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 CASU Midterm Evaluation Recommendations and 
Response Plan and Actions to be undertaken 

Recommendation CASU programme comment Programme response and 
action to be undertaken

1. The capacity development 
actions needed to meet the 
planned objectives require 
the CASU project team to: (i) 
recruit more follower farmers; 
(ii) produce an increased 
number of training materials 
that are also gender sensitive; 
and (iii) enable more contact 
between farmers and CEOs 
through the MoA (CASU 
project team, MoA).

The three recommendations 
are agreeable and already 
incorporated in the Year 4 work 
plan. However, many of the 
challenges of farmer-to-CEO 
contact are beyond the project 
scope. As a result, the project 
recommends enhancement of 
the e-extension to enable more 
farmers to access CA technical 
information as a complement to 
farmer-CEO contact.

Under the Year 4 work plan, the 
project will expand the number of 
beneficiaries, produce final copies 
of the farmer training materials 
and establish a CA contact centre 
for increased CA knowledge 
transfer to farmers.

a) The project needs to move as 
soon as possible to recruit more 
FFs in order to reach the target 
of upscaling CA. The MTE team 
was told in the field that there 
are many farmers interested 
to join the project, so the 
most logical method to recruit 
them would be to increase 
the number of LFs, as well as 
topping up group sizes when 
some farmers have dropped out 
(CASU).

It is agreeable that more follower 
farmers have to be recruited. 
There are limitations in Luapula 
and Muchinga provinces due to 
settlement patterns, whereby 
the nucleus settlement makes it 
difficult to expand the number of 
follower farmers within a distance 
easily reachable by a lead farmer.

The project will open and process 
recruitment of follower and lead 
farmers from July 2016. By the 
end of the project, the programme 
will plan to reach the targeted 
number of lead and follower 
farmers.

b) The MTE recommends that after 
two seasons, LFs are weaned 
off the inputs and monitored 
to see if they still practice CA 
using their own resources. 
This will ensure the project 
is not creating a dependence 
instead of incentivising LFs to 
adopt CA, and to help FFs to 
learn and adopt as well. The 
MTE further recommends that 
through a graduation model, 
more farmers move up from FF 
into LF roles, and are covered 
under the e-voucher, so as to 
increase the trial of whether 
this incentive can stimulate 
adoption (CASU).

The recommendation is in line 
with the project observation and 
recommendation provided in the 
Year 2 progress report, whereby 
legumes were highly promoted 
among lead farmers. 

As recommended in the Year 
2 progress report, the project 
has already implemented the 
suggested approach. The project 
will expand market linkage 
activities among CASU farmers 
during 2016, with reduced input 
provision to lead farmers; this will 
help to maintain the incentive for 
farmers to practise CA without the 
external provision of inputs. The 
project will target an increase of 
private sector takers from 2 to 5, 
as well as agro-dealers.

c) Farmers would appreciate more 
contact with CEOs and district 
staff. This requires increased 
funding to the district for 
transport and daily subsistence 
allowances, as well as better 
two-way planning (CASU, 
MoA).

The overall problem 
experienced in the first year 
was non-compliance of district 
expenditures to the programme 
work plan. The programme 
has observed improved quality 
and timeliness of reporting 
and accountability over the 
operational funds provided to the 
districts in line with project work 
plan. Accounts and work planning 
at provincial level have been 
clarified and operational funds 
released for provinces.

The district operational funds 
were tripled starting from the 
2015/2016 and 2016/2017 
seasons. This remains consistent 
with the programme budget 
availability and work plan.
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Recommendation CASU programme comment Programme response and 
action to be undertaken

d) Production of learning materials 
(e.g. radio programmes, 
pamphlets and flip charts) 
should be increased. In 
addition, ensure there is a 
stronger gender focus, including 
more diagrams of women doing 
stereotypical men’s tasks such 
as ripping (and vice versa), 
and championing of successful 
female CA farmers (CASU, 
NAIS).

The main issue has been the 
consensus and endorsement of 
draft training materials by MoA. 
The project has emphasised 
mainstreaming of training 
materials and CA messages into 
the MoA extension service frame 
work.

The project will produce final 
copies of the farmer flip charts in 
six common languages between 
August and September 2016. In 
addition, it will establish a CA 
contact centre and SMS-based 
CA messaging to enable farmers’ 
access to information on CA. In 
addition, each district will identify 
at least two gender champions 
during the Year 4 work plan, 
thereby reaching up to 96 gender 
champions in the project locations

5. Promoting the safe use 
of herbicides and placing 
a greater emphasis on 
mechanization will be critical 
to expanding the area 
under CA through the CASU 
project, including through: 
(i) operationalization of 
the CASU mechanization 
strategy; and (ii) establishing 
targets for improved access 
to mechanization implements 
for female CASU farmers 
(CASU project team).

The project has concentrated 
on developing mechanization 
business models that are 
effective throughout the entire 
production chain, as well as 
fitting into the project scope and 
budget.

Under the Year 4 work plan, 
the project will apply the 
mechanization business models 
developed, and profile eligible 
farmers appropriately.

a) The MTE found that farmers 
were more likely to increase 
the area under CA where 
rippers were available. In view 
of the perceived high labour 
requirements in preparing 
the planting basins, farmers 
are unlikely to significantly 
expand the basin method area 
beyond the current levels per 
household. Mechanization 
(through animal and tractor-
powered implements) is 
therefore crucial to facilitate 
significant expansion. 
Operationalization of the 
CASU mechanization strategy, 
together with supporting 
legume seed production and 
access to suitable weed control 
techniques, can promote 
achievement of the project 
targets (assuming another El 
Nino phenomenon or other 
extreme weather events do not 
disrupt the activities). Targets 
need to be placed on improving 
access to the planned 
mechanization implements 
among CASU female LFs and 
FFs, given that they normally 
have less access to such inputs.

The operationalization of the 
mechanization strategy factors 
in the entire production chain, 
including land preparation 
to post-harvest handling; the 
existing type of equipment; 
desired level of mechanization by 
type of service required, targeting 
criteria and financing model; and 
common challenges associated 
with mechanization. In this 
regard, the project has developed 
the mechanization model for 
direct project financing, credit, 
and self-financing through the 
e-voucher. 

The project will apply the 
mechanization strategy to 
selected farmer cooperatives 
with linkages to forward delivery 
contracts; this will help them to 
market their produce and form 
linkages to the private sector for 
legume seed production. Already 
the project has identified 49 
potential cooperatives for this 
activity.
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Recommendation CASU programme comment Programme response and 
action to be undertaken

b) The suitability of area 
expansion across the agro-
ecological regions needs to be 
verified together with farmers 
(CASU and MoA).

In addition to the suitability of 
area expansion, other challenges 
include availability of labour 
or mechanised services for the 
subsequent critical husbandry 
practices such as planting, 
weeding and harvesting. These 
husbandry practices are not 
readily available for animal 
draught power (ADP) equipment. 
Despite mechanization at land 
preparation, farmers are unable 
to benefit from the expanded 
land due to the absence of labour 
or mechanised services for the 
subsequent activities.

During the Year 4 work plan, the 
project will undertake profiling of 
existing lead and follower farmers 
(relative to the availability of 
mechanization service providers, 
mechanization equipment, and 
relevant financing modalities) 
and link farmers to applicable 
mechanisation business models.

3. CASU should continue to 
actively pursue gender equity 
goals in the implementation 
of and reporting on the 
project (CASU project team).

a) The CASU Gender Strategy 
should be tabled for 
endorsement and disseminated 
as soon as possible. The project 
then needs to ensure that 
actions are followed up (CASU 
and EU).

The gender strategy was already 
endorsed between EU and CASU. 
The performance assessment of 
its implementation was provided 
under the Year 3 Progress Report.

The gender strategy is formally 
provided under the Year 
3-progress report. An assessment 
of its performance is also 
provided.

b) The project should continue 
to target women as LFs and 
FFs during recruitment, as it 
is critical to ensure that they 
receive the same information 
as men. Otherwise, it is likely 
that mainly men will attend 
trainings and field days (CASU).

Using SMS messages, CA contact 
centres and radio/TV programmes 
ensures that all male and female 
farmers access the same level of 
information. 

Further registrations of farmers 
are planned under the Year 4 
work plan; the programmes will 
continue targeting at least 40% 
female farmers.

c) Publicity on female farmers 
can be strengthened through 
awareness raising by, for 
example, nominating female 
champion farmers for awards; 
interviews with female farmers 
on the radio; including more 
stories in CASU newsletters 
to increase learning among 
districts; showcasing women 
LFs and FFs on World Food 
Day or International Women’s 
Day celebrations in districts 
and nationally; and running 
workshops for female LFs 
from different camps to share 
experiences (CASU, NAIS, 
districts, field staff).

This recommendation is already 
under implementation. For 
example, 2015 World Food Day 
was hosted by a Female CASU 
lead farmer.

Under the Year 4 work plan, the 
project will expand the number of 
gender champions by setting up 
a programme target of 96 gender 
champions across all 48 districts 
of project implementation.

4. Strengthen project 
management and monitoring 
through the adoption of a 
revised logical framework 
and timely analysis of 
monitoring data, the results 
of which inform regular 
reports and feedback to 
CASU stakeholders and 
implementing partners (CASU 
project team, EU).

The proposed logframe 
modification presents an 
improved Theory of Change and 
is much more streamlined.

Considering the practical 
implications of the change in 
logframe and that less than one 
year of project implementation 
remains, the project recommends 
knowledge management activities 
as opposed to a revised logframe.
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Recommendation CASU programme comment Programme response and 
action to be undertaken

a) The MTE recommends that 
the logical framework of 
the project be revised in 
order to address its logic 
and measurability issues. CA 
impacts need to be clearly 
determined (for example, on 
yields and household food 
security) and gender needs to 
be meaningfully mainstreamed 
across the logframe. The MTE 
has proposed an alternative 
logframe in Annex 7 (EU and 
CASU).

The revised logframe is well 
refined and better outlines the 
theory of change. However, with 
less than one year left for the 
project implementation, there 
may not be enough time to 
achieve the revised outputs. 

Considering the practical 
implementation of the revised 
logframe (e.g. adjustment of 
budget framework and reporting 
templates, indicator tracking 
tables, already signed LOAs 
with districts and provinces, 
visibility material already 
under production), the project 
recommends maintaining the 
current logframe. However, under 
the Year 4 work plan, the project 
will produce thematic knowledge 
management documents on a 
number of topics, including:
• Employment of ICT in delivery of 

CA programmes;
• Implications from soil and water 

health quality assessments;
• Performance of farmer-to-farmer 

linkages in extension delivery 
systems;

• Demonstrated potential for 
modernization of agricultural 
extension delivery services;

• Mainstreaming of gender issues 
in CA promotion;

• Methodologies for CA 
monitoring and impact 
assessments;

• Demystifying the conservation 
agriculture versus conventional 
farming paradigm;

• Application of e-vouchers to 
agricultural services delivery;

• Scaling up of mechanization for 
CA among small-scale farmers.

b) Better feedback, information 
sharing and links with districts 
and camps are vital. There is 
too long a lag time between 
doing monitoring and carrying 
out the analysis. CASU should 
give feedback to the districts 
and camps on the results of 
the monitoring, which can 
inform any corrective actions as 
necessary, and not just provide 
feedback on the quality of the 
report (CASU).

The project’s delays in data 
analysis and corrective indicators 
have since been resolved, and the 
data analysis backload has been 
cleared.
The project has an outline of 
specific indicators it analyses 
relative to the project logframe.

The project will share the analysis 
of only the project log frame 
indicators with districts.
The other analytical information 
will be shared through knowledge 
management tools provided in the 
response to 4.a. above.

c) The MTE team recommends 
that the annual report prepared 
by the CASU team should 
include more data on results 
and gender (disaggregated 
data), as well as information 
from the monitoring system. 
Project stakeholders should 
be requested to give feedback 
within a set time, in order 
to avoid excessive delays for 
approval (CASU and EU).

The project experienced delays 
in data analysis, and corrective 
indicators have since been 
introduced, leading to a clearing 
of the backload of data analysis. 
This improved the consistency of 
the project’s data handling and 
management plan.

The project technical committee 
has outlined a schedule of 
activities leading to the clearance 
of project reports. No further 
action is expected.
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Recommendation CASU programme comment Programme response and 
action to be undertaken

5. An extension or new phase of 
the project is recommended, 
as a number of positive 
outcomes from the project are 
already evident; however the 
time remaining for the project 
is likely insufficient to sustain 
these results (EU).

The project has initiated a number 
of systems and business models 
that are critical for the MoA, 
including but not limited to CA 
promotion. These systems have 
supported the CA scaling up 
activities, and could contribute 
more to the overall MoA activities.

The project strongly recommends 
a new programme focused on the 
commercialisation of small-scale 
farmers, with strong components 
on CA and station research, as well 
as the application of marketing, 
mechanization and financing 
business models developed and 
applied under CASU, in addition to 
other farmer support activities.

a) CASU should be extended 
(ideally by two years) in order 
to achieve its planned results, 
rather than moving into a 
new phase. There is always a 
risk of delays in the handover 
between phases. Extra time 
would allow time for some LFs 
to graduate and bring in new 
FFs.  The project could then 
monitor what happens to those 
who are weaned off of support 
and inputs, especially to track 
whether they continue with CA. 

CASU implementation has 
been building upon the 
project activities over time. 
The current status and scope 
of the project provides a good 
opportunity for forthcoming 
activities to contribute to the 
commercialisation of small-scale 
farmer production activities in 
the longer term. The subsequent 
programme should build on this 
foundation to support small-scale 
farmers to reach an advanced 
stage, as opposed to completely 
refocusing the target group.

The project suggests building 
synergies with other programmes 
on specific components (such 
as PEP on the modernising MoA 
extension and M&E systems) 
while a new programme is 
developed to expand on CA 
research, mechanization, and 
marketing and financing related 
to the commercialisation of small-
scale farmers.

b) Extending the project 
would also allow more 
than one season to trial the 
mechanization vouchers, as 
well as time to conduct research 
– or to at least to contract 
someone who can look at the 
monitoring data and analyse 
impacts – and somehow 
combine the CA and IAPRI and 
ICRISAT findings.

The findings from IAPRI and 
ICRISAT and other assessments 
paint a mixed picture of CA, and 
raise contradictory messages on 
CA’s impact. 

Under the Year 4 work plan, the 
project is initiating technical 
discussions on demystifying 
the CA versus conventional 
farming paradigm. This will be a 
significant step in advocacy of CA.

c) In the case that the EDF 11 
funds cannot be used for an 
extension of the current project, 
the MTE team recommends 
that a new phase should be 
planned, with an overlap 
with the current phase. This 
would ensure that institutional 
memory is maintained. The 
current phase should be 
funded for a bridging period 
to enable a handover of 
information, analysis of the 
data from the final agricultural 
season, and consolidation and 
dissemination of knowledge 
gained.

The current status and 
scope of CASU offers a good 
opportunity for forthcoming 
activities to contribute to the 
commercialisation of small-scale 
farmer production activities. 
The subsequent programme 
should build on this foundation 
to support small-scale farmers 
to reach an advanced stage, as 
opposed to completely refocusing 
the target group.

The project recommends a 
strong research component 
that incorporates agronomic 
principles of CA, systematic 
soil health monitoring, and 
econometric modelling, as well 
as a methodology for measuring 
CA impact vis-a-vis conventional 
farming. This research should 
build upon work initiated under 
CASU.
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Recommendation CASU programme comment Programme response and 
action to be undertaken

d) If no extension is possible, 
CASU should focus on the 
mechanization e-voucher, and 
not on the credit voucher, as 
there will not be sufficient time 
to try out yet another tool that 
is still in development. It will be 
more important to focus on the 
core activities, such as the CA 
training (CASU).

It is critical to provide a 
sustainable business model for 
scaling up the mechanization for 
CA among small-scale farmers 
who often:
• Do not get financing because 

their level of mechanization is 
limited and transaction costs 
are too high/uneconomical 
for private sector financial 
institutions to provide credit for 
their mechanization financing;

• Do not have collateral for high 
end machinery and often do 
not qualify for such financing 
schemes;

• Can only mechanize with ADP, 
which currently only provides 
for land preparation and fails 
to mechanize the subsequent 
practices such as planting, 
weeding, harvesting, thereby 
making it hard for farmers to 
sustain land expanded using 
ADP.

The project recommends 
application of both the 
mechanization and credit 
vouchers. The business model for 
mechanization is in two parts:
• Provision of free mechanization 

e-vouchers to eligible farmers; 
and

• Mechanization e-vouchers 
are provided on credit to 49 
selected cooperatives, with 
forward delivery contracts 
issued by the private sector for 
produce (legumes) and linked 
to the private sector for legume 
seed production. The second 
business model is already 
under discussion and provides 
a critical pilot for scaling up of 
mechanization under CA. This 
leads to commercialisation 
of small-scale farmers and 
is a significant opportunity 
for scaling up mechanization 
services in a sustainable way.

e) If CASU intends to expand the 
number of farmers’ camps 
within districts, the MTE team 
recommends that CASU should 
do it in regions demonstrating 
the most interest and potential 
(e.g. Mpongwe rather than 
Kazungula or Sinazongwe); 
however, the MTE team also 
acknowledges the need to 
continue supporting those 
camps in the drier zones 
until the end of the phase, as 
this is where food insecurity 
challenges are greatest (CASU).

The practical challenge for the 
expansion of CA areas and 
farmers is avoiding duplication 
and overlaps with other 
stakeholders promoting CA, 
as well as reviewing farmers’ 
settlement patterns to maximize 
the performance of the lead 
farmers.

As part of the recruitment of 
additional lead and follower 
farmers scheduled for July 
2016, the project will review 
the current deficits of targeted 
farmers and expand accordingly 
without duplicating or creating 
overlaps with other stakeholders 
promoting CA.

6. In order to achieve the 
expected results by the end 
of project, the CASU team is 
recommended to undertake 
actions related to: (i) 
increased recruitment of LFs 
and FFs; (ii) the mechanization 
e-voucher; (iii) better use 
of existing disaggregated 
data to inform planning; (iv) 
development of input and 
output markets for legumes; 
and (v) improved training 
materials and training of 
agribusiness.

A number of the observations 
under this recommendation 
are linked to earlier 
recommendations above. There 
are a number of processes 
ongoing that address the 
recommendations and 
enable the project achieve its 
objectives.

The project will implement a 
number of interventions and 
activities to address the individual 
recommendations made as 
outlined below.
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Recommendation CASU programme comment Programme response and 
action to be undertaken

a) CASU should focus on the 
mechanization e-voucher, and 
not on the credit voucher, as 
there will not be sufficient 
time to try out yet another tool 
that is still in development. 
Mechanization will support the 
provision of ripping services, 
but also other services such as 
shellers for groundnuts and 
sprayers (CASU).

This recommendation is a repeat 
of 5.d above. As described above, 
there are practical considerations 
to be made for sustainable 
mechanization through the direct 
provision of equipment to farmers 
by the project. Such considerations 
include: linkage and effectiveness 
of such equipment to the 
promotion and sustainability 
of CA practices; availability of 
the equipment on the market; 
and the modality of transferring 
the equipment to farmers (e.g. 
credit/financing, direct provision 
of equipment, linking farmers to 
output markets enabling them 
to procure equipment directly). 
The project notes that the most 
sustainable mechanization 
approaches link financing for the 
equipment to services directly 
contributing to CA practices; 
create an enabling environment 
for farmers to finance equipment 
from their own income; or offer 
financing from non-traditional 
financing models as suggested 
under the project mechanization 
strategy.

As outlined under 5.d above, the 
project recommends application 
of both the mechanization and 
credit vouchers. The business 
model for mechanization is in two 
parts:
• Provision of free mechanization 

e-vouchers to eligible farmers; 
and

• Mechanization e-vouchers 
are provided on credit to 49 
selected cooperatives, with 
forward delivery contracts 
issued by the private sector for 
produce (legumes) and linked 
to the private sector for legume 
seed production. The second 
business model is already 
under discussion and provides 
a critical pilot for scaling up of 
mechanization under CA. This 
leads to commercialisation 
of small-scale farmers and 
is a significant opportunity 
for scaling up mechanization 
services in a sustainable way.

b) Recruitment of new FFs is a 
priority. The average group 
number should be raised from 
10 FFs per LF to 15. If LFs wish 
to have more than 15 members 
they should be permitted to do 
so, providing they can provide 
adequate support to the FFs. 
The provision of bicycles should 
assist LFs to reach more FFs 
(CASU and MoA).

This recommendation is a repeat 
of recommendation 1.a. above. It 
is agreeable that more follower 
farmers have to be recruited. 
There are practical limitations in 
Luapula and Muchinga provinces 
due to settlement patterns, 
whereby the nucleus settlement 
makes it difficult to expand the 
number of follower farmers 
within a distance easily reachable 
by a lead farmer. However, for 
efficiency and effectiveness of 
the farmer field principle, the 
expansion beyond 15 follower 
farmers per lead farmer is not 
recommended by the programme. 

The project will open and process 
recruitment of follower and lead 
farmers from July 2016. By the 
end of the project, the programme 
will plan to reach the targeted 
number of lead and follower 
farmers.

c) New LFs could be recruited 
in camps and districts with 
the greatest potential, where 
CA is showing promising 
results and demonstrating the 
most interest and potential 
(e.g. Mpongwe or others, 
as demonstrated by results 
from the 2015/16 season). 
However, the MTE team also 
acknowledges the need to 
continue supporting those 
camps in the drier zones 
until the end of the phase as 
this is where food insecurity 
challenges are greatest (CASU 
and MoA).

This recommendation is a repeat 
of recommendation 5.e above. 
As already outlined, the practical 
challenge for the expansion of 
CA areas and farmers is avoiding 
duplication and overlaps with 
other stakeholders promoting 
CA, as well as reviewing farmers’ 
settlement patterns to maximize 
the performance of the lead 
farmer.

As part of the recruitment of 
additional lead and follower 
farmers scheduled for July 
2016, the project will review 
the current deficits of targeted 
farmers and expand accordingly 
without duplicating or creating 
overlaps with other stakeholders 
promoting CA.
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Recommendation CASU programme comment Programme response and 
action to be undertaken

d) Ensure that the inputs for 
LFs are delivered to the agri-
businesses in time for the 
coming season (CASU).

This challenge is well noted and 
remains a practical limitation to 
the free market system promoted 
under the project. It particularly 
affects remote areas where the 
supplier-to-agro-dealer network is 
not significantly developed. 

The project expects to continue 
weaning farmers from inputs 
under the 2016/2017 seasons. 
Nevertheless, considering that 
farmers already have smart 
cards, the project will ensure that 
contracts for supplying inputs to 
agro-dealers are completed by 
September 2016, so that farmers 
can obtain inputs.

e) Focus on timely disaggregated 
data analysis and reporting, 
and disseminate the results for 
use in planning the next season 
and informing the districts; this 
information can also be used to 
provide lessons for the future 
EDF11 programming (CASU).

This recommendation is a repeat 
of 4.b. As indicated above (under 
4.b) the project experienced 
delays in data analysis and 
corrective indicators have since 
been undertaken, leading to 
clearing of the backload of data 
analysis. The project has an 
outline of specific indicators it 
analyses relative to the project 
logframe. Other than the 
outlined indicators, the project 
management further utilises 
results of this analysis for activity 
planning. 

As already outlined above, the 
project will share the analysis 
of only the project logframe 
indicators with districts.
The other analytical information 
will be shared through knowledge 
management tools provided in the 
response to 4.a. above. However, 
the districts have access to the 
datasets through the FIVMS and 
can analyse their district-specific 
information depending on their 
needs.
The products outlined under 
section 4.a and 5.b above are 
expected to contain lessons 
learned from the project that can 
also feed into the planning for 
future EDF 11 programming.

f) The soil baseline status 
findings need to be packaged 
into appropriate formats and 
disseminated widely. The 
results (e.g. on pH and liming 
requirements) can be used for 
planning the 2015/2016 inputs 
packages and to ensure that 
corrective measures are made.

This recommendation is noted. It 
is however important to highlight 
the objective of soil health and 
water quality monitoring linked 
to the CA practices. The project 
would like to demonstrate 
changes in soil health in virgin 
areas, land under CA and land 
under conventional farming. For 
this analysis and comparison to 
take place, there is a need for 
another round of monitoring as 
the soil parameters change. Under 
water quality, the project would 
like to monitor traces of herbicides 
in surface water where herbicides 
are being utilised under CA.

The process of proper 
presentation of the soil health 
and water quality baseline is 
underway, along with production 
of the geo-database. More 
meaningful comparisons of the 
soil health and water quality 
parameters will be undertaken 
after the second round of soil 
health monitoring in August 2016.

g) Develop the training materials 
and disseminate them widely. 
This can include finalization 
and printing of the training 
flipcharts, brochures on various 
topics, and even printing CA 
messages on chitenges (not 
only logos but actual training 
messages) (CASU).

This recommendation is a 
repeat of 1.d. above. As already 
indicated, the overall issue 
has been the consensus and 
endorsement of draft training 
materials by MoA. The project has 
emphasised the mainstreaming 
of training material and CA 
messages into the MoA extension 
service framework.

The project will explore the 
possibility of producing CASU 
cloths depending on availability of 
services and budget. As outlined 
above, the project will produce 
final copies of the farmer flip 
charts in six common languages 
between August and September 
2016. In addition, it will establish 
a CA contact centre and SMS-
based CA messaging to help 
farmers access information on 
CA. Each district will identify 
at least two gender champions 
during the Year 4 work plan, 
thereby selecting up to 96 
gender champions in the project 
locations.
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h) Provide targeted capacity 
building for agri-businesses on 
CA techniques, seed varieties, 
herbicide types and uses 
to enable them to provide 
information to all farmers 
visiting their business (CASU 
and MoA).

This recommendation is noted. 
However, the programme does 
not recommend the trainings on 
these topics with agri-businesses. 
These trainings are incorporated 
within the supplier contracts to 
enable their outlets to explain 
their products to farmers. 

The project will continue 
encouraging and demanding 
adherence to product labelling by 
suppliers in line with regulatory 
authorities. 
The project will maintain training 
of agri-businesses as part of the 
contract with suppliers to their 
agro-dealers.
The project will also explore 
the use of community level 
demonstration centres by the 
private sector as part of their 
interaction with the project.

i) Continue to develop the 
input and output markets for 
legumes. The results of the 
2015/16 marketing should be 
analyzed and shared widely via 
all media, and access to legume 
seed enhanced, to encourage 
farmers to grow legumes in the 
next season (CASU and WFP).

The recommendation is noted and 
there is room for implementation 
of some of the recommendation.

This activity is already scheduled 
and outlined under the Year 4 
work plan. The project will expand 
the role of the private sector 
in farmer produce off-take in 
addition to the demand by WFP.

j) CASU to prepare an exit 
strategy together with the EU 
delegation (CASU, MoA and 
EU).

The recommendation is noted and 
there is room for implementation 
of some of the recommendation.

This activity is already scheduled 
under the Year 4 work plan. The 
project expects to implement 
an exit strategy during the 
last six months of the project 
implementation.

k) CASU to contract a short-term 
expert to review the monitoring 
data and analyse impacts 
– and aim to combine the 
CASU and IAPRI and ICRISAT 
findings, in order to develop 
recommendations of tailored 
solutions for applying CA in 
different agro-ecological zones 
and farm sizes (CASU).

This recommendation is a repeat 
of 5.b above. The findings from 
IAPRI and ICRISAT and other 
assessments paint a mixed picture 
of CA and raise contradictory 
message on the impact of CA.

Under the Year 4 work plan, the 
project is initiating technical 
discussions and analysis regarding 
field-based evidence on the 
impact of CA. Outputs from the 
activities outlined under 4.a and 
5.b above should be adequate to 
achieve this recommendation.

l) Consolidation and 
documentation of lessons 
learned and success achieved 
(CASU), including on drivers for 
and against FF retention among 
LFs.

This activity is linked to 
recommendation 4.a; 5.b; and 
6.k. above. The recommendation 
is noted and there is room for 
implementation of some of the 
recommendation.

As outlined under 4.a above, under 
the Year 4 work plan, the project 
will produce thematic knowledge 
management documents on a 
number of topics, including those 
outlined below. These should 
provide lessons learned from the 
project.
• Employment of ICT in delivery of 

CA programmes;
• Implications from soil and water 

health quality assessments;
• Performance of farmer-to-farmer 

linkages in extension delivery 
systems;

• Demonstrated potential for 
modernization of agricultural 
extension delivery services;

• Mainstreaming of gender issues 
in CA promotion;

• Methodologies for CA monitoring 
and impact assessments;

• Demystifying the conservation 
agriculture versus conventional 
farming paradigm;

• Application of e-vouchers to 
agricultural services delivery.

• Scaling up of mechanization for 
CA among small-scale farmers.
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Good practice suggestions
7. Capacity Development

a) More consideration should 
be given to the role of agro-
dealers in CA – not just in 
distribution. They have a 
potential role in scaling up 
CA to many more farmers by 
discussing it with farmers who 
visit their store; agro-dealers 
should receive training and 
pamphlets for distribution 
(CASU, CFU, districts).

The project has identified the 
following areas as critical for 
agro-dealer and private sector 
involvement in sustainable CA 
scaling up:
• Input provision;
• Aggregation and marketing of 

produce;
• Provision and management of 

credit/financing for CA.

The project will expand 
production of materials for 
distribution through agro-
dealers. It will also continue with 
engagement of agro-dealers in 
aggregation and marketing of 
produce. Under the Year 4 work 
plan, the project will promote 
agro-dealer engagement in the 
provision and management of 
credit to selected cooperatives. 

b) In setting up demos/field days 
there is a need to consider 
some of the concerns and 
misunderstandings of farmers, 
and establish demos and 
tailored training to clarify these. 
Most misunderstandings are 
the result of mind-set issues 
and a natural inclination 
towards old habits, and it 
requires innovation in setting 
up learning plots to provide 
more evidence (CASU, districts, 
LFs).

The recommendation is noted and 
there is room for implementation 
of some of the recommendations.

The programme will continue 
knowledge transfer activities 
using the framework of topics 
identified and incorporated in the 
Farmer Flipchart.

c) Document and disseminate 
innovations and lessons 
at all levels and share the 
information (CASU).

The recommendation is noted and 
there is room for implementation 
of some of the recommendation.

The project will implement the 
knowledge management activities 
as outlined in Recommendation 
4 above. 

d) Use remaining funds in 
contingency to pay for more 
training materials – especially 
the further development and 
printing of the flipcharts (EU, 
CASU).

The recommendation is noted and 
there is room for implementation 
of some of the recommendations. 

An overall budget revision was 
proposed, taking into account a 
number of other pending activities 
to be completed by the project.

e) More training needed in 
farming as a business, safe 
herbicide storage, mixing and 
application (CASU).

The recommendation is noted and 
there is room for implementation 
of some of the recommendations.

The project will expand the 
training as initiated under 
financial literacy with SBFIC. The 
project will target the training of 
700 individual farmers and 49 
cooperatives in financial literacy.

f) Provide more dissemination 
materials of different 
types to FFs: pamphlets; 
radio programmes to local 
community radio stations; DVDs 
could be copied to CEOs for 
showing on laptops or on TVs 
(CASU, NAIS).

The recommendation is noted and 
there is room for implementation 
of some of the recommendation.

The project will expand on already 
existing activities and will produce 
the proposed IEC materials for 
further use by MoA field staff. 
It will further introduce the CA 
contact centre to consolidate 
access to CA information.

g) More work is needed on Insaka 
establishment, and making 
action plans, particularly at 
provincial and district levels 
(CASU, CFU, districts and 
provinces).

The recommendation is noted and 
there is room for implementation 
of some of the recommendation. 

The project proposes to focus 
on the existing coordination 
platforms at the district and 
provincial levels, such as the 
district development committees 
where all sector partners already 
participate.
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h) Farmer-to-farmer exchange 
visits are recommended, 
especially for women, who are 
less likely to travel otherwise 
(CASU, districts.).

Considering the number of 
farmers and the geographical 
spread of the project, this 
recommendation will be 
implemented through district 
farmer exchange visits.

Under the Year 4 work plan, the 
project will expand the number of 
gender champions by setting up 
a programme target of 96 gender 
champions across all 48 districts 
of project implementation.
The project recommends 
maintaining the intra-district 
farmer exchange visits, 
considering the logistics and large 
number of farmers involved under 
the programme.

8. Project management and 
monitoring

It is critically important that inputs 
are provided to the stores in time 
for the next agricultural season. 
This requires good information 
sharing with the agro-suppliers, 
and setting deadlines for them 
to provide set quantities to the 
ago-dealers (CASU and agro-
suppliers). 

The recommendation is noted and 
there is room for implementation 
of some of the recommendation.

The project will ensure the 
announcement of input 
requirements in advance of the 
season (by the end July); however, 
it recommends maintaining 
private sector operations in 
the free marketing season. The 
current e-voucher system allows 
farmers flexibility in shopping for 
inputs from multiple outlets.

Funds should also be made 
available from CASU or MoA for 
some form of district experience 
sharing regarding the outcomes 
of CA (not just procedures). 
Ideally, this would take place in 
person, through a workshop – or 
better still through shared field 
monitoring activities (CASU and 
districts, provinces).

The recommendation is noted and 
there is room for implementation 
of some of the recommendation. 

The recommendation is noted, 
however, the project recommends 
maintaining the programme 
review meetings; sharing of 
experiences will be added to such 
meetings.

Use remaining funds under 
vehicles budget line (originally 
intended to buy another Land 
Cruiser) to buy more motorbikes 
for use at field level (EU and 
CASU).

This recommendation was 
already implemented as per the 
notification dated April 2015.

No further action to be 
undertaken.

Prepare informal reports on a 
quarterly basis for improved 
information sharing with EU, FAO 
task force and MoA (simple, bullet 
point format, not requiring any 
comments or approvals). This will 
enable reporting of seasonal data 
in the quarter when it is collected, 
rather than waiting for the 
following annual report (CASU).

The recommendation is noted and 
there is room for implementation 
of some of the recommendation.

Considering the time remaining 
for project implementation, 
the project recommends 
concentrating on sharing 
policy briefs and knowledge 
management documents, as 
outlined in recommendation 4.a 
above.

Involve the FAO task force more 
in supervision and technical 
backstopping – send the quarterly 
reports, hold quarterly Skype 
link ups, send any formal report 
or strategy guideline two weeks 
prior to deadline for comments 
(CASU and task force members). 
The FAO mechanization experts 
should be engaged in finalizing 
and operationalizing the CASU 
mechanization strategy (CASU 
and FAO task force).

This recommendation is already 
implemented within the 
FAO guidelines of task force 
operations.

Members of the task force are 
engaged in a specific technical 
field and within the FAO Project 
Cycle manual guidelines. Already 
the mechanization team is 
engaged for finalisation of the 
mechanization strategy; the 
agronomy and economics team is 
engaged for the technical review 
of methodologies for measuring 
CA impact; the M&E team is 
engaged in the implementation of 
the M&E and data management 
strategy. No further action to be 
taken.
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9. Action research

Engagement with MoA, ZNRA, 
farmers and researchers to 
identify areas of adaptive research 
that might be feasible within 
the remaining period, probably 
involving the use of CASU’s 
existing data (CASU, MoA).

This recommendation is already 
implemented and contracting for 
ZARI already undertaken.

The programme plans to continue 
with the current three protocols 
as outlined in the Year 3 progress 
report.

One adaptive research area 
CASU could address in the 
remaining time is to determine 
the actual contribution of CA 
practices to yield increases, 
which would help to answer 
the question: “How much of the 
yield increase is emanating from 
CA practice and not just from 
improved management?” As 
of now, the data is aggregated 
at farm level and one cannot 
definitively say that CA is the 
causal factor, since there are no 
plot level comparisons. In the 
remaining season (although it is 
usually better to have more than 
one season), a student could 
be assigned to undertake this 
work and decipher the different 
sources of yield increase (such as 
increasing the use of improved 
seed, fertilizer, herbicides, or other 
land conservation techniques and 
agroforestry practices). These are 
practices that can also be applied 
by conventional farmers and 
are not necessarily CA specific. 
Sustainability assessments are 
recommended (which can be done 
over a relatively short period), 
together with trade-off analyses 
of the practices, particularly 
herbicide use (CASU, MoA).

The recommendation is noted and 
there is room for implementation 
of some of the recommendation.

The programme recommends 
undertaking this activity 
as part of the knowledge 
management activities proposed 
in recommendation 4.a above. 
A separate exercise is deemed 
redundant.
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