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Management Summary

Project

Subject of this evaluation is a project "Appropriate and stable fodder production for dairy cattle in the small-scale farms",
which was implemented in the target country, Zambia, by experts from Mendel University in Brno in November 2014 -
April 2018. The aim of this project is to "ensure sustainable and stable fodder production for dairy cattle for small farmers
in the two selected target cooperatives in Choma and Monze" in order to stabilize and develop the production of farmers
of involved cooperatives, especially in relation to milk production.

Purpose

The main purpose of the evaluation is to obtain independent, objective and consistent findings, conclusions and
recommendations valuable for making decisions by Ministry of Foreign Affairs (hereafter MFA), in cooperation with Czech
Development Agency (hereafter CzDA), about the future orientation and implementation of the Czech Republic
development cooperation in Zambia considering the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development and the Development
Cooperation Strategy of the Czech Republic 2018 — 2030. Conclusions and recommendations should be relevant for further
direction and financing of Czech development cooperation in Zambia and also for the implementation of similar projects in
the sector of agriculture and rural development.

Objective
The overall objective of the evaluated project was to ensure sustainable and stable production of fodder for dairy cattle of
small farmers in two selected target cooperatives in Choma and Monze.

The project was focused on three components in both of these communities / regions:

1. The first component was the development of the capacity of cooperatives members for the production of
fodder to increase fodder production so as to ensure better quality feeding for cattle in times of drought, when
farmers are experiencing a major decline in milk production. This was achieved in particular through training
focused on key topics in the production, processing and storage of fodder and cattle feeding in general, individual
support of fodder production on selected farms, workshops and demonstrations, etc.

2. The second component was support for mechanization and efficiency, mainly the supply of appropriate
agricultural machinery to cooperatives and other accompanying investments, training in the use of this
mechanization and, last but not least, support in introducing a sustainable economic model for managing this
technology.

3. The third component was the pilot implementation of the so-called holistic landscape and livestock
management (hereafter HLLM) in three communities in each of the target regions.

4. An additional activity of the project was the preparation for the provision of water resources for livestock, but the
actual implementation of this part was the subject of another project.

Methodology and techniques deployed; limitations observed

Evaluation methodology included individual and group interviews with stakeholders at all levels of public governance,
implementer, partner institutions, other donors and relevant stakeholders, etc. Furthermore, two surveys were
conducted, one among the supported farmers and the other among non-supported farmers in four localities. These four
localities were also visited by local expert and individual interviews as well as focus groups were conducted in the
localities. Evaluation was seriously affected by the limitations related to pandemic of COVID-19; however, its successful
implementation was enabled by means of distant communication and intensive employment of local evaluation expert,
including broadening local evaluation team by junior experts.

Key evaluation findings

Relevance

Strategic fit of the project and its relevance has been assessed as high. Objectives and activities of the evaluated project
are entirely in line with Zambia policies, namely with National Agricultural Policy 2004 - 2015, Second National Agricultural
Policy 2016 - 2030, National Investment Plan 2014 - 2018 and also with the more general development strategy for 2017 -
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2021. The project followed up on the long-term work of the Czech Development Cooperation (hereafter CDC) with Zambia
in agriculture. The project is still relevant even in the new strategy of CDCCDC with Zambia for 2018 - 2023, which aims to
"bring Zambia to the status of a middle-income country by 2030 and build a diversified economy in the country
independent of development aid" through "intensification and the diversification of agricultural production".

Project implementation criteria were set appropriately, however, stronger emphasis should be put on qualitative
assessment and a continuous presence of implementer of projects of this scale should be required.

Coherence

With regard to coherence, it has been observed that there is a multitude of stakeholders and other donors that are or
have been active in the project region in dairy farming. Evaluated project did coordinate its activities with these
stakeholders, however, coordination was implemented rather on an ad-hoc basis and at operational level rather than on
the level of programming or even donors. This coordination and, to some extent, cooperation did enable to avoid duplicity
in implemented activities. Moreover, in some instances mutual cooperation of different project teams was (again on an
ad-hoc basis) achieved. The level of cooperation with other partners is, however, seen as insufficient by both members of
CDC project staff at all levels (implementer, partner management, local staff) as well as representatives of other donors.

Based on these conclusions the coherence of evaluated project with other donor is assessed as rather high, however,
potential of cooperation with other donors has not been fully taken advantage of mainly due to insufficient inclusion of
synergies in the formulation phase. Stronger focus on cooperation with other donors would not only enable to leverage on
each other’s strengths, but would potentially also strengthen the sustainability of CDC project and thus overcome the
crucial limitation of short time scope of implementation of CDC projects.

Efficiency

The overall evaluation of the project in terms of efficiency is positive. High efficiency is shown by activities focused directly
on agriculture production and welfare of cattle. The implementer managed to significantly contribute to increasing the
volume and quality of production of small farmers, which positively contributed to the cost-effectivity of the project. On
the other hand, activities associated with the acquisition and use of agricultural machinery show rather low efficiency. The
implementation of the project did not create a mechanism that would fully ensure long-term coverage of the increased
costs of target beneficiaries for new mechanization.

Based on these conclusions the efficiency of evaluated project is assessed as rather high, however, efficiency of the
purchase of machinery is low.

Monitoring activities and indicators
According to monitoring activities, all project outputs and outcomes have been fulfilled as the quantified target values of
formulated indicators have been met:

e  Fodder production capacity increased by more than 270 ha.

e Mechanized services provided by fodder production cooperatives generate income that minimally covers operating
and service costs since 2017

e In April 2018, 61.3% of the total livestock population was involved in joint holistic daily grazing, and 37% of the total
number of animals in night housing.

e The subcontractor of the project team identified a sufficient number of water sources.

e The share of farmers who produce fodder for their cattle on their own has, according to the project monitoring,
increased to 79%% in 2017

e More than 74% of farmers produced milk during the 2017 dry season and the ratio of production during the rainy and
dry periods decreased from 3.8 to 1.8

Relation between fodder and milk production; access to water as external risk

Three years later, in 2021, the evaluation concludes that supported farmers are still largely continuing to produce their
own fodder and a positive trend of milk production as well as incomes is reported by these farmers, despite negative
external events (drought in 2018-2019). However, qualitative research in the target region does not provide as convincing
conclusion. Although it has confirmed the direct link between producing own fodder and milk productivity and, even more



o0 oe

ea ce Final Report Evaluation of the CDC project in the sector of Agriculture
and Rural Development in Zambia

importantly, it enables sufficient milk production also in dry season, stakeholders in the region have observed that many
farmers have stopped producing fodder nonetheless. The following are the key reasons for such failures:

e The most crucial reason is access to water, which is a primary precondition to continuation of fodder production.

e Negative impact of drought in 2018 / 2019 that caused cattle frequently dying and also migration of herds too far
away localities with more water. Naturally, project could not avoid or mitigate this external risk, however, once
the water situation stabilized there was no support available to motivate and guide farmers to start over with
fodder production again.

e Availability of seeds, which is seen as one of key reasons why many farmers stopped producing their own fodder.
The project planned to work around this expected bottleneck by involving cooperatives / unions, which were
supposed to buy seeds and distribute them among farmers, however, this plan did not succeed.

Similarly, to fodder production, stakeholders in the target areas see direct causal link between implementation of HLLM
and increase in milk production. However, serious challenges to continued implementation of HLLM or at least its
components have been encountered throughout the area:

e Accessibility to nearby water sources is again a primary precondition to implementation of HLLM.

e Negative effect of drought which has seriously limited or even stopped HLLM implementation throughout the
project area.

e Lacking equipment for mobile kraals.

However, comparative analysis of two communities where HLLM has been introduced pointed out to lacking long-term
support as significant reason why some communities did not sustain HLLM. Once the negative external effect (drought)
has faded, there was no stakeholder in the region that would facilitate reintroduction and/or strengthening of HLLM
practices in the supported communities. Furthermore, the importance of strong engagement of local informal authorities
has proved to be one of decisive factors in sustaining or re-introducing of HLLM.

There is little evidence that delivered machinery significantly contributed to the increase of fodder production and
incomes of small-scale farmers. Although empiric records of machinery usage are not available, it is evident that at least
some pieces of machinery are not being used at all due to lacking maintenance or its unsuitability to local farmers. Even
those pieces of machinery that are in operation are serving rather larger and more well-off farmers than small-scale
farmers, for whose needs the machinery is not suitable due to its size as well as purpose.

Effectiveness

Based on these conclusions the effectiveness of evaluated project is assessed as rather high, the project has, at the end of
its implementation, reached its objectives. However, significant portion of these achievements could not be sustained.

Supported farmers in their majority observe that the quality of their life has increased since 2018. In the course of
qualitative research in various communities of the target region, strongly positive appraisals were formulated especially
with regard to the implementation of HLLM, stating that implementation of HLLM has brought or at least has the potential
to bring positive change to their lives. Besides its impacts on milk production a multitude of positive impacts in economical
(higher yields on crops, lower consumption of fertilizers) and environmental (lowering overgrazing, stopping the practice
of bush burning, lower application of fertilizers) areas as well as in the coherence of local community have been attributed
to implementation of HLLM. It has been reported that in effect of HLLM the cooperation among community members has
increased in general, leading to increase in mutual trust and mobilizing the community.

Impacts
However, it should also be pointed out that poorest members of communities have little to no benefit from the project

activities. No specific outreach activities tailored to the needs of the poorest farmers have been implemented.

Important component of the project logic was the expectation that other farmers would replicate the innovation
implemented with project support, namely the fodder growing for animal nutrition. Some trends in this regard have been
observed, however, data do not prove that replication of introduced practices would be widespread. Data also clearly
show that lack of information and continued support in fodder production is one of the key barriers to a more successful
replication. In this regard the reliance on cooperatives to carry on with extension services has failed. Based on these
conclusions the impacts of evaluated project are assessed rather high.
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Exit strategy and sustainability

There was insufficient focus on exit strategy in the project formulation. Exit strategy was not sufficiently formulated and
planned and relied on the existing cooperative structure for sustainability of project outcomes. Dependency on these
structures in project implementation as well as sustainability is seen by the implementer as well as local partner as one of
the biggest issues of the project as whole.

Respondents of evaluation in their characterisation of cooperatives agree on several problems which can be summarized
into the following three points:

e Cooperatives are inherently unstable organizations — with regard to governance as well as financial stability;
e  Cooperatives lack capacity and expertise;
e Cooperative activities beyond their key purpose, namely milk collection, are, to a large extent, donor driven.

As a result, the evidence shows that cooperatives were rather not successful in sustaining services and outcomes of the
project. Cooperatives do not provide extension services (beyond ad-hoc consultations) and do not have capacity and/or
knowledge to do so. Furthermore, they do not grow their own fodder and also renting machinery to small-scale farmers
has been limited. Growing own fodder at cooperatives was supposed to help farmers who are not able to produce their
own fodder or cannot afford to buy seed on the market.

In conclusion, the following parameters proved to be crucial for project sustainability:

e Insufficient exit strategy

e Reliance on cooperatives and insufficient involvement of other stakeholders to exit strategy (government
structure of extension officers, other donors, business entities, etc.)

e Lacking long-term support (related to weak exit strategy and full reliance on cooperatives)

e Lacking access to inputs, most importantly seeds;

Last but not least, the most important factor of sustainability is access to water. This is a precondition of sustaining fodder
production as well as HLLM in supported localities.

Based on the findings above the sustainability of evaluated project is assessed rather low.

Following findings and conclusions, a number of recommendations has been formulated.

Programme or sector recommendations:

Recommendation Level of Primary
seriousness addressee
Strengthen emphasis on exit strategy, which must be formulated from the very beginning 1 CzDA

—in the formulation of project already; involve relevant stakeholders in exit strategy,
including other donors and government structures (which may be underfinanced but
stable). Require profound exit strategy in the design phase in grant applications and put
emphasis on its implementation, including appropriate capacity building activities, in
implementation criteria.

Engage in coordination mechanisms / platforms in relevant sectors and, if possible, 2 CzDA,
ensure permanent representation of CDC in priority sectors — do not rely on coordination Embassy
at the level of implementers.

In programme and project formulation leverage on other donors’ strengths, based on
profound stakeholder analysis, and focus on added value of CDC in this complex
environment

Require that a profound stakeholder analysis and risk analysis precedes selection of local 1 CzDA/
partners (especially in the case of partners who play role in the developed exit strategy). implementer
If relevant to the selection procedure, take advantage of external experts in identification (depending on
phase so that operational, economic as well as human resources capacities of local the mode of
partners are analysed. Require that in project formulation phase the results of such implementatio
analysis are mirrored in appropriate approach to capacity building aimed at local partner. n)

Project recommendations:

vi
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Recommendation Level of Primary
seriousness addressee
Analyse in detail the added value of Czech expertise as well as locally available capacities. 3 implementers
Require that procurement (tender procedure) related to equipment and machinery is 1 CzDA/
based on profound analysis of needs of target groups / final beneficiaries in local context. implementers
Transfer of ownership of procured equipment should be incremental and conditioned by 1 CzDA /
(verified) establishment of sufficient capacities and processes implementers
Involve activities aimed at dissemination of good practice and innovation in broader 2 CzDA,
community (outside the scope of directly supported farmers), such as awareness raising, implementers
field days, setting up of demonstration fields, training of trainers, etc. Include monitoring
of the level of replication in supported communities into the monitoring system, at least
as a pilot activity (baseline and endline surveys in selected locality).
Require that the needs and limitations of poorest members of supported are taken into 2 CzDA
account in project design (tailored activities to this target (sub)group) in order to avoid
increasing the gap between better-off and poor members of the community.
Ensure that water component is secured in target areas prior to (or along with) the 1 CzDA
implementation of other water demanding or depending activities in the agricultural
sector in the target country
System or procedure recommendation
Recommendation Level of Primary
seriousness addressee

Analyse options to ensure longer time frame for implementation of project in agriculture 2 MFA / CzDA
sector. Ideally enable an additional 2 years of phase-out period for activities of lower
intensity aimed at refreshing of knowledge and couching of supported farmers.
Analyse option to increase emphasis on continuous presence of implementer in projects 3 CzDA
of larger scale in this sector in the target regions in current legal framework.

vii
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1 Introduction

1.1 Evaluation context

Zambia is one of the priority countries for the CDC. The aim of the Development Cooperation Programme of the Czech
Republic with Zambia, targeting single thematic priority “agriculture and rural development”, is to support the
implementation of Zambia's development strategy "Vision 2030. Zambia's effort to:

e achieve the status of a middle-income country,

e  empbhasise reducing poverty and vulnerability of the poor by creating jobs, especially in rural areas,

e diversify the economy towards building a sustainable production and agricultural sector, incl. infrastructure
expansion and education,

is understood as the strategic driver for the implementation of CDC policy. In order to meet its priorities in the target
regions, the Czech Republic wants:

e to focus on strengthening the market access of small and medium-sized farmers
e todiversify and improve farmers production
e to generally improve the situation of the population, especially in agriculture and rural areas

These activities are intended to further reduce Zambia's dependence on development aid, reduce poverty and hunger,
and sustain sustainable economic growth.

Subject of this evaluation is project "Appropriate and stable fodder production for dairy cattle in the small-scale farms",
which was implemented in the target country, Zambia, by experts from Mendel University in Brno in November 2014 -
April 2018. The aim of this project is to "ensure sustainable and stable fodder production for dairy cattle for small farmers
in the two selected target cooperatives in Choma and Monze" in order to stabilize and develop the production of farmers
of involved cooperatives, especially in relation to milk production.

1.2 Purpose of evaluation

The main purpose of the evaluation is to obtain independent, objective and consistent findings, conclusions and
recommendations valuable for making decisions by MFA, in cooperation with CzDA, about the future orientation and
implementation of the CDCCDC in Zambia considering the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development and the
Development Cooperation Strategy of the Czech Republic 2018 — 2030.

Evaluation is to be performed in accordance with the internationally recognized OECD-DAC criteria, i.e. relevance,
coherence, efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability, and other criteria (visibility and crosscutting themes of the
Czech development cooperation). Conclusions and recommendations should be relevant for further direction and
financing of CDCCDC in Zambia and also for the implementation of similar projects in the sector of agriculture and rural
development.

1.3 Information on the evaluators

Evaluation Advisory CE s. r. 0. is a joint venture of established companies HOPE Group s. r. 0. and Naviga 4 s. r. 0., which
has long been at the forefront of the market in the field of evaluation and consulting for ministries and state
administration and self-government authorities in the Czech Republic. It is a dynamic consulting organization with more
than twenty years of tradition on the Czech market. Since its establishment, the company has focused on consulting and
expert activities in the field of implementation of public expenditure programs and projects. In this field, analytical and
evaluation projects, strategic and project consulting projects, development of project plans, processing of analyses and
specific inputs for EU structural funds projects are delivered by the company.

The key members of the implementation team, Lukas Malac (lead evaluator) and Radim Gill (senior expert) as well as
Hikabasa Halwiindi, the local expert in Zambia, have extensive work experience with evaluations of development
initiatives. Due to the on-going COVID-19 pandemic, local team was strengthened by junior members: during field
research Ms. Ompy Hatwiinda and Mr. George Muziya assisted local expert. CATI survey was conducted by two local
interviewers (Mr. Malungo Habombe and Mr. Chipo Shadelemu). Thematic expert in agriculture of the evaluation team,
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Vojtéch Tamads, has extensive experience in research and evaluation of agricultural development programmes and
projects.

2 Information on evaluated project

2.1 Addressed intervention in wider context

The project was commissioned by the CzDA in 2014 in the form of procurement procedure. Therefore, the project
identification has been done and the project was formulated predominantly by CzDA. The reason for this implementation
choice can be seen in previous activities of CDC in the country and sector (animal husbandry). CzDA has supported
initiatives aimed at improving the cattle breeding in the region strengthening the gene pool of local cattle breeds and their
resilience.

The introduction of appropriate pasture management and ensuring quality fodder supply was seen as the necessary next
step in support to strengthening the cattle breeding in the region. It was observed that ensuring year-round feed rations in
sufficient quality and quantity was the main obstacle in the use of the genetic potential of cattle (mediated by artificial
insemination), especially in times of drought, when milk yield decreases by up to 50%. The predominant extensive
breeding method was highly dependent on uncontrolled grazing. However. However, this approach is highly inefficient
and also very unbalanced — some areas were not sufficiently used whereas others were overgrazed — with negative
impacts on quality and quantity of forage production.

On this basis, the evaluated project was formulated by CzDA and tendered. Its overall objective was ensuring sustainable
and stable production of fodder for dairy cattle of small farmers in two selected target cooperatives in Choma and Monze.

Following outputs were planned in order to reach following objectives:

1. Developed Capacity for fodder production

2. Effective and sustainable use of agricultural machinery for forage production

3. Established Holistic Land and Livestock Management (HLLM) in one community of each target area (Choma,
Monze)

4. Ensured water supply for cattle

2.2 Implementers and main stakeholders

The project has been implemented by the Mendel University in Brno.

Furthermore, the following stakeholders from the Czech Republic were chosen by the implementer as partner
organizations (in the form of sub-contractors):

e NGO Njovu o. p. s. whose role was to provide the project with the main local coordinator, as well as advice
on working with the community and target groups in Zambia, communication and networking, and the
organization of trainings and workshops. A representative of Njovu o. p. s. was also supposed to serve as a
project representative in the capital Lusaka in case of meetings with partners, supply, etc.

e  Private company GEOtest a. s. with the task to provide technical supervision over the implementation of
activities within Output 4 and their implementation in the field.

Following partnerships were established for this project in the target country (partnerships established during formulation
of the project by CzDA):

e Choma District Dairy Co-operative Union and Monze Dairy Farmers Co-operative Society — key beneficiaries
and partners of the project. Furthermore, the individual farmers who cooperate with the cooperatives also
constitute the direct target group of the project.

e Provincial Headquarters of Ministry of Agriculture and Livestockl, Department of Livestock Development,
responsible for project support at the level of key actors and state institutions at the place of

! Later reformed into Ministry of Fisheries and Livestock
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implementation, presentation of the project within state institutions at the national level, provision of
available data and information and support of cooperatives in the form of seed and fertilizer supplies.

e  Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock, Department of Livestock Development — tasked with provision of
overall political support for the project and formalization of the cooperation in the form of Memorandum of
Understanding.

During the implementation of the project a further partner was involved, namely the African Centre for Holistic
Management in Zimbabwe, who provided expertise and lectors / experts for the implementation of Output 3 of the
project as well as supervision of its implementation.

Table 1: Presentation of key stakeholders

Role Institution(s)

Contractor Czech Development Agency
Implementer Mendel University
Partners of the Implementer Njovu, o. p. s.

GEOtest a. s.
African Centre for Holistic Management2

Local project partners (selected by | Choma District Dairy Co-operative
CzDA, overlap with target groups] Monze Dairy Farmers Co-operative Society

Provincial Headquarters of Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock

Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock, Department of Livestock Development

2.3 Logic of the project

As noted, the project was implemented in two districts at the level of existing cooperatives with hundreds of members -
cattle breeders (from small to large). The project focused on three components in both of these communities / regions.

1.

The first component was the development of the capacity of members of cooperatives for the production of
fodder to increase fodder production so as to ensure better quality feeding for cattle in times of drought, when
farmers are experiencing a major decline in milk production. This was achieved in particular through training
focused on key topics in the production, processing and storage of fodder and cattle feeding in general, individual
support of fodder production on selected farms, workshops and demonstrations, etc.

The second component was support for mechanization and efficiency, mainly the supply of appropriate
agricultural machinery to cooperatives and other accompanying investments, training in the use of this
mechanization and, last but not least, support in introducing a sustainable economic model for managing this
technology.

The third component was the pilot implementation of the so-called holistic landscape and livestock management
(HLLM) in three communities in each of the target regions.

An additional activity of the project was the preparation for the provision of water resources for livestock, but the actual
implementation of this part was the subject of another project.

Detailed model of intervention logic reconstructed on the basis of implementer’s bidding document is provided in Annex

6.

2.4 Key assumptions and risks of intervention

Project implementer has identified the following assumptions and risks of the intervention. Their validity and relevance (as
well as occurrence) within the implementation of the project was subject of evaluation.

Key assumptions:

e  Persistent high demand for milk in Zambia
e Cooperation of cooperatives and other partners will be implemented as planned
e Continuation of favourable security and political situation in Zambia

Key risks:

2 Initially (at the point of the presentation of implementer’s bid) not a formal partner, joined later.
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e lack of interest on the part of target and key farmers
e Unreliability of target groups

e  Reluctance to change

e  Risks related to utilization of delivered machinery

In the course of the evaluation four key risks, which have not been profoundly analysed and mitigated, have proved to
have a serious impact on the implementation and sustainability of the project.

1. Availability of adequate water sources in target regions — in some areas where project activities were
implemented. Local farmers had to travel significant distances with their cattle to nearest water source
which significantly affected their willingness to adopt and sustain new practices.

2. Drought. A longer period of drought immediately followed the conclusion of the project. In effect, positive
impacts have been to a large degree lost in some areas (e.g. implemented HLLM practices).

3. Risks related to local structures. Insufficient analysis of local structures that entered the project as local
partners caused that a structure in deep economic crisis has been selected as one of the local partners,
disabling to implement project activities in full scale in the initial phase of the project.

4. Risk related to utilization of machinery have proved justified. See chapters 4.3 and 4.4 for details.

3 Evaluation methodology

In order to process the project and answer the evaluation questions an evaluation methodology is proposed. Details of the
evaluation methodology are presented in an evaluation matrix presented in Annex 3.

3.1 Methodology approach

Relevance:

The primary method is a detailed content analysis of the project. The evaluation matrix for the assessment of relevance
was be prepared on the basis of a content analysis of all relevant strategic documents of the CDC and Zambia.

Questions focused on relevance have been the subject of IDI with representatives of implementers, who were asked to
interpret the results of the content analysis of project documentation and also comment on the compliance of
implemented projects with the needs of target groups.

At the level of the actors involved (especially target groups) an assessment of the relevance of the needs to which the
project responded as well as verification of the relevance of its objectives was collected primarily applying focus group
discussions and, to a lesser extent, questionnaire (testing the project’s assumptions regarding target group needs).

The second evaluation question is directly related to the evaluation of relevance as such and will be answered on the basis
of a synthesis of knowledge (findings) made in the application of the methods described above.

Coherence:

The analysis in relation to the coherence criterion is based on the analysis of relevance, presented above. In the first step,
the strategies and projects of key donors involved in the agricultural sector in Zambia have been analysed and the
(potential) synergies of the activities of these donors with the project, resp. with the CDC in Zambia in a broader context
identified. On this basis a series of individual interviews with representatives of the Embassy in Zambia and with
representatives of other donors or other relevant stakeholders has been implemented.

Efficiency

The efficiency criterion primarily monitors input efficiency, i.e. how economically the funds and other inputs are used in
terms of project outputs (often referred to as "value for money"). The evaluation of project efficiency has focused on two
aspects:

1. The first is efficiency (economy) at the level of unit costs - i.e. the question of whether the costs of individual
items of project budget are economical and correspond to usual prices. Comparative methods and expert
assessment have been applied in this regard.

2. The second aspect is the efficiency of expenditure in relation to the activities and objectives of the project - in
other words, the relevance of budget items. In this sense, it has been analysed whether the individual costs were
necessary to achieve the specified outputs and results.

Effectiveness

The questions relevant to effectiveness focus on individual levels of fulfilment of project objectives - i.e. at the level of
outputs (EQ 7), results (especially EQ 9) and the overall goal of the project (EQ 8). Questions related to effectiveness lead
to the verification of the validity of the causal relations of the theory of change. It is precisely the validity of these causal

4
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links that presupposes - as a result of the fulfiiment of outputs, there will be (among other things) an increase in feed
production capacity and as a result of (not only) this trend to increase milk production, especially in times of drought - and
thus stabilize and increase farmers' incomes. Due to this interconnectedness all three questions have been evaluated
simultaneously in order to verify the validity of the outlined causal links. Aspects of the evaluation of effectiveness has
been therefore analysed using logical frameworks, resp. theory of change tool. In order to test its validity various methods
of evaluation have been implemented, including desk research, individual and group interviews and questionnaires.

Impacts and sustainability

Due to the fact that both processes are interconnected, they have been evaluated jointly. At the level of sustainability
emphasis has been placed on the identification of sustainability conditions (parameters) and exit strategies, which are
keys for long-term sustainability — and their fulfilment will be verified. Sufficient level of sustainability is the precondition
of project bringing about the planned (as well as unintended) impacts.

3.2 Methodological and other obstacles

A key and at the time of bidding unforeseen obstacle are the measures put in place by individual governments in response
to the spread of Covid-19 and more generally restrictions on travel, face-to-face meetings, etc. In order to mitigate this
risk, the time scale of this evaluation has been modified multiple times, however, in February 2021 it was clear that
measures will still limit travelling for at least several more months. For that reason, the approach has change in the
following manner:

e Interviews with representatives of institutions, donors, implementers, partners, etc. have been implemented
remotely by the use of video conferences or phone. More than 10 such interviews were held.

e Interviews and other data collection methods in the field were implemented by a local team, under remote
direction of the lead evaluator.

These modifications have encountered a number of challenges. Interviews implemented remotely take generally more
time to organize and are also limited when it comes to immediate interaction with the respondent. Using local team for
data collection also proved to be significantly more time consuming than implementation of evaluation methods during a
mission to the target region — all methodological inputs have to be elaborated in great detail and consulted on the go.
Moreover, immediate interaction with the respondent, which is often crucial, cannot be relied on. However, due to highly
experienced local evaluator inputs from the field of high quality have been achieved despite these limitations.

Another obstacle was the low response rate of a survey conducted with supported farmers due to outdated contacts. In
the end only ca. third of the original sample has been reached in the survey. For that reason, the qualitative aspects of the
survey have been strengthened and data collection was supplemented with more than planned qualitative interviews with
farmers in the target region.

Last but not least, high turnout of cooperative management has also limited the scope of data collection. Moreover, due
to the turnover and often rough transition records covering longer time periods could not have been acquired.

3.3 Evaluation team

Project team includes:

e project manager and main evaluator with extensive experience in project management and practice in the field
of evaluation of programs / projects financed from public funds, including evaluation of development
cooperation projects of the Czech Republic

e senior expert and quality guarantor with extensive experience with development projects in the field of regional
and local development, local economic development and more generally policy consultancy for a large number of
institutions and partners in the Czech Republic and abroad; In addition, the division of positions into a manager
and a quality guarantor ensures their substitutability

o local expert with rich experience in evaluating development projects of foreign donors in the target country and a
very good knowledge of the local context (comes from the target region).

e thematic expert in the agricultural sector with significant experience in evaluating development projects of the
Czech Development Cooperation in this sector (Georgia, Ethiopia).
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4 Evaluation findings

4.1 Relevance

EQ1: To what extent is the project relevant to the strategic objectives of Zambia, the CDCDC and involved individual

actors?

Relevance to strategic objectives of Zambia

The project started in Zambia in 2014 and was directly linked to national and provincial plans for the development of
agriculture and animal husbandry:

1.

Within the National Agricultural Policy 2004-2015, the aim in the agricultural sector was to "facilitate and
support the development of a sustainable and competitive agricultural sector that will ensure food security at
national and household level and maximize the sector's share of GDP". The aim of the government's policy in the
livestock sub-sector was to increase production with respect to sustainability and also to support the market
uptake of both livestock and animal products, thus contributing to food security and income growth.

Evaluated project fully complies with this national strategy: its main goal was to ensure stable and sustainable
fodder production for dairy cattle by small farmers. The fulfilment of this goal was led by the fulfiiment of outputs
that are fully in line with the national strategy:

e development of fodder production capacities

o efficient and sustainable use of agricultural machinery for fodder production

e established land and animal management

e Securing a source of water for livestock
The next generation of this strategy, namely the Second National Agricultural Policy 2016 — 2030 (SNAP), follows
up by stating, that livestock sub-sector is “increasingly important part of the agricultural economy and plays
important (...) role in the livelihoods of particularly smallholder farmers” (SNAP, p. 6) and recognises a sharp
increase in especially cattle population (almost doubled in 2008 — 2014 period). However, it also recognises key
challenges to development of this sector, among others low production and productivity, inefficient agricultural
extension service delivery and low level of agricultural mechanisation among smallholder farmers. In response to
these challenges the SNAP formulates, among others, the following objectives related to livestock production
(SNAP, p.10):

e Promote the provision of water points for livestock

e Promote conservation of fodder

e  Promote the use of improved pastures

e Promote improved range management practices.

Project objectives and activities are fully in line with these strategy objectives.

Similarly, project is relevant for the National Agriculture Investment Plan of Zambia (2014 — 2018) that was
developed under the Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Programme by the Ministry of Agriculture
and Livestock of Zambia. One of the objectives of this plan was to improve the sustainable and efficient
production, productivity and value-addition of diversified livestock sub-sector by the means of (among other)
livestock production, promotion of livestock health and construction of appropriate livestock infrastructure.
Project remains also in line with the more general development strategy for 2017 - 2021 (7th National
Development Plan), where the goal is to improve water management and access to drinking water, as well as
diversification of agricultural production and its focus on exports through increased productivity and production,
support for small farmers, development of cooperatives and other groups of farmers of various types, support
for the improvement of cattle breeds through the creation of breeding stations, diversification of animal
production, support for the mechanization of fodder production.

Last but not least, project follows the overarching national development strategy, the Vision 2030, since it
formulates goal to increase livestock population and productivity of agricultural production / husbandry in
general. This is also the final objective of this project, along with the increase of income of small-scale dairy
farmers.

Relevance of the project and, more general, approach of CDC to the development of the livestock sector in Zambia, has
also been confirmed in the interviews with representatives of public governance (Ministry of Livestock and Fisheries,
MoLF; Ministry of Agriculture, MoA) at national as well as provincial levels.
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Relevance to the objectives of Czech Development Cooperation

The project followed up on the long-term work of the Czech Development Cooperation with Zambia in the field of
agriculture, in recent years mainly supporting the increase of local availability of insemination doses and services in the
field of artificial insemination of cattle and supporting the renewal of the gene pool of local breeds. In order to successfully
introduce cattle breeding, it is necessary to introduce proper grazing management and ensure sufficient quality feed
throughout the year. And this project thus directly followed on from previous activities and supports the sustainable
management of small farmers.

The project is still relevant in view of the new strategy named Development Cooperation Programme of CDCDC with
Zambia for 2018 - 2023, with the single thematic priority “agriculture and rural development”, aims to "bring Zambia to
the status of a middle-income country by 2030 and build a diversified economy in the country independent of
development aid" through "intensification and the diversification of agricultural production, by introducing an integrated
farm approach with a link between crop and livestock production, making maximum use of farm resources, but with due
regard for available natural resources and taking into account the social aspects of rural development.”

Relevance to SDGs

Intervention is directly in line with the SDG 8: Decent work and economic growth. Its final objective is to increase incomes
and create new economic opportunities for small scale farmers in Zambia by raising the efficiency of dairy farming.

Furthermore, it is also relevant for SDG 15: Life on land since it is indirectly contributing to restoring the ecological balance
to overgrazed areas of the target region by implementation of HLLM practices and promotes sustainable approaches to
agriculture.

Last but not least, a connection to implementing of SDG 2: Zero hunger can also be traced in the supported project. By
increasing of incomes, it also aims at increasing the nourishment value of meals of small-scale farmers.

Relevance to the needs of target groups

All stakeholders in the target county who were involved in qualitative research within the evaluation agree that the
project and its basic logic is highly relevant to the needs of target population. No dissent from this assessment of high
relevance has been registered during the interviews and field research. Naturally, relevance of implemented activities may
vary (which will be dealt with below when evaluating effectiveness of the intervention), however, at the level of objectives
the relevance is undisputed.

EQ2: Are the project implementation criteria appropriately set?

The project implementer has been chosen in a process of public procurement. Criteria of the public procurement can be
divided into two categories:

e Qualification criteria which need to be met in order to qualify in the tender. These were defined as a mix of
experience in implementation of development initiatives and minimal list of positions to be filled, including
their expertise and experience. Criteria in this section were set appropriately to the content of the project.

e  Selection criteria assessing the quality of bids. 5 criteria in two categories were set weighing from 4 to 10%%
of the total score. The criteria were set appropriately, and the importance of presence in the region has
highlighted by 10% weight of this criterion. Emphasis on permanent presence of the contender in the target
regions could have been stronger, as this evaluation has identified this as one of the key factors of success of
the project with regard to fulfilment of its goals, however, according to CzDA the legal framework of public
procurement procedure does not allow to strengthen this factor any further®.

In general, qualification and selection criteria were set appropriately, however, due to legal limitations the selection
process could not fully guarantee that an implementer with sufficient presence in the region would be selected.

The following implementation criteria (target value of indicators to be achieved) have been formulated in the project:

e The overall objective of the project was to “Contribute to the increase income of small-scale dairy farmers”.
For this objective the following quantification has been formulated: “Increase the annual average of dairy
milk production per cow”. This indicator does not fully comply with the SMART requirements. Although it is
measurable, it is not sufficiently specific, since it does not specify whether this change should be achieved by

* CzDA has pointed out in this regard that the formulation of selection and qualification criteria in this project have been
set up after profound consultation with the Czech Office for the Protection of Competition and the highest possible
emphasis on experience and local presence has been reached.
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the directly supported farmers or in the project region (in aggregate) as whole. Moreover, it is also not

entirely relevant to the objective since it implicitly presumes a clear link between increase in milk

productivity (per animal) and increase in income — however, there is a number of external factors that have
not been sufficiently taken into account in this causal link, such as milk price fluctuation, milk quality, costs of
inputs, etc.

The outcome of project, namely “Ensure appropriate and stable fodder production for dairy cattle on the

small-scale farms” is formulated appropriately, however, with regard to the overall objective as well as

activities it lacks stress on access to drinking water, which is a crucial factor. As for related criteria

(indicators), limits in their specificity have been observed. First indicator requires that at least 75 % of

participating farmers produce “sufficient” quality of production, however, it is not elaborated when a

produced quantity can be seen as sufficient. The implementer therefore did not quantify when a quantity is

“sufficient” and reported all farmers who produce their own fodder in this criterion. Similarly, second

indicator requires that at least 60 % of supported farmers can report “stable” production of milk within the

year, yet fails again to quantify what a “stable” production is.

At the level of outputs 4 criteria have been formulated:

1. Developed capacity for fodder production — quantified by an increase in area on which fodder is grown.
This criterium and its quantification is in line with SMART methodology. However, failing to require
specifically that certain volume of fodder production is being achieved at the level of cooperatives had,
as it will be shown below, negative effect on sustainability to some extent. Insufficient capacity of
cooperatives in fodder production has limited uptake in fodder production by small scale farmers as
there are insufficient extension services available (especially when it comes to knowledge or availability
of seeds).

2. Effective and sustainable use of agricultural machinery for forage production. This output is not
sufficiently linked to the outcome and overall objective of the project. These two criteria explicitly
mention the target group of small-scale farmers. The causal link is therefore weak. As the evaluation
shows further, even if profitable and sustainable use of agricultural machinery is achieved by the
cooperatives, it may have no impact on small scale farmers if only large farmers benefit. See more
details below.

3. Introduction of HLLM in target region is highly relevant and appropriate with regard to the overall goal of
the project. Initial quantification of this output was, however, too ambitious and not in line with HLLM
principles since it required that at least 60 % of cattle in the selected communities would be involved in
activities related to HLLM. Since there are hundreds of pieces of cattle in each community, achieving
such goal is not realistic. For that purpose, a “target value” of 250 pieces of cattle in each community
was set up later in the implementation.

4. An output of “ensured water supply for cattle” is highly relevant to the project objective, however,
activities implemented within the project were not sufficient to achieve this goal. Fulfilling the criterium
was therefore completely dependent on outcomes of different project.

4.2 Coherence

EQ3: To which extent have the activities been coordinated with other donors?

Active donors that operate in the region:

A number of donors have been active in the field of dairy agriculture in the target region (region South) in the time of the
project implementation as well as now. The most significant are the following (more information attached in Annex]:

Stichting Nederlandse Vrijwilligers (hereafter SNV)
Glz

AgriTerra

World Vision

The cooperation between CDC and other donors is provided only on ad-hoc basis:

During the implementation of the evaluated project the coordination between those subjects was implemented rather on
an ad-hoc basis and at operational level rather than on the level of programming or even donors:

1. Evaluated project has entered into cooperation with SNV, which, at the time of the project implementation, had a
strong presence in target regions as well as larger scope and budget. Initial communication at the level of management did
result in a MoU, however, actual coordination or cooperation rather took place at operational level and had rather a
character of ad-hoc solutions than long-term partnership. The following were results of this ad-hoc cooperation:
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e Local project teams did coordinate trainings and their target localities; local teams did communicate to avoid
potential targeting of the same farmers and duplication of their efforts in general.

e  Partial cooperation did take place on the level of input provision. Namely, SNV project provided CDC project with
fertilizers necessary for growing of feed plant as CDC project budget did not have this component. Likewise,
cooperation in provision of seeds for fodder growing took place.

e Local staff did informally exchange experience and materials related to trainings in fodder growing.

e [t should also be mentioned that the focus of both donors was different to some degree. While SNV focused on
working with the cooperatives / unions, CDC put stronger emphasis on working directly with the farmers in their
communities. For that reason, no significant cases of duplication were identified. However, it should be stressed
that this demarcation of activities was not a result of coordination of these stakeholders, but rather a result of
different focus in project formulation.

2. Representatives of local partner organization also highlight the cooperation with AgriTerra. This was implemented on
an informal basis and exclusively on operational level. However, respondents identify cooperation with AgriTerra as a
good practice since extensive know-how of AgriTerra in cooperative management was taken advantage of in trainings and
other activities directed at the cooperative level (e.g. activities 1.9, 2.5 and 2.6)" Representatives of AgriTerra confirm this
finding of productive cooperation between both institutions in practical implementation of their projects, however, also
maintain that the full potential of cooperation was not taken advantage of.

3. Coordination efforts of operational nature were also identified with regards to World Vision. However, in this case,
project staff of both organizations were rather only exchanging information and experience, some consultations also took
place when identifying farmers to be directly supported and, more generally, knowledge of local context was being
exchange if necessary.

The level of cooperation with other partners is seen as insufficient by both members of CDC project staff at all levels
(implementer, partner management, local staff) as well as representatives of other donors. As noted above, the
cooperation was rather ad-hoc and operational (reacting either to specific needs that arose during implementation or
result of personal contacts of local staffs). Pointed out by respondents of IDI, identification of other donors and
stakeholders was not done sufficiently in the project identification and formulation stage. CDC project was therefore
formulated as a “stand alone” initiative not considering activities, expertise, presence in the region and, more generally,
potential synergies with other stakeholders. Also due to the fact that project implementer was insufficiently involved in
the process of project identification and formulation (since the project was, to a large extent, formulated before the public
tender process was launched), his opportunity to significantly adjust the project logic and activities in order to take
advantage of other stakeholders’ activities on “strategic” level was rather limited. For that reason, coordination and
cooperation was rather only operationals.

The level of coordination among activities of various (and numerous) donors in the region active in dairy farming sector is,
in general, perceived as rather unsatisfactory by the representatives of concerned donors themselves, although identifying
a positive trend recently. Although direct duplication of activities occurs rather rarely, various donors have not been aware
of each other’s activities and did not build on achievements and outcomes of previous donors in the region. This issue is
recognized not only by donors themselves, but also by representatives of cooperatives at commune/cluster levels or
individual farmers.

This situation has a negative impact on the district cooperatives that are in most cases the main channels of support to
small scale farmers. Their activity is, in result, becoming donor driven — cooperative management implement such
activities that are supported by donors who recently target their regions and do not focus on strategic development of
their organizations or long-term goals (besides milk collection). On the other hand, once a donor exits the locality,
activities that were implemented and developed in the cooperative with its support are no longer continued. This issue
therefore presents significant challenges to relying on the cooperatives with sustainability (for more details see chapter
4.5).

However, as suggested above, there is a trend in favour of higher coordination of various donors to be observed recently.
A (informal) dairy stakeholder platform has been formed under the leadership of GIZ®. This platform organizes all major

* An example in this respect is given by representatives of AgriTerra: Local CDC project team has identified challenges / needs in
governance and financial management when working with Choma cooperative. On that basis AgriTerra has prioritized trainings in these
fields provided to the cooperative staff.

> It should be noted in this context that the follow-up initiative of CDC did seemingly rely on other stakeholders in the region to a much
larger degree. AgriTerra officials even point out that they have been directly involved in identification and planning of the follow-up
project of CDC, thus there is a potential of strong partnership to be formed from the initial project phase.

® However, this efforts has been originally initiated by the implementer of the evaluated CDC project.
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stakeholders (donors) in dairy farming and is meant to facilitate exchange of information and coordination between these
actors. Similar structure is being formed also at the province level. It should be noted that CDC is encouraged to take part
on these platforms as other donors recognize its significance and experience. However, CDC has not, so far, participated
on these coordination efforts on programme / donor basis.

EQ4: Which possibilities of cooperation with other donors do the project outputs offer?

As analysed in the chapter above, presence of a number of donors and other stakeholders presents a strong potential for
synergies and in current status quo, there are already even institutional frameworks set up to maximise cooperation with
other partners (namely the dairy stakeholders’ platform at national as well as province level).

It will be shown in the following chapters that the scope of the evaluated project was too small to encompass the issue of
strengthening small scale farmers in its complexity. Important elements were missing in the project design. Some
examples of activities that are important in complex support to dairy farmers, however, were missing from the evaluated
CDC project due to budgetary as well as time constrains are the following:

e  Access to veterinary care;

e Breeding and introduction of more productive breeds / hybrids (many target farmers were actually owning
beef cattle);

e Hygiene of milk collection;

e Increasing access to market, fostering value chains;

e Targeted capacity building of local extension staff;

e Qutreach activities to poorest members of communities who benefit the least;

Efficient cooperation with other donors provides an opportunity to overcome these limitations of scope of CDC support.
Various donors and other stakeholders put stress on different components of this complex system of dairy farming
promotion. Therefore, this situation provides a significant opportunity to capitalize on other donors’ / stakeholders’
strengths and focus on activities that are underrepresented by other donors or where the added value of CDC is observed.

In this regard, respondents among other donors and public officials see the added value of CDC project compared to
approaches of other implementers especially in high expertise when it comes to fodder production (especially processing
and storage), outreach to community / household level (as opposed to other stakeholders focusing more at cooperative
level) and testing implementation of HLLM principles’. However, these synergies can be effectively exploited only if
activities of other donors are considered already in the formulation phase and formalized cooperation (ideally at the level
of programme, not only implementer) is established even before a project is launched.

Increased cooperation with other donors also provides an opportunity to strengthen sustainability aspect of CDC projects
and, at least to some extent, overcome the limitation of short time frame of CDC interventions. Existing capacities /
structures of other donors in the field can be engaged and involved in the exit strategy of CDC intervention, thus
preventing to rely solely on often rather instable, underfinanced and often donor-driven capacities of local institutions
(especially cooperatives). See more on this issue in analysis of EQ 11.

It was not observed that know-how or even project outcomes of CDC project would be directly taken over and replicated
by other donors. Similarly, it was not observed that other donors would directly follow up on outputs and outcomes of the
evaluated CDC project. However, some of the donors state that they have looked into good practices acquired by the CDC
project and, more specifically, requested methodological materials that were elaborated in the course of CDC project and
consulted experience of CDC staff. One example of other donors directly taking over good practice from CDC project was
mentioned by representatives of GIZ, who did include a component of construction of simple storage (shelter) for fodder
on the premises of supported farmers.

4.3 Efficiency

EQ5: How can be evaluated (on the basis of the available information) the cost-efficiency of the project, in particular in
terms of overall “value for money”?

The unit prices of project budget expenditures correspond to the usual prices:
Based on a thorough examination of the project financial reports from the years 2015 — 2018 experts of evaluation team
have not identified serious problematic areas at the level of unit costs. In relation to the usual prices, the implemented

7 In this regard it should be also highlighted that other donors / implementers are also attempting to implement complex approaches to
husbandry, agriculture and environment, such as integrated agro-forestry approaches. This fact might present a unique opportunity to
compare the effectiveness and impacts of these different holistic approaches to agricultural management.
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project can be described as cost-efficient. Therefore, some specific areas in which is room for increasing the efficiency of
the evaluated project have been identified, see below.

The budget items are mostly relevant to the objectives of project and do no significant redundant activities have been
identified:

The budget items associated with agriculture production, welfare of cattle, water and holistic management are highly
relevant to the objective of the project. Individual budget items were exemplarily justified in final reports (both in terms of
volume and use) as well as in the course of IDIs with implementers and partners. Based on the interviews conducted, it
can be said that most of the activities were efficient and led to the set project objectives.

However, efficiency of machinery delivery is rather limited

Contrary to what has been shown above, the acquisition and use of agricultural machinery shows rather low efficiency.
The support of new mechanization was generally beneficial, it made possible to reduce production costs for local
cooperatives, however, a shortcoming can be found in the ability of cooperatives to keep the equipment in working order
after the end of the project.

Moreover, some pieces of equipment have not been relevant for the target group and were not used at all. This is
especially the case of tedders (total cost 305 837,30 CZK, 13 792 USD) which were not used at all except for
demonstrations provided by evaluation team members and never been used by the cooperatives or its members. Similarly
in the case of bailers, at least in one of the cooperatives this machine is not operational due to lacking of maintenance
and/or low financial capacity. Other pieces of machinery are used rarely or solely to the benefit of bigger dairy farmers
and are not suitable for small-scale farmers. See below for details.

Therefore, although empiric records of machinery usage are not available, it is evident that at least some pieces of
machinery are not being used at all due to lacking maintenance or its unsuitability to local farmers.

In other words, the project contains budget items to teach beneficiaries how independently manage, operate and
maintain agricultural machinery. Nevertheless, the implementation of the project (set up in this way) did not create a
mechanism that would fully ensure long-term coverage of the increased costs of both target beneficiaries (selected
cooperatives) for new mechanization (repairs, maintenance, etc.). It is clear from the final report of the project that the
increased agricultural production itself (including new machinery rental) can cover only about 20% of the increased costs
for cooperatives.

On the top of some pieces of machinery not being used at all due to lacking maintenance or their unsuitability to local
needs, interview with the project implementer as well as other evidence from surveys and field research in four
communities in the target area, it can be observed that mechanization was to a large extent used mainly by senior
members of cooperatives (board members and management) and those who had the financial opportunity to rent this
equipment.

This finding that points out at low efficiency of delivered machinery has been further confirmed by the fact that
representatives of one cooperative explicitly admit that renting machinery has been a profitable business for these
entities and incomes have been used not solely for maintenance and further investments, but to cover operational costs
of the cooperatives.

Inconclusion, the component of machinery delivery as such is not perceived as redundant. However, the actual
implementation of this component was rather inefficient due to delivery of pieces of equipment that are not suitable for a
majority of the target group (small scale farmers) as well as insufficient management processes (low maintenance,
redirection of revenues from machinery rental to cover operational expenses. For more detailed analysis of this
component see the analysis of effectiveness in chapter 4.4.

No inefficiencies are identified in the processes related to project implementation / administration:

Individual activities were well administrated and implemented all personnel exchanges within the project staff went
smoothly. The costs incurred were proportionally divided between the individual outputs and were adequate to the
required project outputs, as it is shown in the table below:

Table 2: Structure of project budget

Project output / Chapters Costs included % of project costs
Management and expertise Personnel costs for project staff, management, experts, etc. 25%

Logistics, organization and Rental of premises, transportation costs, office supplies, | 15%

promotion promotion, teaching materials
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Output 1: Increased capacities = Trainings in forage production, cattle management, shelter 13%
in forage production construction (including recurrent and follow-up trainings)

Output 2: Mechanization Delivery of machines and spare parts, work with the | 25%

cooperative

Output 3: Holistic management @ Delivery of portable fences, work with communities, 14%
conferences

Output 4: Identification of Water resources analysis — expert costs 8%
water resources

Generally speaking, this criterion can be assessed positively, with a few exceptions (not caused by the project
implementer). It is clear from the final report that the implementation of the project was negatively affected by some
external factors, such as lack of rainfall or unfavourable economic situation in Zambia. In 2015, the annual inflation rate in
Zambia was 21.1%, which caused a significant increase in the prices of production inputs (seeds, agrochemicals, inorganic
fertilizers, etc.). Based on interview with the project implementer the inefficiencies were found mainly in the transfer of
new agriculture machinery to the cooperative in Monze. There were problems from the beginning with the solution of
machines operation (purchase of fuel, repairs, etc.) and depreciation of machines, problems with opening an account (due
to the indebtedness of the beneficiary in Monze). The difference in the overall level of selected cooperatives here played
an important role (the cooperative in Monze was burdened with debts even before the start of the project, the
cooperative in Choma was problem-free in this sense). It is also clear from the final report that the problem in
implementation as part of an activity related to the construction of shelters for agriculture machinery. The chairman of the
cooperative in Choma did not want the shelter to be directly in Choma, but he wanted to have it at Bwache, where he
himself has his own farm. Finally, after a long meeting (6 months), he was outvoted by other board members and farmers.
Any delay (in this case the construction of shelters) contributed to reducing the efficiency of the project.

EQ6: What are the main factors contributing to the in/efficiency of project in terms of both process and content?

Factors that generate gaps in the efficiency of the project implementation are identified:
The following factors that generated gaps in efficiency of project implementation were identified:

e The processes of using mechanization were strictly set for cooperatives, but they did not sufficiently work in
accordance with the support of small farmers, who did not always have a chance to use the agriculture
machinery.

e Weak setting of “ownership rights” and missing “sanction measures” in case of inappropriate use of
agricultural machinery, see the section on sustainability for details.

e The implementer could not interfere in the selection of the purchased agricultural machinery during the
project implementation.

e Selection of partner cooperatives for this project done in the identification without contribution of the
implementer and no evidence of profound risk analysis being done before cooperative were involved as
partners has been found (as evidenced by a cooperative in Monze that was, de facto bankrupt at the start of
the project and did not have financial capacity to carry costs related to project implementations).

Factors and good practices that increase the efficiency of the project are identified:

An example of good practice of the implemented project is the generally efficient targeting of activities for the
improvement (in terms of volume and quality) of fodder production directly to the final beneficiaries (small farmers). The
sharing of knowledge, training of farmers and facilitators had a significant effect on the efficiency of the project outputs.
Evaluation of the project results from final report indicate achievement in increase of the capacity of farmers in the field of
hay storage, increasing the capacity for feed production (production of fodder and bulk feed for cattle) even in times of
drought.

A good practice that should be highlighted is also project relying on local capacities for implementation that enabled not
only cost-efficient operation and implementation, but also ensured continuous presence of project team in target region
throughout the whole implementation.

® However, it was pointed out by representatives of CzDA that the partner has not been in such dire financial situation in
the time of project identification — about 1-2 years before the start of the project implementation.
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Good practices with regard to efficiency of implementation are identified on the basis of comparation of
implementation choices and patterns in supported localities / communities:

Based on interviews and final reports, the awareness about fodder production was raised through demonstrations for
farmers in the vicinity of good practice farms (target farmers of the project). These demonstrations took place on the
farms of selected farmers who co-financed the trainings together with the project staff. Procedures and achieved outputs
were presented and positively received. The organization of an international conference on Holistic Management and
positive recommendations from the African Center for Holistic Management can also be assessed positively - the project
was recommended as an example of good practice. Based on the recommendation of African Center for Holistic
Management, a documentary was created (a video for the Copperbelt community), which was screened on national
television and in collaboration with the TED platform.

4.4 Effectiveness

EQ7: To what extent have the planned project outputs been achieved?

Outputs and outcomes of project at the end of implementation.

Project has been monitored on numerous occasions by the implementer as well as Embassy or CzDA. All the monitoring
activities point to conclusion that project outputs and outcomes have been fulfilled as the quantified target values of
formulated indicators have been met.

Target values of all outputs were reached at the end of implementation of the project. According to the internal
monitoring the following outputs were registered:

e The capacity for forage production has been significantly increased. However, this effect has been observed only
by individual farmers, an increase of forage production by the cooperative is low and has even decreased in one
of the cooperatives between 2019 and 2020.

e Mechanized services provided by cooperatives generated an income that minimally covered operating and
service costs (excluding additional promised spare parts) in 2017. However, in 2018 the total earnings were
negative in one of the cooperatives (Monze) due to high costs of repairs).

e Requested share of cattle in localities where HLLM was introduced (after revision of the target value, see EQ2)
has been involved in at least some practices of this approach. However, share of animals that took part on joint
night housing is significantly lower.

e Sufficient number of water sources was identified by the subcontractor of the project.

On this basis it has been observed that Outcomes of the project have been achieved as well:

e Share of supported farmers who produce fodder for their cattle on their own has increased to 79 % at the end of
the project, thus reaching the requested threshold of at least 70 % farmers. However, it the course of the
monitoring it has not been analysed whether the volume of production is fully sufficient to cover fodder
consumption during dry season or covers only a part of the total consumption of these farmers.

e Almost three quarters of supported farmers produced milk also during the dry season of 2017/2018 and the
average volume of milk production has increased as well. On this basis it is stated that more than 60 % of
supported farmers have stable milk production throughout the year.

Effectiveness of the project when it comes to fulfilling goals on the level of outputs and outcomes has also been confirmed
by various monitoring missions performed by CzDA or representatives of the Embassy.

Further details with regard to outputs and outcomes of the project at the end of its implementation are published in
Annex to this report. Outcomes of project in the time of evaluation is elaborated in the following chapter.

EQ8: To what extent does the project help increase the incomes of small-scale dairy farmers in Zambia?
EQ9: To what extent does the project lead to increased feed production capacities?
Effect of project activities in fodder production

Data for analysis of outcomes were collected by a survey among supported farmers who were reached over phone;
9 . . . .

however, turnout of the survey was low’. Analysis was therefore complemented by qualitative research in selected

communities.

% In total 40 farmers have provided responses. The whole population of 115 supported farmers listed in project documentation was
reached out to. Due to the long period of time since the project ended a large share of these farmers were not reachable. In almost half
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Survey proved that almost all respondents keep on producing their own fodder three years after the project ended.
There were only two farmers in the survey who do not produce their own fodder any more. Farmers keep on processing
the feed in the form of both hay and silage, however, silage is applied by a smaller number of farmers.

However, only 60 % of these farmers answered that they produce sufficient volumes of their own fodder to feed their
cattle through the dry season. The remaining 40 % of respondents have to take care of additional sources throughout the
dry season — they usually buy the remaining volumes from other farmers or rely on free grazing.

The mortality of cattle has been recorded higher than at the end of the project. Our survey shows, that during the 2020
dry season only 23 respondents (59%) have not lost any piece of cattle due to unnatural reasons. On average one piece of
cattle died per one respondent. Most of these deaths are attributed to diseases, however, malnutrition and dehydration
was also mentioned among the causes.

As for milk production, more than half of the respondents answered that their overall yearly milk production has
increased between 2018 and 2020 and the same share of respondents recorded an increase of milk production also in
dry season. In average, yearly production of milk (of those farmers who did produce milk in both 2018 and 2020) has
increased by 30 % and production in dry season has increased by ca. 21 %. Among those farmers who registered an
increase of milk production overall and/or in the dry season the prevailing reason of the increase was better feeding
practices. On the other hand, respondents who experienced a decrease in milk production attribute it primarily to the
drought of 2019 during which many pieces of cattle died in the region and a significant number of farmers in the region
lost their cattle altogether.

An increase in yearly income from milk selling has been recorded by 53 % of respondents of the survey, three of these
respondents even did not have any income from milk in 2018 and are selling milk now. On average respondents have
experienced an increase of income from milk sales by about third. This increase can be, at least partially, attributed not
only to increases in milk production, but especially to a significant increase of milk purchase price on the market.

On aggregate it can be therefore concluded that there is a positive trend of both, milk production as well as income
generated by milk sale among the respondents of the survey — farmers who were supported in the project.

In the course of qualitative research farmers in communities that were project implemented activities aimed at increasing
the fodder production (trainings, demonstrations, building of shelters, etc.) confirm that there is a direct link between
fodder production and an increase in milk productivity, confirming the results of the survey. Provision of quality and
nutritious fodder at least doubles milk yields in experience of local farmers who took part in qualitative. Some farmers
who took part in the FGDs even point out to the fact, that in effect of increased fodder supply for their cattle that has
been brought about by the evaluated CDC project there was even no difference in produced volumes of milk between
dry and wet season'’, another farmer pointed out that in effect of the fodder production cattle could be milked twice a
day. Moreover, it has been observed that the health of animals has improved in effect of the project activities. It can be,
therefore, stated that significant number of supported respondents attribute positive trends in milk production and
income generation to outcomes of project activities, namely to increased fodder production.

However, farmers who participated in FGDs/IDIs as well as other stakeholders in the region (employees of local
government structures, other donors, etc.) have observed that many farmers have stopped growing fodder despite the
perceived benefits. To some extent this finding has been also observed in the survey with non-supported farmers: in the
sample there were 35 respondents who did produce their own fodder in 2018, however, 11 of them did not continue this
practice until 2020. The following are the key reasons for such failures:

e The most crucial reason is access to water. This is a precondition for continuing to grow fodder on the part
of farmers. In case that access to water is not sufficient, farmers have to bring their cattle over long distances
to the nearest water point (often over 20 km). In effect, any positive impact of better nutrition will be, to a
large extent, nullified — the increase in milk production is not seen as sufficient (only small increase due to
the distances that animals have to cross every day) and producing own fodder is not seen as profitable in
such scenario (when compared to free ranging).

e Negative impact of drought in 2018 / 2019. As respondents of qualitative enquires as well as respondents of
survey among farmers who were not involved in project activities confirm, many pieces of cattle have died in
effect of the drought, especially in 2019. Some farmers even stopped with dairy farming altogether due to

of the cases the phone numbers were no longer in use or not reachable. In a smaller number of cases the phone number was wrong or
not picked up. Therefore, although no farmer who was correctly reached by the interviewers refused to provide responses, the
response rate reached only ca 35%.

1% This claim has, however, not been confirmed in data — the volume of milk produced during dry season of 2020 was by all respondents
lower than during wet season of the same year.
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the drought. Moreover, farmers had to bring their cattle far away to Kafue Plains where there is water for
the whole dry season, new fodder practices therefore could not be implemented. Naturally, project could not
avoid or mitigate this external risk, however, once the water situation stabilized there was no support
available to motivate and guide farmers to start over with fodder production again. Since no such supporting
capacity was available, drought of 2018/2019 has significantly pushed back achievements of the project.

e Availability of seeds. Unavailable seed is identified by numerous stakeholders as one of key reasons why
many farmers stopped producing their own fodder, this reason has also been highlighted by a number of
respondents of survey among non-participating farmers as significant reason why they stopped producing
fodder. The project planned to work around this expected bottleneck by involving cooperatives / unions,
which were supposed to buy seeds and distribute them among farmers (allowing, if necessary, in-kind
payments by delivered milk volumes). This component did however not launch in either of the cooperatives
which did not establish sufficient / required capacity of extension services at all (see EQ 11 for details). To
some extent this failure can be also attributed to formulation of implementing criteria — see EQ2 for details.

Additionally, it should also be mentioned that sustaining fodder production and, more generally, direct effect of project
implementation on milk productivity was limited by too narrow character of the project. Naturally, project finances and
scope has been limited in this regard, however, as it was should above (EQ4, chapter 4.2), higher focus on synergies with
other stakeholders / donors could have overcome some of these limitations.

Effects of HLLM introduction

When analysing the effects and results of HLLM application on fodder production and income generation, apart from IDIs
with district officials, representative of ACHM and other stakeholders present in the region a field research has been
performed in two areas where HLLM was introduced, namely in Ncheema (Monze district) and Mutandalike (Choma
district).

Similarly to fodder production, stakeholders in the target areas see direct causal link between implementation of HLLM
and increase in milk production. Farmers especially notice that in effect of elaborate pasture plans overgrazing of specific
areas was eliminated. In effect, animals have sufficient pastures for grazing throughout the year and are much better fed
than before, resulting in higher milk yields.

However, serious challenges to continued implementation of HLLM or at least its components have been encountered
throughout the area:

e lacking nearby water sources have negative effect on proper implementation of HLLM, since cattle has to
walk great distances to the nearest water source. Pasture plans cannot therefore be properly implemented.

e Even greater was the impact of the drought which has seriously limited or even stopped HLLM
implementation throughout the project area. On the top of animals dying, cattle from many villages
throughout the project area had to be led to distant pastures for dry season, disrupting pasture practices
introduced by HLLM.

e Throughout the project area also the issue of box wire fence for mobile kraals has been repeated by farmers
and other stakeholders. Box wire that was supplied by the project has been seen as low quality and decaying
quickly. In a number of areas this led to farmers bringing their cattle back to their previous overnight places
as farmers could not afford to buy new equipment on their own. This issue has not been sufficiently dealt
with in the course of the project formulation and identification as insufficient funds have been allocated.

Among other barriers to successful HLLM implementation and/or sustaining also the following were mentioned by
farmers:

e  Fear of diseases spreading among animals;
e  Fear of inter breeding — especially by farmers owning cattle of higher quality breeds;
e Traditional beliefs and religious practices related to cattle herding;

Especially in effect of the drought the number of farmers practicing at least some elements of HLLM dropped
significantly in both localities that were studied in more detail. However, later development differed significantly:

e In Mutandalike the HLLM approach failed and is no longer practiced, according to the FGD with local farmers
as well as other local stakeholders. Apart for what has been stated above, local farmers shared that
implementation of HLLM led to further quarrels between cattle owners. Farmers with larger number of
animals felt that they were not benefiting as much as those with fewer animals and stopped bringing their
animals to joint grazing or overnighting. Further disagreements also arose from sharing the duties of
watching over cattle in the night and the negative trend was further exacerbated by popular superstitions
and supranational fears. Also disagreements over using of cattle manure were noticed.
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e Many farmers of the community in Nceema also had to stop implementing most of HLLM elements during
the drought, however, still recognized the benefit of this approach and currently are reintroducing the
management even with new farmers joining the cluster, according to FGD and IDIs in the area. It can be
noticed that many of the issues that drove the cluster in Mutandalike apart are observed in a rather positive
light in Nceema. Farmers admit that cattle breeding has also been an issue in their community — with more
wealthy farmers owning breeding bulls feeling that other farmers are within HLLM receiving the otherwise
paid breeding for free. However, this issue has been resolved with the help of local (informal) authorities by
farmers realizing that “enriching a relative is not a loss at all” (quotation from FGD). Similarly, Ncheema
farmers recognize that division of watching duties may not be evenly distributed since these are the tasks of
older male children. However, yet again farmers in this community see this rather as another benefit of
HLLM — the practice of joined overnighting unburdens especially female farmers with no male children of
their own, which is seen as positive impact.

Naturally, differing internal dynamics and relationships between farmers in those two localities play significant role in
these different trajectories of approaching HLLM. However, as in the case of fodder production, it is evident that lacking
long-term support played a significant role in the fact that some communities did not sustain HLLM. Once the negative
external effect (drought) has faded, there was no stakeholder in the region that would facilitate reintroduction and/or
strengthening of HLLM practices in communities. Therefore, only in some communities HLLM survived these external
pressures.

Moreover, it should also be noted that in Mutandalike the failure of HLLM was to a large extent attributed to the fact that
only a small part of the community was directly involved and, even more importantly, local authorities (chiefs) were not
included in these efforts. On the contrary, strong engagement of local informal authorities can be seen as one of the
reasons why the community in Ncheema overcame internal pressures related to implementation of HLLM practices.

Effects of machinery delivery on fodder production and increase of incomes

Evaluation team was not able to retrieve data on the management of machinery as the data is either not collected
systematically or managements of the cooperatives state that previous managements did not collect data at all.
Assessment of the effectiveness has to be, therefore, done only qualitatively.

As it was discussed in assessing efficiency, some pieces of delivered machinery are not operational or not used at all.
Regarding remaining equipment, some evidence has been collected during field visits that tractors are to some degree
being used to cut grass (although the cutter was not working during the evaluation visit to Monze) and, in Choma, for
ploughing. Also evidence of the caff cutter for processing of maize stumps has been collected in one of the visited
communities.

Cooperative members themselves admit that the range of farmers (cooperative members) for whom the equipment is
suitable is rather limited. It is profitable and suitable only for larger farmers (or, as one cooperative chairperson put it,
more “advanced farmers”). In Choma cooperative chairperson estimates that roughly 50 farmers use the machinery (ca. 8
% of cooperative members), in Monze the chairperson estimated that 20 farmers hire the machinery. Both numbers could
not have been corroborated.

Choma cooperative representatives estimate that the annual revenue generated by machinery reaches ca. 80 — 90
thousand ZMW (ca. 3600 — 4000 USD with current exchange rate), in Monze the annual revenue is estimated to 45
thousand ZMW. Again, none of these figures can be corroborated. However, these revenues have not been reinvested
into purchase of new machinery and, according to numerous observations, also the maintenance is largely neglected.
Incomes generated by machinery is thus used for operational expenses of the cooperative. Operation of machinery cannot
be, therefore, seen as sustainable. This conclusion can be confirmed also by the fact, that the cooperative representatives
themselves admit that despite relatively high revenues that they claim broken pieces of equipment have not been
repaired.

The component of machinery delivery to cooperatives is therefore not perceived positively by most respondents of the
evaluation research. It has been assessed as rather ineffective investments since there is little evidence that delivered
machinery significantly contributed to the increase of fodder production and incomes of small-scale farmers. Even those
pieces of machinery that are in operation are serving rather larger and more well-off farmers than small-scale farmers,
for whose needs the machinery is not suitable due to its size (efficient only at larger pIotsn) as well as purpose.

" This issue is not only related to the operation of the machinery which is not efficient at small plots, but also its cost: although the
pricelist of renting machinery has been set up within the project and on the basis of profound economic calculation (thus rental costs
are not unreasonably high), since these are large machines, the rental price is inevitably too high for small-scale farmers.
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The qualitative research in communities as well as quantitative surveys corroborated these conclusions. Out of the four
localities that have been visited during the field research only in one a positive feedback regarding machinery was
expressed, namely in Bwacha. Representatives of local cooperative have even stated that as much as 75%% of local
farmers have been renting the machinery from Choma union. Although this claim is not corroborated by survey with local
farmers, qualitative interviews in the field with 3 farmers confirm that machinery is, to some degree, relevant in this
community and have brought benefit with regard to increase of fodder production (in this respect the rotary cutter, chaff
cutter and plough are explicitly mentioned). However, in the remaining localities no positive feedback with regard to
machinery was expressed. Local respondents (farmers) have knowledge of the machinery being delivered to district
cooperatives, however, often rather express their frustration that machinery is being used only by selected (“privileged”)
members of the cooperative.

Two reasons for this rather low effectiveness of machinery delivery to increasing of fodder production and incomes of
small-scale farmers can be summarized from the IDls.

1. Insufficient needs analysis. Selection of appropriate pieces of machinery has not been preceded by a profound
analysis of needs and local context that would involve the target group, namely small-scale farmers. As result,
machinery that does not fully respect the needs and capacity of small-scale farmers has been delivered.
Moreover, the tedder machine has not even been used at all besides demonstrations by implementer.

2. Machinery has been handed over too soon to the cooperatives. The handing over took place at the very
beginning of the project, which significantly decreased the volume of leverage that the implementer or donor
might have over the cooperative to secure those conditions of handover would be met. Instead, a gradual
handover conditioned by creation of sufficient and functioning capacity with regard to operation, maintenance as
well as management of rentals would have been a better choice.

4.5 Impacts and sustainability

EQ10: What are the main development impacts of the project?

Main development changes:

Qualitative and quantitative methods of analysis confirmed that project activities have directly contributed to increase in
incomes and thereby also living standards of supported farmers, provided that fodder production and/or HLLM farming
was sustained. In the survey with supported farmers all but one of the respondents claim that the quality of their life has
definitely or rather increased since 2018, the one remaining respondent shared that the quality of his or her life remains
more or less the same. The causes of the increase of quality of life are primarily associated with the project.

In comparison, respondents of the second survey with farmers who were not involved in the project recognize that the
quality of their lives has definitely or rather increased in only 29 % of responses and a significant portion of respondents
(18 %) observe, that the quality of their life decreased. For most of the respondents (53%) the situation is more or less the
same. Interestingly, if we look only on farmers who do produce their own fodder in this sample, the proportion of those
respondents who recognize that the quality of their life has increased rises to ca 58 % whereas there are only 15 %
respondents producing their own fodder whose quality of life has rather decreased. This comparison can be seen as
further proof of direct causal link between producing own fodder for cattle and increasing the living standard in effect
of higher milk sales — despite disadvantageous external factors.

In the course of qualitative research in various communities of the target region, strongly positive appraisals were
formulated especially with regard to the implementation of HLLM. As it was shown above, local farmers and other
stakeholders clearly observe that implementation of HLLM has brought or at least has the potential to bring positive
change to their lives. Besides the impacts that have been already discussed, namely direct effect on milk production, the
following benefits have been directly attributed to implementation of HLLM:

e In effect of rotating the cattle overnight stands on their fields (by the means of moving kraals) farmers from
various neighbourhoods alike have observed an increase in maize yields.

e  Moreover, in effect of this aspect of HLLM farmers experienced that they need to use less fertilizers, thus
making the production of maize or other plants cheaper as well as more environmentally friendly.

e Significant further environmental impacts have been observed:

o Farmers in various locations have confirmed that HLLM leads to decrease in overgrazing. Some farmers
stated that in effect of HLLM there is again grass growing in areas where there was no grass left in the
past

o Application of HLLM has indirectly contributed to stopping the practice of bush burning — according to
FGD with farmers in Nceema this was a result of the village informal authorities being involved in HLLM
and taking ownership of the concept.
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e Furthermore, significant social impacts of HLLM were observed within the communities:
o The cooperation among community members has increased in general, leading to increase in mutual
trust and mobilizing the community
o Positive impact on the position and tasks of women was observed in effect of communal grazing
o A number of farmers across different communities confirmed that HLLM led to a decrease in cattle theft
— animals are not free grazing, but are pastured in bigger herds and attended by a member of
community.

No direct negative effects of project have been observed by stakeholders involved in the evaluation (besides already
discussed HLLM leading to increased tensions among farmers in the community if facilitation is not sufficient). However,
several stakeholders at various levels have pointed out, that the poorest members of communities have little to no
benefit from the project activities. Consequently, project may have indirectly led to an increase of gap between better-
off and poor farmers in supported communities™.

In some cases, the project has supported farmers to re-orient their business focus. During the field research it was pointed
out that some farmers who did produce fodder for their animal have lost their cattle during the drought. Despite that they
carry on producing fodder and sell it to other farmers. Project support has thus enabled them to identify fodder
production as profitable business orientation.

Replication of activities firstly implemented by the project:

Important component of the project logic was the expectation that other farmers would replicate the innovation
implemented with project support, namely the fodder growing for animal nutrition. The project has, however, not
established any monitoring system to collect data on this issue, neither was there (due to the short time period of the
project implementation) established a formalized system of dissemination of knowledge and experience with fodder
production by supported farmers (such as, for example, a requirement on supported farmers to organize field days for
their neighbours, establishing demonstration fields at supported farmers — these were, however, set up at some
cooperatives; and in general, connecting the supported farmers into the established structures of provision of extension
services). For that reason, a survey among non-supported farmers was organized to collect data on replication of fodder
production. Four communities were included into this survey so that there would be a community with high support (i.e.
community where many farmers who received direct support from the project have their farms) and community with low
support (i.e. a small number or even no farmers from this neighbourhood were involved in the training activities) from
each of the districts. In total 114 respondents took part on the survey.

The following findings have been observed:

1. Only ca. 30% of respondents are currently growing their own fodder. This ratio between farmers who do and do
not produce their own fodder remains the same in targeted communities disregarding of the intensity of support.

2. There is only a small number of respondents who indicated that they have started to produce their own fodder
in the last 3 years. Only 9 respondents provided this information. On the contrary, 11 respondents have
produced their own fodder in 2018 but have stopped since. Again, it cannot be observed that the intensity of
support had a big impact on these trends.

3. All of the respondents who did start to grow their own fodder admitted that they first saw this innovation by
their neighbours and replicated as the neighbours experienced benefit of fodder production. This information
supports the expectation regarding project triggering replication; however, the absolute numbers of these
farmers is low.

4. Farmers who did grow their own fodder in 2018 and still carry on doing so were asked whether they see other
farmers in their neighbourhood who also started growing their own fodder in the last 3-4 years. In this case
more than 90% of farmers responded “yes”, elaborating that on average the respondents have observed 3,5
farmers in their neighbourhood actually starting to produce their own fodder. This value rather confirms that
there is replication occurring, however, low number of respondents in this question should be taken into
consideration™.

5. More than half of the respondents who grow their own fodder admit that they do not have sufficient knowledge
in this regard. Moreover, more than half of these respondents also say that they usually are not able to get the
information they are missing and mostly rely on advice of their neighbours.

'2 This conclusion is also indirectly confirmed by questionnaire data quoted above, showing that farmers who do (can afford to) produce
their own fodder have significantly more often experienced an increase in quality of their lives than those who do not produce own
fodder.

B Interestingly, similar values have been also observed in the survey with supported farmers — vast majority of them (80%) have
observed that other farmers in their neighbourhood have in the last 3-4 years started to grow their own fodder.
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The data presented above suggest that some trends in replication can be observed, however, data do not prove that
replication of supported farmers would be widespread. Naturally, external influences, especially the drought of 2018 —
2019 should be taken into account here, it is reasonable to deduce that in more favourable circumstances the rate of
replication would have been higher. However, data also clearly show that lack of information and continued support in
fodder production is one of the key barriers to more successful replication.

No instances of replication of HLLM in other communities were recorded. However, project implementer points out that in
direct effect of a successful implementation of final HLLM conference with broad (and high-level) attendance, replication
of HLLM was launched in other region of Zambia.

EQ11: Which project parameters are crucial for its sustainability?

Most of involved stakeholders (implementer, partner as well as CzDA) agree that there was insufficient focus on exit
strategy in the project formulation. Exit strategy was not sufficiently formulated and planned and relied on the existing
cooperative structure for sustainability of project outcomes. Dependency on these structures in project implementation as
well af sustainability is seen by the implementer as well as local partner as one of the biggest issues of the project as
whole'’.

The assessment of cooperatives varies significantly among stakeholders engaged in data collection for this evaluation.

On the one hand, there are respondents (especially representatives of donors who focus on raising the capacity of
cooperatives as well as representatives of the cooperatives themselves or some public officers) who highly value the
potential of cooperatives to provide direct assistance to their members as well as other dairy farmers.

On the other hand, respondents in their characterisation of cooperatives agree on several problems which can be
summarized into the following three points:

e Cooperatives are inherently unstable organizations — with regard to governance as well as financial stability;
e Cooperatives lack capacity and expertise;
e Cooperative activities beyond their key purpose, namely milk collection, are, to a large extent, donor driven.

Closely related to the later point is the question of motivation of cooperatives to introduce and sustain provision of
services to their members (as well as other farmers) in long term. This motivation or lack thereof is one of the crucial
factors of project sustainability. Its exit strategy relies on a logic that cooperatives are sufficiently motivated — and able —
to provide extension services to their members, because they are keen on strengthening their business model, namely sell
higher quantity and quality of milk to wholesaler. For that purpose, cooperatives should be motivated to provide
assistance to small scale farmers — in effect of increased milk production the cooperative will have higher and more stable
supply of milk and will therefore increase its business performance. Similar logic should also motivate the cooperative to
provide assistance to farmers in the field of hygiene so that the quality of milk would increase, and the cooperative would,
in effect receive a better price. However, if cooperatives are not sufficiently motivated in this regard (as one respondent
phrased it “if they are not serious with the project activities”) — thus if its board members and leadership are content with
its recent performance and are not sufficiently motivated to develop economically, they will not have any motivation to
sustain any services for farmers.

This key factor of sustainability of project, namely the motivation of cooperatives to sustain services for local farmers
and to, more generally, develop their core business, has not been verified by any means in the project identification
phase. No detailed analysis of cooperatives with regard to their capacity, expertise, stability, and motivation to be
involved as partners entrusted with sustainability has been performed. This can be demonstrated by the fact that one of
the cooperatives that entered into the project as partner was de facto bankrupt in effect of bad business decisions in the
past and had therefore no financial capacity to perform even the basic activities in line with the signed MoU with project
implementer. Identification phase should therefore put higher emphasis on rigorous analysis of partners that should be
responsible for sustainabilityls.

The evidence shows that the cooperatives were rather not successful in sustaining services and outcomes of the project.
With regard to sustainability, the tasks of the cooperatives were responsible for the following:

1. Provision of extension services to the farmers with regard to fodder production (including cooperative
purchasing agricultural inputs, such as seeds and fertilizers);

|t should be noted that a phase-out was phase was planned during the project implementation in the form of a follow-up project for 2
years. However, administrative delays in launching this follow-up project caused an abrupt end of implementation.

> Once again, the negative impact of implementation of the project in the form of public tender can be seen here: project implementer
could not choose his partner organizations in the region as both cooperatives have been pre-selected in the identification phase.
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2. Cooperative production of fodder to be sold to farmers who were not able to produce on their own;
3. Sustainable machinery use management, including maintenance and purchase of new applications.

1. With regard to extension services positions of extension officers were created in both cooperatives. However, currently
there are no extension officers in either of the cooperative. Reasons for that can be traced back to the key problematic
points of cooperative introduced above. There was a high turnout on the positions of extension officers and, according to
observation of various stakeholders, staff members who held this position were not sufficiently qualified and were lacking
key knowledge in forage production. Transition of these staff members were poorly managed, therefore, knowledge and
know-how that was brought to the cooperatives by the project were not transferred to new staff members. Last but not
least, cooperatives lacked financial resources to sustain these positions — therefore, once the direct funding of extension
officers by CDC project or other donors (SNV, AgriTerra) stopped, the position was no longer sustained.

Questionnaires to some extent confirm this deficit of cooperatives in provision extension services. Among farmers who
were directly supported by the project only four of 18 farmers who stated that their knowledge in fodder production is not
sufficient entered that in such case they rely on cooperative officials. On the contrary, nine of these farmers said that in
such situation they are not able to receive any information they require. Also, when it comes to seed for fodder plants,
only 6 out of 38 respondents who answered this question do buy seeds from the cooperative. The result of questionnaire
among farmers who were not directly supported is even less favourable for provision of extension services by the
cooperatives.

As it was shown above, lacking extension services and generally a too “abrupt” exit has significantly lowered the
effectiveness and impacts of the project. External effects, especially the drought of 2018-2019, have pushed back
achievements of previous years of project implementation in both, fodder production as well as HLLM implementation.
However, once the external conditions improved, there was no capacity in the region that would support and facilitate
target groups to reinstate successful practices from the project period that needed to be, at least to some extent,
abandoned. What could have been a temporary pause (until the drought passes) has in some cases turned into permanent
dropping of good practice achieved in the project (even despite these farmers recognize added value of fodder production
and/or HLLM) due to lacking knowledge and support. As one of the respondents in Mutandalike put it: “project was too
short and phased out too quickly, before the farmers practically succeeded in growing all they had learnt; at the time that
most of them were starting to grasp the gist of the project, the project closed”.

2. When it comes to own fodder production, none of the cooperative currently produces its own fodder. Key reason for
that is, according to cooperative representatives, the fact that cooperatives do not have their own land and need to have
plots for fodder production allocated by the cooperative members — either rented or provided for free in exchange for
later supply of fodder. However, mainly due to the above-mentioned instability (for example, in one case the former
cooperative chair was renting his plots to cooperative and after the change in management this arrangement did not last)
as well as poor governance, these arrangements as they were facilitated in the course of project implementation did not
endure and cooperatives do not have land allocated for own fodder production. Other factors are drought and lack of
motivation of cooperative to produce its own fodder.

3. Last but not least, sustainability of machinery has been seen by the majority of stakeholders involved in the evaluation
as the most problematic issue of the project. Although cooperative members maintain that machinery is being used and is
generating profit, independent observers confirm that at least a number of pieces of the supplied machinery is not being
used at all or only to a limited extent due to lacking maintenance and its unsuitability for the needs of local farmers.

In conclusion, the following parameters proved to be crucial for project sustainability:

o Insufficient exit strategy

e Reliance on cooperatives and insufficient involvement of other stakeholders to exit strategy (government
structure of extension officersls, other donors, business entities, etc.)

e Lacking long-term support (related to weak exit strategy and full reliance on cooperatives)

e Lacking access to inputs, most importantly seeds;

18 1t this respect it should be noted that the shortcomings of cooperatives as sole institutions responsible for sustainability have been
recognized also by other stakeholders. For example, representatives of the key stakeholder, GIZ, revealed during interview with
evaluation team that in their projects they have changed the implementation model by engaging extension structures of the MoA to a
much greater extent than initially planned. Reason for that was the recognition that cooperatives do not have sufficient capacity to
ensure sustainability even despite being intensively targeted by project activities. Therefore, joint committees of cooperatives and
public extension network, so called Extension committees, are being established by the donor in target localities in order to strengthen
sustainability.
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Last but not least, the most important factor of sustainability is access to water. This is a precondition of sustaining fodder
production as well as HLLM in supported localities (see above). Access to water has been identified as critical precondition
to implementation also by the monitoring mission of CzDA / Embassy in April 2021.

4.6 Cross-cutting criteria

In the area of good governance project did put, in cooperation with other donors (especially AgriTerra), emphasis on
raising the capacity of cooperative leadership in management and good governance. In effect of the high turnout of
cooperative leadership the actual outcomes and impacts of these activities are, however, questionable. As it was
mentioned numerous times, the weak emphasis on exist strategy is seen as rather bad practice, since the project was not
successful in establishing sufficient capacity or “ownership” of project outcomes at the cooperatives to ensure continuing
activities in this regard. Project was, on the other hand, successful in mobilizing local communities and strengthened
cooperation at local level, including establishing of bottom-up local structures within the concept of HLLM. This impact
shows potential to increase participation of community members on local governance and decision processes.

Positive impacts of the project with regard to sustainable development and environmental issues. These impacts have
been addressed in EQ 10 and are related to:

e Decrease of overgrazing
e Decrease in consumption of fertilizers
e Indirectly it also contributed to decreasing the practice of bush burning.

Project did not implement any specific activities targeted at poorest or otherwise disadvantaged community members.
Although it has been recorded that implementation of HLLM did bring some benefits to these groups as well, overall, the
project had little to no impact in this regard. On the contrary, it has been observed that project may have contributed to
an increase of gaps between better-off and poor members of local communities.

Project did not have any direct effects on the position of women in target area. Two women were employed on positions
in the cooperative that were created with the project support, however, due to high turnout and generally unsustainability
of these components once project finished these impacts cannot be seen as lasting. Farmers have noticed that due to
common herding and overnighting of cattle within the HLLM approach especially women in the communities benefit by
being relieved of these duties.

5 Evaluation conclusions

Relevance

1. Objectives and activities of the evaluated project are entirely in line with Zambia policies, namely with National
Agricultural Policy 2004 - 2015, Second National Agricultural Policy 2016 - 2030, National Investment Plan 2014 -
2018 and also with the more general development strategy for 2017 - 2021.

2. The project followed up on the long-term work of the Czech Development Cooperation with Zambia in
agriculture. The project is still relevant even in the new Czech development cooperation Programme with
Zambia for 2018 - 2023, which aims to "bring Zambia to the status of a middle-income country by 2030 and build
a diversified economy in the country independent of development aid" through "intensification and the
diversification of agricultural production".

3. Project implementation criteria are set appropriately, although ways how to strengthen the emphasis on
gualitative assessment and a continuous presence of implementer of projects of this scale should be investigated.

4. Implementation criteria were, in general, formulated appropriately, however, higher emphasis should be put on
causal logic linking outcomes to overall objective and formulated target group as well as more specific

formulation.
Based on these conclusions the relevance of evaluated project is assessed as high
Coherence

5. Coordination between the evaluated project and other donors was implemented rather on an ad-hoc basis and
at an operational level rather than on the level of programming or even donors.

6. The evaluated project has entered into cooperation with SNV, which, at the time of the project implementation,
had a strong presence in target regions as well as larger scope and budget. Initial communication at the
management level did result in a MoU. However, actual coordination or cooperation rather took place at the
operational level and had a character of ad-hoc solutions than a long-term partnership.
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7. Local partner organization also highlight the cooperation with AgriTerra, solely on an informal basis and
exclusively on an operational level (i.e., between field officers of both teams). The representatives of AgriTerra
confirmed that there is a potential for closer cooperation.

8. Exchanging information and consultations regarding identification of suitable farmers for support took place also
between CDC and World Vision.

9. The level of cooperation with other partners is seen as insufficient by both members of CDC project staff at all
levels (implementer, partner management, local staff) as well as representatives of other donors.

10. Although direct duplication of activities occurs relatively rarely, various donors have not been aware of each
other's activities and did not build on achievements and outcomes of previous donors in the region. This issue is
recognized not only by donors themselves but also by representatives of cooperatives at commune/cluster levels
or individual farmers.

11. However, there is a trend to higher coordination of various donors to be observed recently.

12. Various donors and other stakeholders put stress on different components of a complex system of dairy farming
promotion. Therefore, this situation provides significant opportunity to capitalize on other donors' / stakeholders'
strengths and focus on activities that are underrepresented by other donors or where the added value of CDC is
observed.

13. In this regard, respondents among other donors and public officials see the added value of CDC project compared
to approaches of other implementers, especially in high expertise when it comes to fodder production
(especially processing and storage), outreach to community/household level (as opposed to other stakeholders
focusing more at cooperative level) and testing implementation of HLLM principles.

14. However, these synergies can be effectively exploited only if activities of other donors are taken into account
already in the formulation phase and formalized cooperation (ideally at the level of programme, not only
implementer) is established even before a project is launched.

15. Increased cooperation with other donors also provides an opportunity to strengthen the sustainability aspect of
CDC projects and the short frame of its interventions.

Based on these conclusions the coherence of evaluated project with other donor is assessed as rather high,

however, potential of cooperation with other donors has not been fully taken advantage of mainly due to

insufficient inclusion of synergies in the formulation phase.
Efficiency

16. The overall evaluation of the project in terms of efficiency is positive. High efficiency is shown by activities
focused directly on agriculture production and welfare of cattle, where the implementer managed to
significantly contribute to increasing the volume and quality of production of small farmers, which positively
contributed to the cost-effectivity of the project.

17. On the other hand, activities associated with the acquisition and use of agricultural machinery show rather low
efficiency. The implementation of the project did not create a mechanism that would fully ensure long-term
coverage of the increased costs of target beneficiaries for new mechanization.

18. The main factors that generate gaps in the efficiency of the project implementation are:

= agriculture mechanization was strictly intended for cooperatives

= weak setting of "ownership" and missing "sanction measures" to agriculture machinery

= the implementer could not interfere in the selection of agriculture machinery (during the
implementation of the project)

19. In some instances, the efficiency of involvement of Czech experts in training activities was questioned.
Involvement non-local capacities should be justified by their added value.

Based on these conclusions the efficiency of evaluated project is assessed as rather high, however, efficiency of the

purchase of machinery is low.

Effectiveness

20. According to monitoring activities, all project outputs and outcomes have been fulfilled as the quantified target
values of formulated indicators have been met.
21. The evaluation, which took place in the year 2021, further detected that:
e almost all addressed respondents keep on producing their own fodder three years after the project
ended
e however, only 60%% of these farmers answered that they produce sufficient volumes of their own
fodder to feed their cattle through the dry season
e the mortality of cattle has been recorded as higher than at the end of the project
e  more than half of the respondents answered that their overall yearly milk production has increased, and
the same share of respondents recorded an increase in milk production also in the dry season
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22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

e on average, the yearly production of milk (of those farmers who did produce milk in both 2018 and
2020) has increased 30%, and production in the dry season has increased by ca. 21%. Among those
farmers who registered an increase in milk production overall and/or in the dry season, the prevailing
reason for the increase was better feeding practices

e on average, respondents have experienced an increase of income from milk sales by a third between
2021 and 2018

Therefore, it can be concluded that there is a positive trend of both milk production and income generated by
milk sale among farmers who were supported in the project.

In the case of machinery management, both Choma and Monze cooperative representatives estimate that the
annual revenue generated by machinery reaches ca. 45 — 90 thousand ZMW. However, these revenues have not
been reinvested into purchase of new machinery and, according to numerous observations, also the maintenance
is largely neglected. Incomes generated by machinery is thus used for operational expenses of the
cooperative. Operation of machinery cannot be, therefore, seen as sustainable. This conclusion can be
confirmed also by the fact, that the cooperative representatives themselves admit that despite relatively high
revenues that they claim broken pieces of equipment have not been repaired.

There is a positive trend when it comes to milk production as well as milk sales among supported farmers which is
attributed to the introduction and/or increase of feed production in their farms.

The project did directly increase the milk productivity and, in effect, household incomes. However, it was
observed that many farmers have stopped growing fodder despite the perceived benefits due to various reasons
(drought in 2018 and 2019, unavailability of seeds).

Additionally, direct effect of project implementation on milk productivity was limited by the too narrow character
of the project. There are many other issues that limit the impact of better cattle nutrition on milk productivity
and its quality, which were not addressed by the project due to its insufficient scope and resources. Higher focus
on synergies with other stakeholders/donors could have overcome some of these limitations.

As in fodder production, lacking long-term support played a significant role in the fact that some communities did
not sustain HLLM. Once the negative external effect (drought) has faded, there was no stakeholder in the region
that would facilitate reintroduction and strengthening of HLLM practices in the supported communities.
Therefore, HLLM survived these external pressures only in some communities.

Contribution of machinery to overall objective of the project is limited. Farmers in most communities often
express frustration that the machinery is not available to them. Reasons for this rather low effectiveness of
machinery delivery to increasing fodder production and incomes of small-scale farmers are the following:

e Insufficient needs analysis.

e Machinery has been handed over too soon to the cooperatives.

Based on these conclusions the efficiency of evaluated project is assessed as rather high, project has, at the end of
its implementation, reached his objectives. However, significant portion of these achievements could not be
sustained.

Impacts and sustainability

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

Supported farmers in their majority observe that the quality of their life has increased since 2018; farmers
attribute this increase primarily to the increase of milk production and their ability to deliver milk throughout the
whole year which has been the effect of project support

Local farmers and other stakeholders clearly observe that implementation of HLLM has brought or at least has
the potential to bring positive change to their lives.

Multitude of positive impacts in economic and environmental areas as well as in the coherence of local
community have been attributed to implementation of HLLM.

In some cases, the project has contributed to launching of new profitable business models by local farmers in
fodder production.

Poorest members of communities have little to no benefit from the project activities. No specific outreach
activities tailored to the needs of the poorest farmers have been implemented.

As for replication, some trends in this regard have been observed, however, data do not prove that replication of
introduced practices would be widespread. Data also clearly show that lack of information and continued support
in fodder production is one of the key barriers to a more successful replication. In this regard the reliance on
cooperatives to carry on with extension services has failed.

Access to water has proved to be the key factor of sustainability of fodder production as well as HLLM. Lack
thereof has directly led to farmers’ dropping the promoted practices, despite recognizing their benefit.
Furthermore, low access to affordable seed has been also a key limiting factor in sustainability of fodder
production.
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37. Involvement of local informal leaders and more generally complex work with the community has proven as
crucial in sustaining HLLM and should not be underestimated in implementation.

38. There was insufficient focus on exit strategy in the project formulation. Exit strategy was not sufficiently
formulated and planned; moreover, it relied on the existing cooperative structure for the sustainability of project
outcomes. However, instability, low capacity and donor-driven orientation of these structures limit their function
in sustainability. Another key factor is the motivation of cooperatives to sustain services for local farmers and to,
more generally, develop their core business.

39. In effect, none of the functions / tasks of cooperatives that were supposed to ensure sustainability of project
outcomes are sufficiently performed. Cooperatives do not provide extension services (beyond ad-hoc
consultations) and do not have capacity and/or knowledge to do so, furthermore they do not grow their own
fodder and also renting machinery to small-scale farmers has been limited.

40. In conclusion, the following parameters proved to be crucial for project sustainability:

e Insufficient exit strategy

e Reliance on cooperatives and insufficient involvement of other stakeholders to exit strategy

e Lacking long-term support (related to weak exit strategy and complete reliance on cooperatives)

e Lacking access to inputs, most importantly, seeds and water
Based on these conclusions the impacts of evaluated project are assessed as rather high, whereas its sustainability
is assessed as rather low.

6 Recommendations

6.1 Programme or sector recommendations

Recommendation Level of Primary Justification
seriousness addressee

Strengthen emphasis on exit strategy, which must be 1 CzDA A deficit in exit strategy caused rather
formulated from the very beginning —in the low sustainability of the project,
formulation of project already; involve relevant especially when it comes to
stakeholders in exit strategy, including other donors mechanization. Primary cause is reliance
and government structures (which may be on cooperatives which do not have
underfinanced but stable). Require profound exit sufficient capacity for sustainability and
strategy in the design phase in grant applications and exert donor-driven behavior. The
put emphasis on its implementation, including potential of other stakeholders was not
appropriate capacity building activities, in taken advantage of.
implementation criteria. Conclusions n. 15, 34, 36, 38 - 40
Engage in coordination mechanisms / platforms in 2 CzDA, There is a multitude of other
relevant sectors and, if possible, ensure permanent Embassy | stakeholders involved in the sector and
representation of CDC in priority sectors — do not rely region. Taking these networks into
on coordination at the level of implementers. account already at project formulation
In programme and project formulation leverage on will enable to take advantage of
other donors’ strengths, based on profound synergies in order to support more
stakeholder analysis, and focus on added value of CDC complex approaches, limit donor-driven
in this complex environment behaviour of cooperatives and

strengthen the sustainability of project /

programme.

5,9,13-15, 26,34
Require that a profound stakeholder analysis and risk 1 CzDA/ Insufficient capacity and risk analysis of
analysis precedes selection of local partners implement | local stakeholders is one of the causes of
(especially in the case of partners who play role in the -ter deficits in effectiveness (mechanization)
developed exit strategy). If relevant to the selection (depending | as well as sustainability of the project.
procedure, take advantage of external experts in on the 17, 18, 39, 40
identification phase so that operational, economic as mode of
well as human resources capacities of local partners impl?m‘)?”ta
on
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are analysed. Require that in project formulation
phase the results of such analysis are mirrored in
appropriate approach to capacity building aimed at
local partner.

6.2 Project recommendations

Recommendation Level of Primary Justification /
seriousness | addressee

Analyse in detail the added value of Czech 3 Implement | Higher utilization of local capacities and taking
expertise as well as locally available capacities. -ters full advantage of clear added value of Czech

expertise will increase the effectiveness of the

project. Using local capacities for HLLM

implementation is seen as good practice.

19
Require that procurement (tender procedure) 1 CzDA/ Delivered mechanization is rather not relevant
related to equipment and machinery is based implement | to the needs of small-scale farmers (key target
on profound analysis of needs of target groups ers group), equipment is used almost exclusively by
/ final beneficiaries in local context. big farmers.
23,28

Transfer of ownership of procured equipment 1 CzDA / Too early transfer of ownership is seen as one
should be incremental and conditioned by implement | of the causes of problematic sustainability —
(verified) establishment of sufficient capacities -ters processes guaranteeing and enforcing
and processes reinvestments of profits from machinery could

not have been set up sufficiently.

17,18, 23
Involve activities aimed at dissemination of 2 CzDA, Rather low level of replication of project
good practice and innovation in broader implement | activities in the field of fodder growing /
community (outside the scope of directly -ters production in local communities has been
supported farmers), such as awareness raising, recorded. Project did not focus sufficiently on
field days, setting up of demonstration fields, targeted support to or facilitation of replication
training of trainers, etc. Include monitoring of (also due to short time frame).
the level of replication in supported 34
communities into the monitoring system, at
least as a pilot activity (baseline and endline
surveys in selected locality).
Require that the needs and limitations of 2 CzDA Project as whole has positive impact on the
poorest members of supported are taken into quality of life of the target group, however, its
account in project design (tailored activities to benefit for the poorest members of local
this target (sub)group) in order to avoid community is low or none. In effect, project
increasing the gap between better-off and poor indirectly contributes to growing disparities
members of the community. withing supported communities.
33

Ensure that water component is secured in 1 CzDA Availability of water is a necessary precondition

target areas prior to (or along with) the
implementation of other water demanding or
depending activities in the agricultural sector in
the target country

of the relevance of the project intervention
logic at the level of supported communities — if
not met, other components of the intervention
logic are not relevant.

35,40
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Recommendation Level of Primary Justification /
seriousness | addressee

Analyse options to ensure longer time frame 2 MFA / Lacking longer time frame of support limits the
for implementation of project in agriculture CzDA sustainability of project, especially in the context
sector. Ideally enable an additional 2 years of of negative external influences (drought). No
phase-out period for activities of lower support for “restart” of beneficial activities after
intensity aimed at refreshing of knowledge these external influences fade away is available.
and couching of supported farmers. 27
Analyse option to increase emphasis on 3 CzDA Continuous presence of implementer team in the

continuous presence of implementer in
projects of larger scale in this sector in the
target regions in current legal framework.

target region (local coordinators) has proved to
be one of the factors of success of the project in
reaching its objectives as well as in impacts.

3
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Annex 1: Summary in Czech language

Projekt
Pfedmétem tohoto hodnoceni je projekt ,Zajisténi udrzitelné a stabilni produkce krmiva pro dojny skot drobnych

farmara“, ktery byl v cilové zemi Zambie realizovan odborniky z Mendelovy univerzity v Brné v obdobi listopad 2014 —
duben 2018. Cilem projektu je ,zajistit udrzitelnou a stabilni produkci krmiva pro mléény skot pro malé farmare ve dvou
vybranych cilovych kooperativdch v Choma a Monze” za Gcelem stabilizace a rozvoje produkce zemédélcli zdcastnénych

kooperativ, zejména ve vztahu k produkci mléka.

.

cel

Hlavnim ucelem hodnoceni je ziskat nezdvisla, objektivni a konzistentni zjisténi, zadvéry a doporuceni hodnotna pro
rozhodovani Ministerstva zahrani¢nich véci (dale jen MzV) ve spolupraci s Ceskou rozvojovou agenturou (déle CRA) o
budouci orientaci a implementaci Zahraniéni rozvojové spoluprace Ceské republiky v Zambii s ohledem na Agendu
udrzitelného rozvoje 2030 a Strategii rozvojové spoluprace Ceské republiky na obdobi 2018—2030. Zavéry a doporuéeni by
mély byt relevantni pro dalsi smérovani a financovani ceské rozvojové spolupriace v Zambii a také pro implementaci
podobnych projektd v oblasti zemédélstvi a rozvoje venkova.

Cile intervence

Celkovym cilem hodnoceného projektu bylo zajistit udrzZitelnou a stabilni produkci krmiva pro dojnice malych farmard ve
dvou vybranych cilovych kooperativach v Choma a Monze.

Projekt byl zaméren na tfi slozky v obou téchto regionech:

1. Prvnim prvkem byl rozvoj kapacity ¢lenl druZstev na produkci krmiva pro zvySeni produkce krmiva tak, aby bylo
zajisténo kvalitnéjsi krmeni skotu v obdobi sucha, kdy zemédélci zazivaji vyrazny pokles produkce mléka. Toho
bylo dosazeno zejména Skolenim zamérenym na klicova témata ve vyrobé, zpracovani a skladovani krmiva a
krmeni dobytka obecné, individualni podporou vyroby krmiva na vybranych farmach, dilnami a demonstracemi
atd.

2. Druhou slozkou byla podpora mechanizace a efektivity, zejména dodavka vhodnych zemédélskych strojd
kooperativdm a dalSi doprovodné investice, Skoleni v pouzivani této mechanizace a v neposledni fadé podpora pfi
zavadeéni udrzitelného ekonomického modelu pro fizeni této technologie.

3. Treti slozkou byla pilotni implementace tzv. Holistického managementu krajiny hospodarskych zvifat (dale HLLM)
ve tfech komunitach v kazdém z cilovych regionu.

4. Dalsi aktivitou projektu byla pfiprava na zajisténi vodnich zdroji pro hospodarska zvirata, ale skutecna realizace
této Casti byla predmétem jiného projektu.

Zavedené metodiky a techniky; dodrZzeni omezeni

Metodika hodnoceni zahrnovala individudlni a skupinové rozhovory se ztG¢astnénymi stranami na vSech urovnich verejné
spravy, realizdtorem, partnerskymi institucemi, dalSimi darci a pfisluSnymi zucastnénymi stranami atd. Dale byly
provedeny dva prlizkumy, jeden mezi podporovanymi zemédélci a druhy mezi nepodporovanymi zemédélci ve ctyfech
lokalitach. Tyto Ctyfi lokality navstivily také mistni experti a v téchto lokalitdch byly provedeny individualni rozhovory a
byly rovnéz provedeny fokusni skupiny. Hodnoceni bylo vazné ovlivnéno omezenimi souvisejicimi s pandemii COVID-19;
jeho uUspésnou implementaci vSak umoznila komunikace na dalku a intenzivni zaméstnavani mistniho experta, véetné
rozsifeni mistniho tymu o junior experty.

Klicova zjisténi evaluace
Relevance

Strategicka vhodnost projektu a jeho relevance byla hodnocena jako vysoka. Cile a aktivity hodnoceného projektu jsou
zcela v souladu se zambijskou politikou, konkrétné s Narodni zemédélskou politikou 2004-2015, Druhou narodni
zemédélskou politikou 2016-2030, Narodnim investi¢nim planem 2014-2018 a také s obecnéjsi rozvojovou strategii pro
roky 2017-2021. Projekt navazal na dlouhodobou praci Zahranéini rozvojové spoluprace CR (dale jen ZRS) se Zambii v
zemédélstvi. Projekt je stale relevantni i v ramci nové strategie ZRS se Zambii na obdobi 2018-2023, jejimz cilem je
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,privést Zambii do roku 2030 do stavu zemé se stfednimi prijmy a vybudovat diverzifikovanou ekonomiku v zemi nezavislé
na rozvojové pomoci“ prostfednictvim ,intenzifikace a diverzifikace zemédélské produkce”.

Kritéria pro implementaci projekt( byla stanovena vhodné, avsak vétsi diraz by mél byt kladen na kvalitativni hodnoceni a
méla by byt vyZzadovana nepretrzitad prfitomnost realizatora projektd tohoto rozsahu.

Koherence

Pokud jde o koherenci, bylo zjisténo, Ze existuje mnoho zicastnénych stran a dalSich darc(, ktefi jsou nebo byli aktivni v
regionu projektu v chovu mlé¢nych vyrobk(l. Hodnoceny projekt koordinoval své aktivity s témito zic¢astnénymi stranami,
avsak koordinace byla realizovéna spiSe ad hoc a na operativni Urovni nez na Urovni programovani nebo dokonce darct.
Tato koordinace a do urcité miry spoluprace umozniiovala zamezit duplicité v realizovanych ¢innostech. V nékterych
pripadech bylo navic dosaieno (opét ad hoc) vzajemné spoluprace riznych projektovych tymd. Urover spoluprace s
ostatnimi partnery je viak povaZovdna za nedostateénou jak ze strany zaméstnancl projektu CRS na viech Urovnich
(realizator, vedeni partner(, mistni zaméstnanci), tak ze strany zastupca dalsich darca.

Na zdkladé téchto zavérli je koherence hodnoceného projektu s dalSimi darci hodnocena jako spiSe vysoka, avsak
potencial spoluprace s dalsimi darci nebyl plné vyuZit predeviim z divodu nedostatecného zaclenéni synergii do faze
formulace. Silnéjsi zaméreni na spolupraci s dalSimi darci by nejen umoznilo vyuzit vzajemné silné stranky, ale potencialné
by také posililo udrzitelnost projektu CRS a prekonalo tak zdsadni omezeni kratkodobého rozsahu realizace projektt CRS.

Efektivita

Celkové hodnoceni projektu z hlediska efektivity je pozitivni. Vysokou efektivitu ukazuji aktivity zamérené pfimo na
zemédélskou produkci a dobré Zivotni podminky skotu. Realizatorovi se podafilo vyznamné prispét ke zvysSeni objemu a
kvality produkce drobnych farmard, coz pozitivné prispélo k nakladové efektivnosti projektu. Na druhé strané Cinnosti
spojené s porizenim a pouzivanim zemédélskych strojd vykazuji pomérné nizkou efektivitu. Realizaci projektu nevznikl
mechanismus, ktery by plné zajistil dlouhodobé pokryti zvysenych nakladi cilovych ptijemcl na novou mechanizaci.

Na zakladé téchto zavérl je efektivita hodnoceného projektu hodnocena jako spiSe vysoka, efektivita nakupu stroju je
vsak nizka.

Monitoring aktivit a ukazatele

Podle monitoringu byly spinény vSechny vystupy a vysledky projektu, protoze byly naplnény kvantifikované cilové hodnoty
formulovanych indikator(:

e  Kapacita pro produkci krmiva se zvysila o vice nez 270 hektar(.

e Mechanizace poskytovana kooperativami na vyrobu krmiv generuji od roku 2017 pfijem, ktery minimalné pokryva
provozni a servisni naklady.

eV dubnu 2018 bylo do spole¢né holistické denni pastvy zapojeno 61,3 % celkové populace hospodarskych zvitat a
v no¢nim ustajeni 37 % z celkového poctu zvirfat.

e Subdodavatel projektového tymu urcil dostatecny pocet vodnich zdroju.

e Podil zemédélcl, ktefi si sami produkuji krmivo pro dobytek, se podle monitorovani projektu v roce 2017 zvysil na
79 %.

e Vice nez 74 % zemédélcl produkovalo mléko v obdobi sucha 2017 a pomér produkce v obdobi destl a obdobi
sucha se snizil z 3,8 na 1,8.

Vztah mezi krmivem a vyrobou mléka; pf¥istup k vodé jako vnéijsi riziko

O tfi roky pozdéji, v roce 2021, hodnoceni dospélo k zavéru, Ze podporovani zemédélci stale do zna¢né miry pokracuji v
produkci vlastniho krmiva a tito zemédélci vykazuji pozitivni trend produkce miléka i pfijmy, a to i pres negativni vné;si
udalosti (sucho v letech 2018-2019). Kvalitativni vyzkum v cilovém regionu vsak nepfrinasi tak presvédcivy zavér. Ackoli to
potvrdilo pfimou souvislost mezi produkci vlastniho krmiva a produktivitou mléka a co je jesté dilezitéjsi, umoznéni
dostatecné produkce mléka i v obdobi sucha, zic¢astnéné strany v regionu zjistily, Ze mnoho zemédélch pfesto prestalo
vyrabét krmivo. NiZe jsou uvedeny hlavni divody téchto selhani:

e Nejdulezitéjsim divodem je pfistup k vodé, ktery je primarnim predpokladem pro pokracovani vyroby krmiva.
¢ Negativni dopad sucha v letech 2018/2019, ktery zpUsobil ¢asty uhyn skotu, a také migrace stad do pfilis
vzddlenych lokalit s vétsim mnozstvim vody. Projekt se pfirozené nemohl vyhnout ani zmirnit toto vnéjsi riziko,
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ale jakmile se situace ve vodé stabilizovala, nebyla k dispozici podpora, ktera by motivovala a vedla zemédélce,
aby znovu zacali s produkci krmiva.

e Dostupnost osiva, kterd je povazovéna za jeden z klicovych divodi, pro¢ mnoho farmari ukondilo produkci
vlastniho krmiva. Projekt planoval obejit toto olekavané Uzké misto zapojenim druistev / svazd, které mély
nakupovat semena a distribuovat je mezi zemédélci, aviak tento plan neuspél.

Podobné jako u krmiv vidi zi¢astnéné strany v cilovych oblastech pfimou pFi¢innou souvislost mezi implementaci HLLM a
zvySenim produkce mléka. V celé oblasti vak doslo k vaZznym vyzvam v pokracujici implementaci HLLM nebo alespon jejich
slozek:

e Pfistup k blizkym vodnim zdrojim je opét primarnim predpokladem implementace HLLM.
e Negativni Ucinek sucha, ktery vazné omezil nebo dokonce zastavil implementaci HLLM v celé oblasti projektu.
e  Chybéjici zafizeni pro mobilni ohrady.

Srovnavaci analyza dvou komunit, kde byla zavedena HLLM, vSak poukdzala na to, Ze chybi dlouhodobd podpora jako
vyznamny divod, pro¢ nékteré komunity HLLM neudrZely. Jakmile negativni vnéjsi ucinek (sucho) ustoupilo, v regionu
nebyl Zadny stakeholder, ktery by facilitoval znovuzavedeni a / nebo posileni postupi HLLM v podporovanych
komunitach. Kromé toho se ukdazala duleZitost silného zapojeni mistnich neformadlnich orgdnl jako jednoho z
rozhodujicich faktor(l pro udrzeni nebo opétovné zavedeni HLLM.

Existuje jen malo dikazl o tom, Ze dodané stroje vyznamné pfispély ke zvySeni produkce krmiva a pfijmd drobnych
zemédélch. Ackoli empirické zaznamy o pouZivani stroju nejsou k dispozici, je zfejmé, Ze alespon nékteré casti stroja
nejsou vibec pouzivany z divodu chybéjici tdrzby nebo nevhodnosti pro mistni farmare. Dokonce i ty stroje, které jsou v
provozu, slouZi spiSe vétSim a lépe situovanym zemédélcim neZ malym zemédélcim, pro jejichz potfeby neni strojni
zarizeni vzhledem ke své velikosti a Gcelu vhodné.

Efektivnost

Na zakladé téchto zavérl je efektivnost hodnoceného projektu hodnocena jako spiSe vysokd, projekt na konci své
realizace dosahl svych cild. Vyznamnou ¢ast téchto Uspéchl vsak nebylo mozné udrZet.

Podporovani zemédélci ve vétsiné pozoruji, Ze kvalita jejich Zivota se od roku 2018 zvysila. V prabéhu kvalitativniho
vyzkumu v rGznych komunitach cilového regionu byla formulovéna silné pozitivni hodnoceni zejména s ohledem na
implementaci HLLM s uvedenim, Ze implementace HLLM pfinesla nebo alespori ma potencidl pfinést do jejich Zivotl
pozitivni zménu. Kromé jejich dopadl na produkci mléka existuje rada pozitivnich dopadt v oblastech ekonomickych (vyssi
vynosy plodin, niZsi spotfeba hnojiv) a Zivotniho prostredi (snizeni nadmérné pastvy, zastaveni praxe spalovani kera, nizsi
pouzivani hnojiv) a také v soudrZnosti mistni komunity byla pricitdna implementaci HLLM. Bylo hlaseno, Ze s Gcinkem
HLLM se obecné zvysila spoluprace mezi ¢leny komunity, coz vedlo ke zvyseni vzajemné dlvéry a mobilizaci komunity.

Dopady

Je vsak také tfeba zdulraznit, Ze nejchudsi ¢lenové komunit maji z aktivit projektu maly nebo Zadny uzitek. Nebyly
provedeny zadné aktivity pfizplsobené na miru potfebam nejchudsich zemédélca.

DuleZitou soucasti logiky projektu bylo ocekavani, Ze ostatni zemédélci budou replikovat inovace realizované s podporou
projektu, konkrétné péstovani krmiva pro vyZivu zvirat. Nékteré trendy v tomto ohledu byly pozorovany, udaje vsak
neprokazuji, Ze by replikace zavedenych postupd byla rozsifena. Data také jasné ukazuji, Zze nedostatek informaci a

spoléhal na kooperativy, které mély pokracovat v poskytovani sluzeb zemédélské extenze, toto ocekdavani ale nebylo
naplnéno. Na zdkladé téchto zavér( jsou dopady hodnoceného projektu hodnoceny spiSe vysoké.

Strategie odchodu a udrZitelnost

Ve formulaci projektu nebylo dostatecné zameéreni na strategii odchodu. Strategie odchodu nebyla dostatecné
formulovana a planovana a spoléhala se na stavajici strukturu kooperativ pro udrzitelnost vystupl projektu. Zavislost na
téchto strukturdch pfti realizaci projektu i udrZitelnosti je realizatorem i mistnim partnerem vnimana jako jeden z
nejvétsich problému projektu jako celku.

Respondenti hodnoceni se pti charakterizaci kooperativ shoduji na nékolika problémech, které Ize shrnout do nasledujicich
tfi boda:
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e Kooperativy jsou ze své podstaty nestabilni organizace — s ohledem na spravu a financni stabilitu;

e Kooperativiim chybi kapacity a odborné znalosti;

e Aktivita kooperativ, ktera jde nad ramec jejich zadkladniho ucelu, totiz vykupu mléka, jsou do znacné miry

motivovany donory (donor-driven).

Ve vysledku tak evaluace ukazuje, Ze kooperativy nebyly pfili§ Gspésna pfi zajistovani sluzeb a vysledkd projektu.
Kooperativy neposkytuji sluzby zemédélské extenze (kromé ad hoc konzultaci) a nemaji k tomu kapacitu ani znalosti.
Kromé toho si nepéstuji vlastni krmivo a omezil se také prondjem stroji malym zemédélcim. Péstovani vlastniho krmiva v
kooperativach mélo pomoci farmarim, ktefi nejsou schopni produkovat vlastni krmivo nebo si nemohou dovolit koupit

osivo na trhu.
Zavérem se ukazalo, Ze pro udrzitelnost projektu jsou kli¢ové nasledujici parametry:

e Nedostatec¢na strategie ukonceni

e Spoléhani se na druistva a nedostatecné zapojeni dalSich zucastnénych stran do ukonceni strategie (vladni

struktura pracovnikl pro rozsifeni, dalSich darcl, podnikatelskych subjektd atd.)

* Nedostatek dlouhodobé podpory (souvisejici se slabou strategii ukonceni a Uplnou zavislosti na druzstvech)

e Chybéjici pFistup k vstuplm, nejdllezZitéjsim semenlim;

V neposledni fadé je nejdllezitéjsim faktorem udrZitelnosti pristup k vodé. To je predpoklad udrZeni produkce krmiva i

HLLM v podporovanych lokalitach.

Na zakladé vyse uvedenych zjisténi je udrzitelnost hodnoceného projektu hodnocena jako spisSe nizka.

Na zakladé zjisténi a zavérid byla formulovana nasledujici doporuceni.

Programova a sektorova doporuceni:

Znéni doporuceni Stupen Hlavni adresat
zavaznosti
Posilit dliraz na strat. odchodu, kterd musi byt formulovand od zacatku; zapojit do 1 CRA
strategie relevantni stakeholdery, vcetné jinych donorl a vefejnych struktur (které
mohou byt podfinancované, nicméné jsou stabilni). VyZadovat podrobnou strategii
odchodu ve fazi designu projektu v Zadostech o grant a zvysit dlraz na jeji implementaci,
v¢. odpovidajiciho budovani kapacit, v kritériich realizace.
Zapojit se do koordina¢nich mechanismi / platforem v relevantnich sektorech a zajistit 2 CRA, ZU
stalou reprezentaci ZRS CR v prioritnich sektorech — nespoléhat se na koordinaci pouze na
urovni realizator(.
Ve formulaci programu a projektl vyuzit silnych stranek jinych donor(i a zaméfit se na
pridanou hodnotu ZRS CR v tomto komplexnim prostredi.
Pozadovat, aby vybéru mistniho partnera predchazela podrobnd analyza stakeholder(l a 1 CRA/
analyza rizik. Pokud je to pro aplikovanou proceduru vybéru realizatora relevantni, vyuzit realizator (v
ve fazi identifikace spoluprace s externimi experty tak, aby byly ekonomické, operacni i zavislosti na
lidské kapacity mistnich partnerd podrobné analyzovany. PoZadovat, aby byly ve fazi zpUsobu
formulace projektli zrcadleny vysledky téchto analyz v aktivitdch zamérenych na implemen-
odpovidajici budovani kapacit mistnich partnert tace)
Projektova doporuceni:
Znéni doporuceni Stupen Hlavni adresat
zdvaznosti

Detailné analyzovat pridanou hodnotu ceskych expertli a v misté dostupné kapacity pro 3 realizator
vzdélavani
Pozadovat, aby byla specifikace vybaveni a mechanizace, které ma byt pofizeno, zaloZzena 1 CRA / realiza-
na podrobné analyze potieb cilovych skupin / koneénych pfijemct v mistnim kontextu tor
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Prevadét vlastnictvi pofizeného vybaveni postupné a podminit jej (ovéfenym) vytvorenim 1 CRA / realiza-
dostatecné kapacity a proces( na strané mistniho partnera tor
Zahrnout do projektl aktivity na diseminaci dobré praxe a inovaci v Sirsi komunité (mimo 2 CRA / realiza-
pfimo podpofené farmare), jako jsou napriklad osvétové kampané, polni dny, tor
demonstracni plochy, atd.. Zahrnout do monitorovaciho systému projektu monitoring
urovné replikace v komunité alespon jako pilotni aktivitu (sbér baseline a endline dat ve
vybrané lokalité).
PoZadovat, aby byly v projektovém designu brany v potaz potfeby a omezeni nejchudsich 2 CRA
¢lenl mistnich komunit (cilené aktivity na tuto ¢ast cilové skupiny) scilem zamezit
zvySovani nerovnosti mezi bohatéjsimi a chudymi ¢leny komunit.
Klast dlraz na to, aby byla dostupnost vody zajisténa pred nebo alesporn soucasné s 1 CRA
implementaci dalSich aktivit v sektoru zemédélstvi, které jsou na vodé zavislé
Systémova a procesni doporuceni:
Znéni doporuceni Stupen Hlavni adresat
zdvaznosti

Analyzovat moznosti prodlouzeni ¢asového ramce pro implementaci projektd v sektoru 2 MzV / CRA
zemédélstvi. IdedIné umoznit dodatecné 2 roky pro obdobi pahse-out s aktivitami nizsi
intenzity zamérenymi na obnovu / oZiveni znalosti a koucink podpofenych farmaru.
Analyzovat mozZnosti zvyseni dlrazu na stalou pfitomnost realizatora v cilovém regionu ve 3 CRA
vétsich projektech v tomto sektoru dle moZnosti soucasného legislativniho ramce.
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Annex 2: List of abbreviations

ACHM
CDC
CzDA
CZK
DAC
DFID
EU

EQ
FGD
GART
Glz
HLLM
IDI
IFAD
MCC
MFA
MOoA
MolF
NEPAD
NGO
ODA
OECD-DAC
SDG
SNAP
SNV
UNZA
USAID
usb
UNICEF
WEFP
WFO
MW

African Centre for Holistic Management
Czech Development Cooperation

Czech Development Agency

Czech crown

District Agricultural Coordinator

Department for International Development (United Kingdom)

European Union

Evaluation question

Focus group discussion

Golden Valley Agricultural Research Trust
Gesellschaft fiir Internationale Zusammenarbeit
Holistic Land and Livestock Management
In-depth Interview

International Fund for Agricultural Development
Milk Collection Centre

Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Ministry of Agriculture

Ministry of Livestock and Fisheries

New Partnership for Africa’s Development
Non-governmental Organization

Official Development Assistance

Final Report Evaluation of the CDC project in the sector of Agriculture

and Rural Development in Zambia

Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development's Development Assistance Committee

Sustainable Development Goal
Second National Agricultural Policy
Stichting Nederlandse Vrijwilligers

University of Zambia

United States Agency for International Development

US Dollar

United Nations Children's Fund
World Food Programme
World Farmers’ Organization

Zambian kwacha (local currency)

32



®0ooe

Final Report Evaluation of the CDC project in the sector of Agriculture
eace and Rural Development in Zambia

Annex 3: List of studied documentation and other resources

Primary sources

e  Project documentation

e  Project outputs — materials, reports, etc.
e Terms of Reference of the project

e Web pages of implementer, partners, etc.

Strategies, context information and evaluations

e  Strategy of CDC 2018 — 2030

e Concept of CDC 2010 -2017

e Development Cooperation Programme of the Czech Republic to Zambia 2018 — 2023
e  OECD: Evaluation Systems in Development CoRloperation (peer review), 2016

e  (CzDA Annual reports

e  Evaluation of CDC in agriculture in Ethiopia, 2016

Strategic documents and other documents of Zambia

e National Agricultural Policy 2004-2015

e Second National Agricultural Policy 2016 — 2030

e National Agriculture Investment Plan of Zambia (2014 — 2018)

e  Draft Livestock Development Policy (2012)

e 7™ National Development Plan

e Vision 2030: A prosperous middle-income nation by 2030

e Draft Livestock Development Policy, 2012

e  WFO: Zambia country strategic plan 2019-2024

e  African Union / NEPAD: Zambia Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Program

e UNDP: Zambia - Country Profile of Human Development Indicators,
http://hdr.undp.org/sites/all/themes/hdr _theme/country-notes/ZMB.pdf

Methodological and context sources

e  OECD: Quality Standards for Development Evaluation (2010)

e  UNDP: Handbook on planning, monitoring and evaluation for development results (2009)

e UNDP: Project-level evaluation — Guidance for conducting terminal evaluations of UNDP-supported GEF-financed
projects (2012)

e The World Bank: Handbook on impact evaluation — quantitative methods and practices (2010)

e The World Bank: User-friendly handbook for mixed method evaluations (1997)

e Bamberger, M — Rugh, J. — Mabry, L.: Real World Evaluation (2006)

e INESAN: Methodology for the Evaluation of Cross-Cutting Themes in Development Cooperation (2017)

e Rogers, E.M.: Diffusion of Innovations, 5™ edition (2003)

e  FAO: Participatory Training and Extension in Farmers’ Water Management (2001).

e  FAQ: Smallholder farmer participation in modernization of a food system—The dairy value chain in Zambia (2017)

e |AEA. Improving Artificial Breeding of Cattle in Africa. Guidelines and Recommendations (2005)

e Dutilly, C. at al.: Multi-scale assessment of the livestock sector for policy design in Zambia, Journal of Policy
Modelling, Vol 42, Issue2 (2020)

e World Bank: Zambia: Livestock Development and Animal Health Project,
https://projects.worldbank.org/en/projects-operations/project-detail/P122123?lang=en

e Independence Evaluation Group: ZM:Livestock Develop & Animal Health Project — Implementation Completion
Report Review
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e |FAD: Republic of Zambia - Enhanced Smallholder Livestock Investment Programme, final design report

e Daka, D.: Livestock Sector in Zambia — Opportunities and Limitations

e Diederen, P. et al.: Innovation Adoption in Agriculture: Innovators, Early Adopters and Laggards (2003)

e Burrows, E. - Bell, M. — Rutamu, N.G.: Extension & Advisory Services in Zambia: Understanding Structures,
Services, Roles & Incentives for Reaching Farmer Households as a Basis for Discussing Potential for Scale (2017)

34



XY 2
eace

Final Report Evaluation of the CDC project in the sector of Agriculture
and Rural Development in Zambia

Annex 4: List of interviews and group discussions

Interviews or group discussions were, by the means of remote communication, held with representatives of the following

stakeholders:

e  Ministry of Foreign Affairs

e  Mendel University
e Njovu — 3 separate interviews with management and field officers

e (Czech Development Agency

e  Former desk officer for Zambia at the Czech Development Agency
e Embassy of the Czech Republic to Zambia

e  Ministry of Livestock and Fisheries of Zambia

e Glz

e SNV

e AgriTerra
e ACHM

Field research was realized with the following stakeholders:

DATE District Place INTERVIEWEE
SUNDAY (travel)
26/4/2021
MONDAY Choma Province and Field officer (implementer)
27/4/2021 district
Extension officer from provincial office
TUESDAY Choma Mutandalike FGD Farmers who are cooperative members
28/4/2021 . .
Mutandalike FGD farmers non cooperative members
Mutandalike IDI with cooperative board member/model farmer
Mutandalike In-depth interview with former cooperative board chair
WEDNESDAY Choma Bwacha IDI with Headman
29/4/2021 . .
Bwacha FGD with farmers who are cooperative board members
Bwacha IDI with local cooperative chairperson
Bwacha IDI with a local farmer non cooperative member
Bwacha IDI with a local farmer a cooperative member
Bwacha FGD with farmers non cooperative members
THURSDAY Choma District Choma district dairy cooperative chair (union)
30/4/2021 L e i
Monze District Senior District Livestock officer
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DATE District Place INTERVIEWEE

FRIDAY Monze Nceema Local Veterinary assistant

1/5/2021 . .
Nceema Farmers cooperative and non-cooperative members
Nceema Village Headman
Nceema FGD with Cooperative board members

SATURDAY - - -

2/5/2021

SUNDAY Monze District Monze Dairy Cooperative Chair

3/5/2021

/51 Kayuni FGD Kayuni cooperative board members

Kayuni FGD Farmers cooperative
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Annex 5: Analysis of the results of surveys

SURVEY WITH SUPPORTED FARMERS

The whole group of supported farmers with available contact details (115 farmers) was addressed with this questionnaire,
in accordance with requirements in the Input Report. With regard to limited contact details (besides name and phone
number) and also with regard to the pandemic situation CATI method was chosen as the most appropriate. A web form
was used for recording the responses by trained interviewers.

In total, 40 relevant responses were obtained in the questionnaire. Due to the long period of time since the project ended
a large share of these farmers were not reachable. In almost half of the cases the phone numbers were no longer in use or
not reachable. In a smaller number of cases the phone number was wrong or not picked up. Of the 40 valid responses 6
respondents completed the questionnaire only partially.

Geographical origin of respondents

Regarding the districts where respondents live, the structure of respondents is balanced (Figure 1). The difference in the
representation of districts is only 4 respondents in favour to Monze district. Nevertheless, on the level of villages, the
structure is a bit more polarised. While the Choma district is represented by respondents form different villages, the
Monze district is solely represented by the Manungu village.

Figure 1: Structure of respondents by their geographical origin

District and villages where respondents live
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 39)

Households’ size of respondents

Respondents primarily come from households with numerous family members (Figure 2). The median value amounts to 9
persons in the households, which is also the most common size of a household among respondents.
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Figure 2: Size of respondents‘ households.

How many people live in your household?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 39)

Area of respondents’ farmlands

The size of farmlands where respondents work does not usually exceed 20 ha — exactly 70% of respondents owns such an
area of farmland (Figure 3). The average size of farmland is 58 hectares. Nevertheless, the size is greatly influenced by the
biggest farmland, which has an area of 1 000 ha. The more relevant median value illustrates that the farms rather have
around 14 hectares. A larger share of the area of farms is set aside for arable land. The median value is higher by 1.5 ha.

Figure 3: Size of respondents‘ farmlands (arable land and pastures)

What is the size of your farmland?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 40)

The Figure 4 below illustrates that farmers in Monze district have significantly bigger farms. Nevertheless, the extreme
difference is significantly influenced by the respondent with an extraordinary farmland that amounts to 1 000 ha.
Specifically, the farmer comes from Manungu village.
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Figure 4: Average size of farmlands according to target districts
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 40)

Finally, all respondents, who answered, which is 37, are members of cooperatives in the districts.

Own production of fodder

Change in livestock

According to the information from respondents, it is difficult to determine whether the implementation of project led to
the increase of pieces of dairy cattle. In general, the average number of cattle has increased: from 6.3 to 7.3 (including
respondents with no cattle; Figure 5). Nevertheless, only 21 (53%) farmers increased their numbers and one more
respondent do not have any dairy cattle in 2021. The decrease primarily has occurred among farmers who had a higher
number of pieces of dairy cattle: the average number of pieces of cattle is 9.5 while farmers whose number have
increased had, on average, 3.4 pieces of dairy cattle in 2018. In absolute numbers, the pieces of cattle increased from 252
to 292 (16% increase).

Regarding the origin of respondents, the average increase of pieces of dairy cattle have occurred in both districts. The
more significant increase can be observed in the case of Choma where the pieces increased by 1.4 times instead of 1.1
times in the case of Monze. On the lower level of villages, the decrease has only occurred in the case of Matandike and
Mutandike — only two respondents, however, come from this villages.

Figure 5: Change in pieces of dairy cattle between 2018 and 2021
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 40)

The decrease and increase are relatively balanced (Figure 6). Among farmers who experienced decrease and at the same
time bred dairy cattle in 2018 and 2021, the average percentual decrease is by 36%. On contrary, the increase is exactly
170%.

Figure 6: Increase or decrease in pieces of dairy cattle

How many pieces of dairy cattle (cows) do you have on your farm today a how many
did you have three years ago?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 40)

The most common cause of the increase is the reproduction of cattle (Figure 7). Two, out of six respondents who
purchased new pieces, stated that they could buy because of personal saving from selling milk. On contrary, even though
one of the main aims of the project is to limit deaths of cattle, 11 respondents stated that some of their cattle died
during since 2018. Some of respondents said that they sold a specific amount of their cattle, but they do not specify why
they did so. According to one of respondents, the breeding of dairy cows was too expensive compared to keeping local
cattle. Therefore, they could sell the cattle because it is too expensive for them.

Figure 7: Causes of increase or decrease in pieces of dairy cattle
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 39)
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Production of own fodder

Almost all respondents (95%) produce their own fodder (Figure 8) — out of two respondents who do not, the first never
produced fodder in the last 5 years (due to lack of time) but the second stopped his/her production because of lack of
rains. The ways these two respondents feed their cattle during dry seasons are: purchase of fodder on the market and
grazing cattle on seasonal pastures during dry season.

Figure 8: Production of own cattle among respondents

Do you currently produce your own fodder for your cattle?

HYes ®mNo

Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 40)

None of respondents stated that the fodder he/she produce is Moringa. Rhode Grass which is significantly more popular
since it is produced by 83% of respondents. Respondents further had an opportunity to identify other fodder they
produce. It turned out that farmers produce various types of fodder. However, Rhodes grass is still by far the most popular
(Figure 9).

Figure 9: Type of fodder farmers produce

What type of fodder plants do you grow?
35

30
25
20
15

10

5
0 B B = _ _

Rhodes grass Velvet beans Maize Grass Cowpeas Groundnuts
leaves

Number of respondents

Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 38)

The fodder is mostly processed or stored as a hay — in total, by 60% of respondents (Figure 10). The hay is primarily used
in the context of Rhode grass. Except for silage, other processes are represented by marginal share of respondents. On of
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respondents stated that the fodder is processed and stored in bundles, after grinding it. Other two respondents, who grow
maize, stated that they use maize stocks and maize stoover.

Figure 10: Processing of fodder

How do you process/store fodder that you grow
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 38)

Plot size of respondents

On average, the plot size for the fodder production has increased by 0.3 ha (Figure 11) from 1.5 in 2018 to 1.8 in 2021.
On the contrary to the development of pieces of cattle, the plot size has increased or remained the same in almost all
respondents. Only five respondents (13%) stated that their plot size decreased: in three cases from 2 ha to 1 ha and in two
cases from 1 ha to 0 ha. The decrease of fodder production does not correlate with the decrease of pieces of cattle.

Figure 11: Change in average plot size

What is the size of plot on which you grow fodder for your cattle?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 38)

As the Figure 12 shows, in majority, the plot size of respondents increased. Nevertheless, only three more respondents
experienced the increase in plot size compared to those who experienced decrease.
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Figure 12: Decrease or increase in plot size
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 37)

The causes of change in the plot size are relatively repeated whether the plot size decreased, increased, or remained the
same (Figure 13). For instance, the change in the number of seeds conditioned the change in the plot size. The same effect
can be observed in the case of rains — if there were not enough rains, the plot remained the same of decreased. Among
respondents whose plot size increased, the main cause is that they just started to produce their own fodder. Also,
increase of animals, destroyed fodder by animals, importance of fodder and higher number of seeds were catalysts for the
plot size increase.

Figure 13: Causes of change in the plot size

Why did the plot size increase or decrease compared to 2018?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 36)

Source of seeds for growing own fodder

The source of seeds for growing fodder is various across respondents (Figure 14). However, ten out of 38 respondents,
who answered this question, stated that they get the fodder from project activities — this source contains answers such
as Czech Republic or Czech NGO. Among Others are included following answers (all of these were mentioned just once):
FNV, Government, Choma Dairy, Vet. Unfortunately, the Town category was not further specified. The MCC is a source of
seeds solely for respondents from Monze district.
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Figure 14: Source of seeds for growing fodder
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Sufficiency of own fodder production

According to the respondents, the fodder production seems to be sufficient to adequately feed their cattle during the
dry seasons for the majority of farmers (Figure 15). Nevertheless, the results significantly differ in the geographical
context.

Figure 15: Sufficiency of fodder production
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 32)

The specific origin of respondents from Choma district illustrates that the insufficient amount of fodder production is
primarily among the farmers from the villages Choma dam, Matandike and Mutandike (Figure 16). However, the relevance
of this output is significantly reduced by the low number of respondents.
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Figure 16: Sufficiency of fodder production in the Choma district
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 17)

Respondents, who do not produce sufficient amount of fodder, had an opportunity to further specify the share of their
consumption covered by their own fodder production. Only ten answers were obtained, of which two respondents
probably did not understand the question since they stated they produce 100% of fodder required to cover their
consumption. In general, the median coverage of fodder consumption by own fodder productions amount to 65%
(Figure 17). The lowest listed value is 7%.

The most common practice how to obtain remaining fodder is to purchase it from local farmers — six out of eleven
respondents use this source. Two of respondents receive the fodder from cooperative and one buys it from Zambeef
company. Of the remaining two, one did not specify where the fodder is bought, nevertheless both of them take the
animals for free range grazing. One respondent did not specify his previous answer.

Figure 17: The estimation of fodder consumption covered by own production

Please estimate the share of your yearly fodder consumption which you are producing yourself.
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 10)

The same number of respondents (12) further specified the causes of insufficient fodder production. It was revealed that
the main reason is the Insufficient capacity/resources to grow more (Figure 18). Remaining answers only have a marginal
share. Category Other contains following answers:

e Lack of machinery;
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e Lack of water;

e Sometimes not having enough money to buy seed;
e Not having enough seeds;

e  Rains are not enough.

Figure 18: The causes of insufficient quantity of fodder production

Please explain why you are not able to produce the full quantity of fodder that your
cattle require.
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 12)

Fodder production knowledge

The perception of own knowledge of fodder production significantly differs in the districts (Figure 19). While the
respondents from Choma district fell that their knowledge is completely sufficient, the Monze respondents rather feels
that their knowledge is mostly sufficient. Even though 17 respondents stated that they have a completely sufficient
knowledge how to produce and store fodder production, only 10 of them stated that they do not produce a sufficient
amount of fodder during dry season.

Respondents had an opportunity to further specify what skills do they lack. In total, 17 respondents specified their
problem. Respondents usually do not have the knowledge in the field of growing and storage of fodder. This was
mentioned in 10 cases. Other answers are mostly associated with the storage — farmers do not know how to make hay
or silage. Out of the remaining two, the first stated that he/she does not know how to keep it safe from animals and the
second stated that he/she would appreciates continuous general reminders or training on fodder production.
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Figure 19: Sufficiency of knowledge of production and storage of own fodder

Do you have sufficient knowledge how to produce and store fodder for dry season?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 36)

Respondents are usually not able to get information they are missing (Figure 20). But when they do, the mostly rely on
cooperative officials. Only one respondent stated that he/she rely on neighbours and another one on internet.

Figure 20: Ability of respondents to obtain missing information

Are you usually able to get information that you are missing?

Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 14)

Satisfaction of own fodder production

A relatively high level of satisfaction with the own fodder production is observed among respondents (Figure 21). Only
8% of respondents stated that they are rather dissatisfied or not satisfied neither dissatisfied.

The less satisfied respondents added an additional comment to this question. The lesser level of satisfaction is primarily
conditioned by the lack of knowledge — the respondents urge to organize trainings which would increase their skills
(how to grow and manage fodder). It would be beneficial, if the trainings were continuous — some knowledge may be lost
in time. Also, two respondents stated that acquiring molasses is challenge.
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Figure 21: Satisfaction of own fodder production

How are you, in overall, satisfied with your fodder production?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 38)

Production of other farmers in community

It seems that the implemented project had an extensive impact on the farming in both district since the majority of
respondents observes that the number of farmers in the community increased in the last 3-4 years (Figure 22). On
average, the number of farmers increased by 16 (according to 12 respondents). The highest estimate amount to 90 —
respondents come from Masopo village in Choma — other respondents from Masopo however estimated the increase only
from 10 to 20.

The main cause for the increase of farmers in the community is that they observed that farmers who participated in the
project can produce cheaper fodder and that they have a sufficient amount of fodder for the dry season. Furthermore, it
is observed that there, in both districts, is a lack of grazing area due to higher number of animals — farmers thus need to
secure the fodder by their own production.

Figure 22: Change in the number of farmers in community

Do you observe that other farmers in your community/village, who were not
involved in the project also started to produce their own fodder in the last 3-4 years?

35
2
c 30
S
c 25
o
g 20
‘5 15
210
S
= - =
=

0 I

Choma Monze In total
HYes HNo

Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 34)

Mortality of livestock

On average, one cattle/cow died in the 2020 dry season (Figure 23). However, for some farmers, the loss is higher than
three pieces of cattle. In total, 23 respondents (59%) stated that they none of their cattle died in the mentioned season.
The main reason is disease(s) — 9 out of 16 farmers who lost at least of piece of their cattle stated this type of death.
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Other, not so significant causes are malnutrition (3 respondents), dehydration (3), climate change, giving birth and broken
leg (1).

Figure 23: Number of died cattle in dry season 2020

How many pieces of your dairy cattle (cows) have (unnaturally) died in 2020
during dry season?

25
20
15

10

Number of respondents

None 1-5 6 and more

Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 39)

Milk production
According to results, the number of farmers who produce their own milk slightly increased by one respondent. In 2020,
35 respondents produced their own milk (Figure 24).

Figure 24: Number of respondents who produce their own milk
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 37)

The questionnaire revealed that neither the annual nor seasonal milk production increased, which is in contradiction with
the project aims. Among respondents who produced milk at least either in 2018 or 2020, the annual production
decreased by 360 litres and the seasonal production decreased by 240 litres (median values). In total, 20 farmers (59%)
experienced increased annual milk production while 17 farmers experienced decreased annual milk production. To be
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noted, the amount of milk of two farmers were corrected since they stated that their milk production increased, but their
comment indicates that their milk production decreased —the mentioned amount thus was probably reversed.

The median values of milk productions in given periods significantly differs regarding the district from which
respondents come from (Figure 25). The difference is decreased in the long term.

Figure 25: Median value of milk production in given period in districts
What was your total yearly milk production in...?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 37)

As Figure 26 illustrates, in most cases, respondents rather experienced an increase in milk production from 2018 to 2020.
In the case of respondents who produce milk both in 2018 and 2020 and at the same time experienced decrease of milk
production, the amount of milk decreased on average by 40% while the respondents with increased production
experienced more significant increase, which is 94%.

Figure 26: Change in milk production
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The Figure 27 below illustrates the main causes of change in milk production. It has to be noted that these findings
represent the decrease either in annual or seasonal period. Thus, the total amount of answers, which indicates the
decrease, is higher compared to that 17 mentioned above.
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The main cause of decrease of milk production is the lack of food or water — this aspect was mentioned by 19

respondents. Other aspects have a marginal share. The number of respondents who stated that their milk production
increased due to a sufficient number of feeds is three times lower.

Figure 27: Causes of increase or decrease in milk production

Please give us explanation for the trend in total yearly milk production as well as in
milk production in DRY SEASON (Q9 AND q10 above).
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Income from milk production

The income data shows disappointing findings — among respondents who report milk income at least either in 2018 or
2020, it was revealed that the median income decreased by 535 USD, specifically from 1 285 in 2018 to 750 USD in 2020
(Figure 28. The decrease is comparable in both districts.

Figure 28: Estimated income from selling milk
Please estimate your yearly income from selling milk in 2020 and in 2018 (in USD).
1400
1200
1000

800

usb

600
400

200

Median income 2018 Median income 2020

The causes of increase or decrease were not well explained by the respondents. However, some important findings are
acquired by the questionnaire. It seems that the higher prices (value of money, prices set by MCC) have different effects
(Figure 29). Other causes are rather instinctive — the cattle produced more/less milk in the period, which is related to
number of animals (calves), since the milk production is conditioned by pregnancy of cattle.
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Figure 29: Causes of increased/decreased income from milk

Please give us explanation for the trend in total yearly income from milk production
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 35)

In total, the income increased among 19 farmers (53%) which is comparable with farmers whose income decreased
(Figure 30). Respondents who reported an income both in 2018 and 2020 on average increased their income by 101% and,
on the contrary, decreased their income by 36%. The increase in income is thus more significant.

Figure 30: Change in income from milk production
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Buyers of respondents’ milk production

Respondents’ client is primarily Milk Collection Centre (MCC). Only 11 out of 26 respondents, do not sell all the milk to
MCC. Therefore, the median value for the estimation of share of milk sold to MCC is 100% (Figure 31). Moreover, only
three respondents tried to find other buyers for their milk. According to two respondents, the MCC offer good conditions.
So, they do not have a reason to find other buyers. The lower level is however observed in the case of Monze district — 8
out of 11 respondents is come from this district. Except MCC, the most common clients are local farmers and villagers.
Only one of the respondents specified why he/she sell milk to other clients — because of better prices.

52



o000

Final Report Evaluation of the CDC project in the sector of Agriculture
eace and Rural Development in Zambia

Figure 31: The estimation of milk sold to MCC

Please estimate the share of the milk that you have sold to the Milk Collection Centre
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 37)

Renting of Machinery

Only a marginal share of respondents regularly rents machinery (Figure 32). In total, 68% of respondents stated that they
have never rented a machinery.

Figure 32: Renting of machinery

Have you since 2018 ever rented machinery from your the cooperative?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 37)

Respondents who never rented machinery had an opportunity to specify the reasons behind it (Figure 33). The most
important reason is that respondents do not have such knowledge. Other reasons are represented by marginal share of
respondents.
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Figure 33: Reasons behind respondents never rented machinery

Please give us reasons why you never rented machinery from your cooperative
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Respondents who rented machinery once stated that their experience was good — the machinery was very helpful for
the fodder production. Also, it was noted in one case that machinery is not rented but rather borrowed since there are no
payments. Two respondents stated that they used machinery just once because it is not available when they would
need it. One of these respondents stated that he/she bought own machinery. last respondent expressed that he did have
enough food for animals.

Respondents who rent machinery regularly or occasionally also assess the experience as good and helpful — two of the
respondents however criticizes that sometimes the queue is too long to wait for his/her turn. They usually rent tractor,
chaffcutter, beller and mower (stated by two respondents). The frequency of renting is various:

e Once every harvesting season;
e  Once when he wants to make silage;
e Several times per year.

Quality of life

Since 2018, the subjective quality of life of residents increased (Figure 34). Only three respondents believe the life quality
did not significantly increased. The lower improvement is not related to the milk or income increase. Respondents from
Monze district assess their life quality slightly worse.

Figure 34: Change in life quality

How did the overall quality of your life / life of your family change since 2018?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 35)

The causes of life quality increase are primarily associated with project — it can be stated that all the 31 open responses
are related to the project. Respondents praise the increased milk production and that they can sell the milk throughout
the year (even in the dry seasons). Also, the milk production conditioned the higher amount of money respondents have.
Another important aspect of higher income is the production of own fodder.

Nevertheless, according to the respondents’ estimates of milk production in 2018 and 2019, the milk production
decreased. Also, the median income decreased. This shows some inconsistency in respondents’ responses.

As the main impacts of better life quality are perceived better nutrition — respondents’ food is more diverse, is of better
quality and higher nutritional value (contains more milk; Figure 35). AlImost the same number of respondents said that
children are attending schools now (at least more regularly). One of the respondents also added that he/she has enough
money to buy other things for his/her household.

Figure 35: Impacts of the increased quality of life

What are the impacts of the increased quality of your life?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 32)
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SURVEY WITH NON-SUPPORTED FARMERS

Identification questions

In total, 114 relevant responses were obtained in the questionnaire. Further 18 responses were deleted due to lack of
contained information.

Geographical origin and intensity of support

Regarding the districts where respondents live, the questionnaire is more represented by respondents from Choma
district (Figure 36). The difference amounts to 21 respondents. However, the number of respondents who were supported
with low intensity is almost the same in both districts. In Choma district, there is a significantly higher share of
respondents who were supported with high intensity. In total, number of respondents with high support is higher by 23.

Figure 36: Districts where the respondents come from and intensity of support

Districts and project intensity
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 114)
Figure 37 below shows specific areas where respondents come from.

Figure 37: Villages and settlements where respondents come from
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 114)
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Support from the project supported by Czech Republic

None of respondents or member of his/her household received any support from the project supported by Czech
Republic in growing fodder between 2015 and 2018.

Household size of respondents

According to respondents’ answers, the average size of households among respondents is 7.0, which is identical to
median value. Maximum value amount to 22 and, on the contrary, the lowest value accounts to just 3 members. The
highest share of respondents come from households where 6 to 10 people live (Figure 38).

Figure 38: Size of respondents’ households

How many people live in your household?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 114)

Area of respondents’ farmlands

Usually, the size of farmland is not higher than 10 hectares. In total, 105 (92%) respondents have farmland in an area of
up to 10 hectares (Figure 39). Only 16 respondents stated that they have pastures on their farmland — the median area
of pastures amounts to 3 hectares.
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Figure 39: Size of respondents‘ farmlands (arable land and pastures)
What is the size of your farmland?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 114)

There is a significant difference between the size of farmland in Choma and Monze district. On average, respondents from
Choma district have a farmland 2.7 hectares larger (Figure 40). Regarding the intensity of support, the difference is
smaller — the project supported localities where the size of farmland is rather smaller by 1.1 hectares.

Figure 40: Average size of farmlands according to districts and intensity of support
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 114)

Own production of fodder
Change in livestock

The questionnaire data revealed rather consistency in pieces of dairy cattle (Figure 41 and Figure 42). The average
number increased (by 0,8 pieces), nevertheless the increase is caused primarily by extreme value of 110 pieces. Median
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value, which is more relevant indicator, decreased by 1 from 3 in 2018 to 2 in 2021 (including respondents with no dairy
cattle).

Figure 41: Change in pieces of dairy cattle in 2018 and 2021

How many pieces of dairy cattle (cows) do you have on your farm today a how many did you have three
years ago?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 114)

The structure of respondents in regard to decrease and increase in number of dairy cattle is almost consistent — the
decreasing trend occurred in 36 respondents compared to 35 who experienced increase in pieces of dairy cattle.
Compared to supported farmers, the average percentual decrease is almost the same (42%) while the increase is
significantly lower, almost twice (97%).

Figure 42: Increase or decrease in pieces of dairy cattle

How many pieces of dairy cattle (cows) do you have on your farm today a how many
did you have three years ago?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 114)

Regarding the intensity of support, the number of dairy cattle increased rather in the case of localities with high
intensity support (Figure 43). On the contrary, the localities with support of low intensity rather show decreasing trend.
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Figure 43: Pieces of dairy cattle with regard to intensity of support

How many pieces of dairy cattle (cows) do you have on your farm today a how many
did you have three years ago?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 114)

Regarding both districts, the structure of answers is almost even (Figure 44).

Figure 44: Pieces of dairy cattle with regard to districts

How many pieces of dairy cattle (cows) do you have on your farm today a how many
did you have three years ago?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 114)

Respondents further have an opportunity to specify the trend they stated. According to their answers, the most common
reason behind the increase is natural reproduction and purchase of new ones (Figure 45). Reproduction is probably
included also in the category of protection. One farmer stated that the number of cattle increased due to vaccination and
the other respondent stated that none died. On the contrary, the primary cause of decrease in dairy cattle is death
caused by diseases. Among others are e.g., not specified answers or deaths caused by car crash. The sale of cattle was
primarily catalysed by occurred financial challenges (school fees).
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Figure 45: Causes of increase or decrease in pieces of dairy cattle

Why did the number of your cattle increase or decrease?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 71)

Production of own fodder

Almost three quarters of respondents stated that they do not produce their own fodder (Figure 46). Following findings

and figures in this chapter are based on answers of respondents who produce own fodder.

Figure 46: Production of own cattle among respondents

Do you currently produce your own fodder for your cattle?

ENo mYes

Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 114)

Those respondents who produce their own fodder are primarily from Choma district and from localities with high

intensity of support (Figure 47).
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Figure 47: Production of own fodder according to district and intensity of support

Do you currently produce your own fodder for your cattle?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 114)

The fodder is primarily processed in the form of Hay — in total, 27 out of 33 respondents stated that they use this
process. Silage was mentioned just once (Figure 48). Other ways are: storing underground, in shelter and one of
respondents stated the following: dry maize mixed with morasses and urea.

Respondents produce various types of fodder. Almost half respondents, who produce own fodder, grow (Velvet) bean
leaves (Figure 49). Further, around one third of respondents grow (Ground) nut leaves, potato leaves and maize.

Figure 48: Processing of fodder

How do you process/store fodder that you grow
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 31)

62



o000

Final Report Evaluation of the CDC project in the sector of Agriculture
eace and Rural Development in Zambia
Figure 49: Type of fodder

What type of fodder plants do you grow?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 30)

Start or stop of own production

In three years, there is almost no change in production of own fodder among respondents. The number of respondents
who stopped to produce is almost the same with those who started to produce (Figure 50). In total, 94 respondents still
produce or still do not produce.

Figure 50: Production of own fodder in 2018 and 2021

Were you producing your own fodder three years ago (in 2018)?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 114)

Regarding the district where respondents live and intensity of support, the production stopped (rather slightly) among
respondents from Choma district and from areas with low intensity of support. The start of production is not influenced
neither by district, nor intensity of support. Following chapters refers to this groups of respondents (Figure 51).
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Figure 51: Change in status of own fodder production

Were you producing your own fodder three years ago (in 2018)?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 114)

Those respondents who started to produce own fodder (9 respondents) were asked to further deliver some additional
information. In 2018, when they did not produce own fodder, they primarily fed their cattle by free grazing (Figure 52).
One respondent stated that he/she did not have any cattle to feed.

The only reasons why they started to produce own fodder is that they attended training and observed that other
members of our community (neighbours) profited from own growing.

Figure 52: Feeding own cattle before starting own production

How did you feed your cattle during dry season before you started growing your own
fodder?

Number of respondents
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 10)

Question on the probability of future production is positive — it indicates that all respondents who started their
production between 2018 and 2021 will likely continue their production (Figure 53). In additional comment, two
respondents stated that the production is very helpful in terms of feeding their animals.
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Figure 53: Production of own fodder in the future

Are you likely to continue your fodder production in the future?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 9)

Plot size of respondents

Respondents had an opportunity to specify the plot size on which they grow fodder for their cattle. However, only six
respondents took this opportunity and specified the plot size reserved for fodder. The average plot size for growing
fodder amounts to 1,3 hectares.

The same respondents further specified the plot size for growing own fodder in 2021 — the size remained the same.
Moreover, another 4 respondents stated that their plot size remained the same.

Source of seeds for growing own fodder
The source where respondents get seeds from varies and the number of answers is just eight. Therefore, all the answers
are copied below:

e Am aseed grower

e Bought from agro dealers in choma

e  From choma cooperative Union

e Choma town (stated by two respondents)

e |don't buy

e Locally in choma shops e.g. cow pees

e Received the seed from ceec

Sufficiency of own fodder production

Answers, which refer to sufficiency of fodder production, bring some interesting findings. Farmers whose locality was
supported by low intensity argue that their fodder production is rather sufficient to feed their cattle during dry season
(Figure 54). On the contrary, farmers from areas supported by high intensity are, in majority, not able to sufficiently feed
their cattle. The difference is also determined by geography — farmers from Choma district are significantly more able to
feed their cattle.
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Figure 54: Sufficiency of fodder production to feed own cattle during dry season

Is your fodder production sufficient to adequately feed your cattle during the dry
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 33)

Respondents who do not produce a sufficient amount of feed (14 respondents) were asked whether they can estimate the
share of their yearly fodder consumption which they are producing themselves. According to their answers, respondents
produce between 40 to 70% of their yearly fodder consumption. Median value amount to 50% - in total, 9 respondents
estimated this share (Figure 55). Ten of out eleven respondents who presented where they had acquired remaining
fodder stated that they let their cattle to feed on available pastures. One respondent purchases the fodder.

Figure 55: The estimation of fodder consumption covered by own production

Please estimate the share of your yearly fodder consumption which you are producing yourself {in
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 14)

The main cause why respondents are not able to produce the full quantity of fodder is that they have insufficient
capacity or resources to grow more (Figure 56). The other causes are rather of secondary importance.
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Figure 56: The causes of insufficient quantity of fodder production

Please explain why you are not able to produce the full quantity of fodder that your
cattle require.
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Fodder production knowledge
Respondents who produce own feed (33 respondents) ask if they can evaluate their knowledge of fodder production.

Even though there is a lower number of respondents from areas with low intensity support, they rather feel that they
have completely sufficient knowledge. Higher share of respondents with negative answers is present in Monze district.
However, in majority, they also feel that they have at least mostly sufficient knowledge (Figure 57).

Figure 57: Sufficiency of knowledge of production and storage of own fodder

Do you have sufficient knowledge how to produce and store fodder for dry season?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 33)

Sixteen respondents who do not have completely sufficient knowledge were asked to specify which information they lack.
Respondents primarily lack knowledge of how to produce better quality feed (so it will be more nutritious) and general
information. They would also welcome some information about how to store fodder, how to mix ingredients, how to plant
Rhode grass and where to purchase seeds.
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Unfortunately, in a slight majority, these respondents are not able to get information they are missing (Figure 58).
Respondents mostly rely on advice from neighbours — five out of seven respondents stated this. Both, cooperative
officials and local extension officer were mentioned just once.

Figure 58: Ability of respondents to get missing information

Are you usually able to get information that you are missing?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 15)

Satisfaction of own fodder production

Assessment of satisfaction of own fodder production revealed that the least satisfied respondents come from Monze
district. However, none of respondents from Monze stated that they are very dissatisfied. When the intensity of support is
considered, very satisfied are primarily respondents from areas with support of low intensity (Figure 59).

Figure 59: Satisfaction of own fodder production

How are you, in overall, satisfied with your fodder production?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 33)

Only five respondents further commented their answer. All comments are copied below:

e Am okay with the way my fodder
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e | am only use whatever is available

e | don't have enough water and land to plant Rhodes grass
e | need more information

e Just need arecap

Production of other farmers in community

According to respondents who produced own fodder in 2018 and still produce it in 2021, the number of farmers who
produce their own fodder perceptibly increased — such development was observed by 19 respondents (Figure 60).
Respondents who do not observe an increase of farmers who produce own fodder are from Choma district and from areas
of support of high intensity. On the contrary, the proliferation of farmers in community primarily occurs primarily in
Choma and in areas of support of high intensity. On average, 3.5 farmers have started to grow their own fodder in the
last 3 years. Highest number of farmers (10) occurred in Choma district, Bwacha village, which is an area of support of low
intensity. The production of farmers in the community is an outcome of that they realized that they can feed their
animals when there is no pasture. The improved production of milk also determined the start of new production of
fodder in the community.

Figure 60: Production of own fodder among farmers in the community

Do you observe that other farmers in your community/village also started to produce
their own fodder in the last 3-4 years?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 21)

Stopped production of own fodder

In this chapter, findings reflect those respondents who had produced own fodder in 2018 but stopped in following 3 years
(11 respondents complete this part of the questionnaire).

The causes of stopped production varies. Nevertheless, the most common cause of stopped production is death and
reduction of cattle. Among other causes are: lack of manpower, time, family problems, lack of water, lack of money to buy
seeds, inability to meet expenses of coming up with good fodder. The production of own fodder during dry season was
primarily substituted by grazing cattle on seasonal pastures (Figure 61). Buying fodder on the market is more beneficial
for farmers due to lack of time. One respondent stated that buying fodder on the market is beneficial due to lack of water.
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Figure 61: Ways of feeding own cattle during dry season (stopped production)

How do you feed your cattle during dry season now?

= | only graze my cattle on seasonal pastures during dry season = | buy fodder on the market

Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 11)

No long-term production of own fodder

A couple of following questions were addressed to those respondents who still do not produce their own fodder in 2021.
As it was observed among farmers who stopped their production, the most common way to feed own cattle during dry
seasons is to graze cattle on seasonal pastures (Figure 62). As he/she stated in the voluntary comment window, one of
respondents makes fodder for himself/herself in this way:

e | cutgrass and the remaining maize stem after harvest then deep them in salty water to feed cattle.

Figure 62: Ways of feeding own cattle during dry season (no long-term production)

How do you feed your cattle during dry season?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 70)

Respondents primarily argue that they do not have a time capacity to take care of fodder and that they do not have a
sufficient knowledge (Figure 63). One of respondents will start his/her own production this year. Two respondents
demand some activities to learn how to produce own fodder and another two do not have cattle to feed. The lack of
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capacity could also be caused by that the farmers do not have enough manpower — however, only one respondent stated
this in an additional comment.

Figure 63: Reasons behind not growing own fodder

What is the reason for not growing your own fodder?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 70)

Respondents were further asked whether they plan to produce their own fodder in the next 2-3 years. Mostly,
respondents have no opinion whether they will grow own fodder (Figure 64). The intensity of support and district seems
to have partially significance since the difference in number of respondents between those who plan to start to grow
own fodder and those who do not is higher in the case of Choma district and the areas of high intensity support.

Figure 64: Plans to grow own fodder in the next 2-3 years

Do you plan to start growing your own fodder in the next 2-3 years?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 70)

In the case of respondents who plan to start own production of fodder, they primarily rely on information provided
from community such as friends, neighbours, family, and other farmers (Figure 65). Second, Cooperative (CEEC) is also
relevant source of information for respondents. Two respondents rely on non-specified help.
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Figure 65: Source of information in order to start own production of fodder

Where will you get information/knowledge on how to proceed?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 24)
The respondents are mostly worried because of financial problems associated with growing own fodder — 17 out of 21

respondents stated such worry. Among the remaining respondents, lack of manpower was mentioned twice and lack of
knowledge and lack of land was mentioned just once.

Mortality of livestock

Only 16 out of 114 respondents experienced that some of their cattle unnaturally died during dry season in 2020 (Figure
66). Out of these 16 respondents, the average of died cattle amounts to 4.6 pieces, nevertheless, the value is influenced
by the maximum value which is 19 pieces of cattle that died. The more relevant median value amounts to just 2 pieces of
cattle.

Figure 66: Number of died cattle in dry season 2020

How many pieces of your dairy cattle (cows) have (unnaturally) died in 2020
during dry season?

120
100
80
60
40

20

Number of respondents

None 1-5 6 and more

Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 114)

The most common cause of death of respondents’ cattle is disease(s) — this cause of death mentioned all the
respondents whose pieces of cattle died during dry season 2020. Two respondents specificized their responses, stated that
the cattle died because of heart water diseases.
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Figure 67: Causes of death of cattle during dry season 2020

How many pieces of your dairy cattle (cows) have (unnaturally) died in 2020
during dry season?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 16)

Production of own milk

Membership in cooperative in Choma or Monze

In total, 60 respondents are members of cooperatives in Choma or Monze. It was revealed that respondents are
members rather in the areas of low intensity support. In the case of district, the difference is not significant (Figure 68).

Figure 68: Membership in cooperative in Choma or Monze

Are you member of the cooperative in Choma or Monze?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 114)

Milk production

The number of farmers who produce their own milk slightly increased between 2018 and 2020 (Figure 69).
Nevertheless, the average milk production remained the same when median value is considered (excluding respondents
with no production in both years). Milk production decreased in the case of 15 respondents, increased in the case of 19
respondents and for the others remains the same.
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Figure 69: Number of respondents who produce their own milk
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 113)

Due to occurrence of extreme values, the milk production is only compared in regard to median value. Findings revealed
that decrease of milk production occurred in areas of high intensity support (Figure 70).

Figure 70: Median value of milk production in 2018 and 2020

What was your total yearly milk production (in liters) in 2020 and in 2018?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 113)

Out of respondents who produce milk at least either in 2018 or 2018, the milk production rather increased in majority
of cases (Figure 71). Among respondents who produced milk both in 2018 and 2018, the average increase amounts to
127% and the average decrease amounts to 39%.
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Figure 71: Change in milk production
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 43)

Further, the findings of milk production were compared between those respondents who produce their own fodder since
2018 and those who not and at the same time produced milk both in 2018 and 2020. It was revealed that the production
of own fodder has rather negative impact since the production of milk decreased more abruptly in the case of
respondents who grow their own fodder since 2018 (Figure 72).

Figure 72: Median value of milk production regarding growing of own fodder

What was your total yearly milk production (in liters) in 2020 and in 2018?

Production of milk in 2020 _

produce fodder

Production of milk in 2018 _

production of mikin 2020

fodder

production of mitk n 2012 |

Since 2018 produce  Since 2018 do not

0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000 3500 4000 4500 5000
Milk production (litres)

Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 11)

The same development of milk production can be observed in the case of dry seasons (Figure 73). Even though there are
more farmers who produce milk, the median milk production decreased by 190 litres — from 2 440 to 2 250 litres. The
decrease occurred in the case of areas of high intensity support.
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Figure 73: Median value of milk production in dry season 2018 and 2020

What was your total milk production (in liters) during DRY SEASON in 2020 and in
2018?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 113)

The specification of causes of increase or decrease is contained in Figure 74 below. The main cause of increase of milk
production is increased number of cattle and the main cause of decrease is death of some pieces of cattle.

Figure 74: Causes of increase or decrease of milk production

Please give us explanation for the trend in total yearly milk production as well as in
milk production in DRY SEASON.

16
(%]
€ 14
S 12
S 10
&
0 8
S 6
S5 4
E?’ L]
g 0 - || || || |
=

Death Drough ~ Not enough Increased Late Feeding with Using other Did not have
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 33)

Income from milk production

Contrary to volume of milk production, the median income from selling milk increased between 2018 and 2020 (Figure
75). The decreased income occurred only in Choma district (Figure 76).
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Figure 75: Estimated income from selling milk

Please estimate your yearly income from selling milk in 2020 and in 2018 (in USD).
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 38)

Figure 76: Estimated income from selling milk in regard to district and intensity of support

Please estimate your yearly income from selling milk in 2020 and in 2018 (in USD).
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 38)

Naturally, out of respondents who produce milk at least either in 2018 or 2018, the milk income increased in majority of
cases (Figure 77). The average increase is more significant compared to average decrease - specifically, the average
increase amount to 103% while the average decrease amount to 35% in the case of respondents with income both in 2018
and 2020.
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Figure 77: Change in income from milk production
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According to respondents’ statements, the price of milk increased which stimulated the higher income from selling milk.
Also, the increased or decreased number of cattle seems as a relevant aspect (Figure 78).

Figure 78: Causes of increase or decreases in income from selling milk

Please give us explanation for the trend in total yearly income from milk production.
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 36)

Buyers of respondents’ milk production

Respondents’ client is primarily Milk Collection Centre (MCC). Only 12 out of 39 respondents, do not sell all the milk to
MCC (Figure 79). Only 6 respondents stated that they do not sold to MMC any of their milk. Except MCC, respondents sold
their milk to general public (community). One of respondents stated that they use the milk in their family. Further, almost
all respondents, 21 out of 28, who sold all the milk to MCC come from areas targeted by low intensity.

Respondents who sold their milk to other buyers did not specificized why do they sold the milk to other buyers except
MCC. Only one respondent stated that other buyers offered more favourable conditions and further argue that union did
not pay farmers on time.

Those respondents who sold all the milk to MCC were further asked whether they have tried to find other buyers. Out of
28 respondents, only one stated that he/she tried to find other buyers — because of low price the MCC offered.
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Figure 79: The estimation of milk sold to MCC

Please estimate the share of the milk that you have sold to the Milk Collection Centre
in Choma or Monze in 2020 as % of the total volume of milk that you have sold in

2020.
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 39)

Renting machinery

Respondents have rented machinery just sporadically (Figure 80).

Figure 80: Machinery renting

Have you since 2018 ever rented machinery from your the cooperative in Choma or
Monze?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 114)

Respondents who never rented machinery (103 respondents) had an opportunity to specify the reasons behind it. The
main reason is that machinery is too expensive for them. Other aspect is rather of secondary importance (Figure 81)
compared to the aforementioned price.
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Figure 81: Reasons why respondents never rented machinery

Please give us reasons why you never rented machinery from your cooperative.
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 103)

Secondly, respondents who rented machinery just once were also asked for additional information. Out of five answers in
the open question, only two were positive in regard to assessment of their experience — even though the machinery
helped to cultivate the land, it seems that the rental is too expensive, and that the rental was delayed. The high price for
rental was further confirmed in the following question (Figure 82) since it is the only reason along with not available
machinery why respondents have not rented machinery again.

Figure 82: Reasons why respondents did not have rented machinery again

Please specify reason(s) why you did not rent manichery again from your cooperative

Number of respondents
[y N

renting machinery machinery is not renting machinerymachinery proved  cooperative overall negative
is too expensive available when | is not profitable, unsuitable for my stopped renting  experience in
would need it benefit was lower plot the machinery  dealing with the
that | expected cooperative

Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 5)

Third, respondents who rent machinery occasionally or regularly were asked (6 respondents). It is difficult to determine
how often they use the rental; hence all the answers are presented below:

e Every farming seasons
e Everytime

e Everyyear

e  Every year since 2018
e From 2018 to 2020

e Once every year
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In total, four respondents assessed the experience with rental positively. However, another two assessed the experience
negatively due to high price and in overall not favourable conditions.

Quality of life

Quality of life

Respondents do not feel that quality of life significantly decreased or increased (Figure 83). Nevertheless, slightly
increased quality of life can be observed in the case of areas targeted by support of high intensity and in the Choma
district.

Figure 83: Change in quality of life

How did the overall quality of your life / life of your family change since 2018?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 114)

Respondents perceive change of quality of life primarily in connection with farming (Figure 84). Among the Improved
farming and Poor farming were included answers which are not focused on specific issues, such as:

e Am able to use my cattle to farming easy,
e Farming yield was not good,

Among Economic challenges belongs price of fertilizer.

Figure 84: Causes of decrease/increase of quality of life

What are the causes of the increase/decrease of the quality of your life?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 33)

Further, respondents whose quality of life increased were asked how the increased quality of life implied their living. The
main impact of increased quality of life is that children attend school — 67% (22 out of 33) respondents mentioned this
impact (Figure 85).

Figure 85: Impacts of increased quality of life

What are the impacts of the increased quality of your life?
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Source: Own questionnaire (sample size: 33)
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Annex 6: Comparison between supported and not supported farmers

Following table illustrates difference between the results obtained among supported and not supported farmers. The

table contain only selected indicators which were identified as the most relevant.

Identification of questionnaires’ sample

Pieces of dairy cattle

Question Supported farmers Not supported farmers
Number of respondents 40 114
Average size of households 8.4 7.0
Median size of farmland (ha) 14 4

Median in 2018 4 2
Median in 2020 5 3
Share -of respondents who had dairy 90% 71.9%
cattle in 2018
Share of respondents who had dairy
7.59 71.19

cattle in 2020 87.5% %
Sharei of resp(?ndents whose number 59 5% 30.7%
of dairy cattle increased
N f h

umber o . respondents whose 42.5% 31.6%
number of dairy cattle decreased
Average increase 170% 97%
Average decrease 36% 42%
Main cause of increase Death Death

Main cause of decrease

Share of respondents who produce

Reproduction

Fodder production

Reproduction

who perceive their production as
insufficient

[s) 0,
own fodder 95% 28.9%
Most frequently produced fodder Rhode grass (Velvet) Bean leaves
Share of respondents who assess
their amount fodder production as a 59.4% 57.6%
sufficient
Estimated median share of own
fodder production among farmers 30% 50%

Main cause of insufficient fodder

Insufficient capacity/resources to

insufficient capacity/resources to

satisfied with own fodder production

Average number of died pieces of
dairy cattle

Mortality of dairy cattle

0.92

production grow more grow more
Share of respondents who perceive

their knowledge as sufficient or 94.4% 90.9%
mostly sufficient

Sharg crf respon.dents who are able to 35.7% 16.7%
obtain information they lack

Share of respondents very and rather 92.1% 72.7%
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Main causes of death of dairy cattle

Diseases

Milk production

Diseases

Share of respondents who are

0, 0,
members of the cooperative 100.0% >2.6%
Share of respondents who produced o o
milk in 2018 91.9% 68.1%
Share of respondents who produced o o
milk in 2020 94.6% 65.5%
Medlan production of milk in 2018 > 880 1800
(litres)

Medlan production of milk in 2020 2520 1800
(litres)

Share (?f r.espondents whose milk 56.8% 44.9%
production increased

Share gf respondents whose milk 40.5% 34.9%
production decreased

Average increase 94% 127%
Average decrease 40% 39%

Main cause of increased milk
production

A lot of feed and water

Increased number of cattle

Main cause of decreased milk

production Lack of feed or water Death
Median income in 2018 (USD) 1285 441
Median income in 2020 (USD) 750 549
Average increase 101% 103%
Average decrease 36% 35%

Main cause of increased income

Increased production

Higher price of milk

Main cause of decreased income

Higher prices

Loss of cattle

Share of respondents who sell more
than 90% of milk to MCC

Share of respondents who never
rented machinery

83.8%

68%

62.8%

Machinery renting

90.4%

Reasons behind not renting
machinery

Share of respondents who perceive
that their quality definitely or rather
increased

Did not know about such possibility

97.1%

It is too expensive

Quality of life

28.9%

Main cause of increased life quality

Better milk production

Improved farming

Main impact of increased life quality

Better nutrition

Children attending school
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Annex 7: Evaluation matrix

Evaluation question

EQ1: To what extent is the
project relevant to the
strategic objectives of
Zambia, the Czech
development cooperation
and the involved individual
actors?

EQ2: Are the project
implementation criteria

Indicators

Objectives of supported
project are in line with
strategic goals of Zambia
Objectives of supported
project are in line with
strategic goals of CDC
Objectives of supported
project are in line with SDGs
Projects respond to needs of
target groups as identified by
implementer / partners.
Project implementer /
partners have identified
relevant needs of target
groups.

Implementation criteria are
formulated clearly and
comprehensively.

Evaluation of the CDC project in the sector of Agriculture

and Rural Development in Zambia

Data sources

Project document, interim,
yearly and final reports
Terms of reference of the
project

Strategic, sectoral,
operational and other
relevant documents of
Zambia (Vision 2030, National
Agriculture Investment Plan,
etc.)

Strategic documents of CDC
Strategic documents of other
relevant donors in Zambia
SDGs

Implementer and partners of
evaluated project\
Representatives of Embassy
of CR to Zambia
Representatives of relevant

public governance institutions

in Zambia

Other relevant local
stakeholders at national and
regional level (associations,
R&D institutions, etc.)
Target groups / final
beneficiaries

Project document, interim,
yearly and final reports

Data collection tools

Desk research

IDI

Questionnaire

Focus groups — district level
(verification)

Desk research
DI

Data analysis tool

Theory of change analysis

Content analysis
Synthesis

Content analysis
Synthesis
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appropriately set?

EQ3: To what extent have the
activities been coordinated
with the activities of other
donors?

EQ4: Which possibilities of
cooperation with other
donors do the project outputs
offer?

Final Report

Application of
implementation criteria is
clearly described and
verifiable.

Criteria have the capacity to
select projects with highest
potential to fulfil the
formulated objectives of
project.

Synergies with projects /
programmes of other donors
have been analysed and
identified.

Formal and/or informal
processes of coordination of
donor activities in the sector
of agriculture are in place in
the target country.

CDCis involved in donor
coordination processes in the
sector of agriculture in
Zambia and / or at regional
level.

Evidence of specific outputs
or outcomes of coordination
is found.

Potential synergies between
project outputs and activities
of other donors identified.
Good practice gained within
the project suitable for
upscaling within programmes
of other donors identified.
Evidence of specific project
outcomes being applied in

Terms of reference of the
project

Representatives of CzDA
Representatives of Ministry of
Foreign Affairs of the CR
Representatives of Embassy
of CR to Zambia

Evaluation team experts

Project document, interim,
yearly and final reports
Strategic documents of other
relevant donors in Zambia
Other relevant documents
related to donor coordination
processes

Implementer and partners of
evaluated project
Representatives of CzDA
Representatives of Embassy
of CR to Zambia
Representatives of other
relevant donors
Representatives of relevant
public governance institutions
in Zambia

Responses to EQ 3, 7-9 and 11
Implementer and partners of
evaluated project
Representatives of CzDA
Representatives of Embassy
of CR to Zambia
Representatives of other
relevant donors

Evaluation of the CDC project in the sector of Agriculture
and Rural Development in Zambia

Expert assessment

Desk research Content analysis
IDI Process analysis
Synthesis

Desk research Content analysis
IDI Synthesis
Workshop with project

implementers, CzDA and

Ministry of Foreign Affairs
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EQ5: How can be evaluated
(on the basis of the available
information) the cost-
effectiveness of the projects,
in particular in terms of
overall “value for money”?

EQ6: What are the main
factors contributing to the
in/effectiveness of project in
terms of both process and
content?

Final Report

initiatives of other donors is
found.

Follow-up initiatives of other
donors directly linked to the
project outcomes are
identified.

The unit prices of project
budget expenditures
correspond to the usual
prices;

The evaluation team's experts
consider the budget items to
be relevant to the objectives
of project;

Implementers and partners
adequately justify budget
expenditure items and their
volume;

Partners and target groups do
not identify any redundant
activities or activities that
would not lead to the set
project objectives;

No inefficiencies are identified
in the processes related to
project implementation /
administration;

Factors that generate gaps in
the effectiveness of the
project implementation are
identified;

Factors and good practices
that increase the
effectiveness of the project
are identified;

Good practices with regard to

Project document, interim,
yearly and final reports
Documents related to
financial management of
supported project
Implementer and partners of
evaluated project
Representatives of CzDA
Representatives of Embassy
of CR to Zambia
Representatives of relevant

public governance institutions

in Zambia

Target groups / final
beneficiaries

Evaluation team experts

Evaluation findings and
conclusions related to EQ 5
Implementer and partners of
evaluated project
Representatives of CzDA
Representatives of Embassy
of CR to Zambia
Representatives of relevant

public governance institutions

Evaluation of the CDC project in the sector of Agriculture
and Rural Development in Zambia

Desk research Content analysis
IDI Process analysis

Expert assessment Synthesis

Focus groups — district level

(verification)

IDI Comparative analysis
Focus groups — district level Synthesis

(verification)
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EQ7: To what extent have the
planned project outputs been
achieved?

EQ8: To what extent does the
project help increase the
incomes of small-scale dairy
farmers in Zambia?

Final Report

effectiveness of
implementation are identified
on the basis of comparation
of implementation choices
and patterns in supported
localities / communities.
Planned target values on the
level of project outputs have
been achieved.

Project implementer and
partners were able to identify
obstacles to achieving project
outputs and implemented
sufficient measure to
overcome them.

Intervention logic of the
project (action plan) has
sufficiently considered
conditions and external
factors of achieving planned
outputs.

Annual average daily milk
production has increased by
participating farmers.
Incomes of small-scale dairy
farmers participating on the
project have increased.
Observed change of income of
participating farmers is
directly attributed to project
outcomes, direct causalities
are objectively confirmed.
Intervention logic of the
project has sufficiently taken
into account external factors
that positively or negatively

in Zambia

(common for EQs 7 - 9)

Project document, interim,
yearly and final reports
Project monitoring outputs
(Embassy, CzDA)
Implementer and partners of
evaluated project
Representatives of relevant
public governance institutions
in Zambia

Other relevant local
stakeholders at national and
regional level (associations,
R&D institutions, etc.)

Local extension and
consultancy services
Representatives of African
Centre for Holistic
Management

Target groups / final
beneficiaries
Representatives of CzDA
Representatives of Embassy
of CR to Zambia

Available secondary data
sources and statistics
collected by local
cooperatives

Evaluation of the CDC project in the sector of Agriculture
and Rural Development in Zambia

(common for EQs 7 —9)

Desk research

IDI

Focus groups at community
level

Focus groups — district level
(verification)

Evaluation visit,
observation, transect walk
Questionnaire

(common for EQs 7 —9)

Content analysis
Statistical analysis
Theory of change analysis
Comparative analysis
Synthesis
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EQ9: To what extent does the
project lead to increased feed
production capacities?

Final Report

affected achieving overall
project outcome; appropriate
activities mitigating external
risks and/or taking advantage
of positive externalities have
been implemented.

Target groups attribute the
observed trend in their overall
incomes to project activities
and outcomes.

Good practices with regard to
increasing the incomes of
participating farmers in effect
of increasing their fodder
production capacities are
identified on the basis of
comparation of
implementation choices and
overall approach applied in
supported localities /
communities.

Participating farmers produce
sufficient quantities of quality
fodder;

Participating farmers register
stable milk production
throughout the year,
especially during dry period.
No redundant activities that
would not contribute to the
increase of incomes as whole
have been identified.

No activities have been
identified whose absence in
the project has negatively
affected the level of increase

Evaluation of the CDC project in the sector of Agriculture
and Rural Development in Zambia
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EQ10: What are the main
development impacts of the
projects?

EQ11: Which project

Final Report

of incomes directly caused by
the project.

Target groups attribute the
capacities of participating
farmers in fodder production
to project activities.
Respondents observe the
success (or lack thereof) of
project in meeting its overall
objective and justify this view.
Intended impacts on the part
of implementers, partners,
target groups and other
project actors are identified.
Respondents identify
unintended impacts of
supported project.

Supported project caused a
change in behaviour on the
part of partners, target groups
and/or other involved actors.
Critical mass of implementers
(participating farmers) has
been reached in analysed
communities; this critical
mass is sufficient to spread
implemented innovations
among the majority of non-
participated farmers in
analysed communities.
Replication of project
activities and good practice is
observed in communities that
were not directly participating
in the project.

Exit strategies have been

Project monitoring outputs
(Embassy, CzDA)
Implementer and partners of
evaluated project
Representatives of relevant
public governance institutions
in Zambia — national,
province, district level
Other relevant local
stakeholders at national and
regional level (associations,
R&D institutions, etc.)
Representatives of African
Centre for Holistic
Management

Local extension and
consultancy services

Target groups / final
beneficiaries
Representatives of CzDA
Representatives of Embassy
of CR to Zambia

Available secondary data
sources and statistics
collected by local
cooperatives

Implementer and partners of

Evaluation of the CDC project in the sector of Agriculture
and Rural Development in Zambia

Desk research Content analysis

IDI Statistical analysis
Focus groups at community Synthesis
level

Focus groups — district level
(verification)

Evaluation visit,
observation, transect walk
Questionnaire

Desk research Content analysis
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parameters are crucial for its
sustainability?

Final Report

formulated and appropriately
implemented in both districts
respecting local conditions
and specifics.

Participating farmers are able
to sustain levels of fodder
cultivation and milk
production after the
termination of direct support.
No major new external factors
critically affecting project
outcomes have occurred.
Principles of holistic
management are sustained
and further developed in
supported communities after
the termination of direct
support.

Capacity of structures
responsible for sustaining
project outcomes
(participating cooperatives) is
sufficient to ensure
sustainability, especially with
regard to human resources,
level of knowledge and quality
of management.

Specific parameters crucial for
sustainability of project
outcomes are identified on
the basis of comparation of
implemented exit strategies in
supported districts.

evaluated project
Representatives of relevant
public governance institutions
in Zambia — national,
province, district level
Other relevant local
stakeholders at national and
regional level (associations,
R&D institutions, etc.)
Representatives of African
Centre for Holistic
Management

Local extension and
consultancy services

Target groups / final
beneficiaries
Representatives of Embassy
of CR to Zambia

Available secondary data
sources and statistics
collected by local
cooperatives

Secondary data collected by
supported cooperatives / Milk
Collection Centres or the
African Centre for Holistic
Management

Evaluation of the CDC project in the sector of Agriculture
and Rural Development in Zambia

IDI Statistical analysis
Focus groups at community Comparative analysis
level Synthesis

Focus groups — district level

(verification)

Questionnaire

91



®00e
eace Final Report

Annex 8: Intervention logic visualization

Evaluation of the CDC project in the sector of Agriculture
and Rural Development in Zambia
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Annex 9: Additional texts

Outputs and outcomes of project at the end of implementation.

Project has been monitored on numerous occasions by the implementer as well as Embassy or CzDA. All the
monitoring activities point to conclusion that project outputs and outcomes have been fulfilled as the
quantified target values of formulated indicators have been met. The following findings and conclusions have
been made by internal as well as external monitoring.

Outputs:

Output 1: Increased fodder production capacity

All activities under Output 1 were completed as planned. They thus contributed to the achievement of output 1
and the fulfilment of its indicator: new production of feed for cattle for at least 100 ha by target cooperatives /
farmers. The following table indicates the total new production:

Table 3: New forage production

Forage production (ha) New forage
production

Choma Cooperative
_ Individual farmers 99 224 238 139
Cooperative 0 25 25 25
Individual farmers 62 132 164 102
Total 271

Source: Final Report of the project

Output 2: Sustainable use of agricultural machinery

Output No. 2 focused on achieving efficient and sustainable use of agricultural machinery for forage
production. The goal of the output was formulated as follows: “Machinery is profitable as of 2017”.

The cooperatives received agricultural machinery suitable for forage production, mostly in 2015. Cooperatives
have taken full responsibility for the management and maintenance of machines, looking for ways to further
use the machines in order to stabilize or increase profits. Mechanized services provided by fodder production
cooperatives generate income that minimally covers operating and service costs (excluding additional
promised spare parts) since 2017, therefore the output indicator has been met, see the table below.

Table 4: Project results
Choma

2016 2017 2018 (01-04) m 2017 2018 (01-04)

YA drop in cooperative fodder production was, according to interviews with cooperative representatives as well as field
officers of the project team, primarily due to mismanagement and resulting application of wrong agricultural practices.
Institutional instability of the cooperative caused that there was no one in the cooperative structure who would assume
responsibility of the production and ensure that proper practices are applied in proper time schedule. In effect, cooperative
de facto ceased its own fodder production — apart from using machinery to mow grass on plots of other cooperative
members and keeping a share of the produced hay as in kind payment.
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Transfer from the previous year 5544.5 11174.5 16125 915.5
Income from rent 48344.5 69730 23290 61895 9590.5 12650
Own field use (non-financial) 31900 29440 3260 42350 5000 2500

Spare parts and service paid by the [BibEylo] 20300 6600 19970 6000 3000
cooperative
Repairs paid by the cooperative 3480 11800 14000 13800 6800 12000

Costs of new machines 15000 20000 0 0 0 0
Operator salary 12000 12000 4000 12000 12000 4000
TOTAL EARNINGS 5544.5 11174.5 9864.5 16125 915.5 -5434.5

Spare parts and service paid for by the [k{eloo] 15190 0 16850 9434 0
project
Repairs paid for by the project

0

0 0 0 1300 15000

Source: Final Report of the project

Output 3: Implemented Holistic Land and Livestock Management in 1 community in each area

In April 2018, 61.3% of the total number of livestock was involved in joint holistic daily grazing, and 37% of
the total number of animals in night housing. The pilot phase of the implementation of holistic management
lasted from September 2015 to April 2018, the implementation started in August 2016. Target value of the
output was to include 60% of the total cattle number in respective localities into HLLM, thus the goal was
achieved.

Table 5: Data on HLLM implementation

Cluster Number of Target Number of cattle - | Number of cattle -
cattle in number daily grazing night housing

the whole area

April 2018 April2018
Mutandalike cl. 831 250 160 64 50 20

599 250 143 57.2 86 34.4
Ben Mulalu 914 250 190 76 95 38

689 250 157 62.8 101 40.4

m 973 250 130 52 120 48
911 250 140 56 97 38.8

Total 4917 1500 920 61.33 549 36.6
Source: Final Report of the project

As for Output 4, sufficient number of water sources were identified by the subcontractor of the project team,
Geotest s. r. 0. However, construction of these water sources was not a part of this project.

Outcomes

Project has defined two following outcomes. Neither of these indicators is, however, sufficiently
operationalized. Most importantly, it is not defined, what is understood as “sufficient volume” and as “stable
production”.

1. 75% of 200 farmers produce sufficient volume of quality fodder for their animals.
Regarding the first indicator, implementer weighs three factors. Firstly, the share of farmers who produce
fodder for their cattle on their own. This share has, according to the project monitoring, increased to 79% in
2017 (in 2015 this share reached only 29%). Secondly, implementer points out that at least 75% of involved
farmers produce milk also in the dry season — and having sufficient volume of fodder is a necessary prerequisite
for production of milk in dry season. According to data shown in table below, no more than ca 40% farmers did
produce milk in the dry season at the beginning of the project. Last but not least, internal monitoring found out
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that at least 62% of involved farmers (124) provide appropriate fodder to their cattle with respect to its
composition. On this basis, it is concluded that the first outcome was reached.

2. Stable milk production for at least 60% of farmers.
Stability of milk production is operationalized by the following indicators:

e  Producing milk in dry season
e  Trend of ratio of milk production during wet and dry season.

Milk production is deemed as stable if farmer produces milk in dry season and the volume of milk produced in
dry season does increase relatively to volumes produced in wet season. Data on these two sub-indicators are
provided in the following table:

Table 6: Outcomes of HLLM

Dry season (September - December) Rainy season (Jan. - March)

Average Average Animals killed | Number of | Average daily | Average daily

daily milk | daily milk | due to poor | farmers milk milk

production | production | management | producing production production

per cow per farmer milk in the | per cow per farmer
dry season

2015/2016 @ 1.7 8.5 4 78 6.5 325
2016/2017 2.9 14.5 3 137 7 35
2017/2018 4.3 215 1 149 8 40

Source: Final Report of the project

As the table above shows, 74.5% of farmers also produce milk during 2017 dry season and the ratio of
production during the rainy and dry periods decreased from 3.8 to 1.8. Second goal at the level of outcomes
has therefore been also reached, according to data collected by the implementer.

These conclusions have been confirmed by independent monitoring performed by CzDA and the Embassy. The
monitoring report from 2018 confirms that all goals have been fulfilled on the level of qualitative assessment as
well as quantitative results. It further states the following:

e  Forage production by individual farmers: no shortcomings were found. The involved farmers on their
farms implement the knowledge they gained during the training, not only for the actual production of
fodder, but also for example to increase the quality and hygiene of milk. The increase in the quality of
milk supplied is also confirmed by the representatives of cooperatives, stating that the evaluation of
milk quality increased from a score of B in 2017 to a score of A in 2018.

e Fodder production by cooperatives: the Monze cooperative is more successful in fodder production
than the Choma cooperative, which did not harvest a single package from the cooperative field last
year, but buys fodder from individual farmers for further sale. This year (2018), however, the fodder
was sown again by both cooperatives, albeit on different areas (Choma only 5 ha, Monze 25 ha).

e Management and rental of agricultural machinery: the cooperative in Monze has greater
shortcomings in the management of mechanization than the cooperative in Choma. Although both
cooperatives have an approved business plan for the use of machines, they have not yet started to
implement it in Monze, they do not advertise the possibility of renting equipment and it takes them a
disproportionately long time to repair broken machines. Cooperative in Choma, on the other hand,
manages the delivered equipment more successfully - with the help of a loan they bought two new
accessories, promptly responded to the need for repairs, advertised the possibility of renting on the
radio and regularly performed maintenance.

e Holistic landscape management: even if farmers know and see with their own eyes the positive
benefits of common grazing and night housing, it is difficult to get them to change their traditional
ideas and change their behaviour. Less problematic is the common grazing of the day, which farmers
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and their cattle participate more willingly, persuading them to live together at night is difficult,
especially due to persistent stereotypes and ideas, long distances and the need to milk cows early in
the morning. The solution may be to 1) reduce clusters from whole communities to neighbourhoods;
2) increase in the number of enclosures in individual clusters; 3) greater involvement of traditional
structures and government extension officers in overseeing implementation, and 4) further
continuation of the project in the communities concerned. It should be noted that the benefits of
holistic landscape management go beyond the benefit of the individual, who still benefits from
participating in HLLM in several ways (improving livestock health, reducing labour requirements,
increasing the productivity of impacted fields); Community-wide HLLM contributes to the sustainable
management of natural resources, landscape restoration, reduces the effects of desertification and
contributes to community cohesion and the peaceful resolution of disputes.
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Short description of activities of other donors

e Stichting Nederlandse Vrijwilligers (hereafter SNV),), implementing activities supported by GIZ in
the time of the implementation of evaluated CDC project in both districts (Choma and Monze).
Activities of SNV were fairly similar to those of CDC project, namely supporting an increase of milk
production by implementing and strengthening of better farming practices, including (and most
importantly) fodder production and storage for dry season. SNV activities in this regard put higher
emphasis on the cooperatives/MCC which were supposed to be the main drivers of change at the
level of small-scale farmers. Besides activities directly linked to fodder production, SNV put focus
on strengthening the governance of cooperatives overall. Delivery of machinery, on the other
hand, was not a part of the SNV project. Currently, SNV implements another project / programme
in the target region with the support of SIDA, which is also focused (among other) on dairy sector
and again puts emphasis on cooperatives / MCC as the key drivers of change in the region.

e  GIZ continues supporting the dairy sector in Zambia in general with a complex and comprehensive
approach and is considered by other stakeholders to be the key actor in this sector. The approach
of GIZ focuses on the dairy value chain as whole and aims at increasing the farmers’ milk
production as well as quality and on strengthening their climate resilience. In the field GIZ projects
focus on introduction of small-scale innovations regarding animal husbandry practices, milk
hygiene, nutrition or breeding as well as promotion of access to financial services. Cooperatives
play again a key role in accessing farmers in this programme.

e AgriTerra is a professional cooperatives and farmers organization from Netherlands that
implements its own programme in Zambia. It is exclusively concerned with development of
capacities of cooperatives — their institutional development, business development, access to
market, etc. It has been providing its services to Choma dairy union during the time of
implementation of CDC project.

e World Vision aiming primarily at food security (through support to agriculture), water and
sanitation, etc.

There is a number of other stakeholders that are active in this sector and have been mentioned by some
respondents of interviews. These include, among others, the Enhanced Smallholder Livestock Investment
Programme by IFAD, business entities, such as milk off-takers, sellers of agricultural inputs (seeds, fertilizers,
etc.) or research institutes that have historically cooperated with local farmers / cooperatives (such as GART).
Also, the governmental structure of extension services (District offices of MoA, field extension officers) is
relevant in this regard.
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Annex 10: Scripts of IDI and FGD

FirtabRegiooh of the CDC project in the sector of Agriculture

Representatives of implementer / partners
Identifikace

Odkud pFidla iniciativa realizovat projekt? Slo o iniciativu partnera projektu, nebo vasi?
Na jakém zakladé byly definovany cile a zaméreni projektu?
o Jak jste identifikovali a analyzovali potfeby cilovych skupin?
o  Byly reflektovany relevantni rozvojové strategie, jak na strané Ceska, tak Zambie?
Co jste od projektu a jeho aktivit ocekavali — ve vztahu k cilovymi skupinam i obecnéji v co se tyce
rozvoje venkova v cilové zemi?

Cile a potreby

Na jakém zakladé byly definovany cile a zaméreni projektu?
o Jakjste identifikovali a analyzovali potieby cilovych skupin?
(Realizovala se néjakad vstupni analyza potreb cilové skupiny?)
o Zohledtovali jste pfi formulaci relevantni rozvojové strategie, jak na strané Ceska, tak
Zambie? Jak?
Z jakého dlvodu jste se rozhodli projekt realizovat ve dvou lokalitach? Proc¢ praveé tyto lokality, na
zakladé, ¢eho jste je vybrali?
Kdyz zpétné mlzete zaméreni projektu, jakym potfebam cilové skupiny projekt nevénoval
dostatecnou pozornost?

Efektivita

Jak hodnotite finan¢ni efektivitu projektu? Pozorujete, ze v nékterych oblastech mohl byt projekt
efektivnéjsi (napr. vyssi vyuziti lokalnich kapacit atd.)?

Jak byste celkové ohodnotil/a pomér mezi pfinosy projektu a celkovymi vydaji? Jsou néjaké vydaje,
které zpétné vnimate jako nadbytecné nebo nepfinesly efekt, se kterym jste pocitali?

Naopak, jaké vydaje na aktivity projektu vnimate zpétné jako spiSe financ¢né podhodnocené? Jak tato
skutecnost, ovlivnila efektivitu projektu?

Jak hodnotite efektivitu fizeni a administrace projektu?

o Existovaly néjaké prekazky, které branily plynulé realizaci projektu?

o Souviseji zminéné prekazky se zapojenim ¢i nezapojenim dalSich donor(?

o Naopak, jsou néjaké faktory, které se zlepSovaly efektivitu fizeni realizace projektu?
Probihala realizace (co se tyce efektivity Fizeni) projektu v obou lokalitdch obdobnym zplsobem? Nebo
probihal v nékteré z lokalit probihal efektivnéji?

o Co bylo pfi¢inou rozdilné efektivity realizace?

V ¢em se realizace projektu odliSovala od planu, ktery jste formulovali v projektové dokumentaci? Co
vas prekvapilo (a proc vas to prekvapilo) a jak jste na to reagovali? S jakymi nepredvidatelnymi
obtiZzemi jste se pfi realizaci projektu setkali?

Spoluprdce a synergie

Koordinovali jste své aktivity s jinymi donory? Pokud ano:
o Kdo a jak spoluprdci inicioval?
o Dochéazelo k néjaké ,,délbé prace” s jinymi donory / institucemi, nebo spise $lo jen o vyménu
zkusenosti? Pokud ano, jak to ovlivnilo vas plvodni projektovy plan?
o V ¢em spatfujete prinos této spoluprace a v ¢em naopak slabé stranky?
Domnivate se, potencial synergie s jinymi donory byl ve vasem projektu dostatecné vyuzit?
o Pokud ne, kde spatrfujete pricinu? Jaké prekazky intenzivnéjsi spoluprdce s jinymi donory a
institucemi obecné vnimate?
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o Véem konkrétné by se, dle Vaseho nazoru, pfinosy a dopady Vaseho projektu posilily, pokud
by byla spoluprdce s jinymi donory a institucemi intenzivné&jsi?
e Lze néjaké postupy realizace Vaseho projektu pouzit jako pfiklady dobré praxe pro realizaci projekt(
dalsich donorG? A déje se to, podle vasich informaci? (Mate povédomi o tom, Ze na vysledky projektu
navazovala realizace dalsich projekt( s podporou jinych donori?)

Efektivnost, dosaZeni cil(i

e Jak osobné hodnotite dosazeni cilt projektu? Dosahl projekt oéekavani a cill, které jste planovali?

e Ve kterych oblastech se domnivate, zZe projekt nenaplnil o¢ekavani, ktera jste do néj vkladali?

o Co bylo pfi¢inou? Samotna logika projektu nefungovala presné tak, jak jste pfedpokladali
(projekt se naptiklad nevénoval konkrétni aktivité, ktera se ukazala jako klicova pro Uspéch)?
Nebyly dostate¢né zahrnuty externi faktory? Nebo se objevily nové externi vlivy, se kterymi
jste nepocitali?

o Jakym zplsobem jste se snazili o tyto prekazky a omezeni fesit?

Setkali jste se s prekazkami implementace, jejichz vliv nebylo mozné v rdmci projektu
prekonat? Domnivate se, Ze s takovymi prekazkami byste se setkali i u dalSich zemédélskych
projekt v Zambii?

e Jak obecné hodnotite platnost ,teorie zmény*, se kterou jste pfi planovani projektu pocitali (tedy
kauzalni vztah mezi realizovanymi aktivitami a cili, kterych chcete dosahnout)? Naplanovali byste dnes
projekt jinak? V ¢em konkrétné?

o Domnivate se, Ze byly néjaké postupy Ci aktivity mohly byt nadbytec¢né? Jinymi slovy, byly
soucasti projekty takové aktivity, které nemély vliv, i jen marginalni, na dosahovani cil(i?
Proc?

o Ukazaly se naopak néjaké aktivity, které mohly zvysit pozitivni dopady projektu? Z jakého
ddvodu jste je neimplementovali do akéniho planu projektu?

Dopady

eV em konkrétné, jakym mechanismem, projekt pfispél ke zvyseni produkce mléka a ke zvyseni pfijm
farmara? Co z projektovych aktivit a pfipadné dalSich faktord se, dle Vasi zkuSenosti, ukazalo jako
klicové v tomto sméru?

e Naopak, jaké faktory a vlivy dopady projektu omezovaly v tomto smyslu omezovaly, pokud néjaké
pozorujete (tedy: domnivate se, Ze za urcitych podminek mohlo byt zvyseni produkce mléka a prijm0
jesté vyssi?)?

e Odlisovaly se vysledky projektu ve vztahu ke zvySovani produkce mléka a pfijm0 farmar( v obou
lokalitach?

o Pokud ano, co povazujete za rozhodujici faktor, ktery odlisné plisobeni projektu vysvétiuje?
(viz pfedchozi otazka)

e Lze tyto vysledky srovnat s jinymi oblastmi? Doslo k navySeni pfijmu jen u podporenych farmard a
v podporenych lokalitach, nebo to vnimate jako obecnéjsi trend?
e Do jaké miry povaZujete aktivity projektu za ,replikovatelné“? Mohl by projekt podobné fungovat i
v jinych lokalitach, nebo v ¢em by pfipadné musel byt upravovan?
e Vite o tom, Ze by dochazelo k rozsifeni inovaci i mezi farmare, ktefi do projektu zapojeni nebyli,
pfipadné do jinych komunit?
o Jaké pfipadné pozorujete prekazky takového rozsifovani inovaci?
e Postrehl/a jste, Ze zplsoby prace, které farmari v ramci projektu adoptovali, jsou jiZz praktikovany
v Uzemich, na které se projekt nebyl zaméren?
o Vjakém ¢asovém Useku doslo k rozsiteni nauc¢enych zplisobl prace?
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o Jsou v jinych tzemich ziskané poznatky identické? Nebo naopak jsou napf. pfizplsobovany
lokalnim podminkdam?

Celkové hodnoceni

Které dopady projektu povaZzujete za nejvyznamnéjsi? Které z kratkodobého a které naopak

z dlouhodobého pohledu?

Co povaZujete obecné za nejvétsi Uspéch projektd? A co je naopak nejvétsi zklamani?
Zaznamenali jste néjaké negativni dopady? Jak jste se poucili?

Vnimate, Ze projekt néjakym zplsobem zménil zaZité pracovni navyky cilovych skupin a partnert
projektu? Jak?

Udrzitelnost, odchod realizatora

Jakym zplsobem jste planovali a provedli predani vystupli a samotny ,,odchod” z podporenych lokalit
tak, aby vysledky projektu zlstaly zachovany a pripadné se dale rozvijely?

Lisily se tyto ,strategie odchodu” v obou lokalitach? Jak a proc¢?

Provedli byste dnes tento ,,odchod” a pfedani v né¢em jinak? Co se pfi predavani a odchodu ukazalo
jako kli¢ové pro udrzeni vysledkd a co bylo pripadné nadbyte¢né?

Jsou lokalni instituce, které prevzaly zodpovédnost za udrzeni (kooperativy) dostatecné silné, zkusené
atd.? Pripadné v ¢em ne a jak to ovliviiuje udrZitelnost? Bylo moZné pfi realizaci projektu udélat néco
jinak ve prospéch posileni téchto instituci, a tedy udrzitelnosti?

Jsou farmati schopni po ukonceni projektu dlouhodobé udrzovat nebo pripadné dale zvySovat
produkci krmiv a mléka? Co se v tomto ohledu, dle Vasi zkuSenosti, projevilo jako klicové.

Lze pozorovat néjaké rozdily v udrZitelnosti? At jiz na geografické drovni, ¢i z pohledu fizeni?

Dochazi, dle vasich informaci, k udrzeni principt holistického zemédélstvi i po ukonceni projektu? Proc
ano nebo proc ne?

Jaké jsou, dle vasi zkuSenosti, dnes nejzasadnéjsi hrozby a prekazky pro udrzitelnost vysledk
projektu?
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IDI - Representatives of contracting authority
Identifikace

Odkud pfisla iniciativa realizovat projekt? Jaka byla geneze projektu?
Na jakém zakladé byly definovany cile a zaméreni projektu?
o Jak jste identifikovali a analyzovali potfeby cilovych skupin?
o  Byly reflektovany relevantni rozvojové strategie, jak na strané Ceska, tak Zambie?

Co jste od projektu a jeho aktivit ocekavali — ve vztahu k cilovymi skupinam i obecnéji v co se tyce
rozvoje venkova v cilové zemi?
e Proc jste se rozhodli projekt realizovat formou verejné zakazky?

Cile a potireby
e Na jakém zakladé byly definovany cile a zaméreni projektu?
o Jak jste identifikovali a analyzovali potfeby cilovych skupin?
(Realizovala se néjaka vstupni analyza potreb cilové skupiny?)
o Zohledtovali jste pii formulaci relevantni rozvojové strategie, jak na strané Ceska, tak
Zambie? Jak?
e Zjakého dlvodu jste se rozhodli projekt realizovat ve dvou lokalitach? Proc¢ pravé tyto lokality, na
zakladé ¢eho jste je vybrali?
e  KdyZ zpétné mlZete zaméreni projektu, pozorujete, Ze nékterym potiebam cilové skupiny projekt
nevénoval dostate¢nou pozornost?

Efektivita
e Jak hodnotite finanéni efektivitu projektu? Pozorujete, Ze v nékterych oblastech mohl byt projekt
efektivnéjsi (napf. vyssi vyuZziti lokalnich kapacit atd.)?
e Jak byste celkové ohodnotil/a pomér mezi pfinosy projektu a celkovymi vydaji? Jsou néjaké vydaje, o
kterych se domnivate, Ze byly nadbytecné nebo nepfinesly efekt, se kterym jste pocitali?
e Naopak, jaké vydaje na aktivity projektu vnimate jako spiSe finanéné podhodnocené? Jak tato
skutecnost, ovlivnila efektivitu projektu?
e Jak hodnotite efektivitu fizeni a administrace projektu — na strané realizatora i CRA?
o Existovaly néjaké prekdzky, které branily plynulé realizaci projektu?
o Souviseji zminéné prekazky se zapojenim i nezapojenim dalSich donor(?
o Naopak, jsou néjaké faktory, které se zlepsSovaly efektivitu fizeni realizace projektu?
e Pozorujete, Ze implementace projektu probihala (co se tyce efektivity Fizeni) v obou lokalitach
obdobnym zplsobem? Nebo probihal v nékteré z lokalit probihal efektivnéji?
o Co bylo pfi¢inou rozdilné efektivity realizace?
e Vem se realizace projektu, z Vaseho pohledu, odliSovala od planu, ktery jste formulovali v projektové
dokumentaci? Co vas prekvapilo (a proc vas to prekvapilo) a jak jste na to reagovali? Zaznamenali jste,
Ze implementace projektu musela Celit néjakym nepredvidanym obtizim?

Spoluprdce a synergie
e  Byly aktivity projektu koordinovany s jinymi donory, a to zejména pfi jeho identifikaci a planovani?
Pokud ano:
o Kdo a jak spoluprdci inicioval?
o V¢em jste spatiovali ptinos této spoluprace a pozorovali jste také néjakda omezeni nebo
hrozby plynouci z takové spoluprace? Pokud ano, jak jste Fidili / pfedchazeli?
e Domnivate se, potencial synergie s jinymi donory byl v projektu dostatecné vyuzit?
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o Pokud ne, kde spatfujete pficinu? Jaké prekazky intenzivnéjsi spoluprace s jinymi donory a
institucemi obecné vnimate?
oV ¢em konkrétné by se, dle Vaseho nazoru, pfinosy a dopady projektu posilily, pokud by byla
spoluprdce s jinymi donory a institucemi intenzivné&jsi?
Lze néjaké postupy realizace Vaseho projektu pouzit jako priklady dobré praxe pro realizaci projektl
dalsich donor(i? A déje se to, podle vasich informaci? (Mate povédomi o tom, Ze na vysledky projektu
navazovala realizace dalSich projektd s podporou jinych donori?)

Efektivnost, dosaZeni cil(

Dopady

Jak osobné hodnotite dosazeni cild projektu? Dosédhl projekt ocekavani a cill, které jste planovali?
Ve kterych oblastech se domnivate, Ze projekt nenaplnil ocekavani, ktera jste do néj vkladali?
o Co bylo pficinou? Samotna logika projektu nefungovala pfesné tak, jak jste predpokladali
(projekt se napriklad nevénoval konkrétni aktivité, ktera se ukazala jako klicova pro uspéch)?
Nebyly dostatecné zahrnuty externi faktory? Nebo se objevily nové externi vlivy, se kterymi
jste nepocitali?
Jakym zplsobem jste se snaZili o tyto prekazky a omezeni resit?
Setkali jste se s prekazkami implementace, jejichz vliv nebylo mozné v rdmci projektu
pfekonat? Domnivate se, Ze s takovymi prekazkami byste se setkali i u dalSich zemédélskych
projektl v Zambii?
Jak obecné hodnotite platnost ,teorie zmény*, se kterou jste pfi planovani projektu pocitali (tedy
kauzalni vztah mezi realizovanymi aktivitami a cili, kterych chcete dosdhnout)? Naplanovali byste dnes
projekt jinak? V ¢em konkrétné?
o Domnivate se, Ze byly néjaké postupy Ci aktivity mohly byt nadbytecné? Jinymi slovy, byly
soucasti projekty takové aktivity, které nemély vliv, i jen margindlni, na dosahovani cild?
Proc?
o Ukazaly se naopak néjaké aktivity, které mohly zvysit pozitivni dopady projektu? Z jakého
ddvodu jste je neimplementovali do akéniho planu projektu?

V ¢em konkrétné, jakym mechanismem, projekt z Vaseho pohledu pfispél ke zvySeni produkce mléka a
ke zvySeni prijm0 farmar? Co z projektovych aktivit a pfipadné dalsich faktor( se, dle Vasi zkusenosti,
ukazalo jako klicové v tomto sméru?
Domnivate se, Ze za urcitych podminek mohlo byt zvysSeni produkce mléka a pFijmU jesté vyssi? Jaké
faktory omezily nebo zabrénily dosdhnout jesté lepsich vysledkd / dopadd?
Pozoroval jste, Ze by se vysledky projektu ve vztahu ke zvySovani produkce mléka a pFijmU farmar
v obou lokalitach v nécem odlisovaly?
o Pokud ano, co povazujete za rozhodujici faktor, ktery odlisné plisobeni projektu vysvétluje?
(viz predchozi otazka)
Lze tyto vysledky srovnat s jinymi oblastmi? Doslo k navyseni prijm{ jen u podporenych farmara a
v podporenych lokalitach, nebo to vnimate jako obecnéjsi trend?
Do jaké miry povaZujete aktivity projektu za ,replikovatelné“? Mohl by projekt podobné fungovat i
v jinych lokalitach, nebo v ¢em by pfipadné musel byt upravovan?
Vite o tom, Ze by dochazelo k rozsiteni inovaci i mezi farmare, ktefi do projektu zapojeni nebyli,
pfipadné do jinych komunit?
o Jaké pfipadné pozorujete prekazky takového rozsifovani inovaci?
Postiehl/a jste, Ze zpUsoby prace, které farmari v ramci projektu adoptovali, jsou jiz praktikovany
v Uzemich, na které se projekt nebyl zaméren?
oV jakém ¢asovém Useku doslo k rozsiteni nauc¢enych zplisob( prace?
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o Jsou v jinych tzemich ziskané poznatky identické? Nebo naopak jsou napf. pfizplsobovany
lokalnim podminkdam?

Celkové hodnoceni

Které dopady projektu povaZzujete za nejvyznamnéjsi? Které z kratkodobého a které naopak

z dlouhodobého pohledu?

Co povaZujete obecné za nejvétsi Uspéch projektd? A co je naopak nejvétsi zklamani?
Zaznamenali jste néjaké negativni dopady? Jak jste se poucili?

Vnimate, Ze projekt néjakym zptsobem zménil zaZité pracovni navyky cilovych skupin a partnerd
projektu? Jak?

Udrzitelnost, odchod realizatora

Jakym zplsobem mél byt, dle vaseho planu, realizovan samotny ,,odchod” realizatora z podporenych
lokalit tak, aby vysledky projektu zlstaly zachovany a pfipadné se dale rozvijely?

Bylo nutné v obou lokalitach tyto strategie néjak upravovat — odliSovaly se? Jak a proc?

Co se, dle Vasi zkuSenosti, pfi pfedavani a odchodu ukazalo jako klicové pro udrzeni vysledki a co bylo
pfipadné nadbytecné? Planovali byste dnes tento exit néjak jinak?

Jsou, dle Vasi zkusenosti, lokalni instituce, které prevzaly zodpovédnost za udrZzeni (kooperativy)
dostatecné silné, zkuSené atd.? Pfipadné v ¢em ne a jak to ovliviiuje udrZitelnost? Bylo mozné pfi
realizaci projektu udélat néco jinak ve prospéch posileni téchto instituci, a tedy udrzitelnosti?

Jsou farmati schopni po ukonceni projektu dlouhodobé udrzovat nebo pripadné dale zvySovat
produkci krmiv a mléka? Co se v tomto ohledu, dle Vasi zkuSenosti, projevilo jako klicové.

Lze pozorovat néjaké rozdily v udrZitelnosti? At jiz na geografické Urovni, ¢i z pohledu fizeni?

Dochazi, dle vasich informaci, k udrzeni principt holistického zemédélstvi i po ukonceni projektu? Proc
ano nebo proc ne?

Jaké jsou, dle vasi zkuSenosti, dnes nejzasadnéjsi hrozby a prekazky pro udrzitelnost vysledk(
projektu?
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12.

13.

14.
15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.
26.

IDI - representative of Embassy

Co se z Vaseho pohledu v projektu povedlo, co povaZzujete za dobrou praxi

Co naopak uspésné nebylo a proc?

Jakou mate zpétnou vazbu ve vztahu k hodnocenému projektu se statnich instituci na rliznych
urovnich? Do jaké miry ministerstva na centrdlni Urovni vnimaji ¢esky projekt a jeho dopady?

Jak ze zpétného pohledu hodnotite to, jak projekt reflektoval potfeby cilovych skupin? Pozorujete
napriklad, Ze se nevénoval nékterym dllezitym potfebam? Jak to projekt ovlivnilo?

Jak efektivni byla, ze zpétného pohledu, implementace projektu? Pozorujete, ze v nékterych oblastech
mohl byt efektivnéjsi co se tyce nakladl a pfinost?

Jsou nékteré vydaje, o nichz se zpétné domnivate, Ze byly nadbytecné?

Byly naopak nékteré vydaje podhodnocené?

V ¢em spociva, dle Vaseho nazoru, pfidana hodnota ¢eskych expert?

Které ze svych cilli projekt, pfi pohledu zpét, splnil a jsou nékteré, jejichz naplnéni se nepotvrdilo?
Proc?

. Jak dobte fungovala logika projektu, vedly aktivity skutecné bezprostfedné k cili?
11.

Upravovala se néjak logika projektu v naslednych projektech —jiny sled a vyznam aktivit, nékteré
aktivity nebyly implementovany, a naopak byly zavedeny nové aktivity? Jak se obecné praxe s logikou
fungovani projektu projevila v naslednych projektech?
Co vse mélo vliv na zvySeni dojivosti a lepsi fyzickou kondici zvifat v projektovém regionu? Jak
vyznamné jsou v tomto smyslu projektové aktivity?
Domnivate se, Ze za urcitych podminek mohlo byt zvyseni produkce mléka a prijmU jesté vyssi? Jaké
faktory omezily nebo zabrénily dosdhnout jesté lepsich vysledkd / dopadd?
Odlisuji se dopady v jednotlivych projektovych lokalitach? Jaké jsou pficiny.
Monitorujete néjak dalsi pokracovani projektu? Pokud ano:
a. Lze pozorovat, Ze zména zplsobu hospodareni byla u farmar trvala, nebo se postupné
vytraci? CO je pfipadné pficinou?
b. Jakje to s technikou? Je vyuzivana? Kym?
Zaznamenavate, Ze zmény v hospodareni zavadéji i farmafri, kteri nebyli soucasti projektu? Je
pfi¢inou napodoba podporenych farmara? Za jakych podminek k této ndpodobé dochazi a
kdy ne?
Jak hodnotite slozku HLLM v projektu? Jde o dobrou praxi, kterou vyuzivate i v novych projektech?
Nebo to byla spis slepa ulicka? Proc?
PovaZujete kooperativy za vhodné instituce k zajiSténi udrzitelnosti projektu? Pro¢ ano nebo ne? Co
kooperativy skute¢né motivuje k tomu, aby pomahaly farmarim zvysovat kvantitu produkce?
Jsou kooperativy skute¢né schopny podporovat i zvySovani kvality? Nebo by to pro né mohlo byt
nebezpecné (vyssi kvalita mléka = vétsi moznosti vykupu)?
Spolupracujete na podpore farmara s dalSimi organizacemi? Jak tato spoluprace probiha a na jaké
urovni — ad-hoc v projektovém regionu mezi field officers, koordinace mezi realizatory nebo
koordinace na urovni donor(? Jaka je v tom role ambasady?
Ucastnite se né&jakych koordinaénich platforem?
S jakymi donory v daném sektoru spolupracujete? Jak tuto spolupraci hodnotite? Pfinosy vs. omezeni?
Mate pocit, Ze v projektu i navaznych projektech je plné vyuzito synergii s dalSimi donory?
Maiji jini donofi zajem o dobrou praxi, ktera v projektu vznikla? Pozorujete, Ze by se pokouseli
aplikovat podobné pfristupy, chodi si k vam ,pro rady“?
Jak byste projekt celkové zhodnotil?
Jak projekt celkové ovlivnil dalsi aktivity v sektoru v Zambii?
CO by se mélo pristé udélat lépe?
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IDI with representatives of public institutions in Zambia (national)

Introduction:

1.

Please describe your position and tasks with regard to dairy sector in Zambia.

General assessment

2.

3.

4.

Are you aware of the Czech Development Cooperation project supporting local dairy farmers in region
South?

If yes, please ask the following:
a. Areyou aware how the project was initiated?
b. What were your personal expectations regarding the project?

c. Give us please your general assessment of the project and general approach of the project
staff to the issue of increasing milk production by local farmers

d. How do you assess management of the project and communication with institutions and
other key stakeholders? What could have been done better in this field?

e. How do you assess the effectiveness of the project / approach of CDC? Did you observe any
deficits in effectiveness (e.g. costs that were not entirely essential, ineffective use of available

funds, insufficient utilization of local resources, etc.)?

f.  In general, are you rather satisfied or dissatisfied with the project and its activities?

To what extent is the support of CDC in dairy sector in Zambia in line with strategic goals of your country
in this sector? In which aspects was the support not fully aligned, if you observed any?

Relevance to needs

5.

What are, from your experience, the most significant barriers for local farmers to increase their milk
production, especially during dry season?

If it was your decision, what kind of activities would you implement in order to increase the milk
production and/or quality of local farmers, especially during dry season?

What are, more generally, the barriers of local farmers to increasing their incomes and quality of their
lives?
Who provides farmers with support in growing / processing their own fodder? What kind of support is

available to the farmers?

What is the role of district cooperatives / Milk Collection Centre in provision of support to farmers in
growing their own fodder?
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5. From your point of view, is the cooperative / Milk Collection Centre in your district motivated to support

farmers in increasing the quantity and quality of their milk production?
Other donors

6. What other donors or institutions were or are active in the region who are also aimed at raising the milk
production especially in dry season?

7. Please compare Czech project to the approach of other donors: what did Czech project do better, what
did they do worse?

8. Did you observe effective coordination or cooperation between donors and Czech project? Please
elaborate —why do you see the coordination as effective or ineffective? What should have been done
better in this regard?

9. Was there any duplication of activities of Czech project and other donors observed? What was the impact
— positive, negative...? How was this solved?

10. Would you say that the potential synergies were sufficiently taken advantage of? Why yes or no?

11. Whose role is it to coordinate donors in this sector in general? What is the role of your institution in this
regard?

HLLM
12. Are you aware of introduction of holistic management in some villages within the project? If yes, please

give us detailed feedback.

Impacts in general

13. What kind of direct impacts of Czech support have you observed? What did change by the supported
farmers in direct effect of the project?

14. Have you observed any indirect impacts of Czech support?
a. Impacts at the level of communities
b. Impacts of implementation of HLLM in supported communities

15. Were there any unintended impacts? Something that surprised you both positively and negatively?

16. Do you have any closing remarks?
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IDI with representatives of other donors and NNOs

1. Please describe shortly your organization and your activities with regard to (small) farmers in Zambia /
project region (region South).

Assessment, cooperation, synergies
2. Please describe whether you are aware of Czech support provided to dairy farmers in Choma and
Monze districts in 2015 — 2018 and also the level of your coordination / cooperation, if any.
3. Give us please your general assessment of the Czech project and general approach of the project staff
to the issue of increasing milk production by local farmers, if you feel you are sufficiently informed.
i. Were the activities well planned and necessary from your point of view?
ii. Were there any activities that were not really useful or even redundant?
iii. On the contrary, was something important missing in the project?
iv.  What could have been a better approach from your point of view?
v. Compare to other donors, government’s actions or your own activities. What did the
Czech project do better, what did they do worse from your point of view?

4. Please give us details regarding your cooperation (IF ANY) with Czech project or Czech ODA in Zambia
more generally:

a. Who and how did initiate communication?

b. Did you coordinate your activities (informed each other, exchange experience) or did you
actually cooperate? (e.g. divided work in the project region, exchange experts, take
advantage of each other’s trainings, share costs of inputs, etc.)

c.  Would you say that the potential of cooperation with Czech project was sufficiently taken
advantage of in your activities? If not, what was the cause?

d. How did you benefit from the cooperation, if any was taking place?

5. Are there any lessons learned for you from your cooperation with Czech projects? Good practice as
well as practice to be avoided?

Needs of farmers, barriers
6. What are, from your experience, the most significant barriers for local farmers to increase their milk
production, especially during dry season?

7. If it was your decision, what kind of activities would you implement in order to increase the milk
production and/or quality of local farmers, especially during dry season?

8. What are, more generally, the barriers on the part of local farmers to increasing their incomes and
quality of their lives?

9. What kind of support would, from your point of view, have to be provided in order to significantly
increase the number of farmers who grow their own fodder and process / store it for dry season?

Role of cooperatives, exit strategy
10. Who provides farmers with support in growing / processing their own fodder? What kind of support is
available to the farmers?

11. What is, from your experience, the role of cooperatives / Milk Collection Centres in provision
extension services to farmers in growing their own fodder?
i. What kind of services do cooperatives / MCCs provide?
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ii. What is their motivation to provide farmers with these services?
iii. What is your assessment of the efficiency and effectiveness of cooperatives
providing extension services?

12. Who'is, from your point of view, the most appropriate organization to take over project activities
aimed at strengthening farmers in their own production of fodder? Why?

13. What are, from your point of view, advantages and disadvantages in getting the cooperatives involved

at this stage (i.e. when handing over project outputs / outcomes to local authorities)? What should be
their role in this regard?

Final assessment

14. What are, from your point of view, the best available practices when aiming to raise the milk
production and/or its quality by small farmers in Zambia?

15. What are the obstacles and barriers to these approaches? What does a donor or implementer need to
take into account in order to be effective in these objectives?

16. What would your advice for a donor or implementer entering this sector?
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IDI with local officers of project partner
Introduction

e How did you get involved in the project?

e  What were your responsibilities and tasks?

e What were your initial expectations when entering the project — with regard to target groups or rural
development in Zambian context in general?

Objectives, needs

e How did you assess the formulated objectives of the project?

e Do you feel that the needs of target groups, as you know them, were in line with how the project
understood them?

o If not, what was missing? Any needs / context that is relevant in the scope of this project, but
was not sufficiently taken into account?

e If you look back on the analysis of target groups needs know, having experience from implementation,
do you see any gaps in how the needs were analysed, was anything of substance overlooked? Were
you asked today to identify needs of target groups in the field of cattle husbandry, would you do it
differently?

Efficiency
e How would you assess the ratio between benefits and total costs of the project? Were there any
expenses that you, in hindsight, see as redundant or not bringing the effect you hoped for?
e Onthe contrary, are there any expenses on project activities which you, in hindsight, see as financially
unsatisfactory? How did it affect the efficiency of the project?
e  What was, from your point of view, the added value of the involvement of Czech experts?
e How do you, from your point of view, assess the efficiency of project management and
administration?
o Did you see any significant drawbacks in management that hindered smooth implementation
of the project?
o Onthe contrary, which factors have contributed to increasing the efficiency of the project?

Cooperation, synergies
e Did you coordinate your activities with other donors? If yes, please specify:

o Who did initiate the cooperation?

o Did you coordinate your activities (informed each other, exchange experience) or did you
actually cooperate — divided your work with other donors? What was the impact on the
project?

o Where did you see the benefits of this cooperation and were there any drawbacks?

e Would you say that the potential of cooperation with other donors was sufficiently taken advantage of
in your project?

o If not, what was the cause — what were the obstacles to a more intensive cooperation with
other donors?

o In what way do you think that the benefits and impacts of your project would have been
strengthened had you cooperated with other donors more intensively?

e Did you experience that your project was perceived as good practice by any other donors? If so, did
they replicate your approach, as far as you know?

Effectiveness, achieving goals
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How do you personally assess the achievement of project objectives? Did the project fulfil your
expectations?
In which areas did the project not fulfil your expectations, if any?

o What was the cause of its failure in these areas? Did the project logic fail to work as planned?
Was any important activity missing in the project? Or was it the impact of external factors
which you did not take into account sufficiently?

o How did you try to mitigate these shortcomings?

Did you experience any obstacles to satisfactory implementation of the project that you were not able
to overcome? Do you think that other projects in the field of agriculture would have to encounter the
same obstacles?
What else did surprise you during the project’s implementation and how did you react?
If you were to plan the same project today, with knowledge you gained during implementation, would
you plan it differently? In what way?
o Do you see that any activities of the projects were redundant —i.e. they had little or marginal
contribution to achieving the objectives?
o Onthe contrary, were there any activities missing — activities that could have increased the
positive impacts of the project had they been implemented?

How exactly did the project contribute to increasing the milk production and raise in farmers‘ income
from your experience? Which project activities and / or other factors were decisive in this regard?
On the contrary, what were the factors and other influences that hindered this impact, if you see any?
(l.e.: do you think that if circumstances were different, the project could have caused even higher
increase in milk production and income)
Did the impacts differ between the villages in your area?

o If so, what do you see as key factors that explain different impacts?
How do you assess the impacts of HLLM?

o  What were the impacts you actually saw in the localities?

o  Which activities worked well and which did not work that well?

o What might be done better next time?

To what extent do you see the activities of project as replicable? Could it work similarly in different
regions or would it have to be adjusted in any way?
Did you experience that the innovations brought about by your project would spread among farmers
that were not directly involved?

o Do you see any obstacles to this diffusion of innovations?

Overall assessment

What do you personally see as the most important impacts of the project? Which are essential in short
term and which in long term?

Did you encounter any negative impacts of the project in your project region? What lessons did you
learn from this?

Did you experience that the project has, in any way, changed work habits of target groups and/or
project partners? In what way?

Sustainability, exit

Who did take over the outputs of your project? To your knowledge, is or was this institution about to
carry on with project activities — especially in extension?
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e How do you assess your exit from the localities? Was it, from your point of view, sufficient to sustain
the results of the project and their further development?

e Would you have done the exit and handing over of the project differently if you could? How?

e  Were local institutions that took over the responsibility for sustainability, from your point of view,
strong enough, did they have sufficient capacity? If not, how does it affect the sustainability?

e Arefarmers, in your experience, able to sustain or even increase their fodder and milk production in
long term as well as HLLM? What are the key factors?

e Do you have information whether the principles of holistic management were sustained or even
spread further after the project finished?

e What are, from your point of view, key threats and obstacles to sustainability?
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IDI - Local extension officers and local authorities

Introduction:

8. Please describe your position and tasks. (Also: how long has he or she been working in the region, etc.)

General assessment

9. Areyou aware of the Czech Development Cooperation project supporting local dairy farmers in your
region?

10. If yes, please ask the following:
a. Areyou aware how the project was initiated?
b. What were your personal expectations regarding the project?

c. Give us please your general assessment of the project and general approach of the project
staff to the issue of increasing milk production by local farmers

d. How do you assess management of the project and communication with local institutions —
formal as well as informal? What could have been done better in this field?

e. Ingeneral, are you rather satisfied or dissatisfied with the project and its activities in your
region?

Were his or her expectations fulfilled? Which were not and why?

Relevance to needs

11. What are, from your experience, the most significant barriers for local farmers to increase their milk
production, especially during dry season?

12. If it was your decision, what kind of activities would you implement in order to increase the milk
production and/or quality of local farmers, especially during dry season?

13. What are, more generally, the barriers of local farmers to increasing their incomes and quality of their
lives?

Fodder production

14. Have you observed, that in the last 3-5 years an increasing number of farmers is growing and processing
their own fodder for their cattle?™®
1. Respondent does not observe — no further probing necessary
2. Respondent observes growing trend. It such case ask:

¥ Since these are not experts in agriculture, we do not distinguish growing plants for animal fodder and
processing — storing hay or silage for the winter. However, if you feel the respondent can make this distinction,
feel free to divide the question.
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a. Ifrespondent knows the project: To what extent is this the impact of Czech project?
b. What other factors are the reason for this increase?
c. Isthere a difference across the region? In some villages there are more farmers
growing their own fodder more often than in others? If so, what are the reasons?
17. Respondent responds that there was a growing number but now it is decreasing again. In such
case ask on reasons for this trend (why was it increasing and why does it decline).

15. What kind of support would, from your point of view, have to be provided in order to increase the
number of farmers who grow their own fodder and process / store it for dry season?

Extension, sustainability
16. Who provides farmers with support in growing / processing their own fodder? What kind of support is
available to the farmers?
17. Does the cooperative / Milk Collection Centre provide support to farmers in growing their own fodder?
a. Ifyes, please ask what kind of support:

- Training, consultancy, knowledge? (if not, why? Don’t they have sufficient
knowledge? Please try to verify here information you received from cooperative
officers!)

- Selling seeds?

- Providing cooperative fields for joint production of fodder?

- Any other support?

b. If not, please ask for reasons.

18. From your point of view, is the cooperative / Milk Collection Centre in your district motivated to support
farmers in increasing the quantity and quality of their milk production?

Machinery

19. Are you aware that the cooperative / Milk Collection Centre is renting machinery to farmers with relation
to growing / processing fodder?

Other donors

20. Are there or were there other donors or institutions active in your region who are also aimed at raising
the milk production especially in dry season? If yes, please ask for details — what organizations, what kind
of support are they providing?

21. Ask only if the respondent responded that he or she knew about the support from Czech Republic at the
beginning of the interview:
e Compare Czech project to the approach of other donors: what did Czech project do better,
what did they do worse?
e Was Czech project in general more or less effective than other donors in bringing the desired
change? Why?
e Did the donors sufficiently coordinate? Or not at all? Did the respondent see any negative
impact of lacking coordination? Or, on the contrary, benefit of coordination?
e Was there any duplication of activities of Czech project and other donors observed? What
was the impact — positive, negative...?

HLLM
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22. Are you aware of introduction of holistic management in some villages in your district? If yes, please ask
the following:
a. What is the experience of locals with introduction of the HLLM principles?

b. What were the benefits of this approach, if any? Were there, on the contrary, any
drawbacks?

c. Did the communities where HLLM was introduced sustain the management? Why yes or why
not

d. Do you observe that HLLM is getting more widespread in your region?

- Are more households joining the clusters that were established in 2016/2017?
Why yes or no?
- Has the approach been introduced also to other communities? Why yes or no?
- If other communities were interested in introducing HLLM, is sufficient support
available for them? Who provides the support?
e. Please give us your personal assessment of the introduction of HLLM in your region.

Impacts in general

Ask only if the respondent responded that he or she knew about the support from Czech Republic at the
beginning of the interview:

23. What kind of direct impacts of Czech support have you observed / experienced on the side of
supported farmers? What did change by the supported farmers in direct effect of the project?

24. Have you observed any indirect impacts of Czech support?
a. Impacts at the level of communities
b. Impacts of implementation of HLLM in supported communities

25. Were there any unintended impacts? Something that surprised you both positively and negatively?

26. Do you have any closing remarks?
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Cooperatives:
Talking to representatives of cooperatives is crucial. Research at cooperatives has three parts:

1. IDI cooperative management or employees
2. Group interview - cooperative members (ca 5-8 farmers, if it is feasible)
3. Checking reports and status quo of machinery
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I Cooperative management

Current status quo of machinery:

1.

10.

11.

Is it operational? Why yes or no? Check physically if possible

Is it still stationed at designated places, i.e. in shelters / garages that were built within the project? Check
physically

What is the current renting model of the machinery?

- Isrent collected at all? Or is the machinery lent for free?

- Are price lists developed in the project still used? Or did prices change since 2018? Why?

- Isrenting for in-kind payments enabled (i.e. farmer pays back in quantities of milk delivered)?

- Isin some cases rent not collected (renting “pro bono”, e.g. to poor farmers)? If so, what are the rules
and who takes advantage of it?

- Isthere a different approach for members and non-members of the cooperative? (e.g. different
prices, members borrowing for free whereas non-members paying, etc.)

How many farmers are renting the machinery? How is reporting of rentals done? Ask for records,
bookkeeping for rental has been developed within the project, should be maintained!

What is the share of members of your cooperative who rent the machinery regularly (i.e. more than once
ayear)?

Follow-up guestions:
- Why don’t more farmers / cooperative members rent the machinery?
- Are you motivating other farmers to use machinery? How (e.g. demonstrations in villages?)
- What would need to be done in order for more farmers to benefit from the machinery?

Is operating the machinery by cooperative profitable? How much does the renting earn annually? If
possible, check in records.

How much was invested in maintenance of machinery since the project finished? If possible, ask for
records

Were any new pieces of machinery / applications purchased?
o Ifyes:
o What new pieces of machinery were bought?
o Were revenues from rental used for that investment?
o Who and on what basis decided what is to be purchased?

In what other ways did you use the net profit of renting machinery, if generated?

What obstacles have you encountered in managing, operating, maintaining and renting machinery since
20187 How did you overcome these obstacles?

Are there any other lessons you learned (positive as well as negative) from machinery operation and
rental? What would you do differently the next time?

Cooperative growing of animal fodder

12.

Does the cooperative produce any fodder?
- Ifyes:
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What plot sizes (on how many hectares)?
Who provided the fields and on what basis?
Do they process fodder during dry season (hey, silage)?
Are you selling the fodder on the market or only to cooperative members? Do you accept in-
kind payments from farmers? How much do you earn annually from sale of fodder?
o Isthe production of fodder economically rentable / profitable for the cooperative?
- If not, what is the reason?

o O O O

13. Do you collectively buy fodder seeds for cooperative members? Are in kind payments for seeds accepted?

Extension services
14. Does the cooperative employ extension officers / field officers to help farmers (coop. members) with

fodder production?

- Whyyesorno?

- Ifyes, please let the respondent elaborate>
a. Ifyes, what are their tasks and responsibilities? What services are they providing?
b. What activities are they organizing regularly?
c. Does the cooperative have a demonstration plot to provide field trainings? Or do they

cooperate with demonstration farm?

d. Do they have sufficient capacity and knowledge?
e. What is the demand from famer on their services?
f.  What is the financial model (providing for free or paid services, incl. in-kind payments?)
g.  What is the relationship with governmental extension officers stationed in the villages? How
do they coordinate and avoid duplication?
Other donors

15. Are there or were there other donors or institutions active in your region who are also aimed at raising
the milk production especially in dry season?
If yes, please ask for details —
e What organizations, what kind of support are they providing?
e What s the cooperation of the cooperative with these donors?
e Compare Czech project to the approach of other donors: what did Czech project do better,
what did they do worse?
e Was Czech project in general more or less effective than other donors in bringing the desired
change? Why?
e Did the donors sufficiently coordinate? Or not at all? Did the respondent see any negative
impact of lacking coordination? Or, on the contrary, benefit of coordination?
e Was there any duplication of activities of Czech project and other donors observed? What
was the impact — positive, negative...?

Impacts of project perceived from the cooperative’s point of view

16. Do you perceive that Czech support has directly resulted an increase in quantity / quality of milk delivered
by farmers? Please elaborate.
17. Do you see replication of project activities — does an increasing number of farmers grow their own fodder
in sufficient volumes? If yes, please elaborate:
a. To which extent is this a direct impact of the Czech projects
b. What are the factors that contribute to higher number of farmers producing their own
fodder?
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18.

19.

20.

21.

FirtabRegiooh of the CDC project in the sector of Agriculture

c. Arethere, on the contrary, any limitations? What are the barriers preventing more farmers to
grow their own fodder?
d. What does the cooperative do to support these innovations?

What kind of direct impacts of Czech support have you observed / experienced on the side of supported
farmers? What did change by the supported farmers in direct effect of the project?
Have you observed any indirect impacts of Czech support?

a. Impacts at the level of communities

b. Impacts of implementation of HLLM in supported communities

Were there any unintended impacts? Something that surprised you both positively and negatively?

Do you have any closing remarks?
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1. FGD with Cooperative members — not involved in management

If a group interview is conducted, the questions should be shorter and the respondents should be encouraged to
react to each other. For that reason, the interview is less structured — questions are broader and discussion
encouraged.

1.

What is the trend of milk production on your farms or in your region more general? Is the milk production
increasing, decreasing or no clear trend is observed (i.e. trend differs across individual farmers)?

Please give us explanation for that trend. What are the key factors from your point of view?
Encourage discussion among attendees.

Is there a connection between producing own fodder and the trend you described? Is this a significant
factor? How does it contribute.

Again, encourage discussion. Possibly encourage attendees to agree on how important a factor this is
(most important, second most important, etc.), record if attendees are unable to agree on importance of
factors and why.

Did you personally start to grown your own fodder in the last 3-5 years?

Possibility of a round-table to engage farmers who did not speak too much so far.

If yes, please share your experience:

- Why did you start, what motivated you?

- Where did you receive information / knowledge / know-how? Was it sufficient?
- What was the impact on your farm and on your livelihood?

If not, please explain why.

Are you aware of the Czech project that aimed to increase the milk production, especially in dry season?
Please give us feedback.
Try to encourage discussion again.

Can you see that more farmers in your villages start to produce their own fodder? Please share your
experience:

e Ifyes, why? What motivates them?

e What are the conditions that need to be met so that others start too?

e  Onthe contrary, what are the barriers? Why are not more farmers doing that?

How did your incomes and overall quality of life of your household change in the last 3-5 years? What are
the key factors that caused this change — positive as well as negative. And give us examples how your lives
change in effect.

What were other impacts of Czech project on your villages, communities or families?
Also probe environmental impacts.

Was in your community / village introduced holistic management within the project? If yes, please give us
feedback:

a. Impact on farmers;

b. Impact on community — are farmers cooperating more? Negative impact on community life?
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c.  Wasin, overall, beneficial? And did other farmers in the community join or were clusters
started in close by villages as result?

121



. . I I FirtabRegiooh of the CDC project in the sector of Agriculture

eace and Rural Development in Zambia

IDI with village / community authorities

1. How did the life in your community change in the last 3-5 years? What were the most significant
changes with regard to incomes, living standards and quality of life?

2. What do you attribute these changes mostly to?

3. How important is husbandry of cattle and milk selling as a source of income in your community?

4. How did this field (husbandry, milk sector) change in the last 3-5 years in your country / region as
whole and how did it affect your community / village? What were the most important factors / events
/ other influences that affected life in your village?

5.  Were there any new or growing trends that you observed in your community when it comes to cattle
and milk production in your village / community?

6. How likely are farmers in your village / community to adopt such new approaches? ™~
a. Under what circumstances and conditions and how does such change in general difuse?
What support needs to be provided in order to speed up the adoption of new approaches
among farmers?
c. And what needs to be done in order to persuade most of the farmers (i.e. also the poorer
ones) to adopt change?

7. What were the impacts of these changes on your community, its coherence and cohesion. Were there
any negative impacts?

8. What were the environmental impacts of these changes? Positive as well as negative.

9. Are you aware of activities that the Czech Republic supported in your region?
a. |Ifyes, please give us feedback
i. What did they do well, from your point of view, and what was not that good?
ii. How do you assess the approach of Czech supported experts to your community,
what was the communication like?
iii. What could have been done better?
iv. What is your overall assessment regarding the benefits of Czech support?

10. Please give us your final thoughts regarding future development in your community. What are its
biggest needs when it comes to farming and income generation? What kind of support would be
necessary?
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IDI - representatives of ACHM

17. Please describe shortly your organization and your activities with regard to the project region.
18. How did you get involved in the Czech project in Zambia? Who initiated the inclusion of HLLM into the
project, if you are aware of that?
19. Please describe your activities in the project briefly. Focus on:
a. What were the biggest challenges for you?
b. What was the approach of the farmers in target communities?
c. Was there any difference to how you would proceed with HLLM implementation in different
context? How did it affect the implementation?
d. Generally negative or positive external factors that affected your implementation.
20. Give us please your general assessment of the Czech project and general approach of the project staff
to the issue of HLLM implementation, if you feel you are sufficiently informed.
a. Were the activities well planned and necessary from your point of view?
b. Were there any activities that were not really useful or even redundant?
c.  Onthe contrary, was something important missing in the project?
d. What could have been a better approach from your point of view?
e. How do you assess the communication and general cooperation with project staff?
21. What were, from your point of view, the biggest barriers for the target group (local farmers) to:
a. Enterinto HLLM;
b. Fully implement all components of HLLM;
c. Take advantage of the full potential of HLLM?

How did you overcome or mitigate these barriers?
22. Did you experience any synergies of your activities with other activities of the project (fostering the
fodder production by farmers, capacity building at cooperatives, etc.) or other donors in the region?
a. If there were synergies, would you say that they were fully taken advantage of?
23. On the other hand, did you experience any contradictions or clashes with other activities in the region
implemented by the project and/or other donors? If so, how did you mitigate?
a. Focus especially on biogas production that was supported in the region by SNV — potential
contradiction to implementation of HLLM from our point of view.
24. What are, for you, the most important lessons learned from this project (good practice as well as
bad)? Did your experience from this project change your approach in other localities in any way?

Impacts, sustainability and replication

25. What kind of impacts of your activities did you experience and would like to highlight?

26. Did you observe a change in the farmers’ attitudes and behaviour when it comes to herding practices
and cattle husbandry in general?

27. What impacts on the level of supported communities did you observe? Positive as well as negative.

28. Did the involved farmers have, from your point of view, sufficient knowledge and capacity to sustain
HLLM once the project ended (2018) in full scope?
a. If only partially, which activities would be sustained and which would not and why?
b. What kind of further support would, from your point of view, be necessary in order to fully
sustain the implemented management?
29. What were the crucial factors that were decisive when it came to sustainability of HLLM in supported
localities?
30. What would you, in general, do differently when it comes to finalizing the project and exiting the
supported localities if you had the chance?
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31. Did you perform any follow-up monitoring after the project ended? Or do you have any other
information with regard to the supported communities? If yes:

What trends did you observe with regard to membership in the clusters?

Were these trends different across supported clusters?

What do you see as the key factors explaining these trends?

Did you experience that HLLM as whole or some of the components were implemented in

other localities — replicating clusters supported in the project?

o o0 T o

Final assessment
32. Did the project fulfil your expectations with regard to HLLM implementation? Please elaborate if some
of your expectations were not fulfilled and why.
33. What would your advice for a donor or implementer planning to implement HLLM or its components
in new project region?
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