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Executive summary 

Introduction 

 

Background of the project 

 

1. The Conservation Agriculture Scaling-up (CASU) Project was implemented by the Food and 

Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) and financed by the European Union, via the 

10th European Development Fund (EDF). It began in June 2013 and ran until December 2017. The 

overall objective of the project was to contribute to reduced hunger and improved food security, 

nutrition and income in Zambia, while promoting the sustainable use of natural resources. The 

purpose of the project was to increase crop productivity and production for the targeted farmers, 

of which at least 40 percent should be women. 

2. At least 21 000 conservation agriculture (CA) lead farmers (LFs) and at least 315 000 small-scale 

follower farmers (FFs) were targeted under the project. In practice the project reached 20 396 LFs 

(8 200 women [40.4 percent] and 12 196 men [59.6 percent]) and 247 741 FFs (123 068 women [49.8 

percent] and 124 673 men [50.2 percent]).1 In addition to these farmers, Ministry of Agriculture staff, 

agro-dealers, financial institutions, research institutions, agro-entrepreneurs and other CA 

stakeholders were among the direct and indirect beneficiaries of the project activities. CASU was 

implemented in 48 districts in nine provinces of Zambia, across the four agro-ecological regions 

(AER I, IIa, IIb and III). The greatest concentration of CASU farmers was found in Eastern and 

Southern Province, in AER IIA, where CA has been practiced for many years, following its promotion 

by various organizations.  

Evaluation purpose and methodology 

 

3. This is the Final Evaluation of the CASU project and is aimed at providing accountability on outputs 

and outcomes achieved against the revised Logical Framework. This Final Evaluation will also seek 

to draw lessons from the implementation processes that could inform future decisions by the 

European Commission, FAO and other partners on the formulation and implementation of similar 

projects.  

4. As a Mid-term Evaluation was conducted in 2016 that covered activity/output level achievements, 

the scope of the Final Evaluation will focus on the project’s contribution to outcome level results, 

the sustainability of these results and the overall expected and unexpected impacts of the project 

with due consideration to follow-up actions taken after the Mid-term Evaluation.  

5. The evaluation used a mix of quantitative and qualitative methods and data sources. The evaluation 

drew upon the data collected by CASU in the monitoring and evaluation (M&E) system to conduct 

a number of analyses that have informed reporting against the indicators in the project logframe. 

In addition, for validation and triangulation purposes, the evaluation gathered primary data on 

outcomes of the project through household surveys and focus group discussions. This was done in 

two parallel exercises. An FAO Office of Evaluation (OED) team conducted field visits to meet the 

direct beneficiaries (lead farmers and follow farmers, together and separately) to collect primarily 

qualitative data on changes in their farming practices and livelihoods, as well as farmer recall data 

collection on yields and land under CA, during meetings. In total the evaluation team met with 658 

farmers formally (326 women, 332 men), as well as another six roadside meetings, plus 133 other 

                                                           
1 As per the CASU FVMIS database, accessed June 2018.  
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stakeholders. In parallel, a team from the University of Zambia conducted a household-level impact 

assessment survey to collect quantitative data on a sample of farmers, using an adapted version of 

the baseline study instruments.  

Main findings 

 

Evaluation Question 1. Relevance: To what extent is the design and implementation of CASU consistent 

with the strategy of the Ministry of Agriculture towards promotion of CA to be the official means of 

increasing farm productivity among small-scale and emergent female and male producers in the country?  

• To what extent is the project aligned and coherent with the European Union policies and 

mechanisms at global and country level? 

• To what extent and how did the project integrate gender and environmental considerations in its 

design and throughout its implementation? 

 

6. The design of CASU was consistent with the Government of the Republic of Zambia policies and 

plans, and with the strategies of the Ministry of Agriculture for promotion of CA and climate-

sensitive agriculture. By nature, it is aiming for environmentally-sustainable production (though the 

agro-forestry elements were weak and there are potentially some risks with herbicide use). The 

application of quotas for women in the recruitment of LFs and FFs was an important element for 

increasing involvement of women. The Logic/Theory of Change of the project was not well 

communicated in the original Project Document. The revised logframe is clearer, though was not 

really applied in practice.  

Evaluation Question 2. Impact: To what extent is the programme’s stated objective likely to be achieved 

(against the impact indicators of: household dietary diversity, household income – disaggregated by lead 

farmers versus follower farmers, gender and soil health)? 

 

7. Nutrition has improved and this is likely to be related to increased production overall and 

particularly of legumes under CA (but also coinciding with increased production under CF). CASU 

monitoring data demonstrated that while both the Household Dietary Diversity Score (HDDS) and 

Women’s Dietary Diversity Score (WDDS) were relatively high at the baseline, they also both 

improved during the project period. Farmers reported improved dietary diversity and quantity in 

focus groups. The University of Zambia household survey found that CASU activities have had a 

positive effect on both HDDS and WDDS. Increased production has not always coincided with 

increased incomes, due to problems with market access, which CASU was not able to influence. Soil 

health has improved for some indicators over the short-term. 

Evaluation Question 3. Effectiveness: What outcomes – both intended and unintended — are evident 

following four and a half years of project implementation? In particular: 

• To what extent has the programme achieved its stated outcome (against the outcome indicators of: 

hectarage under CA, yields of CASU promoted crops - disaggregated by gender), under the project 

results framework? What quantitative and qualitative outcomes are evident in this regard?  

• To what extent are the project outputs contributing to women’s empowerment within the targeted 

districts?  

 

8. Cultivated land under CA has increased, both for LFs and FFs, and an increased proportion of land 

was used for CA production of maize. Production was significantly better for maize each year under 

CA. Yields per hectare with CA increased for all the major crops except for mixed beans, though 

there was seasonal variation.   
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9. A confounding finding (from analysis of CASU monitoring data) is that the amount of land put under 

legumes with conventional practices increased during the project period. Hence, while the overall 

proportion of land used for CA cultivation of maize increased, the CA production of legumes 

decreased in comparison to the land farmed using conventional farming (CF) for legume 

production.2 Increased legume production is a positive outcome and is likely to lead to improved 

soil fertility and nutrition, however, it demonstrates that the CA message is still not fully accepted 

by farmers. 

10. Within CASU, the conservation agriculture practices applied are minimum tillage, crop rotation and 

maintenance of soil cover, plus agroforestry. In focus groups, virtually all farmers state they use 

minimum tillage methods and retain crop residues (though livestock also eat part of them). Virtually 

all farmers also claim they are rotating crops, though typically they have more land under maize 

than legumes, therefore this cannot be done with full effectiveness. Broader climate smart practices 

are generally considered to include a wider selection of practices, including use of different varieties 

of crop, and land management techniques such as contouring, bunds, etc. 

11. Agroforestry activities have suffered some difficulties – many farmers report loss of seedlings due 

to lack of water or being eaten by livestock. In some communities very few trees survived, while 

others were more successful. Farmers understood the potential benefits of planting specific trees, 

but it was too early to see actual results.   

12. CASU planned to support the increased use of mechanization, and it was anticipated that this would 

have led to increased cultivated area under CA. This did not eventuate for a range of reasons, 

including the difficulty in identifying suitable finance and suitable mechanization providers, and 

insufficient demand. The late start-up of the activity meant that there was insufficient time to 

remedy these problems. This reflects the difficulties encountered throughout the region in 

identifying practical and sustainable mechanization solutions and finance solutions for small-scale 

farmers. 

13. Female LFs reported that they were happy to participate in the project as their farming and training 

skills strengthened, and their confidence developed. This had spin-offs for their own production 

and strengthened their position in their family and community. Female and male farmers have equal 

access to the support provided by CASU regarding training and input vouchers. For inputs and land 

that they access outside of CASU, female farmers are still at a disadvantage compared to their male 

counterparts. 

14. The uptake of the Zambia Integrated Agricultural Management Information System (ZIAMIS) by the 

Government of the Republic of Zambia is an unintended positive outcome. 

Evaluation Question 4. Efficiency: How efficient was the project management and implementation, 

including an assessment of the following: 

• Quality and use of the CASU monitoring and evaluation system in informing project 

implementation. 

• Implementation gaps and delays, if any, their causes and consequences, and assessment of any 

remedial measures taken. 

 

15. The CASU monitoring system is complex and collects a considerable amount of potentially useful 

data. However, delays in analysis mean it is not used efficiently to improve implementation.  

                                                           
2 Note: this report uses the acronym ‘CF’ to refer to conventional farming, whereas in other reports, ‘CF’ has been used 
to refer to conservation farming (for example, by the Conservation Farming Unit).  
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16. There has been strong financial control. However, the project focus has been on the systems 

development (such as the e-voucher) rather than on the actions needed to support the value chain 

development. 

17. While FAO met the requirements of the specific and general conditions of the contract with the 

European Union, the evaluation found that more regular meetings and joint planning between 

Ministry of Agriculture and FAO (and European Union) would have been beneficial, in particular, 

greater involvement of Ministry of Agriculture staff at national level in decision-making and project 

management. Furthermore, the added value for FAO in implementing projects of this kind is that it 

can provide quality technical backstopping, however it appears that the FAO Project Task Force 

were underused, seemingly due to limited available budget.   

Evaluation Question 5. Sustainability: To what extent are CASU’s results sustainable? What are the 

prospects for sustaining and scaling-up the project’s results by the Ministry of Agriculture of Zambia after 

the completion of the project? 

 

18. Sustainability depends on farmers seeing the benefits of CA and continuing without project support. 

The final year of implementation LFs continued in the most part to work with FFs and apply CA 

without receiving inputs and continued to achieve good yields. On the other hand, inadequate 

markets for legumes in particular are a threat to continuing CA. From the literature, there is a great 

variation in results of different studies regarding adoption and dis-adoption of CA; and yields, 

influencing factors, etc. The monitoring data has indicated that there has been considerable 

variation of application of CA techniques year to year and between crops. Therefore, it is not 

possible to assume that scaling-up will continue for all crops. The data does indicate, however, that 

farmers recognize the benefits of using CA for maize crops – the hectarage and yields are 

consistently increasing. 

Evaluation Question 6. Added value: To what extent has CASU made a unique contribution towards 

supporting Ministry of Agriculture’s objectives related to CA? If so, how? 

 

19. The development and handover of the Management Information System (MIS)/e-voucher system 

to the Ministry of Agriculture was significant and was facilitated by FAO in working as a trusted 

partner to the Ministry of Agriculture. This should significantly improve any further input delivery, 

as well as field level monitoring. FAO’s task force was underutilized by CASU. 

Conclusions 

Conclusion 1. Relevance - CASU has operated with a strong focus on improving production, and 

supplying inputs, in line with the Government of the Republic of Zambia objectives. However, there 

has been insufficient focus on markets. A broader interpretation of climate-sensitive agriculture, 

involving a “context-sensitive approach based on systems agronomy” and moving away from 

specifically CA, would be more effective at developing sustainable agriculture.3 

Conclusion 2. Impact - Even though farmers increased their production in many areas, without a 

suitable market outlet they did not always improve their incomes. In addition, without a secure 

market for the legumes, with a reasonable profit, they are not encouraged to grow them. The heavy 

labour requirement, if ADP or tractors are not available, is also a limiting factor. All these issues 

                                                           
3 As suggested by Giller et. Al, 2009: Conservation agriculture and smallholder farming in Africa: The heretics’ view, 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0378429009001701?via%3Dihub ; and again in Giller et. al. 2015, 

Beyond Conservation Agriculture, https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpls.2015.00870/full  

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0378429009001701?via%3Dihub
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpls.2015.00870/full
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were identified in the Project Document as disincentives towards adoption of CA, but it was not 

possible to make significant changes. 

Conclusion 3. Effectiveness - CASU has successfully supported improved nutrition and food 

security through increased farm yields and increased production and consumption of legumes. CA 

hectarage has expanded under CASU, both for LFs and FFs, though the project worked with fewer 

households than originally planned. Legume production has also increased, both in yields and 

hectarage under CA (though there also appears to be a spin-off increase in CF legume production 

by CASU farmers). Women and men farmers have relatively equal access to the support from CASU. 

Conclusion 4. Efficiency - Missed opportunity for genuine review of CA strengths and weaknesses, 

and using the extensive data collected to compare district performance and inform subsequent 

implementation. Throughout the project there have been delays in progress with implementation. 

However, the key lessons from Farmer Input Support Response Initiative (FISRI) helped CASU to 

develop tight control mechanisms and ensure accountability of the resources and actions. Delays 

in approvals had a negative impact on disbursement of funds and overall progress. Falling back to 

less than annual reporting has led to insufficient information sharing. 

Conclusion 5. Sustainability – The potential role for CA in Sub-Saharan Africa has been articulated 

through many documents, but the results are still unclear. It appears that CA solutions may need 

to be tailored more precisely for each area and group of farmers in order to achieve the set targets. 

Conclusion 6. Added value - The ZIAMIS and e-voucher handover to the Government of the 

Republic of Zambia was an unplanned but very positive outcome with great opportunity for 

sustainability and also to be used elsewhere in the region. However, this did mean that attention 

and management focus was diverted from the core work of the project, scaling-up CA 

Conclusion 7. Contribution to gender empowerment - Setting targets for women as LFs and FFs 

was good and made a difference. Women LFs are participating actively in CA demonstrations, 

training and activities and are exhibiting greater confidence.  

Recommendations 

Recommendation 1. FAO should focus on improved access to markets (and potentially processing, 

post-harvest storage, etc., to reduce food losses) and links with the private sector in future projects.  

Recommendation 2. FAO and the Government of the Republic of Zambia should continue support 

for ZIAMIS to ensure full functionality for data handling, and maximizing the use of the system 

(such as for better planning, linking buyers to likely crop production, marketing, etc.).  

Recommendation 3. In future projects FAO, the Government of the Republic of Zambia and the 

European Union should promote a broader approach under the umbrella of CSA that would allow 

for more context-specific application of different practices.  

Recommendation 4. In future projects FAO should increase the quota targets for female 

beneficiaries, while simultaneously including targeted activities for female beneficiaries with active 

monitoring of the results. 

Recommendation 5. For future projects, FAO should focus on reducing the labour inputs required 

for CA or other agriculture as the most effective way to improve effectiveness and sustainability.  
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Recommendation 6. In future projects FAO should establish a clear understanding of the roles of 

project partners and ensure improved ownership/participation of Ministry of Agriculture in 

decision-making.  
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1 Introduction  

1.1 Purpose of the evaluation 

1. This is the Final Evaluation of the Conservation Scaling-Up (CASU) Project in Zambia and is aimed 

at providing accountability on outputs and outcomes achieved against the revised Logical 

Framework. This Final Evaluation will also seek to draw lessons from the implementation processes 

that could inform future decisions by the European Commission, the Food and Agriculture 

Organization of the United Nations (FAO) and other partners on the formulation and 

implementation of similar projects.  

1.2 Intended users 

2. The main audiences of the evaluation to which the findings and recommendations will be presented 

are the FAO Project Management Team, the Ministry of Agriculture of Zambia, the European 

Commission and other relevant stakeholders. It is anticipated that the findings and 

recommendations will be fed into the preparation of a potential new project in Zambia. They will 

also be useful for similar projects in other countries. 

1.3 Scope and objective of the evaluation 

3. The final evaluation assessed the entire implementation period of the project, from June 2013 to 

the completion of project activities in December 2017. It covered all the key activities undertaken 

within the framework of the project with a particular focus on the outcomes.  

4. As a mid-term evaluation was conducted in 2016 that covered activity/output level achievements, 

the scope of the final evaluation will focus on the project’s contribution to outcome level results, 

the sustainability of these results and the overall expected and unexpected impacts of the project 

with due consideration to follow-up actions taken after the mid-term evaluation.  

5. This is a summative evaluation and is intended to provide a synthesis of the project’s results from a 

diverse stakeholder perspective. The evaluation should also make clear what project elements 

worked in the sense that they made a clear contribution to the stated project outcome (To increase 

crop productivity and production for the target farmers of which at least 40 percent should be women) 

as well as identify implementation challenges or other contextual factors negatively affecting 

outcomes. This Final Evaluation is therefore intended to provide learning that can inform future 

interventions. 

6. The project will be critically assessed against the five internationally accepted evaluation criteria of 

relevance, effectiveness, impact, efficiency and sustainability. In addition, the evaluation will assess 

the added value (the extent to which the Action adds benefits to what would have resulted from 

Member States or other development partners’ interventions only). The evaluation team shall 

furthermore consolidate to what extent cross-cutting issues such as gender equality and 

environmental sustainability were taken into account at formulation and implementation stage. 

7. The CASU final evaluation has the following specific objectives:  

• assess the degree to which the desired project results have been realized;  

• assess the actual and potential impact of the project;  

• identify good practices and lessons learned from the project that could feed into and 

enhance the implementation of related interventions.  
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8. The evaluation will address the following overarching questions in particular: 

a. Relevance –  

• To what extent is the design and implementation CASU consistent with the Ministry of 

Agriculture’s strategy towards promotion of Conservation Agriculture (CA) to be the official 

means of increasing farm productivity among small-scale and emergent female and male 

producers in the country?  

• To what extent is the project aligned and coherent with the European Union policies and 

mechanisms at global and country level? 

• To what extent and how did the project integrate gender and environmental considerations 

in its design and throughout its implementation? 

 

b. Impact - To what extent is the programme’s stated objective likely to be achieved (against the 

impact indicators of: household dietary diversity, household income – disaggregated by lead 

farmers versus follower farmers, gender and soil health)? 

c. Effectiveness - What outcomes – both intended outcomes and unintended outcomes — are 

evident following four and a half years of project implementation? In particular: 

• To what extent has the programme achieved its stated outcome (against the outcome 

indicators of: hectarage under CA, yields of CASU promoted crops disaggregated by 

gender), under the project results framework? What quantitative and qualitative outcomes 

are evident in this regard?  

• To what extent are the project outputs contributing to women’s empowerment within the 

targeted districts?  

 

d. Efficiency - How efficient was the project management and implementation, including an 

assessment of the following: 

• Quality and use of the CASU monitoring and evaluation system in informing project 

implementation. 

• Implementation gaps and delays, if any, their causes and consequences, and assessment of 

any remedial measures taken. 

 

e. Sustainability - To what extent are CASU’s results sustainable? What are the prospects for 

sustaining and scaling-up the project’s results by the Ministry of Agriculture of Zambia after the 

completion of the project? 

f. Added value - To what extent has CASU made a unique contribution towards supporting Ministry 

of Agriculture’s objectives related to CA? If so, how? 

1.4 Methodology 

9. The evaluation team began work with a desk study and Skype meetings with CASU and the 

European Union and development of the methodology and inception report. 

10. The evaluation used a mix of quantitative and qualitative methods and data sources. The endorsed 

evaluation questions guided the overall assessment.  

11. The evaluation drew upon the data collected by CASU in the monitoring and evaluation (M&E) 

system to conduct a number of analyses that have informed reporting against the indicators in the 

project logframe.  
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12. In addition, for validation and triangulation purposes, the evaluation gathered primary data on 

outcomes of the project through household surveys and focus group discussions. This was done in 

two parallel exercises: i) an Office of Evaluation (OED) team conducted field visits to meet the direct 

beneficiaries (lead farmers and follow farmers, together and separately) to collect primarily 

qualitative data on changes in their farming practices and livelihoods, as well as very rough data 

collection on yields and land under CA, during meetings; and ii) a household-level impact 

assessment survey to collect quantitative data on a sample of farmers, using an adapted version of 

the baseline study instruments. The study was conducted by the Department of Agricultural 

Economics (through Dr Elias Kuntashula) of the University of Zambia, on behalf of the Office of 

Evaluation (OED). The following sections focus on the approach and plans of the Office’s team. The 

research plan for the household survey is presented in Annex 2 to this report. 

13. For the Office of Evaluation (OED) team, sites for field visits were selected in consultation with the 

project team. The selection took into account different agro-ecological conditions, type and period 

of FAO support. The team also met with some non-beneficiary farmers to explore targeting issues 

and spillover effects.  

14. During field visits, the Office of Evaluation (OED) team used a number of different evaluation tools, 

including semi-structured interviews and focus groups, to collect the perspectives of beneficiaries 

and all communities. (see Annex 3 for the questions) The team encouraged all stakeholders to speak 

openly. Special attention was given to women to ensure that they were consulted in an appropriate 

manner. In the field, some women-only meetings were held, in order to encourage women to speak 

up.  

Box 1: Types of data collected and used in the evaluation 

Quantitative Data 

• Quantitative data was gathered from three sources: 1) the monitoring database; 2) a small 

household survey conducted under this evaluation, for both lead farmers and follower farmers; 

and 3) a quick data gathering exercise during focus group meetings with farmers. 

 

Qualitative data collection includes: 

Key Informant Interviews (KIIs)  

• KIIs are semi-structured interviews with different stakeholders – including positive and negative, 

planned and unplanned outcomes.  

• Interactions with male and female Camp Extension Officers and Lead and Follower farmers. 

• Interactions with non-CASU farmers 

• Interviews with government partners – at national level and at all field levels (provincial, district, 

block and camp), and a private sector company working with seed replication and markets. 

During field visits, the team also interacted with service providers – agro-input dealers and 

other CA practitioners such as Conservation Farming Unit (CFU) found in those localities.  

• In addition, the team met with representatives of other financiers/institutions operating 

agriculture in Zambia, such as World Food Programme (WFP) and Department for International 

Development; and with other organizations, such as CFU. 

• Meetings were held with research bodies – Zambia Agriculture Research Institute (ZARI) and 

the University of Zambia.  

• The evaluation team held interviews with members of the CASU staff (FAO), FAO Zambia staff 

and the FAO Project Task Force from the Subregional Office and headquarters. 

• Some Senior Agricultural Officers from other districts not visited by the evaluation team for 

reasons of distance and time were called by phone and interviewed.  

 

Focus Group Discussions (FGDs)  
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• The evaluation team conducted FGDs with lead farmers and follower farmers who had 

participated in CASU activities, district agriculture staff, etc. Some meetings were held with 

separate groups of men and women, others were separate lead farmer or follower farmer 

groups, and some were mixed. 

• Flexible checklists of questions were used in KIIs and FGDs.  

 

Case Studies 

• Small case studies will be used to provide examples of findings and common themes arising 

from fieldwork. Studies will cover all the agro-ecological regions. They may include individual 

beneficiary, groups, institutions, structures, visuals and intervention stories that will be 

presented in the evaluation report to add detail to findings.  

 

Physical Observation 

• Facilities developed with CASU support (for instance, use of the Farm Input Subsidy Programme 

(FISP) electronic vouchers, etc.) were observed. In addition, the evaluation team visited 

participating farms to see the crops in the ground. 

 

 

1.4.1 Sampling approach  

15. The selection of districts to be visited by the evaluation team was informed by a purposive sampling 

approach, as well as giving consideration to the agro-ecological regions. The team also considered 

the number of participating CASU farmers; and distance and road access, given the limitations of 

time. A preliminary analysis of the project’s Management Information System (MIS) database 

showed mixed results in terms of the area of land cultivated using conservation agriculture 

techniques, as reported by farmers. Based on this data, the Office of Evaluation (OED) team chose 

to visit a number of strong performing districts as well as districts that were reporting a decrease in 

the area of land under CA cultivation, in order to identify the reasons for the differences. Within 

those districts, based on the reported level of CA adoption, one camp showing high adoption was 

selected, along with one camp showing low levels of CA adoption (using random selection within 

the sub-groups). In addition, where feasible, the evaluation team tried to visit some non-CASU 

camps in order to ascertain a counterfactual. However, this was not possible in much of the 

programme due to the distance to non-CASU camps. 

Table 1: Districts visited (in green) or interviewed by phone (in yellow) for the final evaluation 

Agro-

Ecological 

Region 

Region I (low rainfall, 

 < 800 mm/year)  

Region II (Medium rainfall, 800 – 1000 

mm/year) 

Region III  (high rainfall, >1000 

mm/year) 

Kalahari 

sandy 

region 

Valleys & 

escarpments 

IIB 

(Kalahari 

sands 

region) 

II A (Central Plateau) (Kalahari 

sands) 

Plateau Valleys 

Targeted 

Districts 

Sesheke, 

Kazungula 

Sinazongwe,  

Mambwe 

Kaoma Mumbwa, Chibombo, 

Chongwe, 

Nyimba, Petauke, Sinda, 

Katete, Pemba, Chadiza, 

Chipata, Lundazi, 

Mazabuka, Monze, Choma,  

Kalomo, Kapiri Mposhi 

Zambezi Kawambwa, 

Mansa, 

Samfya, 

Solwezi,  

Mpongwe,  

Isoka, 

Mafinga, 

Mkushi, 

Serenje, 

Chienge,  

Mwense,  
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16. In total the evaluation team met with 658 farmers formally (326 women, 332 men), as well as another 

six roadside meetings, plus 133 other stakeholders. 

17. The evaluation team fed back to FAO, European Commission Delegation and Ministry of Agriculture 

representatives in a debriefing at the end of the field mission. A final stakeholder workshop was 

also planned for dissemination of the evaluation findings to a broader group of stakeholders. 

1.5 Limitations 

18. Geographic challenges: The organization of the visits and meetings at the community level was 

challenging. Many of the locations to visit are far from Lusaka and suffer from poor roads. Time 

taken in travel limited the possible locations to visit. For instance, visiting the furthest districts, such 

as Zambezi, and those in Luapula and Northern Province, is limited by the excessive time it would 

take to travel to them (even though remote locations often miss out on adequate support in typical 

projects, and for that reason it would probably be even more interesting to visit them). The 

evaluation team has conducted some telephone interviews with extension staff in those locations. 

19. Limited time and money available: Despite having conducted a thorough baseline assessment, 

there was no provision for an endline survey in the project M&E strategy. Rather, it was envisaged 

that the final evaluation would include an endline survey. An extensive endline survey would provide 

very useful data on uptake of CA and achievement of objectives when compared with the baseline. 

However, in the remaining time and budget this would not be feasible. Consequently, the evaluation 

included a small-scale household survey, on a sub-set of the baseline sample population, 

administered by the University of Zambia in order to provide some independent quantitative data. 

In addition, the extensive monitoring data of the project was utilized. 

20. Information and reports: The MIS and M&E system of CASU contains considerable data, however 

the project’s own data cleaning and analysis has always been delayed. As there were no progress 

reports prepared since the end of Year 3 (roughly coinciding with the end of the Mid-term 

Evaluation), there was limited information available regarding progress. The evaluation team has 

needed to rely on verbal information and have tried to triangulate wherever possible – with other 

respondents, or data from the MIS where available. 

21. Timing of the household survey: The original baseline survey was conducted in August 2014. The 

household survey conducted as part of this final evaluation was, by necessity, conducted in May 

2018. This timing difference is potentially significant. In August it could be expected that farmers 

had sold their crop and also had plenty to eat. May is potentially a hungry month, prior to the next 

harvest in late May/June), and income during the previous six months is likely to be non-agriculture-

based and lower than the figure from August in the same household. In addition, income from 

charcoal production is likely to be considered men’s income. This makes it difficult to compare with 

regard to income and nutrition (although positive findings with regard to nutrition, for instance, are 

all the more significant). However, data on production is not affected by the difference in timing.  

 

1.6 Structure of the report 

22. Following this introduction, Chapter 2 presents the background and context of the project. Chapter 

3 focuses on the main Evaluation Questions, namely on Relevance, Impact, Effectiveness, Efficiency, 

Sustainability and Added value. Chapter 4 presents the lessons learned and Chapter 5 presents 

conclusions and recommendations.   
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2 Background and context of the project 

2.1 Context of the project  

Project Title: Conservation Agriculture Scaling Up (CASU) Project 

Project Symbol: GCP/ZAM/074/EC 

Country: Zambia 

Region: Southern Africa 

Donor:  European Union  

Partner agencies:  Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) 

Duration: 54 months (initially 48 months) 

Implementation dates:  June 2013–December 2017 

Budget: EUR 11 794 828.53 

EU contribution: EUR 11 052 654.87  

FAO contribution: EUR 742 173.66 

 

23. The Conservation Agriculture Scaling-Up Project was funded by the European Union 

(GCP/ZAM/074/EC) through the 10th European Development Fund (EDF). 

24. The Ministry of Agriculture intended for CA to be the official means of increasing farm productivity 

among small-scale and emergent producers in the country. CASU aimed to provide solutions to 

declining crop production among small- and medium-scale farmers, and to strengthen partnership 

and networking between the Zambian Government and cooperating partners, non-governmental 

organizations (NGOs) and the private sector. The overall objective of the project was to contribute 

to reduced hunger and improved food security, nutrition and income, while promoting sustainable 

use of natural resources. The purpose or anticipated outcome of the project was to increase crop 

productivity and production for the targeted farmers, of which at least 40 percent should be women. 

25. The revised logical framework of the project had three result areas or outputs: 

• Result 1: Conservation agriculture capacities improved at individual, institutional and enabling 

environment levels; 

• Result 2: Conservation agriculture farmer input and output supply chain strengthened; 

• Result 3: Land management improved. 

 

26. The project followed earlier activities to support CA by FAO and European Union, most recently the 

Farmer Input Support Response Initiative (FISRI), which was the immediate precursor. At least 21 000 

conservation agriculture lead farmers and at least 315 000 small-scale follower farmers were 

anticipated to be the direct beneficiaries of the project. In addition to these farmers, Ministry of 

Agriculture staff, agro-dealers, financial institutions, research institutions, agro-entrepreneurs and 

other conservation agriculture stakeholders were among the direct and indirect beneficiaries of the 

project activities.  

27. CASU was implemented in 48 districts in nine provinces of Zambia, across the four agro-ecological 

regions (AER I, IIa, IIb and III). The greatest concentration of CASU farmers was found in Eastern and 

Southern Province, in AER IIA, where CA has been practiced for many years, following its promotion 

by various organizations.  

 



Final Evaluation of the Conservation Agriculture Scaling-Up (CASU) Project  

 

13 

 

2.2 Total resources used for the project from all sources 

28. The summary budget is presented in Table 2 below. The original total budget of EUR 10 963 393 

was equivalent to USD 14 349 991 according to the exchange rate at the time of project signature 

(the exact exchange rate prevailing at the time when funds are received is used). For final reporting, 

a composite exchange rate (averaged over time) is used. A few adjustments were noted in the 

budget, and both versions have been presented in the Table below. The budget line “Lead Farmer 

inputs and other costs” constitutes the largest proportion of the total budget.  

Table 2: Original and adjusted budgets (Amendment 1, 2017) for CASU for the period June 2013 to 

December 2017 

Budget Line 

Amount 

(EUR) - EU 

Contribution 

Amount 

(EUR) - FAO 

Contribution 

Total (EUR) 

1. Human resources 2 050 806.23 91 245.68 2 142 051.91 

2. Travel 45 427.93 0 45 427.93 

3. Equipment and supplies  1 211 841.60 166 585.78 1 378 427.38 

4. Local office  142 590.66 141 784.52 284 375.18 

5. Other costs and services 1 092 524.16 122 133.29 1 214 657.44 

6. Lead Farmer inputs and other costs 5 786 393.37 171 871.02 5 958 264.39 

7. Subtotal direct eligible costs of the 

Action (1-6) 

10 329 583.96 693 620.29 11 023 204.24 

8. Indirect costs (maximum 7% of total 

direct eligible costs of the Action) 

723 070.92 48 553.37 771 624.29 

9. Total accepted costs of the Action 11 052 654.87 742 173.66 11 794 828.53 

 

29. In addition and in line with Financial and Administrative Framework Agreement, FAO has 

contributed staff time and resources, as the budget did not include enough funds to cover aspects 

such as rent, electricity and cleaning services. FAO also provided some staff secondments at no cost 

to the programme.  

30. The Ministry of Agriculture was expected to cover many of the costs at provincial, district and camp 

level, as noted in the Letters of Agreement signed with the provinces and districts. However, in 

practice, the Ministry did not have adequate running funds for the items listed (particularly for 

transport and daily subsistence allowances), nor was the project specific expenditure included in 

the government’s budgetary provisions. As a result, most of the district and extension staff 

complained of inadequate transport and allowances (and reported this in their district reports).  

31. By May 2016, the end of Year 3 of the original four years, total overall expenditure was at 79 percent 

and many of the budget lines were being spent as planned. However, farmer inputs had reached 

94 percent of planned expenditure, and local office costs were overspent at 105 percent of planned.  

32. By the end of the project in June 2018 (according to the draft final expenditure report) expenditure 

was EUR 10 096 802, or 85 percent of the total budget (by the end of December 2017, expenditure 

was EUR 9 860 469). The main differences were underspending on bicycles (only 24 percent 

expenditure against budget), on publications (only 16 percent of planned expenditure), the 

Musangu/Faidherbia survival voucher (no expenditure of the EUR 204 600 budgeted), on visibility, 

and on trainings on mechanization business management, gender and M&E. Expenditure over 

budget was seen in budget lines such as the salaries for some technical staff, and the CA trainings 

for farmers. The other large item was EUR 309 902 additional expenditure on the e-voucher system 

and SMS-based M&E system beyond budget. 
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33. The CASU extension was funded from additional European Union (EUR 89 261.87) and FAO 

(EUR 742 173.66) contributions. 

2.3 Financial and in-kind contributions by other partners and the beneficiaries 

34. CASU farmer beneficiaries contributed their own labour, land and time, which were not costed. The 

Lead Farmers used their personal mobile phones for communicating with CASU and the LFs. The 

agri-businesses working with the LF input scheme provided internet access and their own time. 

CASU paid for the point-of-sale machines to use with the e-vouchers.  

2.4 Key partners involved in the project  

35. The key partners to the project, and their main roles and responsibilities, are described in the 

following sections (their roles are also clearly defined in the Project Document, reports and related 

annexes). 

• European Union: Financial support, technical guidance and accountability (provided via inputs 

to the Technical Committee and general project oversight, in accordance with the Project 

Document). CASU is well in line with 11th EDF and National Indicative Programme (NIP) focal 

sector 2: Reduced rural poverty and improved livelihoods, which aims to ensure continued 

support to poverty reduction, directly through agriculture, aiming to improve the income and 

nutrition of smallholder households, while promoting environmental sustainability. However, 

CASU is funded under the 10th EDF. The funding for the extension period July-December 2018 

came from additional European Union (EUR 89 261.87) and FAO (EUR 742 173.66) 

contributions.  

• Ministry of Agriculture (national, provincial, district, block and camp levels): Implementing 

partner; provided staff and hands-on guidance to farmers. 

• Ministry of Agriculture/Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock National Project Coordination Unit 

(NPCU): Coordinated the project at national level and facilitated mainstreaming into Ministry 

of Agriculture programmes, plans and policies. Ensured the structure of the Ministry down to 

camp level worked with CASU, with information, tools and market linkages passed on to 

farmers, and feedback carried up to national level. 

• District Ministry of Agriculture/Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock M&E Focal Points: The 

Ministry of Agriculture district (M&E) staff in CASU provided technical and extension support 

to district staff, lead farmers and participating farmers. They also monitored, coordinated and 

reported the operations of the CASU activities at district level. The M&E focal points also 

contributed to periodic reports to the European Union on the progress of the project, and 

submitted district reports to the District Agricultural Coordination Officer (DACO) and NPCU 

on a monthly basis (or as and when needed). They also conducted field visits to CASU 

implementation sites. 

• FAO Country Office: CASU was based in the FAO Zambia Office. CASU was a part of the overall 

FAO programme in Zambia, which offered the potential to link to other FAO projects or themes 

(e.g. climate change adaptation or trialling credit).  

• Project Steering Committee: Project accountability and technical guidance. 

• FAO Project Task Force: Members of the FAO Project Task Force provided guidance to the 

CASU team and ensured that the project was technically sound and well aligned to FAO 

systems and quality assurance requirements. 
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• WFP: Acted as a partner to link up farmers, traders and markets (P4P, R4 and PPP projects). 

Contracted to provide financial training of trainers to district agriculture staff. In Pemba, 

together with other partners, they also trialled farmer finance and index-based crop insurance 

with CASU farmers. A link was established to potential marketing opportunities under the P4P 

and with Zambia Commodity Exchange (ZAMACE) for marketing and warehouse storage 

facilities. Linkages between participating farmers and 90 legume aggregators were established 

for marketing of legumes. Unfortunately this did not function as anticipated when P4P ended. 

• Lead farmers: Demonstrated CA practices to selected follower farmers; trained the FFs and 

provided a link between the project and FFs. Based at village level, therefore the most 

sustainable method to get CA knowledge into a community. 

• Follower farmers: Implemented and expanded CA practices as trained and demonstrated by 

LFs. 

• Service providers: These included agro-businesses, academic institutions, farmer unions, 

research institutions, Conservation Farming Unit, other members of the Insakas and the private 

sector.  

 

2.5 Theory of Change and Logical Framework 

36. At the time of the Mid-term Evaluation, there was no Theory of Change (ToC) available. The Mid-

term Evaluation developed a ToC (however, there is no mention in any document, nor in interviews, 

that this has been used by the project). The ToC underlying the project was that the scaling-up of 

conservation agriculture would lead to sustainable improvements in productivity, diversity of crops 

and incomes for smallholder farmers. The main constraints for the uptake of CA were considered to 

be the lack of inputs and equipment, knowledge and markets. The assumption was that if 

information was provided, using the government extension service to a LF-FF/farmer field school 

system with some inputs for demonstration purposes, the resulting anticipated increases in yield 

would encourage the uptake of CA.   

37. Most of the ToC assumptions appear to have held, except: 

• ’inputs are available at the right time in stores’ (inputs were often too late for recommended use 

- in particular, legume seed and herbicide); and  

• ‘prices and available markets for legumes are sufficient to act as an incentive to produce’ – this 

was a significant problem and inhibited the production of legumes in rotation. 

 

38. The sustainability and effectiveness of relying on input distribution as a means to encourage CA 

adoption is questionable. Input provision is a common practice in Zambia and in many other 

southern African countries. Input subsidies had almost vanished in the 1990s as result of structural 

adjustment programmes. However, Belt et al from KIT note that “recently, input subsidies are 

making a comeback in Sub-Saharan Africa. Ten African governments spend roughly US$1 billion 

annually on input subsidy programs, amounting to almost 30 percent of their public expenditures 

on agriculture” (Belt et al, 2015). However, there are risks for sustainability. Arslan et al (2014) looked 

at rates of adoption and dis-adoption of conservation agriculture between 2004 and 2008 by 

reviewing the RILS survey data of IAPRI. They noted high levels of dis-adoption during this period 

and considered that most adoption was in expectation of receiving free inputs; once these 

incentives stopped being delivered dis-adoption was observed. Consequently many governments 

and donors are looking to market-based input supply. 
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39. In the case of CASU, there was a policy of input subsidies, as in the precursor projects and in line 

with normal Government of the Republic of Zambia practice. It was considered to be necessary to 

provide inputs as a tool for the development of demonstration plots. The Mid-term Evaluation 

noted that there were advantages and disadvantages of this system. It caused some disincentives 

for FFs, who did not receive inputs; and some LFs waited for the delayed arrival of the inputs rather 

than planting early. But it appears to have been reasonably successful, and work in the field appears 

to have continued once the inputs mainly stopped in the season 2016/17 (apart from the 

commercial seed production farmers).  

40. Was there another alternative? The Livelihoods and Food Security Programme (LFSP) project 

supported by FAO and Department for International Development (DfID) in Zimbabwe specifically 

does not hand out inputs through vouchers, as DfID advocated that the project move away from 

this model. Instead, there are stronger linkages with input suppliers and off takers, who make their 

own arrangements with farmers – in some cases on a contract farming arrangement, with companies 

offering extension services and inputs, and the cost of inputs is deducted from the final price of the 

produce. 

41. The Mid-term Evaluation also considered that the original logical framework did not support 

results-based management (RBM) and reporting. The Mid-term Evaluation proposed a revised 

logframe, reducing the outputs/result areas from five to three, and improving the logic. The project 

team worked to develop the logframe further, incorporating many of the suggestions (see Annex 

3). 

42. The logic of the revised logframe is clearer, though was not applied in practice. Some indicators are 

not clear (e.g. proportion of households demonstrating household dietary diversity does not define 

what the total universe is). As the Letters of Agreement with the districts were prepared under the 

earlier logframe, the CASU staff considered it was not worth changing them (the evaluation team 

concurs). The last report prepared (at the end of Year 3) covered the period to the end of the Mid-

term Evaluation (June 2016). The last written account of progress – the ‘Summary of Progress of 

Activities 2013-2016’, presented in the Steering Committee on 24 August 2017 - still reported 

outputs under the original five result areas. There is no evidence that the revised logframe was used 

as a management tool. 

Box 2: Assumptions outlined in the revised logical framework 

Assumptions  What eventuated 

Marketed crops from CA farmers 

will find buyers and crop 

producer prices will remain static 

or increase 

This was one of the most significant assumptions/risks for the 

project. In practice, farmers had difficulty finding buyers, particularly 

for legumes (and particularly for some legumes such as cowpeas or 

pigeon peas). This proved a disincentive for increasing the area 

under legumes, and effectively rotating crops. In addition, there has 

been considerable volatility in crop prices and variation due to 

supply and demand 

Households are willing to 

embrace ‘new’ foods and/or 

consumption habits: Increased 

and diversified production, and 

incomes translate into improved 

consumption patterns 

Households have appeared willing to embrace new foods. In focus 

groups they report increased consumption (both quantity and 

variety) throughout the year. Some have received training in 

processing (e.g. soya milk or bread production), which proved 

popular 



Final Evaluation of the Conservation Agriculture Scaling-Up (CASU) Project  

 

17 

 

Any major pest and disease 

outbreaks can be effectively 

controlled through other 

agricultural programmes 

During the project period Fall Army Worm has become a serious pest 

throughout Zambia and the region, and the impact does not appear 

to have differed between CA and conventional crops 

Farmers practice the various 

climate-smart agriculture 

practices that they are exposed 

to 

Within CASU, the main climate-smart practices applied are minimum 

tillage, crop rotation and maintenance of soil cover, plus 

agroforestry. In focus groups, virtually all farmers state they use 

minimum tillage methods and retain crop residues (though livestock 

also eat part of them). Virtually all farmers also claim they are 

rotating crops, though typically they have more land under maize 

than legumes, therefore this cannot be done with full effectiveness. 

Agroforestry activities have suffered some difficulties – many farmers 

report loss of seedlings due to lack of water or being eaten by 

livestock. In some communities very few trees survived, while others 

were more successful. Farmers understood the potential benefits of 

planting specific trees, but it was too early to see actual results.   

In 2014/15 there was an El Niño induced drought leading to lower 

harvests. There was a longer and heavier rainy season in 2016/17, 

which raised crop production considerably. In the focus groups, most 

farmers were confident that use of CA/CSA had improved crop 

production in the face of these adverse climate events. This tallies 

with some research – for instance, Thierfelder et al (2015) found that 

“Maize yields under conventional cropping systems were more 

affected by the variability of rainfalls than conservation agriculture 

systems, highlighting greater resilience of CA cropping systems to a 

variable climate, especially rainfall” 

 

Box 3: Risks outlined in the original and revised Project Document 

Risks  What eventuated 

Failure by the project to adequately motivate lead 

farmers through the incentives of subsidized 

inputs provided 

In practice, CASU argued that the inputs should not 

be seen as incentives, but rather as tools for 

developing the demonstration plots and training 

the FFs (much like chalk for a teacher). 

LFs claimed that the inputs were not the reason 

that they participated. In the focus groups they also 

pointed out that they had continued to work with 

their FFs, even when the inputs were not provided 

in the season 2016/17 (and even 2017/18). 

However, the lack of inputs did appear to be a 

disincentive for some FFs 

Government intentions of promoting 

mechanization through government structures 

could disrupt private sector participation. The 

traditional view is that tractors are used for tillage 

by ploughing, and widespread distribution of 

tractors without the accompanying training in CA 

Mechanization through government structures was 

quite limited and had no perceptible negative 

impact on private sector participation. The lack of 

credit and financing mechanisms, as well as an 

insufficient demand for mechanization, appear to 

have been more significant problems 
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may lead to extension of destructive tillage 

practices that could undermine promotion of CA 

and the viability of private sector investment in 

unsubsidized tractors and equipment 

There is a perceived risk of seeing CA as increasing 

farmers' workload (land preparation, weeding and 

harvesting in particular) especially for women 

farmers, which could limit technology uptake. This 

will be mitigated through promotion of 

mechanization and use of herbicides (weed 

killers). The advantage of CA staggering labour 

over the whole year and release of child labour 

from the household labour requirements will be 

promoted to encourage CA uptake 

CA is definitely seen as increasing farmers’ 

workload (“CA = weeds”). A paper supported by 

CASU noted: 

“Without herbicides, labour demand more than 

doubles under reduced tillage than in the tillage 

plots.CA increases labour requirements during the 

cropping season for weeding when implemented 

without herbicides.” (Phiri and Kuntashula, 2016, 

p.11). 

Herbicide has been widely promoted and is 

certainly accepted by farmers as a response to the 

increased weed issues. Those farmers using 

herbicide noted that their children are pleased at 

the decreased labour needs. However, not all 

farmers choose to invest their limited cash in 

buying herbicide. 

Increases in prices of inputs resulting in farmers 

buying less and planting smaller areas 

The cost of inputs is a limiting factor to planting 

large areas with CA. 

Extreme weather conditions - e.g. serious 

droughts and heavy floods resulting in crop 

destruction that cannot be mitigated by CA 

Droughts and heavy rain years have taken place. 

These have led to a rise and fall in land planted, but 

this applies also to conventionally farmed land. In 

focus groups, many farmers considered that CA 

allowed them to better withstand drought 

Cultural factors that militate against women's 

participation may impede the achievement of 

gender parity. The project will mitigate this risk 

through advocacy, awareness raising and training 

This is quite a vague risk. Women’s participation 

was encouraged via the setting of quotas 

 

 

43. Risks that were not apparently considered include: 

• the risk of dependency on inputs or distortion of the playing field due to FFs frustration at not 

receiving inputs or being promoted to LFs; 

• the risk of variation of market prices for produce – in 2016 the prices were high (partly due to 

government subsidies); but in 2017 the prices were allowed to move with the market. Due to 

the good season and consequent good production, prices fell. This was a disincentive for CA 

farmers, who could not find good markets for their legumes; 

• the risks of inadequate access to credit inhibiting farmers expansion of CA use. 

 

  



Final Evaluation of the Conservation Agriculture Scaling-Up (CASU) Project  

 

19 

 

3 Findings 

3.1 Evaluation Question 1. Relevance 

To what extent is the design and implementation of CASU consistent with the Ministry of 

Agriculture strategy towards promotion of CA to be the official means of increasing farm 

productivity among small-scale and emergent female and male producers in the country? 

 

The design of CASU was consistent with Government of the Republic of Zambia policies and plans, and 

with the Ministry of Agriculture strategies for promotion of CA and climate-sensitive agriculture. By nature 

it is aiming for environmentally-sustainable production (though the agro-forestry elements were weak, 

and there are potentially some risks with herbicide use). The application of quotas for women in the 

recruitment of LFs and FFs was an important element for increasing involvement of women. The 

Logic/Theory of Change of the project was not very clear in the original Project Document. The revised 

logframe is clearer, though was not really applied in practice. 

 

44. The Zambian agricultural sector has good potential, but also faces many challenges such as low 

productivity, poor input and output market access and limited market size, relatively low investment 

by private sector, high costs of production (input prices), and much more. Only 6.5 percent of the 

gross domestic product (GDP) in 2016 was estimated to come from agriculture.4 Considering that 

more than 50 percent of the population is still reliant on agriculture for their livelihoods (most of it 

rain-fed), it is critical to improve production in a sustainable manner, without leading to further soil 

degradation or erosion.5 Most soils degrade under prolonged intensive arable agriculture, due to 

structural degradation of the soils, reduced soil organic matter, formation of crusts, compaction and 

soil erosion.6 The scaling up of conservation agriculture was considered a potential method for 

sustainable production – combining minimum tillage, crop rotation with legumes, and maintenance 

of crop residues on the soil.  

45. The Seventh National Development Plan 2017-2021 (7NDP) of the Government identifies the 

following main problem areas in the economic sector: poor infrastructure, and low productivity and 

value addition. Low productivity is an area that CASU should contribute to. The national 

development priority for crops is “to increase sustainable crop production, productivity and value 

addition for a diversified range of competitive crops apart from maize”. This should take place via 

increased crop production and productivity; improved access to inputs (seed and fertilizer); 

promotion of Good Agricultural Practices; and promotion of mechanization of crop production 

systems (e.g. animal draught). The concept of CASU fits very well with these national priorities and 

CASU is well aligned with the 7NDP. 

46. The Government of the Republic of Zambia recognizes the importance of small-scale agriculture, 

for job creation and food security. The Ministry of Agriculture has a clear political commitment to 

support CA (though it does face resource constraints). In 2013 Zambia launched its National 

Agriculture Investment Plan (NAIP) for 2014-2018. It set a target of 25 percent of small-scale farmers 

to have adopted conservation agriculture by 2018 (from a baseline in 2013 of 10 percent). The 

Second National Agricultural Policy was launched in 2017 and has a focus on diversification away 

from the reliance on maize. One of the pillars of CA is to promote diversification. However, the 

                                                           
4 World Bank, 2016 (accessed May 2018) https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NV.AGR.TOTL.ZS  
5 ILOSTAT, 2012. (accessed May 2018) https://www.ilo.org/ilostatcp/CPDesktop/?list=true&lang=en&country=ZMB  
6 FAO Conservation Agriculture page (accessed May 2018) http://www.fao.org/agriculture/crops/thematic-

sitemap/theme/spi/scpi-home/managing-ecosystems/conservation-agriculture/ca-what/en/  

https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NV.AGR.TOTL.ZS
https://www.ilo.org/ilostatcp/CPDesktop/?list=true&lang=en&country=ZMB
http://www.fao.org/agriculture/crops/thematic-sitemap/theme/spi/scpi-home/managing-ecosystems/conservation-agriculture/ca-what/en/
http://www.fao.org/agriculture/crops/thematic-sitemap/theme/spi/scpi-home/managing-ecosystems/conservation-agriculture/ca-what/en/
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difficulty of identifying secure markets (with decent prices) is critical. If legume production is not 

profitable, farmers will not continue with legume production, and this inhibits crop rotation and CA. 

47. CASU was also well aligned to the FAO Country Programming Framework (CPF) 2017-2021. This is 

centred on four priority areas. 

• improve production and productivity of crops, livestock, fisheries and forestry; 

• sustainable management of the natural resource base and increasing resilience and uptake of 

climate-smart agriculture (CSA); 

• enhance food security and nutrition status; 

• improved market access and sanitary measures. 

 

48. CASU fits well within the topic of CSA (and the follow-on project is likely to focus on this). CSA is 

generally considered to include CA, but also broader elements such as climate resilient species and 

varieties, and land management elements such as contouring, bunds, etc. With support from FAO, 

CSA has been incorporated as technology area in the Seventh National Development Plan for 

Zambia (2017-2021), and a national CSA strategy has been drafted. The CSA technologies have been 

incorporated as programme areas for both adaptation and mitigation in the Zambia Nationally 

Determined Contribution (NDC, 2017). FAO has supported CSA via a number of other projects, such 

as the Economics and Policy Innovations for Climate-Smart Agriculture (EPIC) Programme and Save 

and Grow. FAO is also supporting the Government of the Republic of Zambia to develop CSA 

strategy and staff participate in a CSA working group with NGOs. There has been some sharing of 

information and lessons learned between FAO’s CSA initiatives and CASU. 

49. Zambia and the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) have recently secured Green 

Climate Fund (GCF) support – ‘Strengthening climate resilience of agricultural livelihoods in Agro-

Ecological Regions I and II in Zambia’. This project will build on and scale up some of the work done 

by CASU with farmer field schools and CA techniques (and will utilize some of the CASU monitoring 

data). This could be considered a catalytic effect of CASU. 
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50. CASU did not start from scratch – there have 

been years of support from earlier projects 

including the Farmer Input Support Response 

Initiative (FISRI), Conservation Agriculture 

Scaling-Up for Increased Productivity and 

Production (CASIPP), the Soil Conservation 

and Agroforestry Programme (SCAFE), the 

Conservation Farming Unit (CFU), United 

States Agency for International Development’s 

(USAID’s) Feed the Future project, and the 

Community Markets for Conservation project 

(COMACO). There has been slow and varied 

uptake of CA over the years, and many 

research studies have had negative or 

equivocal findings (mentioned throughout this 

report). However, it has been argued that CA 

takes time to show effects – both on the soil 

and on yields (FAO CA website). In addition, 

some stakeholders consider that perhaps now, 

when land is more limited and there are 

increasing droughts, farmers see the benefit of 

CA more clearly. During the focus group 

meetings, this was a regular comment from farmers also. For instance: “The increasing population 

means there is limited land, but we can still get enough food with this method of farming. And we 

even get good performance in drought” (Nyantuma Camp, Sinda District). This also reflects the focus 

of FAO’s Strategic Objective (SO) 2 – “sustainable intensification”.  

51. Coordination is an important element for the scaling-up of CA. The full Insaka, or National Task 

Force, met only once in 2015 and the results were limited. The key members (CASU, CFU and 

Ministry of Agriculture) continued to meet on an ad hoc basis on specific issues. However, for 

various reasons, there was a breakdown in communication in early 2016, and this meant that at 

national level the Insaka meetings did not continue. At provincial and district level, they have 

continued, with some variation depending on the location. Most Ministry of Agriculture staff at 

district or provincial level reported that the Insaka meetings were a great opportunity for learning 

and sharing, harmonization, scaling-out and policy influence between local actors. In some districts 

(for instance, Petauke), they have continued, with sponsorship by COMACO after CASU ended. 

These quarterly meetings include district extension staff (from Ministry of Agriculture and Ministry 

of Forestry), Zambia National Farmers Union (ZNFU), COMACO, NWK, Profit Plus and others. District 

Ministry of Agriculture staff considered that they were useful for trying to find a more sectoral 

approach, rather than working as individual organizations. They also considered that via discussions 

of this sort they could avoid doubling up activities on the same farmers and avoid contradicting 

each other on CA techniques, so as to not confuse farmers. 

To what extent is the project aligned and coherent with the European Union policies and 

mechanisms at global and country level? 

52. The promotion of sustainable agricultural techniques, such as conservation agriculture, is very much 

aligned with the European Commission’s Agenda for Change (2011) which outlines the EU’s new 

development framework, acknowledges that EU development policy should focus its support for 

inclusive and sustainable growth on sectors that have a strong multiplier impact on developing 

Examples of other projects on CA in the region  

 

OSRO/RAF/402/USA (2014 – 2015) - Coordination and 

advocacy for conservation agriculture in southern 

Africa 

OSRO/RAF/503/USA - Strengthening the role of 

Conservation Agriculture in Food Security Disaster Risk 

Reduction in Southern Africa 

OSRO/RAF/602/USA (2016 - 2017) - Enhancing the role 

of conservation agriculture in disaster risk reduction in 

southern Africa 

World Bank (2013 – 2020) Agricultural Productivity 

Program for Southern Africa (APPSA) 

NORAD/SACAU (2016) - Facilitating Farmer-led 

Scaling-up of Conservation Agriculture in Southern 

Africa 

CIMMYT - Sustainable Intensification of Maize-Legume 

Systems for Food Security in Eastern and Southern 

Africa (SIMLESA) 

CIMMYT - Farm Mechanization and Conservation 

Agriculture for Sustainable Intensification (FACASI) 



Final Evaluation of the Conservation Agriculture Scaling-Up (CASU) Project  

 

22 

 

countries' economies.7 Meanwhile, the 2010 EU Policy Framework to help developing countries 

address food security challenges emphasizes a focus on smallholder farmers as a cornerstone of EU 

food security and agricultural development cooperation. As such, the CASU project, through 

promoting sustainable intensification of production by smallholder farmers through conservation 

agriculture, is very much aligned with the European Union’s long-term development cooperation 

agenda. 

53. CASU was formulated under the European Union's Country Strategy Paper (CSP), the 10th EDF and 

the National Indicative Programme for Zambia (2008–2013). For the period 2014-2020 (under the 

11th European Development Fund, EDF11) the European Union made EUR 484 million available to 

support Zambia with the implementation of its priorities and policies in Energy, Agriculture and 

Governance. CASU falls under the agricultural priority area of EDF11, which aims to ensure 

continued support to poverty reduction, directly through agriculture, aiming to improve the income 

and nutrition of smallholder households, while promoting environmental sustainability. Agriculture 

comprises 22.7 percent (EUR 110 million) of the total EDF11 budget.  

54. The CASU project has complementarities with other EU-DEVCO funded projects in Zambia under 

the EDF11, which were given formal approval in the 2015 Annual Action Plan for Zambia. Under the 

10th EDF, phase 1 of the Performance Enhancement Programme (PEP) for the Ministry of Agriculture 

and the Ministry of Fisheries and Livestock for Better Service Delivery to Farmers (EUR 8.9 million, 

2009-2016) aimed at strengthening the capacity of the Ministry of Agriculture and of the Ministry 

of Fisheries and Livestock to provide quality public services to small-scale farmers in extension 

services, research and nutrition, and better continue to promote the good agricultural practices at 

all levels. Under the 11th EDF, this support continues through Phase II of the PEP. 

To what extent and how did the project integrate gender and environmental considerations in its 

design and throughout its implementation? 

55. The project targets set regarding female LFs and FFs were significant and made a difference to the 

situation of participants. There was generally good acceptance of women LFs who reported having 

increased confidence, although being a LF did imply an increase in workload. 

3.1.1 Gender considerations 

56. The FAO Policy on Gender Equality sets four specific targets:8 

1. Women participate equally with men as decision makers in rural institutions and in shaping 

laws, policies and programmes. 

2. Women and men have equal access to and control over decent employment and income, land 

and other productive resources. 

3. Women and men have equal access to goods and services for agricultural development, and 

to markets. 

4. Women’s work burden is reduced by 20 percent through improved technologies, services and 

infrastructure. 

 

                                                           
7 Communication from The Commission to The European Parliament, The Council, The European Economic And Social 

Committee And The Committee of The Regions. Increasing the impact of EU Development Policy: an Agenda for Change. 

European Commissions, 2011. https://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/sites/devco/files/agenda_for_change_-

_com2011_637_final.pdf  
8 FAO Policy on Gender Equality: Attaining Food Security Goals in Agriculture and Rural Development. 

http://www.fao.org/docrep/017/i3205e/i3205e.pdf  

https://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/sites/devco/files/agenda_for_change_-_com2011_637_final.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/sites/devco/files/agenda_for_change_-_com2011_637_final.pdf
http://www.fao.org/docrep/017/i3205e/i3205e.pdf
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57. These targets do not appear to have been considered in the project design, even though the policy 

was launched in 2012. CASU has taken action on Targets 2 and 3 to some extent – by including 

women as LFs and FFs, improving their yields/incomes, and improving their access to extension and 

to markets (somewhat). It could be argued that efforts were made on Target 4 by providing some 

bicycles and encouraging use of herbicides, although from the sentinel data it appears that both 

men and women are spending more time in labour on their CA fields. In addition, if the 

mechanization had gone ahead, this would have decreased their work burden – however, it did not 

happen. 

58. The original logframe had a result area for gender - Result 5: Gender issues mainstreamed. However, 

as noted in the Mid-term Evaluation, the indicators were related to the application of tools (e.g. 

“GEWE strategy developed and in use”) rather than measuring improvements in gender inclusion. 

Consequently, the Mid-term Evaluation recommended that this result area be removed and gender 

be mainstreamed across the new logframe. However, as the new logframe has not really been used 

with the districts or reporting, there has not been a change in reporting. 

59. The project targets set regarding female LFs and FFs were significant and made a difference to the 

situation of participants. However it is important to not only consider the numbers participating – 

but also what difference that participation made. Qualitatively, it appears that women have 

benefitted. There was generally good acceptance of women LFs and they appeared active and 

confident in meetings. CASU farmers noted that they had discussed gender issues in meetings with 

the CEOs, and there has been a clear message that men and women can do all tasks 

interchangeably. Government field staff consider that women have become more involved in 

planning and implementation of farming.  

60. Previously, the Mid-term Evaluation had also found that female farmers under CASU demonstrated 

increased confidence and skills, and gender issues were actively considered in the implementation 

of the project (despite the weak consideration of gender in the Project Document and logframe). A 

very good gender strategy was prepared (2015), but not distributed until after the Mid-term 

Evaluation. While considerable gender-disaggregated data was collected, it was not analysed and 

presented in a disaggregated format and it did not appear that it was fed back into further planning 

during the initial years of implementation. CASU staff analysed some of the barriers for women and 

took some practical steps, such as selecting bikes with lower crossbars, or herbicide spray packs and 

sprayers that are smaller volume/lighter. Some promotion of individual women farmers took place, 

such as inviting a woman LF to host 2015 World Food Day in Zambia.  

61. By the end of the project, there has been little change. The gender strategy was distributed, though 

extension staff in the field did not report seeing it. There was little reporting on gender in the early 

reports. This changed in the Annual Report Year 3, which reported some specific data on gender, 

and specific steps to use it in planning and improve involvement of women (Key Gender Issues and 

Strategic Actions to Address Them). However, many of the activities reported in the Annual Report 

Year 3as progress did not eventuate, as they were linked to the mechanization and credit plans, or 

to messages in the CA training manual (not yet published). 

62. The Year 3 Annual Report (2016) noted that a Gender in CA Policy brief had been prepared but that 

the project withheld finalization of the policy brief to accommodate results from the sentinel site 

monitoring activities on gender roles and responsibilities in CA practices. “The policy brief will be 

finalized under year 4-work plan”. However, while this was being finalized in 2018, it has not yet 

been distributed by the end of the evaluation team mission.  

63. The Mid-term Evaluation had proposed an increase in targeted activities with women, in particular 

promoting good examples of successful female farmers, or ‘champions’. This was accepted in the 
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Management Response, and they proposed that each district would nominate two women to be 

involved in promotional activities. This was supported by Ministry of Agriculture staff. However, this 

did not take place as there was a perception by CASU that this could result in negative consequences 

for women and was culturally inappropriate.  

64. SMS messages were sent promoting the role of women and children, but this was very limited – the 

modality could have been used much more proactively. Only two specific messages of this type 

were identified (sent three times in total). 

• ‘Pregnant women should not be allowed to handle or apply herbicides’ – sent once in March 

2016. 

• ‘No agricultural activity should be left to women alone. It is advisable that entire households 

participate in all activities whenever possible with special consideration to pregnant women, 

children, those with medical conditions such as TB, HIV/AIDS, etc. Working as a team yields 

more positive results.’ – sent in July and August 2016. 

 

65. The Mid-term Evaluation proposed that the draft flipcharts could include some pictures of women 

doing ripping (a typical ‘man’s job’). This does not appear to have happened (though they were 

translated to many languages), and anyway, the new flipcharts have not been distributed. 

66. There was very little evidence of lightweight sprayers in the field or in agro-dealers – but nor did 

the female farmers express much interest. This was probably a good idea of CASU, but in practice 

it proved unnecessary (but still worth trialling). The bicycles were distributed to and seen in use by 

both women and men, and were much appreciated. 

67. It is anticipated that the uptake of the sex-disaggregated data collection and handling methods 

through the Zambia Integrated Agricultural Management Information System (ZIAMIS) and the e-

extension platform may support the Government of the Republic of Zambia to mainstream gender 

in the national information system used for planning. 

3.1.2 Environmental considerations 

The promotion of agroforestry had variable success across the districts. While farmers displayed a strong 

understanding of the theory underpinning agroforestry, they experienced difficulties in managing and 

raising seedlings such that limited number soft trees were reported to have survived. The promotion of 

herbicides as a labour-saving technique by the project may not be sustainable given that farmers’ do not 

have the resources to continue purchasing herbicides, and there are safety concerns.   

 

68. CASU has promoted several climate-sensitive and environmental-friendly techniques, specifically 

minimum tillage, crop diversity and agroforestry. The efforts to increase crop diversity are beneficial 

for the environment as well as crop production.  

69. Musangu (Faidherbia Albida) seed packets were distributed to some districts. The aim was to have 

30 percent of CA farmers having 20 or more seedlings. Other species were also considered. For 

instance, Gliricidia (Gliricidia sepium) was very popular in some camps (COMACO had favoured this 

species). The activity had variable success. There were significant seedling losses due to water 

shortage and livestock damage in some camps. Farmers could describe the supposed benefits for 

soil fertility (though seemingly more from what they had been told than from their own experience, 

in many cases). However, farmers did not show strong ownership, but tended to wait passively for 

the Agriculture extension staff to provide seed or seedlings. Individual farmers were identified 

during field visits who had grown hundreds of seedlings, both for their own use and for sale. It is 
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notable that research is mixed on the benefits of agroforestry – the Norway/CAREP Report (2016) 

found that 10-15 years after planting, musangu trees in farmers’ fields have no beneficial effect on 

yield and only marginal improvements to soil fertility. Yet one of the LFs visited by the evaluation 

team was using only gliricidia and musangu, with no commercial fertilizer application, and achieving 

very good yields. 

70. The promotion of the use of herbicides is more controversial. Many farmers appeared to consider 

that this is the biggest advantage of CA. There is a difference in the approach of different 

organizations to the topic. For instance, within Zambia it appears that the Ministry of Agriculture, 

CASU and CFU all favour herbicide application, arguing that it is the element that can make CA 

feasible (while COMACO opposes it). This is supported by some of the research on CA in the region 

(e.g. ICRISAT, 2015). Without it, weeds are certainly a problem, and the burden of weeding tends to 

fall more heavily on women and children, for cultural reasons. In focus groups, farmers regularly 

reported that CA = Weeds.  

71. CASU received clearance for four pesticides in 2014 from FAO’s Pesticide Risk Reduction Group, 

providing certain conditions for safe handling and application were met. 

72. However, some within FAO and the European Union have concerns. Herbicide use has some risks, 

considering the potential for health and safety issues, while there is considerable debate on the 

environmental risks, particularly related to soil health and soil micro-organisms. To date it appears 

that there is not a significant problem with environmental contamination of waterways (University 

of Zambia (UNZA) monitoring for CASU, 2015 and 2017). However, farmers do not always use 

protective clothing and some women are spraying while pregnant. Glyphosate is considered the 

safest herbicide available, however, there has been considerable debate in the European Union 

recently, and it is probable that its use will be prohibited in the future. Other herbicides available in 

Zambia may have more risks and some (e.g. Atrazine) are even banned in Europe. 

73. The VUNA study (2017) in Zambia and Zimbabwe found that not all farmers are adopting all the 

elements of CA. The researchers considered that it was more the use of improved inputs in 

combination with the choice to adopt CA—and not the choice to adopt CA as a standalone 

technology—that contributed to higher yields despite the low rainfall received in 2015–2016. The 

study concludes that the promotion of CA as it is commonly applied by smallholder farmers will not 

build resilience to drought in Southern Africa. This is because even in drier farming systems, low soil 

fertility appears to be a more binding constraint than limited soil water. Based on these findings, 

the study recommends that agricultural development work should focus on promoting the use of 

fertiliser and certified seed. The analysis indicates that CA promotion appears to be a vector by 

which these improved farm management practices are being transmitted to farmers in low-rainfall 

areas. However, it may be more efficient to promote the use of at least small doses of fertiliser and 

the use of certified maize seed alone. The Norway/CAREP (2016) study reported only small 

differences in the soil quality parameters between the conservation and conventional practices after 

maximum 12 years since adoption of conservation agriculture. 

74. Action research was planned from the start of CASU. Five topics were identified but not begun. 

CASU finally commissioned an action research study implemented by ZARI in 2017. Researchers 

looked at three topics, focusing on the suitability of CA in AER III with heavy rainfall - Mpongwe, 

Mansa and Kawambwa Districts (earlier most research had been in drier areas). They researched the 

effect of CA on maize and legume production; the effect of tillage practices on cassava; and the 

effect of integrated soil fertility practices on cassava, looking at soils first, moisture measurements 

and cultivation practices. The study began very late so could only consider one season, and the 

findings were not very significant.  
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3.2 Evaluation Question 2. Impact 

To what extent is the programme’s stated objective likely to be achieved (against the impact 

indicators of: household dietary diversity, household income – disaggregated by lead farmers 

versus follower farmers, gender and soil health)? 

Nutrition has improved and this is likely to be related to increased production overall and particularly of 

legumes under CA (but also coinciding with increased production under conventional farming (CF)). 

Increased production has not always coincided with increased incomes, due to problems with market 

access, which CASU was not able to influence. Soil health has improved for some indicators over the short 

term. 

 

75. There are three indicators at impact level 

• household dietary diversity (HHDD, WDD) 

• household income (ZWK) disaggregated by gender 

• soil health characteristics in CASU implemented areas 

 

76. Farmers met by the evaluation team report that food security and diversity has greatly improved, 

and that nutrition objectives are on track. The focus on including women in the project activities by 

quota of LFs and FFs, has led to more legumes being grown and maintained for home use. In the 

focus group discussions there was clear feedback that legume quantities and varieties have 

increased. Many households grew small quantities of groundnuts earlier (typically considered a 

woman’s crop), but with the focus on legume production by CASU, farmers noted that they now 

have a wider range of crops – now they are growing soya, cowpeas, pigeon peas, Bambara nuts, 

other bean varieties as well as groundnuts, depending on the area. They said that earlier they had 

many hungry months most years, but since CASU began they have maize year-round, and most 

households also have legumes available year-round (or at least ten months of the year). Many 

households have also begun to grow vegetables at home. 

77. The CASU monitoring data from sentinel sites showed an improvement in HDD and WDD. At the 

time of baseline data collection, the average Household Dietary Diversity Score (HDDS) was 7.79 

(out of a possible score of 9) and the average Women’s Dietary Diversity Score (WDDS) was 5.09 

(out of 6). These were already quite high (therefore there was limited room for improvement), but 

showed increasing trend over the project period. Final scores were 8.31 and 5.41 respectively. 

78. The University of Zambia household survey found that CASU activities have had a positive effect on 

both the HDDS and WDDS.  

79. For the 2018 survey, the average HDDS for the whole sample was 5.37. Households from the CASU 

camps had a significantly (t= 3.9119, p = 0.0001) higher HDDS of 5.94 compared to those from the 

non-CASU camps who had an HDDS of 4.48 on average. Female headed households had an HDDS 

of 5.46 while male headed households had an HDDS of 5.30. The HDDS were not statistically 

different. Within the CASU camps, female headed and male headed households had same HDDS at 

5.95 and 5.94, respectively. Within the non-CASU, similar results were obtained whereby gender had 

no significant effects on the HDDS (female headed HDDS was 4.67 while male headed HDDS was 

4.30).   

80. The estimated average WDDS for the whole sample stood at 3.91 with the CASU households’ WDDS 

(4.25) being significantly (t = 3.2154, p = 0.0007) higher than non-CASU households WDDS (3.39). 

Generally, the male and female headed households had the same WDDS at 3.84 and 4.00, 

respectively. Within the CASU camps, WDDS for male and female headed households were equally 
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the same (4.22 versus 4.28). Similarly, the WDDS across gender within the non-CASU camps were 

equal (3.24 versus 3.56). 

81. As noted earlier, April is traditionally a hungry month, so the fact that CA farmers reported no food 

deficit is very positive. 

82. One confounding factor is seen in the data on crop production under CF and CA (dealt with later in 

this report). This shows that production of legumes has also increased under CF – therefore this is 

likely to be having an impact on household nutrition also. 

83. Nutrition has had some attention, but there was scope to do more. The Project Document says: “It 

is also intended that CA will improve farm income possibilities and at least improve aspects of 

household nutrition via crop diversification.” (p.5 of the addendum Project Document). 

84. There is some information about nutrition on the flip charts that should be used by the CEOs for 

training of LFs (available as an Annex in the Year 3 Annual Report), but these have not yet been 

distributed. 

85. More emphasis could have been placed on food processing and storage. There were nutrition 

trainings by Ministry of Agriculture district staff in some of the camps (depending on the availability 

of staff) – but this was not specifically funded by the project. It could be argued that the extra funds 

of the project facilitated Ministry of Agriculture staff to give the training as part of the LF meetings, 

but it was not explicit. Some farmers said in group meetings that they wanted more training (e.g. 

how to handle soya, making soya milk, bread, sausages, etc.).  

86. The annual report also claims that “Nutrition has been incorporated in the CA training Manual” – 

but as the evaluation team was told that the training manual has not been finished nor distributed, 

that was not likely to have been effective. The CASU monitoring system showed an increase in 

household incomes from ZK 8 500 and 6 200 for male and female-headed households respectively 

in the baseline, to ZK 11180 and 8 979 by project end. This included a 32 percent increase in 

incomes for male-headed households and a 49 percent increase in incomes for female-headed 

incomes (so CASU had a more significant impact on the incomes of female-headed households in 

this data). However, it was clear that the large variation in market prices between seasons impacted 

the household incomes. 

87. Household income varies with market prices. The Year 3 Annual Report stated that 90 aggregation 

centres were established for CASU farmers, to facilitate their marketing opportunities. 51 small- to 

medium-scale private sector/agro-dealers were mobilized and contracted for aggregation and 

purchasing of farmer produce. Out of these, 70 percent were the agro-dealers providing CASU 

inputs.  
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88. Despite these arrangements, farmers in focus groups stated that they had increased yields on their 

CA fields, but not always increased income. This is because the project was not able to support 

improved markets. During the 2016/17 season there was a bumper crop in many areas, and a glut 

of produce, driving down prices. Contract buyers could fill their quotas easily and had less interest 

in farmers without contracts. In addition, the previously good WFP market for legumes (P4P) 

disappeared, with the move to a new system (PPP). The University of Zambia Survey found that 

CASU farmers’ income increased between the 2012/13 and 2016/17 production seasons while that 

of the non-CASU farmers reduced between the two time periods. However, it contradicted the 

ongoing monitoring findings of CASU as it also found that the income of male farmers increased, 

while that of women decreased; and the income of LFs increased while that of FFs decreased. 

89. Soil health has improved marginally over the two-year period during monitoring. The soil health 

monitoring study carried out for CASU by the Department of Soil Science of the University of Zambia 

study showed significant changes in total nitrogen, available phosphorus and soil microbial biomass 

carbon (the results of the study could have been shared with participating districts to better 

promote awareness of the potential contribution of CA to soil health). However, other studies have 

not been so clear. For instance, CAREP (2016), which found only small differences in the soil quality 

parameters between the conservation and conventional practices after a maximum of 12 years of 

conservation agriculture adoption. It is likely that changes will take time.  

WFP’s Purchase for Progress (P4P) programme operated with CASU until December 2016. If CASU was 

operating in a district where P4P operated, the farmers got training in production and then WFP gave 

business skill training and linked them to market. At the time, WFP was the main market for legumes 

(mainly beans and cowpeas). 

 

WFP’s new Patient Procurement Platform (PPP) initiative started up in approximately August 2015 and 

utilized CASU as a mechanism to deliver legume seed and extension service to project farmers and 

farmer groups, with the intention of providing market opportunities to farmers through forward 

contracting arrangements with Export Trading Group (ETD) and NWK Agri-Services (NWK). A relationship 

was established with 33 cooperatives who would serve as aggregators. Most have had some experience 

with crop marketing largely buying maize for the Food Reserve Agency (FRA), and many also buy 

cowpeas for WFP (P4P). PPP planned to have forward delivery contracts with the cooperatives. PPP was 

not specifically targeting CA –any sort of smallholder farmer was acceptable. 

 

In practice there were serious problems leading to defaulting on the contract by both parties. Prices that 

were in the contracts were going to make a loss due to the weak Kwacha and the glut of production in 

season 2015/16 – so the companies (ETD and NWK) bought from other farmers. WFP was frustrated as 

many farmers were stranded without information. Some of the contracted coops also broke their 

contracts and were involved in side-selling. 

 

WFP is still working with the school feeding programme and buying from some CASU farmers in 

Northern, Central and Southern Provinces. A price setting committee of WFP, FAO and Ministry of 

Agriculture representatives meets twice a month. FAO does a gross margin calculation, Ministry of 

Agriculture looks at commodity prices on the market, and together they set a price for farmers. However, 

this is only in some districts, and is a small market (dependent on WFP’s available funds). 
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3.3 Evaluation question 3. Effectiveness 

What outcomes – both intended and unintended — are evident following four and a half years of 

project implementation? In particular: 

• To what extent has the programme achieved its stated outcome (against the outcome 

indicators of: hectarage under CA, yields of CASU promoted crops, disaggregated by 

gender), under the project results framework?  

• What quantitative and qualitative outcomes are evident in this regard? 

 

To what extent are the project outputs contributing to women’s empowerment within the targeted 

districts?  

Cultivated land under CA has increased, both for LFs and FFs, and an increased proportion of land was 

used for CA production of maize. Yields per hectare with CA increased for all the major crops except for 

mixed beans, though there was seasonal variation. The uptake of the ZIAMIS by the Government of the 

Republic of Zambia is an unintended positive outcome. 

  

90. There are three indicators at outcome level: 

• cultivated area under CA  

• yields (MT/ha) of main promoted crops under CASU disaggregated by farmer type 

• yields (MT/ha) of main promoted crops under CASU disaggregated by gender 

 

91. Intended outcomes according to CASU monitoring data 

• increased yields for men and women 

• increased land under CA 

• increased diversity/legumes 

• improved nutrition and food security 

 

3.3.1 Cultivated area 

92. The amount of land farmed using CA practices is an important indicator. CASU’s monitoring data 

indicates that there was fairly consistent increase in the amount of land put under CA, both for LFs 

and FFs, and the trend continued even in the season 2016/17, without inputs (for most farmers) 

(Table 3). If we consider the land allocation by LFs and FFs to CA and CF fields for different crops in 

Year 4, when the inputs mainly ended, it is noticeable that LFs are clearly putting more land under 

CA with maize and soybeans, but there is not much difference for other crop. The outliers were 

decreasing production of mixed beans and cowpeas for LFs (though the FFs increased their bean 

production, under both CA and CF). This could perhaps be an influence of LFs very rarely receiving 

inputs of these seeds, as well as the likely prices for some crops, and preferring to grow other 

legumes on their available land. 
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Table 3: Changes in land allocated to crops by farmer type, crop and farming system (hectares) 

 Year 2 - 2014/15 

Year 3 - 

2015/16 

Year 4 - 

2016/17 

Maize 

CA Fields 
Lead Farmers 0,94 1,09 1,18 

Follower Farmers 0,67 0,73 0,88 

CF Fields 
Lead Farmers 1,67 1,46 1,48 

Follower Farmers 1,30 1,20 1,08 

Mixed 

beans 

CA Fields 
Lead Farmers 0,56 0,49 0,40 

Follower Farmers 0,33 0,46 0,52 

CF Fields 
Lead Farmers 0,40 0,49 0,44 

Follower Farmers 0,50 0,45 0,77 

Cowpeas 

CA Fields 
Lead Farmers 0,65 0,60 0,40 

Follower Farmers 0,37 0,37 0,44 

CF Fields 
Lead Farmers 0,41 0,45 0,47 

Follower Farmers 0,50 0,55 0,50 

Soybeans 

CA Fields 
Lead Farmers 0,68 0,64 1,10 

Follower Farmers 0,61 0,64 0,74 

CF Fields 
Lead Farmers 0,93 0,81 0,64 

Follower Farmers 0,46 0,69 0,88 

Groundnuts 

CA Fields 
Lead Farmers 0,35 0,46 0,46 

Follower Farmers 0,40 0,37 0,41 

CF Fields 
Lead Farmers 0,43 0,53 0,54 

Follower Farmers 0,39 0,49 0,52 
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Figure 1: Land Allocated to crops by farmer type, crop and farming system - Year 4 - 2016/17 

 

 

 

93. The Household survey conducted by the University of Zambia found that yields per hectare for the 

five crops investigated increased between 2014 and 2017, regardless of the CASU project 

beneficiary status. However, CASU farmers had higher yields per hectare compared to the non-

CASU farmers in all these crops except sorghum (Figure 2). 
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Figure 2: Average quantity in kilogram of various crops produced per hectare according to CASU 

beneficiary status 

 

 

94. The University of Zambia study found that the CASU project has had a significant positive influence 

on maize production under CA (using two sample T test and Difference in Difference method). The 

influence on legumes was positive but not significant (with the same tests).  

95. However it is also noted that the amount of land put under legumes with conventional practices 

increased during the project period. Hence while the overall proportion of land used for CA 

cultivation of maize increased, the CA production of legumes decreased in comparison to the land 

farmed using CF for legume production (Table 4 below). Increased legume production is a positive 

outcome and is likely to lead to improved soil fertility and nutrition, however, it demonstrates that 

the CA message is still not fully accepted by farmers.  

Table 4: Land allocation to CA as a proportion of the land allocated to CF (by LFs and FFs) 

 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 

Maize 52,4 % 62,4 % 81,8 % 

All legumes 101,3 % 87,6 % 80,3 % 

 

96. It was noted during the field visits that there are many reasons why a farmer will change crops and 

cultivation methods. The training from CASU and the Ministry of Agriculture is one reason cited (for 

CA it is important to increase the legume production, in order to enable crop rotation). Another 

incentive is the price and market available, both for these crops and competing crops. For instance, 

it was noted that in 2016/17 the price for cotton was high, therefore in some districts farmers moved 

to plant more of that crop and less legume. While others commented that there was very little 

market for cowpeas, and they were mainly kept for home consumption. 

97. Another reason that might explain the increase in legumes on CF land rather than CA is the difficulty 

of using the same ripper for both maize and legumes, but the evaluation team heard different views 

on this issue. 
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98. Analysis of the CASU monitoring data also demonstrates that in Year 4, women farmers increased 

significantly the land planted under CF for soybeans and mixed beans, while the land under CA for 

those crops stayed the same or decreased from the year before.  

Figure 3: Hectares planted under CA and CF by female farmers 

 

 

 

99. The University of Zambia HH data showed that production improved for both men and women 

(Figure 4) between the baseline and using recall regarding production in the 2016/17 season. 

Figure 4: Quantity (kg) of various crops produced per hectare versus farmer gender 

 
 

100. Interestingly the University of Zambia survey found that the FFs had better production than LFs in 

all crops except maize by the end of CASU (Figure 5). 

  

0.00

0.20

0.40

0.60

0.80

1.00

1.20

CA CF CA CF CA CF CA CF CA CF

Maize Mixed Beans Cowpeas Soybeans Groundnuts

Year 2 Year 3 Year 4

0

500

1000

1500

2000

2500

3000

Maize Sorghum Soybean Groundnuts Cowpeas

2012/13 Male

2012/13 Female

2016/17 Male

2016/17 Female



Final Evaluation of the Conservation Agriculture Scaling-Up (CASU) Project  

 

34 

 

Figure 5: Quantity (kg) of crops produced per hectare by farmer status within CASU 

 

101. During the field visits the evaluation team held focus group discussions with farmers in each camp 

visited, and conducted quick data gathering exercises. Farmers were asked, among other questions, 

the area of land under CA and conventional farming in the 2016/17 and 2017/18 seasons. While the 

data is not statistically significant it gives a quick view of the situation in those camps, to triangulate 

and supplement project monitoring data and the University of Zambia data. The following figures 

demonstrate that the percentage of land under CA had increased over the last year, and on average 

was more than half of the farmers’ land in the current season, for both LFs and FFs. This confirms 

the findings of the CASU monitoring data. 

 

Figure 6: Percentage area of land under CA  Figure 7: Percentage area of land under CA, by 

farmer type 

 
Source: ET focus group discussions Source. ET Focus group discussions 

 

102. When the results were disaggregated further, in camps in AER I and IIA, both women and men 

increased their land under CA in the current year. But in AER III, land under CA had decreased. 
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103. The type of land preparation used showed a preference for ripping. However, there was a clear 

difference between LFs and FFs. Ripping was used by 74 percent male and 72 percent female LFs, 

while 47 percent male and 42 percent female FFs 

used ripping. This can be explained by the 

increased training that the LFs have received 

(willingness to buy a ripper or ripping services), 

and in addition, their generally better socio-

economic status (hence ability to pay). In general 

respondents reported that it is cheaper to rip than 

plough a field. However, it is dependent on the 

availability of ripping services (either animal 

drawn or tractor), and this is a significant barrier 

in some camps.  

104. Regression analysis within the University of 

Zambia survey showed that having secondary 

and/or tertiary education was highly significant 

for CA adoption. Owning animal draft power was 

a statistically significant factor for CA adoption. 

Other variables were not significant. 

105. The CASU monitoring data showed high uptake of all components of CA (83.3 percent of all three 

components). 

106. Data from the University of Zambia HH survey (Figure 9) was slightly less positive but still showed 

considerable uptake of minimum tillage and crop rotation. Soil cover uptake had also increased but 

this was reported to be less successful, however, this may be due to a misunderstanding of the 

question. The same wording of the questions from the baseline survey were used – and in this 

question, many farmers were confused as to whether this referred to a ground cover crop or simply 

the maintenance of residues on the soil. The uptake of agro-forestry, on the other hand, was 

probably more positive than in reality (as field findings were that it was not well practiced in the 

field). 

 

Figure 8: Land preparation technique used by 

farmers. Source: ET focus group discussions 
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3.3.2 Yields 

107. CASU’s monitoring data indicates that there was an increase in yields per hectare for all the major 

crops except for mixed beans, though there was a seasonal variation (Table 5). 

Table 5: Changes in yields per hectare 

Average Yield (Kgs/ha) Year 2 - 2014/15 Year 3 - 2015/16 Year 4 - 2016/17 

Maize 
Conservation Agriculture 2786,50 2846,89 3297,89 

Conventional Farming 2248,21 2538,62 2743,97 

Mixed Beans 
Conservation Agriculture 819,05 795,74 606,18 

Conventional Farming 558,91 531,62 884,06 

Cowpeas 
Conservation Agriculture 530,33 639,05 886,69 

Conventional Farming 802,10 672,80 695,87 

Soybeans 
Conservation Agriculture 1067,12 855,99 1454,74 

Conventional Farming 988,41 865,93 1098,92 

Groundnuts 
Conservation Agriculture 640,16 779,42 1188,86 

Conventional Farming 641,32 792,99 741,12 

 

108. Production was significantly better for maize each year under CA, but variable for other crops. In 

Year 3, soya and groundnut yields were similar under both cropping systems, but in Year 4 they did 

significantly better with CA. The case for mixed beans was the reverse – in Year 3 they gave much 

better yields under CA, but in Year 4 production was much worse under CA than under CF. Data 

from the University of Zambia HH survey also confirmed this finding. The increases in maize and 

soya production were statistically significant and were attributable to CA. 

109. Unfortunately, without follow up by Ministry of Agriculture or CASU staff, one can only speculate 

on the possible reasons. Was the difference related to the rainfall differences between Years 3 and 

4? Alternatively, were the seed types available to CASU farmers varying between the seasons? Given 

that most farmers are using recycled seed, this is unlikely, but if farmers decided to buy seed or 

apply fertilizer in Year 4, it could have made a difference. 
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Figure 10: Average yield kg/ha by farming system and crop over time 

 

 

110. During the evaluation team’s focus group discussions with farmers, the yields of maize on 

conventional and CA plots during the 2016/17 season were compared. According to this focus 

group data the results were much better for CA land, both for LFs and FFs. 

 

Figure 11: Maize yields reported by farmers for 2016/17. Source: ET Focus group discussions 

 
Source: ET Focus group discussions 
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Matunga camp, Katete - Mjece Sakala 
(left) and Nason Phiri (right) discuss their 
profits from CA. Nason is an FF and has 
built two houses with his profits. 
Mjece is an LF and has successfully raised 
1 800 seedlings of Glyricidia on his CA 
plot. He had heard how successful they 
are for nitrogen fixing and soil 
improvement so he decided to buy a lot 
of seed. 

Peg Msoro, in Msoro camp, 
Mambwe, moved back to the camp 
only last August. She heard about CA 
from a LF and others. She decided to 
put all of her 6 ha to CA, including 
ripping and basins, and planting 
maize, groundnuts, cowpeas and 
sunflower. Despite rain stopping, her 
crop suffered very little, and she is 
looking forward to a big harvest. 

Farmer respondents reported: 

They have increased the land that they are farming under CA, though this varies between camps and seasons for 

many reasons. Some farmers have gone totally to CA - but not many. Almost all farmers met by the evaluation 

team consider CA a success. Many farmers have increased yields but not incomes if they are in camps with poor 

markets. Legumes are a good source of nutrition – the children are gaining in weight and they have no hungry 

months now. CA crops cope much better than conventional ones in the recent season – where rains started and 

then stopped and then started again only at the end of January 2018. They consider this is due to the moisture 

in the soil under the mulch, and they are usually planted earlier. Many farmers said that their CA crops did better 

last season also, even though there were heavy rains. They thought this was because the fertilizer stays in basins 

and riplines better, whereas it tends to wash away from ridges.  

The main constraint to expansion of their land under CA is the lack of cash for herbicide or ripping (though 

ripping is cheaper than ploughing); access to rippers; and the labour demands – especially for basins and hand-

weeding. 

Mr Lunangu Lunangu, a CASU lead 
farmer, pictured here in his shop 
which he bought in 2016 using profits 
from the increased yields he 
experienced after using CA. He also 
bought 45 animals, and still meets 
occasionally with his follower 
farmers. He will keep farming his land 
under CA, in addition to running the 
shop, but would like further 
assistance on the marketing of his 
agricultural produce.  
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3.3.3 Enabling activities in support of the adoption of CA: 

Mechanization 

111. One of the reasons often cited for limited uptake of CA is the heavy labour requirement to dig 

basins and weed. As a consequence, CASU planned to support the increased use of mechanization, 

and it was anticipated that this would have led to increased cultivated area under CA. 

112. In a study in 2015 in Malawi, Zambia and Zimbabwe, ICRISAT found that mechanization (and 

ownership of rippers) is important for the adoption of CA (particularly for Zambia).  

113. CASU carried out a study of mechanization demand and a private sector financial institutional 

assessment on the existing mechanization products available for small-scale farmers. Based on this, 

a mechanization strategy was formulated in Year 3, including financing business models and a plan 

to use the e-voucher system to support increased use of mechanization. The intention was to roll 

this out during the 2016/17 season. It was planned to cover potential mechanization services for 

land preparation, spraying of herbicides and harvesting. 

114. The strategy was assessed by most respondents to be good. The mechanization service provision 

was to be based on an initial voucher, and with a theory that once farmers prepared a larger area 

with the tractor, and used all CA principles, the increased yields would pay for the services in future. 

115. Four hundred and twenty-three mechanization service providers across all operational areas were 

registered, though they would still need to meet certain criteria. The plan was to identify sufficient 

farmers in a location near a service provider who met the criteria (at least 5 ha for cultivation, 

georeferenced fields, member of cooperative, carrying out CA, and selling crops through 

cooperative-linked marketing contracts) and provide them with the e-voucher. This concept was 

further developed so that the farmer would be linked to credit to pay for the mechanization service, 

via several models. It was also linked to index-based insurance and forward contracts for marketing 

of crops.  

116. Unfortunately, the system ultimately did not function. It only began very late in the project, during 

Year 4. The credit supplier, Vision Fund, was selected as it appeared to be the only option for 

providing small-scale credit. However, at a late stage it was realized that a guarantee would be 

required. This is not possible with European Union funds, therefore the activity stalled. It was also 

planned to provide training on mechanization and business management for agro-entrepreneurs, 

via the district Ministry of Agriculture staff. 

117. However, the small size of the fields of most CASU farmers, make this a difficult proposition to 

implement in an economically feasible manner. CFU also has a mechanization approach, however 

they are dealing with larger, emerging farmers, where mechanization is a more viable proposition, 

banks have provided credit for tractors, and farmers can afford to pay for the services. However, 

even in this case, there have been many practical difficulties, such as poorly cleared fields damaging 

the tractors and rippers.  

118. Land fragmentation means that tractors currently need to service widely scattered farms. District 

Ministry of Agriculture staff have tried to group farmers and link them to tractor operators, to make 

it worthwhile for them to come to a camp. However, in practice this has not been very successful. It 

appears that there is not a large pool of farmers who are willing-to-pay for the service.  

119. The project laid the groundwork by carrying out geographic information system (GIS) mapping of 

many camps and fields (especially LFs). The plan was that this could then be used to monitor the 

use of mechanization e-vouchers (checking that service providers were truly delivering the service 
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in the field). This required a capacity building programme for 75 district staff, including training and 

provision of equipment (plus daily subsistence allowances, fuel, etc.). In practice the digitization was 

not immediately useful as the mechanization programme did not eventuate as planned. However, 

it is hoped that the geo-referencing will be useful in the future to allow presentation of Ministry of 

Agriculture agricultural statistics and M&E results in combination of other critical layers such as 

location of agricultural infrastructure, agricultural services, markets, topographical features, etc. 

Increasing the stock of legume seed 

120. Legume seed multiplication was reasonably successful. Steward Globe won a tender to supply 

legume seeds (cowpea, beans, soybeans, groundnuts) for seed multiplication in the 2016/17 season. 

CASU nominated the agro-dealers who should be supplied. The plan was to supply seed, train some 

extension officers (CEOs) in seed multiplication (for rollout to farmers), carry out quality control 

together with government seed certification staff while the crop was in the ground, then buy back 

the seed from farmers. As well as the contract with CASU, they also had a contract with individual 

farmers, defining the rules and stating that they would buy back. The farmers benefitted as they 

received free seeds and extension services and had a guaranteed market with premium prices (the 

CASU contract specified a base and a floating price – if the prices change they would not go below 

a bottom price – if the prices improve, they pay more). Some farmers did not meet the required 

quality and therefore could not sell their products. After the first season, they stayed in touch with 

some of the farmers in Kapiri Mposhi, Katete and Mazabuka – and will continue to do seed 

multiplication with a few farmers – on a direct arrangement. Many farmers relied on recycled legume 

seeds rather than buying hybrids. This results in lower yields normally, but is more attractive to 

farmers without cash. 

Strengthening finance and markets 

121. SBFIC conducted three financial literacy Training of Trainers (TOT) workshops covering a total of 64 

Ministry of Agriculture field staff. It was anticipated that each trainer would cascade the training to 

at least 100 participants before s/he could be certified as full-fledged trainer. In theory, upon 

completion of financial literacy trainings, the farmers would then be linked to financial institutions 

for financing. By the end of 2015, 2 321 agro-entrepreneurs (991 women, or 43 percent) had been 

trained – an average of 36 trainee per trainer. There were then three regional experience sharing 

workshops for trainers. The total cost was EUR 107 189. However, as the financial institution linkage 

was not possible, there was no further roll-out. 

122. Weather Index insurance was trialled in association with mechanization vouchers and credit to 

support legume seed multiplication in the 2016/17 season. It was planned to support 1 216 farmers 

(27 LFs and 1189 FFs), over an estimated area of 2 432 hectares. During field visits, the evaluation 

team observed that seven farmers (though one of those received two payouts) from one camp in 

Mpongwe received insurance payouts (24.8 percent of the insured value).  

123. Much of the focus of CASU has been on inputs and the technical aspects of conservation agriculture 

to boost productivity. The design was clearly production-based, with an assumption that any extra 

produce would find buyers. However, the project design did not sufficiently consider the economic 

drivers of sustainability, with the result that the lack of buyers for legumes had a dampening effect 

on scaling-up, as farmers will not continue to produce without a market with a reasonable price 

(even if their yields increase). WFP’s P4P for legume markets disappeared and the new PPP was not 

able to pick up the CASU farmers. Alternatives include corporate buyers, the border markets (e.g. 

DRC, Namibia), local markets or briefcase buyers, but all have specific problems. In the 2016/17 

season, prices fell due to the very good production. Some farmers are dis-adopting due to lack of 

legume market or being stuck with debt for seed to forward contractors. From the focus group 

discussions, it is evident that farmers usually distrust each other, meaning that they will not 
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aggregate, form a united front to buyers, or take crops to the border to sell, unless all farmers go 

along. This makes marketing very problematic.  

124. An emphasis on field-scale, technical issues is not new. An earlier FAO publication on CA in Zambia 

predating CASU (Baudron et al, 2007) noted that: “Many projects and teams tend to focus on 

technical issues such as tillage, cover crops, weed control and implements at the field scale. This 

focus often implies less attention is given to non-technical issues, for example rural finance, 

marketing and value chain development, organizational or policy issues.” (p. xix). This is likely to be 

partly because the skillset of the Ministry of Agriculture and FAO team is more in technical issues, 

whereas the markets, finance and value chain is much more difficult to control. 

125. Agro-dealers were identified as both direct and 

indirect beneficiaries in the Project Document. In 

general, they were very positive about CASU and the 

e-voucher system (other than minor gripes about 

delays in payments). They reported that their 

incomes had increased (though this was not 

measured), both directly from the sales of inputs via 

CASU, but also through the opportunity to form 

relationships with new customers, who returned to 

buy other items with cash. They received some 

training from CASU, but this mainly involved the use 

of the e-voucher machine.  

Improved information on CA for farmers 

126. CASU prepared a Communication and Visibility Strategy in 2015. The objective was to develop the 

awareness, knowledge and behaviour change among small-scale farmers on CA. CASU used a range 

of technologies, including SMS, national and community radio and television messages and 

programmes, preparation of printed materials, distribution of t-shirts and posters, etc. Ministry of 

Agriculture staff were supported to present on CA in agricultural fairs, as well as carrying out 

ongoing extension activities. 

127. CASU worked with the National Agricultural Information Service (NAIS) to develop messages on CA. 

These were disseminated on radio (Zambian National Broadcasting Commission) and television. In 

addition, the District Ministry of Agriculture staff were encouraged to support broadcasting of 

interviews and CA stories on community radio stations. Farmers reported that they had heard the 

programmes and thought that in particular community radio was a very good source of information. 

This is important as a means to encourage farmers to try CA, as well as to share knowledge.  

128. However, as discussed in the Mid-term Evaluations, it would have been useful to monitor the 

impacts and try to understand the reach of these advocacy materials (e.g. a listener analysis could 

have been done jointly with the national TV stations and local or community radio stations). 

129. During the focus group meetings, SMS and community radio were found to be most effective to 

improve CA information dissemination to farmers. Given the poor access to televisions by farmers, 

this was not a useful method (especially considering the cost). It might have been useful for 

extension staff to show later to farmers on laptops, but the evaluation team did not hear of this 

happening. The toll-free telephone line was not useful. Many farmers interviewed said that they had 

tried to call it (mainly in association with e-voucher issues) but there was no answer or they could 

not get through. This was confirmed also by district Ministry of Agriculture staff. 

Agro-dealers in Eastern Province were generally 

positive about the likely sustainability of CA 

practices. They said that there are three of types 

of farmers: 

1. Those who have tried CA and continue to 

use it with their own money 

2. Those who try it for the project 

3. Those who don’t try it at all  

They warned that it is difficult for farmers to 

accept new ideas, and it takes time to change 

attitudes.  
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130. The SMSs sent over the project period (306 in total) went mainly to farmers and Ministry of 

Agriculture staff (though in some cases they were repetitions of the same message to targeted 

groups). They also were sent to agri-suppliers, agro-dealers and aggregators. The frequency varied 

over seasons.  

Figure 12: Recipients of SMS sent by the CASU project 

 

 

131. The topics of the SMSs sent were mainly focused on input supply (46 percent of the messages) – 

either advising the farmers to collect them, or administrative issues related to their supply for the 

agro-dealers and Ministry of Agriculture staff. Only 18 percent of the messages were sent on 

technical topics and 18 percent on marketing issues, some of which were repetitions of the same 

message to targeted groups. The final 18 percent were administrative messages sent to Ministry of 

Agriculture staff, mainly related to reporting. The Evaluators consider that the SMS tool has been 

useful, and was appreciated by farmers (who could recall some of the messages sent). A 2016 

International Telecommunication Union study found that almost 75 percent of Zambian households 

had a mobile phone.9 While only 50 percent of rural households were reported to have a mobile 

phone, the evaluation team found that all households interviewed had access to a mobile phone. 

However, it could be used more extensively to send targeted messages on technical or marketing 

issues to farmers. 

 

                                                           
9 ITU, 2016. Measuring the Information Society Report. Zambia: https://www.itu.int/en/ITU-

D/LDCs/Documents/2017/Country%20Profiles/Country%20Profile_Zambia.pdf  
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Figure 13: Topics of SMS sent by the CASU project 

 

132. The technical SMS messages have been translated to seven local languages and packaged for use 

by the Ministry of Agriculture. In addition, messages have been recorded in the local languages and 

English for use on a telephone call system. It is still unclear which government department will 

manage these technologies. 

To what extent are the project outputs contributing to women’s empowerment within the targeted 

districts?  

133. A gender analysis was prepared by CASU, but the strategy is not really used. Setting targets for 

female LFs and FFs has been effective. Quotas of at least 40 percent women LFs and FFs have been 

reached in most districts, and district/extension staff appear to be providing good support to 

women. Overall, out of the total 268 137 CASU beneficiary farmers, 49.1 percent were female and 

50.9 percent were male. 

134. Women LFs are participating actively in CA demonstration, training and activities, and are exhibiting 

greater confidence as a result of their increased capacities and experience. They reported in focus 

groups that they are respected by male FFs, and their families are supportive of their work as a LF 

(there were no reports of jealousy). They do have a greater labour burden as a result of their work 

as a LF. In the focus groups, male FFs seemed satisfied with female LFs and did not express any 

preference.  

135. CA does appear to cause an increased need for labour in general (unless there is access to 

mechanization and herbicide) – this was seen also in the analysis of the CASU sentinel data, for both 

women and men. While in many meetings the farmers reported that land preparation and weeding 

was done by all family members, in other meetings it was conceded that women bear a heavier 

burden. This was also recognized in the Gender Strategy of CASU. There was increased use of 

herbicide in many households (according to focus group discussions with farmers) both via the 

inputs to LFs and some purchases, but not all families can afford herbicide purchases. The plans for 

mechanization did not eventuate, so this situation was not resolved.   

136. In the Year 3 Annual Report it was noted that 33.27 percent of the identified agro-entrepreneurs 

receiving training in Financial Literacy and Farming as business trainings organized in partnership 

with WFP and SBFIC were women.  

137. There was some variation in community opinions and behaviours regarding gender. In some camps, 

women reported that they can manage their own piece of land under CA and even keep the profits. 

While in others (even within the same district or nearby districts), men did not allow their wives to 
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farm land separately, and insisted on making all production and purchasing decisions for the 

household. 

138. As there have been only limited 

activities regarding markets for 

produce, it is unclear whether 

women were able to access 

markets equally to men. No 

targeted marketing activities for 

women were implemented. 

139. Women farmers are less likely to 

own mobile phones or radios than 

men. However, the Year 3 Annual 

Report reported that 51 percent 

of farmers accessing CASU 

information are women. 

3.3.4 ZIAMIS and the e-voucher system 

140. An important unintended outcome, the uptake of the e-voucher and Zambian Integrated 

Agricultural Management Information System (ZIAMIS) by the Government of the Republic of 

Zambia, was not anticipated in the project design, and not measured in any project indicator. This 

is expected to have a very positive impact at high level in the future agriculture activities in Zambia, 

therefore it is given attention here. ZIAMIS is based on the CASU model, which has migrated to be 

managed by Smart Zambia and Ministry of Agriculture (the Ministry has requested further 

assistance from FAO to ensure smooth handover and functioning).  

141. The system was trialled for monitoring and tracking the distribution of agricultural inputs via Farm 

Input Subsidy Programme (FISP) in the 2017/18 season. Approximately one million farmers were 

registered, and about 800 000 (75-80 percent) have redeemed. 

142. The earlier FISP register was known to have many mistakes in registration and so-called ghost 

farmers – farmers who were dead or were registered in multiple districts, leading to potential 

financial mismanagement. The 

World Bank had reported that 

FISP targeting was problematic - 

“households in Zambia with 

more land get slightly larger 

subsidies and larger farms are 

over-represented in the groups of 

FISP beneficiaries.” (World Bank, 

9th Zambia Economic Brief). 

During 2017, some 20 000 ghost 

farmers were cleaned out of the 

farmer registration, making a 

considerable financial saving for 

the Government. 

143. In the future, Government of the Republic of Zambia staff anticipated the major benefit which will 

be the visibility of what is happening on the ground in agriculture. With ZIAMIS, they can improve 

the capture of farmer details, identify which farmers are going to benefit, who has deposited, who 

ZIAMIS is a central repository of various data sets. For example, 

quantitative data on ZIAMIS relates to the following: 

a. farmer registration and beneficiary list management data  

b. private sector registration data, input catalogue and commodity 

pricing data  

c. farmer deposit, e-vouchers activation and funds upload 

processes data 

d. farmer redemption, swiping and financial tracking processes data 

e. farmer choices and input access processes data 

f. transactions reconciliation processes data 

g. routine food security and nutrition monitoring data 

h. e-extension technical and performance data 

In Mambwe the Senior Agricultural Officer reported that for women it is a 

bit harder as they have less access than men to productive resources such 

as land or inputs. Women have the desire to work with CA but fewer 

resources. Some women have land of their own – especially female heads 

of households - but most are working on their husband’s land. Some chiefs 

are trying to give land to women too. The district and camp Ministry of 

Agriculture staff encourage farmers to discuss gender issues and to involve 

women in agriculture, such as ensuring that in trainings there are 50:50 

men and women. This way, whatever training is given, both women and 

men can take it into practice. They also discuss the way resources are 

handled in the household, promoting that planning and decision-making 

should be done as a family. 
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has redeemed, what inputs they redeemed, from what agro-dealer and at what price. They will be 

able to tailor the assistance for different types of farmer. They will be able to produce forecasts for 

agro-dealers and buyers, on land planted in different districts and possible volumes of harvests. 

They also consider that this will assist with the capture of statistics on the contribution of the 

programme to GDP.  

144. ZIAMIS has CA embedded in it to the extent that information is recorded on whether the farmer is 

using CA or not. However, it was not politically possible to ensure that CA was a requirement for 

receiving the FISP inputs. CASU staff have assisted in the preparation of the new FISP manual, but 

this does not mention CA yet. The development of ZIAMIS has also been disseminated as a good 

practice to FAO offices across the region. 

 

3.4 Evaluation Question 4. Efficiency 

How efficient was the project management and implementation, including an assessment of the 

following: 

• quality and use of the CASU monitoring and evaluation system in informing project 

implementation; 

• implementation gaps and delays, if any, their causes and consequences, and assessment of 

any remedial measures taken. 

 

The CASU M&E system is complex and collects a considerable amount of potentially useful data. However, 

delays in analysis mean it has not been used efficiently to improve implementation. There has been strong 

financial control. However the focus has been on the systems development (such as the e-voucher) rather 

than on the actions needed to support the value chain development. The FAO Project Task Force was 

available to provide technical support, however, after an active period during the Inception, they mainly 

acted in an approvals role only. 

 

145. There was very strong financial control of the project, and the project team took care to operate 

within the bounds of the specific and general conditions of the contract with the European Union. 

On project implementation, however, while FAO met the requirements of the contract with the 

European Union, the evaluation found that more regular meetings and joint planning between 

Ministry of Agriculture and FAO (and European Union) would have been beneficial, in particular, 

greater involvement of Ministry of Agriculture staff at national level in decision-making and project 

management. As FAO is the contract holder with the European Union, they have the legal 

responsibility to discharge the terms of the contract, but the evaluation team considers that 

establishing a regular meeting schedule and facilitating more genuine participation would have 

been appropriate in order to contribute towards sustainability of results. 

146. Initially, reporting requirements in the Project Document were excessive, and contradicted the FAO-

EU contract. CASU faced difficulties with an excessive period of commenting on reports, leading to 

delayed disbursements from the European Union. The Mid-term Evaluation proposed that in order 

to minimize reporting work, but still satisfy the requirement of the European Union (and FAO) for 

information, the official reports should be annual, but that informal six-monthly reports could 

provide supplemental information. This was agreed to in the Management Response but did not 

transpire. As a result, there will be a two-year gap between the Annual Report for Year 3 (covering 

the year to May 2016) and the Completion Report.  
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147. Many members of the FAO Project Task Force were primarily involved only during the inception 

stage of the project. In addition, one was involved in the preparation of the new project proposal 

during 2017. The added value for FAO in implementing projects of this kind is that it can provide 

broader technical backstopping beyond the expertise available within the country office; however, 

it appears that the FAO Project Task Force were underused, seemingly due to limited available 

budget, but also requests from CASU were more related to clearance of documents and support to 

project formulation.  

148. As noted earlier, the final expenditure of the project was approximately 85.6 percent of that 

budgeted by June 2018 (according to the draft final expenditure report). All expenditure appears 

acceptable, however it does reflect some of the issues noted in the field. For instance, problems 

with seedling survival, insufficient availability of bicycles and a need for more training in gender and 

M&E were areas where budget went unspent. Given that budget was available, it suggests that the 

attention of the project team had been focused more on the development and handover of ZIAMIS. 

As anticipated, the development of the e-voucher system and SMS-based M&E system went well 

over budget.  

Quality and use of the CASU monitoring and evaluation (M&E) system in informing project 

implementation  

149. CASU has a very complex M&E system. The M&E Strategy defined the objectives to be to: 

• ensure that good quality data is collected to enable tracking of progress towards the 

achievement of the set objectives 

• rigorously assess the impact of the project on relevant indicators related to food security, 

employment, income, nutritional status and the environment 

• build the M&E capacity of Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock to strengthen the quality of 

data collection, improve impact assessment and fill evidence gaps  

• to test the logic of the intervention and to provide timely inputs to project management that 

will inform key decisions regarding implementation 

• prepare and disseminate in a timely fashion, reports and other products from the analysis of 

the data collected through the project 

 

150. Ministry of Agriculture field staff have received training on data collection, and collect data at 

regular intervals and send it to CASU; however, there is limited evidence that the data was used to 

inform or revise the project’s implementation. In addition, there were errors in data entry or delays 

in uploading, and sometimes misunderstandings by enumerators. This may be alleviated to some 

extent in the future as mobile phone-based applications are now being used with ZIAMIS, which 

will decrease data entry errors and speed up collection.  

151. The evaluation team found that monitoring analysis was not done in a timely fashion, and 

information was not fed back to districts. This was partly due to problems with turnover of project 

staff (e.g. the M&E officer and Data Analyst), which affected the timely analysis of monitoring data. 

But it seems that the CASU team did not prioritize this aspect of the work (among the many tasks), 

or it was excessively centralized.  

152. The value of monitoring data is to inform project management and implementation. Ministry of 

Agriculture staff at provincial and district level did have access to their own data online, and could 

in theory do some analysis, but they could not see the data from other districts. In addition, nearly 

all the district field staff visited by the evaluation team pointed out that they generally do not have 

very strong statistical analysis skills, nor do they have easy internet access that would allow them to 
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access and analyse the data themselves. Hence this was a wasted opportunity to guide the districts 

on the progress and weaknesses of CA in their own area. The only feedback that the districts 

reported receiving was on the timing and quality of their reports – not on the progress against 

indicators or comparison to other districts’ production. 

153. An example is the further analysis of the reasons behind the changes in yields or land planted under 

different production systems. As noted in this report earlier, there was considerable variation 

between years. If the data was analysed in a timely fashion it would be possible to return to the 

farmers and ask follow-up queries, to dig further into the reasons for the changes. However, as this 

did not happen, the project is left with findings but no analysis. 

154. There are also lessons to be learned from the design of the M&E system. The original baseline 

lacked information on incomes and women’s labour. A decision was taken to separate out some 

camps for sentinel camp monitoring in a more detailed manner. However, these camps were not 

included in routine monitoring. This is problematic as it is impossible to show the contribution of 

CA to any changes in these households (and therefor the impact of the project). There were also 

discrepancies between the data collected in the baselines and data collected during the sentinel 

site monitoring – for example, on household dietary diversity, the baseline gathered data on 9 food 

groups, whereas in the sentinel site monitoring this was increased to 12 food groups. Similarly, the 

baseline gathered data relating to a household’s food consumption over the preceding seven days, 

while the sentinel site questionnaire gathered data on food consumption in the past twenty-four 

hours. This resulted in several sets of comprehensive data that were not necessarily directly 

comparable. 

155. Reporting in the project was mostly activity-based. Perhaps due to the delays in analysis of the data, 

this meant that reporting tended to focus on aspects such as numbers of training conducted or 

farmers registered, rather than higher level indicators. 

Implementation gaps and delays, if any, their causes and consequences, and assessment of any 

remedial measures taken 

156. The project started late. The CASU Project Document and the description of action were prepared 

based on FISRI. However, subsequently it was found that there were several problems with FISRI, 

necessitating changes to the CASU project supervision structures, management, monitoring, 

procedures, etc. It was also expected that the list of leader farmers from FISRI could be used, 

however due to accuracy concerns the CASU team had to start again with identification and 

verification of LFs and FFs, in order to ensure tight financial control. The first agricultural season was 

lost for this reason. 

157. Timing of the provision of inputs was a problem. With the agricultural calendar time is critical. One 

of the basic tenets of CA is to do land preparation and plant early. Yet inputs for LFs were 

consistently delivered late to the agro-dealers. Many farmers complained that they prepared the 

demonstration plot in expectation of planting, yet the seed was not available. This might mean they 

needed to use their own seeds. But they also sometimes had to weed twice or three times even 

before planting.  

158. Delays in payments were frustrating for districts and agro-dealers (and even to FAO field staff). The 

districts provided reports twice a year in line with expenditure against the Letter of Agreement. The 

next tranche was not paid until all districts submitted their reports and all were corrected and 

accepted. If one district was late, all were paid late. This was a disincentive for good performance. It 

also meant that districts might not have funds available for time sensitive trainings due in the 

following period. Steps were taken to change this practice for the last tranche payment in 2017 – 
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seven separate payments were made to one or more districts, as their reports were approved, rather 

than making them wait.  

159. The project team has sequenced some of the activities over the life of the project, reasoning that 

not everything could be started at once. However, some activities were considerably delayed. For 

instance, five possible action research topics had been chosen by 2014, yet only three had been 

conducted by 2017. Mechanization activities were only implemented in 2016-2017 – and were not 

able to facilitate CA expansion. 

160. The project was extended by seven months, to end December 2017. The plans for the exit strategy 

(included in the amended Project Document) were mainly related to completing the previous 

agricultural season, communication and handing over the MIS. 

161. A Mid-term Evaluation Management Response was prepared by CASU in reply to its 

Recommendations, but many of the plans were not taken into implementation (see Annex 3). 

 

3.5 Evaluation Question 5. Sustainability 

To what extent are CASU’s results sustainable? What are the prospects for sustaining and scaling-

up the project’s results by the Ministry of Agriculture of Zambia after the completion of the 

project? 

Sustainability depends on farmers seeing the benefits of CA and continuing without project support. In 

the final year of implementation, LFs continued in the most part to work with FFs and apply CA without 

receiving inputs, and continued to achieve good yields. On the other hand, inadequate markets for 

legumes in particular are a threat to continuing CA. From the literature, there is a great variation in results 

of different studies regarding adoption and dis-adoption of CA; and yields, influencing factors, etc. The 

monitoring data has indicated that there has been considerable variation of application of CA techniques 

year to year and between crops. Therefore it is not possible to assume that scaling-up will continue for 

all crops. The data does indicate, however, that farmers recognize the benefits of using CA for maize crops 

– the hectarage and yields are consistently increasing under CA. 

 

162. Many projects over the years have given training on CA but not achieved sustainable uptake at large 

scale (including the precursor projects such as FISRI and CASIPP). Farmers did report that the 

increased yields under CASU are motivating especially now that there is less land available, more 

frequent droughts and greater population pressure; while earlier there was always more land that 

they could move onto. 

163. Part of the justification for CASU was that increasing the intensity of training would improve 

understanding of CA and increase uptake. The LF and FF model worked well, and it is particularly 

helpful that peer trainers are present and living in the camp (especially as the district budgets are 

limited). The system uses the concept of the Farmer Field School, as noted in the Project Document, 

and in some of the training materials of CASU. Most LFs and FFs claimed that they were still meeting, 

even though the project had ended, and were still practicing CA in the last season without inputs. 

This was a very good sign of potential sustainability. They also reported an informal spread to non-

CASU farmers – via seeing CA crops and talking with camp officers and farmers. However, this was 

not consistent – some camps seem totally unaware of CA. 

164. The main disadvantage was the lack of transport. Many LFs complained that it took too long to walk 

to their FF’s fields. The provision of bicycles to LFs was planned to overcome the problem. However, 
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in practice the bicycles were expensive (though very high quality) and not enough could be 

provided. They were distributed late in the project period. Some of the bicycles were also distributed 

to FFs, which led to further complaints by the LFs. This actually worked as disincentive as it annoyed 

those who did not receive one – good monitoring could have improved selection. These could have 

been source of encouragement for good camps/districts or to poorer ones to do better 

165. One district officer noted that there was a greater loss of female farmers from the programme as 

they were more likely to move to other districts when married. Therefore, recruiting a higher 

percentage of women at the start is recommended. 

166. Participation in CASU has resulted in improved capacities of district and camp staff, and improved 

capacities (knowledge/attitudes/behaviours) of farmers on CA. Farmers could describe the elements 

of CA and debate the merits of different types of techniques (such as basin design). 

167. CASU worked with the Ministry of Agriculture on the development of ideas for diploma and degree 

course curricula (though it has not yet been approved by the Ministry). It is hoped that if CA is 

incorporated further into the education of future agriculture extension staff, it will become a 

sustainable part of agricultural practice. CA seems to be part of core mandate of Ministry so the 

promotion of CA should continue to some degree – but it is subject to capacity and funding 

limitations (for instance for transport, daily subsistence allowances and continuing training updates). 

The CA training materials for extension staff have been prepared by CASU but also not distributed 

as they are also waiting for approval by the Ministry of Agriculture. Districts claimed to have given 

the training on CA to all their camp and block officers, so that they were interchangeable and could 

also provide CA training in non-CASU camps. This may be one reason for the observed spread of 

CA techniques beyond the CASU camps (e.g. as seen in the University of Zambia survey). 

168. CASU supported a study by Phiri and Kuntashula (2016), considering the literature on CA and 

looking at measurement of impact of CA. They considered that the main reasons for not adopting 

sustainably were the lack of technical capacity, the cost of inputs and the lack of mulch/crop 

residues. This study reflected one of the indicators in the new logical framework regarding Output 

1.6: CA Policy recommendations implemented by government. However, while the paper was 

prepared, it was never formally approved by the Government of the Republic of Zambia and 

therefore was never taken further. 

169. It is unclear to the evaluation team as to why these papers and studies are still waiting for approval 

by the Government – was there anything further the project could have done to push them forwards 

or was this too politically problematic for the Government? 

170. The efforts of the project to identify private sector buyers and aggregators have not been successful. 

This is a big issue everywhere. Farmers reported that they may move away from legume production 

if they cannot find suitable markets. 

171. The rationale for using the e-voucher for LFs to access inputs was to act as an incentive for them to 

support their FFs. This reflects the policy of the Government to support smallholder farmers with 

agricultural inputs. However, inputs do carry some risks for sustainable uptake of CA. It was assumed 

that the inputs would be used to provide a learning platform for FFs (much as a teacher needs chalk 

and books to teach), and at the same time the LFs would benefit from the proceeds of the plots. In 

practice this has worked well; LFs have been encouraged to establish demos and in most cases have 

expanded beyond the demo plot. However, in some camps it appears that the logic was not 

explained well. In many camps, LFs complained that they had not received inputs in the 2016/17 

season; while FFs complained that they never did.  



Final Evaluation of the Conservation Agriculture Scaling-Up (CASU) Project  

 

50 

 

172. On the other hand, it was also evident that most farmers had continued to use CA in the 2016/17 

season despite the weaning off inputs. Most farmers also claimed that they were continuing in the 

2017/18 season, or even increasing their land under CA. In addition, there were many stories told 

of farmers outside of CASU who never received inputs but had turned to CA. This seems to indicate 

that the field changes could be quite sustainable. Many farmers said that the access to new 

knowledge was the most important element of CASU. 

173. The handover of the farmer registration database and e-voucher system to ZIAMIS is a huge step 

towards sustainability. FISP could provide sustainable inputs to roll out CA (and especially legumes) 

if done in a more efficient way (on time, to the right farmers, including appropriate inputs). This 

would require explicit tying of inputs to application of CA, which would also require political buy-in 

and monitoring in the field. Sustainability will depend on the availability of finances of the 

Government of the Republic of Zambia. FAO has also shared the experience widely in the region 

and it has the potential to inform other projects and government management systems. To facilitate 

this, it would be beneficial to establish the cost in total of development and handover (to know if it 

is replicable), although this is understandably quite a difficult calculation. 

 
3.6 Evaluation Question 6. Added value 

To what extent CASU has made a unique contribution towards supporting the Ministry of 

Agriculture’s objectives related to CA? If so, how? 

The development and handover of the MIS/e-voucher system to the Ministry of Agriculture was a 

significant added value of the CASU project and was facilitated by FAO in working as a trusted partner to 

the Ministry. This should significantly improve any further input delivery, as well as field level monitoring. 

FAO’s Task Force was underutilized by CASU. 

 

174. In addition to being aligned with other CA-promoting activities in Zambia, the most significant 

added value of CASU has been the handover of the MIS/e-voucher system to the Ministry of 

Agriculture. The role of FAO in working as a trusted partner to the Ministry facilitated this – whereas 

another donor or NGO would not have had similar access. This is likely to have a significant impact 

on any future input delivery system (permitting more efficiency and less misuse of funds) and on 

the overall monitoring of agricultural production by the Ministry (though not necessarily to CA as it 

does not currently have a requirement for recipients to practice CA). Furthermore, there is potential 

for the government to utilize the ZIAMIS farmer registry as a means of keeping track on the levels 

of adoption or dis-adoption of CA, and tailor interventions appropriately. Meanwhile, the ZIAMIS 

system could be used to enforce the requirement that farmers redeem legumes and/or have a 

minimum area of land allocated to CA when participating in the FISP scheme if the Government of 

the Republic of Zambia decides to do so. This could further support the Ministry of Agriculture to 

reach its objectives related to CA. However, ZIAMIS is not specifically related to CA, but rather to 

the general functioning of agricultural information management, and the input subsidy system.  

175. CASU has made efforts to coordinate (via the Insakas) and avoid overlaps with other actors (e.g. 

CFU). This has been successful, as there appears to have been little overlap of the two large CA 

programmes until the current season. CASU has also utilized the recognized expertise of CFU staff 

in technical topics and contracted them to provide technical training for the district Ministry of 

Agriculture staff, such as on ripping or basin preparation. 

176. FAO has played an active role in Zambia in promoting the concept of climate-smart agriculture – 

most notably, through the EPIC project January 2012 – December 2014) which aimed to build an 
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evidence base on CSA practices that could inform policy decisions. This support has continued 

through FAO’s ‘Save and Grow’ project and a Belgian-funded project for the southern Africa region. 

This support has resulted in the country’s first national CSA strategy, as well as enhanced awareness 

and understanding of CSA though the creation of networks and a working group on CSA. The CASU 

project on the other hand was very narrowly focused on conservation agriculture, which can be 

understood as one specific approach that falls under the CSA umbrella. In this sense, CASU was 

well-aligned with other efforts by FAO to promote wider adoption and understanding of CSA in 

Zambia, and the added value of the CASU project is that it was focused very much at field-level 

intervention of actual CSA practices.  

177. FAO’s Task Force was available to provide technical support, however, after an active period during 

the Inception, they mainly acted in an approvals role only. Only very limited budget for support was 

available, but also there was limited request from CASU for subsequent technical support. One 

staffer has provided support in the preparation of the new action fiche. 

178. The Ministry of Agriculture has the greatest outreach possibility of any potential actor in CA in 

Zambia. The promotion of CA extension via the Ministry is considered by the evaluation team to be 

the most effective method of achieving good coverage to smallholder farmers (though there are 

natural inefficiencies when working with governments). FAO also has a clear link to the Ministry of 

Agriculture. Other methods could have existed, all with pros and cons – for instance there are private 

sector companies, NGOs or farmers’ unions encouraging CA. The INSAKAs were an attempt to 

better coordinate all actors and find common methods, but it was difficult to bring all actors 

together. The private sector is naturally interested in making a profit, and as such tends to work 

with wealthier farmers and at smaller scale. This is not a consistent method, as they will withdraw if 

there is not clear profitability (as found by WFP with the PPP, where the private sector organizations 

did not perform to expectations and reneged on contracts with farmers). NGOs such as Profit Plus 

or COMACO, have their own agendas and also smaller geographical scale. CFU has sufficient 

funding via DfID. The Zambian National Farmers’ Union went through serious problems of misuse 

of funds in recent years. It may be a good actor in the future for dissemination of CA, but during 

CASU’s implementation it was problematic to work with them. It is problematic legally for FAO to 

support some private sector actors (particularly multinationals). Similarly, there were some barriers 

for the work of the European Union in issues such as provision of credit guarantees to financing 

organizations. 
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4 Lessons learned 

Value chain/market-led approach 

179. The assumption that crops from CA farmers will find buyers and crop producer prices will remain 

static or increase was one of the most significant assumptions/risks for the project. In practice, 

farmers had difficulty finding buyers, particularly for legumes (and particularly for some legumes 

such as cowpeas or pigeon peas). This proved a disincentive for increasing the area under legumes, 

and effectively rotating crops. In addition, there has been considerable volatility in crop prices, and 

variation due to supply and demand. The lesson learned here is that any such project should at its 

core consider a market-led, value chain approach as a means to ensure sustainability of the 

techniques adopted, and also to ensure meaningful contribution to the livelihoods of beneficiaries.  

Labour is a barrier to the expansion of CA 

180. Labour constraints and the cost of inputs are the most significant barriers to the expansion of CA 

to larger areas. CA was viewed as extra labour by farmers, particularly due to an increase in weeds 

on CA fields due to the discontinuation of ploughing. Any future projects should prioritize labour 

saving techniques, and pay due attention to integrated weed management practices that are 

affordable and safe for smallholder farmers.  

The role of input subsidies 

181. The inputs that were distributed to lead CASU farmers were not intended to serve as incentives, but 

rather as tools for developing the demonstration plots and training the FFs (much like chalk for a 

teacher). However, the lack of inputs did appear to be a disincentive for some FFs and there was 

resentment observed during focus group discussions. Future projects should consider carefully the 

role and effect of input subsidies, and possibly explore alternative models such as the involvement 

of private sector off-takers as input suppliers in contract-farming type arrangements.  

Taking a sectoral approach to CA 

182. CASU has tried to work with other actors on the implementation of common strategies on CA, via 

Insakas. The experience was that while the Insakas were beneficial, it was not easy to get shared 

approaches. Worldwide it has proved difficult to get all development actors working as a sector, as 

NGOs and different donors have their own approaches and preferences. Naturally it would be 

beneficial to work closely together in the future. 
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5 Conclusions and Recommendations  

5.1 Conclusions 

Conclusion 1. Relevance - CASU has operated with a strong focus on improving production, and 

supplying inputs, in line with the Government of the Republic of Zambia objectives. However, there 

has been insufficient focus on markets. A broader interpretation of climate-sensitive agriculture, 

involving a “context-sensitive approach based on systems agronomy” and moving away from 

specifically CA, would be more effective at developing sustainable agriculture.10 

Conclusion 2. Impact - Even though farmers increased their production in many areas, without a 

suitable market outlet they did not always improve their incomes. In addition, without a secure 

market for the legumes, with a reasonable profit, they are not encouraged to grow them. The heavy 

labour requirement, if ADP or tractors are not available, is also a limiting factor. All these issues 

were identified in the Project Document as disincentives towards adoption of CA, but it was not 

possible to make significant changes. 

Conclusion 3. Effectiveness - CASU has successfully supported improved nutrition and food 

security through increased farm yields and increased production and consumption of legumes. CA 

hectarage has expanded under CASU, both for LFs and FFs, though the project worked with fewer 

households than originally planned. Legume production has also increased, both in yields and 

hectarage under CA (though there also appears to be a spin-off increase in CF legume production 

by CASU farmers). Women and men farmers have relatively equal access to the support from CASU. 

183. Based on the support provided by CASU, female farmers have equal access, but for those inputs 

which they access outside CASU, they still have less access compared to their male counterparts. 

184. Although varying between seasons and households, CASU has succeeded in increasing the area 

under CA particularly among the LFs partly by intervening with input packages containing 

facilitating inputs such as legume seed and herbicides (though there are potentially some risks with 

herbicide use). For FFs, the area under minimum soil disturbance is increasing. Optimal legume 

production is still constrained by insufficient seed availability and markets. Increased practice of CA 

as confirmed by true adoption is not yet certain – though promisingly many LFs and FFs said that 

they had continued to meet and work on CA even without inputs. 

Conclusion 4. Efficiency - Missed opportunity for genuine review of CA strengths and weaknesses, 

and using the extensive data collected to compare district performance and inform subsequent 

implementation. Throughout the project there have been delays in progress with implementation. 

However, the key lessons from FISRI helped CASU to develop tight control mechanisms and ensure 

accountability of the resources and actions. Delays in approvals had a negative impact on 

disbursement of funds and overall progress. Falling back to less than annual reporting has led to 

insufficient information sharing. 

185. Without timely follow-up of monitoring results, the project is left with information on what 

happened, but not the reasons for changes. 

 

                                                           
10 As suggested by Giller et. Al, 2009: Conservation agriculture and smallholder farming in Africa: The heretics’ view, 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0378429009001701?via%3Dihub ; and again in Giller et. al. 2015, 

Beyond Conservation Agriculture, https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpls.2015.00870/full  

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0378429009001701?via%3Dihub
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpls.2015.00870/full
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Conclusion 5. Sustainability – The potential role for CA in Sub-Saharan Africa has been articulated 

through many documents, but the results are still unclear. It appears that CA solutions may need 

to be tailored more precisely for each area and group of farmers in order to achieve the set targets. 

Conclusion 6. Added value - The ZIAMIS and e-voucher handover to the Government of the 

Republic of Zambia was an unplanned but very positive outcome with great opportunity for 

sustainability and also to be used elsewhere in the region. However, this did mean that attention 

and management focus was diverted from the core work of the project, scaling-up CA 

Conclusion 7. Contribution to gender empowerment - Setting targets for women as LFs and FFs 

was good and made a difference. Women LFs are participating actively in CA demonstrations, 

training and activities and are exhibiting greater confidence.  

 

5.2 Recommendations 

Recommendation 1. FAO should focus on improved access to markets (and potentially processing, 

post-harvest storage, etc., to reduce food losses) and links with the private sector in future projects.  

186. Involvement of the SP4 team in Rome and the region as soon as possible, to ensure that the full 

agri-food system is considered in the planning stage as well as provision of backstopping for future 

projects. This will be critical for achievement of sustainable positive change. Increases in production 

only cannot be assumed to lead to increased incomes unless the markets for extra crops (both for 

quantities and types of production) are available. 

Recommendation 2. FAO and the Government of the Republic of Zambia should continue support 

for ZIAMIS to ensure full functionality for data handling, and maximizing the use of the system 

(such as for better planning, linking buyers to likely crop production, marketing, etc.).  

187. Both in Government of the Republic of Zambia operations and in future projects, ensure real time 

monitoring and use of analysed data to inform and improve implementation. Data should not be 

collected without using it – otherwise it is a waste of staff time and resources, and a lost opportunity 

for learning. Either a dedicated M&E officer must be resourced in the new project team (with high 

enough seniority to be able to handle data and take decisions); or an external ongoing monitoring 

contract could be considered (as with the DfID support to CFU); or some support could be provided 

through PEP II.  

188. Ensure that the existing CASU data is made available (with appropriate data security) for future 

research, and for the future project. It is hoped that the final analysis of the CASU monitoring data 

will contribute to the discussion and be able to tailor future activities more precisely for each area 

and group of farmers. It would also inform the monitoring system and approaches taken by the 

new project. 

Recommendation 3. In future projects FAO, the Government of the Republic of Zambia and the 

European Union should promote a broader approach under the umbrella of CSA that would allow 

for more context-specific application of different practices.  

189. Lessons learned through the CASU project imply that a more context-specific application of the CA 

principles may be needed in future, certainly with differing approaches across the different agro-

ecological regions. To this end, a broader approach under the umbrella of CSA would be advisable 

in future, with CA being one approach from a menu of different CSA techniques that may be 

promoted depending on the context/region (including different species and varieties, land 
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management methods, etc.). Focus on a menu of support to smallholder farmers in the context of 

climate-smart agriculture – not only the fixed ideology and elements of CA, but other options as 

determined by farmers. Future projects should have a clearer logframe and theory of change. Ideally 

the logframe of future projects should also be adaptive – analysing successes and following up new 

ideas. When monitoring data reveals an issue, it could then be explored further (for instance, why 

farmers might be increasing legume production under CF rather than on their CA land; whether the 

impacts of CA are resulting from the CA itself or the improved seed; or what alternative methods 

for weed control are successful). It may also be relevant to segment the beneficiaries, with larger 

scale emerging farmers offered some elements, while small-scale farmers receive different support. 

Recommendation 4. In future projects FAO should increase the quota targets for female 

beneficiaries, while simultaneously including targeted activities for female beneficiaries with active 

monitoring of the results. 

190. The involvement of women in CASU has been relatively successful due mainly to the setting of 

quotas. The target of 40 percent could be increased in a future project, also taking into 

consideration the likely attrition of female participating farmers upon marrying and relocating. The 

project prepared a good gender strategy but its application in the field was not evident. However, 

to achieve more gender transformative changes, more active work is needed – including targeted 

activities, and monitoring of the results. 

Recommendation 5. For future projects, FAO should focus on reducing the labour inputs required 

for CA or other agriculture as the most effective way to improve effectiveness and sustainability.  

191. To date the main work has been to promote herbicide use, however this has some risks. The message to 

farmers needs to be improved - CA should not equal herbicides. The Government of the Republic 

of Zambia is very supportive of herbicide use, and CASU and CFU have also promoted it as a way 

to tackle the very real problem of excessive weeds with CA. This has some risks, considering the 

potential for health and safety issues, and environmental risks. FAO does not have a policy against 

its use, but it should be minimized (e.g. spot use/wipe-on rather than spraying) and care in 

application, while more research should be conducted to find alternative viable methods of weed 

control in CA farming systems. 

192. The other method to decrease labour needs would be to strengthen mechanization. This is clearly 

problematic in Zambia (as in much of the region), and there are no easy answers. If a financial 

institution is involved and it needs a guarantee for the loans, the European Union cannot approve 

it, so another guarantor must be found. However, for subsequent projects it is recommended to 

start work on the existing CASU mechanization model early and try to put it into practice, with links 

to finance institutions, drawing on the expertise of the FAO Project Task Force. The evaluation team 

recognizes that uptake of new methods by farmers are not necessarily based on clear cost-benefit 

elements but also on traditions and socio-cultural issues. 

Recommendation 6. In future projects FAO should establish a clear understanding of the roles of 

project partners and ensure improved ownership/participation of Ministry of Agriculture in 

decision-making.  

193. It appears from the plans that there will be new partners, and a balance between strong financial 

control and active involvement and responsibility must be sought. In addition, faster action is 

needed for good day-to-day project management. Delays in payments to staff and districts, or in 

activity implementation, have a very negative impact on progress. 

194. The experience of CASU has been that getting approval by Government of the Republic of Zambia 

of strategies and documents is also very slow. Some documents prepared by CASU have still not 
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been approved and distributed – for instance, the Gender Strategy, Extension Manual, updated 

Flipcharts and CA curriculum guidelines. The evaluation team understands that this approval is 

underway, but considering that the project ended officially in December, this is very late. It would 

be useful to build in some agreement at the start of any new project that after a set discussion 

period, documents will be considered approved unless objection is made.
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6 Appendices 

Appendix 1. List of people interviewed 

1. The evaluation met with 791 individuals in total, of whom 356 (45 percent) were female and 435 (55 

percent) were male. This includes 658 farmer beneficiaries (326 female, 332 male), 92 government 

representatives, 6 representatives from development partners, 13 FAO staff, 17 private sector 

representatives (including agro-dealers) and 5 members of academia. The list of 658 famers met is 

included in the field case study annex (Annex 1). 

 

Count Name M/F Role/Title Organization 

1 Baxton B. Musonda M Senior Agricultural Officer Chienge district, Luapula 

2 Sandford K Banda M Camp Extension Officer Chimutendi camp, Katete 

3 
Frida Hmuncangani F 

Camp Extension Officer, 

Muzoka 

Choma, Department of 

Agriculture 

4 

Kalima L. Nkama M 

Principal Agricultural 

Supervisor - Farm 

Management/CASU Focal Point 

person 

Choma, Department of 

Agriculture 

5 
Mabunto Phiri M Senior Agricultural Officer 

Choma, Department of 

Agriculture 

6 
Mukwiza Halwindi F Extension Methodology Officer 

Choma, Department of 

Agriculture 

7 Alfonso Kahalawe M Senior Agricultural Officer 
Department of Agriculture, 

Chipata 

8 Maston Tembo M Agricultural Officer 
Department of Agriculture, 

Chipata 

9 Michael Ngulube M 
District Agricultural 

Coordinator 

Department of Agriculture, 

Chipata 

10 Chiluba Wabalika M 

District Agricultural 

Coordinator / Senior 

Agricultural Officer 

Department of Agriculture, 

Kapiri Mposhi 

11 Gift Hamiyanze M Block Extension Officer 
Department of Agriculture, 

Kapiri Mposhi 

12 Nusa Shingalili F Information Officer 
Department of Agriculture, 

Kapiri Mposhi 

13 Simon Mumba M 
Agricultural Senior Agricultural 

Officer 

Department of Agriculture, 

Kapiri Mposhi 

14 Sok Osward M Crops Husbandry Officer 
Department of Agriculture, 

Kapiri Mposhi 

15 Chileshe Mabengwa M Technical Officer 
Department of Agriculture, 

Katete 

16 Ingrid Milandu F Technical Officer 
Department of Agriculture, 

Katete 

17 Jeremiah Kabwe M Farmer Management Officer 
Department of Agriculture, 

Katete 

18 Peter S. Nkhoma M Agricultural Information Officer 
Department of Agriculture, 

Katete 
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Count Name M/F Role/Title Organization 

19 Robbie Musendo M 
District Agricultural 

Coordinator 

Department of Agriculture, 

Katete 

20 Ziko Zahenge M Senior Agricultural Officer 
Department of Agriculture, 

Katete 

21 Adamson B J Mwale M Senior Agricultural Officer 
Department of Agriculture, 

Mambwe 

22 Bennett Banda M M&E Officer 
Department of Agriculture, 

Mpongwe 

23 Brian Nzima M 
Acting Senior Agricultural 

Officer 

Department of Agriculture, 

Mpongwe 

24 Davies Siwale M Technical Officer 
Department of Agriculture, 

Mpongwe 

25 William Kafita M 
Office in Charge of Farmer 

Training Centre 

Department of Agriculture, 

Mpongwe 

26 George Zulu M Crop Husbandry Officer 
Department of Agriculture, 

Petauke 

27 Kingford Chama M Assistant Technical Officer 
Department of Agriculture, 

Petauke 

28 Rhoda Sikombe F Agricultural Information Officer 
Department of Agriculture, 

Petauke 

29 Shadrach Banda M 
Acting Technical Officer-Land 

Husbandry 

Department of Agriculture, 

Sinda 

30 Tina Lungu-Jere F 
Principal Agricultural 

Information Officer 

Department of National 

Agricultural Information 

Services (NAIS), Ministry of 

Agriculture 

31 Florence Mulenga F Camp Extension Officer Imansa Camp, Kapiri Mposhi 

32 
Anderson Munyinya 

M M 

Agriculture Extension 

Methodology Officer 

Kapiri Mposhi, Department of 

Agriculture 

33 
Ethel Mwananyanda F 

Agriculture Farm Management 

Officer 

Kapiri Mposhi, Department of 

Agriculture 

34 
Nusa Shingalili F Information Officer 

Kapiri Mposhi, Department of 

Agriculture 

35 
Sok Osward M Crops Husbandry Officer 

Kapiri Mposhi, Department of 

Agriculture 

36 
Annie Z. Sitali F Executive Officer 

Kazungula/Livingstone, 

Department of Agriculture 

37 
Betty M. Hakulipa F Agricultural Supervisor 

Kazungula/Livingstone, 

Department of Agriculture 

38 
Catherine M. Bwali F Agricultural Supervisor 

Kazungula/Livingstone, 

Department of Agriculture 

39 
Jack Soko M DACO 

Kazungula/Livingstone, 

Department of Agriculture 

40 
Kantu Kantu M Technical Officer (TSB) 

Kazungula/Livingstone, 

Department of Agriculture 

41 
Kasongo Chushi M Senior Agricultural Officer 

Kazungula/Livingstone, 

Department of Agriculture 

42 
Martin Zyaambo M Executive Officer 

Kazungula/Livingstone, 

Department of Agriculture 
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Count Name M/F Role/Title Organization 

43 
Morris Mulonda M Agricultural Technical Officer 

Kazungula/Livingstone, 

Department of Agriculture 

44 
Prisea K Nyirenda F 

District Agricultural Information 

Officer 

Kazungula/Livingstone, 

Department of Agriculture 

45 
Silvasy Shimbulo M CASU FPP 

Kazungula/Livingstone, 

Department of Agriculture 

46 
Sydney Sichizuwe M 

Camp Extension Officer, 

Malimba, Kazungula 

Kazungula/Livingstone, 

Department of Agriculture 

47 
Wiseman Nkaba M 

Assistant Technical Officer 

(TSB) 

Kazungula/Livingstone, 

Department of Agriculture 

48 Cornelius Chinonge M Camp Extension Officer Likumbi camp, Kapiri Mposhi 

49 Lackson Chookole M Camp Extension Officer Mapala camp, Chipata 

50 Mate Boyd M Camp Extension Officer Matunga camp, Katete 

51 
Chipalo Nicatious M 

Naluama, Camp Extension 

Officer 

Mazabuka, Department of 

Agriculture 

52 
Dennis Mooya M Senior Agricultural Officer 

Mazabuka, Department of 

Agriculture 

53 
Gift Sikota M 

Kalama, Camp Extension 

Officer 

Mazabuka, Department of 

Agriculture 

54 
Mkumbwa Nbaga M M&E/STO 

Mazabuka, Department of 

Agriculture 

55 Paul Kamanga M Block Extension Officer Mikata camp, Mpongwe 

56 
Egbert Ngosa 

Munganama 
M 

Principal Agricultural 

Mechanization Officer 
Ministry of Agriculture 

57 Emmanuel Mulenga M 
Senior Agro-economist, FISP 

Coordination Office 
Ministry of Agriculture 

58 Joy Sinyangwe M 

Principal Agricultural Specialist 

– Land Husbandry /CASU 

National Project Coordinator 

(NPC) 

Ministry of Agriculture 

59 Julius Joseph Shawa  M Permanent Secretary Ministry of Agriculture 

60 Louis Chikopela M 
Principal Agriculture Officer 

(M&E) 
Ministry of Agriculture 

61 Peter K. Lungu  M Director Dept. of Agriculture Ministry of Agriculture 

62 
Stanisalus M. 

Chisakuta  
M 

Deputy Director, Technical 

Services Branch 
Ministry of Agriculture 

63 Jeremia Chirwa M Block Extension Officer Msoro camp, Mambwe 

64 Simfukwe Aggrey M Camp Extension Officer Msoro camp, Mambwe 

65 Shikasako M Musa M Camp Extension Officer Mzole Camp, Chipata 

66 Martha Chanda F NPC Member NAIS / Ministry of Agriculture 

67 Emmanuel Nyirenda M Principal Irrigation Engineer NPCU, Ministry of Agriculture 

68 Elijah Mkandawire M Camp Extension Officer Nyantuma Camp, Sinda 

69 
Kuheza Chitula M Camp Extension Officer, Kasiya 

Pemba, Department of 

Agriculture 

70 Elizabeth Chuma F Provincial Agricultural Officer 
Provincial Agricultural Office, 

Central Province 

71 Swithen Pondamali M 
Senior Farm Management 

Officer 

Provincial Agricultural Office, 

Central Province 
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Count Name M/F Role/Title Organization 

72 Sylvester Mubanga M Acting PACO 
Provincial Agricultural Office, 

Central Province 

73 Jane Chistu Monga F Principal Agricultural Officer 
Provincial Agricultural Office, 

Copperbelt Province 

74 Michael M Mumbi M Senior Field Officer Crops 
Provincial Agricultural Office, 

Copperbelt Province 

75 Obvious Kabinda M 
Provincial Agricultural 

Coordinator 

Provincial Agricultural Office, 

Copperbelt Province 

76 
Benjamin Mtembo M 

Camp Extension Officer, 

Maondo, Sesheke 

Sesheke, Department of 

Agriculture 

77 
Josbin Muleya  M 

Monitoring and Evaluation 

Officer 

Sesheke, Department of 

Agriculture 

78 
Makuni Jairo M 

Agriculture Farm Management 

Officer 

Sesheke, Department of 

Agriculture 

79 
Maurice Mukoma  M 

Block Extension Officer for 

Sesheke Central Block 

Sesheke, Department of 

Agriculture 

80 
Njekwa Masheke  F 

Food and nutrition health 

officer 

Sesheke, Department of 

Agriculture 

81 
Roy Monde  M Senior Agricultural Officer 

Sesheke, Department of 

Agriculture 

82 
Siamalambo Amon 

Michelo  M Crops Husbandry Officer 

Sesheke, Department of 

Agriculture 

83 
Sichine Mathews M 

Camp Extension Officer, Lusu 

West, Sesheke 

Sesheke, Department of 

Agriculture 

84 
Tedious Mweemba  M 

Technical officer, Farm Power 

and mechanization 

Sesheke, Department of 

Agriculture 

85 
Lillian Hamsiya F 

Camp Extension Officer, 

Nkandabwe 

Sinazongwe, Department of 

Agriculture 

86 
Munsaka Nitron M CHO 

Sinazongwe, Department of 

Agriculture 

87 
Nanyiza Simukonda F Nutrition Officer 

Sinazongwe, Department of 

Agriculture 

88 
Scene Mudenda M Senior Agricultural Officer 

Sinazongwe, Department of 

Agriculture 

89 
Thomas Makwende M M&E Focal Point 

Sinazongwe, Department of 

Agriculture 

90 
Dr Max Choombe M PACO 

Southern Province, Department 

of Agriculture 

91 

Fundi Banda M 

Senior Extension Methodology 

Officer, CASU Provincial Focal 

Point 

Southern Province, Department 

of Agriculture 

92 
Goliath Chisoye M 

Senior Farm Management 

Officer 

Southern Province, Department 

of Agriculture 

93 Douglas Magunda M FAO Task Force Member FAO 

94 Gertrude Kara F FAO Task Force Member FAO 

95 Joseph Kienzle M FAO Task Force Member FAO 

96 Joyce Mulila Mitti F FAO Task Force Member FAO 

97 Sophie Grouwels F Forestry Officer/FFF FAO 

98 Zuzhang Xia M Forestry Officer (Wood Energy) FAO 
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Count Name M/F Role/Title Organization 

99 Vincent Ziba M Forestry Officer   FAO - FFF, Zambia 

100 Chiara Gonella F Operations Officer, CASU FAO Zambia 

101 George Okech M FAO Representative, Zambia FAO Zambia 

102 Henry Munsanje  M Data Analyst, CASU FAO Zambia 

103 Misael Kokwe M 
National Technical Coordinator, 

Climate Change Adaptation 
FAO Zambia 

104 
Mtendere Mphatso M 

Project Coordinator, CASU, 

FAO Zambia FAO Zambia 

105 

Precious Chitembwe F 

Communications and Reports 

Officer/Gender Focal Person, 

CASU FAO Zambia 

106 Collins Nkatiko M Chief Executive Officer Conservation Farming Unit 

107 

Friedrich Mahler M 

Agriculture and Rural 

Development Advisor, 

Delegation of the European 

Union to the Republic of 

Zambia and COMESA 

Delegation of the European 

Union to the Republic of 

Zambia and COMESA 

108 Julia Ross F 
Monitoring and Evaluation 

Advisor 

Delegation of the European 

Union to the Republic of 

Zambia and COMESA 

109 Greg Chikwanka M 
Private Sector Development 

Advisor 
DfID Zambia 

110 Stanley Ndhlovu M Program Manager WFP 

111 Sylvester Kalonge M Program Manager WFP 

112 Philip Longwe M Production Manager AfriSeed, Stewards Globe 

113 Prakash Naik M Business manager Arupee Agrodealers, Choma 

114 Jane Luhanga Chooka F Owner 
BeJack Farmers’ Friend (agro 

dealer), Kapiri Mposhi 

115 
Mwendalubi 

Munkombwe F Business manager Chigayi Agrodealers, Choma 

116 
Remmy 

Munamweemba M Business manager Chigayi Agrodealers, Choma 

117 Ronald Msoni M Agronomist, CASU FAO Zambia 

118 Reuben Ngulube M Salesman 
Farmers' Den Agro-Shop, 

Petauke 

119 
Agness Bwalinde F Business manager 

Farmvet and Autospares, 

Agrodealers 

120 Silvel Kapondi Zulu M Director Kapondeni Stores, Katete 

121 Alfred Chilekwa M Owner Kumawa Agriservices, Chipata 

122 Tisa Mumba  F Sales Lady Luanshya Agro, Mpongwe 

123 Steven Phiri M Owner 
MSP Farmers' Shop Ltd, 

Chipata 

124 Danny Chibo M Owner 
Mukango Agric Equipment Ltd, 

Kapiri Mposhi 

125 Kahangu Matamba M Marketing Assistant 
NWK Agri-Services Trade 

Centre, Petauke 

126 Edwin Mwale M Manager NWK Retail Services, Katete 

127 Stella Phiri-Azumah F Owner 
Rochis Investments Ltd, 

Petauke 
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Count Name M/F Role/Title Organization 

128 Yusuf Patel M Owner 
Sheni Agricultural Supplies, 

Chipata 

129 Robert Nhlane M Lecturer 

Agricultural Economics 

Department, School of 

Agricultural Sciences, The 

University of Zambia 

130 Elias Kuntashula M 
Senior Lecturer / Head of 

Department 

School of Agricultural Sciences, 

Department of Agricultural 

Economics and Extension, 

University of Zambia 

131 Howard Tembo M 
Chief Agricultural Research 

Officer 

Zambia Agricultural Research 

Institute (ZARI) 

132 Moses Mwale M Director 
Zambia Agricultural Research 

Institute (ZARI) 

133 Victor Shitumbanuma M Research Professional 

Department of Soil Science, 

School of Agricultural Sciences, 

University of Zambia 
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Appendix 2. List of documents consulted 

Author(s) Year of 

publication 

Title Organization 

Andersson, Jens A., 

Shereen D’Souza 

2014 ‘From adoption claims to understanding farmers and contexts: A literature review of 

Conservation Agriculture (CA) adoption among smallholder farmers in southern 

Africa’, Agriculture, Ecosystems and Environment 187 (2014 116-132 

 

Antle, J. and Diagana, B.  2005 Creating incentives for the adoption of sustainable agricultural practices in 

developing countries: the role of carbon sequestration 

American Journal of 

Agricultural Economics. 

Arenellanes, P. and Lee, 

D.R. 

2003 The determinants of adoption of sustainable agriculture technologies: evidence from 

the hillsides of Honduras 

International 

Conference of 

Agricultural Economists 

Arslan, Aslihan, Nancy 

McCarthy, Leslie Lipper, 

Solomon Asfaw, Andrea 

Cattaneo 

2014 ‘Adoption and intensity of adoption of conservation farming practices in Zambia’, 
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Green – the problems (summarized) 
Turquoise – the CASU actions (summarized) 
Grey-blue& yellow – the outcomes 
White boxes - assumptions 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Farmers 
have 

insufficient 
access to 
inputs & 

equipment 
(legumes, 
herbicide) 

Provide inputs to  M 
& F LFs – incentive 
to demonstrate CA 

to FFs 

 

To contribute to reduced hunger, improved food security and improved income and promote 
sustainable use of natural resources in Zambia 

Demonstration is sufficient to 
inspire FFs to use CA  

Inputs & market access are 
incentives for LFs to train FFs 

Inputs are available at right time in 
stores 

Farmers are interested in using CA 

techniques if they have inputs 

There are no 
disincentives such 
as food aid, donor 

dependency, 
opposing project 
methodologies, 
cultural blocks 

Farmers 
lack 

knowledge 
on CA  

Male & female farmers have access to 

land, tools beyond the inputs supplied 

Training is 
appropriate 
for farmers, 
incl. women 

& men 

CB in CA & gender for 
farmers, govt staff & 

agribusiness  

More 
farmers start 

to use CA  

Existing CA 
farmers expand 
land under CA 

Establishes 
habit to buy 

inputs/ links to 
agrodealers 

 

Legume seed, 
herbicide, tools, 

bikes, etc. 
made available 
to agrodealers 

 

CA demonstration 
shows increased yields 

M & F FFs learn 
benefits of CA 

from LFs  

To sustainably increase crop productivity, diversity and total production for targeted female & 
male farmers via expanded application & consolidation of Conservation Agriculture 

 

MoA have 
insufficient 

capacities to 
support CA 

Farmers lack 
markets for 

products  

Agrisuppliers, 
agribusinesses 
& buyers have 

insufficient links 
with farmers 

Land is 
unsustainably 

managed & low 

yields 

CASU links 
farmers to 

aggregators 
& buyers 

 

Farmers understand 
case to continue to 
buy & use legumes 

& herbicide  

Markets available with 
good prices for 

legumes  

Pull effect of markets for 
legumes increase production, 

consumption & incomes 

Land more 
sustainably 

managed 

Impr. 
farming 

skills for M 
& F farmers 

Improve policy 
/enabling 

environment & 

networking 

CB in improved 
land 

management & 

agroforestry 

Establish networks 
of LFs & FFs & 

replicate CB, share 
knowledge 

 

All stakeholders 
share same 
concepts of CA & 

how to support 

Seed 
distributed for 
agroforestry 

More sustainable land 
management 

practices applied 

 Better CA farming 
skills leads to 

increased 

productivity 

CA weeding 
problem overcome 
with herbicide or 

cultivator 

Inputs are appropriate for women 
farmers also  

Female 
farmers lack 

inputs, 
knowledge & 
confidence  

Prices & available markets for 
legumes are sufficient to act as 

incentive to produce 

Theory of Change 

Appendix 3. Theory of Change 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: 1. Mid-term evaluation of CASU, 2016 
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