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1.   BACKGROUND AND DEVELOPMENT CONTEXT OF THE PROGRAMME

Malawi is still trying to emerge from the vicious cycle of human deprivation and underdevelopment. The political changes that swept the country during the 1990’s have enabled Malawi to make notable strides towards creating an enabling environment for development. The partial removal of policy and strategic constraints to production has ushered in a new era of pluralism where farmers can articulate their demands and participate in decision-making processes.

In spite of the State commitment to economic development and the outpouring of sympathy from the international community, Malawi nation enters the new millennium facing serious constraints to development, which can be summarized as follows:

· a high level of poverty and widespread malnutrition, affecting the majority of the population;

· a resource carrying capacity base and population growth with little viable hope of stabilizing or reversing trends;

· a subsistence, single season, mono-crop (maize-based) food production system characterized by debilitating droughts, damaging floods, shortage of arable land, lack of capital, inputs, and land tenure regimes that do not encourage long-term investment;

· an animal resources potential characterized by low productivity and lack of inputs;

· an agricultural cash-economy dominated by tobacco;

· degradation of natural resources, (forests, water resources, etc.) that threaten agriculture and overall economic growth.

With a population of 9.8 million
 and an annual growth rate of 1.9 percent (1998 Census), Malawi population has doubled in 30 years.  It is the most densely populated country in the SADC region (104 per square km) while 90 percent of the populace are rural dwellers. The percentage regional distributions of households’ population were South 46.4; Central 41.1; North 12.5 (NSO, Census 1998).  About half of the poor live in the South accounting for 47 percent, while 40 percent and 11 percent of the poor live in the Central and Northern regions, respectively.  The recent Integrated Household Survey conducted by the National Statistical Office in 1998/99 indicate that with currency adjustment to July 2000 prices, the rural poverty lines ranged between MK14.42 and MK 20.74, while the urban poverty line was estimated at MK47.18 per person per day (1998 Malawi Poverty Profile). Based on these poverty lines, 65.3 percent of individuals in Malawi were estimated to be poor. The rural poverty headcount (people in poverty) is 66.5 percent and the urban poverty headcount is 54.9 percent.

Malawi has a land area of 94,276 square km., of which only 32 percent is suitable for rain-fed agriculture under the prevailing unimproved management practices.  In 1987/88, 56 percent of the smallholder farm families cultivated less than one-hectare of land each, 31 percent had 1 to 2 hectares, and the remaining 13 percent had more than 2 hectares.  The average landholding sizes per household range from 0.55 ha, 1.40 ha and 2.91 ha in the South, Central and North, respectively. With the rapid population growth-rate, landholding sizes will continue to be fragmented further to sizes that would not, even with the best of technologies, produce enough for a household. These small landholdings also make farm mechanization and the formulation and implementation of farm conservation plans difficult. 

Malawi’s nutrition record is equally appalling. An estimated 50 percent of the children less than five years of age and 9 percent of the mothers suffer from chronic protein and energy malnutrition. The inadequate quantity and quality of food consumed is one of the major causes of malnutrition in Malawi and is aggravated by the high prevalence of disease and inadequate maternal and childcare. Child malnutrition is caused by the poor diets, short intervals between births, and inappropriate feeding practices. Almost one in every four Malawian children dies before reaching his or her fifth birthday. Malnutrition, infectious diseases, and malaria are the main causes of the exceptionally high mortality rates.

HIV/AIDS scourge has placed a heavy burden on the economy. The high cost of treating AIDS victims, the children to be orphaned as a result of AIDS related deaths are putting great pressure on household economies already near the brink of collapse. In urban areas, the prevalence of HIV among women attending antenatal care clinics is currently estimated at 30 percent. 

In Malawi, the agricultural sector has developed through a dualistic structure, the estate and the smallholder sub-sectors. Some 80 percent of the country’s work force earn their livelihoods through the smallholder sub-sector, and 11 percent in the estate sub-sector. In spite of the relaxation of the restrictions separating the two in recent years the two still remain apart, differentiated on the basis of land holding size, legal rules regulating land tenure, crop production and marketing

With most of the national population located in the rural areas, and given the preponderance of the agricultural sector in Malawi, it is easy to understand that it is in this sector, particularly in the smallholder sub-sector, where in terms of absolute numbers, the quest for reducing livelihood and food insecurity will be won or lost. Those groups most vulnerable to food insecurity have therefore been categorized to include: smallholder farmers with less than one-hectare of land, estate workers and tenants, the urban poor, female headed households and children.

Malawian farmers are generally locked into largely subsistence-oriented agriculture based on simple and often primitive technologies with low returns and seasonally high labour intensive. The smallholder households have been categorized into three:

1) large smallholders (about 14 percent) with enough land to produce a surplus;

2) those with enough land to produce their own food requirements and who potentially could become surplus producers (about 31 percent); and

3) chronically food deficit households (about 55 percent) for whom improved policies and technologies could enhance food security and nutrition in the short to medium-term, although most would still need eventually to supplement their subsistence production with off-farm income generation.

In Malawi, off-farm employment is very limited and this is one of the biggest challenges facing the country.

The level of food insecurity in the country has been very high.  A large number of households suffer serious food shortages, particularly in the pre-harvest season. As many as 80 percent of the households run out of maize (the staple food crop) from their own harvest up to four months before the next harvest is due.  Most of these households have little or no income to purchase food from markets.  Some even have only one good or inadequate meal during the lean season.  It has been estimated that two-thirds of the smallholder households in Malawi are deficit in maize throughout the year and therefore are food insecure. The above analysis and the apparent high population growth rate and low agricultural productivity has meant that in recent years Malawi cannot produce enough food and/or generate income to meet national food requirements consistently.

In some years, especially with agricultural production mainly subsistence, the vagaries of weather does not guarantee good production. Consequently, in some years the food security at the national level may or may not be satisfactory, while at household level the trend has always been precarious.  The emphasis on household food security has highlighted other ways of accessing food and enhancing household food security. Such include cash crop and livestock production (including cultivation of food crops that are primarily grown for sale), and so also are incomes derived from off-farm and from non-agricultural sectors.

Just as agricultural productivity and production may be the main avenue to food security for a majority of Malawians, others will benefit from interventions elsewhere in the economy. Consequently, the appropriate strategy to food security in Malawi appears to be the integrated sustainable livelihoods approach.

2.   PROGRAMME  EVOLVEMENT  AND  COMPONENTS

2.1. FSP Evolvement  

The United Nations System in Malawi in 1997 introduced an innovative approach to development programming through the Sustainable Livelihoods Programme (SLP). This formed the basis of the new approach to development by government officials, stakeholders and development partners in Malawi.  It is in this context that the Food Security Programme was formulated.

The National Economic Council (NEC) in conjunction with the MOAI coordinated the formulation of the Food Security sub-Programme with participation from all sectors of the government, national, district and community levels. With technical support from the UN System in Malawi, the strategic and key operational frameworks were developed for SLP.  The formulation exercise also identified areas of programme support and detailed actions at community levels to be elaborated through continued process of participatory planning, a major activity of the SLP.

Within the context of the Country Co-operation Framework (CCF) signed between Malawi Government and the United Nations, the Sustainable Livelihoods Programme was conceptualised to be executed through three major sub-programmes that include: 

· Enterprise Development and Employment Generation
· Sustainable Livelihoods and Food Security
· Sustainable Environment and Natural Resources Management
Both the SLP and the Governance Programme, which focuses on building up the development planning and implementation capacities at the district level, are the main tenets of the First CCF.  Another component, the Urban Agenda 21 has been implemented in some of the urban areas in the country.

The Sustainable Livelihoods as an approach to development offers conceptual and programming framework for sustainable poverty reduction.  In this framework, livelihood refers to the means, activities, entitlements and assets by which people earn a living. Assets can be categorized into natural and biological i.e. land, water, livestock etc; social assets including community, family and employment etc.; human assets including acquired and inherent knowledge and skills; and physical resources which are many including the man-made facilities such as roads, markets, bridges and other physical infrastructure.   

The prime objective of the SLP is to “ensure that the very insecure poor, especially women in rural and urban areas, are adequately identified and assisted to establish adequate capacities, structures, means and incomes to meet their basic requirements while ensuring the sustainable management and utilization of natural resources in an environmental manner”.

There are five basic steps that must be adhered to in the process of implementing sustainable livelihoods programs.  These include:  participatory assessments of the risks, assets, entitlements and indigenous knowledge found in a particular community which are usually manifested in coping and adaptive strategies, an analysis of micro, meso or sectoral and macro policies, assessment of the potential contribution of modern science and technology that can complement indigenous contributions, identification of social and economic investment mechanisms such as micro finance and the social fabric needed to address the problems identified through stage 1,  and ensuring that all these steps are integrated and working in an interactive manner.  

In 1997, the SL and FSP facilitated the pilot activities. The experiences from this piloting were used to refine the methodology. Between June 1997 and October 1998 most of the work of the programme covered activities now captured under the National Sustainable Livelihoods Programme, which was designed as an inter-Ministerial programme. These included development of the Participatory Assessment and Planning for Sustainable Livelihoods (PAPSL) manuals, piloting of the PAPSL methodology in five selected villages in Mchinji up to the production of Village Action Plans, and preparatory activities for the establishment of a national participatory development centre. Communities were assisted to establish nurseries for root and tuber crops, such as cassava and sweet potatoes and for fruit trees in the seven districts in which the programme is being implemented. Training in food and fruit processing and storage, as well as nutrition education were also provided through the Ministry of Agriculture and Irrigation and Self-Help International, the only NGO participating in the programme.

An annual Tripartite Review meeting for the programme was held in October 1999. Among other things, the TPR recommended that, in view of the reduction in resources available for the programme, the programme should be streamlined and concentrate on downstream activities that would have immediate and tangible impact on the target communities food security and nutrition status, de-emphasizing upstream activities and limiting these to the provision of information on food insecurity and vulnerability and crop diversification policy orientation only.  In order to accommodate the recommendations of the TPR, it was deemed necessary to revise the Programme Support Document (PSD) accordingly.  This was the second review of the programme.

The revised Food Security Programme was therefore set out to undertake activities that would have direct relevance and contribute to the government aspirations. The FSP would utilize the participatory approach (VLPA) to be implemented by the Ministry of Local Government and District Administration (MLGDA).  The FSP would implement location specific household focused interventions that have direct relevance to the food security and nutrition improvement. As much as possible, Vulnerable Assessment Mapping (VAM) information will be utilized in targeting. And at national level, it was expected that assistance would focus on capacity development for effective policy analysis, formulation and implementation, and data collection analysis and interpretation.

FSP provides government, communities and stakeholders with methodologies, techniques and tools for addressing food security related issues in a broad-based, comprehensive, cross-sectoral and participatory manner.  An essential feature of the SLP is the adoption of participatory techniques at all levels of implementation.

FSP is also set out to meet the 1996 Rome World Food Summit, that calls for efforts in collecting and updating information on food insecurity in order to design and target more effective interventions, and to assess their impact.  This is to be achieved through the Food Insecurity and Vulnerability Information and Mapping System (FIVIMS) being coordinated globally by FAO.  

The FSP is to draw from and build on the gains made under the 1992-1996 Smallholder Agricultural Productivity Programme (SAPP) of the GOM/UNDP 5th Country Programme, especially on successes made in Policy Support, Agricultural Research (especially indigenous vegetable seeds), Agricultural Extension, and Inputs Credit and Marketing.   Through the cooperation agreement between the UNDP and FAO in 1998, all the above were taken into account in the design of the programme.

2.2. Main Players in FSP  

Within the last four years, the activities of the FSP had been conducted by five Government Departments namely the Department of Relief and Rehabilitation Affairs responsible for Food For Work activities, Wildlife Department responsible for Bee Keeping and Guinea Fowl Management, Ministry of Agriculture and Irrigation responsible for the Crop and Livestock initiatives and the National Economic Council responsible for overall programme coordination.

The above departments within the past four years worked relentlessly to achieve the following:

a) Development of the Participatory Assessment to Planning for Sustainable Livelihood (PAPSIL) manual, which was followed by, field-tests in Mchinji District and its subsequent refinements. The National Economic Council coordinated this exercise.

b) Extension of PAPSIL activities to the rest of the other districts and Village Development Plans were developed in all the Local Impact Areas. The exercise involved briefing of District Officials, training of District Teams and the preparation of the Action Plans with the communities. The MOAI coordinated this exercise.

c) The NEC during the same period developed a Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation Framework. This is the basis for all Monitoring and Evaluation activities of the programme.

d) Support to Food-For-Work activities by the Department of Relief and Rehabilitation Affairs particularly in the areas of roads and shallow well construction. Villagers involved in these exercises benefited economically because they were able to buy food particularly during the lean period.

e) In the area of policy, the programme commissioned the Agricultural Policy Research Unit (APRU) to carry out a study in Crop Diversification. The study aimed at providing policy makers with viable alternatives for both domestic and export markets.

f) Promotion of Guinea Fowl rearing and Bee Keeping were also carried out within the period in review by the programme. The Department of Wildlife in collaboration with the MOAI coordinated this exercise.

Initially, SL and FSP from 1997 was formulated and co-ordinated under the leadership of NEC with support from MOAI and UN System in Malawi.  However, the loss of resource persons at NEC made the FSP to be transferred to the MOAI.  In early 1998, the FSP co-ordination and monitoring were vested in the Planning Division of MOAI, while the Department of Extension Services was responsible for implementation. The implementation was approached in the format as explained in Section 3.3 of this report.

3.   PROGRAMME OBJECTIVES AND DESIGN

3.1. Objectives
The major policy objective of the Malawi Government is poverty alleviation. Poverty alleviation programme (PAP) recognizes that poverty manifests itself in Malawi through household food insecurity and malnutrition. And the high levels of malnutrition are a direct function of the vicious cycle of poverty. Both poverty and malnutrition are a result of same factors. PAP therefore outlines four specific intervention objectives towards improving the vulnerable groups food insecurity:

· Increase their access to markets that will offer realistic prices for their produce;

· Increase their agricultural productivity;

· Increase/Improve food security and nutritional security at household level;

· Increase their production of high value crops.

Food Security Programme therefore set out to undertake activities that will have direct relevance and contribute to the above government aspirations in the first PSD of 1997. 

The Food Security Programme development objective was, to provide an innovative approach aimed at ensuring that the food insecure and vulnerable population groups are identified and assisted to establish adequate capacities, structures, and means and incomes to meet their basic food and other requirements necessary to enhance their living conditions. This was to be achieved by reinforcing adaptive strategies through policy, technology and investment inputs.

As noted in the last chapter, in October 1999, the annual Tripartite Review meeting was held.  During this period UNDP was going through a lot of restructuring and the issue of inevitable reduction in resources available to the FSP was discussed among other things.  The TPR therefore recommended that the programme should be streamlined and concentrate on priority activities that would have immediate and tangible impact on the target communities. Part of the decision was to separate FS activities from the cross cutting issues such as participatory approaches, fast track communications, and others. In order to accommodate the recommendations of the TPR it was deemed necessary to revise the Programme Support Document (PSD) accordingly.

3.2. Specific Objectives of the Programme 

The revised Food Security Programme eventually had  the  following as priority objectives for the period 2000  to  2001:

· To enhance the utility of Malawi’s Food Security Information Systems (FSIS) by increasing the quality and relevance of information to meet the requirements of different stakeholder groups, particularly at the sub-national levels.

· To improve capacities for quick response to emergencies for sustainable livelihoods and food security, that enables government and partners to efficiently respond to emergencies and mitigate the effects of impending disasters.

· To enhance capacity for wise decision-making at the national level that responds to real situation conditions throughout the country and the concerns expressed by the people.

· To create consensus and linkages between Sustainable Livelihood approach and programme and other food security related programmes, projects and activities of government and partners in the area of food security by supporting productivity enhancement and improving the stability of food supplies.

· To generate and promote understanding, ideas and consensus on the underlying causes and potential solutions to seasonal (transitory) food insecurity in Malawi as a means of improving the stability of food supplies.

· To improve the stability of food supplies over time at the household level through wise decision-making concerning household resource management, food production mix decisions concerning the sale of food supplies versus its preservative and storage.

· To utilize the existing extension and other structures to improve access especially by children to adequate food and nutritious food.

The revised FSP remained part of the SLP whose objective is to “ensure that the very insecure poor, especially women in rural and urban areas are adequately identified and assisted to establish adequate capacities, structures, means and incomes to meet their basic requirements while ensuring the sustainable management and utilisation of natural resources in an environmentally sound manner”.  Although the strategy of the revised FSP changed, mainly by focusing on downstream activities that will have immediate impact on beneficiary food security and nutrition status, while restricting upstream activities to provision of information on food insecurity and vulnerability and crop diversification policy orientation, but focused on the initial development objective.

3.3. FSP Main Components 

This broad objective was to be achieved through five interrelated components:

· Preparedness and precondition:  This component has the objective of enhancing the capacity of individuals and institutions to better deal with food insecurity by putting in place essential prerequisite capacities such as (a) making food insecurity information systems more responsive to requirements of various stakeholders (b) developing capacity for quick response mechanisms and  (c) improved data collection and analysis.

· Wise Decision- making:  This component has the objective of contributing to food security promotion through the analysis, formulation and advocacy of appropriate policies, strategies and programmes.  Areas of emphasis include (a) support to policy analysis, formulation, advocacy and implementation through such institutions as the Planning Division in MoAI, NEC and other public, private and academic research centres and (c) building the decision making capacity at district, community and household levels for promoting food security and nutrition.

· Increased availability of food supplies: This is aimed at enhancing food productivity using the following approaches: (a) on-farm research to adapt technologies to local conditions, (b) the establishment of the concept of farmer field schools.  In this component, emphasis was to be directed at crops that have direct relevance and potential for combating food insecurity and malnutrition at the household level, non-traditional food crops, appropriate technologies that will improve and maintain soil fertility, soil and water conserving technologies and small-scale irrigation systems.  These were to be achieved by linking the programme activities with established programmes having similar objectives such as: FAO Special Programme on Food Security (SPFS), the Maize Productivity Task Force (MPTF) of the Department of Agricultural Research and Technical Services (DARTS) in MOAI, the Malawi Agricultural Sector Investment Programme (MASIP), and the Smallholder Flood Plains Development Programme (SFPDP) funded by the International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD). 
· Improved Access to Food Supplies:  The objective of this component is to improve the availability of food supplies over time at community and household levels. Emphasis is placed on (a) agro-based income generating activities to complement farm production, (b) development of capacities for promoting micro-financing,  (c) promotion of nutrition education and (d) support to food-for-work initiatives by other organizations such as World Food Programme (WFP), the Malawi Social Action Fund (MASAF) and the European Union (EU). 
· Improved Stability of Food Supplies:  The objective of this component is to enhance the availability of food supplies over time at community and household levels.   Women are the major targets of this component given their position in communities and households on issues of food supply, preparation and preservation.  Efforts to improve stability in food availability are focused on improving decision-making, technological improvements in processing, preservation and storage of food, promoting increased use of indigenous foods during the lean months of the year, and enhancing the production of drought tolerant crops.

The components and activities as highlighted above signify the complexity of the FSP confirming the fact that there are no simple solutions for achieving the desirable adequate, stable, nutritious food for all.  They signify the essence of the need to collaborate and coordinate the well thought out activities with every other stakeholder within the delineated strategic framework of components.

The FS sub-programme therefore provides platform for building capacity of individuals and institutions at the national, district and community levels with the over-riding objective of achieving sustainable livelihoods and food security for all Malawians by improving the conditions of household food security and nutritional status of household members.

4.   MAIN  FINDINGS

4.1. The Relevance of Programme Objectives to National Objectives

Our assessment has shown that the FS programme objectives fit in very well with the national priority objective of poverty alleviation.

The major policy objectives of PAP are:

  (1) to raise the productivity of the poor;

  (2) to promote sustainable poverty reduction;

  (3) to enhance participation of the poor in the socio-economic development process

        so as to uphold individual and community self-esteem; and 

  (4) to increase income and employment opportunities for the poor.

Recent national efforts towards democratisation and the devolution of governance systems, coupled with major policy reforms focused around market liberalisation and other structural adjustments, have inevitably placed greater hardships on the majority of rural households who live on the fringes of market economy.  Many of the poor households have become more vulnerable and must adapt their livelihood strategies to operate in the liberalised market environment. This has caused, and will continue to cause severe asperity for many Malawians, at least in the short to medium term.

It is now widely agreed that food insecurity has become an issue of major concern for all stakeholders in Malawi. Food security has to be addressed, through interim actions in the first case, and through sustainable development actions, on the other hand.

The Food Security Programme objectives aim at; minimising the impact of structural adjustments for the chronically poor and most vulnerable segments of the population, in the short term, and to develop capacities, structures, means and incomes of the poor to meet their basic food and other requirements to enhance their livelihoods in a sustainable manner. 

While the FS aims at re-inforcing and contributing to the sectoral objectives for agriculture, livestock and nutrition productivity of the Government, it also serves to assist the Government in meeting its commitments to the outcome of the 1996 World Food Summit that calls for efforts in collecting and updating information on the food insecurity in order to design and target more effective interventions, and to assess their impact.  This was to be achieved through the Food Insecurity and Vulnerability Information and Mapping System (FIVIMS) being coordinated globally by FAO. 

Through the cooperation agreement between the UNDP and FAO in 1998, all the above have been taken into account in the design of the programme. This mission, therefore, holds the view that FSP objectives are relevant to meet national objectives to date, as they were when the FSP was designed.

4.2. Overlap of FS Component Objectives and Activities

 This overlap is much noticed between the FSP component objectives and activities that are aimed at increased food availability, food accessibility and food stability. The PSD for the FSP lacks the relevant quantifiable monitoring and evaluation indicators, which makes it more difficult to assess which of the three components has achieved more success than the others. The mission team believes that the lack of clear demarcation between the activities signify the contiguous relationship that exists in these activities, at the beneficiary level, in solving the FS issues.

4.3. Adequacy of Institutional Arrangement

The FSP was considered as an integral part of the national development plans and programmes. Accordingly, institutional arrangements were designed in such a way as to take full advantage of, and remain in-line with, prevailing mechanisms for management and co-ordination of national programmes. Thus, the MOAI would spearhead implementation of the FSP at the national level, while the District Assembly would be the focal point for implementation of the FSP at the LIAs.  The Project Officer (PJO) who is a member of the District Executive Committee, would interact with the District Administration, while the Development Officer (DO) as head of the EPA, would interact with the Area Development Committee (ADC).

The District Administration will both receive and provide assistance to the ADC and the VDC which work directly with communities, by encouraging their constituents to recognise their own problems and solutions and to undertake community action focusing on self-help processes

The institutional arrangement at the national level was to utilize the existing government bodies where feasible.  But the FSP planners also mentioned in the PSD that government is still in the process of developing optimal linkages with and lines of communication between institutions at the central and district levels. Consequently, the line of communication between the implementing organizations (MOAI and MOLGDA) at the central and district levels have not been well defined.  This was apparent at the district level where the MOAI has not fully decentralized in similar fashion as the MOLGDA. From a design point of view, the mission team believes that the institutional arrangement for FSP implementation were therefore less than adequate.

4.3.1. Capacity and Workload: The SL-FSP institutional and implementation arrangements were to be subjected to modification in-line with the ultimate decisions of government in the course of implementation. The result is what eventually arose, as many of the international experts scheduled were not fielded (as late as 1-year behind schedule).  The apparent high job mobility and tremendous work schedule of MOAI staff also delayed actions to be taken by the MOAI.   The FSP lost its full time National Programme Manager, as the one chosen declined the offer due to poor remuneration and was eventually replaced by mainstream staff of the Planning Division.  There were also changes in staff handling at the UNDP programming section.

To ensure good coordination of the sectoral participation throughout the SLP and its sub-programmes, a Sustainable Livelihoods Technical Committee (SLTC), comprising relevant, multi-disciplinary technical experts from both government and outside government, as appropriate was to guide the technical activities of the programme. This decision as contained in the PSD was like a signal to failure as programme designers should have taken into account the existing capacity shortfalls in the Ministries before making this recommendation. For instance, the current FS-National Programme Manager at the Planning Division has other donor programmes under his care amongst other assignments and therefore devotes about 40 percent of his work-time to the FSP.

4.3.2. District Empowerment Successes: It is important to mention that most of the major achievements to date have been at the RDP levels where the RDPs have emerged both as implementers and monitoring and evaluation agencies. The major assistance they have received was in the fund disbursement through the decentralized body, DDF.  This has in-fact made the fund delivery to programme functions faster than through the former channel of the ADD. The Project Officers at the RDPs have also been able to channel their grievances through the new political body, District Assembly, to resolve issues addressing other beneficiary’s needs not within the scope of the outlined programme activities.

Also at the decentralized level, the RDPs have been able to utilize the DEC (a technical and non-political committee composed of the heads of district line ministries that assist the District Assembly) to make technical decisions in different sectors. The DEC through the DPD, has been involved in the review of Action Plans and Budgets. What this means is that, the decentralization process has been well utilized, and if saddled with responsibilities they will perform better.  Since the District Assembly staff are at the grassroots and closer to the beneficiaries (whose “language” they speak) more than the NEC or those staff at central line ministries, the programme results will be enhanced if they are saddled with Programme Implementation and regular Monitoring.  This signify the need for the MOAI to fully decentralise at the District level, so that the RDP staff will be fully responsible to the District Assembly.

The ADC, VDC and CPIC have been very effective in the programme action plan development, implementation and monitoring.  The beneficiaries have been able to constitute themselves into Activity Committees as well, for the purpose of monitoring.

The capacity building exercise at the RDP and for the beneficiaries at the LIAs have gone down well. What are mostly missing include:  (a) Motorcycles for transportation of staff to beneficiaries for regular monitoring and appraisal is inadequate.  At present, the frontline teams are using the World Bank financed motorcycles, in addition to the single one provided by FSP for monitoring at each RDP;  (b) The inadequate number of some Subject Matter specialists. This may require some redeployment or recruitment of more personnel where required. The use of local volunteers may be a solution that may be addressed by the FSP itself if the MOAI cannot increase its staff.  It is also important to mention here that the RDPs are losing many staff (not only to NGOs but to deaths and retirements) that needs to be replaced for effective FSP implementation.

4.4.  Programme Monitoring by MOAI, Cooperating Agency and UNDP

The programme implementation and monitoring was also not well conducted, as activities got bogged down in long channels of communication and delays. The mission team did not find this unusual, as national government machineries usually are not the best institutions for implementing complex programmes of this nature in the developing world.  This could have been minimised, if only the programme designers had emphasized the need to involve NGOs at the planning stage and agree to have independent monitoring mechanism.  The participation of the private sector and NGO’s were rather limited to implementation stage or only came up as a result of last minute problem solving scenarios.  In this programme, Self-Help International (the only NGO officially participating in FSP programme) came in to address one activity, the Dairy Animal stock provision to beneficiaries at the Chiradzulu LIA. Other NGO’s only came on the programme at implementation stage, such as: FIAH which was attracted to the programme in Nkhatabay District by beneficiaries to assist in Livestock Drug supply; MICAH which is involved in Micro-nutrients aspect of Nutrition in Mchinji District; and other Micro-credit institutions have come into the programme in Mangochi and Mchinji. There are many more whose involvement is not on the official co-ordination record.

It is important to mention here that, although the PSD mentioned the need to broaden the scope of concerned stakeholders in order to reach the ultimate target beneficiaries but this was not implemented. The strategy here was to target a set of intermediate beneficiaries, comprising of stakeholders in food security directly and indirectly, in particular to develop the capacity of all concerned stakeholders to work together in an integrated, efficient and effective manner to achieve the overall objective of SL and FS.

The mission team observation is that the programme monitoring has been very weak due to the high work schedule of both the National Programme Coordinator and the Programme Manager who have other pressing issues in their various positions at the MOAI.  The unusual placement of the FSP co-ordination in the Planning Division rather than the Department of Extension Services (which controls the frontline team) must have contributed to co-ordination administrative problems as well.

The UNDP and FAO also lack the ability to effectively carry out the technical monitoring of the activities in the LIAs either due to pressure of work or inability to provide staff for this exercise. The UNDP Programme Officer only visited the LIAs once. The non-availability of a Programme Officer (for most part of programme execution) at the FAO office in Lilongwe also created some bottlenecks in effective coordination and monitoring, although there was frequent backstopping from the regional office in Harare.

4.5.  Level of Integration of the FSP within the MOAI and with District Level Activities and Structures

The mission team finds the placement of this programme co-ordination at the Planning Division of the MOAI as in-appropriate.  It is logical that the Planning Division were required for the programme development, planning, and monitoring, but that does not mean that they should co-ordinate the programme as they lack the required resources to do so. The FSP require the know-how of senior subject matter specialists (crops, livestock and other technical areas) for proper co-ordination and adequate integration into the existing national programmes. Placing the programme fully at the Extension Services Department would have ensured that the successful features of the FSP are well integrated into the day-to-day extension methodologies for application in other areas.  It would also have enhanced the FSP sustainability because the Extension Services Department has greater capacity at beneficiary levels than the Planning Division. This point should be taken into account when designing the implementation of future programmes within the MOAI.

4.6. Transfer of Funds 

The slow and inconsistent flow of funds provision to LIAs has been found to be a major impediment to timely implementation of programme activities. The funds eventually released have been found to be low compared to the requirements in District Action Plans. This has been observed in some of the budgets from, Mchinji, Dedza, Chiradzulu and Mangochi. The reason for the differences in fund requested and those eventually released against the Action Plans Budget can be explained in two ways:

a) In the LIA, when they submit an action plan budget for a quarter, they usually proceed with some of the preliminary activities (for timely operations) using fund from national/other programmes, while awaiting the FSP fund. When the FSP fund eventually arrives from UNDP, the borrowed money is refunded but if the FSP fund fail to arrive in that quarter (as in some instances) then the FSP activity may be abandoned and/or transferred to the next quarter, depending on the local situation.

b) When the UNDP Programme Officer receives the LIAs action plan budgets, he takes some time to screen the submitted budgets, and tries to eliminate any activity he observes as being repeated, and if any, the LIA will receive a lesser budget eventually.  This cross checking is put in place to safeguard proper use of meagre resources available.

For agricultural programmes like FSP, untimely funding tends to be counterproductive because the activities are not conducted on time and consequently the activities are either shifted to other periods, dropped altogether or if implemented at all, are liable to sub-optimal outputs.  

Regular meetings between MOAI and UNDP should be held to discuss the underlying causes of these delays. A solution to this problem is to submit Action Plan Budgets at least a quarter before requirement.  This can be better facilitated if the FSP have its own full time National Programme Manager. The present approach of fund disbursement to LIAs through DDF-Operational Accounts should be maintained wherever this is possible. The frontline teams are comfortable with this arrangement.  Some of the delays in the release of fund by UNDP can be attributed to the usual official protocols and compliance requirements at the MOAI and UNDP offices.

4.7.  Programme Extension and Continuity

In view of the fact that the programme is due to closure in December 2001, the mission team finds this rather too early. This is because the programme activities of direct benefit to the beneficiaries in the LIAs only began 12 to 15 months ago.  In spite of the fact that the impact has not been fully felt by these beneficiaries, they have been shown the way forward and there is apparent demand by them for the activities to be brought to fruition.

The Components that require further monitoring and follow-up activities at the beneficiary level are:

· Availability of Food Supplies;

· Access to Food Supplies;

· Stability of Food Supplies.

The other components are also important for continuation but only in new LIAs where the beneficiaries will have to be newly targeted through the participatory mechanisms.

The mission team therefore finds that a 6 to 12 month extension after December 2001, would form a necessary bridging gap between this UNDP programme cycle and the next.

5. FSP CONTRIBUTION TO THE IMPROVEMENT OF SUSTAINABLE FOOD SECURITY AMONGST THE TARGET GROUPS.

The FSP activities have essentially been implemented for 12 to 15 months in many of the LIAs, and it is therefore too early to gauge the impact of FSP activities on the food security situation of the target groups. This is particularly difficult because of the interface with other programmes that were implemented by other donors and NGOs in the same LIAs.

Nonetheless, the contribution of FSP activities to improving food security has been examined by way of the target groups’ preparedness to receive the interventions and preconditions for implementing them; their decision making capacity to improve availability, stability and access to food at all times; the sustainability and local ownership of FSP activities and their self-reliance.

5.1. Extent of Programme Implementation

Programme implementation started in 1999 in Nkhatabay, Mangochi and Mchinji, while in most of the other LIAs the implementation of the SL and FS programme activities  started in the third quarter of 2000.  In all the LIAs the activities started after the initial orientation of the District Development Committee (DDC) and the selection of the pilot villages.   The beneficiary participatory assessments were done using PAPSL (in the case of Mchinji and Mangochi) and with Village Level Participatory Assessment (VLPA) in the case of the other LIAs. 

Table 1 below presents the list of activities that have so far been implemented.  In almost all the LIAs, activities started in 2000 as the preceding years from 1997 were used for targeting mechanism preparation, community sensitisation, needs assessment and training.

The activities that are being undertaken by the targeted communities include: land husbandry and soil and water conservation, soil fertility management, improvement of small-scale livestock, e.g. improvement of local chicken mikolongwe birds, cross-breeding local goats with Boer Bucks, rabbitry, guinea fowls raising, and dairy improvement, small-scale irrigation development using both treadle and motorised pumps, fruit and vegetable production as well as training on processing, preservation and utilization of fruits and vegetables and income generating activities.  

Given the limited time-frame within which these activities have been implemented, the progress in almost all LIAs can be said to be satisfactory as there are a lot of positive elements attributed to community enthusiasm and interest in most of the activities. However, a lot of activities are at different stages of implementation in the different LIAs.  In some LIAs, other programme activities are yet to be implemented.  While this reflects the differences in implementation schedules, it was also noted that the programme activities received mixed responses at different LIAs.  Notable examples are discussed in the following section on sustainability and local ownership of programme activities. 

Table 1:   FSP Achievements from Nov 1998 to date.

Components
Achievements:  Nov. 1998 – Sept. 1999

Component 1
· Finalization of PAPSL manuals by March 99.

· Extension of PAPSL activities to other LIAs: Training of 40 staff in Dedza.

· Establishment of a Participatory Development Coordination Association of Malawi (NPDCAM).

· Development of a Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation Framework.

· Commissioning of Studies on Agricultural policies: Crop Diversification.

· Support to MIRTDC activities.





Achievements:  Jan. 2000 -  Nov.  2000

Component 1
· FIVMIS Local Expert hired.

Component 2
· Workshop on Crop Diversification: 18 participants (of which 5 were female).

· Crop Diversification campaigns in 50 villages;  35,250  farmers involved in production of cassava and sweet potatoes (including 18,500 women).

· 80 Crops Nurseries communally managed developed.

· Food Preparation Displays at community levels.




Component 3
· Seed Multiplication in 50 villages.

Component 4
· Nutrition Education involving 28,250 women, including diverse preparation and consumption of tubers. 

Component 5
· Community Feeding Programme for under-5 children in 9 villages in Dedza.





Achievements:  Jan. 2001 -  June  2001

Component 1
· FIVMIS Local Expert resigned after 5 months  (No replacement).

Component 2
· Training and demonstrations in small stock production (goats, guinea fowl, poultry, rabbits).

· Compost manure making .

· Pest control.

· Seed multiplication training.

· 26 Nutrition officers trained.

· Nutrition manual developed.

· 59,021 farmers reached in training and demonstration (70 % were women).

· 104 frontline staff trained

Component 3
· All 50 villages established community nurseries for cassava, sweet potatoes, fruits and beans.

· Close to 25,200 farmers have utilized the seed stocks to propagate in their own fields.

· 82 farmer groups provided with goats, chickens, rabbits and guinea fowl.

Component 4
· 4,040 women reached through 35 farmer courses and 94 demonstrations/food displays on nutrition education.

· 18 staff trained in nutrition education.

Component 5
· Training framers in business management and linking them to credit lending institutions.

Source: MOAI Annual Reports on FSP

As noted in the Table 1, most of the activities which are being undertaken and for which progress has been rated as satisfactory at the grass-root level encompass mostly the components of availability, stability and access to food supplies, as the other two components were mainly for targeting and training.

5.2. Sustainability and local ownership of programme activities

In most LIAs, more particularly Nkhatabay, Mchinji and Mangochi, there appears to be strong evidence of community ownership of the programme activities. Examples of local ownership initiatives are evident in the LIAs:  In Nkhatabay, groups of farmers are able to raise funds to procure fuel and maintenance needs for their motorised pumps, while village livestock committees are able to manage a local drug revolving fund with the assistance from the Foundation for the Improvement of Animal Health (FIAH) which provided the start-up fund;  In Mangochi, village groups have been mobilizing funds to buy local stock of goats so that the programme should only assist them in providing a Boer-Buck and the groups are also responsible for raising funds to buy vaccines and drugs for their local and improved chicken.  While these initiatives reflect the positive results from the empowerment process of the 5th Country Program, it was noted that during the initial orientation exercise of the SL and FS programme, adequate capacities were built into the communities for them to sustainably manage their development agenda.  

There are various committees at the village level below the main Village Development Committees that are vested with the responsibility of managing the implementation of various programme activities.  Provided the enormous interest the communities have on the programme activities is enhanced through provision of adequate start-up resources, there are high chances that the programme can easily be sustained so long as adequate capacities are built before phasing out.  Also noted is the fact that the frontline staffs are trying to link-up the farmers to other service providers, such as micro-finance, livestock management and access road infrastructure providers.  This is critical if the objective of sustainable livelihoods is to be fully met.   

It was however noted that in some LIAs, notably Chiradzulu and to a small extent Dedza, some elements of dependency still exist among the beneficiaries. For example, in some communities, particularly in the two target villages in Chiradzulu, it was noted that there is lack of community resource mobilization capacity even for resources that require minimal costs. The communities indicated that they had not planted any vegetables because they were still waiting for the programme to provide them with seed, in spite of the fact that they were already provided a treadle pump. This is a clear case of dependency syndrome and indicates that the community group has failed to utilize the knowledge gained.

Coupled with this, is the fact that local level committees do not seem to be fully and effectively functional possibly due to interferences from the local leadership. For example, all the IGA groups in Fikira village were not working at the time of evaluation, apparently due to low Self-Help Development International loan repayment rates created by the interferences from the village headman.  For example, the Village Headman dissolved the Village Main Committee and took over its designated role. Apart from the internal community problems that affect sustainability, there appears to be weak or no major linkage with other programmes except for the Self-Help Development International in Chiradzulu LIA.

5.3. Positive Impact of Programme Activities on Food Security

Since most of the activities are in their early stages of implementation, it has been difficult to assess the impact of programme implementation on food security and other livelihood aspects in all LIAs.  For Nkhatabay, Mangochi, Mchinji and Dedza, this is particularly difficult because of the interface with other programmes that were implemented under the 5th Country Programme given that the districts were among the original Local Impact Areas (LIAs).  However, the communities visited mentioned that since the programme started they have been empowered to increase their production of root crops such as cassava and sweet potatoes.  

Local management levels of livestock have been enhanced, the availability of irrigation facilities enabling farmers to engage in other farming activities that are not possible under traditional rain-fed agriculture were apparent.  To a limited extent, food processing, preservation and storage techniques have enhanced farmers’ knowledge and skills in increasing the shelf-life of several food crops which initially tended to be available only in one season of the year.  The provision of technologies (e.g. the Solar Dryer) to farmers has assisted in reducing the transaction costs which farmers face in their own quest to access some of these technologies.  This has positive implications in terms of farmers’ ability to adopt some of the notably superior technologies.  

Farmers’ appreciation of the programme activities has also meant that the implementation of the programme activities has increased the relevance of agricultural extension since the frontline staff are able to substantiate their agricultural messages with real projects.  The relationship between frontline extension staff and farmers (in the target areas) has thus been greatly enhanced.  In this way the programme activities have actually complemented the normal agricultural extension activities.  This synergy needs to be enhanced and fully exploited to ensure the increased positive impact of agricultural programmes in reducing food insecurity. 

These positive elements would have to be enhanced and possibly replicated and integrated in the normal activities of the parent Ministry or local level NGOs to ensure the optimisation and sustainability of farmer benefits. 

5.4.  Weaknesses of the Programme 

Despite the notable achievements, the programme implementation is not without a number of setbacks.  The main weakness that has been highlighted by all LIA frontline staff and beneficiaries is with regard to the inconsistent flow of funds.  Programme funding is not only untimely but is also low compared to the planned activities and beneficiaries on the ground.  For agricultural programmes, untimely funding tends to be counterproductive.  This has ended up demoralizing both the frontline staff as well as the targeted communities.  

It should however be noted that mobilization of additional funding is essential as many activities have not been given prominence among programme beneficiaries.  The original Project Support Document states that the initial funding from UNDP was supposed to provide the start-up resources.  It was expected that all stakeholders were supposed to engage in sourcing other additional funds.  But this has not materialised.

Another major problem is the lack of linkages between this programme and the other programmes within and outside the Sustainable Livelihoods.  As a result, while the food security concerns of the farmers are gradually being addressed, the extent to which this can translate into sustainable livelihoods is challenged by the continuous lack of other social services such as access to infrastructures, health, education and water.  Some programmes (donor and NGO funded) implementing these activities are existing within the district but they chose to operate independently of the SL and FS programme mostly due to the desire to carry their own flag and therefore be associated with all the credit.  This is the biggest challenge Malawi has to brace with in its quest for sustainable development.    

5.5. Self Reliance  

The strengthening of village institutions through the group dynamics teachings, coupled with the injection of minimal amount of outside resources (such as the “seed” stocks provided under the FSP) has improved the capacity of beneficiaries to work together in groups and learn skills from each other, thereby creating a strong sense of community self reliance. This is enhancing the progressive break-up of the “dependency syndrome” of the rural population.

For example, the beneficiaries have now been influenced, in some areas, to make very unusual financial contribution to resource needs of the groups, e.g. contributing money to buy: vaccines for their chicken in Mangochi; guinea fowl eggs in Namwera; fuel for motorised pumps in Nhatabay, etc.  

The above evidence indicates that the people are now beginning to look inside their communities for solutions to their own problems before seeking outside assistance.

6.   OVERALL  FUNDING

UNDP assistance to the FSP was to be seen as catalytic to initiate the SL approach in Malawi.  It was envisaged that other donors providing Food Security support in different parts of the country would buy into the SLP on a cost-sharing basis.  In this regard, it was felt that concerted effort and action would be taken by GOM to mobilize resources for the SL programme from the spectrum of donors providing food security support.  In practice, this expectation has largely been frustrated. While the donor community has remained supportive of the various aspects of the SL approach, each of the donors has continued to act in parallel and independently, in various parts of the country.  Table 2 below provides a summary of the areas of donor interest in SL.

Table 2:  Areas of Donors Interest

               Programme Components
                       Concerned Donors

1)  Preparedness and Pre-conditions
USAID, UNDP, DFID

2)  Wise-Decision Making
WB, EU, UNDP

3)  Availability of Food Supplies
WB, EU, USAID, DANIDA, IFAD, ADB, GTZ,

JICA, DFID, UNDP

4)  Stability of Food Supplies
EU, USAID, WB, UNDP

5)  Access to Food Supplies
USAID, WB, EU, WFP, UNDP

Source: MOAI, Planning Division Paper:   New and on-going Projects. Status Report.

At the FSP design stage, it was estimated that the total financial requirement to implement a comprehensive SLP countrywide within a period of 5 years, was US $ 9.0 Million to be mobilized from all donors. The original funding committed by UNDP towards the FSP was US $ 2.44 Million, to be used primarily as seed money and as a catalyst to energize the SLP.  Table 3 presents data on the original total funding anticipated for the FSP.

Table  3:  Original Total Funding for the FSP (US $)

        “Revision F”






Programme Areas
Total
 1997
  1998
   1999
   2000
   2001

Personnel
1,202,012
 121,349
230,663
329,300
 418,700
 102,000

Sub-Contracts
   231,882
   51,639
  72,743
  41,000
   51,000
   15,500

Training
   546,197
   17,913
136,284
150,000
 154,000
   88,000

Equipment
   252,245
   74,632
  47,613
118,000
     7,000
     5,000

Miscellaneous
   211,776
     7,297
  22,479
  65,000
   55,000
   62,000

TOTAL
2,444,112
 272,830
509,782
703,300
 685,700
 272,500

During the implementation period, UNDP had to carry out several budget cuts in its own funding of the FSP, resulting in the decrease of the original 1998 commitment from US $ 2.44 Million at the time of signing the PSD to the present commitment of US $ 1.97 million, as detailed below in Table 4.

Table 4:  FSP Latest Revised Budget and Expenditures Position.

“Revision M”





Program Areas
    Total
1997-99
    2000
    2001
   2002

Personnel
   837,279
   496,629
   115,550
  174,100
  51,000

Sub-Contracts
   329,933
   145,884
   125,049
    59,000
       --

Training
   338,218
   279,718
     17,200
    36,300
    5,000

Equipment
   256,440
   251,440
        --
      5,000
       --

Miscellaneous
   155,643
   101,942
     17,200
    26,800
    9,701

TOTAL:
1,917,513
1,275,613
   274,999
  301,200
  65,701

In light of the downward revision of the budget, programme activities were reduced to match what could be best achieved with the available resources.  There were major budget cuts in the personnel, training and miscellaneous components of the budget to reflect current realities on the ground. Only the sub-contract budget line item was increased as compared with the original budget.

In Table 4, it is important to note that the figures for 1997 to 1999 represent actual programme expenditures; whereas the 2000 to 2002 figures represent the budgeted figures.

6.1.  Efficiency in Use of Resources

The data in Table 4 shows that 67 % of programme resources were used up during the first 3 years of the project life (1997-1999).  These first three years should ideally be considered as the preparatory phase of the FSP, given that implementation of activities in almost all LIAs only began at the end of 1999 or early 2000. Most of the training, using participatory approaches, were undertaken during this period, i.e. 83 % of the training budget was loaded upfront, leaving a paltry 17 % of the training funds for the remaining 2 years.

Our assessment is that upfront loading of training activities is an efficient way of utilizing the time available for the project, as this improves the preparedness of beneficiaries for project implementation.  However, the focus group discussions revealed that there was too much training conducted for a long period of time before settling down to beneficiary implementation of activities.  

Furthermore, it was revealed that the same outputs could be produced using other equally effective participatory approaches (e.g. VLPA) that are less time consuming than PAPSL (about 4 days for VLPA instead of 21 days for PAPSL).

With regard to project personnel and contract expenses, we believe it was a good idea to have FAO provide the technical backstopping and other expertise in order to inject a fair amount of international expertise into the FSP.  In practice, however, FAO has not been given room to deploy several of the international and local consultants to FSP because of the slow bureaucratic machinery of government. The process of recruitment takes many months, at a time; contracts are let with seemingly no regard for price and workshops are organized at the last minute with no preparation. Such inefficiencies in use of resources are costly to the FSP.

For the future, we recommend that implementation arrangements be modified to allow FAO/UNDP execution of consultant hiring while maintaining national execution in other areas.

There are also other areas of apparent inefficiency in use of FSP resources.  Virtually all LIAs have complained about the slow disbursement of funds, which hampers the delivery of programme outputs, especially with regard to agricultural activities that are time-bound.  There are several causal factors for this state of affairs; such include, the delay in collation and submission of District Action Plan and Budget to UNDP, the delay at UNDP while vetting the documents and cross-checking with previous District Action Plans and Budgets, as well as the delay at the Accounts and Reserve Bank. However, we would like to urge all parties concerned to agree on modalities for streamlining fund disbursement processes.  The possibility of following the other donors use of the Treasury Department may be explored, if found satisfactory.

6.2.  Effectiveness

Even though it is too early to measure the impact of several FSP outputs on the beneficiaries, there are several instances where the food security status of beneficiaries is improving.  In LIAs where cassava and sweet-potato nurseries have been grown for two seasons (Nkhatabay, Mchinji and Mangochi) the beneficiary food supply has been stabilized and they now could sell some of their harvest for cash.  For other FSP interventions, we believe it is too early to judge their impact on beneficiaries, suffice to say that the interventions have a lot of potential in making an impact at the beneficiary level.

From financial investment point of view, it is therefore logical that the stakeholders agree to an extension of the programme life to bridge the gap between closure of current project and the next UNDP cycle. This will allow the programme activities to make significant impact on beneficiaries, especially where the seed stock has not impressed on the groups targeted.

7.  ANALYSIS AND APPRAISAL OF PROGRAMME IMPLEMENTATION

7.1.  Numerical Rating

1. Highly satisfactory

2. Satisfactory, with some positive elements

3. Unsatisfactory, with some positive elements

4. Unsatisfactory

Table 5:   Summarised Appraisal of Programme Implementation

Component
Output
Rating
Comments

Preparedness and pre-condition
1.1  FIVIMS established and operational
4
FIVIMS has not been established and is not operational.  A National FIVIMS Expert was hired bur resigned after only 5 months due to lack of support from MOAI 


1.2  to improve capacities for quick response to emergencies for SL and FS
4
FIVIMS and other reports have not been circulated as planned due to failure to establish and operationalize FIVIMS.  Likewise a listing of response mechanisms has not been made available to stakeholders. 

Wise Decision making
2.1  National Forum for policy orientation for agricultural diversification held
3
The national forum was held much later than planned  (in year 3) and it was poorly attended. The few people who attended did not show interest in the proceedings. The Ministry of Agriculture does not seem to have used any of the outputs from the forum.

Improving the availability of food supplies
3.1  Advocacy and advice for crop diversification and production of healthy, nutritious and profitable alternative foods.
2
· Several commodity promotional demonstrations conducted

· Several commodities being produced by farmers e.g. cassava, sweet-potatoes and vegetables

· Small-stock livestock being reared e.g. mikolongwe chicken, goats, rabbits and guinea fowls

· Soil and water conservation measures being implemented 

· Food and nutrition training provided

· Small-scale irrigation facilities being used e.g. treadle and motorised pumps

· IGA activities being implemented in some LIAs 

Improving the stability of food supplies over time


4.1.Promotion of indigenous foods to contribute towards food security and livelihood systems, particularly during lean seasons.


2
· Fruit, vegetable and tuber nurseries established and being used throughout the 7 LIAs

· Nutrition education for indigenous vegetables has been provided in several LIAs


4.2  Improved household and community level food preservation, storage and use
2
Improved technology for indigenous vegetable preservation in use in several LIAs  e.g.  Oil expeller and Sun driers


4.3  Enhanced production, preservation and utilization of nutritious and profitable fruits
2
· Community fruit tree nurseries established in several LIAs

· Activity 4.2.2.2 not done


4.4  Enhanced production of root and tuber crops as drought tolerant alternative food crops
1
· Site specific community nurseries for root and tuber crops established in all LIAs and production underway in several places

· Processing of root and tuber crops has lagged behind,  but consumption and marketing of raw tubers in being undertaken 

Improving access to food supplies
5.1  Enhanced capacity of professionals to recognise signs of malnutrition and offer counselling to farmers 
3
· EPA level frontline staff trained in use of community nutrition training manual

· Nutrition education provided to farm families in all LIAs


5.2  Incorporation of demonstrations on the preservation, preparation and consumption of nutritious foods
3
· Demonstrations and training on preservation, preparation and consumption of nutritious foods conducted in several LIAs 

7.2. Overall Project Rating 

The project is rated 2.6 by the mission team. 

The Components 3, 4 and 5 registered better progress than Components 1 and 2.

8.  THE EXTENT TO WHICH PARTICIPATORY APPROACHES (PAPSL OR VLPA) HAVE BEEN USED IN THE FOOD SECURITY PROGRAMME

There is sufficient evidence in all LIAs that participatory approaches have been used widely in the design and implementation of programme activities.  In fact, the first one to two years of the SL and FS programme concentrated much in providing training on participatory approaches to individuals at the household level, village community level, extension staff and staff at the district level.  The PAPSL was handled by NEC under the SLP, while VLPA was handled under the Governance Programme of MLGDA.

The mission noted that PAPSL training was first done in Mchinji District in 1997. Thereafter, NEC provided more training on PAPSL in Nkhatabay and Mangochi districts.  The impact of the use of participatory approaches has been overwhelming at all levels:  i.e. household level, community level, and at extension staff level in the districts.  PAPSL has been the main entry point in identifying the food insecure and vulnerable people, and in designing programme interventions.

At the household level, there is sufficient evidence that the food insecure households are now beginning to take charge of changing their own situation, and to solve their own problems as they perceive them, and in a manner appropriate to local conditions. They have been empowered to request for advice and assistance in improving their food insecurity situation.

At the village level, there is similar evidence of capacity building and community empowerment. Various village organizations have been established with regard to each programme intervention.  Village action plans have been drawn up by the communities that form the basis for requesting for advice and assistance from district level and government officials.  The village action plans are also used by the communities to remind the frontline officers about any unfulfilled promises or tasks yet to be done.  Village Committees are also directly involved in participatory monitoring and evaluating the progress on their own programme interventions.  

A number of programme interventions are sustainable as indicated by local ownership of the programme activities, and the multiplier effect of several activities.  It is quite evident that the village community members have been enabled, through PAPSL and other participatory techniques, to analyse the constraints and opportunities they face in their day-to-day life; to propose and plan activities relevant to local conditions which address the problems identified, to be major partners in the implementation of priority action, and to demand guidance and support from extension workers in the implementation of their activities.

At the district level, we also find evidence that PAPSL and VLPA have enabled the district level and extension officials to facilitate community participation in the development process.  These officials now have the capacity to provide or ensure access to decentralized local level services and goods from both public agencies e.g. cassava and sweet potato planting materials from research institutions and the private sector to access small loans.  The officials also facilitate the flow of information from the community level up e.g. through village action plans and budgets, and from the national level down.

In conclusion, the PAPSL and other participatory techniques have been used extensively to develop capacity of all concerned stakeholders to work together in an integrated, efficient and effective manner to achieve the overall objective of sustainable livelihoods and food security. Gradually, a re-orientation is taking place away from top-down interventions to that of development being driven by people’s organizations and grass-root institutions.    

9. THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE PROGRAMME HAS LED TO INCREASED INTERNAL CO-ORDINATION WITHIN MOAI AND AMONG OTHER INSTITUTIONS INVOLVED IN THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROGRAMME   

9.1. National Execution 

The UNDP Country Cooperation Framework (CCF) with the GOM emphasized the use of programme approach and national modalities as the basis for programme design and implementation.  It also agreed in particular, that capacity-building efforts will be reinforced through many other ways.  Amongst which include:  active implementation of global compacts and impact of HIV/AIDS on national capacities will receive attention, promoting complimentarity between external assistance partners by providing assistance in policy formulation and implementation of national programmes, promoting national partnership with local NGOs and the private sector to reinforce capacities and ownership at the national, district and community levels, especially for direct assistance to beneficiaries, utilizing the technical co-operation among developing countries (TCDC) to enable Malawi tap the experiences and lessons learnt in the region.

The CCF also advised government to seek access to suitable expertise nationally, regionally and internationally through the UN system, including south-south exchanges, UNV program, domestic development service workers, national volunteers and the transfer of knowledge through expatriate nationals (TOKTEN) and other cost-effective modalities.  

The GOM and UNDP CCF management agreement on national execution also emphasised the need to clarify and strengthen the role of UN agencies in the national execution modalities, so as to facilitate more effective mobilization of UN agencies’ resources and expertise.  This agreement was never fully exploited as only 4 UNVs were fielded (1 in WFP, 2 in Dedza and 1 in Namwera) in the programme.

In line with the CCF agreements, the programme also explored the use of national institutions on the aspects of monitoring and evaluation of the programme.  Although this seemed to have worked perfectly at the design stage, the arrangement fell apart at the implementation stage, when NEC could not mobilise its resource.  

The quality of work and activities at the Workshop organized in the course of programme implementation on Diversification and Policy at Bunda College by APRU consultants and MOAI were not acceptable to FAO and the international experts. There is therefore the need to arrive at ideal standards of performance and probably use the Co-operating Agency (FAO) to backstop some of these activities.  This request was officially put across by FAO to UNDP and MOAI, but found to be against National Execution.

The implementing agency for the FS programme is the MOAI that also implements its own national programmes, in addition to other donor agencies’ programmes.  At the national level the main activities revolved around the Planning Division.  The inability of the programme to have its own full time National Programme Manager did create much conflict and time loss for programme execution.  The main losers in this regard were the beneficiaries, the poor people, who were unable to benefit from the programme effectively.  

9.2. FAO as a Co-operating Agency for the FSP 

FAO’s involvement in the FSP is to provide technical assistance.  The support is essentially of an advisory nature provided through expertise resources and international consultants. 

9.2.1. Fielding of Experts: The programme records confirmed the active involvement of FAO in the deliberations and preparation of essential documents required for moving the programme forward.  The records also indicated that FAO officially protested to UNDP and GoM on the following:

· Delay by GOM in the recruitment of national consultants;

· Requests for fielding international consultants provided by FAO do not come on time due to lags in work plans;

· Out of the 13 months of international consultants, in 8 areas of specialization, none was provided in 1999;

· Only one of the required number of national consultants were engaged, their work was below standard and did not incorporate the extensive comments provided by FAO;

· Contracts are provided with no regard for price;

· Workshops are organized at the last minute with no preparations.

In view of the above, FAO requested for an amendment of the LOA to reflect the following:

· FAO to execute BL 17 (national consultants) and part of BL 30 (training).

· The alternative was for UNDP to revise the programme budget to enable UNDP to recruit national consultants and pay after the work has been technically cleared by FAO.  UNDP may also have to take charge of the resources for workshops and training.

The above inferred that the FS implementation was sub-optimal and needed to be urgently addressed.  This was with regard to the high job mobility and heavy work schedule of staff in the MOAI. 

UNDP response to the above LOA amendment request was that, “because the FSP is nationally executed, FAO’s recommendation that UNDP take charge of resources for workshops and training could not be taken on board.  That would be against the National Execution Agreements”. 

9.2.2. FAO Fellowship Programmes:  It is on record that FAO could not agree with MOAI on some of the training courses to be attended by the MOAI staff.  This issue should have been resolved and relevant courses identified and agreed upon by stakeholders before commencement of programme implementation.  At implementation stage, it would only have been a matter of MOAI nominating staff to attend these courses. The record shows that only two external training programmes were implemented.

9.3.  District Administration  

In the districts, the MoAI focal point is the Project Officer.  The office is well positioned to co-ordinate with the District Assembly through the District Executive Committee.  This arrangement has been working well, except that the Project Officer is not yet responsible to the District Assembly but to the Extension Department.  This aspect needs to be considered to enable the District to fully co-ordinate and prioritise their needs and impact areas in line with the District Administration.  This office of the Project Officer also needs to be strengthened with resources, such as programme vehicle, computers and adequate number of subject matter specialists to facilitate timely implementation and monitoring of programme activities.

The poor co-ordination with other donor programs and NGO activities was very apparent on the ground.  This can only be corrected if all major players in the FS activities in the country could be sensitised at the planning stage of the programme. This should be considered in the next phase of programme implementation as there are many FS stakeholders in the district but everyone seems to be working independently of each other.  There is urgent need for the District Assemblies to take control of full co-ordination of programme implementation at the district levels.

For example, the integration of the Self-Help International (an NGO) activity (Dairy Animal Stock provision) with the FS programme in Chiradzulu is one of the good examples of programme integration.  There are also some minor linkages in other districts, especially the sourcing of seed materials (cassava and sweet potato) through the IITA/SARRNET, the Mikolongwe chicken through the Livestock Research Station in Blantyre, vegetable seeds through other NGOs. Credit in these initiatives and such others as mentioned in this report goes to the frontline staff at the districts.

These linkages could have been exploited deeper if the FSP co-ordination had been with the Department of Extension Services.  From our field experience, the monitoring and evaluation would be better handled by the monitoring and evaluation team at the district level, on monthly basis, while the National Programme Manager and a national team should conduct quarterly monitoring and evaluation exercises.  The two reports will enable MOAI and NEC to have adequate data for their policy reviews.     

9.4.  Programme Activities  

The initial preparedness activities of component 1 created much awareness amongst the district assembly functionaries and beneficiaries.  Their involvement through the participatory instruments (PAPSL/VLPA or others) made it easier for the frontline team to get across to a cross section of the beneficiaries.  In spite of that, there were still pockets of doubtful ones amongst the populace.  These groups are now showing interest after seeing the activity benefits or the seeds of progress within their neighbourhood.  It is best therefore to carry these groups along, thus the need to expand the programme.

The most astonishing impact of the programme is the effect of the seed inputs on the frontline team.  For instance, the livestock specialists find the dairy stock, goats, guinea fowl, mikolongwe chicken, guinea pigs as instruments for them to impart their knowledge on the beneficiaries.  In the past, it was a matter of theories and no practicals in the field. The same applies to the crops, horticulture and irrigation and nutrition.  The FS programme has made the Subject Matter Specialists more active in the field and they wish for an expansion of the programme.  Invariably, the activities oriented programme has made the specialists to work together more than in the recent past.

Other activity area that requires more focus is in the area of crop processing, storage and technology impact.  The only technology introduced aside from the irrigation pumps is the Solar Dryer.  This was in fact a top-down approach.  The farmers need to be taught how to make the Solar Dryer structure themselves rather than buying the ready-made costly compact structures from Chitedze Research Station.  This is an aspect of technology transfer that would have enabled the farmers to fabricate the structures from locally sourced materials, available within their reach, in future.

The processing aspect still require further follow-up with qualified resource persons. This also applies to the storage aspect.  The topic was just brushed through probably by the food and nutrition specialists who are secondary processors.  There is also need to intensify the aspects of food utilization in the households to assist beneficiaries in having food diversity and nutrition improvement.  For example, in Mangochi the UNV specialist handling the cassava and sweet potatoes activities has been redeployed to Ntchisi; in Mchinji the team was told that the cassava and sweet potatoes processing element was not adequately covered due to the limited knowledge of the specialist that conducted the training; and in Chiradzulu the beneficiaries were relying on the expertise of the FHAs and the previous Nutrition Programme activities conducted in the area.

An alternative way to improve work on these activities is to link up with some other Institutions, such as MIRTDC or Bunda College. Another approach is to bring-in private consultants with special qualification in these areas. For instance, there is need for expertise in storage and processing of tropical crops, such as cassava processing. There is also a need to introduce modern cribs for the household storage and preservation of their grains.  The need for international consultant cannot be overemphasized, in view of the need to inject new ideas into the programme activities.

10.
SWOT ANALYSIS / (Lessons Learnt)

10.1
Strong Points of the FS-Programme

· The participatory mechanisms has enabled the major players to identify their roles and intensified efforts to address the outstanding issues of food insecurity. Farmers have been able to identify their needs and the frontline teams have been able to understand how to facilitate the change process.

· The use of the participatory tool of communication has endeared the District Authorities to their communities and their needs. This has made it easier for them to understand each other and their environment.

· Beneficiaries in the targeted communities are now able to make wise-decisions that can influence their livelihoods sustainably.

· Availability of seed money from UNDP for training and provision of revolving seed and stock materials for the beneficiaries has opened up new approaches to tackling the needs of the rural poor.

· The subject matter specialists are extremely happy with the availability of seed stock materials as it endeared them to the beneficiaries and enabled them to utilize their knowledge and express themselves. They confirm that the programme work complements their normal national extension assignment.

· The progressive breaking-up of the “dependency syndrome” of the rural population. The beneficiaries have been influenced in some areas to make a very unusual financial contribution to resource needs of their groups. Such include, contributing money to buy Vaccines for their Chicken in Mangochi and to buy Guinea Fowl eggs in Namwera. This is an indication of programme acceptance by the beneficiaries.

· The ability of the farmers to work together in groups, thus creating a sense of reliance on each other for their stock to multiply and subsequently spread the “golden egg” is an indicator of programme acceptance.

· The ability of the farmers/beneficiaries to listen and learn from each other and build on their own strong points is a progress in community approach to tackling food insecurity.

· The existing linkages between research and beneficiaries through extension staff, especially in provision of stock and seed materials have been enhanced. These include dissemination of the Mikolongwe Chicken, provision of high yielding and resistant varieties of cassava and sweet potatoes vines, use of adopted national conservation and fertility regeneration strategies.

· The channelling of programme fund through the DDF to the districts/LIAs is commendable. This has enabled the District Administration to control the fund, as well as be aware of and become part of the process of tackling food insecurity issues in the district.

· The involvement of the district officials in the programme activities has created synergies whereby the LIAs has benefited from “unbudgeted funds” through linkages with other programme or national activities. Such synergies are seen in the provision of Irrigation pumps to beneficiaries in Nkhatabay and Chiradzulu and the Borehole in Namwera.

· The beneficiaries have learned and acquired new technologies to improve their livelihood and make their household food secure. For example, some LIA beneficiaries can now dry and preserve their indigenous vegetables and also utilize Soyabean for improved nutrition for their children and themselves.

10.2.    Weak Points of the FS-Programme

· The National Execution Syndrome.  This became an albatross that prevented execution of some of the project activities.  It is on record that UNDP needs to regularly carry out briefing of Programme Implementation Staff on the CCF document, in case those previously briefed might have left their posts or replaced.

· The inabilities of stakeholders (UNDP inclusive) in this programme to ensure that programme staff are well remunerated to keep them at their post.  This contributed to the following:

1) The inability of the MOAI to recruit or replace a full time Programme Manager for the FSP that eventually made co-ordination and monitoring very difficult.

2) The inability of the MOAI to retain or replace the local expert on FIVMS, who was to put in place the essential information on vulnerable groups mapping system. This has set the clock back as other nations in the region must have achieved this process with the same FAO support.

· The inability of the MOAI to effectively field local consultants and thereby clear the way for international experts to be fielded.

· The high work schedule of assigned MOAI staff and frequent job mobility of staff handling the FSP activities provide little or no time for adequate programme continuity and monitoring.

· The apparent lack of synergy between Sustainable Livelihood sub-programmes and those outside the programme. For example, those beneficiaries that were trained in small business management could not get micro-credit institutions to provide fund in Mangochi, Chiradzulu, Nkhatabay and Mchinji.

· The non-release of fund in good time by UNDP apparently due to official process at UNDP and non-compliance with necessary procedures by MOAI.

· Inadequate coverage or treatment of some of the programme activities. Such include: cassava and sweet potato processing, improved storage and preservation of crops, micro-credit provision.

· The PSD document failed to quantify or demarcate quality of the outputs and indicators or benchmarks expected with the use of resources.

· The inability of the MOAI to fully decentralize at the District level is also creating minor implementation problems.  District administration will find it easier to work with own staff rather than crossing district boundaries.  Such problems do exist at Chiradzulu and Thyolo, where staff and available facilities overlap.

· The apparent lack of coordination, adequate monitoring and integrated planning of activities at the district level between NGOs, MOAI staff and District Assembly is a weak point in the implementation strategy. This also extends to lack of linkages to main social services providers at LIAs e.g. water supply, etc. 

· The aspect of introduction of appropriate technology is still limited and not well addressed in many LIAs. For example, the beneficiaries should be able to construct the Solar Dryer from simple local materials. 

· There is need for appropriate leadership and group dynamics training to prevent Community leaders from domineering over their subjects. For example, in Fikira Village in Chiradzulu, it is evident that the Chief is the major cause of disunity among beneficiaries. This is causing delays in programme activities.

· In spite of fund cut back by UNDP and scale down of activities as agreed at the TPR meeting, there is still insufficient resource to procure or make available small seed stocks, in adequate quantities.  This has created a “large waiting group” of beneficiaries who are keen to benefit from the “multiplier effect” of group interventions.  Apparently, when the waiting period is too long, this could create conflict in the village or LIA.

· The lack of regular monitoring and follow-up visits to strengthen self-reliance and break the dependency syndrome of beneficiaries. This is attributable to inadequate resources, such as cash for fuel and transportation.

· Relationship with NGOs is not clearly outlined and monitored. 

· The PAPSL and VLPA targeting mechanisms have raised the hope of the beneficiaries while there is little fund to meet their desire.

· Too much time (about 2 years) and scarce resources were spent on the development of targeting mechanism (PAPSL), training workshops and seminars for the national execution staff.

· The placement of the FSP co-ordination in the Planning Division, instead of the Department of Extension Services, has denied the FSP the synergy of programmes and access to inputs from the senior extension experts available at the Department of Extension Services.

10.3
Areas Requiring Support

· Programme Administration and Support needs to be strengthened.  

· Programme Monitoring and Evaluation need to be strengthened. 

· Programme activity indicators should be developed and utilized regularly to measure progress at the LIAs and impact on beneficiaries.

· UNDP and MOAI should sensitise other donors to inject more fund to the implementation of programme activities.

· FAO and MOAI to review the need for more experienced experts to be involved in implementation of project activities.  International experts inject new ideas and innovations and therefore should not be kept away from programme implementation.

· The choice of Participatory Approach strategy should be streamlined by the MOAI. All stakeholders should agree on choice of Participatory Approach. The frontline team seem to find the PAPSL too long and cumbersome while the VLPA is shorter and easier to assimilate.

· It is unfortunate that the FIVIMS activity was aborted as a result of the departure of the local consultant after 5 months on the job.  Since no effort was made by the MOAI to replace him, the International Expert on FIVIMS was also not fielded. The mission team therefore consider it important to re-visit this issue, so that the document is compiled.

11. Recommendations

It is important to note that some of these recommendations may not be implemented now that the programme is almost coming to end but it will serve as a guide to future programme implementation or utilized in the programme extension.

A) Tripartite Review Meeting (TPR) should be called immediately:

· A TPR meeting should be held to discuss the major findings of this “Mid-Term Evaluation” exercise in order to resolve some of the issues identified, and to determine the way forward.  This meeting would review the following issues, amongst others:

· MOAI should endeavour to field the Local Consultants as required, to prepare the necessary groundwork for FAO to field the International Experts.  The non-fielding of these resource persons has had a negative impact on the programme performance and quality of work.

· The letter from FAO Resident Representative dated February 22, 2000 with regard to implementation arrangements for SL-FSP has useful recommendations that, if implemented, would ensure the provision of adequate technical assistance to FS in the remaining project life. This letter should be revisited.

· Beneficiaries within the LIAs that have not been trained in the soyabean utilization and various food and indigenous vegetable preparation as achieved in Chiradzulu should be put through similar training to ensure improved nutrition at household levels.

· Fund disbursement could be speeded up if District Action Plans are compiled by the “District Task Managers” and collated by the full time National Programme Manager for UNDP, with a copy also forwarded to MOAI for national planning purpose. A full time National Programme Manager would reduce bottlenecks in programme coordination and fund disbursement.

· Channelling of funds through the DDF and not the ADDs should be pursued. This keeps the Director of District Planning abreast of FS programme in his District. This will also endear the District assembly to the programme objectives and bring about the expected synergies.

· Stakeholders (UNDP/GOM) should intensify effort to source for more funds from other donors. This is an aspect in the initial design concept that was not implemented. The UNDP fund was to have served as start-up resource fund for the programme

B) Extension of the FSP for a further 6 to 12 month period.

An extension of the project life, for 6 to 12 months is justified on the grounds that there is a strong demand and enthusiasm for the FSP interventions at the level of the beneficiaries. The beneficiaries have only had 12 to 15 months of FSP experience and the interventions show a strong likelihood of making an impact on their food security situation only if the programme activities are allowed to continue. Components 3, 4 and 5 of the FSP should continue in order to consolidate achievements made so far.  Only where new beneficiaries are being considered, should Components 1 and 2 be incorporated.

Alongside the decision to extend the FSP, consideration should be given to the following recommendations, amongst others:

· The remaining fund in the MOAI allocation (about US $ 58,000) should be used solely for procuring more seed stock materials for more identified resource poor households in the LIAs.  This is because the situation on the ground shows that the FS programme has empowered some of the food insecure and vulnerable groups, especially women.   It has created a sense of self-reliance and is breaking the cycle of “dependency syndrome” amongst the rural poor households.

· The outstanding balance of fund with FAO should be used to field the Agro-processing and FIVIMS expert to complete the process. Their local counterparts should be identified and fielded immediately.

· The FS Programme requires a “Task Manager” at the District level to serve as the rallying point for all stakeholders in the District.  Apart from ensuring a successful implementation of the programme, he/she will ensure that “unbudgeted funds” trickle into the programme activity implementation in the LIAs by creating linkages and synergies with other National, Donors and NGO programmes.

· Such “Task Manager” is best filled by a UNV-Specialist with specialization in one of the Component Areas and must be supported by Local Retired Volunteers and/or DDS volunteers with vast experience in their fields. The latter could be retired professionals living in the LIAs.  The Task Manager should be attached to the District Assembly to strengthen their resource and provided with transport for coordination.

C) For Future Scope, the mission team recommends that:

· The Sustainable Livelihood and Food Security Programme should have its own Secretariat to provide all the required technical and administrative backstopping, in spite of the National Execution strategy for implementation. 

· FSP co-ordination should be placed within the Department of Extension Services to ensure effective linkages with front-line staff and other programmes, as well as ensure good programme administration at the grass-root level.

· The MOAI should borrow a leaf from the FSP and incorporate “participatory approaches coupled with small “seed stock” injections into its day to day extension activities to ensure sustainable livelihoods and food security for the rural poor.

· Provision of more resources, motorcycles to frontline team and adequate specialist staff at RDPs, supported by local volunteers and/or UNV specialists, at LIAs.

· Involvement of more players at the planning stages of such a complex programme e.g. NGOs and other private sector organizations, will enhance smooth implementation and engender better result and more impact on beneficiaries.

· In future, NGO participation and monitoring of their activities should be linked to the District Administration control.

.

ANNEXES

Annex  A:
Scope and Terms of Reference for the Mid-Term Evaluation
The evaluation team was mandated to examine the following broad areas:

· the relevance of the programme objectives ;

· the ways in which the programme as contributed to the improvement of food security at the national, sub-national, community and household levels to date and in particular,  looking at ways by which the programme is likely to contribute to food security among the target groups ;

· the extent to which government co-operating agencies and beneficiaries find the programme useful

· the level to which the programme has achieved its objectives and the extent to which it is likely to contribute towards promoting preparedness, wise decision making and improving availability, stability and access to food at the end of its duration and even beyond ;

· the aspects of the programme which need to be discontinued and the types of changes to be introduced ;

· the adequacy of the institutional arrangements, particularly as regards disbursement, transfer and management of financial resources at UNDP, MoAI Headquarters and the LIAs as well as suggesting the alternatives that can be put in place ;

· the level of integration of the Food Security Programme within the Ministry of Agriculture with the district level activities and structures ;

· programme monitoring by GOM, co-operating agencies and UNDP.

These broad areas have been examined within the scope of the following terms of reference:

· Making a critical appraisal of the administrative and implementation arrangements, including the roles of government ( MOAI, DECs, District Assemblies etc), UNDP, the co-operating agencies, the programme steering committee and make recommendations for the most effective arrangements ;

· Assessing the capacity of the implementing institutions

· Analysing issues related to sustainability, such as local ownership, institutional capacity and resources ;

·  Analysing and appraising the implementation of the programme since 1997, and since the commencement of the substantive activities in January 2000, in relation to the stated objectives ;

· examining the budgets and conducting interviews to explore the cost effectiveness in the use of funds and make recommendations ;

· examining the documents as well as the reports and conducting interviews as appropriate to ascertain the extent to which programme objectives have been or are likely to be fulfilled ;

· establishing the extent to which the programme is contributing to the improvement of food security at the household level ;

· establishing the extent to which participatory approaches, particularly PAPSL, have been and /or are being utilized in the identification, design and implementation of programme activities ;

· establishing if the programme has led to or is leading to increased internal co-ordination with MOAI and among other institutions involved in the implementation of the programme ;

· determining the weak and the strong points of the programme ;

· proposing areas requiring more support ;  and

· making recommendations for the future in view of the lessons learnt and experience accumulated so far.   

Annex B:
 Stakeholder Checklist (Field Questionnaire)

Mid-term Evaluation of the Sustainable Livelihoods and Food Security Programme MLW/97/010

1.
Stakeholder consultations checklist (PJO, DA/DEC, DPD/DC, Extension front-line staff,  NGOs and other stakeholders).

a) What are the main SL activities in which you are involved ? 

b) When did you start implementing these activities ? 

c) What is the institutional context within which these activities are being conducted  i.e. which are the other organizations that are involved in the execution of these activities ? 

d) What are their specific roles ? 

e) Who are the main beneficiaries of these activities ?

f)  How were they identified ?

g)  Are you involved in the monitoring and evaluation of these activities? 

h)  If yes,  how is the process of monitoring  and evaluation conducted ?

i) Do you have any previous M&E reports and District Plans that we may want to look at ? 

j) If you do not conduct the M&E for these activities,  who does it and what is the process of feedback to the activities ?  

k) Capacity:  What resources (human, capital,  infrastructural ) do you have for the execution of SL and other programme activities ?  

l) What other programmes are you implementing apart from SL ?  

m) Are the resources you have at the moment sufficient for SL and other activities ? 

n) If not,  what do you do to ensure that activities are conducted adequately and timely ? 

o) Do the SL activities constrain or complement the implementation of your other activities  ? 

p) What should be done to ensure that there is synergy between SL activities and your own core activities as an organization ? 

q) Identification of the activities / sustainability / Gender roles: How are the activities identified ?  

r) What approaches (e.g. PAPSL,  KAP-SEC,  PMESL etc) do you use in the identification, design and implementation of programme activities ?

s) Are there any priorities or approaches for identification ? 

t) To what extent are the beneficiaries (women, men, the youth, aged and physically impaired) involved in the identification, design and implementation of the activities ? 

u) What mechanisms are put in place to ensure that the communities have the capacity to identify, design and implement activities on their own after the project phases out ?  

v) Are there local level institutions that are capable of making implementation decisions and the mobilization of resources ? 

w) What is your impression regarding the sustainability of the programme activities once the programme funding phases out? Please provide specific examples.

x) Rating of achievement of objectives: Given the programme objectives,  how would you rate the extent to which these objectives are being achieved with the activities that you are implementing ?  

y) Are all your planned activities implemented ? 

z) In general, what proportion of the planned activities are actually achieved (Verification:  Please provide us documents highlighting the planned and actual programme activities implemented).

a) Budgetary issues:  needs budget documents indicating the budgeted and actual expenditure. How are the funds disbursed for programme activities?

b)  How effective is the disbursement mechanism ?  How are the funds disbursed to the programme sites ?  How effective is this mechanism ? 

c) Successes and failures:  can you cite any successes that you can associate with the SL programme ? 

d)  How can these be verified ?  

e) What are the specific instances in which the programme has actually failed? 

f) What factors can you attribute this failure to  i.e.  what would have to be improved and how,  in order to increase the successes   (reduce the failures).   In general what are the strong elements of the programme which would have to be built upon ? 

g) What are the problematic areas which would have to be improved, reviewed or dropped altogether to ensure that future programmes are as successful as possible ? 

h) What should be the roles of the programme frontline staff at the local, district and national levels including the donors such as UNDP and FAO in order to enhance the productivity of the programme ?

Annex C:
Community Level Checklist

2.
Community/Beneficiary Focus Group Discussions (Rapid appraisal) Checklist 

Note:  An explanation of the SL programme and its involvement with the community is needed before the actual discussions in order to make the group understand and be prepared to effectively get involved in the discussions. Also,  there is need to give a brief background to the objectives of the mid-term evaluation exercise. 

a) Creation of rapport: self-introductions following traditionally acceptable formalities. Building consensus with the group on the objectives of the meeting and an explanation of their role in the discussions. 

b) Discussion of the SL and other community development activities the communities get involved in.  How are the activities identified ?

c)  What are the roles of both men, women, the youth and other groups  in these activities ?

d) What is the proportion of the whole community that is involved in these activities,  disaggregated by gender if possible ? 

e) Historical time line of the activities conducted and their evolution over-time ?  At what stage are the communities involved  i.e. identification, implementation and/or monitoring and evaluation. (Need for village action plans) 

f) How important are these activities in their own livelihoods ?  

g) Which specific groups of people have benefited and /or been disadvantaged by the programme activities i.e. women, men, children and the aged. How have the communities’ livelihoods been affected by the activities ?  Communities should be requested to provide evidence of the impact of the activities on their livelihoods.  For example,  have their food insecurity improved since they started implementing the SL activities?  By how much has it improved (scoring scheme needed)?
h) Empowerment and sustainability: Are the communities empowered in programme activity identification, design and implementation ?

i)  If yes, how have they been empowered?

j) Are there specific indications of community empowerment ? 

k) Assuming the project support is not there, would the communities be prepared or capable of implementing their own programmes using their own locally mobilized resources ? 

l) What are the local level institutional framework within which community SL and other programmes are implemented ? 

m) How effective are these institutions in fostering the achievement of programme objectives ?  

n) Funding mechanisms:  Do the communities know the source(s) of the funds for their programme activities ? 

o) How are the funds disbursed for programme activities ? 

p)  How effective is the disbursement mechanism ? 

q)  How are the funds disbursed to the programme sites ? 

r)  How effective is this mechanism ?  

s) Community rating of success and failure of SL programme activities: in as far as the community is concerned,  what are the successes of the SL programme activities in their area ?  This needs to be specific to each activity ( using scoring approaches where necessary).  

t) What aspects have failed in the area ?  

u) What factors can be attributed to both the success stories and the failures ? 

v)  How should these negative factors be improved to ensure successes in future programmes ?  

w) What should be the roles of the beneficiaries vis a vis  the programme frontline staff at the local, district and national levels in order enhance the productivity of the programme ?

x) Farewell remarks:  thanking the group members for their participation and explaining to them how their information will be used in providing feedback towards the improvement of future programmes.  Providing them an opportunity to ask questions if they have any.

Annex D:
List of Stakeholders Consulted During the Evaluation

People Contacted

UNDP

1)   Daphne Casey:

Deputy Resident Representative (Projects)

2)   Peter Kulemeka:

National Programme Officer, Sustainable Livelihood

3)   Monday Makoko:

National Programme Officer, Food Security

FAO
4)   Susan Mills:      

Resident Representative

5)   W. Kidane:       

Policy Officer, FAO-Harare, Zimbabwe (telephone)

MOAI/GOM

6)  Z. Chikosi                      
Controller of Planning/SL-National Programme Coordinator

7) George Chande:
             Food Security- National Programme Manager

NEC

8) Cliff Chiunda

Deputy Director (Development Division)

9) Joy Ndalama

             Economist

Dedza  District

10)  D.  Phangaphanga:

Project Officer, Thiwi-Lifidzi RDP

11)  B.S.J. Mhango:

Project Officer, Bwanje Valley RDP

12)  J. J.  Mphanda:

Project Officer, Dedza Hills RDP

13)  Humfred Bambuli:

UNDP/UNV-Specialist

14)  C.J.  Jaka:


UNDP/UNV-Specialist

Blantyre/Chiradzulu  District 

15)  V. Mwale


Ag.Project Officer, Shire Highlands RDP

16)  H. J.  Sagawa:

FNO/Evaluation, Shire Highlands RDP

17)  K.V.E. Chipofya:

Crops/Horticulture officer, Shire Highlands RDP

18)  F. Sikoya:


P.V.O. Shire Highlands RDP

19)  J.A. Ghest:


Ag. AAHO, Shire Highlands RDP

20)  M.S. Phiri:


FHA, Fikira Village, SH RDP

21)  A. Mdala:


FHA, Fikira Village, SH RDP

22)  K.E. Chitembe:

FA, Fikira Village, SH RDP

23)  Henry Khonyongwa:
Deputy Programme Coordinator, Self-Help International

24)  Happy Mphipira:

Project Manager, Self-Help International

Mangochi District

25)  A.L.F. Benati

Project Officer, Mangochi RDP

26)  Z.S.  Kalasa:

PVO, Mangochi RDP

27)  M.  Goba:


Ag. WPO, Mangochi RDP

28)  B.B. Mwale:

Horticulture Assistant, Mangochi RDP

29)  Mr. Kasimu:

Chairman and Chief,  Kasimu Village

30)  Samson  Ajida:

Committee Member, Kasimu Village

31)  Mrs. Mwandita:

Committee Member,  Kasimu Village

32)  Ms. Amina Yasini:

Committee Member, Kasimu Village

33)  Jack Ngulube:

Director of Planning and Development, Mangochi DA

34)  Mr. Mbandabanda:

Crops Officer, Namwera RDP

35)  Gabriel  Ndonga:

UNDP/DDS

36)  Mrs. Salome Saonga:
Chairlady, Nakapa Village

37)  V.G. Chisizi:

FA, Masuku Section

38)  C. W.  Mseko-Phiri:
DO, Masuku EPA

Nkhatabay  District

39)  F. Singini:


Ag. Project Officer, Nkhatabay EPA

40)  F. G. L. Munkhondia:
PVO, Nkhata-bay RDP

Mchinji  District

41)  H. M. O.  Nkhoma:

Director of planning and Development, Mchinji DA

42)  Jerome  Nkhoma:

Project  Officer,  Mchinji  RDP

43)  Watson Chimudozi:

Evaluation Officer, Mchinji RDP

44)  Mr.  Mandala:

DO,  Msitu EPA

45)  Mrs. Chunga:

FHA,  Msitu EPA

46)  Mrs.  Ng’omaikalira:
FHA, Msitu EPA

�  Some estimates prior to the actual official census estimated the population to be around 11 million, with a growth rate of 3.1% (GoM, MEPD, 1996).  Other estimates such as the World Bank, 1997 are actually higher than 11 million. 
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