeting, and record keeping.

Effective marketing at a project level
also requires dedicated staff and a
presence in town, and may never be truly
self-sustaining for community based
development. Hence marketing may be
one area where some kind of external
assistance is needed indefinitely.

Marketing Factors
Factors which affect the ability of a rural
enterprise to market its goods or services
include:
• volume of the product
• quality
• credibility of the organization
• production costs
• transaction costs
• skilled manpower
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Importance of Marketing

ADMADE CARE LFSP CLUSA RGBP
� Produces publicity materials and

a web site about Zambia for the
safari hunting industry

� Supports a booth at the annual
Safari Club International
convention

� Beginning market-based activities
such as honey production

� Historically weak marketing
capacity due to limited staff and
location

� Market information systems
developed to link up vegetable
producers with urban traders

� Small-scale experiments with
outgrower schemes

� Marketing has been identified as a
priority area for the Small
Economic Activity Development
section

� Marketing unit at the national
office

� Sources for inputs and agri-
processor buyers identified before
the season begins

� Marketing unit to eventually be
privatized into a public trading
company

/HVVRQV�OHDUQHG� • 0DUNHWLQJ�UHTXLUHV�VSHFLDOL]HG�VNLOOV�DQG�D

SUHVHQFH�DW�WKH�QDWLRQDO�OHYHO�

• 3URMHFWV�ZKLFK�GHSHQG�RQ�OLQNDJHV�WR�H[WHUQDO

PDUNHWV�QHHG�D�GHGLFDWHG�PDUNHWLQJ�XQLW�

• 3URMHFWV�FDQ�WDNH�VWHSV�WR�LQFUHDVH�WKH
DWWUDFWLYHQHVV�RI�WKHLU�JRRGV�DQG�VHUYLFHV�LQ

WHUPV�RI�YROXPH��TXDOLW\��SULFH��DQG�FUHGLELOLW\�

• 'HYHORSLQJ�PDUNHWLQJ�FDSDFLW\�UHTXLUHV�D�VROLG

IRXQGDWLRQ�RI�EDVLF�EXVLQHVV�VNLOOV�DQG

H[SHULHQFHV��LQFOXGLQJ�EXGJHWLQJ��IRUHFDVWLQJ�

DQG�UHFRUG�NHHSLQJ�

0DUNHW�LQIRUPDWLRQ�V\VWHPV�KDYH�EHHQ�DQ�HIIHFWLYH�PHDQV�RI�PDUNHWLQJ

YHJHWDEOHV�LQ�/LYLQJVWRQH��9HJHWDEOH�JURZHUV�SUHSDUH�KDQGRXWV�OLVWLQJ�WKHLU

FURSV��YROXPHV��DQG�GDWHV�RI�DYDLODELOLW\�ZKLFK�DUH�WKHQ�SDVVHG�RXW�WR�WUDGHUV
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Venturing Into New Service Areas
Each of the SO1 projects has undergone a

gradual evolutionary process where the suite
of services provided to rural groups has
evolved and expanded. ADMADE began as a
wildlife conservation project with its primary
emphasis on law enforcement and training.
Today it offers services in financial
management, monitoring, facilitating
elections, supporting theater groups, family
planning, agro-forestry, beekeeping, and land
use planning. To offer the additional services,
ADMADE has expanded its own internal
capacity through the African College for
CBNRM and also formed
linkages with NGOs such
as World Vision, Lutheran
World Federation,
CLUSA, Peace Corps,
CARE, UNDP, and
others. ADMADE also
tests the feasibility of new
service areas on a limited
scale

LFSP was originally based on a fairly
focused plan for community seed banks and
the construction and rehabilitation of water-
harvesting structures. Recently it has
identified livestock health, natural resources
management, and joint forest management as

new areas of intervention it wants to
expand to.

CLUSA began primarily as a training
and credit program for small rural
enterprises, but is now manages a large
and fairly complex outgrower scheme.
CLUSA has also started to provide new
services on a small scale in areas such as
basic literacy training and working with
widows and orphans.

Ventures into new service areas are
often undertaken because the need is
identified but no other agency or service

provider is available.
However these
expansions also place
new demands on project
administration and
require compromises in
prioritizing staff time
and resources. Often
service expansion also

requires additional layers of administration
and thus more inefficiency. Time spent on
activity coordination, communication,
documentation, and evaluation increases
exponentially as the number of activity
areas and personnel increase.

Venturing Into New Service Areas

ADMADE CARE LFSP CLUSA RGBP
� New services include family

planning, agroforestry,
beekeeping, facilitating elections,
landuse planning, theater groups,
and electric fencing

� Seeks linkages with NGOs to
provide support to ADMADE
areas

� Many new services implemented
on a small scale due to limited
project resources

� No new upper level project staff
to design and implement new
service programs

� Beginning to get into livestock
health by partnering with
Veterinary department

� Submitted a proposal for a pilot
joint forest management project

� Harvesting and marketing of
natural resources being expanded

� 14 months of funding remain

� Focus on loans for small group
businesses replaced by an
outgrower scheme

� Additional small scale efforts to
support literacy training and work
with widows/orphans

8ND\HQGHUD�Q]HQJR�XVDPDWL

DVDNKZL�DIXPEXOD��

´,I�\RX�JR�WR�ORRN�IRU�SROHV��\RX

VKRXOG�QRW�VWDUW�ORRNLQJ�IRU�ORQJ�

QRVHG�PLFH�DV�ZHOO�µ

��1\DQMD�SURYHUE
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/HVVRQV�OHDUQHG� • ([SDQVLRQV�LQWR�QHZ�VHUYLFH�DUHDV�VKRXOG�EH�GRQH

FDXWLRXVO\�DQG�GHOLEHUDWHO\��EDVHG�RQ�D�VWUDWHJLF

DQDO\VLV�RI�WKH�LPSRUWDQFH�RI�WKH�QHZ�VHUYLFH�WR
WKH�SURMHFW�JRDOV�

• ,QDGHTXDWH�RU�XQVXVWDLQDEOH�VHUYLFH�SURYLVLRQ�FDQ

EH�ZRUVH�WKDQ�GRLQJ�QRWKLQJ�

• ([SDQVLRQ�LQWR�QHZ�VHUYLFH�DUHDV�ZLOO�HYHQWXDOO\

UHTXLUH�QHZ�OD\HUV�RI�DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ��WKHUHE\

UHGXFLQJ�RYHUDOO�DGPLQLVWUDWLYH�HIILFLHQF\�DQG

UHTXLULQJ�QHZ�PDQDJHPHQW�VNLOOV

• )RUJLQJ�SDUWQHUVKLSV�ZLWK�RWKHU�VHUYLFH�SURYLGHUV
ZKHQ�SRVVLEOH�LV�XVXDOO\�SUHIHUDEOH�WR�GHYHORSLQJ

QHZ�FDSDFLW\�LQ�KRXVH�

• 'URSSLQJ�H[LVWLQJ�VHUYLFHV�ZKHQ�WDNLQJ�RQ�QHZ�RQHV

XS�SUHYHQWV�DGPLQLVWUDWLYH�FDSDFLW\�IURP�EHLQJ

RYHUWD[HG�

/)63�PLQLPL]HV�WKH�ULVN�RI�YHQWXULQJ�LQWR�QHZ�DUHDV�VXFK�DV�WKH�KDUYHVWLQJ�DQG

PDUNHWLQJ�RI�WKHVH�PDZL�IUXLWV�E\�GRLQJ�LWV�KRPHZRUN�ILUVW��SURYLGLQJ�WUDLQLQJ

WKURXJK�LWV�JURXSV���DQG�VWDUWLQJ�VPDOO
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Community Auditing
Each of the three SO1 projects has

adopted a modified version of the community
enterprise model, where community based
organizations function as self-sustaining
micro-businesses. A key ingredient of any
business model is the institutionalization of
audits. Audits and external oversight are
important practices not just in enterprises in
rural communities in developing countries, but
are part and parcel of any sound business
behavior anywhere in the world. Millions of
US taxpayers are kept honest on their tax
returns not from an inherent sense of honesty
or love of country, but from the threat of
audits from the Internal Revenue Service.

However external
auditing is particularly
important in developing
countries like Zambia,
where central
government and
projects have been constrained in their ability
to oversee the practices of small enterprises.
During the era of the Sub-Authorities,

ADMADE experienced widespread
problems with financial mismanagement
and opaque accounting at the GMA level,
because it was culturally inappropriate to
audit traditional authorities. Nyamaluma
Institute also did not have the capacity or
authority to conduct community audits, as
this fell under the WCRF. Although there
are no major community financial flows in
the CARE LFSP, CARE field staff
conduct inspections of seed scheme
records and construction projects
expenditures. CLUSA does not have the
manpower to make regular audits of
individual farmer groups, however

auditing and
transparency is
an inherent
component of
their business

training
materials, and all depots are required to
have an internal audit committee.

Community Auditing

ADMADE CARE LFSP CLUSA RGBP
� Nyamaluma monitoring teams

inspect community records during
field visits

� Auditing of community accounts
by WCRF remains weak

� Auditing taught in bookkeeping
courses

� Field staff inspect seed scheme
records during field visits

� Accounts for water harvesting
construction projects overseen by
project staff

� Auditing procedures incorporated
into business training

� Depots have an internal audit
committee

� CMS credit officers audit depot
accounts (??)

/HVVRQV�OHDUQHG� • &RPPXQLW\�EDVHG�HQWHUSULVHV�UHTXLUH�HIIHFWLYH

LQWHUQDO�DQG�H[WHUQDO�DXGLW�PHFKDQLVPV�WR

SUHYHQW�DQG�FRQWDLQ�PLVPDQDJHPHQW�

• 5HJXODU�DXGLWLQJ�VKRXOG�EH�VHHQ�DV�IXQGDPHQWDO�DV

DQ\�RWKHU�FRPSRQHQW�RI�EXVLQHVV�GHYHORSPHQW�
VXFK�DV�NHHSLQJ�FDVK�ERRNV�RU�WDNLQJ�PLQXWHV�DW

PHHWLQJV�

• $XGLWLQJ�VKRXOG�EH�VHHQ�DV�QRW�RQO\�DQ�RSSRUWXQLW\

WR�HQVXUH�DFFRXQWDELOLW\��EXW�DOVR�DQDO\]H

EXVLQHVV�VWUHQJWKV�DQG�ZHDNQHVVHV�

0OHQGR�QGL\H�DEZHUD�QGL�NDOXPR�NDNXWKZD�

´$�YLVLWRU�XVXDOO\�EULQJV�D�VKDUS�FXWWHU�µ

��1\DQMD�SURYHUE
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1\DPDOXPD�VWDII�LQVSHFW�PRQLWRULQJ�GDWDIRUPV

DQG�ILOLQJ�V\VWHPV�RQ�ILHOG�YLVLWV

Being Proactive with Policy
National and international policy form

the context in which SO1 investments
perform, and can have a tremendous
influence on the effectiveness of those
investments. The SO1 projects, being
enterprise based, have benefited
tremendously from the efforts to liberalize

the Zambian economy. However there are
still policies which threaten their
effectiveness and even survival.

The 1998 Wildlife Act was a big
improvement for ADMADE over the
previous wildlife legislation, establishing the
legal basis for community based
management. However the act fails to go so
far as to relinquish ownership of wildlife to
communities, and there remain many
department policies that fail to set a
conducive environment for CBNRM and

safari hunting in Zambia including a
substantial portion of hunting revenue
which is sent to central government.

CARE/LFSP has been instrumental in
demonstrating to MAFF the benefits of
using empowered community-based
organizations to deliver extension services
and planning community develop. They
are represented in policy circles at the
national level to advocate for the CBO
approach in international for a.

The CLUSA and CARE programs in
particular can be affected by government
or donor interventions in the agriculture
sector. The Zambian government
continues to selectively use input subsidies
as a social policy, undermining private
agrobusinesses upon which CLUSA's
outgrower scheme is based. Even some
donors, such as the World Bank, appear to
remain interested in hand-out programs
which lower the value of inputs and
decrease incentives for farmers to enter the
market economy.
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Due to their wide ranging impact,
development projects can not afford to be
passive on policy issues. ADMADE has been
involved directly and indirectly in developing
statutory instruments which will implement
the 1998 Wildlife Act, and trying to stimulate

dialog on safari hunting policies in
Zambia. CLUSA's and CARE's programs
are both impacted heavily by agricultural
subsidies, so they are included in the
policy dialog consulted on planning food
relief and agricultural assistance programs.

Being Proactive with Policy

ADMADE CARE LFSP CLUSA RGBP
� Participated in the development of

the 1998 Wildlife Act
� Helped design the statutory

instruments for the 1998 Wildlife
Act

� Organized open discussions in
changes in the safari industry and
proposed changes

� Attempted to set quality standards
for stafi hunting through the
Green Bullet Award

� Participates in policy dialogue on
technology and extension issues

� Influential in promoting the use of
CBOs for extension services

� Presented LFSP results in
international publications and
conferences

� Participates in policy dialog on
agricultural subsidies and
conservation farming issues

/HVVRQV�OHDUQHG� • 5XUDO�GHYHORSPHQW�SURMHFWV�VKRXOG�UHFRJQL]H�WKH

LQIOXHQFH�RI�QDWLRQDO�DQG�LQWHUQDWLRQDO�SROLF\�RQ

WKHLU�RSHUDWLRQV��DQG�EH�SURDFWLYH�DW�LQIOXHQFLQJ
SROLF\�FKDQJH�

• 3DUWQHUVKLSV�ZLWK�VLPLODU�LQVWLWXWLRQV�FDQ

LQFUHDVH�WKH�FRVW�HIIHFWLYHQHVV�RI�SROLF\�UHIRUP

HIIRUWV�

Tooting the Horn: Communicating Results and Lessons Learned
The SO1 interventions do not exist in a

vacuum, as each one operates in a specific
cultural, economic, and ecological context.
The SO1 projects also operate in an
institutional context, which includes
relationships with the donor, government
bodies, and an international NGO. These
institutional relationships have profound
impact on program design and
implementation through impacts on the
overall mission statement, determining
material and human resources available for
implementation, defining legal mandates, and
defining minimum standards for monitoring
and evaluation.

An important strategy for maintaining
relationships with partner organizations to

remain on the front burner is making an
effort to communicate experiences
approaches, and results. In other words, it
is in projects' best interest to 'toot their
own horn' a bit and to keep partners
informed of successes, failures, and
lessons learned.

Communicating results serves
multiple purposes and audiences. At a
minimum, spreading the word about
approaches and activities can reduce the
possibility of institutional conflict, which
may be caused by institutions adopting
overlapping or incompatible strategies in
the same area or sector. The benefits also
include an increase in the number of
opportunities for joint collaboration,
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research, and even additional funding.
Projects in turn can learn to avoid the
mistakes made by others, while external
partners can benefit from the through
streamlining the testing and adoption of new
methodologies or replicating successful
models in other regions or sectors. Ultimately
positive collaboration should lead to progress
in advancing the mission statements of both
organizations.

There is of course also a cost involved in
communicating results and cultivating
institutional partnerships. Aside from the
time and resources required to communicate
experiences and coordinate plans,
collaborative partnerships also usually entail
additional administrative overhead. In
extreme cases, collaboration can turn into
outside interference or efforts to co-opt
economic or political capital.

The SO1 projects have followed different
strategies in spreading the word about their
experiences. CLUSA's achievements in
developing rural group businesses and
successfully applying conservation farming
methods has earned it word-of-mouth
attention from agrobusinesses, MAFF, the
Conservation Farming Unit (under ZNFU),
and other NGOs. This awareness has led to
several symbiotic institutional relationships.
CLUSA relies heavily on CFU research and
collaborates on training programs with CFU
resource personnel.

CLUSA also sends representatives to a
technical committee for conservation
farming. To some degree CLUSA has also
worked with MAFF extension agents in
training and coordination of extension
services. In general these relationships have
proven very beneficial to CLUSA without
much cost. CLUSA has not needed to invest
heavily in publications or setting up

coordination activities, as its is able to
share its model and experiences through
ongoing activities with its institutional
partners.

During the first several years of its
existence ADMADE, shied away from
communicating results with external
partners or developing relationships with
other Zambian institutions. As a result it
was criticized for operating in isolation
from other organizations, including other
government bodies, and only seeking
institutional relationships that translated
into direct assistance to ADMADE. This
behavior may be partly explained by the
highly political and contentious nature of
the wildlife sector, and the atmosphere of
suspicion that developed during
ADMADE's formative years from the
competition between NPWS/ADMADE
and LIRDP during the late 1980s.
ADMADE also has never had the strong
administrative capacity to develop and
maintain communication with partners.

Recently, ADMADE has started to
share the results of its experiences and
work closer with other organizations. In
1999, under an agreement with WCS,
ADMADE produced a series of analytical
papers summarizing the major findings
and lessons learned of the first ten years of
its existence. ADMADE also set up a web
site in 1999 to begin publicizing its
approach and activities. Nyamaluma also
received assistance from the UNDP
funded CBNRM program under the
Environmental Support Program, the
Kafue Anti-Poaching Organization,
Lutheran World Federation, Peace Corps,
CARE, and others. Zambia also hosted the
1999 meeting of the Project Coordinating
Committee of the Regional Natural
Resource Management Project.

CARE LFSP has invested a
considerable amount of resources
documenting participatory rural appraisals,
topical appraisals, workshops, and action
research topics. These reports are used
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mostly internally but have also been
distributed to communicate LFSP's approach
and achievements to MAFF and other

stakeholders. These efforts have helped
build awareness of LFSP's extension
approach which focuses on CBOs.

Tooting the Horn: Communicating Results and Lessons Learned

ADMADE CARE LFSP CLUSA RGBP
� Produced a series of analytical

papers on impact and lessons
learned

� Set up a web site
� Attends meetings of the Regional

NRM project
� Newsletter
� Maintains an office in Chilanga
� Hosts international researchers

� Produces summaries of PRA
topical appraisals, and workshops

� Hosts numerous visitors to project
� 30-minute video produced for

ZNBC
� Partnership workshops used to

share experiences and coordinate
plans

� Published in international
publications and conferences

� Word-of-mouth publicity of its
approach within rural
communities and agribusinesses

� Works closely with Conservation
Farming Unit to document impact
of farming practices

/HVVRQV�OHDUQHG� • 6KDULQJ�PHWKRGRORJ\�DQG�UHVXOWV�ZLWK�H[WHUQDO

SDUWQHUV�FDQ�KDYH�EHQHILFLDO�UHVXOWV�IRU�ERWK
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• 6KDULQJ�H[SHULHQFHV�ZLWK�IDLOXUH�LV�DW�OHDVW�DV
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5.0 CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIO NS

The projects under USAID/Zambia's
Strategic Objective One represent a valuable
source of experiences in testing innovative
strategies to raise rural income, improve food
security, and manage natural resources. This
document has attempted to extract some of the
commonalities and lessons learned of the three
SO1 projects in regards to project design,
implementation tools, and sustainability. It is
hoped these lessons will benefit the SO1
investments by stimulating internal dialog on
project strategies and methods, and identifying

fruitful areas for collaboration and
exchange. The lessons learned will also
assist USAID staff in Zambia and
elsewhere plan and improve programs in
rural development, and contribute to a
larger body of literature in development
and resource management.

In order to translate these lessons
learned into improved project
performance, the evaluation team makes
the following recommendations:

Disseminate Materials on Lessons Learned
This paper represents the first formal

attempt to synthesize the major lessons
learned and common issues among the SO1
investments. Most evaluations are contracted
for very specific purposes, such as a decision
whether to extend the project completion date
or renew funding, and as such have relatively
short shelf lives. The contents of this
document fall more in the category of a users
manual. As such, to get the greatest return on
the investment additional efforts in refinement
and dissemination are required.

Ideally, if the results of this synthesis are
found useful they would be discussed,
polished, and expanded at a meeting of
representatives of the three projects. The

content should be should then further
edited, repackaged and made available
through appropriate channels. Possible
outlets for dissemination include:

• Development Experience
Clearinghouse - USAID's online
archive of development
documentation

• International Institute for Environment
and Development - another online
archive of development materials

• Humanity Development Library - an
online collection of development
literature based at Tulane Univeristy

• Hardcopy manuals

Encourage a Learning Environment
As one of the largest donor agencies in

the world, USAID is in a unique position to
develop a comprehensive collection of tools
and analytical frameworks for achieving
development objectives. Compared with the
more piecemeal development approach of
just ten years ago, the USAID of the 21st

century has already made great strides in
making investment portfolios more coherent
and structured around strategic objective

frameworks. USAID missions now have
an opportunity to further our
understanding of development issues by
building upon strategic planning methods

.ZLEXOD�NDVDZHHOR�NXVLQJD�NX\XSHOHOD�
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and promoting the role of learning in project
and portfolio management.

An investment portfolio geared towards
learning involves two sets of goals. The first
set are the usual results-oriented goals
targeted to achieving specific development
objectives. The second set of goals involves
learning systematically from project
interventions to determine which strategies
work, which don't and why. A learning
oriented portfolio is built around a core set of
concepts or hypotheses, and projects are
selected to test competing or complementary
strategies. Projects are encouraged to
experiment, exchange ideas, and value failure
as well as success.

Promoting learning and achieving
performance results are not mutually
exclusive objectives, however compromises
do have to be made. Projects with a strong
learning component typically require more
staff, stronger monitoring programs, and
more resources devoted to communication
and documentation. However the benefits
include cross-project sharing, improved
partnerships, and a deeper understanding of
the dynamics of rural development.

Whether the benefits of a greater focus
on learning warrant the additional
investments in support and administration
can only be evaluated on a case by case basis.
However in most projects and portfolios there
are some incremental steps that can be taken
to increase the learning value with minimal
additional resources. In the case of the SO1
projects, these steps may include:

• encouraging projects to report more on
learning results and frame
success/failure on more than numbers

• providing technical assistance in
strengthening project monitoring and
information systems

• supporting experimentation of new
strategies or methodologies by
encouraging pilot tests of new methods
and providing linkages to technical
resources

• linking projects with training resources
in participatory evaluation

• investing in face-to-face meetings
• incorporating learning objectives

explicitly in the USAID strategic
framework

• supporting cross-project dialog through
annual or semi-annual workshops,
setting up a listserv, exchanging copies
of reports, distributing newsletters, etc.

• soliciting and supporting local and
international academic researchers to
study cross-cutting topics relevant to
USAID's information needs

• providing projects with datasets of
variables affecting target conditions but
beyond the capacity of individual
projects to monitor (e.g., rainfall, market
prices, population trends)

• support cross-project visits, study tours,
and attachments for project participants

Strengthen Internal Evaluation Capacity
External evaluation teams will rarely be

able to grasp project issues with as much
detail and depth as project staff who deal
with design and implementation issues on a
day to day basis. The most potent resource
for synthesizing lessons learned are properly
trained and supported project monitoring and
evaluation units. Internal evaluation staff are

generally in a better position to conduct
evaluations which are more focused on
relevant topics, more frequent, and better
integrated into project design and
implementation. These strategic
advantages of internal evaluation units
permit M&E to be used as a tool not only
for measuring accountability, which is the
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main focus of external evaluations, but also
as a core component of project
implementation.

An important contribution of external
evaluation teams can be to support project
evaluation staff by highlighting areas where
they may not recognize possible constraints
or opportunities. External evaluators can also
provide technical skills in evaluation, such as
designing sample schemes, developing
questionnaires, and supporting development
of information systems. In an ideal situation,
external evaluators would work closely with
project evaluation staff to jointly analyze and
present performance results and explore

patterns, weaknesses, threats, and
opportunities.

Focusing resources to strengthen the
capacity of internal evaluation units has
many advantages beyond the extraction of
lessons learned. A strong in-house
evaluation capacity improves planning and
allows more responsive shifts in strategy
based on performance results. More
frequent and structured internal
evaluations can also help identify
weaknesses or gaps in the monitoring
program, allowing changes to be made
before the final evaluation is underway.

86$,'� JXLGHOLQHV� VWDWH� WKDW

DV� D� EDOOSDUN� ILJXUH� ���� RI

SURMHFW� EXGJHW� VKRXOG� EH

VSHQW� RQ� PRQLWRULQJ� DQG

HYDOXDWLRQ�



Common Ground: Lessons Learned ARD

39

6.0 SHARING LESSONS LEARNED
The three SO1 projects have each employed a set of strategies and technologies which work
together to achieve the desired impact. In addition to the very general common lessons
learned among the three projects outlined above, there is also a strong potential for specific
sharing or exchanges among the three projects. To identify the complimentary strengths of
each project, the specific context of each project needs to first be described as the broader
environment for each strategy. The table below lists some of the main characteristics of each
program and the context in which they operate.

CARE/LFSP CLUSA/RGBP ADMADE
Focus
Primary goal Food security Rural income Wildlife conservation

Secondary goal /

means to primary
goal

Rural income Food security Community

development / food
security

Scope

Area of
operation

3 districts
� Kazungula
� Kalomo
� Livingstone

4 districts:
� Chibombo
� Mazabuka
� Monze
� Mumbwa

11 GMAs

Size of service
area

32,000 km2 37,000 km2 42,000 km2 (USAID
areas only)

Distribution of

areas

adjacent adjacent widely dispersed

Direct
beneficiaries

26,000 (seed groups) 9,000 (farmers)

Est. indirect
beneficiaries

156,000 54,000

Ecological Context
Rainfall Avg. 733 mm

(603-811, sd. 38.7)
Avg. 877mm
(691-1042, sd. 78.5)

� Kafue North: avg 1070
mm
(947-1200, sd. 58)

� Mumbwa: avg. 900
mm
(837-963, sd. 26)

� Kafue S.: avg.759 mm
(720-811, sd. 19)

� Luangwa: avg. 964
mm (858-1071, sd. 42)

Operational Strategy

Main
interventions

� CBO formation and
capacity building

� Improved farming
systems

� Water harvesting &
sanitation

� Income generation
activities

� Training

� CBO formation and
capacity building

� Conservation
farming

� Market linkages
� Training

� CBO capacity building
� Commoditization of

wildlife
� Improved wildlife and

habitat management
� Training
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CARE/LFSP CLUSA/RGBP ADMADE
Implementation Resources
USAID

financing

$3.6 million

1996-2001

$5 million

1996 - 2001

$4.8 million

1989-1999

Other financing
sources

DFID Agribusinesses
CFU

WCRF
WCS

Training
Primary training
Strategy

on site on site mostly centralized

Field staff off site on site off site

Farmer to farmer strong strong weak

Content � monitoring
� soil fertility technologies
� water harvesting

methods
� (food processing)
� marketing

� business skills
� conservation

farming

� law enforcement
� resource monitoring
� leadership skills
� small income

generation

Food Production
Major
constraints to
agriculture

� rainfall
� soil fertility (low

nutrients)
� inputs
� depleted production

assets

� inputs
� farming practices

� soil fertility (in
Luangwa)

� topography (in
Luangwa)

� wildlife
� inputs
� selling production for

income

Other major food
sources

� cattle
� small livestock
� forest products

� cattle
� small livestock

� bush meat

Strategies to
increase

� training
� new seeds/seed

multiplication
� demonstrations of soil

improvement crops
� food processing training
� irrigation technology

� training
� credit for inputs
� coerced adoption of

conservation
farming as a credit
risk mitigation
strategy

� agroforestry
demonstrations

� electric fencing
� subsidized inputs

Income Generation
Constraints � production levels

� access to markets
� credit

� production levels
� access to markets
� credit

� poaching
� revenue distribution
� access to markets

Strategies to
improve

� training
� technology

demonstrations
� food processing

� training
� credit

� community policing
� safari hunting
� CBO training

Credit � seed loans � supported by
project

� n/a

Monitoring
Project
Resources

� 2 dedicated M&E staff
� field staff

� field staff � 2 dedicated M&E
staff

� expat. technical
advisor

� field staff

Datasets � Food Production Trends
Survey

� business records
� staff activity

� field patrols
� safari hunts
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CARE/LFSP CLUSA/RGBP ADMADE
� Community Self-

Monitoring
� seed lists
� special studies

reports
� special studies
� P&L statement
� depot quality

assessments
� credit records

� household
demography

� populations trends
survey

� special studies

Technologies � Community Self-
Monitoring

� Food Production Trends
Survey

� Business plans
� Group screening

criteria

� Dataforms
� GIS

Complimentary Strengths
Within the overall context of each project, specific areas exists where lessons and capabilities
can be shared among the three projects. The tables below try to identify the areas of common
ground where each pair of projects can be mutually reinforcing.

Complimentary Strengths of ADMADE & LFSP

ADMADE LFSP
� wildlife production as a tool for income

generation
� resource monitoring
� dataforms to standardize monitoring
� GIS/IT
� source of community revenue
� working with traditional authorities
� NRM (e.g., beekeeping)
� land-use planning
� overlapping geography

� soil improvement crops
� improved seed varieties
� NRM technologies
� market information systems
� socioeconomic monitoring
� PRA methods
� working with MAFF
� farmer-to-farmer systems
� impact evaluation methods
� overlapping geography

Complimentary Strengths of LFSP & CLUSA

LFSP CLUSA
� drought-resistant seed varieties
� NRM
� market information systems
� socioeconomic monitoring (CSM)
� vegetable gardening
� PRA methods

� conservation farming
� outgrower scheme
� screening
� providing credit
� graduation experiences
� working with MAFF
� marketing company
� small business counseling
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Complimentary Strengths of CLUSA & ADMADE

CLUSA ADMADE
� conservation farming
� graduation experiences
� working with MAFF
� marketing strategies
� outgrower schemes
� farmer-to-farmer systems
� small business counselling
� credit strategies
� overlapping geography
� screening criteria

� resource monitoring
� NRM
� GIS/RDBMS
� source of community revenue
� overlapping geography
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ANNEX I - SCOPE OF WORK

Concurrent Evaluation of Three of USAID/Zambia Activities:
1) Cooperative League of the USA Rural Group Business Program

(CLUSA/RGBP);
2) CARE Livingstone Food Security Project (CARE/LFSP);
3) Wildlife Conservation Society’s Administrative Management

Design Project (WCS/ADMADE)

STATEMENT OF WORK

Article 1.  Introduction

With regard to the three projects identified in the title of this statement of work,
USAID/Zambia would like to find out whether investments in profit oriented farmer
group businesses (CLUSA), food security oriented village management committees
(CARE), and wildlife conservation oriented village action groups (WCS) have had or
are having a beneficial impact. If so, USAID/Zambia would like to identify the
elements of successful investments that can be replicated to improve ongoing or
future investments.  Finally, if an investment were not achieving the intended results,
USAID/Zambia would like to know how to reorient that investment so that it does
achieve the intended results.

In support of Zambian economic liberalisation, USAID/Zambia has initiated and
supported activities that stimulate rural economic growth since 1991. Under
USAID/Zambia's Country Strategic Plan for the 1998 - 2002 period, Strategic
Objective 1 (SO 1) is "increased rural incomes of selected groups." Approximately 6
million of Zambia’s 10 million people live and work in rural areas.

SO 1 investments aim at increasing the incomes of rural families working together as
farmer group businesses, village management committees or village action groups.
Hopefully, rural families working as groups will result in more cost effective (and less
risky) technology dissemination, training, rural finance, output marketing and wildlife
management service delivery. Lower service delivery costs will contribute to more
sustainable, customer responsive and profitable service delivery agencies. Finally,
more sustainable and profitable service delivery will result in increased rural family
opportunities to improve their productivity and incomes.

USAID/Zambia recognizes the importance of Zambia’s macroeconomic and sectoral
policy environment. Investments that focus on reducing service delivery costs and
raising rural family productivity are likely to identify and lead to the resolution of
“second generation” policy constraints. USAID/Zambia investments ground truth
neo-classical economic theory based predictions about market driven resource
allocation and use and hopefully generate ideas on how public and private institutions
can best contribute to improved rural family welfare. USAID/Zambia regards its
service provision investments as applied research.
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Actual SO1 activities spring from rural family problem and opportunity identification.
They are intended to encourage rural family contributions to solving their social or
economic problems, enhance women's contribution to rural economic growth and
encourage government food security and rural finance policies that promote private
initiative.

During the April – May 2000 period three of SO1’s projects will be evaluated.
CLUSA/RGBP and CARE/LFSP are earmarked for mid-term evaluations while the
WCS/ADMADE evaluation will be an End of Project Evaluation.

As the result of an unsolicited proposal from CLUSA, the Rural Group Business
Project began in May 1996. This 5 year, $5 million activity promotes the emergence
of democratically self-managed, financially viable group businesses that improve
rural family incomes. Since its inception CLUSA-RGBP has modified its group
business development approach. It now focuses specifically on small farmer high
value crop production usually under forward contract to agro-processors. CLUSA-
RGBP credit provision is almost entirely for seed and fertilizer.

Another unsolicited proposal, this time submitted by CARE International, resulted in
the Livingstone Food Security Project. This 5 year $3.6 million project began in July
1996.  The project promotes community institution management of drought resistant
crop seed multiplication and distribution, soil conservation, water harvesting,
marketing, and some income generating activities. As a result of CARE’s activities
rural family food stocks have increased in some of Zambia’s most drought prone
areas.

The third project to be evaluated, as an end of project evaluation, adds a bit of
complexity to this activity. Since 1989 USAID has supported Zambia’s
Administrative Management Design (ADMADE) Project and the National Parks and
Wildlife Service with funding made available through the Regional Natural Resources
Management Project. Funds were initially managed by USAID’s regional office in
Harare but eventually project management was vested in USAID/Zambia with
funding obligated through bilateral project agreements. Over the 10 years of project
life, implementation vehicles included a grant to the World Wildlife Fund, funds
made available directly to the National Parks and Wildlife Service through Project
Implementation Letters, short-term technical assistance in Wildlife Conservation
Revolving Fund capacity building and, finally, since October 1998, a Cooperative
Agreement with the Wildlife Conservation Society of New York as the result of an
unsolicited proposal. The WCS activity, entitled the ADMADE Sustainability Project,
was a 15 month, $.461 million activity that ended on December 31, 1999.

The overall 10 year RNRMP/ADMADE investment sought to introduce and develop
the idea of community wildlife management in Zambia, including use of village
wildlife scouts and the sharing of hunting revenues with protected area communities
for their use in improving their livelihoods. Community involvement in wildlife
management is now a stated national policy although the Zambian government’s
wildlife institutions are currently in a state of significant transition. The WCS
ADMADE Sustainability Cooperative Agreement was intended to document
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ADMADE lessons learned and research findings hopefully to inform future USAID,
other donor and GRZ investments in wildlife management.

Article 2. Overall Orientation of the Consultancy

The consultancy will comprehensively assess the three projects. USAID/Zambia
would like each project evaluation to result in a separate evaluation report. However,
by evaluating the three activities under one contract USAID seeks lessons learned that
may be applicable to all three project objectives (rural incomes, food security, wildlife
management) in order to positively influence ongoing or future activities or
investments. Therefore, a fourth report encapsulating lessons learned and describing
their implications across activity objectives is required.

To the greatest extent possible USAID would like the evaluations to provide
quantitative evidence of investment impact on rural incomes (CLUSA), food security
(CARE) or wildlife management (RNRMP/ADMADE). Quantitative evidence should
be presented over time to illustrate any growth or reduction in investment impact
during project implementation. Where quantitative evidence is not available or
relevant, qualitative descriptions of impacts and processes will be required.

With regard to CLUSA RGBP and CARE LFSP, the consultancy should assess
project impact and identify ways to improve implementation, if necessary. The
consultancy should recommend whether USAID/Zambia should consider extending,
expanding or cutting short the projects. Finally, the consultancy should package
relevant findings so that systemic or national level impact from evaluation lessons
learned might be achieved with specific reference to the Zambian context.

The RNRMP/ADMADE evaluation in many ways is a traditional end of project
evaluation. However, as laid out in the recent “Final Report: Assessment of
Community Based Natural Resource Management (CBNRM) in Southern Africa”
(August, 1998) ADMADE represents an opportunity for comparing the Zambian
community wildlife management experience with other wildlife management lessons
learned under RNRMP and throughout the world.  The last 15 months of
RNRMP/ADMADE has resulted in substantial empirically based information on the
impact of ADMADE on communities and wildlife in 9 of Zambia’s 34 Game
Management Areas. Finally, the CARE and CLUSA experiences may have something
to say about how community capacity to manage natural resources, and the benefits
accruing from natural resources management, can be increased. Again, the
consultancy should package relevant findings so that systemic or national level impact
from evaluation lessons learned might be achieved with specific reference to the
Zambian context.

An external team, with appropriate local participation, will conduct the evaluation of
the three projects.  The team is required to respond, in concisely written reports, to all
points and questions included in the scope of work.

Article 3. Proposals, Evaluation Criteria
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USAID/Zambia would like to use the Raising Agricultural Incomes in a Sustainable
Environment (RAISE) Tier 3 process in awarding this contract. Contractors are
required to submit their technical proposals (i.e. without costs) to USAID/Zambia.
The proposals should include a draft version of the contractor’s workplan,
methodology and suggested personnel for conducting the assessment. The technical
proposals will be graded according to the following criteria:

Methodology: Ability to: a) identify results desired under the project and
generate quantitative indicators of project impact where possible and qualitative
indicators where quantitative indicators are not possible; b) identify beneficiary
perceptions of project delivered services and beneficiary participation in the project;
c) generate information on partner or stakeholder perceptions of the projects;  d)
generate lessons learned across projects in line with scope of work questions; e)
present findings in a use friendly and compelling manner.

Total Points: 50 points out of 100

Personnel: Appropriate professional training at the Masters of Science level
or above, experience in evaluating USAID projects in agribusiness, food security,
natural resources management or community mobilization, experience writing
technical documents based on the compilation of field visit findings, experience in
presenting evaluation findings in a user friendly and compelling manner, experience
in Africa and experience in Zambia.

Total Points: 30 points out of 100

Draft Workplan:  Ability to deliver a highly competent team to arrive and
work in Zambia, all at the same time, over a period of five 6-day work weeks, conduct
the evaluation in a way that comprehensively answers Scope of Work questions, and
deliver the required deliverables by COB, March 3, 2000.

Total Points: 20 out of 100

 Following receipt of proposals, USAID will review the documents and select a
suitable offeror.  Technical proposals should be sent to:

David Soroko
SO1 Team Leader
USAID/Zambia
351 Independence Avenue
Lusaka, Zambia
Fax: 1- 254532
E-mail: dasoroko@usaid.gov

Cost proposals should be sent to:

Beatrice Lumande
USAID/RCSA
Plot 14818 Lebatlane RD
Gaborone West, Ext 6

mailto:dasoroko@usaid.gov
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Gaborone
Botswana

Fax: 267324486
E-mail: blumande@usaid.gov

End date for receiving both technical and cost proposals is March 3, 2000 at 12.00
noon.

Article 4. Scope of Work

Following is the scope of work for each project.

4.1 CLUSA RURAL GROUP BUSINESS PROGRAM MID TERM
EVALUATION

4.1.1 Background

The five year, $5 million Cooperative League of the USA (CLUSA) Rural Group
Business Program (RGBP) began in May 1996.  The project, currently working in
four districts of Zambia (Mumbwa, Chibombo, Mazabuka and Monze), was aimed at
promoting the emergence of democratically self-managed, financially viable group
businesses that improve rural family incomes.  Using fully costed credit for rural
groups, CLUSA brought to Zambia its rural group development experience gained
worldwide including West Africa.  The Cooperative Agreement with USAID
indicated that in five years 210 rural groups with a total membership of 9,450 farmers
would have been participating in the program.  During the five years of project
implementation, cumulative credit of $5 million would be disbursed to the groups
whose membership would be 30% women.  Also, at the end of five years, it was
expected that 80% of the group businesses would have good managerial skills, access
to in-house finance through accumulated profits, and regular and dependable access to
inputs and markets.

4.1.2 Evaluation Objective

The primary CLUSA/RGBP evaluation objective is to determine whether USAID
investments are achieving their desired impact, why or why not. A second objective is
to generate ideas on how the impact of USAID investments in CLUSA/RGBP
activities can be improved. A final objectives is to generate ideas on how
CLUSA/RGBP experiences can influence ongoing or future USAID and other
institution investments in increasing rural incomes, improving food security, and
managing natural resources.

4.1.3 Evaluation Questions

1. What are the results identified in the cooperative agreement? Who are the
beneficiaries?  Have CLUSA/RGBP activities to date made progress in
achieving those results? Why or why not? Present your findings with regard to

mailto:blumande@usaid.gov
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annual results and impact quantitatively and using graphs where appropriate.
Has the program made significant contributions to USAID’s “increased rural
incomes of selected groups” Strategic Objective in line with the SO’s results
framework?

2. How is the project implemented? What are the most important components of
project implementation? How was the project’s location identified? How
much  project financing is expended in Zambia (actual and percentage
figures)? What percentage is expended in Lusaka and what percentage is
expended in rural areas where CLUSA works?

3. Is the project demand driven? Do beneficiaries find it relevant to their
circumstances?  How does the project identify what the beneficiaries want? Is
this approach effective in identifying what the beneficiaries want?

4. What are the most important services the project delivers to rural families?
How were these services identified? How are they delivered? Are they
delivered cost effectively? Is their delivery effective in Zambia’s rural
context? Could other institutions deliver these services if CLUSA did not?
Could other institutions deliver CLUSA like services if they so desired? In
terms of incentives, finance, personnel resources and other variables what
would other institutions need to deliver similar services? Has CLUSA worked
with local institutions to foster continuation and sustainability of programs and
services when the project ends?

5. Is there significant participation by women in the rural group business
program? Is the program beneficial to women participants? Why? How can
more women participate in and benefit from the program?

6. What are the social and economic characteristics and organization of project
supported group businesses? What are their relative strengths and weaknesses
with regard to business capacity, income and investment management,
relations with agribusiness, knowledge and utilization of agricultural
technologies, and skill levels to undertake additional welfare enhancing
activities? What additional skills may be required to make rural group
businesses effective and self-reliant beyond USAID assistance?

7. Is the program well organized to allow for cost effective implementation?
Does it require any significant structural changes? Does the program offer
opportunity for the establishment of sustainable group businesses development
service delivery agencies beyond USAID assistance? Should it?

8. What partnerships with other public or private sector agencies has
CLUSA/RGBP made that enhance project service delivery and impact? What
partnerships might CLUSA/RGBP make that would improve service delivery
and impact?
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9. What has Credit Management Services contributed to CLUSA/RGBP project
implementation? What are the strengths and weaknesses of CLUSA/RGBP’s
partnership with CMS for credit management?

10. Are there any significant policy constraints to program implementation? Is the
program supportive of the stated Zambian government policy of agricultural
liberalization and establishment of a private sector led economy? Has
government policy influenced the program? How? Has the program influenced
government policy? Why or why not?

11. What lessons learned during project implementation could lead to improved
CLUSA/RGBP impact? What lessons learned should inform decisions on
project time and finance extension or expansion?

12. What lessons learned during project implementation might influence ongoing
or future USAID investments in food security, rural incomes or natural
resource conservation?

13. What are the advantages and disadvantages, particularly to beneficiaries and
USAID, of extending, expanding or cutting short the CLUSA/RGBP
Cooperative Agreement?

14. Given the responses to the above questions, how can USAID/Zambia best
utilize lessons learned from the implementation of this activity to inform
government policy dialogue and future government, donor or private sector
investments?

4.1.4 Performance Reports and Previous Project Assessments

As required in the Cooperative Agreement, CLUSA prepares quarterly and annual
performance reports that are submitted to USAID/Zambia.  Prior to the start of every
new activity year, the project staff submits an annual workplan.  CLUSA also have a
length of project monitoring plan in place.

Two internal assessments of the rural group business program were undertaken in
1999.  The first assessment focused on CLUSA/RGBP technology dissemination
activities. It was undertaken in May – June and is entitled “Less Hunger, More
Money, CLUSA: Making a Difference in Zambia.”  The second assessment was an
internal CLUSA assessment and was entitled “Internal Assessment of the Zambia
Rural Group Business Program (RGBP).”  It was undertaken in July – August, 1999.
CLUSA/RGBP, CARE/LFSP and ADMADE impact monitoring system were
described in a document entitled “A Profile of Community Based Monitoring Systems
of Three Rural Development Projects in Zambia” in November, 1998.  In addition, the
CLUSA program coordinator has made two written presentations, in Nairobi and
Washington respectively, of the program. These and other related reports will be
made available to the selected contractor at the start of contract implementation.
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4.2 CARE LIVINGSTONE FOOD SECURITY PROGRAM MID-TERM
EVALUATION

4.2.1 Background

CARE Livingstone Food Security Project (CARE/LFSP) started as the South West
Drought Relief program in October 1994, and obtained USAID funding in July 1996
to address fundamental causes of food insecurity in Kalomo, Livingstone, and
Kazungula districts of Southern Province. LFSP is a five year $3.6 million project.
Four mutually re-enforcing objectives were established:

- Community and institution capacity building;
- Improved and sustainable farming systems;
- Water harvesting and utilization;
-       Increased incomes and income-earning opportunities.

Under Community and Institution Capacity Building CARE/LFSP was to assist
18,000 farmers organized into village management committees within three years. For
the development of improved and sustainable farming systems CARE/LFSP would
introduce and facilitate distribution of a diverse range of drought tolerant seed to
improve productivity and raise participating farmer incomes. CARE/LFSP would also
assist rural families by introducing soil moisture conservation and management
practices and techniques to increase soil fertilizer and water harvesting. Finally,
CARE/LFSP planed on increasing the incomes and income earning opportunities of
participating families through expansion of trading and marketing.

4.2.2 Evaluation Objectives

The primary CARE/LFSP evaluation objective is to determine whether USAID
investments are achieving their desired impact, why or why not. A second objective is
to generate ideas on how the impact of USAID investments in CARE/LFSP activities
can be improved. A final objective is to generate ideas on how CARE/LFSP
experiences can influence ongoing or future USAID and other institution investments
in increasing rural incomes, improving food security or managing natural resources.

4.2.3 Evaluation Questions

1. What are the results identified in the Cooperative Agreement? Who are the
beneficiaries? Has CARE/LFSP made progress in achieving those results? Why or
why not? Present your findings on an annual and overall basis. Has the program been
successful in making significant contributions to USAID/Zambia’s SO 1 in line with
the results framework?

2. How is the project organized and implemented? What are the most important
components of project implementation? How was the project’s location identified?
How much cooperative agreement financing is expended in Zambia (actual and
percentage figures)? What percentage is expended in Lusaka and what percentage is
expended in rural areas where CARE/LFSP works?
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3. Is the project demand driven? Do beneficiaries find it relevant to their
circumstances? How does the project identify what the beneficiaries want? Is this
approach effective in identifying what the beneficiaries want?  How effectively do the
beneficiaries participate in project implementation?

4. What specific services does the project deliver to rural families? How are these
services identified? How are they delivered? Are these services delivered cost-
effectively? Are the services relevant to rural families? Could other institutions
deliver these services if CARE/LFSP did not? In terms of incentives, finance,
personnel resources and other variables what would other institutions need to deliver
similar services? Has CARE worked with local institutions to foster continuation and
sustainability of programs and services when the project ends?

5. What partnerships with public or private sector institutions has the project created
to enhance the delivery of services to rural families? What additional partnerships
might enhance service delivery?

6. Is there significant participation by women in the project?  Is the program
beneficial to women participants? Why? How can more women participate in and
benefit from the project?

7. What are the social and economic characteristics and organization of project
supported village management and area management committees? What are their
relative strengths and weaknesses with regard to capacity building, income and
investment management, linkages with agribusiness, knowledge and utilization of
agricultural technologies, and skill levels to undertake additional welfare enhancing
activities? What additional skills may be required to make these institutions more
effective and self -reliant especially beyond USAID assistance?

8. Are there any significant policy constraints to program implementation? Is the
program supportive of stated Zambian government policy of agricultural liberalization
and establishment of a private sector led economy? Has the project been influenced
by government policy? Why or why not? Has the project influenced government
policy? How?

9. What lessons learned during CARE/LFSP implementation could lead to improved
CARE/LFSP impact? What lessons learned should inform decisions on potential
extensions to the project time frame? potential increases in project financing? What
are the advantages and disadvantages, particularly to beneficiaries and USAID, of
extending, expanding or cutting short the CARE/LFSP Cooperative Agreement?

10. What lessons learned from the CARE/LFSP implementation could lead to
improved future USAID investments in food security, rural incomes and natural
resource conservation?

11. How can USAID/Zambia best utilize the lessons learned to inform Zambian food
security, agricultural extension and natural resource management policy dialogue?
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4.2.4 Performance Reports and Previous Project Assessment

As required in the Cooperative Agreement, CARE prepares quarterly and annual
performance reports that are submitted to USAID/Zambia.  Prior to the start of every
new activity year, the project staff submits an annual workplan. A monitoring and
evaluation plan for the entire cooperative agreement time period is in place.

“End of Phase I Report” was produced in June 1996. A “Marketing Consultancy,”
which came out more like a project evaluation, was completed by the Participatory
Assessment Group in November, 1997. A “Seed Scheme Assessment: (1994-1998)
was completed by CARE’s Monitoring, Evaluation and Research Unit in November,
1998. A “Marketing Study” for CARE/LSP was carried out in December 1998. A
USAID intern wrote “A Review of Monitoring in the Livingstone Food Security
Project: Trip Report” in September, 1998. CLUSA/RGBP, CARE/LFSP and
ADMADE impact monitoring systems were described in a document entitled “A
Profile of Community Based Monitoring Systems of Three Rural Development
Projects in Zambia” in November, 1998. CARE/LFSP conducted an internal mid term
review titled “Work Ends, Knowledge Endures: Lessons for the Process for
Extension, Expansion and Replication” in June – July 1999.  The reports will be made
available to the selected contractor at the start of contract implementation.

4.3 ADMADE END OF PROJECT EVALUATION, SCOPE OF WORK

4.3.1 Background

With Regional Natural Resources Management Project (RNRMP) financing
ADMADE was initiated in August 1989 as a community-based wildlife conservation
program in 9 of Zambia’s 34 Game Management Areas (GMAs). A total of $4.8
million has been invested in the project. It ended on December 31, 1999.

The Project Paper Supplement laid out the following project purposes:

- To increase involvement of local communities and private interests in
sustainable management and use of wildlife resources;

- To test the viability and replicability of community based natural resources
management and use, and integrate programs into existing NPWS services;
and,

- To demonstrate the effectiveness and legitimacy of community capacity
building in wildlife management as a profitable and sustainable land use
option in GMAs.

Over the years, the program evolved to include various community development
activities as well as diversification of income opportunities. In addition to USAID
regional and bilateral Missions, institutions involved in the management of the
RNRMP/ADMADE program were the Ministry of Tourism (policy direction) the
former Department of National Parks and Wildlife Services - NPWS (now the Zambia
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Wildlife Authority (ZAWA)) and within NPWS the Wildlife Conservation Revolving
Fund (WCRF). The Nayamaluma Institute provided research and training services for
Community Based Resource Management.

The Project Paper Supplement identifies program outputs as follows:

- Improvement of Ministry of Tourism policies related to private sector efforts
in conservation and tourism;

- Improvements to the operations of the Wildlife Conservation Revolving Fund;
- Assistance to land use planning; and,
- Training in managing wildlife resources.

Between 1989 and 1994 USAID provided NPWS with training, commodities and
technical assistance in establishing the ADMADE program. Between July 1994 and
December 1995 under a Cooperative Agreement, WWF Inc. provided NPWS with
technical assistance in the implementation of the ADMADE program (legislative
reform, participatory GMA planning and improvements to information systems).
Between July 1996 and July 1998 USAID provided ADMADE financing directly to
the National Parks and Wildlife Service through Project Implementation Letters.
Between October 1998 and December 1999, under a Cooperative Agreement, WCS
provided technical assistance to document and disseminate ADMADE lessons learned
and impact.

4.3.2 Evaluation Objectives

The primary RNRMP/ADMADE evaluation objective is to determine whether
USAID investments achieved their desired impact, why or why not. A second
objective is to generate ideas on how the impact of USAID investments in community
wildlife management might have been improved. A final objective is to generate ideas
on how RMRMP/ADMADE experiences can influence ongoing or future USAID and
other institution investments in natural resources conservation, increasing rural
incomes or improving food security

The selected consultant will do a brief synopsis of the findings of evaluation and other
documents between 1989 and 1995, and carry out an evaluation of the project’s
performance with reference to original project objectives and USAID's strategic
objectives between 1996 and 1999. This approach is intended to make the evaluation
more manageable and less reliant on interviewee recall for the years before 1996.

4.3.3 Evaluation Questions

1. What are the results identified in the project paper supplement and the WCS
cooperative agreement? Who are the beneficiaries? Were program goals, objectives,
outputs and beneficiaries clearly identified and understood by the implementing
agencies? Have ADMADE activities achieved those results? Why or why not?

2. Summarize the major findings of the various evaluations carried over the life of the
RNRMP/ADMADE project? What did the evaluations say about ADMADE’s ability
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to mobilize community contributions to wildlife management? What did they say
about ADMADE’s ability to influence national policy? about ADMADE’s ability to
deliver tangible economic or social benefits to rural communities? about ADMADE’s
ability to conserve wildlife and discourage illegal hunting? What did previous
evaluations say about the role of the Nyamaluma Training and Research Center in
ADMADE implementation?

3. How did the program management and institutional arrangements evolve over its
life span? Did this evolution have any positive or negative impact on the achievement
of RNRMP and ADMADE objectives? Focus this discussion on USAID and GRZ
project management and institutional arrangements as well as institutional
arrangements in the project areas.

4. Beginning the analysis in 1996, how was the project organized and implemented?
Was implementation effective? Did implementation focus resources on the most
important wildlife conservation and community development problems and
opportunities? What was the role of the Wildlife Conservation Revolving Fund in
ADMADE implementation? What was the role of the Nyamaluma Training and
Research Center?

5. Describe ADMADE relationships with the Ministry of Tourism, other public
institutions nationally and in the project area (relevant to project objectives), local or
“traditional” institutions (such as Chiefs and village headmen), private sector
operators and Game Management Area communities. Did these relationships
contribute to achievement of project or cooperative agreement objectives? Why or
why not? How effectively has the project collaborated with private interests in
tourism (GMA communities, tour operators, professional hunters, lodge or safari
camp owners)? Has ADMADE worked with local institutions to foster continuation
and sustainability of programs and services after the project ends? Has this been
successful in developing the capacity for local institutions to provide ADMADE
services now that USAID financing has ended?

6. Describe the nature and organization of community based institutions supported by
the project. How participatory are these institutions in terms of wildlife management
and investment decision making? Was there significant participation by women in the
program? Was the program beneficial to women? Why? How can more women
participate in and benefit in community wildlife management? What are the relative
strengths and weaknesses of women and men with regard to wildlife management,
revenue sharing and revenue reinvestment, and linkages with tour operators and
professional hunters?

7. What is the overall program impact on wildlife populations, household incomes,
rural family quality of life, community capacity building, and land use planning?
Please quantify and present graphically, on an aggregated and per capita basis,
investments in Game Management Areas (emanating from safari hunting, donors,
private investors, USAID, etc.) attributable to ADMADE and wildlife conservation.
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8. What income earning opportunities have community groups pursued? What
specific aspects of those activities make them attractive? What potential income
earning activities were not pursued by communities? Why not?

9. What has been the progress against each of the four program objectives? What
factors influenced results achievement? For which program objectives has progress
been more difficult? Why? What have been the major constraints to the achievement
of the program objectives and outputs? What have been the major factors contributing
to achievements?

10. What government policies or orientations have facilitated or hindered the
achievement of the program objectives? Has RNRMP/ADMADE influenced national
natural resources management policy? Why or why not? Has this influence been
important?

11. With regard to recent ADMADE food security initiatives, are there lessons GMA
communities can beneficially learn from CARE and CLUSA in the areas of seed
multiplication and distribution, income generation, business skills training, linkages
with agribusiness? Are CARE and CLUSA like activities appropriate for natural
resource conservation in GMAs? Do CARE and CLUSA offer approaches relevant to
Community Resource Board needs?

12. Has the program been successful in making significant contributions to
USAID/Zambia’s SO 1 in line with the results framework?

13. What lessons learned from RNRMP/ADMADE implementation and evaluation
are important for future USAID investments in food security, rural incomes and
natural resource conservation? What lessons learned can inform future donor, GRZ
and private sector investments in community wildlife management?

4.3.4 Performance Reports and Previous Project Assessments

Important and relevant reports include “The Reorganization and Restructuring of the
Department of National Parks and Wildlife Services (1992), “Report on Financial
Management of the Wildlife Conservation Revolving Fund” (1993), “NRMP –
Zambia Component of the Southern Africa Regional Project, A Success in the
Making” (1995) (which resulted in a Project Paper Supplement), “A Report to USAID
and Ministry of Tourism’s Department of National Parks and Wildlife Services on a
Suitable Community Based Wildlife Management Mechanism” (1995), “Report of the
WCRF Financial Management Capacity” (1998), “An Evaluation of the ADMADE
Program: With Special Reference to the Strengthening Phase” (1998), “Final Report:
Assessment of Community Based Natural Resource Management in Southern Africa
(August 1998),  “A Profile of Community Based Monitoring Systems of Three Rural
Development Projects in Zambia” (November, 1998). Between October 1998 and
December 1999, several special studies papers were produced to document the
ADMADE process and results. The selected consultant will have access to these
reports.
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Article 5. Level of Effort, Team Composition and Timing, Logistical
Support

It is anticipated that the three person consultancy will be for 5 work weeks in April –
May 2000, with an additional and concurrent one person, two work week effort by an
evaluation packaging/desktop publishing expert at the end of the consultancy.

USAID/Zambia will use a fixed fee performance based contract as an instrument for
conducting this evaluation.  Accordingly, although USAID/Zambia suggests that the
team be composed of an agricultural/agribusiness, food security/community
organization, natural resources/wildlife conservation specialists, with local
participation for additional Zambian specific expertise, and a two work week
contribution by an evaluation packaging/desktop publishing expert, it is incumbent
upon the contractor to determine the number of persons as well as their expertise for
USAID/Zambia’s consideration. It is essential that at least one of the core team
members has proven USAID project evaluation experience.  With regard to Zambian
experts included in the team, contractors need to take due regard of prevailing USAID
local employment compensation levels.

5.1 Duty Post: The contractor shall perform all the work under this activity in
Zambia.

5.2 Logistical Support: The contractor is responsible for providing in-country
transportation and secretarial support while in Lusaka.  The consultant will also make
own field trip travel arrangements.  USAID/Zambia or local partners may be
consulted on logistics of sourcing field transport. It must be noted that
USAID/Zambia will not be able to provide any office space for this consultancy.

5.3 Work Week: A 6-day workweek is authorized.

Article 6. Reporting Requirements / Deliverables

6.1 Commencement

During the first week of the team’s presence in Zambia, the consultant’s will meet
with the SO1 team leader and his staff to answer questions, clarify tasks, obtain
relevant contacts, obtain documents and establish an implementation plan

6.2 Draft Report

After twenty (20) working days of contract implementation, the team will submit a
draft summary report to USAID (5 copies of each project). The draft report will
summarize  major findings and recommendations. Three working days after this
submission, the team will make a presentation to USAID, the government of Zambia
and other select partners.  The presentations will briefly describe the methodology and
summarize the preliminary findings, conclusions and recommendations of the
evaluations.  The team will take note of the oral questions and comments from
meeting participants. The team will then have 7 working days to finalize the report.
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6.3 Final Report

After thirty (30) working days of contract implementation, the consultant shall deliver
the final report to USAID. The final report shall address all comments from the
review meeting in 6.2 above. Ten (10) hard copies of the evaluation report of each
program and an electronic copy in Word 97 must be submitted.

The final project evaluation reports shall be concisely written and include an
Attractive Cover Page, Table of Contents, Executive Summary, List of Acronyms, the
Main Report in compliance with the Scope of Work, a Statement of Conclusions and
a Statement of Recommendations. The body of each of the reports must describe the
relevant country context in which the project was developed and carried out, and
provide the information on which conclusions and recommendations are based. The
reports must present quantitative evidence of project impact whenever possible using
graphs and tables. Sidebars of success stories are also requested, where appropriate.
The reports must  include attractive photographs of project activities either taken by
evaluation team staff or obtained from USAID/Zambia. The final report must be as
user friendly as possible. Depending on the findings, the reports may provide the basis
for substantial future dialogue with private and public sector investors.

The three final evaluation reports will also have annexes that include current status
project inputs and outputs if these are not readily indicated in the body of the report.
Other required annexes to the reports are: technical and management issues raised
during assessment requiring elaboration, the project evaluation scope of work, a
description of the methodology used in assessment, bibliography of documents
reviewed and a list of agencies contacted, individuals interviewed and other relevant
information.

In addition to the three final project evaluation reports, ten (10) copies of a stand-
alone report synthesizing CLUSA, CARE, and RNRMP/ADMADE lessons learned
that have applicability to food security, rural income and community natural resource
conservation is also required. This report will include an appropriate introduction
describing the document’s contents, a main body laying out lessons learned from the
three project interventions that have relevance to ongoing or future food security,
rural income or natural resource conservation activities, and a concluding chapter
containing recommendations on how lessons learned can be disseminated to
beneficially influence future investments. Again, the attractiveness and user friendly-
ness of this report is key.

Article 7. Relationships and Responsibilities

The Contractor shall perform the tasks described above under the general guidance of
David Soroko, SO1 Team Leader.   The consultancy team will work closely with
USAID activity managers involved with the individual projects.
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ANNEX II - ADMADE L ESSONS LEARNED
Source: (ARD, 2000c)

CBOs & Community Participation
1. Democratically elected VAG and CRBs prove more successful in recognizing peoples

needs and aspirations, and in eliciting their participation and support, than the previous
Sub-authorities, who were subject to Chiefs' authority.

2. It is possible to induce large numbers of people to participate in public meetings and
elections concerning CBNRM.

3. Elected leaders are made more accountable when they reside in small communities.

4. Building widespread awareness of the CRB constitution reduces the risk of poor
leadership.

5. Democratic elections encourages new and better educated leaders to be come forward and
be recognized.

6. External review and facilitation of CBOs is crucial for building a foundation for
democracy.

7. It is possible to set up workable community structures that can learn how to make
decisions on deriving benefits from use of wildlife, including setting hunting quotas, and
how to use revenues earned for resource management and community development.

8. Despite their shortcoming in leadership styles, Chiefs have been extremely beneficial in
getting ADMADE management capacity established in many areas.

9. Community-based = community-paced. Projects need to have a presence over the long
term to achieve lasting changes in behavior and livelihood strategies.

10. Non-transparent leadership, particularly of finances, can retard progress in translating
financial benefits into improved food security and quality of life.

Training
11. Repetitive training with an emphasis on outreach extension is required to build lasting

skills.

12. Combining research and training in the same staff/institute allows for rapid feedback of
research results into implementation.

13. Maps are an effective way to communicate complex patterns and focus dialog on key
resource issues.
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14. Providing centralized training does not guarantee that information will be disseminated in
the community. Teaching facilitation skills and extension training is an important
supplement to centralized technical training.

Wildlife Production
15. Production of wildlife for safari hunting is a profitable use of marginal land, probably

more so than agriculture without fertilizer, and doesn't carry additional labor costs.

16. It is possible to interest inhabitants of GMAs in the potential values of wildlife.

Land-Use Planning
With facilitation, communities are able to develop comprehensive and innovative land
use plans

Policing
17. It is possible to enforce wildlife laws using community employees.

18. Communities learn to value an investment in resource management activities if they see a
benefit.

Food Security
19. Food security interventions have greater conservation value than other types of

community development projects because they are more directly related to poaching.

20. Purchasing and storing food within the GMA with community funds soon after harvest is
cheaper than buying it from outside during the hungry season.

21. Not all households can be easily enticed into using improved farming practices. Hurdles
include limited finances for inputs, risk aversion for new methods, and preference for
snaring.

22. Solar powered electric fencing can help reduce crop damage to granaries from wildlife,
and is a manageable technology at the community. Electric fencing is cost-effective
around areas of intensive food production (e.g., gardens) or storage (granaries).

Monitoring
23. It is possible to monitor wildlife using community employees.

24. Indirect measures of wildlife are cost-effective measures of wildlife populations and are
adequate for setting quota and estimating growth trends.

25. Monitoring and providing feedback to the community on management effort as well
status of wildlife helps build support for resource management activities such as policing
and training.

26. Dataforms are an effective way to standardize data collection. Tabular layouts provide
more useful data than open-ended comments.
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27. Integrating data collection with daily operations when work supervision is not strong is a
more-cost effective and reliable means of monitoring than making it a separate activity.

28. Combining the collection of essential accountability information with less critical impact
monitoring or resource monitoring is an effective strategy to ensure that all data is
collected.

29. It is relatively easy to build capacity in data collection, it takes much more time to teach
how to utilize data.

30. A well designed information system facilitates data processing and speeds turnaround
time between data entry and analysis. Keeping raw data in an organized format facilitates
future analyses.
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ANNEX III - CARE L IVINGSTONE FOOD SECURITY PROJECT
LESSONS LEARNED
Source: (ARD, 2000a)

1. CBOs can learn how to use PRA methods in their own work within their
communities. Some AMCs and VMCs have for instance done PRA work with
neighboring villages to help them launch seed programs.

2. The peer pressure of the cell group is valuable in enhancing the performance
of members and contributes to achieving targets set by the communities
themselves. This has been demonstrated in loan schemes and construction
work.

3. Although cell groups and the whole CBC structure appear to be sustainable
mechanisms that have not faded away as the novelty of the LFSP wore off,
group durability is not necessarily the best criterion for measuring the success
of the LFSP extension approach. Groups should only last for as long as people
find them useful. Evolution of groups is inevitable and usually healthy.

4. PRA processes may create expectations among rural communities that may be
outside the purview of the project. Care must therefore be taken to be realistic
about how soon action will be taken as it leads to resentments when nothing
happens.

5. Once people are familiar and comfortable with the experience of working in a
CBO, they can organize themselves to work together in various development
initiatives.

6. LFSP experience shows that flexibility about local institutional structure is
empowering for local people and promotes their active collaboration with the
project.

7. It is important to include traditional authorities (Chiefs and Headmen) in early
contacts and briefings in order to avoid clashes between them and the CBO
structure developed under the project in order to facilitate collaboration.

8. Mediation and conflict resolution mechanisms are required in CBO structures.
Under LFSP there are cases in which VMCs and AMCs have used headmen
and chiefs for this purpose.

9. Some CBO leaders in the LFSP areas have successfully ran for local political
offices (District council) because of their high profile in the community.

10. LFSP’s experience shows that poor rural people will respond positively and
competently to a clearly formulated development opportunity that meets a
plain and widely shared development need.



Common Ground: Lessons Learned ARD

63

Farming Systems
11. A community based seed multiplication scheme of early maturing and

drought-resistant crops is an effective way to alleviate food insecurity in
drought prone areas.

12. Local seed banks help ensure that seed is available when needed, and that it
won't be eaten before planting in times of hunger.

13. Successful interventions in increased production must be supplemented with
training on post-harvest technologies for food storage and processing.
Increased production also results in a demand for improved crop marketing.

14. It is possible to increase land productivity considerably using soil improver
crops such as velvet beans and sunhemp.

15. Factors that could limit adoption of green manuring techniques include lack of
enough land to allow for fallow, lack of equipment to incorporate the green
manure into the soil and the fact that farmers find it hard to grow a non-food
crop.

Gender
16. LFSP has learnt that reducing gender inequities in rural Zambian society is a

delicate, long-term challenge. Achieving more equitable numerical gender
balance in areas such as CBO leadership positions does not necessarily lead to
any fundamental shift in gender relations.

17. One method of empowering women is to raise their income by promoting
crops traditionally grown by women.

Sustainability & Expansion
18. Although CBO dependency on the project is still a concern, there is evidence

that AMCs can operate autonomously, taking their own initiatives and linking
themselves to government and other NGO agencies. There are, however, still
many issues on which CBOs still expect help from LFSP.

19. Program expansion into new areas should be based on interest expressed by
household and the communities, and not on rigid pre-determined processes.

20. Once basic food needs are met, a wide array of other social needs will be
voiced. A project like LFSP needs to recognize its limitations, and not over-
stretch itself, and link up beneficiaries with other service providers.

Monitoring and Evaluation
21. CSM ledgers are an effective mechanism to collect and manage household

level data on demography, household assets, and production. However
teaching people how to use information for their own planning purposes has
proven to be a challenge.
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22. CSM works best as tool for collecting factual tasks like identifying households
in greatest need of food relief, or checking which crops are most popular or
successful. Broader identification of trends and issues has mainly emerged
from less structured discussions within CBOs and between them and the
project.

Extension
23. Start-up costs for CBO extension are comparatively high, however running

costs of the extension approach are comparatively low. Overall extension
through CBOs is more cost-effective than T&V.

24. By providing extension services through CBOs and taking advantage of
community facilitators, one extension officer is able to work with
approximately 1,000 farmers.

25. Extension services can be provided by NGOs equally as well as by
government extension programs.

26. It is possible for an NGO extension program to help influence the approach
used by a government extension program, through documentation, training
and examples.

27. Experiential learning and farmer-to-farmer extension approaches are effective
in spreading conservation farming ideas.

28. Local people have the resources to do much of the necessary extension work
among themselves.

Partnerships
29. Forming a durable partnership requires making an investment in working with

the other institution from the very beginning.

30. When there is no durable, structured agreement between two institutions such
as LFSP and MAFF, then the relationship is going to be inconsistent,
opportunistic, and largely defined for better or worse by personalities
involved.

Private Sector Linkages
31. Marketing strategies enable rural households to get better prices when they

sell by increasing volume, reducing uncertainty, and decreasing transaction
costs. By developing proper linkages with established traders, community
members get a better bargain for the produce.

32. When demonstrating new technologies that require private sector services
(e.g., parts, training) to establish/maintain, it is better to get the private sector
partners involved from the very start, (e.g., let them do the training and
installation) so that working relationships are built with the CBOs.
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Water Harvesting
33. Water for household use has been achieved for some areas but distances are

still large for some households.

34. There seems to be low utilization for some of the water resources, for example
in fish farming and gardening. Because of uncertainty about rainfall,
communities tend to limit the utilization of water basically for household
consumption and livestock.

NRM
35. Initial establishment of NRM activities is time consuming. However, if

benefits can be made tangible, appropriate technologies stand a better chance
of being rapidly disseminated. For this reason it helps to target areas where
benefits will be seen quickly such as infertile fields and silted dams.

36. Participatory monitoring programs help demonstrate the long-term benefits of
NRM.

Income Generation
37. The chronic risk of drought in Southern Province highlights the need for

strengthening the asset base of households as a coping mechanism against
food shortages. Strengthening the asset base requires increased revenue.

38. Savings, credit and marketing, among rural communities are very difficult
interventions in which to make progress. They require intensive and extended
professional support if commercially viable results have to be achieved.
Savings programs are not an effective strategy in an economic environment
where bank interest is lower than inflation.
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ANNEX IV - CLUSA/RGBP L ESSONS LEARNED
Source: (ARD, 2000b)

1. RGB’s are an effective conduit to provide training and information to rural populations.
They also allow for a supply-side economy of scale large enough to serve the needs of the
Zambian agribusiness community.

2. Farmers need to understand the concept of credit history.  Interest rates need to be tied to
risk.  If a RGB has had problems repaying loans in the past, the risk is higher and this
should be calculated into a higher interest rate.  On the other hand, if a RGB has a good
credit history, they should be rewarded with lower interest rates, down payment
requirements and other incentives.

3. It is not a good idea to allow a non-profit project (such as CLUSA) to choose the markets
in which a private credit provider firm (such as CMS) must do business.  The for-profit
firm needs to make the decision of who they will loan to, where and under what terms and
conditions.

4. Cut your losses.  Don’t throw good money after bad, especially in the Zambian micro-
credit sector.

5. Conservation farming works and should be promoted.

6. It is important to have a well-designed – systematic internal M&E system.

7. Avoid geographies where other donors and government projects have focused in the past.
It has been found that farmers in these areas have a higher credit risk than farmers who
have had lower exposure to government and donor programs.

8. Stay off the road; there also seems to be a somewhat positive correlation between the
distance a RGB is from a main (tarmac) road and their willingness to repay loans.  This
observation was not proven statistically but a number of persons the team talked with
during the evaluation believed this relationship existed, (it is worth some research).

9. Develop an internal mechanism to keep focused on deliverables.

10. Have clear channels of communication between implementing partners.
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