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This report is an output of the Performance Evaluation of the New Alliance Information and
Communication Technologies Agriculture Extension Challenge Fund (NA-ICT CF). Landell Mills is
carrying out this evaluation, commissioned by the United Kingdom’s Department for International
Development (DFID), under contract PO 8151.

The NA-ICT CF aimed, at impact level, to improve agricultural productivity in selected food crops
by smallholder farmers in six countries: Ethiopia, Ghana, Malawi, Mozambique, Senegal and
Tanzania. The programme’s envisaged outcome was that new knowledge and practices be applied
by one million smallholder men and women farmers with access to financially sustainable ICT-
enabled extension in the six countries. It coordinated within the wider context of the Scaling Seeds
and Technologies Programme (SSTP) — a five-year, USD 47 million partnership between USAID
and Alliance for a Green Revolution in Africa (AGRA) which aimed, in part, to increase the
availability of new varieties of key food crops and technologies in the same six targeted countries.
The NA-ICT CF design involved the development of a results framework (by the United States
Agency for International Development, USAID) and a Theory of Change (ToC) (by DFID).
Implementation grants were awarded on a country-by-country basis through a competitive process
to consortia that were mostly made up of non-governmental organisations (NGOs). An independent
monitoring and learning (MEL) provider was appointed to provide MEL services to the programme.
The NA-ICT CF involved promotion of the use of ICT-enabled channels that complement non-ICT-
based agricultural extension delivered by public and private sectors.

The purpose of the evaluation was twofold. For accountability purposes, the evaluation assessed
the progress of the NA-ICT CF (or “programme”) with respect to its two outcomes: (a) increased
use of quality inputs and improved technologies by smallholder farmers, and (b) increased
financially sustainable ICT-enabled services to complement other extension services. For learning
purposes, the evaluation sought to gain insights, within the context of the NA-ICT CF, on what does
and does not work in scaling up ICT-enabled extension approaches through working with the public
and private sectors.

Target audiences for the evaluation include the four donors of the NA-ICT CF (USAID, DFID,
International Fund for Agricultural Development or IFAD, and the Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation or BMGF) and a wider audience, including governments, private sector bodies, ICT
industry stakeholders, and NGOs that were either involved in the NA-ICT CF itself, or that might
have an interest in supporting and/or providing ICT-enabled extension services in the future.

The evaluation ran from September 2017 until February 2019, with a further dissemination phase
to be completed by early May 2019. The evaluation team (ET) had five core members who had no
previous connection with the Challenge Fund (CF) and, overall, the Terms of Reference (ToRs)
were followed.

The evaluation approach, methodology and limitations are covered in Section 2. Eighteen
evaluation questions (EQs) and an evaluation matrix (EM) guided the evaluation, using a theory-
based approach. To this end a ToC workshop was held in the inception phase with donors and the
MEL contractor to develop a ToC as a basis for the evaluation. This ToC had three impact pathways
(IPs): IP1 concerns application of new technologies by farmers; IP2 financial sustainability; and IP3
evidence. A mixed methods approach was used for data collection, which drew largely on
secondary data. Eight qualitative methods were used, including document review, data quality audit
(DQA), key informant interviews, focus group discussions, ToC approaches including assessment
of causal pathways using contribution analysis, country case studies, and comparative analysis.
Quantitative methods included analysis of all data reported against indicators, and available data
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for the Value for Money (VfM) analysis. Visits were made to three of the six countries. The main
cross-cutting issue addressed was gender.

The evaluation faced some limitations, but most did not affect the quality of the evaluation. Those
that did were the variable quality and consistency of the data gathered by the grantees and the
lack of monitoring data on costs related to outputs and outcomes, which limited the viable scope
of the VIM analysis. The evaluation team mitigated these challenges by conducting a DQA,
triangulating data from multiple sources, and maximising the use and analysis of available data.

The evaluation provides findings related to each of the following criteria: relevance, outputs, VM,
progress towards outcomes and impact, and sustainability,! as summarised below and detailed in
Section 3.

Relevance. As noted in section 3.1, the ET assesses the NA-ICT CF as being relevant on several
grounds. The programme was well aligned with both donor and country-level agricultural
development policies. The programme was in keeping with the type of agricultural extension
provision in each of the six countries and was in line with the ICT context at national levels. Demand
for radio was high across all countries compared with demand for mobile-based services, although
the latter has potential to grow as mobile phone ownership and use increase. Five key findings on
the design of the CF were identified:

1. The selected varieties and technologies that were being promoted by the SSTP were based
on national priorities and were all key crops for each country.

2. There were management challenges due to the set-up of the consortium, which involved
an alliance of four donors (responding to calls at a 2012 G8 summit, leading to the
establishment of the New Alliance for Food Security and Nutrition (NA)).

3. Governance arrangements for the CF were satisfactory, though weakened when the initial
contracting officer representative (COR) left USAID and management responsibilities were
dispersed across eight USAID staff.

4. Design did allow for good collaboration with key stakeholders at country level, although the
collaboration between SSTP and the MEL contractor in terms of monitoring was weak, and
linkages with other similar programmes occurred only when the NA-ICT grantees were also
working on these other programmes.

5. In terms of design, findings are that gender was not seen as a priority. Grantees did not
perceive it as a priority for the donors, SSTP was not focused on gender, and most of the

[t}

crops being promoted by SSTP were “men’s” crops.

The multi-donor nature of the programme also led to some challenges in relation to the different
reporting requirements and cycles of each donor. Other negative factors were the late appointment
of the MEL contractor, and the overall challenge of running the CF as a separate “add-on” project
to SSTP, all of which had implications for the efficient running of the CF.

Outputs (discussed in section 3.2). Three of the four outputs in the ToC are covered here: Output
1: Agronomic extension provided to smallholder farmers via ICT-enabled services; Output 2 (which
in practice precedes Output 1): Improved content adapted to specific needs, context and available
ICT channels; and Output 4: Development of high-quality evidence on cost-effectiveness and
impact of ICT-enabled services.? There were Performance Indicator Reference Sheet (PIRS)3

! These are derived from the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development's (OECD) Development Assistance
Committee (DAC) criteria.

2 Output 3: Financially sustainable ICT enabled extension services operating and integrated with non-ICT extension services, is
covered under the Sustainability evaluation criterion.

% The PIRS constitute the programme’s main monitoring tool.



indicators for Output 1 only. All grantees were able to achieve Output 1. Agronomic extension
provided to smallholder farmers via ICT-enabled services. The NA-ICT CF exceeded its targets in
relation to this Output, both in terms of access to ICT-enabled extension (measured by PIRS
indicator 1.1) and use of ICT-enabled extension (measured by PIRS indicator 1.2) across the
programme as a whole. The actual achievement of indicator 1.1 (access to ICT-enabled extension)
was 173% of the target of 5.2 million farmers and, for use of ICT-enabled extension (indicator 1.2),
it was 134% of the target of 2.6 million farmers. The evaluation anticipates an increase in these
figures as the programme draws to a close in December 2018 (Tanzania), February 2019
(Mozambique) and March 2019 (Senegal). However, this high attainment could have been caused
in part by low target setting. Men had more access to ICT-enabled extension than women: 67% of
the farmers with access were men and 33% were women. This was similar for the use of ICT-
enabled extension. Two of the grantees, EMM and TICmbay, were able to reach more women
compared to others.

The evaluation also found that the content development process (Output 2) was well developed in
all countries. Content was aligned with SSTP and government policies, adapted to local needs and
channels, and followed a participatory process. The findings at output level are confirmed for
impact pathway 1 (IP1) by the re-evaluation of the ToC as detailed in Annex 6, and by the
contribution stories from three of the six countries (Annex 7).

The CF did less well in terms of development of high-quality evidence (Output 4). The MEL
contractor was contracted late, while monitoring and evaluation (M&E) processes were already
(partly) developed by grantees. The focus was on developing PIRS to report on results to USAID,
and less time was invested in establishing a conducive learning environment to share experiences
beyond basic learning. Evidence regarding cost-effectiveness and impact was minimal, despite
IP3’s output (4) being high-quality evidence on (cost) effectiveness and impact of ICT-enabled
services. It should also be noted that, even if efforts had been made to collect evidence on impact,
this may not have been strong given the short time period (2-3 years) that the CF ran in each
country.

Value for Money. The ET has mixed findings for VM concerning the CF’s economy, efficiency,
effectiveness and equity, and as per the DFID business case VfM proposition. The M&E systems
and the financial accounting systems of the grantees were not aligned with each other. The
financial data provided was incomplete, with insufficient detail to link cost data to outputs and
outcomes. VM as an approach was not embedded within the design of the programme and was
thus difficult to measure retrospectively. This limitation was discussed with DFID mid-2018 and it
was agreed that the ET would endeavour to carry out a limited and partial VM at country level for
those countries where sufficient information exists. VfM is covered in section 3.3 and, in Annex 9,
a more detailed analysis is presented, based on data gathered by the ET from grantees. The NA-
ICT CF programme developed a results framework with PIRS indicators. These indicators were
developed as comparative measurements of programme achievements between grantees
internally. The ET assessed that the countries used their funding well in terms of efficiency in
achieving outputs and effectiveness in achieving outcomes because, at programme level, all
targets of the PIRS indicators were met with the funds received. There were no cost-effectiveness
nor impact indicators measured by the grantees. Findings on economy, however, revealed
weaknesses. Grantees were selected using a competitive process, but accountability and VM
were not prominent considerations in finalising agreements. Therefore, data on competitive
procurement, cost savings and actual expenditure were not available to assess how the grantees
considered and managed costs. Where economy measures may have been taken by grantees,
this was not captured in reporting. The ET assessed equity findings to be weaker as well, with
women having more limited access to ICT-enabled services than men, as a result of socio-
economic factors and choice of crops and technologies under SSTP.
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Progress towards outcomes and impact criterion (covered in section 3.4). The NA-ICT CF has
achieved Outcome 1: “Increased use of quality inputs and improved technologies by men and
women smallholder farmers”. It has exceeded its targets at the outcome level, as per the findings
for application of new technologies and best practices (indicators 1.3) and number of hectares
under improved technologies (indicator 1.4) across the programme as a whole. While, there was
in fact a great deal of variation between grantees in relation to actuals versus targets for hectares
(1.4), with four out of the six grantees underachieving to date, the ET considers indicator application
of technologies and best practices (1.3) to be stronger. Actual achievement of indicator 1.3 was
183%* and will increase as the programme nears its completion. Application of technologies and
best practices by women as compared to men was good in four of the six countries, given existing
gender constraints and the focus of the SSTP-supported crops. The evaluation found that key
factors contributing to application are trust, availability of inputs, the market context including the
market for outputs, and the promise of either or both better yields or better climate resilience. Annex
9 contains more detailed country-level discussion of outcome indicators 1.3 and 1.4. With regard
to the NA-ICT CF impact “Improved agricultural productivity in targeted food crops by smallholder
farmers in 6 NA-ICT countries in Africa”, neither the NA-ICT CF nor SSTP measured this. While
case-based examples and indirect evidence of higher yields exist, there is no robust evidence on
this. The findings at outcome and impact level are confirmed by the evaluation of the ToC for impact
pathway 1 (IP1) as detailed in Annex 6 section 1.3, and by the contribution stories from three of
the six countries (Annex 7). The articulation of the ToC for IP1 is assessed as being accurate.
Although the contribution stories for all three countries are strong at the output level (as discussed
in the section 3.2), they are medium at outcome level and weak at impact level. This is due not
only to the lack of evidence at impact level, but because many other factors influence productivity
aside from the ICT-enabled extension channels. Last, findings on which ICT-enabled extension
channels, and combinations of ICT-enabled extension channels, were the most effective in
achieving results across the grantees, were that, while radio is the most cost-effective ICT-enabled
extension channel, video (in particular) followed by mobile-based extension led to greater
application rates by those using these channels. The key findings are that ICT-enabled channels
can work together and reinforce each other, and that these work best in combination with traditional
extension.

Sustainability (see section 3.5) The NA-ICT CF looked at sustainability from the viewpoint of
financial sustainability and operational sustainability. Financial sustainability® is likely to remain a
challenge once the CF stops, at least in some of the countries. The ET is confident that operational
sustainability® will be achieved by the grantees. In terms of financial sustainability, the grantees did
commit to leveraging of NA-ICT funding with non-donor sources, although the ET did not have
sufficient data on actual contributions from all grantees to assess if all commitments were achieved.
The grantees were all NGOs, they focused on delivering the service and building government/radio
station capacities first to replicate, scale up” and achieve operational sustainability. Most grantees
did not secure buy-in from government or a company as a scale-up agent from the start of NA-ICT
CF, except for Digital Integration in Ethiopia, who secured government buy-in and could scale up
with additional BMGF funding. AgroTech in Ghana managed to secure funding from another donor
to scale up AgroTech to more extension agents and to fine tune their business model. EMM,

4 Even if indicator 1.3 is corrected for MODES and EMM the performance was still at 144% of target (see 2.5 for more details on
outlier data).

5 Financial sustainability is defined by the ET as the ability to cover all cost of the ICT enabled service without donor-support
after the end of the contract.

6 Operational sustainability is defined by the ET as the capacity to continue to operate the ICT enabled services to farmers after
the end of the contract.

" Scale up is seen by the ET the ability to grow the ICT enabled extension service beyond the population reached during the
NA-ICT CF.
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TICmbay and UPTAKE are still in implementation. Jokalante, the social enterprise established by
the grantees in Senegal, is able to attract contracts for their services, but still needs time to become
fully financially sustainable. In the long run, post-CF, the ET sees a challenge regarding ongoing
supply of relevant messages where there are no ongoing funds to support the content development
process.

From the findings, the evaluation team drew out, in Section 4, key lessons relevant to donors,
MEL contractors and practitioners, related to seven topics: 1) programme design; 2) monitoring,
evaluation and learning (MEL); 3) content development for ICT-enabled extension; 4) combining
ICT channels with traditional extension; 5) gender; 6) sustainability and; 7) the need for capacity
building. The findings and lessons derived from these informed the recommendations of this
evaluation.

The recommendations (as discussed in Section 5) are as follows:

For donors to strengthen design and implementation of new agriculture programmes, the
following are recommended:

Mainstream ICT-enabled extension into programme design.
Contract the MEL provider at the same time as the implementation partner/s.

If donors agree at the design stage that they will be requiring VfM and/or impact evidence, then
build that into the design, budget and ToRs of the MEL contractor.

Tailor invitations for bids to ensure the best combination of partners for future sustainability of
the programme.

When designing agricultural programmes that will be mainly implemented in rain-fed areas, seek
to fund these for a minimum of five years, to allow for capacity building, impact and sustainability.

Be more specific about how implementation partners are expected to address cross-cutting
issues, for example gender, within the context of the specific focus of the programme and its
cultural context/s.

For MEL contractors to ensure an efficient and effective MEL system to report on
performance and support lesson learning, the following recommendations are proposed:

Where contracted to provide MEL for a multi-country programme, establish common indicators
at the beginning of the programme, with shared definitions, and create data collection tools in
collaboration with the implementation partners in the countries concerned.

If the donor requires measurement of VfM, impact or specific cross-cutting issues, this should
be built into the MEL plan, results framework and indicators, in collaboration with the
implementation partners. Related to VfM, ensure a good alignment between the MEL framework
and the programme’s financial systems which will need to capture expenditure data related to
outputs and outcomes.

Assess level of M&E capacity of implementation partners at the beginning of the programme
and build in space to build capacity if needed, e.g., in monitoring VfM and/or impact.

Regarding the learning component of MEL, for knowledge sharing and learning to take place,
invest in building trust and communication between implementation partners right from the start
of implementation, ideally in a face-to-face context.

For implementation partners (practitioners) to strengthen impact and sustainability, the
following are recommended:

When supporting ICT-enabled extension content development and validation processes, ensure
that these involve all relevant stakeholders, and ensure space for development of dynamic
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content (to respond to sudden information needs in response for example to particular pest and
disease infestations).

When using ICT-enabled channels, use local languages and ensure that the content is
developed in a timely manner and is tailored to, and tested for, each ICT channel in use. When
considering which ICT channels to use, identify the costs of each, the strengths of each, and
how they can complement each other and reinforce extension communication.

During both design and ongoing implementation, consider how best ICT-enabled extension and
any existing traditional extension can be synchronised to reinforce messages, build trust and
create synergy. Engage with extension agents in the locality, whether they are government,
private sector and/or NGO, inform them of the ICT-enabled extension component of the project
and build ongoing communication with them.

Ensure that ICT-enabled extension draws on “trusted” voices (e.g. of cooperative leaders,
researchers, extension staff, lead farmers) and takes gender into account by carrying out
landscape analysis to find out which ICT channels women have access to, using women’s
(farmers, broadcasters) voices; and, where female smallholders have limited access to certain
ICT channels, draw on community/radio listening clubs.

When bidding to engage in an ICT-enabled extension programme, build in a sustainability plan,
particularly if the organisation bidding is an NGO, although sustainability may require long-term
ownership by the private sector or social enterprise.

The evaluation concludes that the programme did reach its targets in terms of increased use of
quality inputs and improved technology use by smallholder farmers but is less likely, in terms of
increased financially sustainable ICT-enabled services, to complement other extension services.
Performance was rated as fair to good overall, with the greatest achievements relating to reaching
access and application targets, and lowest achievement in terms of the availability of high-quality
evidence, and no evidence on impact level (i.e. increased productivity) as this was not measured.
Learning and best practice arising from this evaluation regarding (a) content development for ICT-
enabled channels; and (b) use of ICT-enabled channels either alone, in combination with other
ICT-enabled channel, and combined with traditional extension services, can provide useful
guidance for donors and practitioners interested in supporting, designing and using ICT-enabled
channels.
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This report is an output of the Performance Evaluation of the New Alliance Information and
Communication Technologies Agriculture Extension Challenge Fund (NA-ICT CF). Landell Mills is
carrying out this evaluation, which was commissioned by the UK’s Department for International
Development (DFID). The report has five sections. Section 1 introduces the NA-ICT CF and
discusses its context. It also discusses the purpose, scope and objectives of the evaluation, and
describes the evaluation phases and the team composition. Section 2 addresses the evaluation
approach, methodology and limitations. Section 3 presents findings against each of relevance,
outputs, VfM, progress towards outcomes and impact, and sustainability. Findings for
lessons and linkages have been integrated into different sections of the report. Those for linkages
are incorporated into the findings on relevance in Section 3. Those for lessons are included in
Section 4 which covers lessons learned. The final Section provides conclusions and
recommendations. The flow chart below indicates the level of analysis in each of Sections 3 to 5
and how each feeds into the next.

Figure 1: Level and flow of analysis from Section 3 to 5

Section 3: Findings
Section 4: Lessons Learned

* ET’sfindings
regarding each EQ
and its sub-
questions, drawn
from a variety of
sources

« Extent to which Section 5: Conclusions
grantees, donors and and recommendations:
partners learned,

shared and adopted » Conclusions drawing

from sections 3 and 4

o ; lessons
. 's assessmento . « ET’s
the findings in brief ;?:ﬁg;leamed By, recommendations
based on findings and
+ ET'slessons learned lessons learned
based on analysis of
findings

At the 2012 Group of Eight (G8) industrialised nations meeting at Camp David, G8 and African
leaders launched the New Alliance for Food Security and Nutrition to accelerate agricultural growth
and productivity. The New Alliance agreed to support four integrated enabling actions aimed at
significantly improving agricultural productivity. One of these was the Information and
Communication Technologies (ICT) Extension Challenge Fund (NA-ICT CF) and a second,
related, one was the Scaling Seeds and Technologies Programme (SSTP). The NA-ICT CF was
launched at the Second Global Conference on Agricultural Research for Development meeting in
Punta del Este, Uruguay at the end of October 2012.8

The NA-ICT CF aimed, at impact level, to improve agricultural productivity in selected food crops
by smallholder farmers in the six countries. The programme’s envisaged outcome was that new
knowledge and practices be applied by one million smallholder men and women farmers with
access to financially sustainable ICT-enabled extension in the six countries. Gender was the main

8 CABI working paper 10, Mobile landscape analysis: Tanzania. December 2017, p. 10.



cross-cutting issue given attention to by the NA-ICT CF. The NA-ICT CF design involved the
development of a results framework (by USAID with the MEL contractor and grantees) and an
outline Theory of Change (ToC) (by DFID).°

Implementation grants were awarded on a country-by-country basis through a competitive process
to consortia that were mostly made up of NGOs. An independent monitoring and learning provider
(International Business & Technical Consultants, Inc or IBTCI),® was appointed to provide
monitoring and learning services to the programme. Table 1 below provides details of the grantees,
main activities, budget and start and end dates. Note that, for ease of understanding, where
grantees in specific countries are referred to in this report, they are referred to by their project

name rather than by the name of the lead grantee. Project names are listed in Table 1.

Table 1: Summary of grants supported by the NA-ICT CF

Ethiopia
“Digital integration”

Ghana
“AgroTech”

Malawi
“MODES”

Mozambique
“Extensao
Multimédia”
(EMM)

Digital Green, Farm
Radio International,
Awaaz, De DiMagi

Grameen Foundation,
Digital Green (DG),
Farm Radio
International (FRI)

Catholic Relief
Services (CRS), Self
Help Africa (SHA),
Human Networks
International (HNI),
Mzuzu Catholic
Development
Commission in Malawi
CADECOM

(Airtel is partner of
HNI, but no funding
from grantee, nor HNI)

National Cooperative
Business Association:

Cooperative League of

the USA (CLUSA) with
HNI and FRI

A combination of
participatory radio; low-cost
video; interactive voice
response (IVR) with short
message service (SMS
option) extension services
integrated with government
extension services

Services are a mix of a
digital application (Grameen
Foundation) for extension
agents connected to farm
aggregators in North Ghana,
participatory radio (FRI) and
low-cost video (DG) on
extension agents’ devices
and a savings option for
inputs linked to agents and
financial institution
(InterPay)

A mix of IVR, SMS (with
Airtel) services and
participatory radio extension
services

Offering a mix of IVR (with
Vodafone) (voice and SMS)
+ FRI’s participatory radio
programmes

$1,700,000

$1,699,951

$1,682,838

$1,700,000

30/09/14 to
31/12/17

30/09/14 to
31/01/17

30/09/14 to
30/09/17

12/02/16 to
30/02/19

® The DFID outline ToC can be found in Annex 1 (Performance Evaluation ToRs) page 20. The USAID Results Framework had
two objectives: (1) Increased use of quality inputs and improved technologies by smallholder farmers; and (2) Increased

financially sustainable ICT-enabled services to complement other extension services. These equate to the two outcomes in the
ToC developed for the evaluation and discussed in Chapter 2.
19 Henceforth referred to as the MEL contractor.



Senegal Concern Universal

“TICmbay” (now United Purpose)
with SB Consell,
Practical Action, UC
Davis, Aide au
Développement

Gembloux (ADG)
Tanzania FRI and Centre for
“Upscaling Agriculture and
Technologies in Biosciences
Agriculture through International (CABI)
Knowledge
Extension”
(UPTAKE)
MEL contractor IBTCI

Source: Adapted from Annex 1, ToR

Uses mix of radio
programmes and related
mobile services (IVR / SMS)
(with Orange / Sonatel)
managed by a social
enterprise (Jokolante) and
provided via cooperatives
and radio stations as
customers

A mix of participatory radio
extension service and an
integration of mobile tools to
tie farmers to radio stations

Monitoring and learning
(MEL) services

$1,698,019

$1,500,000

$804,347

25/03/15 to
25/03/19

01/11/15 to
31/12/18

08/03/15 to
30/09/18

Monitoring indicators developed by the MEL contractor in collaboration with USAID and the

grantees, are listed in Annex 1, pages 18-19, and summarised below:!!

Indicator 1.1: Numbers of smallholder famers with access to the ICT-enabled services.

Indicator 1.2: Numbers of smallholder farmers using ICT-enabled services.

Indicator 1.3: Number of smallholder farmers and others who have applied improved
technologies or management practices as a result of United States government (in this case

NA-ICT CF) assistance.

Indicator 1.4: Number of hectares under improved technologies or management practices as a
result of United States government (in this case NA-ICT CF) assistance.

Indicator 2.1: Percentage of costs of ICT-enabled services covered by non-donor sources.

How these indicators (commonly referred to as the Performance Indicator Reference Sheets
(PIRS) indicators), relate to the ToC developed for the evaluation, is explained in Section 2, section

2.2.1.

The NA-ICT CF involved promotion of the use of different ICT tools and channels that complement
non-ICT-based agricultural extension approaches delivered by public and private sectors. It was
intended that this support to the improvement and expansion of ICT-enabled extension services to
large numbers of farmers would be provided through sustainable business models. Hence,
services were meant to be sustainable to the greatest extent possible without ongoing NA-ICT CF
funding, and remain operational beyond the three-year grant period. Figure 2 below shows the
different channels deployed by grantees in each of the countries.

1 Indicators 1.1-1.4 relate to Objective 1 in the USAID Results Framework. Indicator 2.1 relates to Objective 2 in the USAID

Results Framework.



Figure 2: Overview of channel use

Grantee Radio SMS IVR USSD Video App
Digital Integration (Ethiopia) v v v

AgroTech (Ghana) v v v v
MODES (Malawi) v v v v

EMM (Mozambique) v v v v

TICmbay (Senegal) v v

UPTAKE (Tanzania) v v v

There is an increasing need for smallholder farmers to access information in a context in which
traditional extension services are stretched, and climate change is already impacting on farmers’
livelihoods. At the same time, there are increasing opportunities and efforts to reach smallholder
farmers through ICT-enabled extension.'? All six countries have made commitments under the
Comprehensive African Agriculture Development Programme (CAADP), which the Alliance for a
Green Revolution in Africa (AGRA) sought to support through the SSTP. The latter was a five-
year, USD 47 million partnership between USAID and AGRA. SSTP aimed, in part, to increase the
availability of new varieties of key food crops and technologies in the same six countries targeted
by the NA-ICT CF.® The multi-donor, USD 12 million NA-ICT CF was designed to assist in
disseminating information on these to the SSTP-targeted smallholder farmers.

Evaluation question (EQ) 1 looked specifically at how well the programme was aligned with DFID
and other donor policies, country-level agricultural development policy and extension provision, as
well as with the national ICT context. Findings regarding the global (donor), regional and national
agriculture policy, extension and ICT context can be found in section 3.1.

As noted in the evaluation ToRs (Annex 1), ICT offers great potential to address some of the
problems of inefficient agriculture advisory systems because of the huge improvements worldwide
in affordable and accessible telecom services. ICT-enabled solutions have become important in
improving services due to the poor infrastructure and services in place. Over the past years, there
have been several efforts to design and implement ICT-enabled advisory services by NGOs,
businesses, governments and public-private partnerships. Most of these have not yet gone to
scale!* and tend to focus on one particular type of ICT such as mobile phone-based messages or
low-cost video. There is an increased interest in combining various ICT-enabled channels to
support more effective information delivery and exchange by using a wider range of communication
channels best suited to different target audiences and by packaging information in various ways
depending on content, purpose and audience.

12 For example, DFID is funding the £20 million mNutrition programme which seeks to avail mobile-phone based information
health, nutrition and agricultural-based information services to poor farmers.

B The term “scaling” in the context of SSTP, means increasing the availability of crops and technologies, not scaling out their
use.

¥ The ET defines scale within the context of NA-ICT as the ability to continue ICT enabled services beyond NA-ICT CF to a
population beyond the population reached during NA-ICT CF.



The specific focus of the evaluation was, according to the ToRs (see Annex 1), to provide a
rigorous and independent assessment of the quality and relevance of the range of interventions
undertaken by the programme and the extent to which it has helped smallholder farmers improve
agricultural productivity. The purpose of the evaluation was twofold. For accountability purposes,
the evaluation assessed the progress of the New Alliance ICT Agricultural Extension Challenge
Fund (NA-ICT CF or “programme”) with respect to its two outcomes: (a) increased use of quality
inputs and improved technologies by smallholder farmers;® and (b) increased financially
sustainable ICT-enabled services to complement other extension services. For learning purposes,
the evaluation sought to gain insights, within the context of the NA-ICT countries in sub-Saharan
Africa (SSA), on what does and does not work in scaling up ICT-enabled extension approaches,
through working with both the public and private sectors. It also sought to learn lessons on how
ICT-enabled extension services can be financially sustainable.

Target audiences for the evaluation, as per the ToRs, include the four donors of the NA-ICT CF
(USAID, DFID, IFAD and the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation or BMGF), and a wider audience,
including those governments, private sector bodies, ICT industry stakeholders, and NGOs that
engaged in the project, or would in future be interested in considering providing support to, and/or
designing and implementing, ICT-enabled extension services.

The evaluation was comparative in that it assessed progress across all six NA-ICT CF countries:
Ethiopia, Ghana, Malawi, Mozambique, Senegal and Tanzania. The NA-ICT CF, while being
assessed as a separate programme, was in fact an “add-on” programme to the NA’s SSTP and
was therefore evaluated within this context. The temporal scope of this evaluation was from July
2014, when the NA-ICT CF started, to the end of June 2018.16 Nonetheless, where information is
available about those countries that are still implementing the project beyond June 2018
(Mozambique, Tanzania and Senegal), that information is also taken into account.

The inception phase ran from September to December 2017. The implementation phase started
in January 2018 and will run through to early February 2019. An interim presentation of preliminary
findings was given to the donor group in June 2018. Data collection ceased in September this
same year, after the April to June 2018 reports were made available to the ET. A data quality audit
was conducted in September and October 2018, and the draft final report prepared between
August and November 2018. Revisions to the report were made in January and February 2019
based on feedback from DFID, DFID’s quality assurance provider, and BMGF. The dissemination
phase is due to take place in April to early-May 2019 with an internal seminar in DFID and a virtual
presentation to, and discussion with, the donors and grantees.

The team composition is indicated in the box below.

15 DFID set a target of 1 million for this objective/outcome, as indicated in the TORs and in 2016 and 2017 donor coordination
committee PowerPoint presentations. However, the NA-ICT CF did not explicitly define what was intended for scaling up either
in relation to this objective or the second objective; increased financially sustainable ICT-enabled services to complement other
extension services. In terms of ambitions for scaling up and reach for both objectives, the relatively low level of funding and
short time-frame of the CF should be kept in mind.

16 To coincide with the availability of April to June 2018 quarterly reports from grantees (the next quarter reports being too late
for the ET to include).



Box 1 — Evaluation team composition

Landell Mills appointed a core team of five experts: Dr Rachel Percy (Team Leader and agricultural
extension expert), Martine Koopman (ICT for Agriculture or ICT4Ag expert), and Dr David Toomey
(VfM expert) with support from Landell Mills’ in-house staff, Eunica Aure (Senior Evaluation Expert
who also served as Project Manager), Diletta Carmi (Junior Evaluation Expert and Project
Coordinator) and Ellie McGovern (Research Assistant) who provided support to the DQA. Two
national consultants joined the team for two country visits: Dr Bezabih Emana in Ethiopia, and
Elisabetta Demartis in Senegal. Additional technical support was provided by Valerie McDonnell-
Lenoach, an independent MEL expert. During implementation, the allocation of tasks pertaining to
the VIM analysis were changed in that the VM expert engaged with the initial communications with
grantees regarding VfM, data gathering and preliminary assessment of the data available for the
VM analysis, and the drafting of a VfM guidance to donors for future programming, while the ViM
analysis itself was performed by the ICT4Agr expert. This was due to time constraints and
efficiency reasons, linked to the temporary unavailability of the VM expert to work on the VfM
analysis for personal reasons. The evaluation team were able to work independently and without
interference or bias. The report is presented with the unanimous support of the entire team.




Six evaluation criteria were used, in line with the ToR requirements. The first five are similar to the
standard Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) criteria and were:
relevance, outputs and results, VM, progress towards outcomes, and impact and sustainability.
The sixth criterion proposed by the ToR, and included in the evaluation matrix (EM), was lessons
and linkages.

Eighteen evaluation questions (EQs) were developed, with a number of indicative areas to explore
(or sub-questions) under each. A full and comprehensive EM was developed in the inception phase
and is included in this report as Annex 5. The EM served as a guide to the team throughout the
implementation phase. The first part of Annex 4, which outlines the methodology, discusses how
the EQs were refined from those in the ToRs and how the EM was developed.

The following, taken from guidelines on using ToC for impact evaluations, explains in part how the
ET used the ToC for this evaluation: “The evaluation team should review and revise the ToC as
part of an inception report for the evaluation, including using it as a source for reviewing the
evaluation gquestions and developing or reviewing the planned research design and methods of
data collection and analysis — and then use it a conceptual framework for analysing and reporting
the data” (Rogers, 2014:5).17 To take a theory-based approach it was necessary for the ET to
comprehend the donor, MEL contractor, and grantees’ understanding of the programme’s ToC. A
ToC “takes a wide view of desired change, carefully probing the assumptions behind each step in
what may be a long and complex process. Articulating a ToC often entails thinking through all the
steps along a path towards a desired change, identifying the preconditions that will enable (and
possibly inhibit) each step, listing the activities that will produce these conditions, and explaining
why those activities are likely to work” (Grantcraft, n. d.)8

A theory-based approach underpinned the methods used (see section 1.2 of Annex 6). This was
chosen for the following reasons:

There were multiple assumptions and contextual underpinnings to test.

The evidence base on which the relationship between the ICT-enabled service and improved
uptake of technology, and between the latter and improved agricultural productivity in SSA was
limited. A ToC approach could unpack the complexities surrounding this relationship, ensuring
that the contribution of the NA-ICT CF could be assessed.

The changes that occurred among small-scale farmers’ agricultural practices may or may not
have resulted from the NA-ICT CF, and ruling out alternative explanations to establish
contribution is important.

7 Rogers, P. (2014). Theory of Change, Methodological Briefs: Impact Evaluation 2, UNICEF Office of Research, Florence.
18 Grant Craft.


http://www.grantcraft.org/assets/content/resources/theory_change.pdf

There may have been unintended consequences, positive and negative, and the explanatory
causes for such an unexpected turn in the trajectory of change must be taken account of.

There were innovative features to the NA-ICT CF, and a theory-based evaluation allowed for
the validity of the links supporting the ToC to be tested to see if they hold on the ground and
whether other determining or causal factors contribute to or undermine the achievement of the
intended objectives.

At the time of starting this evaluation, USAID had already developed a Results Framework and
DFID an outline ToC. During the inception phase the ET pulled together a draft ToC from these
and other sources and held a three-hour workshop with the donor group and the MEL contractor
to discuss and validate the ToC for the programme as a whole. This served as a springboard for
the country-level ToC workshops that were held in the three countries visited. Furthermore, it
informed the development of checklists for key informant interviews with stakeholders in all six
countries (as well as for higher-level interviews), and the application of contribution analysis to
assess performance in the visited countries. Annex 6 on the elaborated ToC and its use in the
evaluation provides: (a) the elaborated ToC including a detailed description of each of the three
impact pathways and the assumptions behind them; (b) a description of how it was used; and (c)
a re-examination of output to outcome, and outcome to impact assumptions for each of the three
impact pathways (IPs) in the ToC in the light of evaluation findings. Figure 3 below provides the
overall ToC that was developed with the donor group and the MEL contractor during the inception
phase. The ToC recognises three problems that are related to three IPs, which lead to four outputs,
two outcomes and one impact, derived from the USAID Results Framework and the original DFID
ToC (See Annex 1). The first pathway concerns increasing smallholder farmer application of new
technologies and best practices. The second pathway concerns seeking financially sustainable
means of providing ICT-enabled extension services, and the third pathway concerns the building
of the evidence base. The CF indicators correspond with the ToC as follows:

Indicators 1.1 (number of farmers with access to ICT-enabled services) and 1.2 (number of
farmers using ICT-enabled services) are output level indicators and relate to Impact pathway
(IP) 1, Output 1.

Indicators 1.3 (number of farmers who have applied improved technologies or management
practices) and 1.4 (number of hectares of land under improved technologies or management
practices), relate to IP1, Outcome 1.

Indicator 2.1 (percentage of costs of ICT-enabled services covered by non-donor sources)
relates to IP2, Output 2 and Outcome 2.

Overall, Indicators 1.1-1.4 relate to Outcome 1 in the ToC below, which is equivalent to Objective
1 in the USAID Results Framework. Indicator 2.1 relates to Outcome 2 in the ToC below, which is
equivalent to Objective 2 in the USAID Results Framework. At the output level in the ToC diagram,
there was no formal PIRS monitoring required of the grantees of Output 2 which concerns content
development, or Output 4 which concerns development of high-quality evidence.



Figure 3: Programme Theory of Change
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The ET has sought to cultivate a relationship with all stakeholders based on respect and
collaboration. Key stakeholders with which the ET has engaged have been DFID (as contractor of
the evaluation), the other three donors (USAID, IFAD and BMGF), the NA-ICT CF grantees, the
MEL contractor, SSTP and mNutrition!®. Values that have underpinned the evaluators’
engagement with these stakeholders include consultation, respect, transparency, ethics and open
communication. Communication channels with DFID have been open and used on the occasions
needed. All four donors had the opportunity to engage with the ET and review its work at key
stages during the evaluation. These included a ToC workshop held with the donors and the MEL
contractor during the inception phase, the opportunity to comment on the inception report,
participation in the interim presentation of findings in June 2018, and now the opportunity to review
and provide feedback on the draft final report. Grantees had the opportunity to introduce their
projects to the ET during introductory calls. They further commented and advised on the country
visit schedules, itineraries and interviewees. They had the opportunity to engage not only through
key informant interviews but also through workshops at the start and end of each country visit.
They also had the opportunity to review and comment on the contribution stories developed by the
ET, based on learning in the three countries visited. All interviewees had the right to withhold
information or to request that the ET not take notes on particular responses, and no interviewee is
quoted directly in the report.

The dissemination plan, developed during the inception phase and fine-tuned in November 2018,
is included in Annex 11. Detailed communication steps will be agreed in consultation with DFID
once the evaluation report is finalised and they are expected to include presentation and discussion
of findings with the donors and, potentially, grantees.

Common ethical evaluation principles are: obligations to participants, confidentiality and privacy,
honesty and integrity, quality of methods and data, independence, conflict of interest, competence,
transparency, impartiality, ensuring participation from women and socially excluded groups, utility
and accountability.?° The evaluation sought to fulfil these principles, for example, through ensuring
confidentiality and anonymity of results, honesty and transparency in communications and during
country visits, being sensitive to gender, being independent and giving careful consideration to
quality of methods and data. While the team did not explicitly seek ethical approval during
interviews and focus group meetings, they made it clear that, if any interviewee stated that they
did not want particular points reported, then the team would not do so. On a wider level, the NA-
ICT CF was promoting SSTP-supported technologies and best practices, which in turn were
aligned with national policy.

The evaluation has been implemented in accordance with the Paris Declaration principles,?! in
particular, Harmonisation, Alignment, Results and Ownership. Alignment of the CF with country-

19 mNutrition is a DFID programme focusing on business models for mobile phone based delivery of nutrition services in Africa
and South Asia. The evaluation team were in touch with the lead of the implementation agency: GSMA and with the lead of the
consortium carrying out M&E of mNutrition.

20 DFID Review of ethics principles, and guidance in evaluation and research, Williams, L.G, January 2016 Pages 9-10. See:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/524635/Ethics-principles-
report-2016.pdf

21 The OECD Paris Declaration Principles are as follows: Ownership: Developing countries set their own strategies for poverty
reduction, improve their institutions and tackle corruption; Alignment: Donor countries align behind these objectives and use
local systems; Harmonisation: Donor countries coordinate, simplify procedures and share information to avoid duplication;
Results: Developing countries and donors shift focus to development results and results get measured and;

Mutual accountability: Donors and partners are accountable for development results.
http://www.oecd.org/dac/effectiveness/parisdeclarationandaccraagendaforaction.htm
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level policies in the six countries concerned is evident by the support lent to those countries through
SSTPs (and therefore NA-ICT CFs), recognition of national and CAADP identified key crops, and
of the NA’'s commitments made in this regard. In relation to the evaluation specifically, it was
aligned behind the objectives and monitoring system of the NA-ICT CF and sought to assess and
measure results based on the existing data. Harmonisation is addressed within the NA-ICT CF at
the donor level through the harmonisation of donor approaches necessitated by this being a multi-
donor-funded project. Further, the design of the CF provided space for grantees to manage their
NA-ICT-funded projects at country level. The MEL was also harmonised across the six countries.
In terms of the evaluation specifically, as the evaluation was of a multi-donor-funded project,
procedures for DFID to share information with the donor group at key stages were in place. Further,
ownership and alignment were enhanced through the grantees working together with the
evaluation team during country visits.

A mixed methods approach was taken by the ET, combining qualitative and quantitative
approaches and methods which allowed for more comprehensive findings, better triangulation and
greater rigour. Qualitative methods included document review; a data quality audit; key informant
interviews; focus group discussions; ToC-based approaches, including contribution analysis;
country case studies; and comparative analysis. Quantitative methods included analysis of all
guantitative data related to both costs (where available) and outputs, including the key indicators
that all grantees reported on. It also included a limited and partial VfM analysis. Annex 4 provides
more details on methods.

The evaluation drew mainly on the extensive available existing secondary data (see Annex 2 for
the full bibliography). This included grantee quarterly and annual reports, baselines, surveys, and
evaluations the grantees carried out, and grantee-reporting under the PIRS against the five
indicators agreed upon between USAID and its MEL contractor. It also included, where available,
higher-level (donor, the MEL contractor, SSTP and SSTP evaluation) reports. The aim of country
visits was to fill gaps, triangulate and gain a greater depth of insight into processes and results.

As grantees had not at any time been asked to record costs and expenditure in relation to VM
criteria, new (hence primary) data based on retrospective analyses by the grantees was requested
of them, but with very limited results (as further explained in section 2.5 below and in Annex 9: VM
analysis).

Cross-cutting areas listed in the ToRs were poverty, gender, climate and environment issues, and
disability and other dimensions of social inclusion. During the inception phase it became clear that
no measures of poverty had been taken into consideration either by the NA-ICT CF grantees or
the SSTP project itself. Gender, disability, youth and other dimensions of social inclusion were not
key areas of priority for SSTP, but SSTP reporting was gender disaggregated. The NA-ICT CF did
focus on gender to some extent and, subsequently, this was the cross-cutting area that the
evaluation primarily addressed.?? Climate and environmental issues were indirectly taken into
consideration by SSTP, AGRA and the relevant national agriculture research institutions, when
selecting which key food crops and varieties of these to support. However, the ET was of the view
that assessment of whether the SSTP technologies being promoted by the NA-ICT CF are

22 However, gender disaggregated data did not distinguish between women who were wives in male -headed households, or
were classed as female heads of households.
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benefiting the environment goes beyond the scope of this performance evaluation and was (a) not
possible with the available data, and (b) more appropriate for SSTP to carry out.

The multiple lines of inquiry and analysis, and the use of mixed methods, allowed for a good degree
of triangulation of findings and also served to prevent any unintended biases that a single collection
method may have created. Annex 4 provides details of how the EQs were refined and the EM
elaborated, how mixed data collection and analysis methods were used and how country case
studies were selected. Within the qualitative methods used, contribution stories/analysis was a key
method used to analyse results related to IP1, and, within the quantitative methods, a degree of
VM analysis was applied (see Annex 9) based on the four EQs concerning economy, efficiency,
effectiveness and equity.

Figure 4 below visually illustrates the data management and analysis process followed by the
team. The team drew on the sources in the top row to fill in excel spreadsheets gathering evidence
for each of the six countries (referred to as country frameworks in the diagram) and a seventh
spreadsheet for higher-level (donor, the MEL contractor, SSTP, mNutrition) findings. The
templates each included the 18 EQs and 92 sub-questions under these (second row). The data
was then sorted to provide findings for each of the 18 EQs (third row down). These were then
filtered and analysed (fourth row down) and fed into the evaluation findings (bottom row) against
the evaluation criteria.

Figure 4: The data collection and analysis process
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There were six main limitations to the evaluation, two of which had an impact on the extent of
evidence that the evaluation could draw on. The first concerned VfM. Despite VIM being given
consideration in the DFID business case, VfM was not built into the design of the NA-ICT CF.
Despite the team’s effort in guiding grantees through the production of data that could be used for
the VIM analysis, data provided by grantees was incomplete for most countries, without actual
expenditures. Most data did not provide enough detail to provide insight on how the grant was
converted along the result chain to outputs and outcome. These limitations were discussed with
DFID in mid-2018 and it was agreed that the ET would endeavour to carry out limited and partial
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VIM at country level for those grantees for which there was enough information. Overall, the data
available did not allow the ET to conduct a comparative financial analysis across countries,
channels or crops. More details about the limitations to carrying out VfM analysis can be found in
Annex 10.

The second limitation, which stems from the set-up of the CF itself (rather than directly having
arisen from the evaluation) relates to the lack of strong monitoring data. Specifically, while the MEL
contractor developed a common definition for indicator 1.3 as being the number of smallholder
farmers and others who have applied improved technologies or management practices, not all
grantees interpreted this in the same way. For example, Senegal only counted farmers who were
applying the technique or best practice for the first time. UPTAKE (Tanzania) only counted farmers
who applied at least two technologies or practices. And in the case of video-based extension in
Ethiopia, only those farmers who applied a set of “non-negotiable” practices?® were counted. Data
in particular from two grantees — MODES in Malawi and EMM in Mozambique — for indicator 1.3
appear high. The ET did check the validity of these data with MEL contractor and were assured
that it is accurate. However, given that these data may be seen as “outlier” data, in the relevant
section of the report (section 3.4), comparisons are provided including the original and re-
calculated data from MODES (Malawi) and EMM (Mozambique) (according to the average of data
from grantees in Ethiopia, Ghana, Senegal and Tanzania).

With regard to indicator 1.4 — Number of hectares of land under improved technologies or
management practices — in most countries this indicator was calculated based on the number of
farmers that applied technologies (as reported by indicator 1.3) multiplied by a proxy for average
hectares under improvement per farmer. In such cases, therefore, 1.4 data are derived, not actual,
and are susceptible to incorrect estimation of the average hectares on which farmers are applying
the new techniques or practices.

The remaining four were as follows. First, the national consultant in Tanzania was eventually
unavailable, at short notice, to join the team during the first country visit. This meant that the ET
conducting the field visit (specifically the Team Leader and the ICT4Ag expert) could not benefit
from the experience and contextual understanding of the national consultant. However, this did
mean that the ET had more time, in-country, to develop and refine the tools and approaches to be
used throughout the three country visits.

Second, there was a national state of emergency in place when the ET visited Ethiopia. While the
team could and did travel to Amhara and Tigray regions, the consultants could not travel to Oromia,
where the project had significant operations, particularly in earlier years. However, the national
consultant for Ethiopia, having worked throughout the visit with the ET, was fully conversant with
the interview requirements and process, and was able to visit the area a few weeks later, conduct
and record all required complementary interviews, and integrate those into the existing findings.

Third, the evaluation was challenged in determining attribution of the CF to the outcome and impact
levels. However, contribution analysis, as well as review of context and other factors at play, were
used to address this issue to the extent possible.

Fourth, the evaluation took place while the programme is still running, with grantees in three of the
countries not completing their projects until the end of 2018 or first quarter of 2019. This meant
that it was not possible to assess final performance, although it was still possible to assess
performance to date and give some consideration to prospects for future performance.

2 These were sets of practices that needed to be applied to achieve a result (e.g. row planting, correct spacing, correct fertiliser
application, etc.).
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Findings are provided for each evaluation criterion in turn. For each criterion, the related EQs are
listed in a box, followed by an overall summary of the findings. Thereafter, findings per EQ are
provided and then summarised in a box which is colour coded based on the following categories:

Table 2 Evaluation team’s rating of achievement of the NA-ICT CF per EQ

Excellent NA-ICT CF achievement against this EQ exceeded targets and/or expectations
Good NA-ICT CF achievement against this EQ met expectations
Fair NA-ICT CF achievement against this EQ was fair. There were some shortcomings

NA-ICT CF achievement against this EQ was unsatisfactory, with many short comings

Not applicable /

available Not applicable / available

There were three EQs under “relevance” as indicated in the box below. In the following text, EQ3
is addressed along with EQ1 in section 3.1.1, followed by findings related to “design” (EQ2) in
section 3.1.2. Findings for EQ2 incorporate those from EQ18 also concerning linkages.

EQ1: How well was the programme aligned with DFID and other donor policies, as well as country-
level agricultural development policy and extension provision, and with the national ICT context?
(Alignment). EQ1 addressed along with EQ3.

EQ3: Is the NA-ICT CF filling a market gap? (Demand)
EQ2: How well designed was the NA-ICT CF to achieve its objectives? (Design).

EQ18: What effective linkages did the programme make with other similar initiatives/organisations
providing ICT-enabled extension services, and what lessons did they learn? EQ18 has been
incorporated into EQ2 findings.

Summary of findings regarding relevance: The extent of the relevance of the NA-ICT CF was
assessed by the ET as high. It is well aligned with both donor and country-level agricultural
development policies (EQ1); and is in keeping with the type of agricultural extension provision in
each of the six countries, as well as the ICT context in all countries. Demand (EQ3) for radio was
high across all countries compared with demand for mobile-based services, but the latter has
potential to grow as mobile phone ownership and use increase.

There were five findings on the design of the CF (EQ2).

1. Despite the varieties and technologies promoted being specified by SSTP, their choice was
based on national priorities and were all key crops for each country.

2. The set-up of the consortium, which involved an alliance of four donors (responding to calls at
a 2012 G8 summit that led to the establishment of the New Alliance for Food Security and
Nutrition (NA)) created its own management challenges.

3. Governance arrangements for the CF were satisfactory, but management underwent a
significant shift when the Contracting Officer Representative (COR) involved from the start left
USAID and management responsibilities were dispersed across eight USAID staff.
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4. Design allowed for good collaboration with key stakeholders at country level, although the
collaboration between SSTP and the MEL contractor in terms of monitoring was weak, and
linkages with other similar programmes primarily occurred when the NA-ICT grantees were
also working on these other programmes.

5. In terms of design, findings are that gender was not seen as a priority — grantees did not
perceive it as a priority to the donors, and SSTP was “gender-neutral” with most of the crops

being promoted being “men’s” crops.

There were some challenges faced, mostly related to the CF being a multi-donor programme, with
each donor having their own reporting requirements and cycles. Other challenges were the late
appointment of the MEL contractor, and an overall challenge of running the CF as a separate “add-
on” project to SSTP, all of which had implications for the efficient running of the CF.

The programme is consistent with donor-level policies on support to agricultural production. This
is exemplified by the donor commitments made at the 2012 G8 summit at Camp David to the NA.
This was a “shared commitment and partnership between African leaders, donors and private
sector partners to achieve sustained and inclusive agricultural growth and raise 50 million people
out of poverty over the next ten years”.?* The New Alliance built on the CAADP country investment
plans. Four integrated actions were determined under the NA and two of these were SSTP and
the NA-ICT CF.2> The USA was charged with starting the New Alliance for Food Security to
accelerate new proven agriculture techniques to improve productivity.

At the level of the individual donors supporting the NA-ICT CF, the programme is consistent with
their policies on support to agricultural production as illustrated in Table 3 below.

Table 3: Donor policies/strategies related to agricultural productivity

USAID 2017 Global Food Security Strategy?® Feed-the-Future Strategy and the USAID 2011-2014 Policy
Framework?”

BMGF Vision, which aims to transform agri-food systems from subsistence-oriented and farm-centred, to
commercialised, productive farming ultimately lifting farmers and their families out of poverty and
BMGF Digital Rural Advisory Services (RAS) strategy.?®

DFID Fit with DFID’s Economic Development Strategy,?® DFID’s Conceptual Framework on Agriculture
(2015)%° and the 2017 DFID research review.3:

IFAD Strategic Objectives (SOs) 2 and 3 of the 2016—2021 Country Strategic Opportunities Programme
(COSOP) for Tanzania.®? SO2: More inclusive and resilient value chains of priority commodities. SO3:

24 2016-2017 SSTP Annual Report, p. 1.

% USAID NA-ICT CF project concept note.

26

27 USAID ICT extension CF concept note cleared for sharing, 14 March 2014, p. 4.

28 BMGF Transforming rural advisory services in a digital world, 18 August 2017.

29 DFID Economic Development Strategy: Prosperity, poverty and meeting global challenges. (January 2017).
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/587374/DFID-Economic-
Development-Strategy-2017.pdf

%0 DFID’s Conceptual Framework on Agriculture (November 2015)

31 DFID Research Review (October 2017).
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/564075/Research-
review4.pdf

32 |JFAD United Republic of Tanzania. Country Strategic Opportunities Programme, 23 March 2016.
https://webapps.ifad.org/members/eb/117/docs/EB-2016-117-R-11.pdf

15


https://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/documents/1867/USG-Global-Food-Security-Strategy-2016.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/587374/DFID-Economic-Development-Strategy-2017.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/587374/DFID-Economic-Development-Strategy-2017.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/472999/Conceptual-Framework-Agriculture2.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/472999/Conceptual-Framework-Agriculture2.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/564075/Research-review4.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/564075/Research-review4.pdf
https://webapps.ifad.org/members/eb/117/docs/EB-2016-117-R-11.pdf

Improved climate-resilient, productivity increasing technologies in priority crop-livestock-fishery
commodities.

All four donors are interested in the use of ICTs in extension. In particular, BMFG’s Rural Advisory
Services (RAS) include the use of radio, TV, call-centres, video, mobile, web portals and other ICT
channels to reach farmers. BMGF seeks to address capacity, content and cost issues through
focusing their strategy around digital solutions to customise content, drive down costs at scale,
and build human and institutional capacity. The DFID business case for the project states that
DFID is committed to promoting the use of ICT for development (ICT4D) as set out in its 2012-
2015 Digital Strategy and its subsequent 2018-2020 Digital Strategy.®® It notes that there is
strategic fit between the NA-ICT CF and DFID’s interests in ICT4D. Interviews confirmed that
research into use of ICTs in agriculture is particularly of interest to DFID’s Research and Evidence
Division, in order to inform future potential support to ICT-enabled extension. Turning to country-
level findings, those regarding agricultural development policy are discussed first, followed by
findings related to extension provision, and last, findings about national ICT context are provided.

First, regarding agricultural development policy, the priority crops and practices for each SSTP
country programme were identified along with the national agricultural research institutions and
were in line with each of the six country’s CAADP commitments. Hence, the NA-ICT CF
programme was also aligned with CAADP commitments of each country.

There was a strong alignment with government agricultural policy in all six countries. The way in
which there was consistency varied according to the type of agricultural development policy in
place. Hence, in Ethiopia, the project was well aligned with the Growth and Transformation Plan3*
and, in fact, earlier Digital Green video pilots had influenced government extension strategy. In
Malawi, Modernization of Demand-driven Extension Services (MODES) is aligned with the Malawi
Growth and Development Strategy (MGDS) 113 and, in Mozambique, policy is to grow and
transform the agriculture sector, shifting production away from mainly subsistence activities and
promoting access to international markets.3® In Senegal, the Accelerated Programme for
Agriculture 201437 places emphasis on rice and groundnuts, which are key SSTP-supported crops.

In Tanzania, the programme was aligned with agricultural policy, but this itself was not being
strongly implemented as noted in IFAD’s 2016—2021 Country Strategic Opportunities Programme
(Tanzania) (COSOP): “The new Government elected in October 2015 intends to continue on this
pathway towards achieving inclusive agricultural transformation. Despite this commitment,
constraints remain, such as limited institutional capacities, performance, coordination and weak
governance at central and local levels. These, along with tensions between national and local
priorities, result in weak delivery of agricultural support services to IFAD target groups”.38 UPTAKE
did however work closely with District Agriculture Irrigation and Cooperative Officers (DAICOS). In
Ghana the government policy is towards pluralistic extension provision. AgroTech mirrored this, in
that while content development was done in collaboration with the Ministry of Food and Agriculture,
ongoing ICT-enabled extension provision by AgroTech was done in collaboration with private

33 DFID Digital Strategy 2018-2020: Doing development in a digital world: January 2018

34 Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia, Growth and Transformation Plan Il, 2015-2016 to 2019-2020, National Planning
Commission, May 2016, Addis Ababa.

35 http://www.mw.one.un.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/Malawi-Growth-and-Dedvelopment-Strateqy-MGDS-I1.pdf

% FAO (2016) Country Fact Sheet on Food and Agriculture Policy Trends, Malawi page 2. http://www.fao.org/3/a-i5931e.pdf

37 FAO (2015) Country Fact Sheet on Food and Agriculture Policy Trends Senegal, page 2. http://www.fao.org/3/a-i4841e.pdf

% United Republic of Tanzania. Country Strategic Opportunities Programme, 2016-2021, p. 4.
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sector extension within an outgrower3® scheme and through collaboration with a large USAID
Agricultural Development and Value Chain Enhancement Il (ADVANCE I1) Project.

Second, regarding agricultural extension provision, NA-ICT CF implementation in each of
Ethiopia, Malawi, Mozambique and Senegal was consistent with country-level extension provision,
although the way extension was provided varies between countries. Of the four countries, public
sector extension provision was strongest in Ethiopia and the project worked closely with the
government at all levels. The government has mainstreamed both video- and mobile-based
extension into the public sector extension provision and is looking to expand the training in video-
based extension to more Agricultural Technical and Vocational Education and Training centres.
ICT-enabled extension is embedded in the system at woreda (local level), district and regional
levels and is included in the performance management system as a core task. The other three
countries have pluralistic extension. In Malawi, the government extension workers are still the
major sources of information for farmers, and MODES worked very closely with the Ministry of
Agriculture, Irrigation and Water Development’s Department of Agricultural Extension Services
from the start. In Mozambique, the extension services are decentralised to district level with
multiple providers: government, private sector and NGOs. Given that EMM is working closely with
the National Directorate for Agrarian Extension, and also working through its own NGO extension
staff and agro-dealers, the project is consistent with the country-level extension approach. Last, in
Senegal, extension provision is left to cooperatives, NGOs and the private sector on the whole, so
TICmbay's working with these stakeholders is consistent with extension policy. It was difficult to
judge whether NA-ICT implementation in Ghana and Tanzania was consistent with country-level
extension provision as the latter is very weak in both countries.

Third, findings about national ICT context (EQ1) were that, in all countries, radio station reach is
high and access generally good. Farmers also listen to the radio on their mobiles. Many radio
stations, particularly community ones, but also commercial and government regional and national-
level stations, run programmes in local languages. The emphasis on the use of interactive radio in
all six countries is in line with levels of literacy, accessibility and language challenges. Further, in
all countries, ownership of mobiles and access to internet is increasing year by year. In Table 4 an
overview is given of all countries participating in the NA-ICT CF. Countries with a higher
urbanisation level have a higher level of access to the internet and to mobile phones. The majority
of people who are offline, however, are from underserved population groups (rural, women, low
income, youth and other marginalised groups).*°

Table 4: Access to internet and mobile phone access*!

Ethiopia 15% 50% 21%
Ghana 35% 119% 56%
Malawi 10% 41% 17%
Mozambique 18% 65% 33%
Senegal 61% 98% 45%
Tanzania 15% 72% 33%

3% Outgrower schemes are binding arrangements through which agri-businesses ensure their supply of agricultural products by
individual or groups of farmers. Outgrower schemes are commonly referred to as contract farming.

40 Mobile Economy Sub Sahara Africa 2018.

“ , mobile phone access is measured by the number of simcards. In Ghana people often own more
than one simcard.
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In Ethiopia and Ghana there was existing provision of mobile phone ICT4Ag service provision (in
Ethiopia by the Agricultural Transformation Agency with Ethio Telecom, and in Ghana by many
different ICT4Ag service providers). Ethiopia, Mozambique, Senegal and Tanzania have
government policies concerning use of ICTs to communicate with rural populations. For all six
countries, there was sufficient demand by smallholder farmers for ICT-enabled agricultural
extension services (EQ3), particularly participatory radio-based services (and, in Ethiopia, video-
based extension). ICT-based extension was also in demand among extension workers. These
included app-based services (in Mozambique, Ghana and Malawi), as well as the radio and mobile-
based services. The demand for (or awareness of, in the case of Mozambique), mobile-based
services was relatively low in all countries as compared with demand for radio. Despite the
relatively lower demand for mobile-based services, ownership of mobiles is increasing rapidly, and
there remains further potential over time for the use of mobiles for ICT-based extension.

Good: The ET considers that the NA-ICT CF aligned well with the agricultural development
policy, extension and ICT contexts of the countries concerned, and that it was appropriate for the
project to be utilising a variety of ICT-enabled channels, albeit the potential for mobile-based
agricultural extension is still emerging.

A number of areas were explored under this question, and findings are organised under four sub-
headings.

The extent to which the programme responds to men and women smallholder farmers’
livelihood needs and knowledge demands

High-level findings (from IFAD, SSTP, SSTP evaluation documents and interviews) indicate that
the choice of crops that SSTP supported was made in consultation with national agricultural
research institutions and were in line with country CAADP priorities. While 17 crops were supported
by the grantees across the six countries, maize was the most widely featured crop in all countries,
followed by cassava (in four countries) and rice and soybeans (in three countries). Figure 5
indicates the crops supported in SSTP countries.

Figure 5: Crops supported in SSTP countries*?

Crop supported in SSTP countries
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Senegal Malawi Mozambique Ghana Tanzania Ethiopia
H maize Cassava Cowpea groundnut H rice M Pearl millet
sorghum B sweet potatoe M beans M pigeon pea soybean yam
round potatoes B wheat teff W sesame M chickpea

Major technologies promoted in all countries were the appropriate use of fertiliser and improved
seeds/planting materials (falling in the categories of crop genetics and cultural practices). At least
one nutritious crop (e.g. soybean, cow pea, chickpeas, beans) was promoted in each country. Both

42 SSTP AGRA-SSTP outcome indicators annual assessment 2017 (January 2018, final survey report)) Project Alternatives Ltd
for AGRA, p. 31.
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IFAD and the SSTP evaluation commented on the emphasis on maize and considered that
appropriate (as it is a highly important key staple, it has good potential for increased yields, and
there were more private sector seed suppliers of maize than of the other crops). The SSTP
evaluation noted that more emphasis was given to seeds and varieties, as compared to
complementary technologies such as fertiliser, crop protection and mechanisation.

Turning to country-level findings, there were two common findings from across all six countries.
First, as learned at the higher level, the SSTP crops are, for every country, key ones that most
smallholders produce. Therefore, while SSTP was inherently supply driven, the crops the
programme focused on are those which farmers are engaged in and are relevant to their livelihood
needs. Second, neither gender nor age were concerns of SSTP and this carried through to NA-
ICT. Maize, a crop commonly managed by men, was the predominant crop that SSTP focused on,
with the others being other cereals, or legumes. SSTP assumed that women are more involved in
the production of legumes. In practice, this meant a higher percentage of SSTP crops were those
that men have responsibility for, rather than women.

Some grantees sought to make the ICT-enabled extension respond better to livelihood needs. For
example, in Tanzania, the grantees extended the NA-ICT extension provision beyond the early
stages of the value chain (which was the focus of SSTP), to the whole value chain. In Ethiopia,
Malawi and Mozambique, the grantees complemented the narrow focus of the SSTP messages
with other messages related to other crops and also livestock, so that the ICT-enabled extension
service was more broadly relevant to farmers' livelihood needs. In Ethiopia, this was possible as
there was BMGF funding for all the woredas covered by NA-ICT so that other topics could be
covered (e.g. poultry) through video-based extension. In Malawi, other projects complemented
farmers’ ICT-based extension needs (e.g. Oxfam covered dairy and chicken). In Mozambique,
EMM broadened the range of topics covered, and the appeal of the mobile 321 services, by
opening out to the private sector (and others) for sharing “dynamic” information on various topics
related to agriculture and also providing market information (drawn from the government funded
agricultural marketing information system operated by the Ministry of Agriculture).

How the NA-ICT CF was set up, governed and managed

Findings from both document review and interviews with donors, the MEL contractor and SSTP
were consistent. Findings related to NA-ICT CF set-up, governance and management of the
programme-level consortium are reported below, followed by a discussion of the key challenges
faced. A short discussion of the design of country-level consortia follows.

Set-up of the NA-ICT CF consortium. Membership of the NA-ICT CF consortium arose from the
commitments by each of USAID, DFID, IFAD and BMGF to the New Alliance for Food Security
and Nutrition, following the G8 Nutrition for Growth event on 8 June 2013. Initially a small task
force was established, involving DFID, BMGF and USAID, to consider how best to set up the CF.
Various fund management options were considered, with a final joint decision being made that
USAID would oversee the CF on behalf of the other G8 donors. As the DFID business case?*?
noted: “The establishment of a joint fund managed by USAID will support project activities through
harmonisation and alignment of donors around outputs, outcomes and mechanisms for delivery
and through reduced transaction costs as USAID will take on all project management costs and
fiduciary responsibilities”.

Due to the specific nature of each donor, separate letters of agreement or commitment were
established between USAID and each of the three donors in 2014. These spelled out the financial,
governance and management arrangements. Each of DFID, USAID and BMGF contributed
funding towards the CF for all countries aside from Tanzania, which IFAD funded. USAID further

43 DFID Business Case and Intervention Summary, p. 19.
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bore the management costs of the CF; and DFID further funded the monitoring and evaluation
components.

None of the four donors recognised this project as a challenge fund, but rather saw it as a regular
process of assessing and awarding grants. All the donors felt that for this to have been a true CF,
there needed to have been more space for innovation and that it should not have been as fixed as
it was (with the need to promote only SSTP technologies and the need to use a combination of
ICT channels both already defined from the start). Further, CFs are often used to encourage private
sector innovation and financially sustainable solutions but, in this case, as one interviewee put it:
"The project had a smorgasbord of public and private solutions" and a true CF may not have been
the appropriate mechanism where public sector providers were important channels. Finally, given
that CFs are often used to stimulate private sector (PS) innovation, the time frame was a concern
to one interviewee who stated "If you want to work with the PS and test out different models it will
take time for PS to get a return. Similarly, if you are focusing on (rain-fed) crops for which there is
only one season a year, then a three-year funding period is limiting and less attractive to PS
players”.

Governance of the NA-ICT CF. At the start, formal governance arrangements were established.
A Coordination Committee made up of a named person and alternate from each donor was
established. Quarterly and annual remote meetings were held. These arrangements were relaxed
following a change of leadership within USAID (see the section on management below). USAID
shared grantees’ and the MEL contractor’s reports with donors, usually with some added
commentary to begin with. However, there was no process of consolidated reporting of the
programme as a whole across the six countries, other than at two donor coordination meetings
through a PowerPoint presentation (July 2016 and January 2017). USAID did prepare formal
reports for BMGF annually, however, as that was a requirement of this donor. Also, USAID
prepared feedback each year for DFID on the project and on the recommendations made by DFID
in prior Annual Reviews.

A technical committee made up of USAID, DFID and BMGF for all but Tanzania, and IFAD and
USAID for Tanzania, reviewed the bids from all grantees. The template for bid assessment
included five criteria: program strategy; collaboration and synchronisation with SSTP; results
planning, feedback process, sustainability and scalability; implementation and management
capacity; and staffing and resource leveraging. Each had sub-questions and asked for
assessments against strengths and weaknesses. Interviews indicated that the process of selection
was transparent and collaborative. While USAID had greater representation on the committee than
the other donors, other donors felt that their views, including reservations about particular bids,
were heard. Where bids were considered unsatisfactory, as in Mozambique, a second invitation
was made.

Management of the NA-ICT CF. The CF was managed by one person within USAID from the
start, up until April 2017 when that person left the organisation. No replacement could be found
with the same combination of expertise. Then, different Agreement Officer Representatives
(AORs) were appointed to each country, and a COR was appointed to manage the MEL contractor,
with a “light-touch” Fund Manager also appointed to have general oversight. Many of these posts
have seen some turnover since April 2017. At this stage the regularity of Coordination Committee
meetings became more ad hoc, with the most recent Fund Manager, appointed in January 2018,
no longer convening them.

USAID was the primary body communicating with the SSTP and the MEL contractor. When the
project was managed by just one person, communication with SSTP was good and, in 2015, a
joint USAID, DFID and SSTP mission was held in Malawi linking SSTP with NA-ICT. USAID also
participated in the first face-to-face learning workshop organised by the MEL contractor in Ethiopia
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in August 2016. Other than this mission, the only donor that directly visited the grantees was IFAD.
Two supervision missions were made to Tanzania, one in 2016 and a second in 2018, reports of
which were shared with USAID.

Design and management challenges. Five key challenges were noted from both the document
review and interviews related to design. First, ideally, NA-ICT CF should have been an integral
part of SSTP, not a separate project. This would have allowed for a joined-up approach to both
implementation and M&E. The second challenge was the nature of the consortium and its
members’ reporting requirements. Timing of NA-ICT and SSTP reporting was not synchronised.
DFID’s reporting year is on a different cycle to that of USAID. USAID was required to report to
donors (DFID and BMGF) at different times and in different formats. In the later years, this was
quite a cumbersome process, as the NA-ICT CF manager needed to access and collate inputs
from six AORs and one COR, all of whom were working on a number of projects other than the
NA-ICT CF. Third, the extent of staff turnover in each of DFID, BMGF, IFAD and USAID meant
that institutional memory about the project suffered. Fourth, the MEL contractor was appointed
late, by which time most grantees had already started to implement and had set up their own M&E
systems. Last, expecting the models to be self-sustaining in just a few years, as per the CF design
was considered by both grantees and the MEL contractor to be too ambitious in practice.

Country-level consortia. The NA-ICT consortia in all six countries had several different
organisations as members, each bringing specific skills. Only one project, TICmbay in Senegal,
had a consortium member specifically dedicated to M&E. In all countries the consortia set up
appropriate management arrangements including advisory or steering committees. All grantees
arranged for regular meetings of the consortium, either remotely or face to face. Consortium leads
were in all cases organisations that already had a presence in the country and previous experience
in agricultural extension (and, in the cases of Ethiopia, Ghana and Tanzania, in ICT-enabled
extension). Grantees in Ethiopia, Ghana, Malawi and Mozambique engaged national-level Ministry
of Agriculture staff in their Steering or Advisory Committees. None of the grantees followed the
principles of digital development** as such, but most grantees applied elements of the principles
like design with the user (the user-centric approach of Ghana), design for scale (Senegal), use of
open source (Senegal, Ghana), design for sustainability (Digital Integration, Ethiopia, EMM,
Mozambique; and TICmbay, Senegal), re-use of existing solutions (Senegal, Ghana, FRI's Uliza
platform), and Digital Green's Connect Online Connect Offline (COCOQO)?*® (Ethiopia). With regard
to radio programmes/campaigns, in the four countries where FRI was supporting this (Ethiopia,
Ghana, Mozambique and Tanzania) FRI's VOICE standards and formative audience research
reflects a user centred design and re-use of an existing platform.

How the design allowed for collaboration and linkages with SSTP and other key
stakeholders

The NA-ICT CF falls under one of the three objectives of the SSTP Results Framework, namely
Objective 2 which is to increase the use of quality seeds and other technologies by smallholder
farmers, with one of the outcomes being: "Increased use of ICT-enabled extension services by
smallholder farmers". All three objectives contribute towards the SSTP goal which is to “improve
food security and reduce poverty among smallholder farmers in targeted areas within selected
SSA countries”. To this end the NA-ICT CF was nested in the SSTP programme and the
technologies and best practices to be disseminated through ICT-enabled extension were those
arising from the SSTP.

4 https://digitalprinciples.org/
4 Connect Online | Connect Offline (COCO) is an Android-based mobile application built on Dimagi’'s CommCare and
integrated with Digital Green’s monitoring system.
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The collaboration between NA-ICT CF and SSTP at the programme level was good in the early
years of the NA-ICT project and included a joint USAID, SSTP and DFID mission to Malawi.
However, communication tailed off once the responsibility for NA-ICT CF oversight was dispersed
among a number of USAID staff. The Chief of Party of SSTP visited USAID in November 2015 and
gave a presentation on SSTP progress and its links to country grantees. SSTP grantees had to
report on collaboration with NA-ICT in their reports. DFID and BMGF documentation indicate that
USAID acted as the conduit for communication with SSTP regarding the NA-ICT CF.

In terms of M&E collaboration between NA-ICT CF and SSTP, SSTP baselines did not focus on
ICT, neither did NA-ICT CF grantees budget for their own baselines. SSTP M&E focused on SSTP-
targeted farmers and agro-dealers who provided the service, not on ICT service providers who
delivered the message. The MEL contractor tried to align data collection between SSTP and NA-
ICT for the NA-ICT CF indicators 1.3 and 1.4 (which SSTP also reported on) but SSTP data
collection and reporting deadlines were not in line with those of the NA-ICT CF. To address some
of these challenges, the MEL contractor involved SSTP representatives in the workshop they ran
in Arusha, Tanzania, in January 2017, so as to create greater collaboration at country level.

There were, however, quite positive findings regarding collaboration between SSTP and NA-ICT
CF at the country level for all six grantees. In Ethiopia, Malawi, Mozambique, Senegal and
Tanzania, it was clear to the grantees that their main role was to disseminate SSTP technologies.
These grantees sought to have SSTP on their steering committees and either the SSTP office or
grantees contributing to content development. The grantees had a good working relationship with
SSTP, and when the SSTP project ceased prematurely and unexpectedly, it did not mean the end
of cooperation — for all three grantees that are still operating (Mozambique, Senegal and Tanzania)
the SSTP grantees and NA-ICT continue to collaborate. In Ghana, at the start, content was
developed on all the SSTP target crops (cassava, cowpea, maize, rice, soybean and yam) for
distribution in SSTP target geographic areas.*® Later, AgroTech remained aligned with SSTP’s
roadmap during project implementation and continued to work in three of SSTP’s target regions
with a focus on two of SSTP’s target crops.*’

The selection of districts where NA-ICT should operate was done in collaboration with SSTP in
Ethiopia, Mozambique, Tanzania and Senegal, but there is less evidence of this in each of Malawi
and Ghana. While MODES in Malawi operated in just three of the 22 SSTP districts, in Ethiopia,
Tanzania and Senegal the NA-ICT CF was far more scattered, in line with SSTP.

Both programme and country-level document review and interviews revealed a major design issue.
This was the need for synchronising and integrating service delivery between the two projects,
particularly the need to ensure that SSTP grantees and sub-grantees (e.g. seed multipliers and
equipment distributors) synchronised the availability of improved technologies from SSTP with the
ICT-enabled extension related to this. On occasion, in all countries, SSTP technologies were not
available, or not available in sufficient quantities. This was frustrating for farmers. In Senegal there
was a sense that there should have been a phased approach, particularly as some of the SSTP
grantees that TICmbay approached were not ready for ICT-enabled extension as they had not yet
built up a sufficient supply of seeds.

How the design allowed for collaboration with other key stakeholders. There were strong and
consistent findings for all six countries on this question. Key stakeholders were identified and
involved appropriately. These included both public and private sector entities. Public sector bodies
included extension services in all countries apart from Senegal, and agricultural research
institutions, as well as Ministry of Agriculture specialists contributing to content development (in

46 Cooperative Agreement Ghana.
47 |ICTC Final Report Ghana.
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the cases of Tanzania, Ethiopia, Mozambique, Malawi and Ghana). Private sector entities included
SSTP grantees, agro-dealers and other seed and fertiliser suppliers. In addition, apart from in
Ethiopia, the telecoms companies were privately owned and the radio stations (again aside from
Ethiopia) were mostly private, NGO or civil society based.

Public and private entities are both contributing to the effective delivery of ICT-enabled extension
services, but across a spectrum. Thus, implementation of Digital Integration in Ethiopia was much
more public sector oriented (aside from the private sector SSTP grantees themselves). TICmbay
in Senegal was at the other end of the spectrum, being the only country without active involvement
of government extension staff. However, in line with government policy that extension be
contracted out to the private sector, civil society and NGOs, the project did collaborate closely with
cooperatives (which have their own extension advisers), NGOs employing extension staff, and
agro-dealers that also provide extension advice. EMM in Mozambique, MODES in Malawi,
AgroTech in Ghana and UPTAKE in Tanzania were in the middle of the spectrum with a mix of
public and private sector players. This spectrum reflects the wider development (including
agricultural development policy and extension approach) of the different countries. In the case of
Tanzania, IFAD would have preferred to have seen more collaboration between UPTAKE and their
USD 169.46 million Marketing Infrastructure, Value Addition and Rural Finance Support
Programme (MIVARF).“® They had anticipated that such collaboration would create a synergy
between the two projects and considered it a missed opportunity when this did not occur.

Linkages the programme made with other similar initiatives/organisations providing ICT-
enabled services. Grantees, particularly the Grameen Foundation, Digital Green, FRI, CABI and
HNI are major leaders in ICT-enabled extension in their own right, with previous and current donor-
funded ICT extension projects under way. They had previous experience in the countries
concerned and had completed and/or were currently running other donor-funded ICT extension
related projects. Examples include the large BMGF funding to DG in Ethiopia over a period of
seven years which includes video-based extension, and CABI's work with the African Soil Health
Consortium. In such cases, the NA-ICT grantees were already connected with the other existing
programmes through being implementing agencies for other donor-funded projects.

Grantees also built on their existing (non-ICT agriculture extension work) for added value. For
example, in Mozambique, NBCA Clusa (the lead grantee in EMM) was already operating in the
project areas and had a network of its own extension staff; consortium members for MODES in
Malawi — CRS and SHA —were already on the ground running projects to which the ICT component
was then added; and in Senegal, TICmbay built on its consortium lead — United Purpose’s — work
as an SSTP grantee. There was evidence of connections made, and collaboration sought, with
USAID in each of Ethiopia, Senegal and Ghana. In particular, in Senegal there were two large
agricultural projects with ICT components with which connections were made, although actual
collaboration was minimal. In the case of Tanzania, (IFAD-funded) linkages were made with the
much larger IFAD MIVARF project although there was little active collaboration. SSTP provided a
few grants for ICT-enabled services, in countries where SSTP started long before NA-ICT (e.g.
story telling workshop in Malawi, radio programmes with Animata in Tanzania). These either
merged with NA-ICT when it started (as was the case for the radio programmes in Tanzania) or
complemented other ICT-enabled extension services supported by NA-ICT (as was the case in
Malawi). The degree to which smaller NGO-supported ICT-enabled extension services existed
varied between countries. In both Senegal and Malawi such initiatives exist, but the evaluation did
not learn of examples in the other countries. There was minimal evidence of linkages being made
at the programme level of NA-ICT CF with other similar initiatives, aside from IFAD seeking to link

48 https://www.ifad.org/web/operations/project/id/1553/country/tanzania
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the CF with their larger MIVARF project, and an early attempt in Malawi to link the CF with both
mNutrition and SSTP.

Linkages/overlaps between NA-ICT CF and mNutrition. mNutrition is a £20 million DFID project
running in 14 countries in Africa and Asia from August 2013 to December 2019.#° It is operating in
three of the six NA-ICT CF countries: Ghana, Malawi and Tanzania. It is being led by Global
System for Mobile Communications (GSMA)® and has two components: mHealth and mAgri. Its
focus in Tanzania was just on health but in Ghana and Malawi both agriculture and health were
covered. There are clear overlaps in terms of the objectives and activities of the two projects, as
the mAgri services (in Ghana and Malawi) intended to both increase the nutritional intake and diet
diversity for rural families via a more diversified crop production for family consumption, and
increase production and income through better practices and techniques, and access to the latest
information on agronomy, market and climate.! Each grantee received between £250,000 and
£300,000 from mAgri for up to two years between 2014 and 2016.52

In terms of linkages at the programme level, a joint USAID, DFID and SSTP mission visited Malawi
in 2015 to encourage linkages between mNutrition, NA-ICT CF and SSTP. Interviews with SSTP
and USAID, however, revealed that there was no high-level follow-up on this. A review of the DFID
annual reviews for each of NA-ICT CF and mNutrition found that, while the NA-ICT CF annual
reviews do make mention of mNutrition, the mNutrition annual reviews do not make mention of the
NA-ICT CF. The 2017 DFID NA-ICT CF Annual Review states that both mNutrition and NA-ICT
CF work closely with SSTP, and that coordination with the mNutrition project allowed key nutrition
experts to develop the SSTP nutrition messages. However, an interview with the GSMA Malawi
team found that they had no awareness of any collaboration between mNutrition and SSTP in
Malawi. Finally, at the programme level, the interview with the mNutrition evaluation team indicated
that neither in Tanzania nor Ghana were efforts made by mNutrition to link with the NA-ICT CF.

In both Ghana and Malawi, however, NA-ICT CF and mNutrition had common implementation
partners. In Ghana, the Grameen Foundation led the NA-ICT CF and also developed content for
mNutrition. However, there was no evidence of formal connections or joint learning developing,
despite there being a common implementation partner. In Malawi, both SHA and HNI were involved
in both mNutrition and NA-ICT CF. Evidence from MODES annual and quarterly reports, as well
as interviews with MODES grantees and the GSMA Malawi coordinator, all confirmed that there
were benefits from the fact that two implementation partners were involved with both programmes.
SHA indicated that MODES learned much from mNutrition in terms of content development.
mNutrition had templates for content development which allowed the process to be carried out in
an organised manner and MODES benefited from learning how to use them. mNutrition, with HNI,
helped develop an Airtel branded 212 service called M’chikumbe which was dedicated to
agricultural messages. Meanwhile MODES was using an existing government-supported, HNI
branded, 321 service, run also by HNI but broader than 212 and covering infant healthcare,
pregnancy advice and agriculture.5® There were mixed findings on whether having these two
services, both containing the same agricultural content (developed by MODES through SHA) but
on different numbers and with different tariffs where farmers wanted to use more than the free
allocation, was beneficial or not.

4 https://devtracker.dfid.gov.uk/projects/GB-1-203638

50 https://www.gsma.com/mobilefordevelopment/mhealth/mnutrition/

51 DFID mNutrition Annual Review 2017.

%2 GSMA (July 2017). Creating scalable engaging mobile solutions for agriculture. A study of six content services in the mNutrition
portfolio.

34321” and “212” are the mobile numbers farmers use to dial in for the service
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How gender equality/equity was considered in programme design®

Findings were consistent across all six grantees. They noted that gender was not a concern of
SSTP and indeed that, with the selection of crops being male oriented, it was harder to consider
gender equality. They also did not sense that gender was of great interest for the donors, with a
perception among grantees that it was more important to meet targets than to try to reach more
women and get more female adoption, particularly where many of the SSTP crops were ones that
men grow. Despite this, all grantees made efforts to ensure that ICT-enabled extension reached
women, as discussed in section 3.3.6.

At the higher level, findings were that gender was important to all the donors and to the MEL
contractor. DFID annual reviews often had recommendations on gender, and USAID emphasised
the need for gender disaggregated data (GDD) and reaching women. IFAD have a self-evaluation
checklist for analysing gender equality and women's empowerment and youth inclusion in project
implementation arrangements. The MEL contractor was guided by USAID in the development of a
gender plan, and they conducted various activities related to gender and how to improve the
gender sensitivity of grantee projects. The face-to-face workshop in Ethiopia had a gender session
(“world café”), and also a webinar on the topic. However, the MEL contractor, too, observed that
at the donor level, while gender was an important topic as an overarching issue, the ICT “bundle”
being tested was the real issue. They noted that all grantees were aware of the challenges of
addressing the issue, but that disaggregating data, though important, was not enough to ensure
that the programme embedded a gender lens. They further noted that use of GDD, in terms of
seeking to adjust/address the differences in access between men and women, did not really occur.
Overall, feedback was that the gender component could have been designed better from the start.

Fair: The ET’s overall assessment of this question is that the design did allow for farmers’
livelihoods needs in relation to key staples to be met. Collaboration with SSTP, and engagement
with other key stakeholders, was satisfactory, although collaboration with mNutrition was minimal.
The set-up and governance of the NA-ICT CF consortium and of the country-level consortia was
good, especially given that at the programme level there were several donors involved. There were
some design and management related challenges, and ideally the MEL contract, and country
grants would have been synchronised, as would reporting requirements. Given the purpose and
objective of the NA-ICT CF, a longer implementation period would have been appropriate and the
scope for gender equality, given the nature of SSTP and the crops being supported by it, could
have been given more consideration at the design phase.

There were three EQs for this evaluation criterion each of which has several sub-questions. This
section of the findings is concerned with Output 1: “Agronomic extension provided to smallholder
farmers via ICT-enabled services” (EQ 4); Output 2: “Improved content adapted to specific needs,
context and available ICT channels” (EQ 5); and Output 4: “High-quality evidence on (cost)
effectiveness and impact of ICT-enabled services” (EQ 6). Output 3: “Financially sustainable ICT-
enabled extension services operating and integrated with non-ICT extension services” is
addressed under EQ 16 Sustainability. While this section reports mainly on findings at the
programme level, there is also some discussion of variations between grantees. Annex 10 contains
more detailed country-level discussion of output indicators 1.1 and 1.2.

% In addition to section 3.3.6 (VfM Equity), gender is also discussed in section 3.4.1 in the Progress Towards Outcomes and
Impact section, including the factors influencing the participation of women and their application of improved agricultural
technologies, and whether men and women smallholder farmers have an equal opportunity to make an active decision to use
quality inputs and improved technologies.
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EQ4: How was access by male and female farmers to ICT-enabled extension services achieved
in the different countries? (Output)

EQ5: How was content adapted to specific needs, context and available ICT channels? (Content)

EQ6: Was high-quality evidence on (cost) effectiveness and impact of ICT-enabled services
produced and how? (Evidence)

Summary of findings regarding outputs. There were PIRS indicators for Output 1 only. All
grantees were able to achieve Output 1: Agronomic extension provided to smallholder farmers via
ICT-enabled services. The NA-ICT CF exceeded its targets in relation to this Output, both in terms
of access to ICT-enabled extension (measured by PIRS indicator 1.1) and use of ICT-enabled
extension (measured by PIRS indicator 1.2) across the programme as a whole. The actual
achievement of indicator 1.1 (access to ICT-enabled extension) was 173% of the target of 5.2
million farmers, and for use of ICT-enabled extension (indicator 1.2) it was 134% of the target of
2.6 million farmers. This will increase as the programme draws to a close in December 2018
(Tanzania), February 2019 (Mozambique) and March 2019 (Senegal). The high attainment
reflected in these figures, however, could have been caused in part by low target setting. Men had
more access to ICT-enabled extension than women: 67% of the farmers with access were men
and 33% were women. This was similar for the use of ICT-enabled extension. EMM and TICmbay
were able to reach more women compared to the other grantees. The evaluation also has strong
findings that the content development process (Output 2) was well developed in all countries.
Content was aligned with SSTP and government policies, adapted to local needs and channels,
and followed a participatory process. The findings at output level are confirmed for impact pathway
1 (IP1) by the re-evaluation of the ToC as detailed in Annex 6, and by the contribution stories from
three of the six countries (Annex 7). The CF did less well in terms of development of high-quality
evidence (Output 4). The MEL contractor was contracted late, while M&E processes were already
(partly) developed by grantees. The focus was on developing PIRS to report on results to USAID,
and less time was invested in establishing a conducive learning environment to share experiences
beyond basic learning. Evidence regarding cost-effectiveness and impact was minimal, despite
IP3’s output (4) being high-quality evidence on (cost) effectiveness and impact of ICT-enabled
services. It should be noted that, even if efforts had been made to collect evidence on impact, it
may not have been strong given the short time period (2-3 years) that the CF ran in each country.

This question (EQ4) relates to Output 1 in the ToC “Agronomic extension provided to smallholder
farmers via ICT-enabled services”. Figure 6 shows the pathway for Output 1 in the ToC. The
section presents findings regarding Output 1. Findings from document review and interviews with
grantees were consistent. Annexes 6, 7 and 9 provide more detail on the country-level findings.
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Figure 6: Output 1 “Agronomic extension provided to smallholder farmers via ICT-enabled services”

Output 1: Agronomic extension provided to smallholder farmers via ICT enabled services

Selection ICT enabled
services —
directly or indirectly

Y

Output 2: Improved content adapted to specific needs, context and
available ICT channels

The PIRS measured two output indicators, 1.1 and 1.2. 1.1: The number of farmers with access to
ICT-enabled services was optional but all grantees measured it.% It relates to farmers that either
own a mobile phone or radio, have access through a radio or network coverage, or are based in a
village that has been selected for video coverage by an extension agent. Farmers need access to
a channel first, before they are be able to listen, watch or read a message. The second output
indicator (1.2) was compulsory to measure and more important as a proxy that measures if output
1 is achieved. Indicator 1.2 The number of farmers using ICT-enabled services, measured the
actual use of the ICT-enabled services. All grantees provided disaggregated information for male
and female farmers, but not all grantees provided target and actual data for all years (some
grantees agreed with USAID to lower targets after the inception phase, but their actuals are
sometimes closer to the original targets, i.e. in the case of TICmbay). PIRS were validated by the
MEL contractor and approved by USAID.

In Table 5 the project level and overall performance of the NA-ICT CF programme is provided.56
The programme overachieved on the targets for the two output indicators.5” All grantees (far)
exceeded indicator 1.1, and most grantees except those in Mozambique and Tanzania (far)
exceeded their targets for indicator 1.2. MODES in Malawi overachieved mainly because they were
using national radio stations with a higher than planned coverage. TICmbay overachieved more
on indicator 1.2 than indicator 1.1, mainly because they did not measure indicator 1.1 for radio
stations in 2016. They also had reduced their targets in consultation with USAID. The new targets
appear to be set too low. In 2017 they used the FRI radio coverage tool to measure access for
radio stations, which was much higher than expected. EMM, TICmbay and UPTAKE are still in
implementation and still have to report the PIRS for 2018 and 2019 (Q3 2018 and Q1 2019) in the
Feed-The-Future System.

5 All grantees reported on indicator 1.1 in their annual PIRS reports, although for Ghana, in 2016, the actual data for 2016 was
not in the PIRS, but just in the Annual report 2016.

6 Source PIRS 2016 and 2017, annual report 2016 Ghana and Q3 report 2018 of TICmbay and EMM.

57 This could also be because grantees had set low targets due to calculations based on incorrect assumptions, for example the
radio coverage was not measured by some grantees at start of project.
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Table 5: Overall performance of NA-ICT CF grantees on output indicators 1.1 (access) and 1.2 (use)

1.1. Number of farmers with access to | 1.2. Number of farmers using ICT-
(the provided ICT-enabled services) enabled services

(potential reach)

% achieved

Target Actual of target

Target Actual % of target

Digital Integration

(Ethiopia) 1,750,000 3,470,023 198% 1,026,000 1,147,839 112%
AgroTech (Ghana) 800,000 1,614,675 202% 500,000 637,519 128%
MODES (Malawi) %8 172,967 844,980 489% 162,611 869,352 535%
EMM (Mozambique)®° 925,000 1,223,624 132% 325,500 166,908 51%
TICmbay (Senegal) 457,731 596,353 130% 91,546 235,536 257%
UPTAKE (Tanzania) 1,102,883 1,273,766 115% 508,000 453,202 89%
NA-ICT CF total 5,208,581 9,023,421 173% 2,613,657 3,510,356

In Figure 7 the results of indicator 1.1 Number of farmers with access to (the provided ICT-enabled
services) (potential reach) are presented over time, including the differences between males and
females. In 2016 this indicator was around the level of intended targets. In 2017 it was
overachieved by far. An explanation for this could be the introduction of the radio coverage tool
that was better able to determine the audience of a radio station; increased ownership of radio and
mobile phones could also be a reason. However, low target setting by grantees was also a factor.°

Men had more access to ICT-enabled extension than women: 67% of the farmers with access
were men and 33% were women. This was similar for the use of ICT-enabled extension. The
access of women in all countries is lower than for men except for Mozambique (52% of women
have access and 48% of men).%! Senegal (42% women), Tanzania (40% women), Ghana (36%
women), Malawi (31% women) and Ethiopia (20% women) follow. Note that, for charts related to
the PIRS indicators, the PIRS data for 2018 was not available at the time of writing, which is one
reason why such low achievement is indicated for 2018 (the other reason being that only some
countries are still active).

58 Indicator 1.1 Access was measured for farmers that owns the radio or mobile phone. Indicator 1.2 counted also users that did
not own the radio / mobile phone, but listened in community listening groups.

5 EMM did not report their actuals for 2016.

% AgroTech (Ghana) did not set targets for 2017 but reported actuals and MODES (Malawi) and EMM (Mozambique) had set
very low targets for 2017. The actuals for MODES (Malawi) included an additional district according to the MEL provider where
a SSTP started to work in 2017. This may have contributed to the big increase in achievements for indicators 1.1 and 1.2.

51 The ET was not able to determine why EMM (Mozambique) was able to reach more women than the other grantees.

28



Number of farmers

Number of farmers

Figure 7: The number of farmers with access to ICT-enabled services (indicator 1.1) target vs actual®?
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For indicator 1.2 Number of farmers using ICT-enabled services the overall target is overachieved,
but less so than for indicator 1.1. Some grantees had over-estimated the number of women they
could reach in their target setting especially in 2017.63

Figure 8: Number of farmers using ICT-enabled services (indicator 1.2)
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For the results relating to use of technologies/practices (indicator 1.2) Digital Integration (Ethiopia)
is the largest contributor, although MODES in Malawi far overachieved their target 1.2 and is not
far behind. EMM in Mozambique and TICmbay in Senegal reached fewer farmers with their ICT-
enabled services than the other grantees. However, they well exceeded their target, and are still
running until March 2019. Again, these high achievements could be the result of low target setting
by grantees.

52 Source PIRS 2016 and 2017, annual report 2016 Ghana and Q3 report 2018 of Senegal and Mozambique.

% MODES (Malawi) had set a target of 30% female farmers of 88,000 targeted farmers for indicator 1.2 in 2017 and achieved
25% of 573,000 farmers). AgroTech (Ghana) had set a target of 64% female farmers for 2017 and achieved 40% female
farmers. Other grantees had achieved their target for female SHFs, but for the whole indicator more males were reached than
females.
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The number of users, in all countries, is lower for women than for men. For Mozambique, 46% of
users are women, Senegal 45%, Tanzania 39%, Ghana 32%, Ethiopia 28% and Malawi 25%. In
the DFID business case, one of the outputs was “improved access for 3 million smallholder
farmers”. This amount was far overachieved for access (1.1) by 301%, but even for the number of
actual users of the ICT-enabled services (1.2) by 117% of this target. Disaggregation was also
done for the different channels, although not all target and actual data was disaggregated.* Figure
9 still provides a good insight into the use of the different channels and the dominance of radio to
reach out to the majority of the users. The grantees broadcasted interactive radio programmes
where the SSTP technologies and practices were explained by local farm leaders with authority.
Most grantees had also established or worked with existing radio listening groups. In Senegal, for
example, farmers listened to a radio programme about ApronStar®® in villages that could not be
reached by cars. They discussed the radio programme in their groups, decided to try it and
collected money to buy it in a nearby village. They were not in contact with an extension agent and
would otherwise not hear about it. In Ethiopia the farmers watched videos in groups. They
discussed the content afterwards and committed to each other that they would apply the practice
shown in the video.

Figure 9: Number of farmers that use each channel
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As noted in Section 2, the ET used ToC and, as part of that, contribution analysis, to explore IP1
in more depth in the three countries visited. The full contribution analysis is available in Annex 7
and the overall assessment of IP1 based on all findings including those from the contribution
analysis, is available in Annex 6 pages 90-94. In relation to the part of the IP that concerns Output
1: The provision of agricultural extension to smallholder farmers via ICT-enabled services, the
contribution analysis involved in-country examination of the specific steps taken to achieve the
output, the assumptions behind these and reflection on whether these were appropriate. Findings
were that that the strength of evidence on the contribution of the NA-ICT CF to planned outputs at
this step of IP1 was strong. The causal pathways at this level of IP1 had greater granularity but
were well aligned with the programme-level ToC IP1 and assumptions held. This was the case for
all three countries. The re-examination of the ToC for IP1 in Annex 6 also confirmed that the ToC
for this pathway was strong.

Excellent: The ET’s overall assessment is that the NA-ICT CF did enable smallholder men and
women to both access, and use, ICT-enabled extension. Grantees far overachieved the output
indicators. Women have less access than men. Digital Integration in Ethiopia reached the most

farmers to use the ICT-enabled services with MODES in Malawi close behind. Radio is the main
channel for reaching a high number of farmers. Three grantees (in Mozambique, Senegal and
Tanzania) are still implementing. They have to submit the PIRS for FY 2018 and FY 2019 (for Q4

54 The numbers in figure 9 don’t add up to the total number of users in figure 8, because grantees did not provide all data
disaggregated to channel.

% Apronstar is a seed treatment made up of both (fungicides and-insecticides). It protects both the seed and the young
seedling.
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2018 and Q1 2019). This will increase the overall result on output indicators. Contribution analysis
confirmed that this (activities to output) stage of IP1 of the ToC was strong, i.e. that there was

strong evidence of contribution of the CF to the planned output at this step of IP1.

This question relates to Output 2 in the ToC “Improved content adapted to specific needs, context
and available ICT channels”. Sequentially, in the ToC, Output 2 should be completed before Output
1 in order to provide agronomic extension to smallholder farmers using ICT-enabled extension.
The overall content development process was described in the ToC (see Annex 6 for more detail).
A number of areas were explored under this question, and findings are organised under six sub-
headings.

Were content committees set up and which stakeholders were actively involved?

Findings from the document review and in-country interviews were consistent. Content committees
were set up in countries where government approval was needed of content, before it could be
disseminated to farmers (Ethiopia, Malawi, Mozambique and Tanzania). In all countries,
stakeholders were involved in developing content for campaigns in a participatory way. In the three
countries the ET visited (Ethiopia, Senegal and Tanzania), the team developed contribution stories
(see Annex 7). These are more detailed versions of the IP1 ToC, based on the actual
implementation in the country context. Figure 10 is an illustration based on the Tanzanian content
development process.

Figure 10: Content development process Tanzania
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All grantees involved SSTP grantees and farmer groups in the content development process. All
grantees trained those involved in content development to deliver the message consistently,
especially radio staff. All grantees have (some) alignment in content between channels. There
were also differences between grantees. Not all grantees had content committees (e.g. AgroTech
and TICmbay because no government approval was needed) and not all grantees involved
research institutes and government extension directly in content development (e.g. in Senegal,
where content was specifically developed to promote SSTP technologies in line with SSTP grantee
needs).
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How did grantees use best knowledge available for content development (including
through collaboration with SSTP and others)?

The grantees developed their programmes independently from each other, but the ET found many
similarities. Localisation was key for all grantees. All grantees used localised content in local
language. Most localisation was done at district level to create locally relevant content (although
in Senegal this was only done later in the implementation phase). All grantees followed the crop
calendar for content creation and delivery. Content development was a well-planned process in all
countries, which made it less flexible in terms of covering emerging, and sometimes urgent issues
especially in case of government-approved content (e.g. fall army worm in Tanzania and Malawi).
All grantees developed content around SSTP priority crops and technologies. The differences were
mainly in how they implemented the content development process. Some grantees (Digital
Integration in Ethiopia, MODES in Malawi and UPTAKE in Tanzania) describe a government
validation process to create government certified content that could be disseminated. In Senegal,
SSTP grantees first worked together to develop content in French. The regions then chose the
content that was useful in that location and translated it into local languages. The SSTP grantees
then validated the localised content from farmer groups and radio stations before dissemination.
In general, grantees used well-sourced and moderated knowledge for the content development
process.

Were the contents needs-driven, credible, relevant, trusted and actionable?

The starting point for content development for most grantees was information about the SSTP
technology. This is therefore supply driven and/or extension driven. However, participatory design
of content with relevant stakeholders, including farmers, tweaked this into demand-driven
information. Most grantees used trusted voices (in Senegal, for example, they used the presidents
of farmer cooperatives to record messages) or credible research institutes to improve trust in
content message (Tanzania) (the importance of trust is further described under section 3.4 in
relation to Outcomes). The programme mostly used actionable messages with, for example,
contact details of local dealers or calls to visit a demonstration plot or a seed market in the
neighbourhood of the farmer. There were also differences between country programmes. Some
grantees developed campaigns and content around crops (as in Tanzania, Mozambique, Ghana,
Malawi), others more around the SSTP technologies (e.g. the Aybar broad bed maker in Ethiopia
and use of ApronStar in Senegal), although in Ethiopia and Senegal some good agronomic
practices were also addressed. The crop-centred content seems to be more relevant for farmers,
because it addressed all questions around a certain crop and not only the SSTP technology. Some
grantees start content development with a government-approved extension package (Tanzania,
Ethiopia) to make it more relevant and trusted for the farmers. In-country interviewees perceived
the CF as being driven in a more “top-down” manner, e.g. SSTP grantees driven (Senegal) or
extension agent-driven (Ethiopia), which is not always demand-driven from the farmers
perspective. In the case of potassium fertilisers (Ethiopia), this was not seen as relevant and
proven by extension agents and farmers. However, overall, content was assessed as being needs-
driven, credible, relevant, trusted and actionable.

Are the grantees reporting back farmers’ feedback to SSTP to improve content creation?

In all cases feedback mechanisms for content development were built in from the design phase,
as is the norm, and seen as best practice, among the grantee organisations. There were good
feedback mechanisms designed to test relevance for farmers. The grantees were all working with
farmer groups to test relevance, which was essential to have locally relevant content. In general,
the ET found strong findings regarding feedback mechanisms from farmers in all countries to
inform the content development of the next campaign/crop cycle. All grantees used outcome
research (including farmer focus groups) after each campaign (at least for radio campaigns) to get
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feedback to use in the design of the next campaign. There were also differences: some grantees
have real time feedback mechanisms (IVR), phone-based surveys or mid-campaign focus groups;
others get feedback through SSTP grantees (Senegal) or research institutes (Tanzania).

Is the content of advisory services appropriate and delivered in a timely manner?

Content was appropriate for farmers (only in one case in Ethiopia on potassium fertiliser there were
doubts about relevance of this SSTP technology). Most information was delivered in a timely
manner, following the local crop calendar, but delays in some campaigns (Malawi, Senegal,
Ethiopia) due to delayed government approval were mentioned by some interviewees. In some
countries (Senegal, Ethiopia, Tanzania) content is appropriate, but due to non-availabilities of the
seeds being promoted, this was not relevant at that moment or delivered too late. In these (minority
of) cases, farmers tended to lose interest in those varieties.

Contribution analysis results for Output 2: Content development

Annex 7 provides the full contribution analysis carried out in the three countries visited. The
contribution analysis focused on IP1 and included the content development process as illustrated
in Figure 10 above, relating to Output 2 in the ToC. At country level much more detail was gained
on the steps taken in content development, including validation and revision of content.
Assumptions were also explored. For all three countries the assumptions did, on the whole, hold
true and, where they did not, the grantees made adjustments to the process. Given the correlation
(albeit with much greater granularity) between the content development steps in the causal
pathway in the three countries with the programme-level equivalent, and given that most
assumptions held, it is concluded that the strength of evidence on the contribution of the NA-ICT
CF to planned outputs at this step of IP1 was high. The re-examination of the ToC for IP1 in Annex
6 also confirmed that the ToC for this pathway was strong.

Good: In sum, the ET has strong findings that countries adapted the content to specific needs,
context and available ICT channels. Content committees were set up in countries where
government approval of content was needed before it could be disseminated to farmers (Ethiopia,
Malawi, Mozambique and Tanzania). A participatory content development process was developed,
and stakeholders were involved in all countries. Good feedback mechanisms were in place to
adapt content for the next cycle/campaign. Content is seen as appropriate for farmers. Most
information was delivered in a timely manner, following the local crop calendar, but several
grantees mentioned delays in some campaigns (as in Malawi, Senegal, Ethiopia) due to delayed
government approval. In some countries (Senegal, Ethiopia, Tanzania) content was appropriate,
but seeds were not available at the right time or in sufficient quantities. Contribution analysis in the
three countries visited evidenced the strong contribution of the CF at the activities to output (2:
content development) level of IP1 of the ToC.

This question (EQ6) relates to IP3 and within that Output 4: “High-quality evidence on (cost)
effectiveness and impact of ICT-enabled services”. A number of areas were explored under this
guestion, and findings are organised under seven sub-headings. The ToC IP3 relates specifically
to EQ6 soisincluded below in Figure 11. This IP was re-assessed in the light of evaluation findings
in Annex 6 and summarised in the last bullet point in this section as a seventh point. The ET carried
out a thorough DQA to inform the findings in this section (see Annex 8). These are discussed
further under the fourth bullet below: How accurate and valid are the results reported by the
grantees, both individually and in total; similarly, how accurate and valid is the disaggregation?
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Figure 11: Theory of Change Impact Pathway 3
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» How effective was the MEL contractor in providing technical support to grantees to
strengthen monitoring capacities and in coordinating with them in the process of
developing country-level framework?

The ET found mixed findings from the six countries, the MEL contractor and the donors. The
grantees that started first (Digital Integration in Ethiopia, AgroTech in Ghana, MODES in Malawi
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and TICmbay in Senegal) had already developed their own M&E systems before the contractor
was appointed. While MODES and AgroTech appreciated the MEL contractor’'s guidance and
worked well (it appears from the documentation) with the MEL contractor, for Digital Integration,
and particularly for TICmbay, significant adjustments had to be made and these grantees were not
satisfied with the support they received. Finally, it appears that the grantees that started later —
EMM and UPTAKE — were more satisfied with the MEL contractor’s support (presumably because
they had their guidance from the start, the PIRS indicators were developed and the MEL contractor
was already running).

The MEL contractor confirmed in the interviews that the start was difficult. It did not coincide with
the start of the grantees and there was MEL contractor staff turnover at that time. However, the
contractor effectiveness improved over time. The MEL contractor discussed data collection
methodologies in individual calls with all grantees for each of the six indicators for reporting, using
the PIRS as reference. This was also discussed face-to-face during the two learning events in
Ethiopia and Tanzania. Where the MEL contractor found data inconsistencies, it did follow-ups
with grantees before it completed the data submission into USAID’s Feed-the-Future System. The
MEL contractor was itself not satisfied about the support it had provided. The MEL contractor could
not visit individual grantees in the field and was not allowed to do a full data quality audit, due to
budget constraints.

The MEL contractor did develop tools, e.g. the PIRS and a template for an M&E plan, and built the
capacity of the grantees to provide better quality data in their reports. It also built the capacity of
the finance staff to measure and report on indicator 2.1: Percentage of costs of ICT-enabled
services covered by non-donor sources. Analysis of data did not go beyond compiling aggregated
data. There was consensus among the donors that the MEL contractor was not adequately
positioned for their assignment. They considered it weak in both M&E (including use of PIRS), and
in its knowledge of ICT4Ag. Second, there was consensus among donors and the MEL contractor
alike, that the grantees needed a lot more support to grasp the use of the PIRS than expected
(particularly those in Malawi, who had to have a great deal of support from the MEL contractor).
There was variable capacity among the grantees in terms of monitoring/using the PIRS. The MEL
contractor was supported at the start by the USAID M&E specialist working on NA programmes,
who worked closely with the contractor to finalise the cross-country results framework and
indicators consistent with SSTPs. Within the donor group, however, IFAD did express satisfaction
with the support that the MEL contractor gave and the indicators that were set. The MEL
contractor’s performance improved over time according to both DFID and USAID.

How effective was the MEL contractor in facilitating learning and monitoring within the
grantee network?

In general, the MEL contractor was not very effective in facilitating learning between grantees,
even according to themselves. It was not able to develop a learning culture where participants
shared lessons. Adobe connect, which was used for virtual learning events, did not work well for
grantees with low bandwidth, such as in Malawi. The MEL contractor was not able to create a
trusted environment where grantees would like to share their lessons and experiences, instead of
seeing each other as competitors.5¢ Webinars were conducted, but with not much interaction, and
learning tended to be at a basic level. Two face-to-face meetings took place. The ET had mixed
findings on these. Some participants were satisfied with them, but others mentioned that the face-
to-face meetings could have been more interactive, with more opportunities to share and to

% This was, according to the MEL contractor, partly caused by their being appointed late which meant that there was a lack of
face-to-face meetings between themselves and the grantees at the start of the NA-ICT CF to establish personal relationships
and trust, and partly due to a lack of commitment of grantees, because learning and lesson sharing was not budgeted for in
their contracts.
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address common challenges. There were mixed views about the virtual learning events as well,
from all of those interviewed. Shortcomings were the difficulties of communication faced by
bringing so many people from different countries together on one platform for a number of hours
(and across different time zones); insufficient time to present and discuss; and the “lecturing” style
taken by the MEL contractor. Participants did appreciate the chat room run by the first USAID
COR/AOR for the CF, considering it useful and well run. There was some lack of clarity among the
grantees regarding the need for them to budget for PIRS-related M&E and to attend the face-to-
face workshop. TICmbay, for example, had not budgeted for travel to workshops or to spend time
working on PIRS and joining virtual workshops.

To what extent did the grantees provide proper resources (expertise, budget, etc.) to
their monitoring and learning function?

The ET found that grantees provided resources for monitoring, but less for learning. All six grantees
had allocated resources to M&E, although for grantees that started later (EMM, UPTAKE) M&E
was more focused on the collection of PIRS data. There were also differences. Four of the six
grantees — those from Ethiopia, Ghana, Malawi and Senegal — gave careful consideration to M&E,
planning their M&E prior to the MEL contractor coming on board and had fairly rigorous measures
in place, although MODES needed more support than the other grantees to set this up. Three
grantees did some kind of baseline (those in Ghana, Malawi and Senegal). Radio campaigns had
baseline, mid-term and end (outcome) surveys. MODES and AgroTech contracted an end
evaluation and Digital Integration managed to leverage funding to contract the International Food
Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) to carry out a randomised control trial (in progress). TICmbay
(Senegal) included a MEL provider in the consortium (UCSC) and developed a strong MEL
strategy and budget to support this, listing in-depth surveys, short indicator-focused surveys,
phone-based surveys and user experience focus groups as the four main M&E methods. UCSC
also conducted a longitudinal field survey, used the user data of the TICmbay platform and built
the capacity of Jokalante$” in M&E skills.?¢ The two grantees that started later — EMM in
Mozambique and UPTAKE in Tanzania — did not develop separate M&E plans (apart from FRI's
standard good practices). EMM is monitoring the PIRS, whereas UPTAKE had assumed that the
MEL contractor would do most of the M&E. FRI (lead grantee of UPTAKE) developed their own
M&E plan for the radio campaigns with baseline, mid-term and end-term participatory radio
campaign surveys. CABI (sub-grantee, UPTAKE) had not budgeted for M&E of the SMS service
and had to source funding from another donor through the Africa Soil Health Consortium to carry
out some deep dive research (to supplement the quantitative PIRS measures with more qualitative
evaluation findings). CABI, in Tanzania, acknowledged that the process evaluation undertaken to
inform itself was unstructured and poorly managed/filed, and had understood that it did not have
the responsibility for M&E, which lay with the lead of UPTAKE: FRI). The extent to which grantees
prioritised learning is discussed in Ch. 4.

How accurate and valid are the results reported by the grantees, both individually and in
total; similarly, how accurate and valid is the disaggregation?

The MEL contractor could not do a proper DQA due to budget constraints. USAID considered it
optional. They developed templates and data reporting protocols and guidance to make it easier
for grantees to submit their reports. Indicators were reported to FTMS. The MEL contractor had an
after-action review in place after every data collection cycle. The ET carried out a DQA (Annex 8),
examining a number of criteria. Grantees performed well overall in the reliability of data. They
performed fairly well in the timeliness, validity/relevance and completeness of data. Evidence of

67 Jokalante is the social enterprise set up by the TICmbay consortium to operate and develop the TICmbay platform.
% TICmbay is the ICT platform that is developed by the TICmbay consortium to disseminate messages by SMS and IVR to
farmers. User data consist for example on number of users, number of calls in and out, number of SMS.
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unsatisfactory practice was mostly in the setting of a clear methodology for data analysis, and the
highlighting of concerns/limitations of the research process (though grantees were not required to
do these). AgroTech, TICmbay and Digital Integration came out as the strongest performers, while
MODES and UPTAKE performed fairly well with some shortcomings. EMM’s performance
appeared fair, although it was unsatisfactory in terms of timeliness and completeness. Grantees’
relatively good performance as assessed in the DQA occurred despite the limited support and
guidance in the collection and analysis of data at the start of the NA-ICT programme, lack of quality
review by the MEL contractor, budgetary constraints, and the start of the MEL contract when the
programme was already in its implementation. The results of the DQA are in line with the findings
of the ET overall.

To what extent are the other public outputs of the programme (e.g. webinars, press
releases etc.) suitable and of good quality?

Public outputs of the programme were minimal. Some of the MEL contractor deliverables (i.e. the
landscape analysis) were not approved by USAID to be published due to quality issues. USAID
published two blogs on the USAID Learning Lab®° about the programme. The MEL contractor was
working on a gender infographic and a cross-country case study prior to completion of its contract
at the end of September 2018. Both document review and interviews have indicated that producing
public outputs has not been a priority in any of the six NA-ICT countries; internal learning lab briefs
were presented well (though there are some inaccuracies in the one about EMM, Mozambique)
but it is not clear if they have been made public; and case studies’ are of good quality, although
it is unclear how and to whom they were disseminated outside the NA-ICT community on the
USAID Learning Lab. At country level, some documents were published. For example, CABI
(Tanzania) has been uploading the technical briefs developed under UPTAKE on to the publicly
accessible African Soil Health Consortium database. These technical briefs are clear and
comprehensive according to the ET. This is illustrated in a technical brief of cassava, a 35 message
SMS campaign from UPTAKE in the African Soil Health Consortium database:

FRI  published
several blogs on their Barzawire platform about the projects in Ethiopia, Ghana, Mozambique and
Tanzania.

What lessons can be learned about the challenges in establishing common indicators
and collection of data?

The idea of having common PIRS indicators across all six countries was rather new, both for the
MEL contractor and the grantees, but not for USAID. It took time to make grantees aware of the
benefits of common indicators and of shared definitions and to train them to use them accordingly.
All grantees agreed that more time should have been allocated for face-to-face capacity building.
Clear tools, such as data collection sheets and definition guidelines, are helpful to grantees.
Common indicators are hard to create but are necessary to compare countries with each other.
SSTP had many more indicators than NA-ICT, and assistance to grantees in reporting was
provided by M&E experts in each SSTP country office, which worked well. USAID was not satisfied
with the MEL contractor’s ability to implement, or support, the use of common indicators across
countries. It did not help that the MEL contractor was contracted late. However, the face-to-face
workshop run by the MEL contractor in Tanzania had a day dedicated to data collection practices
and plans, monitoring techniques and a discussion of the challenges grantees face in collecting
and reporting quality data. The FRI contact responsible for three of the countries where FRI was

69

is an interactive community where members can access and contribute to a growing collection of tools
and resources on integrating collaborating, learning, and adapting (CLA). USAID established for NA-ICT CF a closed sub-
community to collaborate and learn from each other.

0 Four-page briefs about NA-ICT CF implementation in five of the six countries, produced by the MEL contractor.
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involved (Ethiopia, Mozambique and Tanzania) thought that the PIRS indicators were sufficient,
clear, focused and useful and appreciated the consistency across countries. TICmbay faced
particular difficulties adjusting to the PIRS indicators, which were heightened by the fact that they
had not budgeted time or resources to work on the PIRS, to cover the costs of travelling to the
annual workshops or the time to join in on the virtual learning events. TICmbay would have
preferred to adhere to their MEL approach and to develop a logframe (which was not encouraged
by the MEL contractor).

Theory of Change Impact Pathway 3

Impact pathway 3 of the Theory of Change focused on achieving high-quality evidence on (cost)
effectiveness and impact of ICT-enabled services. The full flow is shown in Figure 11 at the start
of this section. A full description of IP 3 is given in Annex 6. One of the three assumptions between
activity and output did not hold and one only held partially. This had implications for the
achievement of Output 4 “High-quality evidence on (cost) effectiveness and impact of ICT-enabled
services”. High-quality evidence was collected at output and outcome level, but not at the impact
level. Output 4 could have been better formulated as “High-quality evidence on output and outcome
of ICT-enabled services”. All three assumptions at output to outcome and outcome to impact levels
held and outcomes were achieved or anticipated. The proposed revised Output 4 contributed to
the achievement of Outcome 1 and Outcome 2. To this extent the articulated ToC for IP3 was
strong and the assumptions were critical to performance and the articulated causal pathways on
how the outputs lead to outcomes. However, in relation to the original Output 4, this was not
achieved. If the CF was continuing, then IP3 and its one output (Output 4) would need to be
reconsidered, unless the continued project included measures of cost-effectiveness and impact.

Unsatisfactory: The overall findings for this EQ is that the MEL contractor was, for various
reasons, unable to provide effective support to the grantees from the start of the programme. This
included both technical support to grantees to strengthen monitoring capacities, and learning. This
was partly due to late contracting of the MEL contractor, but also staff turnover and a lack of
experience in ICT4Ag. The budget constraints that the MEL contractor faced were also a
contributing factor. The support provided by the MEL contractor did improve over time and was
certainly needed as the monitoring capacity of some grantees was lower than expected. The face-
to-face meetings were seen as most valuable, although those meetings could have been more
interactive. A learning culture was never established, and therefore learning did not go beyond
basic. Deep learning on topics such as effectiveness of channels and monitoring of adoption and
sustainability never took place. M&E was mostly concentrated on collecting PIRS data. Analysis
of data did not go beyond compiling aggregated data. However, good evidence was created at
output * and outcome 72 level that ICT-enabled extension services are effective. Output 4 “High-
quality evidence on (cost) effectiveness and impact of ICT-enabled services” could have been
better formulated as “High-quality evidence on output and outcome of ICT-enabled services”.
Overall, if a strong MEL partner had been contracted from the start of the programme, a baseline
conducted, and impact indicators measured in the PIRS, much stronger evidence would have been
generated.

1 Farmers watched videos, listened to interactive radio in radio listening groups, received voice or text message and received
content that was seen as relevant and timely.
2 See section 3.4 Progress towards outcome to impact for more details.
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EQ 7 Economy: To what extent has the programme considered and managed costs?

EQ 8 Efficiency: How well are programme resources used by grantees to deliver programme
outputs?

EQ 9 Effectiveness: To what extent has the programme enabled grantees to achieve outputs and
outcomes?

EQ 10 Equity: Are the services and benefits equally accessible across gender, region, or socio-
economic background?

Summary of findings regarding ViM

The ET has mixed findings for Value for Money along the 4Es and the VM measurements in the
DFID’s business case proposition. The M&E systems and the financial accounting systems of the
grantees were not aligned with each other. The financial data provided to the ET was unfortunately
incomplete, with insufficient detail to link cost data to outputs and outcome. VfM as an approach
was not embedded from the design of the programme and difficult to measure retrospectively. This
limitation was discussed with DFID in mid-2018 and it was agreed that the ET would endeavour to
carry out a limited and partial VfM at country level for those countries for which there was enough
information. In Annex 9 a detailed analysis is conducted based on the data the ET gathered from
grantees. The NA-ICT CF programme developed a results framework with PIRS indicators. These
indicators were developed as comparative measurements to compare programme achievements
between grantees internally. The ET assessed that the grantees did use their funding well in terms
of efficiency in achieving outputs, and effectiveness in achieving outcomes, because at programme
level all targets of PIRS indicators were met with the funds received. Neither cost-effectiveness
nor impact indicators were measured by the grantees.

Findings on economy were less strong. Grantees were selected using a competitive process, but
accountability and VfM were not at the forefront when finalising agreements. In addition, while
grantees may have taken measures to ensure economy, e.g. through competitive procurement,
cost savings and actual expenditure, this was not part of the required reporting and, therefore, was
impossible to assess by the ET through lack of data. The ET assessed “equity” findings also as
less strong. Women have more limited access to ICT-enabled services than men, as a result of
socio-economic factors and the choice of crops and technologies under SSTP.

The ToR requires VfM measures that assess four key factors at country and programme levels:
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In this section the ET will present the key findings.”® Measurements relate directly to the four ViM
factors, the questions above, and the VM measurement process as depicted in Figure 12.

Figure 12: VfM Measurement Process
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The ET also assessed the VfM proposition described in the DFID business case.” The ET has the
following findings on the six sub-headings mentioned in the business case.

Most of DFID’s funds will be pooled with other donors and managed directly by USAID.
USAID will not charge any project management staff time or overhead costs to the fund.

The programme is delivered by USAID. The UK is providing GBP 2,800,000 over four years.
Grants are fully operational in all six countries,’”® and 89% is pooled with the other donors. DFID
have contracted the service providers for the evaluation function on behalf of the NA-ICT
Agriculture Extension Fund Steering Committee. Some 11% of DFID’s funds are spent directly on
the evaluation contract. The total fund is around USD 12 million over four years. The other donors
are USAID (USD 3 million plus USD 1.6 million in-kind for managing the fund and grantees); the
Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation (BMFG) (USD 3 million) and the International Fund for
Agricultural Development (IFAD; USD 1.5 million). This criterion is met.

Grantees will be selected through a competitive process with VfIM and amount of co-
funding as important selection criteria.

A technical committee (made up of USAID, DFID and BMGF for all but Tanzania, and IFAD and
USAID for Tanzania) reviewed the bids from all applicants. The template for bid assessment
included five criteria: programme strategy; collaboration and synchronisation with SSTP; results
planning, feedback process, sustainability and scalability; implementation and management
capacity; and, staffing and resource leveraging. Each had sub-questions and asked for
assessments against strengths and weaknesses. VM was not explicitly mentioned in the bid
assessment template. Only under Program Strategy is a referral made to a cost-effective
approach. This criterion is partly met.

Accountability and VM will be at the forefront when finalising the funding agreement
with the individual grantees.

In the Cooperative Agreement between USAID and the grantees VM is not part of the agreement.
This criterion is not met.

DFID’s investment will complement funding provided by USAID, BMGF and IFAD which
may attract additional resources from other sources. In addition, grantees are expected

3 In Annex 9, VfM detailed findings are presented at programme and country level.
4 Business Case and Intervention Summary. Title: The NA-ICT agricultural extension CF.
> Source: 8.3 NA ICT CF Annual Review 2017.
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to bring in their own investments, which would gradually increase during the project
implementation.

No additional resources from other donors were attracted outside the initial four donors. Grantees
have an amount of USD 5,048,732 as commitment for cost share/leverage in their contracts. The
actual amounts of leverage funds are unclear at programme level, because the ET did not receive
all expenditure information.”® This criterion could not be assessed due to limited expenditure data.

The project includes incentives for stimulating innovations and good performance by
providing additional ‘good’ performance awards.

An adaptation fund was awarded mid-term in the project. In the original budget the adaptation fund
was USD 800,000. A competition between the six countries resulted in an award of USD 67,500
each for Tanzania, Ethiopia and Mozambique.”” The initial adaptation fund had to be reduced due
to the lower than expected exchange rate of the GBP for the full DFID contribution. This criterion
was met, although the amount was lower than initially anticipated.

Opportunities for ensuring quality, robust evidence generated of relevance for the wider
sector.

No public documents are published so far, but the evaluation will publish lessons learned that are
relevant for the wider sector. This criterion was not yet fully met.

Fair: In the DFID business case, criteria were stated regarding the VfM proposition of the
programme. Not all these expectations were met. Funds were pooled and efficiently managed by
USAID. Grantees were selected using a competitive process. They have committed funds for over
USD 5 million (although actual expenditure is not yet at that level) and a good performance award
was provided to TICmbay in Tanzania, Digital Integration in Ethiopia and EMM Mozambique,
although with lower funds than initially foreseen. VM was not part of the Cooperative Agreement
which made it difficult to do a fully-fledged ViM assessment during the performance evaluation and
evidence on VIM is not yet published to share with the wider sector, although this evaluation will
provide these wider lessons. Overall, the expectations in the business case were not fully achieved
with regard to VM. However, it does not mean that money was not well spent.”®

A number of areas were explored under this question, and findings are organised under three sub-
guestions. For a fourth question, “What are the grantee and sub-grantee staffing plans and actual
costs, compared across six target countries?”, insufficient data are available to provide a
meaningful comparison between the six countries. Some expenditure information was available
from only four grantees. Budget lines for sub-grantee staffing plans were described under
“personnel” by some grantees, and under “contracts” by others.

What is the evidence of due diligence in selection of grantees and sub-grantees?

All country grantees were selected using an open competition with Fund donors.” The normal
USAID procedures were followed to select grantees. In Mozambique a second round was needed
and undertaken to identify a suitable grantee. All donors participated in the selection process. The

8 In Annex 9 a more detailed description at country level is provided.

TUSAID reduced, the amount to be awarded for the adaptation grants significantly to USD 67,500 each, rather than more than
USD 200,000 each after consultation with the other donors. The reason for this was the drop in the exchange rate between
USD and GBP between the planning of the fund in 2014 and the actual disbursement. The contribution of DFID was estimated
at USD 4.2 million. The actual average exchange rate dropped with 14%. This resulted in an estimated contribution of DFID of
USD 3.6 million (- USD 600,000).

8 But it does explain why the ET could not conduct a full VfM analysis.

9 Interview USAID.
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donors used a bid assessment sheet to evaluate each proposal.g Five main criteria were used for
scoring: program strategy; collaboration and synchronisation with SSTP roadmap for the country;
results planning, feedback process, sustainability and scalability; implementation and
management capacity; and staffing and resource leveraging.

Each grantee is leading a consortium to ensure they meet the grant requirement of offering a mix
of ICT-enabled extension services. Sub-grantees were brought together organically, meaning that
the selected sub-grantees had prior experience in ICT services, were already working with other
consortium partners or were selected because they were the best of a limited pool of service
providers.

Is there evidence of competitive procurement among grantees and sub-grantees; is the
supplier market constrained, thus limiting competition?

In terms of competitive procurement or selection of sub-grantees by lead grantees, no cross-
country analysis is possible due to a lack of required data. There is no evidence of competitive
procurement processes among grantees, as it is not described in the cooperative agreements nor
the annual reports. Only UPTAKE described that they used FRI procurement procedures. Other
grantees might have used good procurement processes, but they are not reported. There is also
no information available on competition to recruit highly qualified staff in the subject or sub-
contractors.

Is there evidence of cost-sharing or in-kind support from national extension services or
other stakeholders yet?

There is clear evidence of cost-sharing or in-kind support from national extension services and
other stakeholders, but there is insufficient information on actual expenditure to determine the
extent of the contribution.®! This is a key part of the NA-ICT programme, as indicated by the
outcome level indicator 2.1 Percentage of costs of ICT-enabled services covered by non-donor
sources.

The budget for the country grantees was USD 9,981,048 (from the donors) and USD 5,048,732
(cost share/leverage from (sub) grantees), for a total of USD 15,029,780.82 This shows that 33.6%
was required by grantees to contribute to the overall programme budget. There was a difference
between grantees for which amounts they committed in the Cooperative Agreement. See Figure
13 for an overview:

80 Shared by DFID.

81 Contributions were measured against the on-going cost of disseminating messages, but content development cost and other
cost like overhead cost were not included in the indicator.

82 This is the sum of all budgets in the six cooperative agreements.
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Figure 13: Grant budget vs committed cost share / leverage for all grantees
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A good example of contributions of national extension service is Ethiopia, which had a cash
contribution of USD 598,599 for equipment and in year three alone a contribution of USD 491,310
of in-kind based on staff time and meeting rooms. A good example of private sector contribution is
Mozambique, where Vodacom contributed USD 189,246 in promotion cost and free calls.83

Fair: All country grantees were selected using an open competition based on USAID procedures
with donors participating in the selection process. The ET had insufficient data on expenditure to
provide a detailed VfM analysis between grantees. The focus of the programme has been on
establishing the ICT-enabled services for SSTP technology and achieving targets and less on
setting up VfM measures from the start. NA-ICT is a challenge fund and more attention could have
been given to competitive procedures to ensure cost are managed well and to report on the actual
contributions in cash and in-kind of grantees.

A number of areas were explored under this question, and findings are organised under five sub-
headings:

What are the trends, over time, of programmable budgets vs. actual expenditures?

There is insufficient detailed expenditure information to provide a meaningful overview at
programme level. There was some level of inefficiency at donor level, however, because the
different donors required different reporting formats with different reporting deadlines. The budgets

83 More detail is provided under effectiveness (paragraph 3.35 and Annex 9VfM analysis).
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are also not broken down into cost drivers for ICT-based extension.8* A harmonised reporting
structure with one reporting deadline would have been more efficient.8>

How do financial data correlate with planned results and actual achieved results when
compared to logframe results indicators, at programme level?

The DFID logframe aimed to reach 3,000,000 farmers to use ICT-enabled extension services. The
planned total target was 2,613,657, but, according to the ET, target setting might have been too
low. The actual achieved results were 3,510,356 farmers that used the ICT-enabled extension
services (while the programme is still in its implementation). This is 117% of the intended 3,000,000
farmers. Most of the budget has been disbursed, but grantees in Mozambique, Senegal and
Tanzania are still in implementation and will still receive last disbursement.

What are the cost-efficiency ratios for key results at the programme level?

Actual output indicators compared to total direct cost could be used as comparative measurement
between grantees to measure cost-efficiency. The PIRS output indicators are overachieved by far,
within the given budget. The ET concludes that the programme was cost-efficient in using the
disbursed funds and converting them into outputs, although it was not possible to tie cost data to
each output indicator. Grantees used the funds well to create relevant content and disseminated
this to the farmers through different ICT channels. EMM is confident that they are still able to
achieve their target for output indicator 1.2.

What are the unit costs across key indicators at programme level?

While the lack of detailed, disaggregated financial data meant that a VfM comparison was not
possible across the programme, unit costs for four grantees’ (AgroTech, MODES, TICmbay and
UPTAKE) allowed actual cost of users, and farmers that applied SSTP technologies and number
of hectares under improvement, to be calculated. For example, MODES had a cost per user
reached of USD 1.78, AgroTech of USD 2.02, UPTAKE of USD 2.42 and TICmbay of USD 3.38.
The differences in cost per farmer that applied SSTP technologies were larger: MODES had a cost
per farmer of USD 3.37, AgroTech of USD 4.34, UPTAKE of USD 8.81 and TICmbay of
USD 26.9.86

Disaggregation into ICT channels

For channels, a cross-country analysis is more complicated because the disaggregation into
channels was not done consistently over time by some grantees. Radio is the only channel used
by all six grantees. The average application rate®” for radio is 21%.88 SMS®° is well used in
Tanzania by UPTAKE with an application rate of 22%. IVR is often used by grantees as a

84 like cost of content development, the cost of content curation, the cost of disseminating messages, the cost of personnel
providing ICT-based extension services, the cost of promotion ICT-based extension services, the profiling cost, the investment
cost to develop a digital extension platform or a mobile app).

8 In Annex 9 VfM analysis, more details are provided in some of the country sections regarding country level findings.

86 This is described in more detail in annex 9 VfM Analysis for the different grantees. UPTAKE and TICmbay are still in
implementation and could reduce their cost per user / farmer applied in the remaining period of their contract.

87 The percentage of farmers that used the ICT-enabled extension service that actually applied the SSTP technologies and
practices on their farms

88 Big differences between countries were reported for the radio channel: EMM (Mozambique) reported a 92% application rate
for radio listeners without providing an outcome survey to proof this high number, MODES (Malawi) reported an application rate
of 50% for radio listeners. Ethiopia (22%) and Ghana (25%) presented reasonable application rates. TICmbay (Senegal)
reported only an application rate for radio of 6%. This could be caused by the fact that in TICmbay (Senegal) the focus of
message was to promote SSTP technologies only, while certified seeds as such were not new for Senegal.

8 SMS is only used by UPTAKE (Tanzania) as a real dissemination channel in Swabhili with an application rate of 22%, the
other countries sometimes used SMS for extension agents or as an option for reminders, but it was not popular due to illiteracy
of some farmers.
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supporting channel for radio (to call in) and not separately measured. Video was very well used in
Digital Integration (Ethiopia) with an application ratio of 43%.%°

Good: The programme resources were well used at grantee level. While targets may have been
set rather low, outputs were overachieved, particularly for indicator 1.1, which far exceeded its
target at programme level. The programme is still in implementation in three of six countries and
actuals will increase further when data are collected for the PIRS 2018 and PIRS 2019. At donor
level, due to different reporting formats and different reporting deadlines, time and resources could
have been used more efficiently with a harmonised reporting structure with one reporting deadline.

A number of areas were explored under this question, and findings are organised under three sub-
headings:°!

The percentage of ICT channel users that applied SSTP technologies

A good measure for effectiveness is the percentage of farmers that used the ICT-enabled
extension service that actually applied the SSTP technologies and practices on their farms (the
application rate).. Actual application rates are slightly above the targeted application rates in most
countries.

Figure 14: Percentage of farmers that use ICT-enabled extension (1.2) that applied SSTP technologies or practices
(1.3)
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The highest application rate is reported by EMM (Mozambique), with 69%. The lowest is reported
by TICmbay (Senegal), with 13%. MODES (Malawi) and EMM (Mozambique) have reported the
highest application rates, but the ET has doubts about the accuracy of the numbers reported. The

% MODES (Malawi) and AgroTech (Ghana) also used video-based extension, but only at small scale.
9 A more detailed analysis could be found in Annex 9 VfM analysis.
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average conversion rate of the other four grantees is 28%.92 Senegal is the only country with an
actual conversion rate that is lower than planned especially for radio (see next paragraph). With a
new technology like ApronStar, which addressed an urgent problem for farmers, the application
rate appears higher, but not all data are yet available.

Is there evidence of increased investment in ICT by stakeholders other than donors?

The grantees have, in their proposals, committed cost-sharing and leverage. They have reported
on investments done by the government and private sector. The target for the programme was to
reach 54% non-donor funding. This was achieved, with a 55% rate. However, a detailed break-
down of actual income/cost-sharing other than reporting for the PIRS was not available from all
grantees.

Business model financial sustainability

The grantees have chosen different business models. None of them is yet fully financial
sustainable,®® although some grantees are able to contribute substantially to the running cost of
the programme, and in some others the programme is still under way.

Fair: The programme was well enabled to achieve all targets. All outcomes were (over) achieved
at programme level. The percentage of farmers that used the ICT-enabled extension service that
actually applied the SSTP technologies and practices on their farms was good. Grantees are not
yet fully financially sustainable. There was insufficient financial data to make a cost-effectiveness
analysis. There is evidence of overall programme cost-sharing commitment, but no clear evidence
that actual cost-sharing was at level of commitments. That is the main reason this criterion scores
fair.

The focus of the programme was on smallholder farmers in general, whether male or female (note
that gender issues are also discussed in section 3.1: Relevance, in terms of how gender was taken
into consideration in programme design; and 3.4: Progress towards outcomes and impact, in terms
of women and men applying the technologies).

Are services accessible to women and men?

There is strong evidence that women have less access to ICT-enabled services due to social
economic constraints. The grantees were, however, proactive in including measures to reach more
women despite SSTP itself not having a clear gender focus. These measures included use of radio
(to overcome higher levels of illiteracy among women), finding out when women are free to listen
to the radio and seeking to have broadcasting at those times, having female voices on the radio
and IVRs (including female broadcasters, lead farmers), setting up community listening groups to
which women were encouraged to go to, and having women only groups (e.g. in Tigray). As can
be seen in Figure 15 below, women were able to access the ICT-enabled services (indicator 1.2),
although to a lesser extent than men.

%2 The ET did double-check the accuracy of the data from MODES (Malawi) and EMM (Mozambique) with the MEL contractor
and were assured that it was valid. Both grantees were not able to provide a good explanation about why their application rate
was so much higher than the other grantees. The ET therefore assessed the data for indicator 1.3 for both grantees as outlier
data. With the two grantees the average application rate is 39%; without the two grantees the application rate is 28%.

% This will be discussed further in Section 3.5.
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Indicators gender disaggregated. Despite all actions undertaken by the grantees, the
percentage of women for all indicators is still not above one third. Nevertheless, all targets for
women were overachieved, although by less than the targets for men.

Figure 15: Gender disaggregated achievements for access (indicator 11), use (1.2), application (1.3) and hectarage
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Fair: Women have more limited access to ICT-enabled services than men as a result of cultural
and socio-economic factors and the choice of crops and technologies under SSTP. Within that
context, grantees have taken measures to ensure more access for women. These include several
measures to address women’s needs such as the use of audio-visual channels to overcome
illiteracy, female trusted voices, and female reporters. The targets for women for all indicators were
around 33%. This was similar for the actuals, but due to overachievement of all indicators for men
and women farmers, more women were reached than targeted.

There were five EQs for this criterion, all of which has several sub-questions. There was some
overlap in the findings of some questions. Hence findings for EQ12 have been incorporated in part
under EQ11 and in part under EQ14. Findings on unintended outcomes and impacts (part of EQ15)
were minimal and are not included. Hence the discussion in this section will cover EQ11, EQ13
and EQ14. This section of the findings is concerned with IP1, Outcome 1: “Increased use of quality
inputs and improved technologies by men and women smallholder farmers”, and the NA-ICT CF
anticipated impact: “Improved agricultural productivity in targeted food crops by smallholder
farmers in 6 NA-ICT countries”. Outcome level findings are discussed under 3.4.1 below, and
impact level findings under 3.4.2. There were two gender-related questions under EQ13 but, as
they relate more to application (EQ11), not impact (EQ13), findings are reported under EQ11.
While the section mainly reports findings at the programme level, there is also some discussion of
variations between countries. Annex 9 contains more detailed country-level discussion of outcome
indicators 1.3 and 1.4.

EQ11: What evidence exists to show that adoption of technologies is enhanced through the ICT-
enabled advisory services? How and why? (Application)

EQ12: Which knowledges and practices have been adopted in what numbers, by whom, and why?
(Knowledge)

EQ13: What evidence exists to show that integrated ICT-enabled advisory services are
contributing to improving agricultural productivity of smallholder farmers, especially women?
(Impact)
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EQ14: Which ICT-enabled extension channels, and combinations of ICT-enabled extension
channels, are the most effective in achieving results across the grantees, while taking into account
the specific country context? (Channels)

EQ15: What are the intended and unintended, positive and negative outcomes and impacts that
can be observed? (Unintended)

Summary of findings regarding the progress towards outcomes and impact criterion: The
NA-ICT CF has achieved Outcome 1 “Increased use of quality inputs and improved technologies
by men and women smallholder farmers”. It has exceeded its targets at the outcome level, as per
the findings for application of new technologies and best practices (indicators 1.3) and number of
hectares under improved technologies (indicator 1.4) across the programme as a whole. While, in
fact, there was a great deal of variation between grantees in relation to actuals versus targets for
hectares (1.4), with four out of the six grantees actually underachieving to date, the evaluation
team considers the application of technologies and best practices indicator (1.3) to be a stronger
indicator. Actual achievement of indicator 1.3 is 183%% and is expected to increase as the
programme runs till March 2019 ). Application by women as compared to men was good in four of
the six countries, given existing gender constraints and the focus of the SSTP-supported crops.
The evaluation found that key factors contributing to application are trust, availability of inputs, the
market context including the market for outputs and the promise of either or both of better yields
or better climate resilience. With regard to the NA-ICT CF impact. “Improved agricultural
productivity in targeted food crops by smallholder farmers in six NA-ICT countries in Africa” (EQ13),
neither the NA-ICT CF nor SSTP measured this. While there is some, mainly case-based and
indirect evidence of higher yields, there is no robust evidence. The findings at outcome and impact
level are confirmed by the evaluation of the ToC for impact pathway 1 (IP1) as detailed in Annex
6 section 1.3, and by the contribution stories from three of the six countries (Annex 7). The
articulation of the ToC for IP1 is assessed as being accurate. While the contribution stories for all
three countries are strong at the output level (as discussed in the section 3.2), they are medium at
outcome level and weak at impact level. This is not only due to the lack of evidence at impact level,
but also due to the many other factors influencing productivity, apart from the ICT-enabled
extension channels. Last, findings in relation to EQ14 were that, while radio is the most cost-
effective ICT-enabled extension channel, video (in particular) followed by mobile-based extension
led to greater application rates by those using these channels. Key findings are that ICT-enabled
channels can work together and reinforce each other, and that they work best in combination with
traditional extension.

This section focuses on the output to outcome step of IP1 of the ToC as indicated in Figure 16
below:

Figure 16: Step 3 Output > Outcome level: Increased application of SSTP technologies and management practices

% Even if indicator 1.3 is corrected for MODES and EMM the performance is still at 144% of target (see 2.5 for more details on
outlier data).
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Outcome 1: Increased use of quality inputs and improved technologies by smallholder farmers
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Output 1: Agronomic extension provided to smallholder farmers via ICT enabled services

Performance against indicators 1.3 (application of technologies/best practices) and 1.4
(hectarage)

The programme has four outcome indicators:

Number of farmers and others who have applied improved technologies or management
practices as a result of donor assistance (indicator 1.3);

Number of hectares under improved technologies or management practices as a result of
United States government assistance (indicator 1.4);

Number of farmers who have received donor-supported short-term agricultural sector
productivity training or food security training (indicator 1.5). This was an optional indicator
and is not discussed in the report;

Percentage of costs of ICT-enabled services covered by non-donor sources (indicator 2.1).
Findings in relation to this are discussed in section 3.5 Sustainability).

As noted in section 2.3, although the MEL contractor developed a common definition for 1.3 as
being the number of smallholder farmers and others who have applied improved technologies or
management practices, not all grantees interpreted this in the same way. In addition, targets for
indicator 1.4 were derived, rather than based on actual data for most grantees, and thus
susceptible to incorrect estimation of the average hectares on which farmers are applying the new
techniques or practices.® Findings on indicators 1.3 and 1.4 are provided below and are based on
the only data available to the ET. However, the comparability between countries of data regarding
application (1.3) and hectarage is somewhat affected due to the caveats above and as outlined in
section 2.3 (limitations).

% Most grantees did not perform baseline surveys to calculate targets for indicator 1.4; they used an estimate. The actuals were
more accurate and were mostly based on outcome surveys to calculate the average hectares under improvement times the
number of farmers that applied SSTP technologies and practices. Hence the occasional big differences between targets and
actuals for indicator 1.4.
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Table 6 provides information on the performance of each country, and for the overall programme,
as compared to targets, for each of indicators 1.3 and 1.4.

Table 6: Performance of grantees on outcome indicators 1.3 (application of technology/practice) and 1.4
(hectarage)®®
1.3. Number of farmers who have 1.4 Number of hectares under improved
applied improved technologies technologies

% achieved

% achieved

Target Actual Target Actual

of target of target
%’f’;‘;‘p‘i';;egratb" 247,500 285,674 371,250 148,676
AgroTech (Ghana) 100,000 206,763 51,100 659,807
MODES (Malawi) 145,408 457,579 523,470 579,961
(EN“I’(')'Z' i) 90,000 115,299 200,925 116,459
(Tslgrr:e%?;) 30,515 20,583 97% 55,235 36,713
l(JrZE/;;(rEa) 101,600 124,300 179,172 168,270 94%
NA-ICT CF 715023 | 300108 L3852 00 os

This table does not reflect the PIRS data from October 2017 to September 2018. EMM, TICmbay
and UPTAKE are still implementing the programme and will report further on actuals. Despite the
fact that some grantees are still operating, the overall programme has already overachieved the
overall programme level target for indicator 1.3 by 183% and indicator 1.4 number of hectares
under improved technologies by 124%. Based on the assessment in the DQA,% the ET has re-
calculated the results assuming that MODES and EMM achieved the same application rate (the
percentage of users that will apply SSTP technology) as the average of the other four grantees
(28%).°8 Overall, indicator 1.3 would still achieve 144% of the target.

9% Source PIRS 2016 and 2017, annual report 2016 for Ghana and quarterly report Q3 2018 for Senegal and Mozambique.

9 In paragraph 3.4 the ET reported that the data from MODES (Malawi) and EMM (Mozambique) for indicator 1.3 number of
farmers who have applied improved technologies based on the number of users of ICT enabled services (indicator 1.2) is too
high.

% The data for MODES and EMM are treated as outlier data The average conversion rate (28%) from indicator 1.2 to indicator
1.3 of the other 4 grantees is used to re-calculate results of MODES and EMM. MODES would than achieve 243,419 farmers
and not 457,579 farmers, and EMM would than achieve 46,734 farmers and not 115,299 farmers. If so, Malawi would still
overachieve on indicator 1.3 with 167% of the target, but Mozambique would underperform, with a result of 52% of the target
for indicator 1.3.
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Figure 17: Target vs actual indicator 1.3: Number of farmers and others who have applied improved technologies
or management practices®®
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At the country level, five of the six grantees greatly overachieved their targets in terms of farmers
applying improved technologies. Only TICmbay has not yet reached their target, but they are close,
and are still operating until March 2019. The DFID business case aimed at achieving 1,000,000
farmers applying SSTP technologies. The targets set by the grantees were below this number, but
the programme already overachieved the 1,000,000 farmers, even after the ET corrected indicator
1.3 figures for EMM and MODES. Overall, indicator 1.3 would still achieve 1,026,473, which is still
above the 1,000,000 farmers. From all farmers that applied, 29% were women.

The SSTP final survey, which was based on random selection from a list of famers in each country
who had benefited from SSTP interventions, whether or not they were reached by ICT-enabled
extension channels through the NA-ICT CF, also measured application. Total application for all
technologies across the six countries increased from 36% in 2015 to 42% in 2017.1%° Application
rate depended on type of SSTP technology or practice and was highest for crop genetics (new
varieties) at 72% of all farmers benefiting from SSTP interventions followed by cultural practices
at 55%. The SSTP survey considered that application was higher against these categories
because they were linked directly to services promoted by grantees (training, demonstration plots
and provision of improved planting materials).1°* While the findings from the SSTP final survey and
its evaluation do not reflect the impact of ICT-enabled extension, they indicate a wider picture of
quite high percentages of application, and these increasing over time.

Application rates varied by gender within the NA-ICT CF. While the performance of actual against
targeted numbers of farmers applying technologies was 183%, men performed better with +213%
of the target than women +144%. Of all farmers who applied SSTP technology, 29% were women
and 71% men. This percentage varied between countries. This is mainly due to the total
percentage of females reached in the first place. In Mozambique, 46% of all farmers that applied
SSTP technologies are women, and in Senegal it is 43%. So, in these two countries, application

% Source PIRS 2016 and 2017 and Q3 2018 report TICmbay and EMM.

100 SSTP, AGRA SSTP Outcome — Indicators Annual Assessment 2017, AGRA, p. 47.

101 SSTP technologies and management practices were categorised into eleven categories: Crop genetics, Cultural practices,
Pest management, Disease management, Soil-related fertility and conservation, Irrigation, Water management, Climate
mitigation or adaptation, Post-harvest handling and storage, Value added processing, and Marketing and distribution.
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was almost equal to that by men. Tanzania is not far behind, at 38%, but the percentage of women
applying compared to men in Malawi was lower at only 23% and in Ethiopia at 22%.102

Figure 18: Hectares under improved techniques/management practices (indicator 1.4) target vs actuall®s
1,800,000

1,600,000 B

1,400,000 L

1,200,000

1,000,000

800,000

600,000

Number of hectares

400,000

200,000

0

Male Female Total Female Female Male | Femalel Total Male | Femelel Total

Project target vs Already
achieved

Target | 33,000 4,500 37,500 | 507,164 | 212,710 | 719,874 | 429,120 | 183,591 | 612,711 6,984 4,083 11,067 | 976,268 | 404,884 | 1,381,152

FINANCIAL YEAR 2015 FINANCIAL YEAR 2016 FINANCIAL YEAR 2017 FINANCIAL YEAR 2018

mActual | 26,833 12,742 39,575 | 826,761 | 371,105 |1,197,866| 333,089 | 136,814 | 469,503 0 o o 1,186,683 | 520,661 (1,707,344

The programme exceeded the programme target and reached 1,707,344 hectares under
improvement. This is mainly due to achievements in Ghana and Malawi. The country with the
highest number of hectares under improvement (indicator 1.4) is Ghana with 659,807 and the
lowest is Senegal with 36,714. Only two of the six grantees, AgroTech in Ghana and MODES in
Malawi, reached the target, as illustrated in Table 5. AgroTech exceeded their target by 1291%
due to an underestimation by the grantees in Ghana of hectares per farmer and an
overachievement of number of farmers that applied SSTP technology.'®* Digital Integration in
Ethiopia only achieved 40% of their target.1% The target in Ethiopia was set assuming a land size
of 1.5 ha per technology user. However, in reality, it is 0.25/0.5 ha of land depending on the
technology applied. Further, farmers tried out SSTP technologies on just part of their land. EMM
reached 58% of their target but is still implementing. In Senegal, this indicator has not yet been
met due to underachievement against 1.3 and, at the same time, overestimation of the hectares
per farmer (see Annex 10 for more country-level details).

In terms of gender variation in relation to 1.4, in general men have more hectares under improved
technologies. There was not much difference in terms of actual performance against targets.
Women achieved 129% of the targeted number of improved hectares and men 122%. Further
findings related to gender (drawn from EQ13 but more relevant to EQ11) are provided below:

Gender

Factors influencing the participation of women and their application of improved
agricultural technologies. Across all six countries, long-standing and common gender
constraints still exist, with women having less access than men to extension services (with
extension often targeted at mostly male heads of households, or cooperatives which have a higher

102 pata drawn from country level PIRS reports for indicator 1.3.

103 Source PIRS 2016 and 2017 and Q3 2018 report TICmbay and EMM.

104 The assumption was that farmer would apply SSTP technologies on 0.5 hectares per farm. The actual farms of farmers that
applied were larger (around 2.6 hectares). The number of farmers that applied SSTP technologies was also much higher than
targeted (almost 3 times as high). The combination lead to a very high over achievement, but clearly based on low target
setting.

195 If Digital Integration in Ethiopia prepares a 2018 PIRS report (October 2017-September 2018), that will provide additional
results on this indicator for the last quarter of 2017 when the grantees were still operating under an NCE.
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male than female membership), finance and inputs; lower levels of literacy; less time due to higher
levels of domestic work than men; and less decision-making powers. In some, but not all of the
countries, women had less access to radios and mobile phones (e.g. in Tanzania where men may
take the radio with them to the field, or in Malawi where women are seen as lazy if listening to the
radio, and also in Tanzania where men may prevent their wives from giving their mobile numbers
S0 as to receive messages). A further factor influencing the participation of women was that many
of the SSTP-supported crops are ones that men tend to grow. SSTP itself did not have a gender
focus. Further, in some countries (e.g. Ethiopia and Senegal) the focus of the ICT-enabled
extension was on the stages in the value chain at which men are predominantly engaged, for
example land preparation and planting, whereas women are more likely to be involved in some of
the cereal crops, for example at the post-harvest handling and storage stage, which is less of a
focus of the ICT-enabled extension. However, all six grantees considered gender at the design
phase as discussed in the findings on relevance. The following are common examples of measures
taken: targeting 30-50% women, having community listening groups where women could more
easily access radio broadcasts, and running programmes at the time of day when women could
listen.

Overall, compared to the other countries, Mozambique and Senegal were found to have the
highest level of female application compared to men. Interestingly, the SSTP final survey, which
considered all “SSTP” smallholders (whether they were reached by ICT-enabled extension or not),
confirmed that adoption (application) rates of male farmers for all technologies were higher than
those of the females in West African countries, but there was a different trend in East Africa where
females did as well, or slightly better, than their male counterparts.106

Whether men and women smallholder farmers have an equal opportunity to make an
active decision to use quality inputs and improved technologies.

In the case of this particular project, the SSTP technologies tended to be male oriented, although
beans and cowpeas are often grown by women and sometimes cassava and rice. It is clear from
both SSTP itself and the evaluation of SSTP that maize was given a great deal of emphasis
compared to the other crops supported by both SSTP and, therefore, NA-ICT CF. In all three
countries visited, women have fewer decision-making powers than men, although a few
interviewees argued that, in some households (particularly of the younger generation) men and
women do discuss and share the decisions regarding adoption of technologies. The situation is
similar in the remaining three countries; for example, a document review for Malawi indicates that
gender roles entrenched in culture affected the usage of various ICT channels. Findings from
stakeholder interviews at country level revealed that:

Trust was an important factor that came out strongly across all countries. In both Ethiopia and
Ghana, farmers trusted their extension agents more when they were using ICT-enabled extension
such as video-based or app-based extension. The fact that these agents were drawing on ICT-
enabled extension sources gave them more status and empowered them. Lead farmers are usually
trusted by other farmers and the NA-ICT CF took advantage of this in Ethiopia, Senegal and
Ghana, where lead farmer voices were used on the radio, and lead farmers were featured in
videos, for example. In Tanzania, farmers hold researchers in high regard, and knowing (through
farmer participation in content development alongside researchers, extension agents and others)
that researchers were involved in developing content greatly increased their trust in the subsequent
ICT-enabled extension messages. Another finding that came out strongly was that farmers prefer
to have the opportunity to cross-check and validate what they learn from one extension source. In
Senegal, for example, if they heard something on the radio they would want to first check with their

106 SSTP. AGRA SSTP Outcome — Indicators Annual Assessment 2017 (January 2018), p. 51.
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cooperative or with an extension agent if what they learned was true, and the same was the case
in Tanzania. Extension advice that can be confirmed in these ways is trusted more, as is advice
that is reinforced through the use of several complementary ICT-enabled channels.

Timely provision of good quality seeds and equipment was a critical factor that was not
guaranteed. Where seeds being promoted by the programme’s ICT-based channels were not
available, or were insufficiently available, then that clearly constrained application and, at times,
led to farmers being frustrated by the lack of availability of the varieties being promoted and losing
interest in them. SSTP grantees were at varying stages in their own development and exhibited
varying abilities to supply their technologies and provide technical support to customers. SSTP
noted that, in Tanzania, the breeder seed that was needed by SSTP grantees was not always
available from the research stations. Close coordination between SSTP grantees and NA-ICT
grantees was important to find alternative solutions, for example through SSTP grantees setting
up sales outlets in districts where there was high demand, or to select alternative seed producers
if SSTP grantees were not present.

The market context also affected the application by farmers of SSTP technologies. In some
countries the market was disturbed through provision of free or subsidised seeds by the
government, NGOs or cooperatives. In these cases, farmers would prefer to use those seeds,
even where the quality and likely productivity of the subsidised or free seed/cuttings was lower. In
Senegal, for example, only 22% farmers who had applied improved seeds mentioned that they
had to buy them, with the majority of farmers accessing them through schemes with NGOs,
cooperatives or the government. This hinders investments in good quality seed and input supply.
Similarly, in Tanzania it was learned that the government closed the border to maize sales and this
led to lower market prices, to the disadvantage of farmers. Also, in Tanzania, some of the potato
varieties being promoted through SSTP (and therefore NA-ICT) were not ones that traders wanted
to buy.

Some evidence of application of SSTP technologies and practices

The ET encountered several good examples of how farmers applied ICT-based extension
information. Farmers from Njombe in Tanzania started potato seed production. They applied all
good practices they received from the radio and SMS'%7 and were able to double the production.
The ET physically could see the difference between the old and the new varieties. In Ethiopia,
farmers watched videos in their village groups. They discussed the videos in their groups and
committed to apply them. The lead farmer later checked if they really applied. The fact that they
could see the new practices being implemented by similar farmers was very powerful and, in the
case of the fall army worm, it saved their entire harvest. Even farmers who did not participate in a
video group were informed by the farmers that did watch the video on how to protect their crop.

Factors motivating application or presenting barriers to application were explored with
farmers, grantees and other stakeholders. The table below sums up the main factors that farmers
listed as motivating them to apply a new technology or preventing them from applying it.

Table 7: Reasons farmers gave for whether they chose to apply or not apply new technologies and best practices.

Better yields No access to supply

Better nutrition No access to finance

Drought resistance / climate resilience / shorter Too much risk or perceived risk
cycles characteristics Lack of trust

Seen that it worked Misuse of inputs

Tried it already on a small portion of land

107 Radio and SMS messages reinforced each other.
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Inputs are available Insufficient knowledge / Lack of expert guidance on
There is a market for the product how to apply

Lack of access to water

Lack of adequate labour

The SSTP evaluation also looked at reasons for farmers to adopt or discontinue using a particular
variety and found that this relates to particular varietal characteristics such as yield, often in
combination with weather-related conditions; issues of taste, storability, and other factors; the
presence or absence of output markets; and the cost and availability of seed. The evaluation did
not find a correlation between decisions to adopt/discontinue particular varieties and either the
strategies used to promote them, or the way the farmers acquired the seed. Affordability,
availability, and the absence of output markets emerge from both the qualitative and quantitative
data as key barriers to improved variety adoption.1%8

Contribution analysis of the outputs to outcome level of IP1

Figure 16 above shows the steps in the ToC in the causal pathway between Output 1. Agronomic
extension provided to smallholder farmers via ICT-enabled services; and Outcome 1. Increased
use of quality inputs and improved technologies by men and women smallholder farmers. As noted
in Section 2, the ET carried out contribution analysis of IP1 in all three countries visited. Evidence
was that, overall, the NA-ICT CF contributed positively towards change at the outcome level. The
contribution was assessed as “fairly strong” as compared to being “strong” at the activity to output
level of the IP (see sections 3.2.1 and 3.2.2 and Annex 7). The country-level findings confirmed
the anticipated causal pathway for this step from output to outcome (i.e. from receiving information
to adoption/non-adoption). Alternative pathways were not in evidence, but, while information
dissemination contributed to adoption, this was not the only factor. Various figures in Annex 7,10°
which depict the understanding gained in-country of how adoption is reached based on ICT-based
extension, indicate that farmers also need to understand the technology, trust it, be willing to apply
it, and that it has to be both affordable and available. The re-examination of the ToC for IP1 in
Annex 6 also confirmed that the ToC for this pathway as a whole was strong.

Excellent: In sum, given that the targets for both 1.3 and 1.4 were overachieved by the programme
as a whole, the level of application of new technologies and best practices by smallholder farmers
as a result of the NA-ICT CF ICT-enabled extension channels is rated as excellent, particularly as
the programme is still ongoing in three of the six countries. Application by women as compared to
men, was good in four of the six countries, given existing gender constraints and the focus of the

SSTP-supported crops. The NA-ICT CF was proactive in encouraging women to apply the
technologies. Evidence from interviews and focus groups confirmed the contribution of the ICT-
enabled extension information towards application, while contribution analysis shows also that at
this higher level of the causal pathway other factors such as trust and availability of inputs
influenced the likelihood of application.

In this section evidence of increased productivity in targeted food crops for smallholder farmers in
six NA-ICT countries in Africa is discussed. Figure 19 indicates the outcome to impact step of IP1.

Figure 19: Outcome level > impact

108 Feed the Future, EVALUATION MID-TERM PERFORMANCE EVALUATION OF THE SCALING S(EEDS AND
TECHNOLOGIES PARTNERSHIP IN AFRICA, October 26, 2017, p. 36.
109 See Figures 13 and 14 for Ethiopia, Figure 19 for Senegal, and Figures 24 and 25 for Tanzania (Annex 7)
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Impact: Improved agricultural productivity in targeted food crops by smallholder farmers in 6 NA-ICT
countries in Africa (Ethiopia, Ghana, Malawi, Mozambique, Senegal and Tanzania)
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Outcome 1: Increased use of quality inputs and improved technologies by smallholder farmers

SSTP itself did not measure whether the new varieties led to improved productivity or higher
yields. It was intended that the planned SSTP and PASS Phase 2 combined impact evaluation,
and the follow-up report to the SSTP mid-term review, both commissioned by AGRA, look at
productivity. 1*° The NA-ICT CF also did not measure productivity, although the original MEL plan
for TICmbay had included this prior to streamlining their M&E in accordance with the common
indicators for all six countries. It should be noted that the varieties being promoted by SSTP were
not all bred primarily for yield, as other factors were also important, for instance greater resilience
to drought and floods, and breeding shorter-cycle (quicker maturing) varieties.

The Ghana programme, AgroTech, however, did a baseline and an end line, and measured yields
of maize in both. The average yield during the baseline was 1,355 kg per hectare, and this
increased slightly to 1,568 kg per hectare — a 16% increase over the project period (there was a
230% increase in production also, but this was mainly due to planting larger hectarages).
Interviews in Ethiopia and Senegal, and the evaluation of MODES, all provide anecdotal evidence
of increased yields. Some examples were provided in Senegal with one cooperative, the
Federation of Farmers Association noting that new varieties of cowpeas had four times higher
yields than those that had previously been in use, and further, that they matured quicker, in just 45
days. Male farmers in Mow village also noted a four-fold increase in millet yields subsequent to
their starting to use ApronStar seed treatment. The SSTP-CU trials in Senegal indicated increases
of 70-80% vyield with new varieties combined with good soil treatment.

In Tanzania some interviewees looked at increased seed sales as a proxy for higher yields.
Potential yields from improved varieties compared with those commonly in use were noted for
potatoes, beans and cassava. For each, the differences were as follows: 15—-20 tonnes of potatoes
per hectare compared with 5-9 tonnes per hectare for those commonly grown; up to 8 bags per
acre of beans for improved varieties under best practices compared to 2—-3 bags per acre for
traditional varieties and practices, and, for cassava, up to 32 tonnes per acre of improved varieties
as compared to 6 tonnes per acre for traditional varieties under traditional practices.*!!

Contribution analysis was carried out at the outcome to impact level of IP1 (see Figure 19 above)
during the three country visits (see Annex 7). This contribution analysis fed into a re-examination

110 It is understood that draft versions of both reports were produced in February 2019
11 This information was gained from farmers, agro-dealers and/or agricultural scientists interviewed.
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of the ToC (see Figure 2 in Section 2, and Annex 6, pages 91-94). There were no indicators to
measure yield/productivity and grantees were not required to measure this. The contribution story
at the outcome to impact level of IP1 is weak compared to the activity to output, and output to
outcome levels. (See Annex 7). The re-examination of the ToC for IP1 in Annex 6 (page 94) at the
outcome to impact level found that the one assumption at outcome to impact level (Assumption
1311?) held, based on limited evidence only and, to that extent, the impact was achieved, hence
the articulation of the ToC/IP was strong. However, other external factors could affect whether the
use of quality inputs and improved farming technologies lead to improved productivity, for example
for smallholders to be able to farm in peace and are not displaced by instability or conflict.

Not available: In summary there is some evidence that use of improved varieties increased
productivity, but this is largely proxy, case-based and anecdotal evidence. A range of issues
prevent women's equal participation and decision-making, although in a couple of countries
application by women is not too dissimilar to that by men. There is not enough evidence to gauge
whether the NA-ICT CF’s ICT-enabled extension services did or did not lead to higher productivity
(the NA-ICT CF'’s anticipated impact).

This question looked at reasons for choice of channels, differences between channels in uptake,
knowledge, try out and adoption of new technologies, and linkages with traditional extension.
Findings are mainly drawn from grantee level documents and interviews, though findings from the
SSTP evaluation and from the MEL contractor are also included.

The reasons for choice of channels

Figure 2 in Section 1 indicates the channels used by each of the six grantees. Five grantees have
used IVR, three used SMS, three used video, two used a mobile app and one used USSD
(unstructured supplementary service data) as a dissemination channel. In general, radio was
selected because of its reach and because it is oral and could be broadcasted in local languages.
In Tanzania, where one language prevails, texts (SMS) were used, but in Senegal, where there
are many languages (that are not actually written languages) voice messages were preferred.
There was little difference between the percentages of women or men applying what they learned
through each particular ICT-enabled channel, except for SMS, where the percentage of men
applying what they learned was much higher than that of women, most likely due to differences in
education level and literacy between men and women.

Application (adoption) related to ICT-enabled channels and combinations of ICT-enabled
channels

Overall, video had the highest application rate (44%),12 followed by IVR (38%), SMS (33%) and
Radio (21%).114 In terms of absolute numbers, however, radio is the most effective channel in that
it can reach far larger numbers at lower cost.'*®> There was variation in the extent to which radio
listeners applied new varieties and technologies promoted by NA-ICT per country in Mozambique
and Senegal, radio led to greater adoption than mobile (321 in Mozambique, You Talk in Senegal)
although the messages sent out to farmers’ mobiles in Senegal (mAlerts) were well received and
acted on. In Tanzania, participatory radio campaigns were reinforced by SMS messaging and vice

12 Assumption 13 of IP1: Increased use of quality inputs and improved farming techniques lead to improved productivity.

113 449 of the farmers that watched video applied SSTP technologies or practices (application rate), while 38% of the farmers
that received a voice message, 33% of the farmers that received a SMS and 21% of the radio listeners applied SSTP
technologies and practices.

114 Figures are based on the PIRS. Not all countries disaggregate all figures consequently for channels over time.

115 video has a larger application rate (44%) than radio (21%), but 2,500,000 listen to the radio whereas only 183,000 farmers
watched the video.
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versa, and both were informed by the same content. In Ethiopia, the combination of video-based
extension and mobiles (calling in to Uliza, and IVR messages) was complementary, each
reinforcing the other. This was very effective with 43% of those exposed to both video and mobile-
based extension applying what they heard and watched). Also, in Ethiopia, there was government
(Ministry of Agriculture) buy-in to, and ownership of, both video and mobile-based extension
(whereas presently the radio extension falls under a different ministry). Both the MEL contractor
and grantees in Mozambique and Malawi noted that farmers accessed radio programmes through
their mobiles.

Findings regarding combining ICT-enabled extension with traditional extension
channels

A consistent finding was that the ICT-enabled extension reinforced and enhanced traditional
extension. This was the case both where traditional extension was strong, as in Ethiopia, and
where it was low, for example, in Tanzania. In both instances, the enhancement of existing
extension services by ICT-enabled extension imparted greater respect for, and status of, existing
extension providers (this was found in Tanzania, Ethiopia, Senegal, Mozambique and was most
likely the case in Ghana and Malawi also). This finding held across the spectrum of public to private
led extension, that is, from the case of Ethiopia where extension is a government service, right
through to Mozambique and Senegal where private sector, civil society and NGO players have a
primary role in extension provision.

Some ICT channels only work well when combined with traditional extension channels (presence
of extension workers). For example, video-enabled extension requires a strong presence of
extension workers as it is human mediated, often in small groups, unlike radio and mobile-based
extension. Even ICT channels that can be effective without human mediation, like radio, can have
greater impact when run together with extension staff. For example, where an extension agent is
present for a radio listening group, in which case s/he can mediate discussion and respond to any
guestions/verify any facts provided over the radio. Radio and video (in combination with extension)
are still the preferred channels to offer inclusive ICT-based extension. While the ownership of
mobile phones is rapidly increasing, farmers lack the literacy levels to access SMS or the
willingness/skills to talk to computers (IVR). The SSTP evaluation concluded that SSTP should
expand support to technology promotion by experienced and specialised communication
organisations (such as HNI, FRI and Digital Green), which use an integrated set of mutually
reinforcing methods and communication channels to a powerful effect.

Good: Overall, while the radio had higher reach and was cost-effective, there is no clear cut "best"
channel, as the use of SMS or IVR was also effective and they often worked well together. Video
was particularly effective in Ethiopia. All channels benefited from the existence of traditional
extension as well, and each (ICT and traditional) reinforced each other.

This section relates to IP2, including Output 3: Financially sustainable ICT-enabled extension
services operating and integrated with non-IC extension services, and Outcome 2: Increased
financially sustainable ICT-enabled services to complement other extension services. The PIRS
indicator related to sustainability is indicator 2.1: The percentage of costs of ICT-enabled services
covered by non-donor sources. There was only one EQ under this criterion. A number of areas
were explored under this question, and findings are organised under these four sub-headings,
which are: business models, scaling up towards sustainability, strategic partnerships, and ToC
Impact Pathway 2: from financially sustainable ICT-enabled extension services to increased
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agricultural productivity. The NA-ICT CF looked at sustainability from the viewpoint of financial
sustainability!® and operational sustainability.1”

EQ16: What evidence is there to demonstrate that mechanisms are in place to enable continued
delivery of ICT-enabled advisory services after grant funding?

Note that, in this case, no summary of findings is provided here as there was only one EQ. See
the end of section 3.5 for the summary of findings.

Business models

Findings that grantees have developed business models that address financial sustainability
towards Outcome 3: Increased financially sustainable ICT-enabled services to complement other
extension services were strong. The six grantees have tried different business models depending
on their country context, with four different routes towards financial sustainability.

» TICmbay pursued a social enterprise model (Jokalante) with a dissemination platform. This
platform is agnostic with regard to content. Their revenue model is based on contracts with
NGOs, input dealers and cooperatives, who want to disseminate messages to farmers!18
((Business2business2consumer or B2BC).

» The opposite business model is that of Digital Integration in Ethiopia. Digital Green, the lead
grantee of Digital Integration, has a long-term bilateral agreement with the Government of
Ethiopia beyond the NA-ICT CF contract. The video-based extension is fully integrated in the
government extension service. This is formalised in the Growth and Transformation Plan of
Ethiopia.

» MODES (Malawi), EMM (Mozambique) and UPTAKE (Tanzania) have a mixed model. MODES
and UPTAKE work closely with government and agricultural research institutions on
institutionalisation of the content development process, but also on a B2BC!® model.

» In Malawi HNI works with Airtel and in Mozambique with Vodacom. They collaborate to
disseminate government-approved content to farmers. The revenue model is partly based on
farmer contribution, but also as a loyalty model for the Telco’s to keep their clients. HNI's
revenue model is based on selling space to NGOs to disseminate messages.

» In Tanzania, CABI works with Esoko for dissemination of message to farmers. Esoko’s revenue
model is similar of that of TICmbay in Senegal. They sell contracts to other NGOs to
disseminate messages based on their farmer profile database.

» AgroTech originally intended that government takes over after the contract, but this did not
work out. Instead, they started a partnership with ACDI/VOCA to focus on private sector agents
in outgrower schemes with contract farmers. AgroTech agents combined the dissemination of
agricultural extension information as a free service with the sales of farmer inputs, financial
and insurance services to contract farmers. Their revenue model is based on a commission
that is paid from the sales of farmer inputs and financial services through AgroTech. AgroTech
also secured additional donor funding from IDRC to scale up and improve this business model.

116 Financial sustainability is defined by the ET as the ability to cover all cost of the ICT-enabled service without donor support
after the end of the contract.

117 Operational sustainability is defined by the ET as the skills to continue to operate the ICT-enabled services to farmers after
the end of the contract.

118 The contracts that Jokalante was able to acquire generated in April 2018 40% of the ongoing cost of the TICmbay platform.
119 A Business to Business to Consumer model is a collaboration with a Telco (in this case Airtel and Vodacom) and a value-
added reseller (HNI) who develops a service to consumers (in this case to farmers) on the infrastructure of the Telco. Vodacom
and Airtel pay the value-added reseller for the services, but use also their own marketing channels to attract more customers.
Together they are able to create higher loyalty to the Telco network.
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Figure 20 below shows the various revenue streams across the countries. All grantees agree that
models just focusing on farmer contribution only cannot yet be sustainable. The chosen business
models address different sources of income. Services to government (by Digital Integration in
Ethiopia); service fees and commission through contracts to private sector clients such as
outgrower schemes, seed companies, input companies, NGOs (by TICmbay in Senegal, AgroTech
in Ghana and UPTAKE in Tanzania); value-added services to telecoms (MODES in Malawi, EMM
in Mozambique); advertising (AgroTech, MODES; data sales ( AgroTech and UPTAKE); farmers
to pay: (MODES and EMM).

Figure 20: Various revenue streams across countries
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Operational sustainability differs for each channel. The radio capacity building focused on creating
interactive radio with sufficiently high listenership to attract advertisers like agro-dealers, fertiliser
companies and seed suppliers to cover the cost of the programme. But this was difficult, especially
for community radio stations. Dissemination of promotional information from technology providers
could more easily become sustainable than rigorous content development based on new research,
that requires a vetting process. Quality content development could be better embedded within the
government extension process. The video capacity building by Digital Integration in Ethiopia of
development agents and subject matter specialists is integrated in the Agricultural Technical and
Vocational Education and Training curricula; TICmbay consortium partners in Senegal built the
capacity of Jokalante to operate independently at the end of the project. The Ethiopian experience
demonstrated that is aligning with formal government agricultural extension services promotes a
higher chance of sustainability and adoption by other stakeholders. The Senegal experience
focused on establishing a for-profit social enterprise that would continue to fill a much-needed gap
in the local development market. This model is not yet fully financial sustainable, but the project
still runs until March 2019.

The NA-ICT CF used only one indicator for financial sustainability. Indicator 2.1 measures the
percentage of costs of ICT-enabled services covered by non-donor sources. This is a rather limited
indicator that does not measure financial sustainability according to the ET. It covers only the
ongoing cost of the ICT-enabled services. It does not cover content development cost, neither the
overhead cost or product development investments. All grantees measured this indicator except
UPTAKE (for whom the indicator was optional). At first, grantees struggled with this indicator.12°
Measuring this was new for most of the grantees and therefore it took time to understand the

120 “Non-donor sources” may include: National or regional governments, NGOs, telecoms, tech companies, social enterprises
(such as co-working spaces that may contribute to the projects), and others (PIRS).
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indicator and how to report on it. The MEL contractor built their understanding of it and more
pressure was put on them to report against it. Grantees had first focused on building the ICT-
enabled services, before they addressed financial sustainability fully. This indicator is a proxy
measure for financial sustainability of the ICT services and potential for scaling up through private
sector initiatives.'?? The more the costs of ICT services are covered by non-donor sources (for
example, from revenues from subscribers or advertisers), the more likely the ICT service
operations will be able to take off through self-sustaining local processes.?? In their contract,
grantees committed to cost-sharing and leveraging funds. Actual contributions of cost-sharing
could not be matched with commitments due to a lack of data.

The ET has mixed findings for this indicator, partly because the indicator was not measured
consistently over time,*?® which makes comparing difficult. Target setting was unclear. Not all
grantees reached their target. Digital Integration in Ethiopia (66% versus target of 42%) and EMM
in Mozambique (96% vs 62%) scored higher than the target. EMM had the highest result with 96%
of the running cost covered (of 2017) due to a higher than expected contribution of Vodacom.
AgroTech, Ghana had the lowest, with 20%. AgroTech had a shorter contract of two years rather
than three. All were below 100% at the end of contract, although EMM, TICmbay and UPTAKE are
still implementing.

All grantees expect/expected to be operationally and financially sustainable as required by the end
of their contract. The ET found clear evidence for operational sustainability, but has not seen proof
that all grantees could continue the ICT-enabled extension services without donor support.

Figure 21: Targets v actual percentages of operational costs covered by non-donor source
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Scaling up towards sustainability

Scale has different dimensions. Within NA-ICT CF the focus is on using ICT-enabled technology
to reach far more farmers than through traditional extension alone. Scaling towards sustainability
is seen as the ability to continue the ICT-enabled services beyond NA-ICT to reach farmers beyond
the NA-ICT population. Outcome 2 is concerned with ensuring that ICT-enabled extension set up
during the CF are financially sustainable, and, as seen above in Figure 21, targets were set by the
CF for this.

121 Scaling up is seen as growing the ICT enabled serviced beyond the population reached under the NA-ICT CF.

12 p|RS.

123 There were no data from Tanzania, only data of 2016 for Mozambique and Senegal (but Senegal did raise their target from
40% to 80% for 2018), of 2017 for Ghana and of 2016 and 2017 for Ethiopia and Malawi.
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Some (sub) grantees focused on the development of their dissemination platform.12* The number
of farmer profiles in the database is key to attracting new contracts to disseminate messages to
the farmers. Digital Integration (Ethiopia) and TICmbay (Senegal) could already scale up to new
regions in their country and to different crops to create a larger farmer profile database in order to
continue services after NA-ICT CF, but this needs to grow further before full financial sustainability
is achieved.

Some grantees, like AgroTech (Ghana) also broadened their services to farmers. They added
additional services such as financial services. Some grantees like MODES (Malawi) and EMM
(Mozambique) reach scaling up through a collaboration with telecom companies. MODES (Malawi)
worked with national radio stations, which reached beyond the SSTP districts, and far beyond the
NA-ICT CF districts, hence this approach was helpful for scaling up.

Capacity building for community radio stations, government extension, SSTP grantees and farmer
organisations in content development and ICT-enabled extension services will last and will make
future potential projects (funded by other donors or government) more efficient and effective.

Grantees with a more rigorous content development processes like MODES (Malawi), UPTAKE
(Tanzania), and Digital Integration (Ethiopia) will need to secure donor or government support to
continue. More detailed findings per grantee are provided in the country sections of the ViM
Analysis Annex 9.

Grantees were able to move towards financial sustainability of the dissemination cost at the end
of their contract, but the ET could not prove that financial sustainability is achieved without any
donor support for all the costs of continuing the ICT-enabled extension service.

Strategic partnerships for sustainability

The ET has limited findings for this sub-question. All grantees have designed the project based on
informal public-private partnership (PPP) constructions with government involved in design stage
(through SSTP crop and technology choices, TICmbay), implementation stage (UPTAKE,
MODES, AgroTech, Digital Integration, EMM) or sustainability stage (Digital Integration and
AgroTech), and the private sector was involved in all stages. The grantees did not set up formal
PPP constructions for content creation and delivery. AgroTech in Ghana mentioned that, with
hindsight, they should have been looking from the start for a business owner or a scaling agent
who could operate the service after the contract, and that they had focused too much on
government as the long-term owner. The grantees were all NGOs, which made it perhaps more
complicated to set up PPPs. It is challenging to drive the pilot phase of a project and hand it over
to another entity who can take long-term ownership (government, private company or social
enterprise) without involving them from the start.’?> Some grantees focused purely on government
(as in Ethiopia) with some private sector input in the case of new technologies, whereas others
have purely focused on the private sector without government input (as in Senegal). Most have
established a mixed model with government input in the content creation (as in Tanzania, Malawi,
Mozambique and Ghana) but with private sector involvement in content delivery (Mozambique,
Malawi, Tanzania). Most grantees chose strategic partnership with their governments (Ethiopia,
Ghana, Malawi, Mozambique and Tanzania) at least for content development. Digital Green in
Ethiopia had a six-year bilateral agreement with the government to formalise video-based
extension. AgroTech in Ghana mentioned that they used a strategic partnership model to become
sustainable, e.g. with Cocobod (cocoa union), but this was not really successful. TICmbay
established MOUs with farmer cooperatives to reach out to more farmers. HNI in Mozambique had

124 Before sustainability could be reached the dissemination platform itself should be well developed.
125 Design for scale is one of the principles of Digital Development. Good practice can be found at
https://digitalprinciples.org/resource/principle-4-build-for-sustainability/
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a strategic partnership with Vodacom and in Malawi with Airtel. CABI closed a strategic partnership
with Esoko to have long-term access to a dissemination platform. Most grantees also worked
closely with SSTP grantees even after SSTP closed.

e Theory of Change Impact Pathway 2

Impact pathway 2 of the ToC focused on achieving financially sustainable ICT-enabled extension

services.

Figure 22: ToC Impact Pathway 2: Financial sustainability
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The full analysis of Impact pathway 2: Financial Sustainability, is shown in Annex 6. The ET has
mixed findings for this impact pathway.1?® At the activity to output level just two of the four
assumptions were valid. Assumption 1 partially held,*?” the third (assumption 3) did hold.?®
Therefore, Output 3: Financially sustainable ICT-enabled extension services operating and

126 The ET noticed that the difference between Output 3 and Outcome 3 is not very clear. Outcome 3 could be reached before
Output 3. It would have been better to formulate Output 3 more at the level of “Sustainable business model of ICT-enabled
extension services operational”.

127 Not all grantees created a business plan to address financial and operational sustainability.

128 If financial sustainability is defined as the ability to continue without further donor funding than the assumption did not hold.
But if sustainable flows of grants were included this assumption holds.
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integrated with non-ICT extension services, was not fully achieved. The three assumptions from
output to outcome held, but with only partially achieved performance at the activity and output
level, the outcome level was affected negatively for some countries (Ghana and Senegal). The
anticipated outcome 3 was not fully achieved by all grantees, indicating that the articulation of the
ToC for IP2 was of medium strength. Some assumptions were missing. For example, this was the
case for the assumptions for different channels (radio channels have a different business model
than platforms or video extension). In the long run, post-project, the ET sees a challenge regarding
ongoing supply of relevant messages.

Fair: The NA-ICT CF looked at sustainability from the viewpoint of financial sustainability'?® and
operational sustainability.'3° Financial sustainability is likely to remain a challenge once the CF
stops, at least in some of the countries. The ET is confident that operational sustainability will be
achieved by the grantees. In terms of financial sustainability, the grantees did commit to leveraging
the NA-ICT funding with non-donor sources, although the ET did not have sufficient data on actual
contributions from all grantees to assess if all commitments were achieved. The grantees were all
NGOs, they focused on delivering the service and building government/radio station capacities first
to replicate, scale up*®! and achieve operational sustainability. Most grantees did not secure buy-
in from government or a company as a scale-up agent from the start of NA-ICT CF except for
Digital Integration in Ethiopia who secured government buy-in and could scale up with additional
BMGF funding. AgroTech in Ghana managed to secure funding from another donor to scale up
AgroTech to more extension agents and to fine tune their business model. EMM, TICmbay and
UPTAKE are still in implementation. Jokalante, the social enterprise established by the grantees
in Senegal, is able to attract contracts for their services, but still needs time to become fully
financially sustainable. IFAD are considering funding a second phase of UPTAKE. In the long run,
post-CF, the ET sees a challenge regarding ongoing supply of relevant messages where there are
no ongoing funds to support the content development process.

12% Financial sustainability is defined by the ET as the ability to cover all cost of the ICT enabled service without donor-support
after the end of the contract.

130 Operational sustainability is defined by the ET as the capacity to continue to operate the ICT enabled services to farmers
after the end of the contract.

181 Scale up is seen by the ET the ability to grow the ICT enabled extension service beyond the population reached during the
NA-ICT CF.

64




This Section first provides a summary of lessons learned by grantees. Next, the extent to which
lesson learning and sharing was prioritised by the grantees and at the programme level is
discussed, along with findings on whether any action has been taken, or is intended, by partners
and donors, based on lessons shared. These two sections (4.1. and 4.2) respond to EQ17: To
what extent have lessons learned (and which lessons) been shared and adopted by project
partners? Third, lessons learned by the ET, based on findings in Section 3, are explored, with the
intention that these then lead into the conclusions and recommendations Section as illustrated in
Section 1, Figure 1. Fourth, a summary pulling together the ET’s reflections on the key challenges
that the NA-ICT CF process faced at both design and implementation phases is provided.

Table 8 collates and summarises the main lessons learned by the grantees across the six
countries, drawing on a review of the lesson learning content of their final, and most recent annual
and quarterly reports as well as five country briefs collated by the MEL contractor.132 In total, 18
documents were reviewed and a total of 65 lessons identified in the country-level reports. Lessons
learned are sorted into eight topics based on thematic areas that emerged during the process of
analysis and consolidation of the lessons.

Table 8: Lessons learned by grantees

Topic 1: Added value of combining traditional extension with ICT-enabled extension

Video-enabled extension in Ethiopia is human-mediated and this enhances participation in
traditional extension system and feedback on the videos. Video-based extension is not a
substitute for face-to-face communication — the two need to be paired together and work in
complementary ways.

Paying regular visits to farmers by the radio stations and grantee was appreciated by
communities and can increase radio listenership (Ghana).

Lessons from the MODES project in Malawi indicate that combining ICT channels and local
activities enhance listenership and usage. RLCs increased radio listenership and, when
facilitating these, local institutions can help track progress, enhance feedback and provide entry
points for future projects to build on.

Traditional channels (instruction cards, community theatres, posters and demonstrations) were
useful in raising farmers' awareness of the 321 service and illustrating how to access it
(Mozambique).

In Senegal it was learned that combining human interaction with the ICT-enabled services
increased trust in the ICT-enabled extension messages. Complementing radio broadcasts with
face-to-face meetings is ideal. “By comparing rates of application of SSTP technologies among
farmers exposed to ICT services, SSTP programmes (demonstrations), both projects or
neither, it was shown that neither the ICT project nor the SSTP project on its own had a
significant impact on the rate of application of new technologies. However, in combination, ICT

132 No brief was prepared for Ghana as the project there had already closed.
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and SSTP (demonstration) programmes significantly increase rates of technology
application”.133

Topic 2: Combining different ICT-enabled extension services

A lesson learned in Ethiopia was that some ICTs are better at certain things; e.g. mobiles are
useful for exchanging small pieces of information that fluctuate often, such as information on
market prices or the weather. Video-enabled extension provides richer information, which can
motivate viewers.

In Malawi it was learned that most farmers have access to various ICT services and that a
single message delivered through multiple channels has a better chance of reaching more
farmers and improving uptake.

In Mozambique it was concluded that SMS alerts do work in alerting farmers to the existence
of agricultural content on 321 and thus encourage farmers to engage with the 321 service.

Additional value addition to an SMS information service is obtained by linking it to sought-after
services like money transfers, loans to purchase inputs and other value-added services
(Tanzania).

Topic 3: Interactive radio-based extension

In Ghana the radio landscape changed over time and, with the addition of multiple local radio
stations, farmers preferred to listen to these rather than the regional stations.

Reports from three countries confirmed that the use of radio is very cost-effective compared to
other channels (Tanzania, Malawi and Mozambique) but a lesson learned in Mozambique was
that the high level of farmer interactivity (through Uliza) could result in costs that were not
sustainable by radio stations, and it was recommended to farmers that they combine Uliza with
other local alternative methods of interaction (e.g. free phone numbers).

Both TICmbay and EMM learned the importance of having farmer leaders and local extension
speak on the radio. In Mozambique the radio stations experienced weak collaboration from
local technicians, this was because they had been approaching them informally. They were
advised to send technicians formal invitations to speak on the radio.

Topic 4: ICT platform design

TICmbay in Senegal and MODES in Malawi learned that platform design needed to be flexible.
In Malawi, the design was not flexible enough to take on emerging, dynamic content such as
advice on fall army worm, when needed. In Senegal, demands from different clients of
Jokalante made it very clear that all functionalities of the platform needed to be agile, so as to
quickly adapt to new requirements.

Topic 5: Availability of inputs

One lesson learned noted by reports in five countries (Ghana, Malawi, Mozambique, Senegal
and Tanzania), was to consider availability of inputs and equipment before promoting it through
ICT-enabled channels. Sometimes SSTP-supported inputs, particularly seeds, were not
available, or they were available but only in limited quantities, in distant locations and/or at the
wrong time. In Senegal TICmbay sought to link farmers directly with seed
providers/warehouses and in Tanzania UPTAKE engaged closely with private sector suppliers



and sought their buy-in towards future ICT-enabled extension, which could then be linked to
what they actually had available.

Topic 6: External factors affecting ICT-enabled extension

A lesson learned (but not solved) in both Ethiopia and Senegal was that government subsidy
or free provision of inputs affected farmers’ willingness to buy the varieties being promoted
(which were often available for sale from private sector SSTP grantees).

In Mozambique, while EMM was promoting good practice on how to reduce aflatoxin levels in
groundnuts, farmers were unwilling to do this as the market did not discriminate between seed
that had been dried properly (to reduce aflatoxin) and regular seed.

ICT-enabled messaging in Mozambique, which sought to be dynamic and respond to farmers’
needs, included market price information. However, the government-supported system
sometimes had technical difficulties which meant that EMM could not source up-to-date market
information.

Topic 7: Gender concerns and ways forward

Gender concerns included women having lower literacy levels than men (raised by grantees in
Ethiopia, Mozambique and Tanzania) and lower decision-making powers (Tanzania), as well
as lower ownership of mobiles than men (Malawi). With regard to radio listenership, in Malawi
it was noted that women were seen as being lazy if they listened to the radio. In Senegal it was
noted that women were less likely to call in to the radio station than men and, further, the
messages were less relevant to them than to men.

Grantees found several ways to address these gender disparities as reported in their “Lessons
learned”. In Senegal grantees sought to have more women voices in the broadcasts (including
female broadcasters, female experts if available, and female smallholders) and to have specific
programmes on crops and related nutritional messages for women. Similarly, in Ethiopia,
grantees thought having ICT-enabled extension focused on women’s concerns and seeking to
reduce their labour burden would be good. As in Senegal, they sought to include women’s
voices in participatory radio campaigns and videos and to have either women'’s only, or mixed,
video viewing groups, depending on women’s wishes. Further, scheduling of video screening
and participatory radio campaign (PRC) listening groups was best scheduled at times and
places convenient to women.

Topic 8: Monitoring and evaluation

Lessons learned related to M&E were few and disparate. UPTAKE in Tanzania and MODES in
Malawi mentioned the benefits of getting feedback from farmers, with MODES noting the
potential of 321 services for this. Digital Integration noted that the external quality assurance
(QA) they arranged for needed to be aligned with the seasons. EMM realised that they needed
to advise farmers in advance (through extension agents, SMS and radio) that they would be
carrying out an outcome survey of the PRCs. As it was, farmers were not aware that this
outcome survey was going to take place and some were unwilling to respond.

While the above are all key areas for learning, lessons learned are scattered in different reports.
They were not at any stage collated together and analysed further in joint grantee/MEL contractor
learning events. The MEL contractor focused on the monitoring aspect of their role in the face-to-



face and virtual webinars, with an emphasis on building grantee capacity in how to use the PIRS
indicators (see findings for EQ6).

The majority of lessons learned reported by the MEL contractor (rather than those learned by the
grantees as per the table above) concerned process issues. The only lessons learned on the
ground by the MEL contractor are documented in a report on a field trip taken to Senegal and
Ethiopia in June-July 2018.134 In brief, the MEL contractor learned then that the majority of farmers
appreciated accessing information from multiple sources (radio, IVR push and pull, video) but that
many farmers had difficulties with IVR and even more so with SMS: “We have documented
instances where technologies that are accessible (radio) and entertaining (video) have a better
chance of being picked up by farmers versus other ICTs such as IVR, which have proven to be
hard to understand both in function and process”.13%

At the country level, lesson learning and sharing has not been and is not, a priority among grantees,
particularly beyond the in-country consortia. There was a commonly held view among the grantees
that lesson learning and sharing is something that happens towards, or at the end, of the project.
While there are case studies and success stories in grantee reports, it is not known if these were
disseminated. A few examples of the members sharing lessons from the project more widely were
found, for example, SB Conseil (a TICmbay consortium member) sharing with CTA, Practical
Action (also a TICmbay consortium member) sharing lessons with the wider Practical Action
organisation, and FRI grantees/sub-grantees sharing with the wider FRI. All grantees did, however,
share information if requested at the MEL contractor’s learning events. In Senegal, an annual
review workshop is organised involving stakeholders in and beyond the consortium and it does
involve lesson learning and sharing. Annual and quarterly reporting cover lessons learned to a
variable extent (these are drawn out in section 4.1 above). The Malawi end report has careful
consideration of lessons learned.

The donor group had intended for a higher level of sophistication in lesson learning than that
illustrated in Table 8 in section 4.1 above. It was intended that the lesson learning events facilitated
by the MEL contractor focus on topics such as: the effective combination of ICT-enabled
agricultural extension channels; the combination of ICT-enabled agricultural extension channels
and traditional extension; consistent multi-channel content development; and sustainable business
models. However, in-depth reflection on such questions did not take place to the level anticipated.
Section 3.2.3 discusses how effective the MEL contractor was in facilitating learning within the
grantee network.

DFID’s annual reviews include a section on lessons learned. Beyond this, there was minimal
lesson sharing at programme level, that is, between and beyond the donor group. At the donor
level, DFID is arranging for a donor presentation in the form of a webinar involving the evaluators,
all four donors and grantees from the six countries, which will provide the opportunity not only to
present and discuss evaluation findings but also to have a roundtable discussion on wider issues
related to the use of ICTs in agricultural extension.

134 TDY Post-trip report NA-ICT CF M&L Services Task Order July 2018, the MEL contractor.
135 |pid, p. 2.
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As noted in 4.2.1 above, little attention has been paid to the sharing and discussing of lessons
learned between the CF donors. Nevertheless, there is interest for this. BMGF, based on their rural
advisory services, are looking further at content, platform and cost. They wish to look at content
development across the value chain, and they recognise that digital platforms are necessary
because of the cost implications of relying on traditional extension means. They have a lot of
interest in learning more about the challenges in getting messages out, what capacity building is
needed, how content can be refreshed and who should be responsible for this. On the digital side,
they are interested in learning about why women have been harder to reach. Furthermore, they
would like to learn more about costs, that is, dollar per person to drive out information. Questions
such as which channels drove behaviour change are of interest to them. USAID and BMGF are
participating in multi-donor discussions and events related to advancing the cost-effectiveness,
accountability and impact of agricultural extension services. It is recognised that insights from the
NA-ICT CF experience could inform these discussions.

It is understood by the ET, that NA-ICT CF findings could be of interest to the World Bank, GIZ,
IFPRI, DG and USAID (e.g. in relation to USAID’s Feed-the-Future “Developing Local Extension
Capacity” project). Findings could also be of interest to the larger project that AGRA has started
on completion of SSTP: Partnership for Inclusive Agricultural Transformation in Africa. DFID also
hopes to learn from the evaluation, in order to inform the design of new digital/ICT-based
programmes. In sum, while available evidence indicates that partners have not actioned lessons
from the NA-ICT CF thus far, going forward the lessons distilled from this evaluation will be useful
to inform the design of new digital programmes. While project partners have not taken action yet
based on lessons learned and shared from the project, there is interest in evaluation findings that
could inform decision-making about future design of ICT-enabled extension among the donors.

Fair: While lessons were being generated by grantees, an opportunity was missed in terms of
sharing these lessons across the grantees. The NA-ICT CF could have given greater priority to
lesson learning and sharing. It could have sought to reflect in-depth on factors such as
combinations of ICT-enabled extension channels, content development, and sustainable business
models; and to develop informed learning briefs on such analyses for those interested in supporting
or applying ICT-enabled extension. Donors are interested in lessons so as to inform the design of
new programmes having an ICT component.

Reviewing the findings presented in Section 3, the ET identified seven main topics around which
lessons have been learned. Most of these topics are informed by findings arising from several of
the evaluation criteria presented in Section 3.

Key lessons concerning programme design, relevant to donors, were that the ICT-enabled
extension services should have been better built into the SSTP programme, and that MEL be
considered for both together, to enhance joined-up planning, implementation and MEL and
increase the likelihood that the MEL contractor be appointed at the start of the programme. Further,
donors entering into a multi-donor-funded arrangement need to recognise the challenges related
to different reporting cycles, different understandings of the programme, and different
expectations, for example in relation to VfM and MEL requirements. Although the programme was
termed a “Challenge Fund” (which implies the involvement of private sector bodies rather than, or
as well as NGOs, as grantees, as a potential solution to sustainability concerns), grantees were
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NGOs. This impacted on their approach to financial and operational sustainability. Last, the two to
three-year timeline of the programme was too short given that the focus of the CF was on rain-fed
crops.

Evidence was not gathered regarding donor-relevant MEL lessons learned because the need to
gather high-quality evidence of cost-effectiveness and impact level was not included in the ToRs
for the MEL contractor. This relates back to the point made under programme design which notes
how important it is for good understanding between the donors at that stage regarding what was
required. Secondly, ideally a MEL contractor with extensive experience in establishing common
cross-country indicators and ICT-enabled extension services would be appointed. This, combined
with the late contracting of the MEL contractor, when grantees already had established their own
M&E plan, was not a good basis to create common indicators with clear procedures, shared
definitions, quality assurance methods and tools for high-quality, standardised data collection. A
lesson learned that is relevant to MEL contractors themselves is that, whether appointed at the
start of a programme, or at a later stage, both the monitoring and learning components of MEL are
important, and that specific attention needed to be given to building a culture of learning knowledge
sharing between grantees.

The ET identified best practices, related to content development. First (relevant for donors and
practitioners) a participative, well-organised, content development process with feedback loops,
enabled the development of dynamic content. The involvement of all relevant stakeholders
(research, input-suppliers, extension, ICT service providers and farmer organisations) made
content needs-driven, credible, relevant, trusted and actionable, which in turn increased the
chance of uptake by farmers. Second (for practitioners), delivering content at the right time
according to the local crop calendar, tailored for the right channel and in the local language
increased the chance that farmers will act based on the message received and apply the
technology or practice promoted. And third (for sustainability of the content development process),
embedding this in government processes made a difference, because it added to credibility and
helped in ensuring a continuous and dynamic flow of relevant content.

Drawing from findings regarding outputs, and particularly progress towards outcomes and impacts,
there were lessons learned regarding best practice in relation to both combining ICT-enabled
channels, and the synergy created from the use of both ICT-enabled and traditional extension
channels (all of which are particularly relevant to practitioners). Use of multiple channels
simultaneously reinforced messages shared. Each channel had its own strength. At the same time,
the ICT-enabled extension channels complemented each other. The ET learned that farmers
trusted extension messages more when they were reinforced through several channels. This went
beyond ICT-enabled extension, in that farmers may learn of a new practice or variety, for example
through the radio, video or mobile phones, but then double-check it with their extension agent (if
available). ICT-enabled extension actually reinforced and enhanced traditional extension, because
ICT-enabled extension imparted greater respect for, trust in, and status of, existing extension
providers. These are useful lessons for donors in designing future programmes.

Drawing from findings regarding relevance, VfM and progress towards outcomes and impact, the
ET learned that donor requirements of grantees in relation to gender in the design phase needed
to be more explicit, specific and contextualised given that NA-ICT CF was supporting SSTP. The
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extent to which gender was a priority or not, was not clear, neither were any specific expectations
the donors had of grantees in this regard. This, combined with the lack of recognition during
programme design of the focus of SSTP on, largely, “men’s” crops, meant that the grantees lacked
sufficient guidance on what was expected of them in relation to gender.

Drawing from relevance, VM and sustainability findings, the ET identified five lessons related to
sustainability. First (relevant to donors and practitioners), while the programme aimed at financial
sustainability of ICT-enabled extension, the grantees were all NGOs, yet NGOs might not the best
partner in the long term for the continuity of the service. Second, there is no one clear recipe for a
sustainable business model that fits all countries. A business model should fit the local context.
This also means that a programme needs more time to test models that really fit the context and
have time to make mistakes and to experiment. A three-year period is not long enough to create
this sustainability. Third, a big constraint to continued sustainability of ICT-enabled extension
channels is ensuring a continuous and dynamic flow of relevant content, which costs money and
is difficult to recover from user-fees only. This constraint needs to be considered carefully at the
design phase. Fourth, the ET is of the view that assuming at the programme level that non-donor
funding is the most sustainable way forward for all contexts (as implied in indicator 2.1 The
percentage of costs of ICT-enabled services covered by non-donor sources), is not appropriate.
The indicator may have been more realistically worded as “The percentage of costs of ICT-enabled
services covered by other sources” which would then recognise that continued sourcing of donor
funding is a common route taken by NGOs at least for sustainability. And fifth, if donors want to
stimulate financial sustainability, the indicator should include all costs of a service and not just the
operational cost of disseminating messages.

A key lesson learned was that it should not be assumed that the capacity is already built for some
aspects of programme implementation. While existing capacity was variable, and while the MEL
contractor put major effort into building the capacity of grantees to understand and measure each
of the PIRS indicators, there remained some shortfalls in capacity and understanding. This also
led to some different interpretations between grantees on how to measure the PIRS indicators.
Second, as discussed under sustainability, the grantees were, on the whole, NGOs which have a
modus operandi of seeking donor funding rather than developing business models. A lesson
learned here is that the grantees needed support right from when they were awarded the CF grants
in how to develop a sustainable business model, which could become financially sustainable and
scalable within the two to three-year time period of donor funding.

Table 9 below sums up the reflections of the ET on the key challenges, in terms of process, that
the NA-ICT CF faced, at both design and implementation phases.

Table 9: Challenges in the NA-ICT CF

Design phase

Lack of VfM measurement integrated VM measurement along the 4 Es (economy,

from the start efficiency, effectiveness and equity) was not a
required aspect of CF proposals. While the lack of
VM analysis may not have been seen as a challenge
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Failure to include indicators to measure
impact

Different reporting formats and different
reporting deadlines at donor level

Relatively short grantee funding period

Implementation phase

Late start-up of MEL support

Differences in the way countries
measured indicators

Opportunity for shared learning between
grantees not fully exploited

High turnover among donor staff

No programme-level reporting

Formalised content development
approvals and lengthy government
regulation processes can reduce the
responsiveness of ICT-enabled
extension

by the donors or grantees, it was a challenge for the
evaluation

USAID did not require grantees to measure
agricultural productivity. The assumption that SSTP
would do so was incorrect. In addition, the short time
frame of the funding meant that impact level change
would be unlikely in that time

While this may be unavoidable, it would be
advantageous for joint-funded programmes to
consider how reporting can be made more consistent
in future programmes

The 2—3 year programme for rain-fed crops is too
short a time period to achieve financial sustainability

Benefits were evident among grantees for whom the
MEL contractor was already in place when their
country programme commenced. Contracting of MEL
provider should be prioritised alongside those of the
implementing partner(s)

The MEL contractors provided continued support, but
more guidance is required to ensure that countries do
not interpret how to measure indicators differently

An issue related to the MEL contractors and USAID,
with more emphasis being placed on monitoring by
both the contractors and USAID

Though sometimes unavoidable, staff changes can
reduce institutional memory

Aside from two joint donor virtual meetings, there was
no consolidation and analysis of findings from across
the countries, which could have led to better guidance
of the grantees and better overall understanding of
the programme’s challenges and successes

ICT-enabled extension has the potential to reach
many farmers quickly in the case of emerging
diseases/pests, but lengthy content approval
processes can damage the ability to respond rapidly
to the onset of sudden problems, such as fall army
worm. Earlier dissemination could have saved
harvests for many farmers



Gender equity is difficult to achieve as  Despite this limiting factor, grantees tried to reach
SSTP crop selection and SSTP women within the context of SSTP choices
technology selection are male oriented

Mismatch of scaling up of supply of This caused frustration and distrust in some countries
SSTP technologies and creating

demand through the ICT-enabled

extension

These recommendations are based on the lessons learned as described in Section 4, particularly
the lessons learned by the ET as outlined in section 4.3 (which in turn, were derived from the
findings in Section 3).

To strengthen design and implementation of new agriculture programmes, the following actions
are recommended:

Mainstream ICT-enabled extension into programme design. This will allow for ICT
extension to be better synchronised with both traditional extension measures and the wider
agricultural programme, including the availability of any advocated use of inputs.

Contract the MEL provider at the same time as the implementation partner/s. This will
ensure that the MEL framework is developed at the start of the programme, that it can be
developed in collaboration with partners and be consistent across partners.

If donors agree at the design stage that they will be requiring VM and/or impact
evidence, build that into the design, budget and ToRs of the MEL contractor. This will
ensure clarity regarding what types of evidence will be gathered and what will not be gathered
(unless through other means external to the programme). 3’

Tailor invitations for bids to ensure the best combination of partners (whether private
sector, NGO or government) for future sustainability of the programme. By thinking about
this at the design stage, donors can influence the sustainability options at the end of the
programme.

When designing agricultural programmes that will be mainly implemented in rain-fed
areas, seek to fund these for a minimum of five years, to allow for capacity building,
impact and sustainability.

For cross-cutting issues, for example gender, be more specific about how
implementation partners are expected to address them, within the context of the specific
focus of the programme and its cultural context/s. This will increase practitioners’ and MEL

136 Annex 10 provides guidelines on VM.
187 For example, Digital Green in Ethiopia were successful in leveraging funding for IFPRI to carry out a randomised control trial
exploring aspects of the NA-ICT CF project there.
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contractors’ understanding of what is required and may allow for a more harmonised approach
to gender and measurement of gender-related indicators.

To ensure an efficient and effective MEL system to report on performance and support lessons
learning, the following recommendations are proposed:

Where contracted to provide MEL for a multi-country programme, establish common
indicators at the beginning of the programme, with shared definitions, and create data
collection tools in collaboration with the implementation partners in the countries
concerned. This will ensure that findings against monitoring indicators can be compared
between countries.

If the donor is requiring measurement of ViM, impact, or specific cross-cutting issues,
this should be built into the MEL plan, results framework and indicators, in collaboration
with the implementation partners. Related to VfM, ensure a good alignment between the
MEL framework and the programme’s financial systems which will need to capture expenditure
data related to outputs and outcomes. This will enhance the likelihood that sufficient
comparative data from across the countries (where a multi-country programme) for each of
efficiency, economy, effectiveness and equity will be available, thus allowing for comparative
VM analysis to be carried out. Such an analysis is useful for both donors and practitioners
alike.*38

Assess level of M&E capacity of implementing partners at the beginning of the
programme and build in space to build capacity if needed, e.g. in monitoring VfM and/or
impact. Capacitated practitioners can better understand indicators and gather robust evidence
against them.

For the learning component of MEL, for knowledge sharing and learning to take place,
invest in building trust and communication between implementation partners right from
the start of the component, ideally in a face-to-face context. This will help to create a
community of practice where deep learning can take place and trust can be built.

For implementation partners (practitioners), to strengthen impact and sustainability, the following
actions are recommended:

When supporting ICT-enabled extension content development and validation processes,
ensure that these involve all relevant stakeholders, and ensure space for development
of dynamic content (to respond to sudden information needs in response for example to
particular pest and disease infestations). Following these good practices, as identified
through the evaluation of the NA-ICT CF, will greatly enhance the relevance of content to
smallholder farmers and to extension agents, which will in turn increase motivation to follow the
ICT-enabled extension based on the content developed.

When using ICT-enabled channels, use local languages and ensure that the content is
developed in atimely manner and is tailored to, and tested for, each ICT channel in use.
In considering which ICT channels to use, identify the costs and strengths of each, and how
they can complement each other and reinforce extension communication. Using a combination
of ICT channels reinforces the messages and increases farmer trust in the messages.

138 See Annex 11 for specific guidelines on VM.
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During both design and ongoing implementation, consider how best ICT-enabled
extension and any existing traditional extension can be synchronised to reinforce
messages, build trust and create synergy. Engage with extension agents in the locality,
whether they are government, private sector and/or NGO, inform them of the ICT-enabled
extension component of the project and build ongoing communication with them. Added value
can be gained through collaboration and through synchronising extension messages through
both traditional and ICT-enabled channels.

Ensure that ICT-enabled extension draws on “trusted” voices (e.g. of cooperative
leaders, researchers, extension staff, lead farmers) and takes gender into account by
carrying out landscape analysis to find out which ICT channels women have access to,
using women (farmers, broadcasters) voices, and, where female smallholders have
limited access to certain ICT channels, draw on community/radio listening clubs. This
will make a difference to the extent to which farmers are likely to trust, and take action based
on, the information provided. It will allow for greater numbers of women to access extension
messages, and in a group context in which they can discuss them with each other and any
agent present who is facilitating the club.

When bidding to engage in an ICT-enabled extension programme, build in a
sustainability plan, particularly if the organisation bidding is an NGO but where
sustainability may require long-term ownership by the private sector or social enterprise.
Longer-term sustainability is more likely if this is considered at the start of the programme.

The evaluation concludes that the programme did reach its targets in terms of increased use of
quality inputs and improved technology use by smallholder farmers but is less likely to in terms of
increased financially sustainable ICT-enabled services to complement other extension services.
Performance was rated as fair to good overall, with the programme’s greatest achievements
relating to reaching access and application targets. Its lowest achievements, on the other hand,
were in measuring results that could help provide evidence on impact, such as increased
productivity. Learning and best practice regarding content development for ICT-enabled channels,
use of ICT-enabled channels individually or in combination with each other, and alongside
traditional extension services, can provide useful guidance for donors and practitioners interested
in supporting, designing and using ICT-enabled channels.

75



Annexes

1. Terms of reference

2. Bibliography

3. List of interviewees

4. Evaluation methodology
5. Evaluation matrix

6. Theory of change

7. Contribution stories

8. Data quality audit

9. VfM analysis

10.ViM guidance

11.Dissemination plan

*Please note that all annexes are included in another file due to ease of transfer

76



landell-mills.com
LLM IMa ndel I in linkedin.com/company/landell-mills-Itd
S 3 @Landell_Mills



IL MA kandell

Performance Evaluation of the New Alliance
Information and Communication
Technologies Agriculture Extension
Challenge Fund

Annexes 1-6
February 2019



Ethiopia 21

Ghana 23
Malawi 24
Mozambique 26
Senegal 27
Tanzania 28
Other programme documents 29
External documents 34
Donor level 42
Country level 42
Other stakeholders 45
How the EQs were refined and the EM developed 46
Qualitative methods 53
Quantitative methods and tools 56
Countries selected for case study visits and criteria for their selection 57

Approach to the consolidation, triangulation and synthesis of data from different sources 59



ADG
AFAAS
AGRA
AOR
ARI
ASHC
ATA
ATVET
BMGF
CAADP
CABI
CADECOM
CF
CLG
CLUSA
coP
COR
COSOP
CRS
DA
DAES
DAICO
DFID
DG
DLEC
DNEA
DQA
EM
EMM
EQ
ET
FAO
FARA
FGD

Aide au Développement Gembloux

African Forum for Agricultural Advisory Services

Alliance for a Green Revolution in Africa

Agreement Officer Representative

Agriculture Research Institute

Africa Soil Health Consortium

Agricultural Transformation Agency (Ethiopia)

Agricultural Technical and Vocational Education and Training
The Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation

Comprehensive African Agriculture Development Programme
Centre for Agriculture and Biosciences International
Catholic Development Commission in Malawi

Challenge Fund

Community Listening Groups

National Cooperative Business Association: Cooperative League of the USA
Chief of Party

Contracting Officer Representative

Country Strategic Opportunities Programme (Tanzania)
Catholic Relief Services

Development Agent

Department of Agricultural Extension Services (Malawi)
District Agriculture Irrigation and Cooperative Officer
Department for International Development

Digital Green

Developing Local Extension Capacity

National Directorate for Agrarian Extension (Mozambique)
Data Quality Audit

Evaluation Matrix

EXTENSAO MULTIMEDIA

Evaluation Question

Evaluation Team

Food and Agriculture Organisation

Forum for Agricultural Research in Africa

Focus Group Discussion



FRI Farm Radio International

FTC Farmer Training Centre

FTFS Feed-The-Future System

GDD Gender Disaggregated Data

GDP Gross Domestic Product

GFAR Global Forum for Agricultural Research

GFRAR Global Forum for Rural Advisory Services

GSMA Global System for Mobile Communications

GTP Growth and Transformation Plan

HNI Human Networks International

IBTCI International Business & Technical Consultants, Inc.
ICT Information and Communication Technology
ICT4Agr ICT for Agriculture

ICT4D ICT for Development

IFAD International Fund for Agricultural Development

IP Impact Pathway

IR Inception Report

ITU International Telecommunications Union

IVR Interactive voice response

Kl Key informant interviews

M&E Monitoring and Evaluation

MEAS Modernising Extension and Rural Advisory Services
MEL Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning

MGDS Malawi Growth and Development Strategy

MIVARF Marketing Infrastructure, Value Addition and Rural Finance Support Programme
MoAIWD Ministry of Agriculture, Irrigation and Water Development (Malawi)
MOFA Ministry of Food and Agriculture (Ghana)

MSC Most Significant Change

NA New Alliance for Food Security and Nutrition
NA-ICT CF New Alliance ICT Challenge Fund

NAIPs National Agriculture Investment Plans

NEPAD New Partnership for Africa's Development

NGO Non-governmental organisation

NORAD Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation
OECD Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development

PIATA Partnership for Inclusive Agricultural Transformation in Africa



PIRS
pMSC
PRACAS
PS
RAS
SME
SMS
SMS
SO
SOFA
SRO
SSA
SSl
SSTP
ToC
ToR
UP
UPTAKE
USAID
USD
VM

Performance Indicators Reference Sheets

Partial Most Significant Change

Accelerated programme for agriculture (Senegal)
Private Sector

Rural Agricultural Services

Small and medium-sized enterprises

Subject Matter Specialists

Short Message Service

Strategic Objectives

State of Food and Agriculture

Senior Responsible Owner

Sub-Saharan Africa

Semi-structured interviews

Scaling Seeds and other Technologies Partnership
Theory of Change

Terms of Reference

United Purpose

Upscaling Technologies in Agriculture through Knowledge Extension
United States Agency for International Development
United States Dollars

Value for Money



Terms of Reference

Performance Evaluation of the New Alliance Information and Communication
Technologies Agriculture Extension Challenge Fund

1. INTRODUCTION

DFID is seeking an Evaluation Supplier to assess the performance of the New Alliance Information and
Communication Technologies Agriculture Extension Challenge Fund (NA ICT) during the period 2014 to 2018.

The specific focus of the evaluation is to provide a rigorous and independent assessment of the quality and
relevance of the range of interventions undertaken by the programme and the extent to which it has helped
smallholder farmers improve agricultural productivity.

The evaluation will generate high quality evidence on the effectiveness of ICT-enabled agricultural extension
services in enhancing farmers’ livelihoods through increased adoption and uptake of improved agricultural
technologies. It will produce insights in what works and what does not work in scaling up ICT-enabled extension
approaches through working with both the public and private sectors.

2. BACKGROUND

2.1 Context

Ensuring that an increasing global population can be fed sustainably and equitably is a challenge that will require
the global food system to change more radically in the coming decades than ever before. Meeting the challenges
posed by land and water scarcity, climate change, and declining crop yields will need another giant leap in
agricultural innovation to bring about sustainable intensification, producing more food with fewer inputs, and
wasting less which in turn will require more effective agricultural investments.*

Current agriculture systems and policies are not meeting global food demands and not supporting agriculture to
reach its full potential in contributing to economic growth and poverty reduction, especially in Sub-Saharan Africa
(SSA). For agriculture to reach its full potential for contributing to economic growth and meeting Sub-Saharan
Africa’s food demands, new approaches are required for developing technologies and even more important to get
these into the hands of farmers.

Over the past 30 years investment in agricultural research has driven a rapid increase in global crop yields. There
is growing evidence of high returns to this investment.? However, although overall impact of the uptake and
application of agriculture research is impressive, global figures mask significant regional and social differences. In
particular, Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) has been lagging behind.3 45

The transformation of the agriculture sector which characterised rapid growth in Asia has not yet taken place in
most SSA countries. In many regions, the slow pace of technological innovation is a critical constraint to
productivity gains and ultimately to economic growth and poverty reduction. Easy and timely access to information,

LUK Foresight. 2011. The future of food and farming: challenges and choices for global sustainability. UK Government Office for Science.

2 Hurley, T.M, Pardey, P.M and Rao, X. 2013. Returns to Food and Agricultural R&D

Investments Worldwide, 1958-2011. InSTePP Brief. St. Paul: International Science and Technology Practice and Policy centre, University of
Minnesota, October 2013.

3 Renkow, M. and Byerlee, D. 2010. The impacts of CGIAR research: A review of recent evidence

4 Evanson, R.E. 2001. Economic impacts of agricultural research and extension. In: B.L. Gardner and G.C. Rausser (Eds). Handbook of Agricultural
Economics. Vol. 1A. Elsevier Science. Amsterdam. Pp.574-625.

5 Raitzer, T.A. and Kelley, D.G. 2008. Benefit-cost meta-analysis of investment in the International Agricultural Research Centers of the CGIAR.
Agricultural Systems. Volume 96, Issues 1-3, March 2008, Pages 108-123


http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/0308521X
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/0308521X/96/1

knowledge and technologies is one of the key elements of agricultural innovation. Yet too few farmers and public
and private advisory agents can easily access all information they need. In SSA, public funded agriculture advisory
systems have generally been characterised by inefficiency and have a poor track record of delivery.® ”

Access to the results of agricultural research and development is critical for improving the SSA’s agricultural
sector’s contribution to economic growth and transforming the lives of smallholders and rural communities. ICT
offers great potential to address some of the problems of inefficient agriculture advisory systems because of the
great improvements worldwide in affordable and accessible telecom services.? ICTs enabled solutions have
become important in improving services due to poor infrastructure and services in place. For example mobile-
enabled banking services have been meeting a real demand with 56.9 million registered mobile money users in
SSA by June 2012.° The then Secretary of State’s November 2012 speech at the ‘Opening Up’ Conference
highlighted DFID’s commitment to supporting ICT-enabled innovation, urging that: “now is the moment when we
can really grasp the opportunities that mobile and internet technology offers to change the ways that citizens and
governments interact, to generate economic opportunities, and to transform service delivery”.'°

Over the past years, there have been several efforts to design and implement ICT- enabled advisory services by
NGOs, businesses, governments and public-private partnerships. Most of these have not yet gone to scale and
tend to focus on one particular type of ICT such as mobile phone based messages or low-cost video. There is an
increased interest to combine various ICT-enabled channels to support a more effective information delivery and
exchange by using a wider range of communication channels best suited to different target audiences by
packaging information in various ways depending on content, purpose and audience. Despite the wide potential
of integrated ICT-enabled services, limited evidence exists of the effectiveness of such services.

2.2 About the programme

The aim of the New Alliance Information and Communication Technologies Agriculture Extension Challenge Fund
is to develop and scale up the delivery of agriculture extension services using sustainable information and
communication technologies, including radio, mobile phones, video and web-based applications.

The programme is delivered by the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) and aims to
reach 3 million users to help improve agricultural productivity and increase food security for smallholders in Sub
Saharan Africa. The UK is providing £2,800,000 over 4 years. The total fund is US$12m over 4 years. The other
donors are USAID ($3 million plus $1.6m in kind for managing the fund and grantees); the Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation (BMGF) ($3m) and the International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) ($1.5 million).

The multi-donor New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund is now in full implementation with six country
grantees, namely Ethiopia, Ghana, Malawi, Mozambique, Senegal, and Tanzania. A full list of grantees, activities
and timeframes is provided in Annex 1.

There is also an independent monitoring and learning contractor, International Business and Technical
Consultants Inc (the MEL contractor). A summary of the objectives and activities is provided in Annex 2.

This programme is an element of DFID’s commitment to the New Alliance (NA) for Food Security and Nutrition,
and a follow-up of the G-8 Nutrition for Growth event on 8™ June 2013. The NA is a shared commitment to
achieving sustained and inclusive agricultural growth and raise 50 million people out of poverty by 2022 in Africa,
including Burkina Faso, Cote d’lvoire, Ethiopia, Ghana, Malawi, Mozambique, Nigeria, and Tanzania (note these
were the 6 countries specified in the original Business Case — see point below). The goals of the NA are to increase
responsible domestic and foreign private investments in African agriculture, take innovations that can enhance
agricultural productivity to scale and reduce the risks borne by vulnerable economies and communities. The NA

& Anderson, J.R. and Feder, G. 2004 Agricultural Extension. World Bank Observer 19:1. Washington DC.

" Purcell, D.L. and Anderson, J.R. 1997 Agricultural Extension and Research: Achievements and problems in National Systems. A World Bank
Operations Evaluation Study. World Bank. Washington DC.

8

9 GSMA. 2013. Sub-Saharan Africa Mobile Economy 2013. http://www.gsma.com/newsroom/sub-saharan-africa-leads-world/
10 https://www.dfid.gov.uk/News/Speeches-and-statements/2012/Justine-Greening-Speech-to-the-DFIDOmidyar-Network-Open-Up-conference/
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is one of four integrated actions aimed at improving agricultural productivity through getting science and technology
into widespread use. It is closely linked to the Scaling Seeds and Other Technologies Programme (SSTP) and the
African Agriculture Technology Platform (AATP) component of the New Alliance.

The scope of the programme does not significantly differ from that envisaged in the original DFID Business Case,
with the project goals, partners, timeframe and budget unchanged. The only significant change has been that in

the final selection process Senegal and Malawi replaced Burkina Faso and Cbéte d’lvoire as target countries.

The main features of the programme are:

Impact Improved agricultural productivity in selected food crops by smallholder
farmers in 6 NA countries.
Outcome New knowledge and practices adopted by at least 1 million smallholder

women and men farmers with access to financially sustainable ICT-
enabled extension services in 6 NA countries in Africa.

Outputs . Improved access to ICT-enabled extension services for at least
3 million smallholder women and men farmers in 6 NA countries with
particular attention paid to women;

. Improved content adapted to specific needs, context and
available ICT channels; and
. Development of high quality evidence on (cost)-effectiveness

and impact of ICT-enabled services.

Internally, figures have recently been collated for the reach of services to farmers in 2016 (key output indicator:
Number of farmers using ICT-enabled services). These indicate in excess of 1.25 million users, which is ahead
of target. However, no individual grantee is on target — Ghana, Malawi, Senegal and Tanzania are all above
projections, Ethiopia is well below what is a very large target and in Mozambique service provision commenced
only towards the end last year.

The current version of the logframe (Annex 3) and original theory of change (Annex 4) are provided and further
programme information may be found in the project documents available on devtracker.

2.3 Lessons so far
The programme has undergone two DFID Annual Reviews. There are a number of key lessons emerging:-

e The type and range of ICT-enabled advisory services varies significantly across different countries
depending on service providers available. This will be a good opportunity for learning which ICT channels
are the most efficient and effective in achieving results across the grantees while taking into account the
specific country context;

¢ It has been more difficult than expected to agree on detailed definitions for common indicators across
countries, but common indicators have been defined with the assistance of the monitoring and learning
contractor (see Annex 2). This will enable cross-country comparisons in later years after start up. The key
lesson here is to recognise that establishing common indicators for future programmes is necessary from
the start but that they need to be reviewed on an ongoing basis;

¢ On afew occasions, grantees have facilitated the delivery of messages on new seeds before seeds were
actually available, causing frustration for farmers as well as seed companies. A key lesson has been for
country grantees to coordinate better their ICT-enabled messages by working with others, especially
SSTP, to ensure that seeds or other inputs are actually available;

e Despite being in different countries and, in some cases, competitors, the country grantees have strong
interest in sharing experience and learning from each other; and


https://devtracker.dfid.gov.uk/projects/GB-1-204423

e Given that three years is a relative short time to move to a sustainable approach, grantees need support
in learning how they can ensure the service becomes financially and organisationally sustainable relatively
quickly, before donor support ends. This can be achieved through sharing lessons across the grantees but
could also involve bring in others who have made a financial success out of the same type of service.

The monitoring and learning contractor is facilitating sharing these and other lessons among the grantees
themselves in webinars and face-to-face events and will soon find a variety of ways to share them more broadly.
The USAID manager of the New Alliance for ICT Extension Challenge Fund is also sharing lessons in blogs on
www.agrilinks.org

3. PURPOSE, SCOPE AND EVALUATION QUESTIONS

3.1 Purpose

The primary objective of the evaluation is to assess the progress of the programme in respect of access to and
adoption of new technologies which improve agricultural productivity. The evaluation should provide an
independent assessment of the extent to which the programme has achieved all of the targets in the logframe
(Annex 3).

The main cross cutting issues to be considered by the evaluation are:

- Poverty

- Gender

- Climate and environmental issues

- Disability and other dimensions of social inclusion.

3.2 Scope

The scope of this evaluation covers the period of the NA ICT from July 2014 to the end of data collection for the
evaluation (a date in second half of 2018 to be confirmed in inception).

In assessing the overall programme, the evaluation will be expected to encompass all grantees (who will make
more or less of a contribution to overall programme targets as set out in the logframe). The evaluation should
provide a comparative analysis of the design and performance of the grantees, so that lessons can be learned for
this and other interventions. However, an assessment of the performance of each individual grantee (and sub-
grantees) is not required. We expect in country evaluation activity in at least three countries.

DFID also funds the mNutrition programme, led by GSMA, which is providing similar mobile phone based services
in agriculture and health. Of the 6 NA ICT countries, GSMA has initiatives in Tanzania, Ghana and Malawi. The
winning bidder will be expected to set out any overlaps in terms of targeting of beneficiaries between the NA ICT
and mNutrition programme and provide an explanatory note and analysis in their inception report.

3.3 Evaluation Questions

On the basis of the core evaluation questions below and other information in the ITT, proposals should present
a suitable evaluation framework which would unify the components of the evaluation and help to guide final
decisions on the content and conduct of this evaluation.

During the inception phase this framework will be completed, to encompass:

e Evaluation criteria
e Evaluation questions, sub-questions and indicators / judgement criteria, as appropriate
e Data collection and analysis methodologies including the approach to assessing VM
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Proposals should be very clear about the extent to which they will be able to assess value for money and impact
(see questions below), with the opportunity to explain proposals in more detail during inception.

The evaluation shall address the following core questions, though we are happy to consider revisions to the
exact meaning and/or wording in proposals and during inception.

The key evaluation questions are:-

Relevance
. What evidence exists to show that adoption of technologies is enhanced through ICT-enabled
advisory services?
. What levels of quality and appropriateness (inc timeliness) have been achieved by the extension

services funded by NA ICT?

Outputs and Results

. How accurate and valid are the results reported by grantees, both individually and in total;
similarly how accurate and valid are disaggregations?
. To what extent are the other public outputs of the programme suitable and of good quality?

Value for money (incorporating efficiency and effectiveness)

. Economy — To what extent has the programme considered and managed costs?

. Efficiency - How well are programme resources used by grantees to deliver programme outputs?

. Effectiveness - To what extent has the programme enabled grantees to achieve outputs and
outcomes?

o Equity - Are services accessible to women and men? Do services meet the needs and

preferences of women? Are recipients from a diverse range of social and economic backgrounds?

Progress towards Outcomes and Impact

. Which knowledge and practices have been adopted in what numbers by whom?
. What evidence exists to show that integrated ICT-enabled advisory approaches are contributing
to

i. reducing poverty amongst targeted farmers and households
ii. improving agricultural productivity of smallholder farmers, especially women?
iii. improving agricultural productivity and benefiting the environment

. Which ICT channels are the most effective in achieving results across the grantees, while taking
into account the specific country context?

° What are the intended and unintended, positive and negative outcomes and impacts that can be
observed?

Sustainability

. What evidence is there to demonstrate that mechanisms are in place and are planned to enable
continued delivery of ICT-enabled advisory services after grant funding?

Further questions: lessons and linkages

Linked to the lessons learned section, there are a number of further questions which could be considered for
inclusion. We list a few below and welcome further suggestions.

¢ To what extent have lessons learned (and which lessons) been shared and adopted between project
partners?

¢ What effective linkages did the programme make with other similar initiatives/organisations providing
ICT-enabled extension services, and what lessons did they learn?



e What lessons can be learned about the challenges in establishing common indicators and collection
of data?

4. METHODOLOGY

In bids, tenderers should spell out as fully as possible the evaluation design and methodology they propose to
use, the allied potential risks and challenges for the evaluation and how these will be managed. The successful
tenderer will then refine this proposal within the first month or so of the contract, in consultation with DFID, USAID
and other relevant stakeholders. An inception phase of 6 weeks is expected.

The methods and assessment frameworks employed for this evaluation should facilitate the collection and analysis
of data, be relevant to the questions outlined in section 3 above, and make optimal use of existing data. The
evaluation may need primarily to use retrospective evaluation methodology techniques. Particular attention should
be paid to documenting both quantitative and qualitative progress on the areas identified.

DFID is not prescribing a methodology for the conduct of this evaluation, but would expect a design that takes a
multiple methods approach and systematically triangulates evidence. A minimal list follows, but we are open to
additional and/or innovative methods. Please note, that we are committed to quality and rigour in line with
international good practice in evaluation.

Sources that will be used in the evaluation would, at a minimum, include:

e Document review: Review of key documents. This includes:
e Quarterly Task Order (Activity) Progress Reports from the Monitoring and Learning Contractor
¢ Quarterly Data reports and Annual Data reports — results for all indicators for all country grantees,
disaggregated by gender from the Monitoring and Learning Contractor
o Grantee Workplans
¢ Grantee Quarterly Reports
e USAID Quarterly reviews (powerpoint) and Annual Reports to Donors

o Interviews with key partners and users: Interviews with key stakeholders such as national, regional and
international level policy makers (governments, donor and civil society), other researchers and
practitioners (farmers, agribusiness). Also interviews with key staff members. These interviews may be
done in person if feasible, but most likely by telephone or internet based communication.

e Participation in regional meetings: Face-to-face meetings: Face-to-face meetings should be held with key
stakeholders in Africa and the UK.

e  Surveys or other data collection methods: If surveys are used, these should be rigorously designed with
appropriate sampling methods and expectation of acceptably high response rates. Alternative or
complementary approaches, such as online discussion fora, could be considered.

5. EVALUATION OUTPUTS

The Evaluation Team will be expected to produce the following outputs:

e Inception Report including refinements/amendments of evaluation questions, full methodology, Theory
of Change, assessment of which evaluation questions can be answered using a credible and robust
evidence base, identified sources of data and risk management strategy, and a communications plan;

e Interim report

o Draft Final Report;
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¢  Minimum two presentations to Management Group and grantees;

o Final report (50 pages with a maximum 4 page Executive Summary) that incorporates feedback obtained
on the draft report; appendices with details on the methodology, informants, etc;

e Two page evaluation brief (well-designed pdf).

Bidders should specify any additional outputs and communication activities, with indicative timelines for these,
aimed at all relevant audiences in their proposals.

6. TIMETABLE AND MILESTONES

Please propose a detailed timetable, having regard to the following:

Primary Activity Deadline
Evaluators  selected and contract agreed. | August 2017

Inception Report Submitted to Management Group Within 6 weeks of contract starting
Approach should be finalised in consultation with
donors. This Inception Report should include a
Theory of Change, suggestions on
refinements/amendments of the evaluation questions,
the full methodology, implications for the degree to
which the evaluation questions can be answered
using a credible and robust evidence base,
assessment frameworks, identified sources of data
and risk management strategy. Plus a
communications plan for the evaluation.

Management Group provide feedback and approval. | Within 10 weeks of contract starting

Interim Report May 2018

Reports should include (though not necessarily in
precisely this structure):

1. Cover page.

2. Table of Contents.

3. Executive Summary: four to six pages.

4. Purpose of Evaluation.

5. Evaluation approach and methodology, with

limitations
6. Findings
7. Lessons and recommendations

8. Annexes — additional supporting evidence and
detailed methodology.

Management Group provide feedback and approval June 2018

Presentations to Management Group and grantees to | July 2018 - TBA
discuss draft findings

Final Report January 2019
Final report should take into account comments on the
draft report from DfID and others

Approval from Management Group March 2019
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7. THE RECIPIENTS
The principal recipients of this service will be DFID, USAID and the BMGF.

Grantees of the programme will also benefit from lessons for selected grantees, even though the overall evaluation
will look at draw conclusions on the overall design and performance of the programme. Potential future investors
in the grantee ventures are also an important audience.

The other audiences for this evaluation include:

o DFID Agricultural Research and Food and Nutrition Security Teams;

e Grantees of the programme and their partners;

e Other donors who may be interested in investing ICT-enabled extension services;

e Research community interested in ICT-enabled extension services; and

o Other organisations undertaking ICT-enabled extension services for development (e.g. GSMA)

Evidence and lessons generated by the evaluation will be made publicly available, in order to contribute to the
global evidence base on ICT-enabled extension services.

8. EVALUATION MANAGEMENT ARRANGEMENTS

The evaluator’s day to day points of contact in DFID will be the Senior Responsible Owner/Livelihoods Adviser
and the Deputy Programme Manager.

The evaluation will be overseen by a Management Group. This group will be responsible for approving the
evaluation outputs and commenting on draft reports. DFID will seek to provide unified sets of comments on
outputs.

The Group will include the following staff:

o DFID Livelihoods Adviser

e DFID Deputy Programme Manager
e DFID Evaluation Adviser

e USAID Programme Lead

o BMGF Lead Adviser

Draft and Reports will also be shared with the M&L provider to the NA ICT fund. The M&L provider will work closely
with the winning bidder by providing reports and data that they have collected and share lessons learnt to date.
However, they will not have a role in quality assuring and approving the reports of the independent evaluator. This
will be the responsibility of the Management Group

Liaison will include up to three meetings and at least three presentations by the evaluators (one to present and
discuss the inception report/evaluation plan; and two presentations of findings). Meetings will be hosted in London,
but may involve teleconferencing or video conferencing with Management Group and evaluation team members
working elsewhere. The evaluation team may use conferencing for most meetings but must budget for attendance
of all core members at a minimum of one meeting and one presentation in London.

9. QUALITY ASSURANCE

Bids should set out how they will ensure quality throughout the evaluation. The Management Group will comment
thoroughly on all deliverables, to enable these to be strengthened and finalised. However, the commissioned team
is expected to have a process to assure that all first drafts are of a good standard, which do not require the group
to identify fundamental weaknesses or omissions.

In line with DFID’s Evaluation Policy, DFID will arrange (and pay for) independent quality assurance reviews of
the inception report and the final evaluation report. This generally takes 10 working days. These are QA reviews
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for DFID, from which DFID may select comments to share with the evaluator. We would not expect to send the
interim report for QA, but reserve the right to do so.

10. ETHICS

The evaluation should ensure that it adheres to the ethical evaluation policies of DFID and the evaluation principals
of accuracy and credibility. Proposals should include consideration of ethical issues and a statement that the
researchers will comply with the ethics principles.

11. RISKS

The main challenge to implementing the Evaluation is evaluating progress across 6 grantees operating in 6
different countries, and the variation between the grantees in terms of the progress they have made, their depth
of expertise in delivery and also their abilities to provide timely and relevant data.

The Evaluation team will also be dependent, to some extent, on the quality of data collected by the current M&L
provider. However, this should not preclude the independent assessment being able to evaluate overall progress
on the intervention towards the intended outcomes.

Some other risks and challenges may face are that the grantees might not survive the length of the programme.
This risk is mitigated by covering all grantees at this stage, of which there are only 6, rather than picking a
smaller number of running the risk that one of them is unable to carry on the implementation of the programme
for reasons outside of USAID or the grantees control.

12. SKILLS AND QUALIFICATIONS OF EVALUATION TEAM
The essential competencies and experience that the Evaluation Team will need to deliver the work are:

e Extensive knowledge of evaluation methods and techniques;

e  Strong qualitative and quantitative research skills;

e Good knowledge and understanding of agricultural extension services in Africa;

e Understanding of ICT industries, awareness of the rapid changes in technology and how people are using
the services;

e Expertise in gender, social and poverty research and analysis;

e Proven capacity to assess value for money; and

e  Strong analysis, report writing and communication skills

Proposals from suitably qualified teams of individuals, organisations and consortia are equally welcome. We would
very much welcome proposals from teams led by or including evaluators from NA ICT target countries, though this
is not a requirement.

13. BUDGET AND TIMEFRAME

The estimated expenditure for this work is up to £300,000. However, value for money and competitiveness of
costs will be closely assessed before contract award.

The contract is expected to begin in August 2017 and run for 20 months with a possible extension of up to 4
months, subject to continued need and satisfactory performance.

The contract will be issued for the full duration; however, there will be a formal break point in the contract
following the inception phase. Progression to the implementation phase will be subject to the outcome of the
inception report review process, satisfactory performance by the Supplier, continued value for money, and DFID
agreement to any revised work plans.
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DFID reserves the right to scale back or discontinue the contract at any point (in line with our contractual terms
and conditions) if it is not achieving the anticipated results. Conversely, we may also scale up or extend the life of
this evaluation, should this be required or should it demonstrate the potential to yield better results.

14. DIGITAL SPENDING

All digital content produced by the Supplier is subject to UK government digital principles as set out by the
Government Digital Service (GDS). All digital developments should put the needs of users first, learn from and
improve these services over time, and be freely available for other DFID programmes to use. For more
information, please visit www.gov.uk/designprinciples

The Supplier should not propose unnecessary bespoke systems or tools to implement, and should instead make
use of existing and freely available systems and tools in all aspects of the programme where possible.

15. TRANSPARENCY

DFID has transformed its approach to transparency, reshaping its working practices and pressuring others
around the world to do the same. DFID requires all Suppliers receiving and managing funds to release open
data on how this money is spent, in a common, standard, reusable format and to require this level of information
from immediate sub-contractors, sub-agencies and partners.

It is a contractual requirement that the Supplier registers on the International Aid Transparency Initiative (IATI)
Registry and makes the relevant data publicly available. For more information, please visit
www.aidtransparency.net

16. DUTY OF CARE

The Supplier is responsible for the safety and well-being of their Personnel (as defined in Section 2 of the
Contract) and Third Parties affected by their activities under this contract, including appropriate security
arrangements. They will also be responsible for the provision of suitable security arrangements for their
domestic and business property.

DFID will share available information with the Supplier on security status and developments in-country where
appropriate.

The Supplier is responsible for ensuring appropriate safety and security briefings for all of their Personnel
working under this contract and ensuring that their Personnel register and receive briefing as outlined above.
Travel advice is also available on the FCO website and the Supplier must ensure they (and their Personnel) are
up to date with the latest position.

This Procurement may require the Supplier to operate in a seismically active zone and is considered at high risk
of earthquakes. Minor tremors are not uncommon. Earthquakes are impossible to predict and can result in major
devastation and loss of life. There are several websites focusing on earthquakes, including
http://geology.about.com/library/bl/maps/blworldindex.htm. The Supplier should be comfortable working in such
an environment and should be capable of deploying to any areas required within the region in order to deliver
the Contract (subject to travel clearance being granted).

This Procurement may require the Supplier to operate in previously conflict-affected areas and/or places where
the security situation is volatile and subject to change at short notice. Travel to areas of current conflict or
places of very high risk is not anticipated. Travel will be subject to travel clearance from the UK government in
advance. The Supplier should be comfortable working in such an environment and should be capable of
deploying to any areas required within the region in order to deliver the Contract (subject to travel clearance
being granted).
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The Supplier is responsible for ensuring that appropriate arrangements, processes and procedures are in place
for their Personnel, taking into account the environment they will be working in and the level of risk involved in
delivery of the Contract (such as working in dangerous, fragile and hostile environments etc.). The Supplier must
ensure their Personnel receive the required level of training prior to deployment.

Tenderers must develop their Tender on the basis of being fully responsible for Duty of Care in line with the
details provided above and the initial risk assessment matrix prepared by DFID (see Annex 5).

Tenderers must confirm in their Tender that:

They fully accept responsibility for security and Duty of Care

They understand the potential risks and have the knowledge and experience to develop an effective risk plan
They have the capability to manage their Duty of Care responsibilities throughout the life of the contract

If you are unwilling or unable to accept responsibility for security and Duty of Care as detailed above, your
Tender will be viewed as non-compliant and excluded from further evaluation.

Acceptance of responsibility must be supported with evidence of Duty of Care capability and DFID reserves
the right to clarify any aspect of this evidence. In providing evidence, Tenderers should consider the
following questions:

a)

b)

c)

d)

f)

Have you completed an initial assessment of potential risks that demonstrates your knowledge and
understanding, and are you satisfied that you understand the risk management implications (not solely
relying on information provided by DFID)?
Have you prepared an outline plan that you consider appropriate to manage these risks at this stage (or
will you do so if you are awarded the contract) and are you confident/comfortable that you can implement
this effectively?
Have you ensured or will you ensure that your staff are appropriately trained (including specialist training
where required) before they are deployed and will you ensure that ongoing training is provided where
necessary?
Have you an appropriate mechanism in place to monitor risk on a live/ongoing basis (or will you put one
in place if you are awarded the contract)?
Have you ensured or will you ensure that your staff are provided with and have access to suitable
equipment and will you ensure that this is reviewed and provided on an ongoing basis?
Have you appropriate systems in place to manage an emergency/incident if one arises?

17. ANNEXES

1 Country Grantees

2 Monitoring and Learning Contractor

3 Logframe

4 Theory of Change

5 Country Risk Assessments
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Annex 1: GRANTEES

See also powerpoint summarising each grantee activities in 2016

USA (CLUSA) is
the international
arm of the
(NCBA CLUSA)
- 3 years

HNI and FRI

Country Sub-Grantees Main activities Start Date End Date ICT Challenge
Grantees Fund
Farm Radio Radio; low cost video;
EFh!op|a: International, IVR (W_lth SMS_ option) 9/30/2014 9/29/2017 $1.700,000
Digital Green | Awaaz.De, extension services
DiMagi
Digital Green, Services are a range of
Farm Radio digital application
International (AgroTech) for agents
Ghana: (FRD) connected to farm
Grameen aggregators in north. 9/30/2014 1/31/201741 $1,699,951
Foundation Includes radio too (FRI)
and low cost video
(DG) on agents
devices
Self Help Africa, | IVR, SMS and radio
Human extension services
Networks
Malawi: International
Catholic (HNI), Mzuzu
Relief CADECOM 9/30/2014 9/29/2017 $1,682,838
Services (Airtel is partner
of HNI, but no
funding from
grantee, nor
HNI)
SB Consell, Uses mix of radio
Practical Action, | programs and related
UC Davis, ADG | mobile services (e.g.,
Senegal: IVR) managed by a
Concern social enterprise 3/25/2014 3/24/2018 $1,698,019
Universal (Jokolante) and
provided via
cooperatives and radio
stations as customers
National Offering mix of IVR
Cooperative (with Vodafone) (voice
Business and SMS) + FRI’s
Association: participatory radio
Cooperative programs
Mozambique: | -639ue of the 2/12/2016 2/12/2019 | $1,700,000

1 This grantee opted for a 2-year grant period, not 3 years.
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FRI and Centre
for Agriculture
and Biosciences

Used FRI’s approach
to designing radio
programs including

) Funded by
International research on
(CABI) listenership and farmer IFAD not
Tanzania oniog epof o 01/11/2015 | 01/11/2018 | through
Viedge of crop DFID/USAID
and integration of
. . and Gates
mobile tools to tie
farmers to radio
stations
the MEL None 8/3/15 8/2/18 $810,379.6012
contractor

Annex 2: MONITORING AND LEARNING CONTRACTOR IBTCI

The goals that cover the MEL contractor Statement of Work are to:
e Contribute to increasing the impact and cost effectiveness of the ICT Extension Challenge Fund country
grantees by tracking their progress and facilitating learning and adaptation; and

¢ Enable other stakeholders to learn from this work as well.

To achieve these goals, the MEL contractor will design and implement an approach that will meet four objectives
related to monitoring and learning as follows:

o Objective 1: Finalise results framework and related documents across ICT Extension Challenge Fund
Country grantees, consistent with SSTP Results Framework.
e Obijective 2: Collect and report results in a timely manner using good practices.

e Objective 3: Create and facilitate a learning network among grantees.

o Objective 4: Develop and implement a dissemination plan to share learning and results with interested
stakeholders.

Under Objective 1, the MEL contractor will next review the Results Framework in May 2017.

Under Objective 2, the MEL contractor works with the grantees to collect annually data from the country
grantees related to these common indicators. These are reported to USAID by IBTCI in the ICT Extension
Indicator Data table, which summarises results on each indicator, by each country and is disaggregated by
gender only (e.g not by disability). No qualitative data is collected.

1.1 Number of farmers with access to (the provided) ICT-enabled services.

1.2 Number of farmers using ICT-enabled services

Male

Female

1.3 Number of farmers and others who have applied improved technologies or management
practices as a result of (donor/US government) assistance.

Male

Female

1.4 Number of hectares of land under improved technologies or management practices.

2 Includes $2,134.83 for GSA OASIS Contract Access Fee.
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Male

Female

1.5 Number of individuals who have received USG (i.e., donor) supported short-term agricultural
sector productivity training or food security training.

Male

Female

2.1 % of costs of ICT-enabled services covered by non-donor sources

The MEL contractor does not collect routinely any additional quantitative data. They work closely with the grantees
to develop their indicators and data collections e.g. through learning events falling within Objective 3. Learning
Network events include an annual Face-to-Face (F2F) Event; in 2017, this is expected to take place in June. There
are four Peer-to-peer Virtual Events per year.

The MEL contractor submits Quarterly Task Order Progress Reports to document work completed and planned,
and to address issues and challenges faced and any corrective actions or changes considered. These reports
also include a section on learning. For the year ends at 30 September, this becomes an Annual Report which
includes a comprehensive narrative summary of the previous year’s activities and accomplishments per the annual
work plan. The annual report will also include short “success stories” briefly describing examples of how the
project has succeeded in achieving its objectives. At least quarterly, the MEL contractor holds briefings and
discussions with USAID. They also produce for USAID work plans, a learning plan, a gender plan and a
communication and dissemination plan.

They submit quarterly data reports on each indicator to the MEL contractor as outlined above.
All of the documentation will be made available to the all bidders. With regard to the datasets, bidders will receive

the summary table of results compiled by the MEL contractor as well as summaries of learning workshops, the
MEL contractor’'s Annual Workplan, Learning, Gender and Dissemination Plans.
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Annex 3: LOGFRAME
See separate attachment

Annex 4: THEORY OF CHANGE DIAGRAM

. “

Sixgrantsawardedto
strengthenandsale out ICT-
ena!.)led?gn:u L aqensnon Improvedaccessto ICT enabled
servicesin 6 NA countries, g .
With specific attention paid 1o extension services for at least 3
illi lIhotder womenand
eGSOk i rr::an“:ra‘rsr[n“ears in6 :l:vcountr?es lmproved
with particular attention paid New knowledge and practices agricultural
p pa e
DEEoAl Lres ol tETo towomen adoptedbyat least 1 million productivity
wark towards financialy Saltokiecwom e andmen in targeted
sustainablelCT-enabled farmerswithaccessto foor
i financialy sustainable ICT- RUILEIOPS
services. 5 e
Improved content adaptedto enabled extension servicesing by
- specific needs, context and New Alliance countriesin smallholder
Agreeing onkey content based available ICT channels, Africa. f
ondemand, context and armers
appropriate ICT channels
addressing needs ofresource Development of high qualty
poor men and women farmers. evidenceon (costf
effectivenessand impact of
Creating customers’ feedback |CT-enabled services.
loop.
Developanoverall monitoring
and learning framework with
specific country monitoring
and learning frameworks.
3 E ASSUMPTIONS
Provide technical support to
strengthen implet_nentirg = The SSTP country teams and other agricultural programmes
partners' monitoring capacities will provide accesstosufficient newtechnologies inputs,
ASSUMPTIONS mfnrmatma\dmls)fnr interested farmerstouse to
Sufficient demandfrom ICT enabled agricultural sarvice EEET : :
providersin the market ' Target populations arenot subjectto drougtt, flooding,
The ICT-2nabled serviceswork andthere arz noproblems disease etr. during the courseof the intervertion.
with connectivity for mobile phone based tachnologies. Culturalbarriers arenotsivang enoughto prevent usageaf
ASSUMPTION SSTP 2d other agricultural support programmes work with Senvicesty womenandeifs ;
et onsai e o e |CT-enabled service providers need suungfnmrn!
AMonitoring and Leaming partnar will The ICT enabled sgricultural extension service provi management !d_lsmw_:tmaﬂsﬁmal sustainability.
workfrom the startof the committed to 3 strong learning azenda andhave ICT-enabled senice providersare ble togenerate
programmes 3cross 6 countries to monitoring capaciy. e over
davelop acoherentmonitoring and The SSTP programme will shareits monitoring information ‘and other service providers.
learning framework on a regular basis.
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Annex 5: COUNTRY RISK ASSESSMENTS

Countr Overall Violent Civil Terrorism
y Security Crime Disorder
Ethiopia Addis Ababa
(Capital) 3 2 2 8
Ghana Accra
(Capital) 3 3 3 2
Malawi Lilongwe
(Capital) 3 3 3 2
Mozambique Maputo
(Capital) 3 3 8 2
Senegal Dakar
(Capital) 3 2 2 8
Tanzania Dar es Salaam
(Capital) 4 4 4 8
Key:
5 — Very High Risk
4 — High Risk
3 — Medium Risk
2 — Low Risk

1 - Very Low Risk



8028 Hotline and IVR/SMS Factsheet

BDS Center for Development Research 'Final Report: End-line Survey of Participatory Radio Initiatives on
Potassium Fertilizer and Aybar-bbm’

Bio-fertilizer NE-2016

Blended Fertilizer Design document

Curriculum on Digital Green: Learning Module'

Digital Green (2015) 'Key Facts: An Innovative Digital Platform for Rural Development'

Digital Green (2015) 'Year 1 Quarter 1 Progress report: September 30th-December 31st 2014’
Digital Green (2015) 'Year 1 Quarter 2 Progress report: January 1st - March 31st 2015’

Digital Green (2015) 'Year 1 Quarter 3 Progress report: April 1st- June 30th 2015’

Digital Green (2015) 'Year 1 Quarter 4 Progress report: July 1st- September 30th 2015'

Digital Green (2016) 'Year 2 Quarter 2 Progress report: January 1st- March 31st 2016

Digital Green (2016) 'Year 2 Quarter 3 Progress report: April 1st- June 30th 2016

Digital Green (2016) 'Year 2 Quarter 4 Progress report: July 1st- September 30th 2016

Digital Green (2016) 'Year 3 Quarter 1 Progress report: October 1st- December 31st 2016’
Digital Green (2017) 'Digital Green Performance Narrative Template: Financial Year 2017 Reporting'
Digital Green (27th October 2015) ‘Year 2 Country Programme FY16’

Digital Green (Approved 30th December 2014) 'Digital Integration to Amplify Agricultural Extension in Ethiopia
Country Program’

Digital Green (Approved January 9th 2015) 'Digital Integration to Amplify Agricultural Extension in Ethiopia: Work
Plan October 2014 to September 2015’

Digital Green (December 31st 2015) 'Year 2 Quarter 1 Progress Report: October 1st- December 31st 2015’
Digital Green (December 31st 2016) 'Year 3 Quarter 1 Progress Report: October 1st - December 31st 2016’

Digital Green (December 31st 2017) 'No Cost Extension Period Progress Report: October 1st 2017- December
31st 2017

Digital Green (February 2015) 'Digital Integration to Amplify Agricultural Extension in Ethiopia: MEL Framework
Workshop'

Digital Green (January 31st 2018) 'Final report: October 1st 2014- December 31st 2017

Digital Green (April 2018) 'Digital Integration to Amplify Agricultural Extension in Ethiopia: Results and Lessons'
Digital Green (June 13th) 'USAID Feed the Future Developing Local Extension Capacity Kick-off meeting'
Digital Green (June 30th 2016) 'Year 2 Quarter 3 Progress Report: April 1st 2016- June 30th 2016

Digital Green (June 30th 2017) 'Year 3 Quarter 3 Progress Report: Aprl 1st- June 30th 2017

Digital Green (March 2017) 'Learning Brief: Improving women engagement across ICT-enabled extension
channels'

Digital Green (March 31st 2016) 'Year 2 Quarter 2 Progress Report: January 1st - March 31st 2016
Digital Green (March 31st 2017) 'Year 3 Quarter 2 Progress Report: January 1st- March 31st 2017
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Digital Green (November 1st 2017) 'PIRS Ethiopia FTFMS'

Digital Green (October 21st 2017) 'Year 3 Progress Report: October 1st 2016-September 30th 2017
Digital Green (October 30th 2015) 'Year 1 Progress Report: October 1st 2014- September 30th, 2015’
Digital Green (October 30th 2015) 'Year 1 Progress Report: October 1st 2014- September 30th, 2015
Digital Green (October 31st 2016) 'Year 2 Progress Report: October 1st 2015- September 30th, 2016’

Digital Green (September 13th 2016) 'AlF Application New Alliance ICT for Extension, Adaptation and Innovation
Fund'

Digital Green (September 30th 2015) 'Work Plan Year 2: October 2015- September 2016’

Digital Green (September 30th 2016) 'Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning Framework and Plan’

Digital Green (September 30th 2016) 'Work Plan Year 3: October 2016 - September 2017'

Digital Green (September 30th 2016) 'Year 2 Quarter 4 Progress Report: July 1st 2016- September 30th 2016’
Digital Green (September 30th 2017) 'Year 3 Quarter 4 Progress Report: July 1st- September 30th 2017'
Digital Green ‘Digital Integration Country Program Y3'

Digital Green 'Poster Ethiopia’

Digital Green and USAID 'Feed the Future Developing Local Extension Capacity'

Digital Green 'Digital Integration to Amplify Agricultural Extension in Ethiopia Country Program'

Digital Green Ethiopia (April 2nd 2015) 'Year 1, Quarter 2 progress report January 1st-March 31st 2015’

Digital Green Ethiopia (August 14th, 2015) 'Interim Report: Ethiopia-ICT consortium: Awaaz De Infosystems
Private Limited, Ahmedabad, India’

Digital Green Ethiopia (Sept 30th 2015) 'Year 1, Quarter 4 progress report July 1st 2015-Sept 30th 2015
Digital Green Ethiopia (July 1st 2015) 'Year 1, Quarter 3 progress report April 1st-June 30th 2015’

Digital Green Ethiopia "Year 1, Quarter 1 progress report September 30th-December 31st 2014

Digital Green/ATVET Wukro 'Learning Materials'

Dimagi (February 1st 2016) 'Draft Final Report: February 1st 2015- December 31st 2015’

Estimates R

Farm Radio International (2015) 'Digital integration to Amplify Agricultural Extension in Ethiopia (ICTC) Project
Progress Report: 2015

Farm Radio International (2016) 'Baseline report: ICT Extension Challenge Project Blended-fertilizer'

Farm Radio International (June 15th 2016) 'Quarterly Progress Report: April-June 2016

Farm Radio International (May 2017) 'Endline Survey report: Digital Integration to Amplify Agricultural Extension
in Ethiopia’

Farm Radio International (October 2015) 'Baseline report: ICT Extension Challenge project in Amhara and Oromia
Regions, Ethiopia’

Farm Radio International (October 2017) 'Baseline report: Digital Integration to Amplify Agricultural Extension in
Ethiopia’

Gashaw T.Abate, Tanguy Bernard, Simrin Makhija and David J. Spielman (2018). 'Impacts of video-mediated
agricultural extension: Evidence from Ethiopia’

IBTCI/ Digital Green Consortium, Ethiopia (21st October 2016) 'Performance Indicator Reference Sheets (PIRS)
for New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund'

IBTCI- Raw PIRS data Ethiopia
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Potassium fertilizer Design document
Sintiku Aybar Design Document (2017)

Tanguy Bernard, Kate Orkin, David Spielman, Alemayehu Seyoum Taffesse (2016) ‘Proposed research design
for an RCT-based impact assessment of Digital Green interventions in Ethiopia'

Tanguy Bernard, Simrin Makhija, Kate Orkin, Alemayehu Seyoum Taffesse, David J. Spielman, International Food
Policy research Institute and University of Oxford (March 2016) 'Video-based Agricultural Extension: An Analysis
of the Digital Green Approach to Promoting Smallholder Technology Adoption in Ethiopia’

Tanguy Bernard, Simrin Makhija, Kate Orkin, Alemayehu Seyoum Taffesse, David J. Spielman, International Food
Policy research Institute and University of Oxford (March 2016) 'Video-based Agricultural Extension: An Analysis
of the Digital Green Approach to Promoting Smallholder Technology Adoption in Ethiopia’

USAID, September 15th, 2014. 'Cooperative Agreement No. AID-OAA-A-14-00052'

USAID/Ethiopian Agricultural Transformation Agency (February 2018) 'Interactive Voice Response/Short
Message Service System: 8028 Agricultural Information Service Hotline'

Zhang, S. Thomas; Rajesh Chandy and Om Narasimhan 'Too Busy to Innovate: Infrastructure, Slack Time, and
Innovation Adoption in Emerging Markets'

Farm Radio International (February 2016) 'Midterm report: ICT Extension Challenge project in Ghana's Volta and
Brong Ahafo Regions'

Farm Radio International, Rosemond Ohene (April 25h- May 20th 2015) 'ICTC for Maize and Rice Formative
Research Report'

GeoPoll (November 28th 2016) 'GeoPoll Technical Report: Farm Radio International Ghana Rice production in
Volta & Maize production in Brong Ahafo regions of Ghana'

Grameen Foundation (16th February 2015) 'ICT Challenge Intent Statement'

Grameen Foundation (30th September 2015) 'Updated Country Program and Two-Year Work Plan'
Grameen Foundation (2015) 'Performance Report for the quarter ending December 31st 2015
Grameen Foundation (2016) 'Grameen FY16 Performance Narrative Report'

Grameen Foundation (December 2014) ‘Ghana ICT Challenge: ICT Service Provider Market Assessment and
Extension Provider Partner Landscape Assessment'

Grameen Foundation (December 31st 2014) 'Performance Report for the quarter ending December 31, 2014

Grameen Foundation (December 31st 2014) 'Updated Country Plan: New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund,
RFA-OAA-14-000012'

Grameen Foundation (December 31st 2014) '‘Updated Country Program’

Grameen Foundation (February 2017) 'Final Program Report: September 2014 to January 2017
Grameen Foundation (February 28th 2017) 'Final Program Report: September 2014 to January 2017
Grameen Foundation (February 3rd 2017) 'Final Program Report: September 2014 to January 2017
Grameen Foundation (July 5th 2016) 'Performance Report for the quarter ending June 30th, 2015'
Grameen Foundation (March 31st 2015) 'Performance Report for the quarter ending March 31st 2015
Grameen Foundation (March 31st 2016) 'Performance Report for the quarter ending March 31st 2016’

Grameen Foundation (November 2016) 'Endline Evaluation Report'
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Grameen Foundation (November 3rd 2015) 'ICT Challenge, Ghana: Annual Programme Report for Project Year
1!

Grameen Foundation (October 31st 2016) ‘Annual Program Report for Project Year 2'

Grameen Foundation (September 30th 2015) 'Updated Country Program and Two-Year Work Plan'

Grameen Foundation / Joseph Sineka Limange (July 2015) 'DRAFT Baseline Survey Report'

Grameen Foundation 'ICT’s role in driving data-informed decision making and service delivery in smallholder
inclusive value chains'

Grameen Foundation [Online tool: 'taro works'] 'ICT CHALLENGE PROJECT Baseline Survey Final. (v1)'
Grameen Foundation [Online tool: ‘taro works'] 'ICTC Endline Survey V5 (v1)'

Grameen Foundation Baseline Survey Data

Grameen Foundation 'Detailed NCE Work Plan for ICT Challenge Ghana October 2016-January 2017
Grameen Foundation 'ICT Challenge Ghana Monitoring and Evaluation Plan: October 2015- November 2016'
Grameen Foundation 'ICTC Endline Survey V2'

Grameen Foundation 'ICTC Ghana Work Plan October 2014- September 2015’

Grameen Foundation 'ICTC Indicators and Performance based on Endline Evaluation'

Grameen Foundation 'ICTC Performance Indicators - Year 1 Targets'

Grameen Foundation 'Performance Indicator Reference Sheets (PIRS) for New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge
Fund'

Grameen Foundation, Farm Radio International and Digital Green (27th March 2015) 'ICT Challenge: Service
Design Blueprint'

Grameen Foundation: Limange, Joseph Sineka. (November 2016) 'Endline Evaluation Report'

Grameen Foundation: Limange, Joseph Sineka. (October 2015) 'New Alliance ICT Extension Challenged Fund:
Baseline Survey Report'

IBTCI/ Ghana Grameen (21st October 2016) 'Performance Indicator Reference Sheets (PIRS) for New Alliance
ICT Extension Challenge Fund'
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USAID (September 26th 2014) '‘Cooperative Agreement No. AID-OAA-A-14-00104: New Alliance ICT Extension
Challenge Fund in Ghana'
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Agri-Consultants and Suppliers/Catholic Relief Services (October 2015) '‘Baseline Study Report: New Alliance ICT
Extension Challenge Fund'

Agri-Consultants and Suppliers/CRS 'Modes Annual Assessment Questionnaire'
Agri-Consultants and Suppliers/CRS (1-9-2015) ‘Key Informant Interview Schedule'
Agri-Consultants and Suppliers/CRS (1-9-2015) 'Focus Group Discussion Guide for Lead Farmers'

Agri-Consultants and Suppliers/CRS (1-9-2015) 'Focus Group Discussion Guide for Lead Farmers: with
comments'

Agri-Consultants and Suppliers/CRS 'CRS Modes Baseline Survey Household Structured Questionnaire'
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Catholic Relief Services (2015) '‘Annual Report October 2014- September 2015

Catholic Relief Services (2015) 'Data: Quarter 2, Financial Year 2015 Report Annex'

Catholic Relief Services (2015) 'Fourth Quarterly Report: July - September 2015

Catholic Relief Services (2015) 'Quarterly Report: April - June 2015’

Catholic Relief Services (2015) 'Quarterly Report: October - December 2015’

Catholic Relief Services (2015) 'Second Quarterly Report: January - 31 March, 2015’

Catholic Relief Services (2016) ‘Annual Report October 2015- September 2016

Catholic Relief Services (2016) 'Quarter 3 Report: April-June 2016

Catholic Relief Services (2016) 'Quarterly Report July-September 2016

Catholic Relief Services (2016) 'Quarterly Report October-December 2016

Catholic Relief Services (2017) 'Quarterly Report July-September 2017)

Catholic Relief Services (2017) 'Quarterly Report: January - March 2016

Catholic Relief Services (22nd September 2015) 'Malawi Performance Monitoring and Evaluation Plan’

Catholic Relief Services (December 30th 2016) 'Final Year 3 Country Program and Final Year 3 Work Plan for
Period 10/01/2016 to 09/29/2017"

Catholic Relief Services (February 19th 2015) 'Draft Work Plan For the period 09/30/2014 to 09/29/2015'
Catholic Relief Services (February 6th 2015) 'Draft Country Program'

Catholic Relief Services (January 2015) 'First Quarterly Report: October - December 31st 2014'

Catholic Relief Services (March 2nd 2018, Revised April 5th 2018) 'Final Report'

Catholic Relief Services '"MODES Project PIRS'

Catholic Relief Services 'Poster Malawi'

Districts, target crops and technologies for AGRA SSTP supported grantees’

GSMA (July 2017) 'Case Study: M'chikumbe 212: A mobile agriculture service by Airtel Malawi'

Horace H. Phiri, Grivin Chipula and Edith Gondwe/ Catholic Relief Services (January 2018) 'End of Project
Evaluation: Draft Report'

IBTCI, Agri-Consultants and Suppliers, Catholic Relief Services, USAID [Email trail] (November 2015) 'Email trail
regarding Final Draft Report'

IBTCI/ CRS Consortium, Malawi (21st October 2016) 'Performance Indicator Reference Sheets (PIRS) for New
Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund'

IBTCI- Raw PIRS data Malawi
Malawi Monitoring and Evaluation Manual folder (September 2015) Contains 22 files.

Millennium Centre for Research and Development: Mkwambisi, David; Ngoma, Peter; Nyaika, Jacinta; Chimzinga,
Sibongile. (March 2015) 'Baseline Report: Scaling Seeds and Technologies Partnership in Africa (SSTP)'

New Alliance (2015) 'Final Draft: Country Cooperation Framework to support the New Alliance for Food Security
and Nutrition in Malawi 2013-22'

Phiri, Horace; Chipula, Grivin and Gondwe, Edith/ Catholic Relief Services (April 5th 2018) 'Final Report: New
Alliance ICT Challenge Fund Country Grant Malawi'

Sapo, Owen (9th May 2018) PIRS raw data October 2017
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USAID (September 24th 2014) ‘Cooperative Agreement No. AID-OAA-A-14-00095: New Alliance ICT Extension
Challenge Fund in Malawi'

USAID/IBTCI (February 19th 2016) 'Discussion Brief: Data Sharing Protocols and Mechanisms: A Focus on
Indicators'

EMM (8th September 2017) 'Success story: improving smallholder agricultural productivity in Soares community,
northern Mozambique'

EXTENSAO MULTIMEDIA (October 31st 2016) 'Annual Report: April-September 2016'

IBTCI/ NCAB-CLUSA, Mozambique (21st October 2016) 'Performance Indicator Reference Sheets (PIRS) for New
Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund'
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NCAB-CLUSA (2016) ‘Mozambique Performance Indicator Reference Sheet for New Alliance ICT Extension
Challenge Fund'
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NCBA CLUSA (19th July 2916) 'E-Extensao Yearly Indicators'

NCBA CLUSA (July 2015) 'Mozambigue New Alliance ICT Extension Activity: Concept note'
NCBA CLUSA (September 2016) 'e-Extensao Project Country Program'

NCBA CLUSA (5th September 2016) ‘Mozambique New Alliance ICT Extension Activity e-Extensao: Project
Country Program'

NCBA CLUSA/ EXTENSAO MULTIMEDIA (31st July 2016) 'Performance Report for the quarter I: April-June 2016'

NCBA CLUSA/ EXTENSAO MULTIMEDIA (31st October 2016) 'Mozambique New alliance ICT Extension Activity
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NCBA CLUSA/ EXTENSAO MULTIMEDIA 'Year 1 Work Plan’
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NCBA CLUSA/EXTENSAO MULTIMEDIA (April 30th 2017) 'Quarterly Report: January-March 2017

NCBA CLUSA/EXTENSAO MULTIMEDIA (January 31st 2017) 'Quarterly Report: October-December 2016'
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Mozambique'

USAID (February 11th 2016) '‘Cooperative Agreement No. AID-OAA-A-16-00003: Mozambique New Alliance ICT
Extension Activity (e-Extensao)'
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Concern Universal (October 28th 2016) 'Annual Performance Report (and 4th Quarter US Fiscal Year) Period:
October 2015 to September 2016’

Concern Universal (10th August 2016) 'Annual Work Plan: October 1st 2016 - September 30th 2017'
Concern Universal (October 28th 2016) 'TICmbay Annual Performance Report and 4th Quarter US Fiscal Year'

Concern Universal (October 30th 2015) 'Annual Performance Report (and 4th Quarter US Fiscal Year) Period:
April (March 28th)-September 2015’

Concern Universal Consortium (17th July 2015) ‘New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund in Senegal: Country
Program'
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New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund'
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NCAB-CLUSA (2015) 'Senegal Performance Indicator Reference Sheet for New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge
Fund'

New Alliance/ Republic of Senegal 'Cooperation Framework to support The New Alliance for Food Security and
Nutrition in Senegal'

Shennan, Carol and Voss, Rachel (January 2017) 'New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge- Senegal: Baseline
Study Results'

SSTP (30th May 2017) 'AGRA Grant Narrative Report Outline: January 2015 to March 2017
TICmbay (July 2016) 'Monitoring and Evaluation Strategy'
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United Purpose (August 2016) 'ICT New Alliance Senegal Summary Budget: Amended Budget for Extension with
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United Purpose/ formerly known as Concern Universal (April 30th 2017) 'TICmbay Performance Report for the
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United Purpose/ formerly known as Concern Universal (April 30th 2017) 'TICmbay Performance Report for the
period April-June 2017, 3rd Quarter US Fiscal Year 2017

United Purpose/ formerly known as Concern Universal (January 30th 2017) 'TICmbay Performance Report for the
period October-December 2016, 1st Quarter US Fiscal Year 2017

United Purpose/ formerly known as Concern Universal (January 31st 2018) 'TICmbay Performance Report for the
period October-December 2017, 1st Quarter US Fiscal Year 2018’

United Purpose/ formerly known as Concern Universal (July 31st 2018) 'TICmbay Performance Report for the
period April-June 2018, 3rd Quarter US Fiscal Year 2018’
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USAID (March 18th 2015) 'Cooperative Agreement No. AID-OAA-A-15-00010: New Alliance ICT Extension Fund
in Senegal’

Voss, Rachel (31st October 2017) 'Email on Senegal MEL plan’

Voss, Rachel and Shennan, Carol (April 2017) 'Season 2 Evaluation Report, New Alliance ICT Extension
Challenge'

Voss, Rachel and Shennan, Carol (January 2018) 'Season 3 Evaluation Report, New Alliance ICT Extension
Challenge'

CABI (2017) 'CABI Progress report Quarter 2: March to May 2017

CABI (2017) 'CABI Progress Report Quarter 3 2017'

CABI (2018) 'Draft Progress Report 2017-June 2018

CABI (March 2017) 'Uganda: Crop pests and disease management in Uganda: status and investment needs'

CABI (October 2016) 'Tanzania Performance Indicator Reference Sheet for New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge
Fund'

CABI 'ASHC family: Common Theory of Change'

CABI 'Presentation: The ASHC program'

CABI 'Presentation: Upscaling Agricultural Technologies and Knowledge and Extension through ICTs (UPTAKE)'
CABI 'Uptake Report: Quarter 4'

CABI: Henry Mibei, Lucy Karanja, Stephanie Gakuo, Dannie Romney, Daniel Karanja and Keith Sones (December
2017) 'Mobile Landscape Analysis: Tanzania'

CABI: Martin Macharia, Monica Kansiime, Edward Baars, Deogratias, Rutatora and Silvestri Silvia. (March 2017)
'‘Gender and the Legume Alliance: Integrating multi-media communication approaches and input brokerage. Intra-
household survey report Tanzania’

Farm Radio International 'Tanzania poster'

Farm Radio International and CABI (December 2014) 'New Alliance ICT Extension Challenged Fun: Large Grant
Design Document'

Farm Radio International and CABI (June 2018) 'Year 3 Summary Progress Implementation Report'

Farm Radio International and CABI (October 2016) '‘Annual Report: New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund:
Up-scaling of interactive information and communication technologies to increase uptake of agricultural
innovations in Tanzania.'

Farm Radio International and CABI (October 2017) '‘Annual Report: New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund:
Up-scaling of interactive information and communication technologies to increase uptake of agricultural
innovations in Tanzania.'

Farm Radio International/CBI (March 2016) 'New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund: Up-scaling of interactive
information and communication technologies to increase uptake of agricultural innovations in Tanzania:
Performance Monitoring Plan'

FRI, CABI, MIVARF and SSDP (November 2015) 'Inception and Planning Workshop: 9th-10th November 2015
meeting notes'

FRI/CABI (19th September 2016) '‘Annex Two ICTC Tz Midline: Outcome Evaluation Questionnaire'
FRI/CABI '‘Annex Three Voice poll plans for Maize Tanga'
IBTCI- Raw PIRS data Tanzania
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IBTCI/ Tanzania (21st October 2016) 'Performance Indicator Reference Sheets (PIRS) for New Alliance ICT
Extension Challenge Fund'

ICTT (February 2017) 'Financial Report Year 1: Statement of Expenditure'

IFAD (29th June 2017) 'United Republic of Tanzania Market Infrastructure Value Addition and Rural Finance
Programme Supervision repot'

IFAD and FRI (19th October 2015) ‘Large Grant Agreement for New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund'
Karen, FRI 'Email: Tanzania Monitoring Plan'

UN FAO- CTA 'Template call good and promising practices on the use of ICTs for Agriculture'

ATAI, Digital Green and Human Network International (May 30th 2017) 'ICT Extension Challenge Fund Learning
Network Webinar: Field Examples and Practical Research’

Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation and U.S. Agency for International Development (November 2014) 'ICT
Extension Challenge Fund Agreement Summary and Signature Page'

BMGF (August 18th 2017) 'Transforming Rural Advisory Services in a Digital World: Agricultural Development
Program'

DFID (2018) 'USAID Input DFID Annual Review'

DFID (September 2015) 'Annual Review: NA ICT 2015’
DFID (September 2016) ‘Annual Review: NA ICT 2016’
DFID (September 2017) ‘Annual Review: NA ICT 2017

DFID 'New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund: Mozambique Country Grantee Selection Phase I. Concept
Papers. Concept bid assessment sheet'

DFID 'New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund: Mozambique Country Grantee Selection Phase II:
Applications. Full bid assessment sheet'

Digital Green Learning Webinar 'Enabling the Agricultural Extension System with ICT: The Case of Digital Green
in Ethiopia

Farm Radio International 'The Listening Post'

Feed the Future Food Security Innovation Center (FSIC) (November 2013) 'Feed The future Factsheet: Scaling
Agricultural Technologies' USAID

G8 (2012) Cooperation Framework to Support the "New Alliance for Food Security and Nutrition" in Ethiopia
G8 (2012) 'Cooperation Framework to Support the "New Alliance for Food Security and Nutrition" in Ghana'
G8 (2012) 'Cooperation Framework to Support the "New Alliance for Food Security and Nutrition" in Tanzania'
IBTCI- ICT Summary Page Sheet

IBTCI (2016) 'F2F Learning Workshop in Ethiopia: Confirmed Attendees'

IBTCI (2016) 'Summary Report: New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund Learning Workshop in Addis Ababa,
Ethiopia August 3-5th 2016

IBTCI (2016) 'Virtual Event Invitation: 2nd Peer-to-Peer Virtual Learning Event, June 8th 2016

IBTCI (2017) 'Case Study Ethiopia: New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund Activity: Digital Green'

IBTCI (2017) 'Case Study Malawi: New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund Activity: Catholic Relief Services'
IBTCI (2017) 'Case Study Mozambique: New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund Activity: NCBA CLUSA'
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IBTCI (2017) 'Case Study Senegal: New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund Activity: Concern Universal'

IBTCI (2017) 'Case Study Tanzania: New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund Activity: Farm Radio
International’

IBTCI (2017) ICT Challenge Project 2017 performance summary- DC Presentation’
IBTCI (2017) 'ICT Challenge Summary 2017 Performance'

IBTCI (2017) Learning Webinars (Link and Descriptions) May and January 2017
IBTCI (2018) 'TDY Trip Report'

IBTCI (2018) 'Webinar Agenda: Stories Behind the Numbers February 27th 2018’

IBTCI (April 14th 2017) ‘The New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund M&L Services Task Order: Quarterly
Task Order Progress Report- Quarter 2: January-March 2017

IBTCI (April 15th 2016) 'Semi-Annual Work Plan Updates: Revised Annual Work Plan- Year I'

IBTCI (April 15th 2016) 'The New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund M&L Services Task Order: Quarterly
Task Order Progress Report- Quarter 2: January-March 2016’

IBTCI (April 15th 2016) 'The New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund M&L Services Task Order: Revised
Annual Work Plan- Year 1'

IBTCI (April 17th 2018) 'Quarter 2 Progress Report: The New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund M&L
Services Task Order, Quarterly Task Order Progress Report- Quarter 2 (January-March 2018)

IBTCI (April 2018) 'Webinar Agenda: Ethiopia Final Report Out: What you should know. April 26th 2018
IBTCI (August 15th 2017) 'Fiscal Year 2017 Data Reporting Protocols and Guidance'

IBTCI (August 1st 2017) 'Year 3 Work Plan: The New Alliance ICT Challenge Fund M&L Task Order: Annual Work
Plan- Year 3. October 1st 2017-August 2nd 2018’

IBTCI (August 2016) ‘New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund Learning Workshop AAR’
IBTCI (August 2016) '4th Virtual Learning Event Write Up'

IBTCI (August 2016) 'Attendee Agenda: New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund Grantee Workshop Addis
Ababa, Ethiopia, August 3-5, 2016

IBTCI (August 2016) 'F2F Learning Workshop Ethiopia: Draft Field Itinerary for ICT challenge fund consortium.
August 5th, 2016 Adoption Verification. Becho Woreda, Oromia Region'

IBTCI (August 2016) 'Meeting Notes from 4th Virtual Learning Event with Senegal Consortium and FRI'

IBTCI (August 2017) 'FY17 New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund Grantee Learning Workshop Report:
The New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund M&L Services Task Order'

IBTCI (December 31st 2015) 'DRAFT Landscape Analysis'
IBTCI (December 31st 2015) ‘Learning Network Discussion Paper'

IBTCI (February 28th 2017) 'Year 2 Work Plan: Semi-Annual Updated Work Plan — Year 2 October 1st 2016-
September 30th 2017

IBTCI (January 13th 2016) “The New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund M&L Services Task Order: Quarterly
Task Order Progress Report- Quarter 1 FY2017: October-December 2016’

IBTCI (January 14th 2016) 'The New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund M&L Services Task Order: Quarterly
Task Order Progress Report- Quarter 1: October-December 2015

IBTCI (January 2017) 'IBTCI Learning Event January 2017- ICT Challenge Senegal
IBTCI (January 2017) 'January 27th 2017 Learning Event Agenda’
IBTCI (January 2017) 'January 27th 2017 Performance Metrics for FY17 Virtual Learning Event 1'
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IBTCI (January 29th 2018) 'Quarter 1 Progress Report: The New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund M&L
Services Task Order, Quarterly Task Order Progress Report- Quarter 1 (October-December 2018)

IBTCI (January 31st 2017) 'After Action Review (AAR) Notes'

IBTCI (July 14th 2016) 'The New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund M&L Services Task Order: Quarterly
Task Order Progress Report- Quarter 3: April-June 2016

IBTCI (July 16th 2018) 'Quarter 3 Progress Report: The New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund M&L
Services Task Order, Quarterly Task Order Progress Report- Quarter 3 (April-June 2018)

IBTCI (July 18th 2017) ‘The New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund M&L Services Task Order: Quarterly
Task Order Progress Report- Quarter 3: April-June 2017

IBTCI (July 2018) 'TDY Post-Trip Report: The New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund M&L Services Task
Order'

IBTCI (July 27th 2016) '"Year 2 Work Plan: The New Alliance ICT Challenge Fund M&L Task Order: Revised
Annual Work Plan- Year 2. October 1st 2016-September 30th 2017

IBTCI (July 31st 2017) 'Fiscal Year 2017 Data Collection Plan and Schedule: The New Alliance ICT Extension
Challenge Fund M&L Services Task Order'

IBTCI (June 2016) [Email: Maciej Chmielewski to Merrill Jordan] '"VLE 2 Poll Data’
IBTCI (June 2016) 'Analytics: Poll for Face-to-Face Learning Event'

IBTCI (June 2016) 'New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund: Agenda for 2nd Virtual Learning Event, Topic:
Gender for ICT in Ag'

IBTCI (June 2016) 'Poll Results from 2nd Virtual Learning Event'

IBTCI (June 2018) 'Webinar: Promoting Good Agricultural Practices Using Video Screenings June 15th 2018
IBTCI (May 2016) 'Draft Agenda for 1st Virtual Peer Sharing Event'

IBTCI (May 2016) 'Poll Results from 1st Virtual Learning Event'

IBTCI (May 6th 2016) 'Communication and Dissemination and Learning Plan Updates'

IBTCI (November 2017) 'THE NEW ALLIANCE ICT EXTENSION CHALLENGE FUND M&L SERVICES
TASK ORDER: Annual Task Order Progress Report- Y2. October 1st 2016 - September 30th 2017'

IBTCI (October 17th 2016) 'The New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund M&L Services Task Order: Quarterly
Task Order Progress Report- Quarter 4: July- September 2016

IBTCI (October 2016) 'THE NEW ALLIANCE ICT EXTENSION CHALLENGE FUND M&L SERVICES TASK
ORDER: Annual Task Order Progress Report- Y1. August 2nd 2016- September 30th 2016’

IBTCI (October 20th 2015) 'The New Alliance ICT Challenge Fund M&L Task Order: Draft Annual Work Plan- Year
ll

IBTCI (October 25th 2016) 'The New Alliance ICT Challenge Fund M&L Task Order: Y2 Learning Plan Update'
IBTCI (October 25th 2016) 'Y2 Learning Plan Update'

IBTCI (October 25th 2016) 'Y2 Learning Plan Update'

IBTCI (October 30th 2016) ‘Annual Task Order Progress Report- Y1 August 2nd 2016- September 30th 2016’
IBTCI (October 30th 2016) "Y2 Communication and Dissemination Plan (CDP)'

IBTCI (September 12th 2016) "The New Alliance ICT Challenge Fund Results Framework'

IBTCI (September 2017) 'IM Performance Narrative Template: FY2015 Reporting'

IBTCI (September 30th 2016) 'The New Alliance ICT Challenge Fund M&L Task Order: Gender Plan'
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IBTCI (September 30th, Revised October 17th 2016) 'The New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund Monitoring
and Learning Services Task Order: Gender Plan’

IBTCI ‘New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund: Use of Learning Products and Resources’
IBTCI 'A Guide to Joining the Event: New Alliance Grantee Peer Sharing Event'
IBTCI 'Cross Country Case Studies Outline Draft'

IBTCI 'Day 2 Session 2 World Café Questionnaire'

IBTCI 'Day 2 Session 6 Collaboration Action Plan’

IBTCI 'F2F Learning Workshop Ethiopia: About Your Facilitators'

IBTCI 'F2F Learning Workshop- Workshop Notes'

IBTCI '‘Grantee Workshop: Arusha, Tanzania July 24-26 2017'

IBTCI 'Promoting GAPs using videos screening'

IBTCI 'Work Plan Year 2 Note: Draft in Progress'

IBTCI 'Workshop Attendee List'

IFAD (14th June 2018) 'Memo: Terms of Reference Farm Radio International Implementation mission Arusha
June 2018

IFAD (May 2018) 'IFAD self-evaluation checklist for analyzing gender equality and women’s empowerment and
youth inclusion in project implementation arrangements UPTAKE project’

IFAD 'United Republic of Tanzania: NA ICT Grant Supervision mission report'
IFAD 'United Republic of Tanzania: NA ICT Grant Supervision mission report: Main report and appendices'

International Fund for Agricultural Development and U.S. Agency for International Development (2014) 'Letter of
understanding between the International Fund for Agricultural Development and the United States Agency for
International Development for a contribution to the New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund'

Judy Payne (March 2015) 'Airtel 3-2-1 Service in Madagascar and Beyond'
Learning Lab (September 12th 2015) 'New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund Results Framework'

NCBA CLUSA (June 2018) 'Promoting GAP using video screenings: 15th June 2018 by Tiana Campos, ICT
Mozambique'

New Alliance, Judy Payne USAID (13th January 2017) 'New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund Progress
Report to Coordinating Committee: 13th January 2017. For Conference Call. Judy Payne, USAID, Moderator

New Alliance, Judy Payne USAID (20th July 2016) ‘New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund Progress Report
to Coordinating Committee: 20 July 2016. For Conference Call. Judy Payne, USAID, Moderator'

SSTP Annual Reports submitted to USAID

SSTP 'Malawi Grantee Summary: The Department of Agricultural Research Services, Malawi (DARS)'
SSTP 'Mozambique Grantee Summary: Instituto de Investigacéo Agréria de Mogambique (IIAM)'
SSTP Quarterly Reports submitted to USAID- SSTP Yr 2

SSTP Quarterly Reports submitted to USAID- SSTP Yr 3

SSTP Quarterly Reports submitted to USAID- SSTP Yr 4

SSTP/ AGRA (2013) 'Scaling Seeds and Technologies Partnership in Africa [SSTP] Implementation plan July 1st
2013 to June 30th 2014

SSTP/ AGRA (2014) 'Scaling Seeds and Technologies Partnership in Africa [SSTP] Year Two Implementation
plan July 1st 2014 to June 30th 2015'
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SSTP/ AGRA (2014) 'Third Quarterly Progress Performance Report: January 1st-March 31st 2014

SSTP/ AGRA (2015) 'Scaling Seeds and Technologies Partnership in Africa [SSTP] Year Three Implementation
plan July 1st 2015 to June 30th 2016’

SSTP/ AGRA (2016) 'Scaling Seeds and Technologies Partnership in Africa [SSTP] Year Four Implementation
plan July 1st 2016 to June 30th 2017’

SSTP/ AGRA (April 30th 2015) 'Third Quarterly Progress Performance Report: Year 2: January 1st- March 31st
2015

SSTP/ AGRA (April 30th 2015) 'Third Quarterly Progress Performance Report for Year 3 January 1st-March 31st
2016'

SSTP/ AGRA (April 30th 2017) 'Third Quarterly Progress Performance Report for Year 4 January 1st-March 31st
2017

SSTP/ AGRA (December 29th 2016) 'Scaling Seeds and Technologies Partnership in Africa: Third Annual Report'
SSTP/ AGRA (December 29th 2016) 'Third Annual Report October 1st 2015- September 30th 2016
SSTP/ AGRA (January 2018) 'AGRA SSTP Outcome- Indicators Annual Assessment 2017

SSTP/ AGRA (January 27th 2016) 'Annual Report for the Scaling Seeds and Technologies Partnership in Africa
(SSTP) covering the period: 1 October 2014 until 30 September 2015

SSTP/ AGRA (January 31st 2014) 'Second Quarterly Progress Performance Report October 1st- December 31st
2013

SSTP/ AGRA (January 31st 2015) 'Second Quarterly Progress Performance Report: Year 2: October 1st-
December 31st 2014’

SSTP/ AGRA (January 31st 2015) 'Second Quarterly Progress Performance Report for Year 3 October 1st-
December 31st 2015’

SSTP/ AGRA (January 31st 2017) 'Second Quarterly Progress Performance Report for Year 4 October 1st-
December 31st 2016’

SSTP/ AGRA (July 29th 2016) 'Fourth Quarterly Progress Performance Report for Year 3 April 1st-June 30th 2016’
SSTP/ AGRA (July 31st 2014) 'Fourth Quarterly Progress Performance Report: April 1st-June 30th 2014’

SSTP/ AGRA (July 31st 2015) 'Fourth Quarterly Progress Performance Report: Year 2: April 1st-June 30th 2015’
SSTP/ AGRA (July 31st 2017) 'Fourth Quarterly Progress Performance Report for Year 4 April 1st-June 30th 2017'
SSTP/ AGRA (October 17th 2013) 'First Quarterly Progress Performance Report July 1st-September 30th 2013

SSTP/ AGRA (October 31st 2014) 'First Quarterly Progress Performance Report: Year 2: July 1 — September 30,
2014

SSTP/ AGRA (October 31st 2015) 'First Quarterly Progress Performance Report for Year 3 July 1st-September
30th 2015

SSTP/ AGRA (October 31st 2016) 'First Quarterly Progress Performance Report for Year 4 July 1st-September
30th'

USAID/DFID (August 2014) ‘Agreement on Delegated Cooperation’
USAID (2015) Budget Report 2015

USAID (2015) Results Framework Tracker

USAID (December 29th 2016) Progress Narrative Report

USAID (2016) Results Tracker

USAID (2017) Budget Report 2017
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USAID (February 2017) Budget Report 2016
USAID (2017) Results Tracker

USAID (2018) [Presentation] 'The Digital Context in Ethiopia: What is the state of play and use among USAID
partners?'

USAID (August 16th 2017) 'Supplemental Report: SSTP Program: Mid-Term Evaluation. Farmer Survey Report
Wave |: Survey Results Report’

USAID (August 17th 2017) 'Evaluation Mid-Term Performance Evaluation of the SSTP in Africa’
USAID (October 26th 2017) 'Final: Evaluation Mid-Term Performance Evaluation of the SSTP in Africa’

USAID (February 13th 2018) [Presentation] ‘Applying Digital Finance in Feed the Future Programs in Ethiopia:
USAID/Ethiopia Feed the Future Partners Meeting'

USAID and Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation (December 8th 2015) Progress Narrative Report

USAID Feed the Future (February 2018) '‘Agenda: USAID/Ethiopia Feed the Future Partners Meeting Progress on
Using Digital Solutions to Increase Reach and Success'

USAID Feed the Future 'Digital Resources for Agricultural Programming’

USAID Feed the Future 'Digitizing the agricultural value chain: Why Where and How Digital Tools Impact the Value
Chain'

USAID 'SSTP Results Framework’

USAID/ Judith Payne (2018) [Presentation] 'Harnessing Digital Solutions for Agriculture: USAID/Ethiopia Feed the
Future Quarterly Partners Meeting' 13th February 2018, Ethiopia.

AATP/ JAKWOO KOO (September 2014) 'AFRICAN AGRICULTURE TECHNOLOGY PLATFORM: Platforms,
Tools and New Technologies'

Adamon N. Mukasa and Adeleke O. Salami (2016) 'Gender equality in agriculture: What are really the benefits for
sub-Saharan Africa?' Africa Economic Brief, African Development Bank Group, AEB Volume 7 Issue 3 2016

African Forum for Agricultural Advisory Services (2011) 'A review of case studies on targeting women advisory
service providers in capacity development programmes: Final report' AFAAS, Kampala, Uganda and FARA, Accra,
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This annex first describes how the EQs were refined and the EM (see Annex 5) developed. It then describes the
gualitative methods used by the evaluation, followed by the quantitative methods. Thereafter the process and
criteria for selection of the three countries to visit for case studies is described. The annex ends with a short
discussion about how data from different sources was triangulated and synthesised.

The ToRs (see Annex 1) proposed a set of core EQs organised under six criteria, these being Relevance; Outputs
and Results; Value for Money; Progress towards Outcomes and Impact; Sustainability; and Lessons and linkages.
Further, the TORs?!3 stated that DFID were “happy to consider revisions to the exact meaning and/or wording.”
During the inception phase each of these questions was reviewed carefully in the light of the ET’s understanding
of the Results Framework, Performance Indicator Reference Sheets (PIRS), DFID ToC and the DFID logframe. In
the process some new questions were developed, and some of those that were in the TORs were subsumed
under the new questions.

The table below lists the 18 questions that the ET proposes to explore during the evaluation, organised under the
criteria identified in the TORs.

EQ1 How well was the programme aligned with DFID and other donors’ policies, as well as country level agricultural
development policy and extension provision, and with the national ICT context?

EQ2 How well designed is the NA ICT CF to achieve its objectives?
EQS Is the NA ICT CF filling a market gap?
Outputs and Results

EQ4 How was access by male and female farmers to ICT-enabled extension services achieved in the different countries?
(This relates to Output 1 in the DFID ToC)

EQ5 How was content adapted to specific needs, context and available ICT channels? (This relates to Output 2 in the DFID
ToC)
EQ6 Was high quality evidence on (cost) effectiveness and impact of ICT-enabled services produced and how? (This relates

to Output 3 in the DFID ToC)

Value for Money

EQ7 Economy: To what extent has the programme considered and managed costs?

EQS8 Efficiency: How well are programme resources used by grantees to deliver programme outputs?

EQ9 Effectiveness: To what extent has the programme enabled grantees to achieve outputs and outcomes?

EQ10 Equity: Are services accessible to women and men? Do services meet the needs and preferences of women? Are

recipients from a diverse range of social and economic backgrounds?
Progress towards Outcomes and Impact

EQ11 What evidence exists to show that adoption of technologies is enhanced through the ICT-enabled advisory services?
How and why?

EQ12 Which knowledges and practices have been adopted in what numbers, by whom, and why?

EQ13 What evidence exists to show that integrated ICT-enabled advisory services are contributing to improving agricultural
productivity of smallholder farmers, especially women?

EQ14 Which ICT-enabled extension channels, and combinations of ICT-enabled extension channels, are the most effective in
achieving results across the grantees, while taking into account the specific country context?



EQ15 What are the intended and unintended, positive and negative outcomes and impacts that can be observed?
Sustainability

EQ16 What evidence is there to demonstrate that mechanisms are in place to enable continued delivery of ICT-enabled
advisory services after grant funding?

Lessons and linkages
EQ17 To what extent have lessons learned (and which lessons) been shared and adopted by project partners?

EQ18 What effective linkages did the programme make with other similar initiatives/organisations providing ICT-enabled
extension services, and what lessons did they learn?

Details of every change made, and the logic for each change, are available in the table below, which compares
the EQs developed by the ET with the core questions put forward in the TOR.
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Relevance: How relevant is the NA ICT CF to the needs of stakeholders and the contexts within which it has been implemented?
How well designed is the NA ICT CF to achieve its objectives?

[a]  What evidence exists to show that
adoption of technologies is enhanced
through the ICT-enabled advisory
services?

[b]  What levels of quality and appropriateness
(including timeliness) have been achieved
by the extension services funded by NA
ICT?

This relates to outcomes not
relevance

Question has been moved to
Progress towards outcomes and
impacts and is now EQ11

Question addressed under EQ8 —
it is a VIM (efficiency) question not

a relevance question.

How well was the programme
aligned with DFID and other
donor’s policies, as well as
country level agricultural
development policy and extension
provision, and with the national
ICT context?

How well designed is the NA ICT
CF to achieve its objectives?

Is the programme filling a market
gap?

Outputs and results (where output the intended output and the result is the actual output)

[c] How accurate and valid are the results
reported by the grantees, both individually
and in total; similarly, how accurate and
valid are dis-aggregations?

[d]  To what extent are the other public
outputs of the programme suitable and of
good quality?

This question is incorporated
under EQ6

This question is incorporated
under EQ6 & EQ17

Whilst this was listed as a Relevance question in the TORs, it also
concerns results and outcomes which is why we have moved it to

the Progress towards outcomes and impact criterion. However,
the question is also considered under EQ2 below in its wider sense.

EQs 1-3 were drawn from those put forward in our tender against
Relevance.

We interpret this question in two ways. The first concerns suitability
and quality of IBCTI, and IBTCI supported, outputs, which we think
fell under [c] and is incorporated in EQ6 below which concerns the
third output in the DFID ToC. The second way we interpret it
concerns the learning and sharing of learning supported by IBTCI



How was access by male and
female farmers to ICT-enabled
extension services achieved in the
different countries?

How was content adapted to
specific needs, context and
available ICT channels?

Was high quality evidence on
(cost) effectiveness and impact of
ICT-enabled services achieved
and how?

Value for Money (incorporating efficiency and effectiveness)

10

Economy: To what extent has the No change
programme considered and managed

costs?

Efficiency: How well are programme No change

resources used by grantees to deliver
programme outputs?

Effectiveness: To what extent has the No change
programme enabled grantees to achieve
outputs and outcomes?

Equity: Are services accessible to women No change
and men? Do services meet the needs

and preferences of women? Are recipients

from a diverse range of social and

economic backgrounds?

This relates to output 1 in the
DFID ToC

This relates to output 2 in the
DFID ToC

This relates to output in the DFID
ToC and incorporates [c], [d] and

(e]

[b] incorporated under this EQ

[a] Incorporated under this EQ

as per DFIDs clarification regarding this question: on 14th June: The
other public outputs of the programme", refer to anything that the
IBTCI may put out through webinars, press releases from USAID
etc and this falls under EQ17.

Whilst the grantees have not measured this, the evaluation will still
analyse (and gather, in the case of country visits) this question in a
qualitative manner.



Progress towards Outcomes and Impact: Has the NA ICT CF facilitated adoption of new knowledge and practices and improved agricultural productivity in targeted food crops by
smallholder farmers?

11 What evidence exists to show that This is from [a] and was a
adoption of technologies is Relevance question in the TORs
enhanced through the ICT- (note that “how and why” is added
enabled advisory services? How to the question)
and why?

12  Which knowledge and practices have Which knowledges and practices

been adopted in what numbers and by have been adopted in what
whom? numbers, why and by whom?

13  What evidence exists to show that What evidence exists to show that Reducing poverty is not in the ToC

integrated ICT-enabled advisory services integrated ICT-enabled advisory  at impact level. In the ToC

are contributing to reducing poverty services are contributing to workshop it was agreed that the
amongst targeted farmers and improving agricultural productivity evaluation will not be assessing at
households, improving agricultural of smallholder farmers, especially impact (DFID ToC) or goal
productivity of s/h farmers, especially women? (Results Framework) levels, and
women, and; benefitting the environment? that assessing whether the SSTP

technologies have benefited the
environment will also be beyond
the scope of the NA ICT

evaluation.
14  Which ICT channels are the most effective Which ICT-enabled extension To take into account the
in achieving results across the grantees, channels, and combinations of programme interest in exploring
while taking into account the specific ICT-enabled extension channels, combined ICT extension channels

country context? are the most effective in achieving
results across the grantees, while
taking into account the specific
country context?

15 What are the intended and unintended, No change
positive and negative outcomes and
impacts that can be observed?

Sustainability: Has the NA ICT CF developed sustainable best practices? Will results that have been achieved through the programme be sustained?

16  What evidence is there to demonstrate No change
that mechanisms are in place to enable



continued delivery of ICT-enabled
advisory services after grant funding?

Further questions: lessons and linkages

17  To what extent have lessons learned (and No change
which lessons) been shared and adopted
by project partners?

18  What effective linkages did the No change
programme make with other similar
initiatives/organisations providing ICT-
enabled extension services, and what
lessons did they learn?

[e] What lessons can be learned about the Moved to EQ6 This falls within EQ6 and has been
challenges in establishing common included as an indicative area to
indicators and collection of data? cover.

Notes

Numbers are used for proposed evaluation questions, whether or not they are the same as in the TORs or have been revised

Letters are used for questions that were in the TORs but which we are no longer using as they stand

Criteria remain the same as in the TORs

18 questions are proposed across the criteria

In the actual EQ there is a column termed “indicative areas to cover” in relation to each question. Relevant questions that were included in the Landell Mills
tender were included in this column

Note that the terms; “the programme” and “the NA ICT CF” are used interchangeably
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There are three areas within the original ToRs that are not being addressed. These all fell under the Outcomes to
Impact criteria. They asked What evidence exists to show that integrated ICT-enable advisory approaches are
contributing to i) reducing poverty amongst targeted farmers and households, ii) improving agricultural productivity
of smallholder farmers, especially women, and iii) improving agricultural productivity and benefitting the
environment (DFID, 2017:6). Reducing poverty was included at goal level in the results framework, but not
mentioned in the DFID ToC. As agreed with DFID during the inception kick-off meeting, it is not possible to assess
whether the NA ICT CF has led to reduced poverty because of the long time horizon needed for such a result to
be evident vis-a-vis the timeframe of the evaluation. Hence, the question was not included in the evaluation
guestions above. Secondly, whilst the evaluation attempted to assess whether agricultural productivity had
improved, this was more through looking at the extent to which farming men and women applied the SSTP
technologies being shared through the ICT-enabled extension services. The PIRSI indicators include one on
numbers of hectares of land under improved technologies or management practices, but there is no indicator
within this programme or the wider SSTP programme that this programme contributes to increased yields. Last,
the ET was of the view that assessment of whether the SSTP technologies being promoted by the NA ICT CF are
benefitting the environment goes beyond the scope of this performance evaluation.

Following the identification of the 18 EQs above, a full EM was developed (see Annex 5). The purpose of the EM
was to help the team work out the details of how each question will be answered. It acted as a guide for the team
moving forward and also explains to the readers of this inception report how the ET will go about addressing each
guestion. The team followed an iterative process to develop the EM. This meant that each team member
contributed to the EM, that there was much cross-checking of the content by team members during the process
and that it gradually evolved. For example, it was not until all indicative areas were identified and the ToC
elaborated, that it was possible to identify for which EQs contribution analysis or other methodologies would be
applied

For each question in the EM the following were identified: indicative areas to cover; information sources; data
collection methodologies; data analysis methodologies; and evaluability. Each of these is defined below.

Indicative areas to cover identify specific areas, related to the question as a whole that the ET will endeavour to
examine during the course of the evaluation, in a comparative manner. They were not definitive, but acted as a
guide during document review, during preparation of checklists for Klls and FGDs and when considering precisely
which areas are best examined through VFM, contribution analysis or other analytical methods. A version of the
EM was developed for team use which separates out the indicative areas to cover into individual rows, to ensure
sufficient focus.

Information sources list all the potential anticipated sources of information for the related question. As many
sources as possible were drawn upon to allow for triangulation, comprehensiveness and, ultimately, greater rigour.

The data collection methodologies section is where the different methodologies are identified, whether they are
document review, interviews, etc. Again, the ET has sought to identity a range of methodologies for each question
as far as possible.

The data analysis methodologies section is where the ET has elaborated on how the data collected from various
sources will be analysed. Again, wherever possible and appropriate, several analytical methods were followed, to
ensure synergy between qualitative and quantitative data and to increase the robustness of the findings.

The evaluability of each question was assessed based on the content of the previous cells, i.e. the indicative
areas, number and types of data sources and the data collection and analysis methods. Only two of the 18 EQs
were assessed as having low-medium evaluability. These were EQ6 and EQ18.
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Eight qualitative methods were used by the ET: document review, key informant interviews (KIIs), focus group
discussions (FGDs), comparative analysis, theory-based methods including general ToC analysis and contribution
analysis, and country visits (drawing on a combination of the listed methods). The table below outlines for which
EQs each method was used. This is followed by an overview of each method.

Table 3 Methods against EQs

1. Document review All EQs

2. Kils All EQS

3. FGDs 5 EQs: 3,4,11,12,13

4. Comparative analysis All EQs

5. ToC analysis 3EQs:1,2,4

6. ToC based contribution analysis 8 EQs: 5,6,11,12,13,14,15,16

7. Country visits 12 EQs: 3,4,5,6,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16
8. Data quality audit EQ 6

During the implementation phase, the team conducted a thorough review of all the available documents (see
Annex 2 for the full bibliography). To ensure that the review process was focused and efficient, templates to record
key findings were used. Six country level templates were created, and two higher level templates (one for inputting
document review findings from donors, SSTP and mNutrition, and the second to input document review findings
from the MEL contractor). In each template, each indicative area to cover per EQ was separated out to aid the
team in drawing out findings from the documents, wherever available, against each area. The process of filling in
the templates enabled the ET to identify where there were information gaps that were, where possible, addressed
through follow-up interviews, or requests for further information.

Klls were an important method used in the evaluation. Indicative semi-structured interview (SSI) checklists were
developed and tested for each stakeholder category drawing on the relevant questions, and their indicative areas
to cover, in the EM. These checklists were then tailored for the actual interviewee, based on the information already
gained from document review and prior interviews. The ET had introductory discussions with the donors, IBTCI
and grantees. Thereafter it focused on country level interviews. Higher level interviews were conducted after the
interim presentation was given in June 2018.

Annex 3 provides the full list of interviewees. In total, 103 people were interviewed at country level. Interviewees
included NA ICT CF grantees, SSTP Country Coordinators (where available), SSTP grantees, government, private
sector and NGO partners, and male and female smallholder farmers. Fourteen people were interviewed at
programme/higher level, including two each from USAID, DFID and the mNutrition evaluation team leads; one
each from SSTP, IFAD and BMGF and one from the MEL contractor. In addition, an interview was held with the
ex USAID COR for NA ICT CF. All interview notes were coded and sorted against EQs and sub-questions in the
relevant templates alongside document review findings.

Focus group discussions were held with particular stakeholder groups during country visits. Most focused on
specific questions drawn from the EM. The majority of FGDs held were with (usually separate) groups of male and
female farmers. FGDs were also held at radio stations. As for the Klls, findings were sorted against the relevant
EQ/sub-question in the respective country level templates.

Comparative analysis across the six grantees was necessary so as to synthesise evidence and lesson learning.
It has already been referred to above in terms of how document review and interview findings for each EQ in each
of the six countries were collated and analysed as a whole. The analysis was located within the programme
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theory of change, with a focus on the assumptions behind, and characteristics, of the design. The unit of
analysis was the country level.

There are two ways in which the ToC were used as an analytical tool:

General ToC based analysis, was relevant to several of the EQs. In this more general use of the ToC the
evaluation team examined the key ToC assumptions related to country-level context and reviewed the evidence
base for these assumptions. The analysis was useful for EQ1. Similarly, for EQ2 which concerns the design of the
NA ICT CF, the evidence base underlying the ToC and validation of the ToC, including assumptions and causal
pathways related to design, was analysed. Rather differently, for EQ4, which falls under the “Outputs and Results”
criterion, whilst it was not possible to take a contribution analysis approach during FGDs themselves, the design
of the FGDs was guided by the different ICT-enabled channels in the ToC.

Theory-based methods including partial contribution analysis (CA). The ToC was developed in an iterative
and consultative manner as can be seen in Annex 6. The ToC contributed to methodology in several ways. First,
it helped inform the design and running of the ToC workshops in the three case study countries. Second, specific
causal pathways and sets of assumptions in each of the three impact pathways helped inform the content of SSI
checklists for use in Klls. Third, findings were tested against the ToC to assess if assumptions and pathways
were valid. Fourth, contribution analysis was used during country visits when discussing with key stakeholders,
to explore particular causal pathways and the assumptions behind them. Particular focus was given to IP1.

The table below lists the normative steps of CA and how and when these were deployed by the ET

Table 4 Steps in contribution analysis process

1 Set out an attribution problem/cause-effect Carried out in inception phase based on available evidence
issue to be addressed

2 Develop the postulated ToC and risks to it, Carried out in inception phase drawing on existing results framework and
including rival explanations ToC and involving a consultative workshop with donors

g Gather existing evidence on the ToC Through document review and interviews

4 Assemble and assess the contribution story  In country, drawing on findings from the in-country ToC workshop and

further findings from other stakeholders

5 Seek out additional evidence to reinforce the In all three cases the contribution story was sufficiently strong. Where
credibility of the contribution story there were areas for clarification these were addressed in the de-
brief/validation workshop held at the end of each visit

6 Revise and strengthen the contribution story  The contribution story for each country was finalised based on the
feedback gained in the end of country de-brief/validation workshop
CA was usefully applied to assess IP1, and used evidence gathered from three country visits. Evidence for 1P2
and 3 was drawn from document review and interviews. Time limitations meant that it could only be applied in the
countries visited. Further, the ET applied the use of contribution analysis to just one of the three impact pathways:
IP1. Learning about IP2 at country level was gained through the more general document review and interview
process. Learning about IP3 required higher level document review and interviews as well as country level, so
again what was learned about IP3 at country level was through document review and interviews. Annex 7 contains
the contribution analysis for the three countries visited.

Logic and criteria for selection of countries to visit are discussed in Section 4 of this annex. This section outlines
the purpose and structure of each visit. Field visits served to triangulate data reported by the grantees. They
allowed the ET to assess the strength of evidence of the ToC, and meet with project beneficiaries as well as other
stakeholders.

Each country visit lasted two weeks. Tanzania was visited first, from late January to February 2018. Next, Ethiopia
was visited from late February to March. Finally, Senegal was visited in April. National consultants joined the team
in each of Senegal and Ethiopia. The structure of the visit in each of Tanzania and Ethiopia was the same. On the
first day the grantees gave a presentation of the project to the ET and, where joining the team, the ET met and
briefed the national consultant. The second day was taken up with a full day ToC workshop. Thereafter the ET

54



conducted Klls and FGDs in various locations around each country. Due to a state of emergency in Ethiopia at
the time of visiting, it was not possible for the ET to travel to Oromia region, where a significant amount of work
had been done by the project. However, the national consultant was able to visit the area and carry out interviews
at a later stage. Prior to leaving the country, the ET met again with the grantees to share, discuss, clarify and
validate findings.

In Senegal the process was similar, but the ET also had the opportunity to attend the project’s two-day Annual
Review meeting, during which they learned more about project progress and plans for sustainability and had the
chance to meet a range of NA ICT and SSTP stakeholders from across the country.

Whilst in country further documents were availed to the team. All document review and interview findings were
sorted against EQs/sub-questions in the respective templates as discussed above.

Based on the USAID standard for DQA, a data quality audit was performed to assess how accurate and valid are
PIRS results reported by the grantees, both individually and in total, including for disaggregation by gender,
technology and crop.

In conducting the DQA, the evaluators assessed the quality of PIRS under the criteria of timeliness, reliability,
validity/relevance and completeness. In order to consider the existence of enabling conditions towards the
production of sound and robust data, the DQA framework considered data planning, design of tools, data
collection, data cleaning, data analysis, disaggregation, reporting and data quality review.

Due to the extensive body of literature produced by grantees, the ET used a 20% sampling approach to the
selection of documents to be reviewed in great detail. The exercise started by mapping all the relevant documents
for all grantees for the review of PIRS, for a total of 118 documents. These included, but were not limited to, quarter
reports, annual report, baselines, midline and endline reports, MEL/performance monitoring plans and workplans.
The team then purposively selected a 20% sample of documents for detailed review, in a way that considered the
extent of the reporting for each country and the variety of types of documents read. In addition, all country reference
sheets for the six key performance indicators, as well as all raw data, have been reviewed. Finally, all relevant
documents have been analysed against each grantee’s workplan to check for the completeness and timeliness of
reporting.

Based on the findings, assessments were drawn at both country level, programme level and for each criterion (see
Annex 8 for the DQA detailed methodology, overview and results).
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A quantitative analysis was conducted by the ET of all PIRS data to provide overall results for each of the indicators
at programme and country level. The quantitative data was used to create graphs for each indicator (at programme
and country level) and to make a comparative analysis between countries.

The VfM assessment includes both quantitative and qualitative metrics summarised below.

Economy measures the use of funds to acquire and provide the goods and services required by the
programme at the highest quality and lowest cost.

Efficiency measures the cost-efficient translation of programme goods and services into planned

outputs and interim or assumed benefits for the target population.

Effectiveness measures the sustained outcomes and benefits derived by programme interventions, and the
potential longer-term sustainability of the outputs and outcomes achieved.

Equity measures the distribution of, and access to, programme benefits across specific socio-economies by
disaggregating results across one or more distributional categories, such as gender, region, age, ethnicity or
religion, and wealth quintile.

See Annex 9: VIM Analysis for details on this.
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Three countries were selected for country visits: Ethiopia, Senegal and Tanzania. The selection process was
carried out by the team in an iterative manner. First a long-list of potential criteria were put forward and interrogated
by other team members. From this process, seven criteria were selected. The seven criteria and the reason/s for
selection of each criterion are provided in the table below:

Table 5 Criteria employed for selection of which three NA ICT CF countries to visit

#
1

Criteria

Good availability of
documents

End-date and availability of
key stakeholders

Represent a diversity of
sustainability models

Represent diversity in ICT-
enabled extension services

Represent a variety of
grantees and sub-grantees

Represent a variety of
project start dates

Represent a variety of agro
ecology and cultures
(geographical diversity)

Reason for criteria

The more data and documents that there are to date for each country, the more informed the
team will be prior to visiting the selected countries. Good availability of documents should allow
for better preparation and better use of time in-country, and most importantly for having a good
basis for performance assessments.

If the grantees have already ceased work on NA ICT CF, particularly if some time ago,
stakeholders including programme staff and partners are less likely to be available and/or to
have time to link the team to other key stakeholders in country.

Greater learning is possible if a variety of sustainability models are explored in more depth
during country visits, rather than visiting countries with similar models.

The evaluation is asked to explore what combinations of ICT-enabled channels work best, where
and why, and how they are combined with traditional extension, hence it would be good to visit
countries where there have been different approaches to their use and combination.

Each grantee and sub-grantee has their own approach, so more can be learned by selecting
countries with varied grantees

The start date is relevant to the first criterion (C1) good availability of documents. But, more
generally, by selecting countries which have started both earlier and later it may be possible to
assess the extent to which those that have started later have learned from the other country
experiences. But the later the start date, the less country experience to date.

Technologies and inputs being promoted will vary according to agro-ecology. ICT preferences
will vary according to language and culture. Greater lessons learning can be achieved by visiting
a diverse range of countries.

The first two criteria listed above were most critical. Whilst we assessed all six grantees against all seven criteria,
we decided that MODES in Malawi would be excluded on the basis of the first criterion in that documentation has
not been available, and Agrotech in Ghana would be excluded on the basis of the second criterion in that the
implementation finished there in January 2018. Thus, in our final shortlisting of countries against each criterion we
excluded these two countries. Of the remaining four, TICmbay in Senegal, UPTAKE in Tanzania and Digital
Integration in Ethiopia scored highest and were thus selected as case study countries.
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Table 6 Fit of grantees against each criterion

# Criteria TICmbay Digital UPTAKE EMM
Senegal Integration Tanzania Mozambique
Ethiopia

1 Good availability of documents Yes Yes Yes No

2 End-date and availability of key Yes Yes Yes Yes
stakeholders

3 Represent a diversity of Yes Yes Yes, or Yes, or Tanzania
sustainability models Mozambique

4 Represent diversity in ICT-enabled Yes Yes Yes or Yes, or Tanzania
extension services Mozambique

5 Represent a variety of grantees and Yes Yes No Yes
sub-grantees

6 Represent a variety of project start Yes Yes Yes No
dates

7 Represent a variety of agro ecology Yes Yes, or Yes, or Ethiopia Yes
and cultures (geographical diversity) Tanzania

Total 7 7 6 5

58



The ET drew on a range of sources, and combined several analytical qualitative and quantitative methodologies,
in carrying out the evaluation. Whilst visits were only made to three of the six countries, the evaluation was a
performance evaluation of the NA ICT CF as a whole, across all six countries. Document review, Klls, and
guantitative data analysis including, where possible, elements of VFM analysis, were vital sources of information
for all countries, with all contributing to the comparative nature of the evaluation.

Data was synthesised in an iterative and cumulative process. For example, as outlined under the discussion of
document review and KiIls, findings from each were organised against the EQs at country and programme levels.
Further, tables were drawn up bringing together any available VM and any other quantitative findings alongside
gualitative findings, which enabled the team to cross-check findings and identify any need for further clarification
if any findings were contradictory.

For the interim presentation in June 2018, the ET collated and reviewed findings per EQ (and indicative areas/sub-
guestions under each EQ) for all six countries. Following this the ET carried out higher level interviews (and, where
made available, further higher-level document review). Both before and after the interim presentation, the sorting
of findings against EQs/sub questions including interview as well as document review findings took place (at both
country and higher levels).

A final round of collation and review took place between August and November which brought in, not just the
country level findings but also the donor and MEL contractor level findings. Here both qualitative and quantitative
data were brought together (including the limited amount of partial VfM analysis that was possible). This involved
a thorough comparative analysis across the countries for each EQ and its sub-questions, drawing on all data
sources, to inform the final report.

This entire process allowed for a) consolidation of both quantitative and qualitative findings for every sub-question
(where available) based on both interviews and document review, b) identification of gaps, and c) triangulation. It
further provides an (excel based) “paper trail” so that sources of evidence for each finding can be traced back to
the source.

The figure below illustrates visually the data management and analysis process followed by the team. The team
drew on the sources in the top row to fill in excel spreadsheets for each of the six countries (referred to as country
frameworks in the diagram) and a seventh spreadsheet for higher-level (donor, MEL contractor, SSTP, mNutrition)
findings. The templates each included the eighteen EQs and 92 sub questions under these (second row). The
data was then sorted to provide findings for each of the eighteen EQs (third row down). These were then filtered
and analysed (fourth row down) and fed into the evaluation findings (bottom row) against the evaluation criteria.
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Figure 1: Data management and analysis process
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Relevance: How relevant is the NA ICT CF to the needs of stakeholders and the contexts within which it has been implemented?

How well designed is the NA ICT CF to achieve its objectives?

How well was the
programme aligned
with DFID and other
donors’ policies, as
well as country level
agricultural
development policy
and extension
provision, and with the
national ICT context?

EQ1

EQ2 How well designed is
the NAICT CF to

achieve its objectives?

To what extent is the programme
consistent for the six countries with the
following:

Donor-level policies on support to
agricultural production and use of
ICTs in this in SSA?

Country-level agricultural
development policy for each of the
six countries?

Country-level extension provision
(government/PS/NGO)?

Country-level national ICT context
(six countries)?

To what extent does the programme
appropriately respond to men and
women smallholder farmers’
livelihood needs and knowledge
demands?

How has the NA ICT CF consortium
been set up, managed and
governed?

USAID, DFID, BMGF and
IFAD policy and strategy
documents;

Grantee documents
SSTP documents

Any available reviews (e.g.
DFID annual reviews, mid-
term performance evaluation
SSTP);

Wider material on country
level policy, extension
provision and national ICT
context;

Grantees;
Donors; and
SSTP.

Literature on effective means
to reach farmers through
traditional and ICT-enabled
extension combined;

DFID review of CFs.

SSTP design/RF;

Document review.

Interviews with
donors, grantees
and SSTP.

Document review.

Interviews with
SSTP at programme
and country level.

Interviews with
grantees.

Interviews with
farmers (for

Comparative Analysis of
donor and country level
policy, extension and ICT
context and interview
findings related to this.

Listing of key ToC
assumptions related to
country level context and
review of evidence base for
these assumptions.

From the above,
assessment of alignment at
donor and country level.

Comparative Analysis.

Analysis of evidence base
underlying ToC.

Validation of ToC including
assumptions and causal
pathways.

Assessment of fit between
design and objectives based

HIGH

There should be good
secondary data for
this question and
analysis can be
triangulated through
interviews with
grantees and, if need
be, donors.

HIGH

There is a good
combination of
sources to allow for
triangulation.



EQ3

Is the NA ICT CF
filling a market gap?

How appropriate was it to set up the
programme as a challenge fund and
how has this influenced appropriate
and efficient service delivery?

How does the design allow for the
programme to draw on, use and
scale out SSTP technologies?

How are private and public entities
contributing to the effective delivery
of ICT-enabled extension services?

How were (sub)grantees selected?

To what extent did the grantees
follow the principles of digital design
(http://digitalprinciples.org/)?

How were key stakeholders involved
in the design and implementation of
the ICT-enabled extension services?

To what extent did the grantees and
sub-grantees consider gender
equality /equity in the programme
design?

Is there sufficient demand for ICT-
enabled agriculture extension
services in the market?

Is there sufficient competition in the
6 NA ICT countries?

Integrated (New Alliance) RF
for SSTP and NA ICT
programmes. Grantee reports;

Grantees;
SSTP;
Farmers/beneficiaries; and

Quantitative data, where
available.

Literature Review.
Programme Market Research.
GSMA (if available)

Baseline Report regarding
mNutrition).

Relevant quantitative data if
available (prior to, and during
country visits).

Outputs and results (where output the intended output and the result is the actual output)

triangulation
purposes).

Document Review.

Field Visits to
grantees and service
providers.

Focus Group

Interviews with (sub)
grantees

on document review and
interviews with SSTP and
grantees.

Where documentary
evidence exists related to
the selection of grantees
and sub-grantees, these
data may be used to
support/contrast with
quantitative VFM findings.

Comparative analysis.

VEM quantitative analysis
may be used to triangulate
qualitative findings here.

MEDIUM

Based on secondary
data from grantees.
No primary market
research to establish
market gap.



EQ4

EQ5

EQ6

How was access by
male and female
farmers to ICT-
enabled extension
services achieved in
the different
countries? (This
relates to Output 1 in
the DFID ToC)

How was content
adapted to specific
needs, context and
available ICT
channels? (This
relates to Output 2 in
the DFID ToC)

Was high quality
evidence on (cost)
effectiveness and

To what extent are ICT-enabled
extension services accessible to farmers,
by channel type, gender, crop, and SSTP
technology?

Were content committees set up and
which stakeholders were actively
involved?

How did grantees use best
knowledge available for content
development (including through
collaboration with SSTP and others)?

Were the contents needs-driven,
credible, relevant, trusted and
actionable (as per the MEAS Rapid
Appraisal of the ICT for Agricultural
Extension Landscape)?

Are the grantees reporting back
farmers’ feedback to SSTP to
improve content creation?

Is the content of advisory services
appropriate and timely delivered?

How effective was IBTCI in providing
technical support to grantees to
strengthen monitoring capacities and

Country data / country reports.

Gender Plans.

Project beneficiaries.

Content committees.

Content development and QA
processes.

(Sub) grantees

Grantee and IBTCI reports.

Document Review.
Field visit.
Interviews.

Focus group
discussions.

Document review.

Interviews with
grantees.

Country visits.

Document review.

Field visits.

Quantitative analyses of
volume of access and
adoption against targets.

Qualitative, descriptive
analyses.

Klls and FGDs with
grantees, partners and
beneficiary groups will
explore the extent to which
the different channels in the
ToC Impact Pathway 1,
pathways to outputs,
Diagram 7 were accessible

Qualitative analysis of
documents.

Potentially, contribution
analysis in country against
the causal pathway and
assumptions in the ToC
impact pathway 1
(particularly the level which
concerns activities to output
which is presently Diagram
6).

VEM analysis of programme
agility to changing needs

may be possible from review

of documentary evidence of
programming changes and
resulting changes in
performance.

Qualitative, descriptive
analysis.

MEDIUM

Not all grantees have
differentiated all
indicators between
male and female, and
disaggregation is
often done based on
estimated
beneficiaries

MEDIUM

IBTCI did not have an
indicator related to
this so there will be
less possibility of
triangulating evidence
found from other
sources.

LOW to MEDIUM

The question
specifically seeks an



impact of ICT-enabled
services produced
and how? (This
relates to Output 3 in
the DFID ToC)

Economy: To what
extent has the
programme

in coordinating with them in the
process of developing country-level
framework?

How effective was IBTCI in facilitating
learning and monitoring within the
grantee network?

To what extent did the grantees
provide proper resources (expertise,
budget, etc.) to its monitoring and
learning function?

How accurate and valid are the
results reported by the grantees, both
individually and in total; similarly, how
accurate and valid is the
disaggregation?

To what extent are the other public
outputs of the programme (e.g.
webinars, press releases etc.)
suitable and of good quality?

What lessons can be learned about
the challenges in establishing
common indicators and collection of
data?

Value for Money (incorporating efficiency and effectiveness)

Key evidence points of economy are:

Any available raw data on
costs of ICT-enabled services.

IBTCI.

Grantees.

a) Interviews, Minutes of
selection meetings.

Interviews.

Satisfaction survey
with (sub) grantees.

a) Requests of
country
programmes;

Quantitative analysis of
survey data.

Quantitative analysis related
to unit costing of improved
productivity (if available) and
increased hectares
benefitting from ICT-enabled
technologies.

Data quality audit to test
accuracy and validity of
monitoring data and relevant
outputs such as periodic
reports at the programme
and country levels.
Comparative analysis will be
used in this, with a traffic
light system.

Steps and assumptions
between activity and output
levels for impact pathway 3
(diagrams 13 and 14) will be
tested through contribution
analysis.

a) Qualitative review of due
diligence notes by country.

assessment of cost
effectiveness. We
expect to have
sufficient results data
to evaluate the
progress toward
targets, and the
eventual uptake of
results as reported by
IBTCI. However,
IBTCI has indicated
that they have not
received or reviewed
any grantee financial
data to date, nor has
the evaluation team,
though requests for
such data have been
made. Until we
receive and review
financial data, we are
cautious about the
evaluability of cost-
effectiveness in that
much of the
assessment here will
be on the basis of
review of grantee and
IBTCI reporting.
Assessment of other
public outputs will be
qualitative only.

MEDIUM

With reference to a) to
d) under the indicative
areas to cover



EQ
\[¢]

Evaluation question

(EQ)

considered and a)
managed costs?

b)

<)

d)

Indicative areas to cover

What is the evidence of due
diligence in selection of
grantees and sub grantees?

What are the grantee and sub
grantee staffing plans and actual
costs, compared across six
target countries?

Is there evidence of competitive
procurement among grantees
and sub grantees; is the supplier
market constrained, thus limiting
competition?

Is there evidence of cost sharing
or in-kind support from national
extension services or other
stakeholders yet?

Information sources

b) Grantee country
programme data.

¢) Procurement planning and
grantee selection-selected
countries as possible.

d) Additional data may be
gathered from govt. extension
services, national statistics,
SSTP, and service providers

Data collection
methods

interviews, field
visits

b) Grantee reports;
programme
management
reports; field visits

c¢) Country
programme
procurement plans
and execution
documentation;

Country programme
data

d) Country
programme data

Data analysis methods

b) Cross country quantitative
analysis of planned vs actual
staffing, fee rate, and total
costs of implementation,
fees and costs.

¢) Cross country analysis of
procurement of grantees
and sub grantees.

d) Cross country leverage
analysis of in kind or other
support from stakeholders.

Evaluability

column, a) hard copy
due diligence may not
be available.

b), c), d) are expected
be evaluable across
countries.



EQ Evaluation question

. (EQ)

EQ8 Efficiency: How well
are programme
resources used by
grantees to deliver

programme outputs?

¥ Indicators are as follows:

Indicative areas to cover

Key evidence points of efficiency are:

a) What are the trends, over time, of
programmable budgets vs. actual
expenditures? How do financial data
correlate with planned results and actual
achieved results when compared to
logframe results indicators, at programme
and country level?

b) Are cross country comparisons of the
above informative?

¢) What are cost-efficiency ratios for key
results at the programme, country and
grantee levels?

d) What are the unit costs across key
indicators at programme, country, and
grantee levels?

e) Is user satisfaction data useful to
triangulate with quantitative results?

Information sources

Information sources for each
of the indicative areas:

a) IBTCI results data, donor
provided financial data; at
programme, country, and
grantee level.

b) Above data

c) Above data and as possible
for sub grantees

d) Above data aligned and
linked to quantitative outputs,
outcomes

e) Interviews

Data collection
methods

Data collection
methods for each of
the key evidence
points:

a) Documentary
reports, IBTCI,
donor, grantee and
sub grantee level
results and financial
data.

b) As above

c) As above

d) Qualitative data
from surveys,
interviews, etc.

e) Conversion data
at country/
intervention level

Data analysis methods

Data analysis methods for
each of the key evidence
points:

a) Annual and LOP financial
budgets and expenditures

for all indicators: budget vs.
actual expenditure; trend all
indicator targets vs. results.

b) Cost efficiency ratios

¢) Unit costs per indicator
and beneficiary results

d) Verified results vs.
estimated or assumed
results will be highlighted

e) As above at programme
level, country level, grantee
and sub grantee level. Unit
costs to be analysed for
IBTCI Performance
Indicators: 1.1, 1.2, 1.3.1.4,
1.5, and 2.1*4

1.1 Number of smallholder farmers with access to the ICT-enabled services (Note: this is an optional performance indicator in the IBTCI results framework)
1.2 Number of smallholder farmers using ICT-enabled services
1.3 Number of smallholder farmers and others who have applied improved technologies or management practices as a result of USG assistance
1.4 Number of hectares under improved technologies or management practices as a result of USG assistance

Evaluability

MEDIUM

a) Results data
appear to be
available; access to
financial data in
process at donor and
country level. Lack of
detailed financial data
limits VFM analysis

b) As above

c) As above

d) As above

€) Qualitative
triangulation
dependent upon
interviews, etc.
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EQ9

Evaluation question

(EQ)

Effectiveness: To
what extent has the
programme enabled
grantees to achieve
outputs and
outcomes?

Indicative areas to cover

f) What are the user conversion/adoption
rates?

Key evidence points of effectiveness are:

a) Specific to each IBTCI Performance
Indicator, what is the evidence of
achieved outputs and outcomes? What is
the evidence of sustained results by
indicator?

b) Is there evidence of increased
investment in ICT by stakeholders other
than donors? Leverage factor

¢) Business model financial sustainability

Information sources

a) Duration and trend over
time of results

b) Where results sustained,
identify additional funding

c) Country level interviews

Data collection
methods

a) Previously
obtained results data
by indicator,
triangulated with
interview and user
satisfaction data

b) If sustained result
over time, identify
additional
investment required;
country programme
data of stakeholder
investment

c) Country
programme and sub-
grantee business
model documents
reports and
interviews

1.5 Number of farmers who have received donor supported short-term agricultural sector productivity training or food security training
2.1. Percentage of costs of ICT-enabled services covered by non-donor sources.

Data analysis methods

f) Unit cost analysis

a) Unit cost of sustained
results; additional life-cycle
costs to sustain results (if
data permit)

b) Funds leveraged by
donors’ investment ratios,
country and programme
level

¢) Conduct sustainability
analysis if additional funds
needed to sustain gains

¢) Qualitative cross- country

assessment of business
models

Evaluability

MEDIUM

Effectiveness is a
function of outcomes
and Impact, which
requires more
operational time to
determine.
“Indications” that lead
(or do not) toward
eventual effectiveness
are more likely to be
found.
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EQ10

Equity: Are services
accessible to women
and men? Do services
meet the needs and
preferences of
women? Are
recipients from a
diverse range of social
and economic
backgrounds?

d) Service provider and user feedback

Key evidence points of equity are:

a) gender spread of benefits; and

b) Differences in terms of channel use or

dissemination modality (and if data is

available on crops / SSTP technologies)

between men and women

a, b) Programme and IBTCI
reports

a, b) Existing beneficiary data
IBCTI.

Grantees.

SSTP Survey.

a, b) Programme and IBTCI
reports

a, b) Existing beneficiary data
IBCTI.

Grantees.

SSTP Survey.

d) Reports,
additional request
for business model
summaries,
interviews with
grantees, and users

Document review
including for a)
programme and
country level results
reports.

b) Gender
disaggregation
reports.

Interviews.

Country visits.

d) Qualitative assessment of
country grantee(s) agility to
adapt interventions to meet
beneficiary preference

a) Verified actual, estimated
beneficiaries disaggregated
by gender.

b) Disaggregate quantitative
indicator results by gender.

Comparative analysis (to
complement the VFM
guantitative analysis).

MEDIUM

It is not clear that all
data is gathered in a
gender disaggregated
way, and whether
there is any available
data to quantify
gender spread of
benefits.

Progress towards Outcomes and Impact: Has the NA ICT CF facilitated adoption of new knowledge and practices and improved agricultural productivity in targeted food crops by
smallholder farmers?

EQ11

What evidence exists
to show that adoption
of technologies is
enhanced through the
ICT-enabled advisory
services? How and
why?

Were there differences between
adoption of SSTP technologies,

related to:
i. Crops;
ii. Sex;
iii. Age;
iv. Type of ICT-enabled advisory

Service;
Public/private service;

Country data / country reports.
Business case.
SSTP reports.

Interviews with grantees /
farmer groups / extension
agents / input dealers.

Documents.
Interviews.

Focus Group.
Document review.

Country visits

Most Significant Change
stories.

Quantitative analysis of data
(combination of multiple data
sources).

Content Analysis.

HIGH

There should be good
secondary data for
this question and
analysis can be
triangulated through
interviews with



EQ12

EQ13

Which knowledges
and practices have
been adopted in what
numbers, by whom,
and why?

What evidence exists
to show that
integrated ICT-
enabled advisory
services are
contributing to
improving agricultural

vi. In combination with traditional
extension service or ICT only?

Vi. For SMS/Voice in-
active/active/power users?
Viii. Tech-literacy Y/N
iX. Business Sense (farming as

business Y/N)
What level of trust did farmers have in
the new technologies and seeds?
Were seeds/technologies available
and in a timely manner?
What were the main motivation
factors to adopt and what were the
main reasons not to adopt?
Were other enabling factors are in
place such as access to
finance/credit?
Are the ICT-enabled extension
services able to stand on their own or
is it more effective as an
enhancement of the traditional
extension services?

Country data / country reports.
Baseline reports.
Evaluation reports.

- , . SSTP _
Are there differences in adoption rate SUurveys

for different crops / SSTP
technologies between channels,
between gender and between
countries?

Interviews with grantees and
farmer organisations /
extension workers.

Group discussion with farmers
/ extension agents.

What are the factors influencing the Country data / country reports.
participation of women and their
adoption of improved agricultural

technologies?

Baseline reports.

Evaluation reports.

Knowledge uptake (understanding) SSTP Reports

Document Review.

Data sheets.
Field visits.
Focus groups.

Interviews.

Document review.
Field visit.
Interviews.

Focus Group.

Qualitative, descriptive
analyses.

Contribution Analysis testing
progress / contribution steps
of ToC and its underlying
assumptions between
outputs and outcome in
impact pathway 1 (presently
diagram 8) related to trust,
availability of inputs and
finance.

Quantitative analysis of data
(of adoption disaggregation).

Case based analysis
(qualitative).

Test progress / contribution
steps of ToC and its
underlying assumptions
between output 1 and 2
towards outcome 1
(presently diagrams 7 and 8)

Most Significant Change
Stories.

Content Analyses.

grantees (and, if need
be, donors).

MEDIUM

There should be good
secondary data for
this question and
analysis can be
triangulated through
interviews with
grantees (and, if need
be, donors), but it is
unclear if all data is
disaggregated for
each adopted
knowledge and
practice

MEDIUM

for contribution to

improved productivity
(SSTP should provide
good secondary data)



EQ14

productivity of
smallholder farmers,
especially women?

Which ICT-enabled
extension channels,
and combinations of
ICT-enabled
extension channels,
are the most effective
in achieving results
across the grantees,
while taking into
account the specific
country context?

Were there differences between
channels in uptake, knowledge, trying
out and adoption of new technologies
(in combination with Q14)?

What is the link between adoption of
new technologies and improved
productivity?

Are there differences between crops
and adopted SSTP technologies and
practices?

Do men and women smallholder
farmers have an equal opportunity to
make an active decision to use quality
inputs and improved technologies?

Do SSTP farmers who are benefiting
from ICT-enabled extension channels
have access to relevant inputs
markets; and are they gaining greater
access to markets?

What were there differences between
channels in uptake, knowledge, try
out and adoption of new technologies
(in combination with Q13),
considering also the link with
traditional channels (if not included in
main question)?

What are the reasons for choice of
channels?

Interviews with grantees,
extension agents and farmer
groups

Country data / country reports.

Baseline reports.
Evaluation reports.

Grantees.

Interviews.
Field visits.

User generated
data.

Qualitative, descriptive
analyses.

Quantitative analysis.
Case based analysis.

Contribution Analysis - test
progress / contribution steps
of ToC and its underlying
assumptions between
outcome 1 towards impact
(presently Diagrams 8 and
9) of the ToC, plus also
assumptions at outcome to
impact level in D2 the overall
impact pathway 1); testing of
alternative causal pathways.

Quantitative analysis of data
(combination of multiple data
sources and — if expenditure
aligned with different ICT
channels then cost-
performance ratio analysis).

Contribution analyses
related to the pathways
between output 2 and output
1 in Diagram 7 which covers
impact pathway 1.

Qualitative, descriptive
analyses.

HIGH

There should be good
secondary data for
this question and
analysis can be
triangulated through
interviews with
grantees.



EQ15

What are the intended
and unintended,
positive and negative
outcomes and impacts
that can be observed?

Which of the recorded outcomes were
unintended? Were they positive or
negative? How did these outcomes
come about?

Country data / country reports.

Evaluation reports.
IBTCI.
Grantees.

USAID.

Document review.

Field visit.

Interviews.

Qualitative, descriptive
analyses.

Contribution analysis carried
out during country visits in
relation to EQs 11-14 will
cover exploration of these
intended, unintended,
positive and negative
outcomes.

Sustainability: Has the NA ICT CF developed sustainable best practices? Will results that have been achieved through the programme be sustained?

EQ16

What evidence is
there to demonstrate
that mechanisms are
in place to enable
continued delivery of
ICT-enabled advisory
services after grant
funding?

What Business / sustainability models
are used?

What is the replicability and scaling—
up potential of the ICT-enabled
service?

Which financial and operational
sustainability components are
addressed?

How effective are PPPs towards
financially sustainable content
creation and delivery?

Which strategic partnerships are
closed and why? Were the right
partners selected?

Are there differences between public
sector and private sector solutions?

Country reports.
IBTCI reports.

Interviews grantees / service
providers.

Document review.

Field visit.

Interviews.

Qualitative, descriptive
analysis.

VFM analysis - what are the
different contracting
mechanisms being used
between the contractor and
ICT providers

Contribution analysis of the
different pathways (public,
private, NGO) between the
activity and output level in
Impact Pathway 2 (Diagram
11).

Exploration of assumptions
related to sustainability
between output and
outcome level as in Impact
Pathway 2 (these are: That
there will be a stable supply
of relevant messages, and a
constant stream of demand
from smallholder farmers;
and there are increased

MEDIUM

Due to the emphasis
IBTCI has placed on
learning, plus the
opportunity to explore
in more detail in
country visits.

HIGH

There should be good
secondary data for
this question and
analysis can be
triangulated through
interviews with
grantees



Further questions: Lessons and linkages

EQ17

EQ18

To what extent have
lessons learned (and
which lessons) been
shared and adopted
by project partners?

What effective
linkages did the
programme make with
other similar
initiatives/
organisations
providing ICT-enabled
extension services,

What lessons have been learned
about the effective combination of
ICT-enabled agricultural extension
channels; the combination of ICT-
enabled agricultural extension
channels and traditional extension;
other factors needed to support
uptake of new seeds and
technologies and; sustainable
business models?

What lessons have been learned by
different stakeholders i.e. donors,
grantees/sub-grantees, the M&E
partner (IBTCI) and service
providers?

Was lesson sharing of adequate
quality, specificity and timeliness for
project partners to take action based
on the lessons, if relevant to them?

To what extent have project partners
taken action based on the lessons
learned and shared (if so what)?

What global, regional and country
level programmes were running
before, or at the same time, as the
NA ICT CF, that were also supporting
ICT-enabled agricultural extension?

What overlaps were there between
NA ICT CF, SSTP ICT-enabled
extension services and mNutrition;

IBTCI learning event report. Interviews.
Country reports.
USAID.

MEL CONTRACTOR.
Grantees.

Sub-grantees.

SSTP.

Country reports.

SSTP reports. Interviews.

mNutrition reports.

Other donor funded ICT-
enabled agricultural extension
programmes in the concerned
countries.

Document review.

Document review.

investment in ICT by
stakeholders (leverage))

Qualitative, descriptive
analysis.

Qualitative, descriptive
analysis.

MEDIUM

Depending on
evidence base shared
by project partners
regarding adoption of
lessons
learned/action taken
based on lessons
learned.

LOW to MEDIUM

In that it may be very
difficult to learn about
all the other donor,
NGO and government
funded ICT-enabled
agricultural extension
initiatives.



EQ Evaluation question

. (EQ)

and what lessons did
they learn?

Indicative areas to cover Information sources

and how were these noted and USAID.

addressed?
Grantees.

Did USAID and/or the grantees

connect with these other programmes ~ SSTP.
and if so what shared learning was

there and what added value and

synergy?

Were there similar programmes
running at the same time, or prior to,
the NA ICT CF in the countries
concerned with which no connection
was made? If so, why not?

Data collection
methods

Data analysis methods

Evaluability
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This annex contains, first, a detailed explanation of the three impact pathways (IPs) within the programme theory
of change (ToC). This is followed by an explanation of how the ToC was used in the evaluation. Third and last,
the overall ToC and the elaborated IPs are re-visited in the light of the evaluation findings, with a reassessment of
the extent to which each assumption held and the implications of this for the programme and its ToC in terms of
validity and accuracy

1.1 Detailed explanation of the three IP’s within the programme ToC.

This section (also provided in the inception report of the evaluation) starts with the presentation of four diagrams
that sum up the programme ToC and each of the three impact pathways. For impact pathway 1, a separate
diagram containing the assumptions was also drawn up. The diagrams are as follow.

Diagram 1: Overall theory of change;

Diagram 2: Impact pathway 1 with assumptions;
Diagram 3: Impact pathway 1 with intermediate steps;
Diagram 4: Impact pathway 2;

Diagram 5: Impact pathway 3.

A narrative of the impact pathways follows. The discussion includes the intermediate steps and assumptions that
underlie the causal pathways. It is important to note that the theory-based approach to this performance evaluation
necessitated the team to elaborate the ToC at such granular level. The objective is that the ToC will provide
sufficient guidance to the team in undertaking the contribution analysis.

In the following, the diagrams are colour-coded for easy reference:

Amber rounded rectangle — problem

Blue box — activities

Purple box — outputs

Dark blue box — outcomes

Teal box — impact

Green box/rounded rectangle — intermediate steps
Amber diamond/pentagon — key decisions

Three different arrows are also used:

Solid arrow — direct action/influence
Dashed arrow (bigger lines) — contribution
Dashed arrow (smaller lines) — feedback loop
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Diagram 1: Programme theory of change

g Improved agricultural productivity in targeted food crops by small holder farmers in & NA-ICT countries in Africa (Ethiopia, Ghana,
] Malawi, Mozambique, Senegal and Tanzania)

Dutcome 1: Increased use of quality inputs and improved Dutcome 2: Increased financially sustainable ICT-enabled
technologies by smallholder farmers services to complement other extension services

Output 4:
Development of
high quality
evidence on cost-
effectiveness and
impact of ICT
enabled services

Output 1_= Output 2: Improved Output 3: Financially
-“E_m"ﬂ“““_ content adapted to sustainable ICT enabled
extension provided specific needs, eXtension services
e ——— context and operating and integrated
farmers via ICT available ICT with non-ICT extension

enabled services channels service

Activity 5 Activity 11-
Activity 5: Activity 7: Develop Provide Activity 10- Develop an
Activity 3: Activity 4: Adapt key o sustainability plans Activity B: technical & ith. overall
Adapt and Delver ICT S5TP content AE;:_::::’ to work towands Develop support to S:IIFI; tc:llig:n Maonitoring &
integrate ICT enabled based on cu..rt:m'ler financially partnerships to strengthen projects and Leaming
enabled SEVICes — demand, feadback sustainable ICT inrease implementati data framewaork
SEMVIiCes as directly or context and -II:IDFI : enabled extension finandial on partners’ collection with country
appropriate indiractly appropriate service sustainability monitoring specific
. ProCesses L.
ICT channels capacity monitoring &
leaming

IMPACT PATHWAY 1 IMPACT PATHWAY 2 IMPACT PATHWAY 3

Activity 1: Activity 2: &
Identify cost grants
effective ICT awarded to

enabled strengthen
SEMVICES and scale ICT
already enabled

unider way SETVIDES

ACTRVITIES
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Diagram 2: Impact pathway 1 with assumptions

Impact: Improved agricultural productivity in targeted food crops by small holder farmers in 6§ NA-ICT countries in Africa (Ethiopia,
Ghana, Malawi, Mozambique, Senegal and Tanzania)

Assumption 13: Increase use of quality
inputs and improved farming technologies
lead to improved productivity

Outcome 1: Increased use of gquality inputs and improved
technologies by men and women smallholder farmers

Aszumption 9: ICT enabled
extension service leads to increzse
adoption of quality inputs and
L technologies

Owtput 1: Agronomic
extension provided to
smallholder farmers
via ICT enabled
SEIVICES

Bssumption 5c Grantees and |

donors shared 2 common H

understanding that ICT is zhle to |
deliver extension servces

Aszumption 10: Men and women
smiallholder farmers have equal

‘opportunity to make an active
decision to use quality inputs and

Azsumption 11- Target population are not
subject to drought, flooding, disease exc
during the course of the intervention

Assumption 12: The S5TP country teams
ard other agricultural programmes will
prowide acoess to sufficent new
technologies (inputs, information and
‘toals) for interested farmers to use.

improved technologies
. Aszsumption 7: Farmers have | Aszumption 8: Suffident
.!usn.l_n'pbmﬁcl'l‘l:mmaﬂnd 1 fi g, i ' 3 1 ICT enzhled
services have been sent to and H . - -
iwed by ! read) the information from | sgricultural servoe
the ICT encibled service. prowiders in the markes.

Activity 1 ldentify cost
effective ICT enabled
services already under way

Activity 2: &6 grants
awarded to
strengthen and
scale ICT enabled
SEMVICeS

Assumption 2: ICT
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Diagram 3: Impact pathway 1 with intermediate steps

Impact: Improved agricultural productivity in targeted food crops by small holder farmers in 6 NA-ICT countries in
Africa (Ethiopia, Ghana, Malawi, Mozambique, Senegal and Tanzania)
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Diagram 4: Impact pathway 2

Impact: Improved agricultural productivity in targeted food crops by smallholder farmers in 6 New Alliance
countries in Africa (Ethiopia, Ghana, Malawi, Mozambique, Senegal and Tanzania).
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Diagram 5: Impact pathway 3
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Theory of change narrative

A. Impact pathway 1: From provision of ICT-enabled extension services and improved content to
increased agricultural productivity

To address the low adoption rates of farmers of quality inputs and improved technologies (problem in amber
box, Diagram 1 Programme ToC), the donors are providing support to produce two outputs:

0] Output 1: Agronomic extension provided to smallholder farmers via ICT-enabled services;
(i) Output 2: Improved content adapted to specific needs, context and available ICT channels.

In theory, these outputs are produced sequentially starting from Output 2, since prior to the provision of ICT-
enabled services, content must first be developed and adapted. However, for content to be truly improved
there has to be a feedback loop between these two outputs in that during the provision of services to the
farmers, lessons learned regarding the content should feed into its improvement. This is represented by a bi-
directional arrow between Outputs 1 and 2 in the overall ToC (Diagram 1).

Production of Output 2

Diagram 6: Pathway to Output 2

Output 2: Improved content adapted to specific needs,

contexts and available ICT channels

1

Approved Approsoed

Adapt format for
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extension services
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Adapt content based
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technologies, gender,
demand)

message, channel)

A series of activities is required to produce Output 2. From the bottom of the diagram on the left-hand side, it
is demonstrated that grantees begin with the SSTP content (most bottom green box) given that the NA ICT
programme was designed to get its contents from SSTP. The content is then developed for the NA ICT
programme beneficiaries, and the adaptation and updating process defined. This then leads to the adaptation
of content to the local context, which depends on the crops, SSTP technologies being up-scaled, gender of
smallholder farmers, and demand for the services. Where the business model denotes partnership with the
government, the content will also need to be aligned with government priorities and policies related to inputs
and technologies. The adaptation of the format follows considering the language requirements, length of
messaging, and ICT channels. An appropriate time schedule for the messaging is defined. The developed
content will then be tested and once approved leads directly to Output 2. Non-approval means a repetition of
the process of development, adaptation, and testing of the content. The assumption underlying this process
is that SSTP and other agricultural programmes work with ICT extension service providers to agree and
develop content.
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From content (Output 2) to access (Output 1) (and to improved content)

The pathway between Outputs 1 and 2, as Diagram 7 below demonstrates, is a series of actions that are very
much a function of the type of ICT channel. Once the content has been developed and adapted, the selection
of ICT-enabled services follows. Content is also adapted according to ICT channel and therefore it is not
completely that ICT channel follows content adaptation. During the content adaptation process, choice of
channel is part of adaptation. For instance, a script for interactive participatory radio is different from the content
needed for a SMS.

The ToC qualifies the services into two types: direct services for channels that deliver messages directly
through the farmers and, and indirect services for channels which require extension agents for the delivery of
the message.

e For direct services such as IVR and SMS/USSD, the process is almost identical: demand for the
service is created, farmers gain access to the network, they subscribe and finally receive the
messages. Where radio was selected as the desired channel, the process starts with the selection of
the community radio station. It is ensured that farmers have radio and can be reached by the coverage.
The radio campaign then starts to market the programme and attract listeners. Farmers listen to the
radio and call regarding the messages. In some cases, farmers will discuss the programme in listener
groups.

e Forindirect services such as mobile applications and website, the delivery of messages starts with
the training of the agents, accessing the service, then providing it to the farmers. For video, extension
agents receive training in video delivery so they can present it to the farmers. After watching, it is
expected that the farmers will discuss the video.

In both the direct and indirect services, the theory is that once the farmers have received the services (i.e.
voice messages, text, video, mobile app, etc.), feedback will be generated either through the extension agents
or directly from the farmers to improve the messages.

Diagram 7: Pathway to Output 1

Output 1: Agronomic extension provided to smallholder farmers via ICT enabled services

Selection ICT enabled [ J
rdirsct wia extension agent

Services —
directly or indirectly

Y

Qutput 2: Improved content adapted to specific needs, context and
available ICT channels

Six assumptions have been identified in three levels in this specific change process:

o At the activities level:
» ICT-enabled services already exist in six NA ICT countries, in that the grantees will scale
existing ICT-based extension services to provide advice on SSTP technologies instead of starting

from scratch;
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» Challenge fund was the appropriate modality for the programme, which means that the right
challenge was put out and the right responses were garnered from potential grantees; and
» There are no problems with connectivity for mobile phone-based technology, implying that
farmers within the programme have access to a mobile phone network in order to receive the
messages.
¢ Inthe translation of activities to Output 1: Grantees and donors shared a common understanding that ICT
is able to deliver extension services. The assumption takes it as a given that ICTs work in the delivery of
extension services. Hence, the evaluation look at the different types of ICT used to deliver extension
messages instead of comparing ICT-enabled extension services with conventional extension services
without ICT)
¢ In the pathway between Outputs 1 and 2:
» The ICT-enabled services have been sent to and received by farmers;
» Farmers have accessed (viewed, listened, read) the information from the ICT-enabled service —
the absence of demand means the service does not have any value; and
» There is sufficient demand from ICT-enabled agricultural service providers in the market.

Diagram 8: Pathway to Outcome 1
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Qutput 1: Agronomic extension provided to smallholder farmers via ICT enabled services

From access to ICT-enabled extension services (Output 1) to increased utilisation of quality inputs and
improved technologies (Outcome 1)

The ToC does not presuppose that farmers will automatically adopt and use quality inputs and technologies after
accessing ICT-enabled services. There are many factors that could affect smallholder farmers’ decision to use
new inputs and technologies. Many of them would be beyond the programme’s influence and direct control. This
ToC will not be able to cover all these factors and assumptions but will focus on a limited number of pathways that
can be tested by the evaluation.

At the heart of the change processes between Output 1 and Outcome 1 as demonstrated in Diagram 8 (amber
diamond) is trust. Whether farmers trust the advice or not is decisive in the uptake of the messages. Usually,
farmers either validate with other farmers first, and wait to see the results in the next harvest season. In any case,
uptake by farmers requires tangible evidence of the effectiveness of inputs and technologies which could emanate
either from early adopter farmers or through model, demonstration plots. However, for the farmers to be able to
actually buy, then try, the inputs/technologies depends upon their access to finance and the availability of inputs.
There may be instances where there is no need for trust to be built, when farmers would readily try the inputs
and/or technologies. For the provision of agronomic extension to smallholder farmers via ICT-enabled extension
services to contribute to the increased use of quality inputs and improved technologies by smallholder farmers,
the following assumptions must hold:
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ICT-enabled extension services being provided can lead to increased adoption of quality inputs and
improved technologies;

Men and women smallholder farmers have equal opportunity to make an active decision to use quality
inputs and improved technologies;

Target population are not subject to drought, flooding, diseases, etc. during the course of the
intervention;

The SSTP country teams and other agricultural programmes will provide access to sufficient new
technologies (inputs, information, and tools) for interested farmers to use.

From increased utilisation of quality inputs and improved technologies (Outcome 1) to increased
agricultural productivity (Impact)

The ultimate result the programme is trying to achieve is “Improved agricultural productivity in targeted food crops
by smallholder farmers in the six NA ICT countries”. Similar to the results at the outcome level, many factors are
beyond the programme’s control, most of which this ToC will not be able to explore. The pathway in this ToC
includes what the evaluation deems to be most pertinent as regards the NA ICT programme. The key link between
the increased use of quality inputs and improved technologies and the broader improvements in agricultural
productivity at the country-level is the result of continued utilisation of improved inputs and new technologies. If, in
the longer term, results are not evident, it is most likely that farmers will not continue the use of new inputs and
technologies. Other donor-funded or government programmes may also make available lower cost or free options
to the farmers, such as through inputs subsidies programmes that provide free but low quality inputs and which
prevent farmers from continuing the use of improved inputs and new technologies in the long run. On the other
hand, continued use will be determined by extension agents’ follow up actions and any visible increase in the yield
and/or the crops’ quality (i.e. improved taste, better resilience to climate extremes). All these will contribute to the
long-term adoption of quality inputs and/or improved technologies. However, improved productivity will also
depend on the farmers’ ability to access inputs/technologies markets and business development services.

Diagram 9: Outcome 1 to impact

Impact: Improved agricultural productivity in targeted food crops by small holder farmers in 6 NA-ICT

countries in Africa (Ethiopia, Ghana, Malawi, Mozambique, Senegal and Tanzania)
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Outcome 1: Increased use of quality inputs and improved technologies by smallholder farmers
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B. Impact Pathway 2: From financially sustainable ICT-enabled extension services to increased
agricultural productivity

Diagram 10: Activity to output
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sustainable.
| to produce this output:

e Activity 7: Develop sustainability plans to work towards financially sustainable ICT-enabled extension
services; and
e Activity 8: Develop partnerships to increase financial sustainability.

These activities in this ToC are sequential as opposed to concurrent, in that before the second of the two activities
are undertaken, the first needs to be done. Between these two activities is the crucial step where the grantees
produce a sustainability plan that contains a viable partnership strategy which will then allow for the selection of
the right partners. Not having a sustainability plan with a partnership strategy could lead to two scenarios: either
grantees develop partnerships that will not increase financial sustainability, or no viable partnership is developed.
In either instance, ICT-enabled services will still be provided to smallholder farmers but only within the lifetime of
the NA ICT programme. Assuming the programme was implemented effectively the programme can still potentially
contribute to Outcome 1 increased use of quality inputs and improved technologies by smallholder farmers.

Diagram 11 - Pathway to Output 3

— Grantees are able to develop partnerships that will increase financial sustainability where
Output 3: Financially

e T T they developed a sustainability plan with viable partnership strategy. The assumption is

mﬁ:?:::::ﬁ::;:m that both the plan and strategy are implemented by the grantees. The pathway between

with non-ict extension Activity 8 and Output 3 depends on the type of business model the grantees adopt, as

service

Diagram 10 demonstrates (green boxes). Within a public partnership, the government
pays for the services and essentially provides a complementary ICT-enabled and
traditional extension services. In a private partnership where services are provided by
telecommunication companies or agribusinesses, either the providers pay for the services
or the agribusinesses pay for them. In a model where the partnership is with an NGO,
services would either be donor-funded or provided through a social enterprise. In these
two latter partnerships, services can be complemented by traditional extension services
provided by the government. Whatever the business model is, the underlying assumption
is that grantees want, and aim, to be financially sustainable.

Producing financially sustainable ICT-enabled extension services (Output 3) contributes
| to the achievement of Outcome 2, increased financially sustainable ICT-enabled services.

It is tempting to assume that the relationship between them is automatic, that more
financially sustainable ICT-enabled extension services will logically lead to increased financially sustainable ICT-
enabled extension services. This relationship however is predicated on three critical assumptions: (i) that there is
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a constant stream of demand for the services from the smallholder farmers, (ii) there is a stable supply of relevant
messages; and (iii) there is an increased investment in ICT-enabled services by stakeholders other than donors.

Diagram 12 additionally demonstrates how achieving increased financially sustainable ICT-enabled services
(Outcome 2) contributes to smallholder farmers’ increased use of quality inputs and improved technologies
(Outcome 1).

Diagram 12: Output 3 to Outcomes 1 and 2

Impact: Improved agricultural productivity in targeted food crops by smallholder farmers in 6 New Alliance
countries in Africa (Ethiopia, Ghana, Malawi, Mozambique, Senegal and Tanzania).
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C. Impact Pathway 3: From high quality evidence to increased agricultural productivity

The third impact pathway relates to the fourth output, development of high quality evidence on cost-effectiveness
and impact of ICT-enabled services. It responds to the lack of robust evidence on the impact of ICT-enabled
extension services on the uptake of new technologies, which especially resonates to the programme with its
support to cross-ICT channels for delivering agronomic messages. Diagram 5 provides a comprehensive picture
of this impact pathway and associated assumptions behind the conversion of one action/result to the next and up
to the impact level.

The pathway begins with three activities (blue boxes in Diagram 5)

Activity 9: Monitoring and learning partner provides technical support to strengthen implementing partners’
monitoring capacities

Activity 10: Monitoring and learning partner works with SSTP to align projects and data collection
processes

Activity 11: Monitoring and learning partner develops an overall Monitoring and Learning framework

The ToC conceives that the first step is to develop a programme monitoring and learning framework (Activity 10).
In the process, the monitoring and learning partner should actively coordinate with SSTP to align projects and data
collection processes (Activity 11). Both the NA ICT programme and SSTP each have their own unique programme
characteristics meaning that instead of only NA ICT aligning unilaterally with SSTP, the latter will also need some
adjustments to fully harmonise systems and processes, ensuring that indicators are shared, and timings
synchronised to the extent possible. Once the overall programme framework has been established, country-level
M&E frameworks shall follow, with the partner providing technical support to strengthen implementing partners’
monitoring capacities (Activity 9).

At this level of the ToC, four assumptions have been identified:

A monitoring and learning partner will work from the start of the programme across six countries
Alignment process (between NA ICT and SSTP) is bi-directional

SSTP has effective monitoring, evaluation, and learning system in place

Relevant areas of weaknesses (of the grantees) were identified
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Diagram 13:
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PROBLEM: Lack of robust evidence on the impact of ICT enabled extension services on the uptake of new technologies.

For these activities to translate to high quality evidence on effectiveness and impact of ICT-enabled services, the
monitoring and learning partner is expected to facilitate the coordination process effectively and also deliver quality
support tailored to the specific needs of the grantees (amber shapes in the left-hand side of Diagram 13). Where
this is not the case, the evidence that will be produced will be of low quality and relevance, without any feedback
loop to improve evidence (pink circle, Diagram 14). Uptake of knowledge and lessons from the technical support
is key to the production of high quality of evidence. The assumptions (5, 6, and 7 in Diagram 9) associated with
this part of the impact pathway include:

Diagram 14:

produced is of low

Grantees have the appropriate expertise and resources (otherwise, uptake will not happen regardless
of the quality of support delivered).
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the production of evidence (Output 4) and the programme outcomes are the equally important

intermediate outcomes related to adoption and utilisation of the evidence (green rounded rectangle, Diagram 10
below) and a general change of behaviour towards pre-conceived notions on what an effective and sustainable
ICT-enabled extension services look like. The ToC identifies three intermediate outcomes:

« Donors and grantees adopt knowledge from evidence, change behaviour towards ineffective practices
and unsustainable business models, and adapt programme management to improve performance.
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* Monitoring and learning partner and grantees are able to communicate evidence produced effectively.

e Service providers (private, public, mixed) understand and are convinced of their role in the sustainability
of ICT-enabled services.

The ToC recognises the centrality of the role of communicating evidence effectively in the adoption and utilisation
of evidence. The assumption is that external factors (institutional, cultural, and environmental) allow for evidence-
based programming, which is often not immediately the case and thus the typically long lag between
evidence/knowledge production and uptake.

Diagram 15: Output 4 to Outcomes 1 and 2 Pathway
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The final step in the ToC of impact pathway 3 is how evidence-specific results can contribute to the programme’s
impact. It has been noted earlier how the programme has decreasing influence as it goes up the results chain,
specifically from the outcome to the impact levels. Within this ToC, the impact pathway is even more indirect and
tenuous given the nature of knowledge and evidence as outputs and their rate of diffusion. Two most relevant
intermediate steps were included in the ToC (green rounded rectangle, Diagram 15):

« Future programme design and implementation are informed by evidence.

¢ Knowledge and evidence spill over to, and applied by other donors and relevant stakeholders operating in
ICT-enabled extension services space.

The assumptions were identified with the understanding that technological development moves swiftly and
donors’ and countries’ priorities change overtime. They are as follows:

¢ Smallholder farmers continue to use ICT-enabled extension services.
» ICT-enabled extension services remain important and relevant to donors and countries in the long-run.
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Diagram 16: Outcomes 1 and 2 to Impact within Impact Pathway 3

Impact: Improved agricultural productivity in targeted food crops by smallholder farmers in 6 New Alliance

countries in Africa (Ethiopia, Ghana, Malawi, Mozambique, Senegal and Tanzania).
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1.2 How the ToC and its detailed IPs were used for the evaluation

The elaborated ToC discussed in section 1.1 above, provided an analytical framework for the evaluation. A theory-
based approach was the most appropriate and feasible approach to meeting the requirements and answering the
key evaluation questions specified in the evaluation ToR. As noted in the Inception Report (IR), the ET chose to
take a theory-based approach to the evaluation for the following reasons:

There are multiple assumptions and contextual underpinnings to understand.

There is a limited evidence base on which the relationship between the ICT-enabled service and improved
uptake of technology, and between the latter and improved agricultural productivity in SSA can be built,
and a ToC can unpack the complexities surrounding this relationship.

The changes that occurred amongst small-scale farmers’ agricultural practices may or may not have
resulted from the NA ICT CF and ruling out alternative explanations to establish contribution is important.

There may have been unintended consequences, positive and negative, and the explanatory causes for
such an unexpected turn in the trajectory of change must be taken account of.

There are innovative features to the NA ICT CF and a theory-based evaluation allows for the validity of the
links supporting the ToC to be tested to see if they hold on the ground and whether other determining or
causal factors contribute to or undermine the achievement of the intended objectives.

A theory-based approach provides a robust and tested means to assess how and why the interventions undertaken
by the programme are working, by testing the hypotheses about the cause and effect relationships and the
assumptions underpinning the change processes.

The ET used the elaborated ToC in several ways, as follows:

a) Finalisation of the EM
The elaborated ToC, including the three detailed IPs, helped inform the finalisation of the EM (see Annex 5).

b) Development of interview checklists
Interview checklists to be used with key stakeholders either during country visits or remotely for those countries
not visited, took into account not only the EQs themselves, but also the causal pathways and assumptions behind
them, from activity through to outcome levels for each of the three IPs, drawing on the granular detail of the three
IPs. Hence, exploration of other potential pathways to the outputs/outcomes, alternative factors and unexpected
or negative outcomes was built into appropriate interviews.

c) Country level ToC workshops
In the three countries visited, a full day was dedicated, at the start of the visit, to the exploration of the ToC at
country level. The purpose of running the ToC workshop was to help the ET to validate the overall ToC and to
create more elaborate country based ToCs owned by the (sub) grantees. Most attention was given to IP1 and for
this IP participants (grantees) were invited to explain in detail the steps that they took from activity to output to
outcome levels. The programme level IP diagrams were shared with the participants. In all three countries, what
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came out of the full day ToC workshops were much more detailed descriptions of the IP, the causal pathway and
the assumptions within it. For no country was there a contradiction with the overall ToC, but, rather, a great deal
more information was made available to the ET.

d) Country level contribution analysis

The ET explored the explanations given by the grantees for all the steps in the IP through interviews with various
stakeholders throughout the rest of their time in country. They tested whether what grantees had explained fitted
with the interviewee’s own understanding of the steps in the pathway. The ET developed visualisations of these
steps which were then shared with the grantees during a half day validation workshop prior to departure.
Contradictions between what the ET learned during the in-country ToC workshop and what they learned from
other stakeholders, if any, were discussed. Subsequent to the half-day validation workshop, the ET revised the
contribution stories for IP1 for each country based on feedback, and again shared these with the grantees for final
validation. The process of contribution analysis allowed the ET to test the ToC and the assumptions at country
level. The use of both the ToC and contribution analysis helped the ET to assess the extent to which project results
at output, outcome and impact level, were due to the project itself or whether other factors were responsible. For
all three countries visited, the common finding was that the project made a very strong contribution at output level,
medium at outcome level and weak at impact level. This was not surprising given the increasing number of other
factors that could affect results at the higher outcome and impact levels. Annex 7 provides the detailed contribution
stories for each of the three countries.

e) Assessment of whether the elaborated ToC held true

During the process of analysing and writing up findings, the elaborated ToC, i.e. the details of each IP and the
assumptions related to each IP at different levels from activity through to outcome and impact were re-examined.
In particular, the ET re-visited each assumption to assess a) whether it was valid and b) whether it was held. A
valid assumption is one that is outside of the control of the programme and is relevant to the cause and effect
trajectory. In this way the ET was able to assess the strength of the programme as a whole and of the ToC IP.
This re-assessment was based on the knowledge gained by the team during the implementation phase. Section
1.4 provides the details of the re-assessment, which are also drawn upon, in brief, in the relevant sections of the
main report.

89



1.3 Re-examination of each IP in the light of evaluation findings

The three matrices below analyse the assumptions within each of the three IPs in Section 1.1 of this annex. The first column lists each assumption. The second
assesses whether each assumption is valid*®. The third column examines valid assumptions only, to see if the assumption holds. The fourth column considers the
implications for the ToC/IP in the case of the assumption holding or not. The fifth column describes the implications for programme performance in the case of the

assumption holding or not. An analysis of the content of each matrix is provided beneath each matrix.

Impact pathway 1

There were thirteen assumptions in this IP: four at activity level, four at activity to output level, four at the output to outcome level and one at the outcome to impact
level. The assessment below is informed by review of documents, interviews and country visit findings, including the development of contribution stories for IP1 for three

of the six countries (see Annex 7).

Activity level assumptions

SSTP and other agricultural
programmes  work with ICT
extension service providers to
agree and develop content
(Assumption 1)

ICT-enabled services already exist
in the NA ICT countries
(Assumption 2)

Challenge fund was the appropriate
modality to deliver the programme
(Assumption 3)

N (this is not a
valid
assumption as
it was within
the control of
the
programme)

n/a

The assumption was appropriate for the IP, it held
and had positive outcomes, which indicates an
accurate articulation of the IP/ToC at this level.

The assumption was appropriate for the IP, it held
and had positive outcomes, which indicates an
accurate articulation of the IP/ToC at this level.

n/a

That SSTP and other government, private sector and NGOs
contributed to relevant content development had a positive
impact on Activity 5 and, through that, Output 2, of IP1.

There was some level of ICT-enabled services in all countries,
though this varied by channel and country.

n/a



There are no problems with
connectivity for mobile phone-
based technology (Assumption 4)

Y

Activity to Output level assumptions

Grantees and donors shared a
common understanding that ICT is
able to deliver extension services
(Assumption 5)

The ICT-enabled services have
been sent to and received by
farmers (Assumption 6)

Farmers have accessed (viewed,
listened, read) the information from

the ICT-enabled service
(Assumption 7)

Sufficient demand from ICT-
enabled agricultural  extension

service providers in the market
(Assumption 8)

Y

N (this is not a
valid
assumption as
it was within
the control of
the CF)

Y

Output to Outcome level assumptions

ICT-enabled extension service
leads to increased adoption of
quality inputs and improved
technologies (Assumption 9)

This is not an

assumption,
but rather a
condition that

the NA ICT CF

This
held

n/a

n/a

partially The assumption was appropriate for the IP, it
partially held and had positive outcomes where it did
hold in terms of mobile based ICT-enabled
extension, which indicates an accurate articulation of
the IP/ToC at this level.

The assumption was appropriate for this IP. That the
assumption held and had a positive impact on Output
1 indicates an accurate articulation of the ToC for this
IP

n/a

That the assumption held and had a positive impact
on Output 1 indicates an accurate articulation of the
ToC for this IP

That the assumption held and had a positive impact
on Output 1 indicates an accurate articulation of the
ToC for this IP

n/a

Connectivity was an issue in some locations, and also for
women to some extent. It was also dynamic and evolving.
Where there were problems with connectivity, the project took
appropriate action to reach farmers, through other ICT-enabled
channels, thus impacting positively on Activity 3 and Output 1

This assumption holding had a positive impact on Output 1:
Agronomic extension provided to smallholder farmers via ICT-
enabled services.

n/a

Output 1: Agronomic extension provided to smallholder farmers
via ICT-enabled services, was positively affected by this
assumption holding.

Output 1: Agronomic extension provided to smallholder farmers
via ICT-enabled services was positively affected by this
assumption holding.

n/a



sought to
influence

Men and women smallholder Y N
farmers have equal opportunity to

make an active decision to use

quality inputs and improved

technologies (Assumption 10)

Target populations are not subject Y N
to drought, flooding, disease etc

during the course of the intervention

(Assumption 11)

The SSTP country teams and other Y
agricultural programmes will
provide access to sufficient new
technologies (inputs, information
and tools) for interested farmers to
use. (Assumption 12)

Partially

Outcome to impact level assumptions

Increased use of quality inputs and Y Y
improved farming technologies lead

to improved productivity

(Assumption 13)

At the activity, and activity to output levels, Assumptions 3 and 6 are not valid. The remaining six assumptions were all valid. All six assumptions held, though assumption
4: ‘“There are no problems with connectivity for mobile phone-based technology’, only partially held. Where there was no connectivity then this did impact on farmers

The causal impact pathways may be different for
men and women, as women'’s access to, and control
of, resources is different. In that where this
assumption did not hold Outcome 1 was not
achieved, the articulation of the ToC/IP is strong.

This remains a critical and relevant external factor,
so it is important to keep this assumption. In that
where this assumption did not hold the impact was
not achieved, the articulation of the ToC/IP is strong.

This was a valid assumption and still stands. In the
cases where the assumption did not hold, this
negatively affected Outcome 1, hence the
articulation of the ToC/IP is strong.

Where the assumption was valid, and the outcomes
achieved, the articulation of the ToC/IP is strong.
However, in addition to Assumption 11 which can
affect improved productivity, another assumption
that could influence the impact level of this IP would
be that smallholders are settled, and not displaced
due to conflict and instability.

Outcome 1: Increased use of quality inputs and improved
technologies by men and women smallholder farmers, was
affected by Assumption 10 not holding, in that women
smallholders generally (the situation varied both across and
within countries) had lower access to, and control over,
resources. Hence, they were disadvantaged in terms of
purchasing inputs and equipment, though they could still apply
labour-based best practices.

The impact: Improved agricultural productivity in targeted food
crops by smallholder farmers in six NA ICT countries in Africa,
was affected by Assumption 11 not holding, in that In some
(within) country locations, erratic rainfall and army worm
infestations prevented improved agricultural productivity.

Outcome 1: Increased use of quality inputs and improved
technologies by men and women smallholder farmers, was
negatively affected in the instances where Assumption 12 did
not hold, due to limited/no availability of particular
varieties/technologies.

With regard to the impact: Improved agricultural productivity in
targeted food crops by smallholder farmers in 6 NA ICT
countries, The NA ICT CF was not measuring productivity but
there was indirect as well as anecdotal evidence that due to this
assumption holding there was increased agricultural
productivity.



accessing mobile-based technology, but the grantees sought to reach farmers through several ICT-enabled channels, often in combination with traditional extension
measures. Outputs 1 and 2 were achieved, and thus the articulated causal pathways and the assumptions behind them were accurate.

At the output to outcome level, of the four assumptions originally identified, three are valid assumptions (Assumptions 10, 11 and 12). Of these three, two did not hold,
and one partially held. This resulted in programme performance being affected in the case of Outcome 1: ‘Increased use of quality inputs and improved technologies
by men and women smallholder farmers’ (in relation to Assumptions 10 and 12), and Impact: ‘Improved agricultural productivity in targeted food crops by smallholder
farmers in 6 NA ICT countries in Africa’ (in the case of Assumption 11: ‘Target populations are not subject to drought, flooding, disease etc during the course of the
intervention’).

That the three assumptions either did not hold, or only partially held (in the case of Assumption 12), and the programme performance was affected, show that, in terms
of the articulated ToC, Assumptions 10, 11 and 12 were critical to performance and the articulated causal pathways on how the outputs lead to outcomes.

The one assumption at outcome to impact level (Assumption 13) held, based on limited evidence only, and, to that extent, the impact was achieved, hence the articulation
of the ToC/IP was strong. However, other external factors could affect whether the use of quality inputs and improved farming technologies lead to improved productivity,
for example that smallholders are able to farm in peace and are not displaced by instability or conflict.

Overall, at all levels, from activity to output to outcome to impact levels of IP1, the above analysis affirms the strength of the ToC/IP1.
Impact pathway 2

There were seven assumptions in this IP, with four at the activity level and three at the output to outcome level. The ET noticed that the difference between Output 3:
‘Financially sustainable ICT-enabled extension services operating and integrated with non-ICT extension services’ and Outcome 3: ‘Increased financially sustainable
ICT-enabled services to complement other extension services’ is not very clear. It could even be argued that Outcome 3 is reached earlier than Output 3 (i.e. Increased
financially sustainable ICT-enabled services are reached before financially sustainable ICT-enabled services operating and integrated with non ICT extension services).
It would have been better to formulate Output 3 more at the level of “Sustainable business model of ICT-enabled extension services operational”. The table below
assesses all assumptions and is informed by review of documents, interviews and country visit findings.

Activity level

Grantees have a business plan Y Partially That the grantees developed business Activity 7: Develop sustainability plans to work towards financially
that identifies who pays for the models with a mixed stream of revenues, sustainable ICT-enabled extension, and subsequently Activity 8: Develop
messages which then informs allowing for the assumption to partially hold, partnerships to increase financial sustainability, were negatively affected

indicates a medium level articulation of the by this assumption only partially holding. The assumption only partially



decisions on partnership selection
(Assumption 1)

Effective implementation of NA N (thisisnota n/a
ICT programme (Assumption 2)  valid

assumption as

it was within

the control of

the CF)
Grantees want to be financially Y N
sustainable
(Assumption 3)
Sustainability plan and N (thisis nota n/a
partnership strategy are valid
implemented assumption as

it was within
the control of
the CF)

(Assumption 4)

Output to Outcome level assumptions

Constant stream of demand from Y Y
smallholder farmers (Assumption
5)

ToC for IP2 in relation to these steps in the
causal pathway and Assumption 1.

A more appropriate assumption might have
been that “Male and female smallholder
farmers are unlikely to be willing to pay for
messages, so funding of messages will need
to be drawn from MNO’s, donors or
government”.

n/a

There was no strong evidence that the
grantees wanted to be financially
sustainable. Consortium leads in all six
countries were NGOs. The assumption did
not hold and this negatively affected the
outcomes, hence the articulation of the ToC
for IP2 was strong.

n/a

Remains relevant to IP2. That the
assumption held, and this was beneficial to
programme performance, indicates that the
articulation of the ToC for IP2 was strong.

held because the grantees did not develop business plans as such, but
created business models with a mixed stream of revenues such as
service fee, commission, advertising fee, subscription fee, management.

n/a

Activity 8: Develop partnerships to increase financial sustainability, and,
subsequently Output 3: Financially sustainable ICT-enabled extension
services operating and integrated with non-ICT extension services were
not fully achieved. They were negatively affected by this assumption not
holding.

n/a

Continued demand from smallholder farmers supported both Outcome 1
(increased use of quality inputs) and Outcome 3 (Increased financially
sustainable ICT-enabled services to complement other extension
services).



Stable supply of relevant Y
messages (Assumption 6)

Increased investment in ICT by Y
stakeholders other than donors.
(Assumption 7)

For IP2, at the activity to output level just two of the four assumptions were valid. Assumption 1 partially held, the third (assumption 3) did not hold. Therefore Output 3:
‘Financially sustainable ICT-enabled extension services operating and integrated with non-ICT extension services’ was not fully achieved. The three assumptions from
output to outcome held, but with only a partially achieved output programme performance at the activity and output level, was affected negatively for some grantees (in
Ghana and Senegal). The anticipated outcome 3 was not fully achieved by all grantees, indicating that the articulation of the ToC for IP2 was medium. Some assumptions
were missing. For example, assumptions for different channels (radio channels have a different business model than platforms or video extension). In the long run,

Y (during project) Remains relevant to IP2. The assumption

would have been more useful if worded as
“Stable and sustained supply of relevant
messages”.

Remains relevant to IP2. That the
assumption held, and this was beneficial to
programme performance, indicates that the
articulation of the ToC for IP2 was strong.
However, the following re-wording of the
assumption may have been appropriate:
“Increased investment in ICT by other
stakeholders”. The assumption as it stands
presently reflects donor interest in ensuring
that the private sector, government and civil
society invest more, rather than continued
donor support.

post-project, the ET sees a challenge regarding ongoing supply of relevant messages.

Impact pathway 3

There were ten assumptions, three at the activity level, four at the activity to output level, one at the output to outcome level and two at the outcome to impact level.
The matrix below assesses each of the assumptions at output to outcome, and outcome to impact levels, and is informed by review of documents, interviews and

country visit findings.

Activity level

With no stable supply of relevant messages then Outcome 3: Increased
financially sustainable ICT-enabled services, was difficult to meet in the
long run, but was an appropriate assumption for the project period.

Outcome 3: Increased financially sustainable ICT-enabled services to
complement other extension services, was facilitated by increased
investment in ICT by stakeholders other than donors, although this did
not yet cover 100% of implementation cost. Findings showed that donor
support also continues to make a difference.



A monitoring and learning partner will work from the start of N (this is within n/a
the programme across six countries. Assumption 1) the control of the

CF)
Alignment process (of M&E between NA ICT and SSTP) is bi- Y Y
directional (Assumption 2)
SSTP has effective MEL system in place (assumption 3) Y Y
Activity to Output level
Relevant areas of weaknesses are identified (Assumption 4) Y Y

Grantees have the appropriate expertise and resources Y
(Assumption 5)

Partially

An effective MEL framework at the programme and country N (this is within n/a
levels that tracks and measures the right things is developed the control of the
and used from the start (Assumption 6) CF)

n/a

Assumption 2 held and had a positive
effect on programme performance in
terms of evidence gathering by
grantees. This confirms that the ToC for
IP3 was strong

Assumption 3 held and had a positive
effect on programme performance in
terms of evidence gathering by
grantees. This confirms that the ToC for
IP3 was strong

Assumption 4 held and had a positive
effect on programme performance in
terms of evidence gathering by
grantees. This confirms that the ToC for
IP3 was strong

This assumption held to different
degrees depending on the capacity and
prior expertise of the grantees. Where it
held this had a positive impact on
project performance, in which case the
articulation of the ToC for this activity
and output in relation to the assumption
was strong, but in other cases medium.

n/a

n/a

Activities 10 and 11 were positively impacted on
by this assumption holding,

Activity 11: Monitoring and learning partner
works with SSTP to align projects and data
collection processes, was more effective due to
SSTP having an effective MEL in place

Activity 9: MEL partner provides technical
support to strengthen implementing partners’
monitoring capacities, was positively affected by
this assumption holding.

Whilst grantee expertise and resources for MEL
varied, this assumption relates to Activity 9 (MEL
partner provides technical support) and
subsequent take up of knowledge and lessons
from the MEL provider by the grantees, which did
take place. Where there remained insufficient
expertise and resources, this meant that
achieving Output 4 was affected.

n/a



Effective feedback loop for data-collection and analysis Y
between relevant staff and external stakeholders is in place to

improve evidence (Assumption 7)

Output to Outcome level assumptions

External factors (institutional, cultural, environmental etc.) Y
allow for evidence-based programming (Assumption 8)

Outcome to impact level assumptions

Smallholder farmers continue to use ICT-enabled extension Y

services (Assumption 9)

ICT-enabled extension services remain

important and Y

relevant to donors and countries (in the long run) (Assumption

10)

This assumption did not hold in that
there was no feedback loop to external
stakeholders other than the NA ICT CF
donors (particularly USAID and IFAD in
the case of Tanzania). That the
assumption did not hold, and this had a
negative effect on the programme
performance, indicates a strong
articulation of the ToC for IP3.

Assumption 8 held and had a positive
effect on programme performance in
terms of evidence gathering by
grantees. This confirms that the ToC for
IP3 was strong.

Assumption 9 was a critical assumption
which held. This is important as, if there
was no continued use, then future
design being informed by evidence on
ICT-enable extension findings would
not be so relevant.

This assumption held and Outcome 1
(increased use of quality inputs) was
achieved (Outcome 2 - increased
financially sustainable ICT-enabled
services - less so).

That this assumption did not hold had a negative
effect on Output 4: High quality evidence on
(cost) effectiveness and impact of ICT-enabled
service.

Conducive external factors including wider donor
and NGO interest in evidence-based
programming meant that MEL contractor and
grantees paid sufficient attention to evidence
gathering which contributed to Output 3 of IP3:
High quality evidence on (cost) effectiveness and
impact of ICT-enabled services.

Evaluation findings indicate continued interest in
ICT-enabled extension services amongst
smallholder farmers in the 6 NA ICT CF
countries, which should positively influence how
future programme design and implementation is
informed by evidence (towards the impact level
of IP3).

Interest amongst donors and grantees in ICT-
enabled extension remains strong and this
should mean that learning from the NA ICT and
other projects should inform future programming
and design when seeking to make changes at
the impact level (improved agricultural
productivity).



One of the three assumptions between activity and output did not hold and one only held partially. This had
implications for the achievement of Output 4: “High quality evidence on (cost) effectiveness and impact of
ICT-enabled services”. High quality evidence was collected at output and outcome level, but not at cost
effectiveness and impact level. Output 4 could better have been formulated as Output 4: “High quality
evidence on output and outcome of ICT-enabled services”. All three assumptions at output to outcome and
outcome to impact levels held and outcomes were achieved or anticipated. The proposed revised Output 4
contributed to the achievement of Outcome 1 and Outcome 2. To this extent the articulated ToC for IP3 was
strong and the assumptions were critical to performance and the articulated causal pathways on how the
outputs lead to outcomes. But in relation to the original Output 4, this was not achieved. If the CF was
continuing, then IP3 and its one output (Output 4) would need to be reconsidered, unless the continued project
included measures of cost-effectiveness and impact.
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The objectives of carrying out contribution analysis through developing contribution stories in three of the six NA
ICT CF countries were as follows:

To contribute to the overall evidence base being gathered during the evaluation’s implementation phase.

To determine to what extent the NA ICT CF has contributed to the desired outcome

To Identify whether the IP1 component of the ToC developed in the inception phase was in line with what took
place at country level

To gain greater detail and understanding of the specific country level causal pathway, steps and assumptions
at each level of IP1

To validate the ToC for IP1, or, where not possible, to identify the alternative ToC for IP1 and the evidence of
this

Finally, to gain a more nuanced understanding of the articulation and accuracy of the ToC in relation to IP1, in
this way contributing to the overall evaluation’s findings through providing more understanding of how the NA
ICT CF worked to generate change in relation to IP1.

In this annex, Chapter 1 provides an outline of the structure (section 1.2) and context (section 1.3) of the annex
and the key to the colours used in the contribution story diagrams or flow charts. Within section 1.3 the programme
level ToC is reproduced, followed by the diagram of IP1 specifically, which includes the assumptions agreed upon
during the inception phase when developing the programme level ToC in collaboration with the NA ICT CF donors.
Finally, in section 1.3, the causal pathway for IP1 is reproduced. Again, this was defined during the process of
establishing the programme level ToC in the inception phase.

The causal pathway has four diagrams, two at output level (content development and ICT-enabled extension
dissemination), one at output to outcome level, with the outcome being Outcome 1: Increased use of quality inputs
and improved technologies by men and women smallholder farmers, and the fourth from outcome to impact level,
with the impact being that of the CF as a whole: Improved agricultural productivity in targeted food crops by
smallholder farmers in six NA ICT countries in Africa. Each diagram leads into the next. These diagrams were the
starting point for the ToC workshops in the three countries visited. They represent the programme level
expectations of what the steps and assumptions in the causal pathway between the problem (low adoption rate
by farmers of quality inputs and improved technologies) and the anticipated impact. By comparison, the equivalent
diagrams available in Chapter 2.1 illustrate what actually took place at country level at each step. The ToC,
including IP1, are discussed in detail in Annex 6 on the ToC.

Chapter 2 covers Methodology. Chapters 3-5 provide the contribution stories for each of Ethiopia, Senegal and
Tanzania in turn. Each chapter has two sections. The first section provides the articulated causal impact pathways
for the different steps in IP1 as learned through carrying out contribution analysis in country. This section relies on
visuals in the form of flow charts, as these sum up the detail of what was learned in-country in the most succinct
and accurate way. They can be contrasted with those in the programme level IP1 ToC, that is reproduced in
section 1.2 below. The visuals examine first the activity to output levels of the IP which include two outputs (content
development and dissemination of ICT-enabled extension). They then look at the causal pathway from outputs to
outcome, before finally looking at the same for outcome to impact.

The second section in each chapter provides a discussion of the findings regarding the ToC and, in particular, the
causal pathway and steps within it for IP1. These are again organised around steps in the pathway i.e. from activity
to output, then output to outcome, and finally outcome to impact. The findings include those around the accuracy
of the assumptions in the programme level ToC (see Diagram 2 below) and an assessment of the strength of the
ToC for each level of the IP. Each chapter ends with a short conclusion. Note that the words “adoption” and
“application” (in relation to Outcome 1, and PIRS indicator 1.3) are used interchangeably.

Chapter 6 provides a short overall conclusion drawing from all three contribution stories.
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They key to the colours unused in the diagrams is provided in Figure 1 below.

Figure 1: Key to colours in IP1 diagrams that relate to in-country findings

Activities Private sector

Outputs Positive result

Negative result

Outcomes
Decision

Impact

Channels

Throughout the annex, the programme level ToC is referred to often, as is impact pathway 1 (IP1) of the three IPs
in particular. To this end, whilst these are available in Annex 6 (ToC) they are reproduced here for ease of
reference. The first diagram is the overall ToC defined in the inception phase. The next one shows IP1 including
the assumptions related to it. The next series of four diagrams show the detailed causal pathway for IP one, from
the activity level through to the impact level.
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Figure 2: Programme Theory of Change

QUTPUTS

ALTIVITIES
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Figure 3: IP1 with assumptions —Programme Theory of Change
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Note that in the Programme ToC the outputs were described in the following order:

» Output 1: Agronomic extension provided to smallholder farmers via ICT-enabled services
» Output 2: Improved content adapted to specific needs, context and available ICT channels

However, Output 1 cannot be achieved without being preceded by Output 2, hence the flow chart for content
development (step 1 or Output 2) is shown below before that for ICT dissemination (step 2 or Output 1).

Figure 4: Activity > Output level: Step 1 Content Development Process
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Figure 6: Step 3 Output > Outcome level: Increased use of technologies - Original programme level
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Contribution stories were developed for each of the three countries visited: Ethiopia, Senegal and Tanzania.
Development of contribution stories requires a great deal of interaction with the grantees and sub-grantees, as well
as Klls and FGDs with a range of other stakeholders including SSTP grantees, government, NGO and civil society
(cooperative) extension officers; radio broadcasters; researchers; female and male smallholder farmers and others.
This level of interaction was not possible for the countries that were not visited by the ET. Annex 4 on evaluation
Methodology provides the criteria used for selection of countries to visit and hence explains the country “sample”
for contribution analysis.

In terms of scope, the ToC, as also explained in Section 2 of the main report and in Annex 6 on the ToC, has three
IPs. IP1 relates to the problem of low adoption rates by farmers of quality input and improved technologies. It
involves two outputs: Output 1 being “Agronomic Extension provided to smallholder farmers via ICT-enabled
services” and Output 2 (which in fact leads into Output 1) “Improved content adapted to specific needs, context and
available channels”. These then lead to Outcome 1 (which is also in IP2 and IP3) which is: “Increased use of quality
inputs and improved technologies by men and women smallholder farmers”.

IP2 concerns the problem that ICT-enabled extension services are dependent on donor funding and therefore not
a sustainable and viable complement to traditional extension services. This IP2 leads to an Output 3: “Financially
sustainable ICT-enabled extension services operating and integrated with non-ICT extension services”. IP2 has
two outcomes: Outcome 1 (as above) and Outcome 3: “Increased financially sustainable ICT-enabled services to
complement other extension services”.

IP3 concerns the lack of robust evidence on the impact of ICT-enabled extension services on the uptake of new
technologies. IP3 leads to Output 4: “High quality evidence on (cost) effectiveness and impact of ICT-enabled
services”. IP3 has two outcomes: Outcome 1 (as in IP1 and 2) and Outcome 2 (as in IP2).

All three IPs lead to the same NA ICT CF Impact: “Improved agricultural productivity in targeted food crops by
smallholder farmers in six New Alliance countries in Africa”.

Outcome 1 features in all three IPs. It is also fundamental to reaching the impact level. IP1 was the most critical to
explore at country level, given the time needed to explore the causal pathway and assumptions behind it for each
IP, as well as the wealth of information at country level about content development and ICT-enabled extension
dissemination. IP3 was not suited to contribution analysis at country level, as much of this pathway concerned
actions of other programme level stakeholders, particularly the MEL contractor. IP2 could have been explored at
country level if there had been sufficient time, but, when having to prioritise, the ET considered that exploring IP1
through contribution analysis in the three countries would help the most in gaining more in-depth findings related
to the EQs as well as providing the opportunity to test the accuracy of the ToC for this, IP including the assumptions
behind it.

As noted in Chapter 2 of the main report, and in Annexes 4 and 6, the evaluation has taken a theory-based approach
which included contribution analysis. Annex 4 describes the Theory based approach and thereafter the steps taken
for contribution analysis. Annex 6 describes the ToC including all three IPs. In brief, USAID had already developed
a Results Framework and DFID had developed a ToC for the NA ICT CF. During the inception phase the ET pulled
together a draft ToC from these and other sources and held a 3-hour workshop with the donor group and the MEL
contractor to discuss and validate the ToC for the programme as a whole from the donor perspective. From this,
the full programme level ToC was developed (see Figure 2 in Chapter 2 of the main report).

The contribution analysis was undertaken for IP1 for each of the countries visited through:

A full day ToC workshop in each country with grantees (i.e. lead grantee and consortium members/sub-
grantees)
Key informant interviews (KIIs) with grantees
Klls and focus group discussions (FGDs) with a range of stakeholders
A de-brief session with the grantees at the end of each country visit
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Each are discussed in turn below.
A full day ToC workshop in each country with grantees.

During each of the ToC workshops, grantees were facilitated in creating their own country ToC for IP 1 step-by-
step, based on the following questions:

Activities > Output
1. What are the key activities & output (for both outputs)?
2. What are the Intermediate steps to achieve the output?
3. Who were the actors?
4. What were your assumptions? Were they correct?
5. What were the challenges?
6. What adaptations to the activities did you make during implementation?
Output > Outcome
1. What are your definitions of adoption?
What were the intermediate steps to reach adoption?
What are the key factors to achieve adoption / no adoption?
What were the assumptions to achieve adoption? Were they correct?
What is your evidence that the outcome was achieved?
What were the challenges?
What adaptation did you make to the programme?
8. Did you see unintended results?
Outcome > Impact
1. Do you have evidence of increase productivity through adoption of SSTP technologies? How was this
measured? If not, why not?
2. What were the assumptions between outcome and impact?
Gender
1. How was gender considered during design and implementation?

No gk wd

The country level ToC workshop in each country helped begin the process of interrogating and validating the ToC
for IP1 in each country. The ToC workshops helped the ET gain a more detailed and comprehensive understanding
of the country programme and in particular the steps taken from activity to outcome/impact level for IP1 from the
grantees’ perspectives.

Key informant interviews (KlIs) with grantees

Whilst KIl and FGD checklists had already been prepared prior to arriving in the country, these were re-visited in
the light of what the ET learned from the grantees about the IP1 causal pathway. Interview checklists for different
stakeholder categories were thus fine-turned. The ET first had more in-depth Klls with the grantees, interviewing
the lead grantee and then different consortium member organisations separately.

Klls and focus group discussions (FGDs) with a range of stakeholders

Following the ToC workshop and Klls with grantees in each country, the ET drew on the fine-tuned checklists to
interview a range of other stakeholders (see section 2.4 for their details). These interviews and FGDS enabled the
ET to confirm, question or clarify their understanding of IP1 gained from the ToC workshops and Klls with grantees.

A de-brief session with the grantees at the end of each country visit

At the end of each country visit the ET met once again for a half day meeting with the grantees. The purpose of
this meeting was to share with the grantees the visualisations (see Chapter 3) of the steps in the IP3 causal
pathway. This provided the opportunity for correction (where needed) and validation of the contribution story at
country level for IP1. Following the validation, the contribution stories as described in Chapter 3 of this Annex,
were drawn up. These represent the detailed country level interpretation of the programme level ToC IP1.
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The four steps involved in the development of the contribution story in each country were outlined in section 2.2.
Table 1 below lists, in the first row, the stakeholders involved in the ToC workshops (and de-brief meetings) in each
country. The following four rows list the interviewees that were sources of information regarding the steps in the

causal pathway of IP1.

In all cases, as described in the Methodology Annex, notes were made and information collated against the relevant
topic. Towards the end of each field visit, the ET drew up, from what had been confirmed, or further detailed by
stakeholders, diagrams that show in visual form the detail of each step. The diagrams were used in the de-brief
session. They were later used not only to develop the contribution stories but as a source of evidence against
various EQs. The diagrams proved particularly useful in depicting accurately and succinctly the details within each
step of the causal pathway and made it easy for participants in the country level de-brief sessions, to note if and
where there remained some inaccuracies, for example in terms of placement, flow and linkage arrows including

their directions.

Table 1: Participants in country level ToC workshops and other stakeholders interviewed, by step in IP1

Ethiopia

ToC workshop and debrief Country Director, DG

(start and end of country
visit)

Project Director, DG

M&E Director, DG

Admin and Finance Director,
DG

M&E Manager, DG

Acting Country Representative,
FRI

Knowledge Management
Officer, FRI

Vice President of Operations,
Awaaz.De

Activity to Output: Content 2 Regional Bureaus of

Development

Agriculture and Natural
Resources

2 Woreda Bureaus of
Agriculture and Natural
Resources

4 Development Agents (DA’s)
Agricultural Transformation
Agency (ATA)

Wukro ATVET

2 radio stations involved in
potassium fertiliser and Aybar
BBM campaign

SSTP ex country coordinator
2 SSTP grantees (MBI and
Aybar BBM)

Senegal

Country Director Gambia,
Senegal & Guinea Bissau,
UP

Graduate student researcher
for MEL, TCIMbay (UCSC)
Project Officer, TICmbay
Director, Jokalante

Senior Advisor Agriculture
and Livelihoods, PAC West
Africa Practical Action
Director, SB Conseil

SSTP grantees (CU-SSTP,
Tool baye, Apronstar dealer)
Cooperatives (COPI,
COORAD and FAPAL)

3 radio stations involved in
seeds campaign, khetakh
and Apronstar
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Tanzania

CABI Project Coordinator, CABI
Content Manager, CABI

ICT officer, FRI

Radio volunteer, FRI

Acting Project Manager/Officer,

3 scientists at agricultural research
institutes (covering beans, cassava
and maize)

2 District Agricultural Irrigation and
Cooperatives Officers in the Southern
Highlands

3 private sector seed companies

3 radio stations involved in cassava,
potatoes and maize campaigns
SSTP ex country coordinator

SSTP grantee (SAGCOT)



Activity to Output: ICT
dissemination

Output to Outcome
Pathways to adoption

Outcome to Impact
Adoption to improved
productivity

2 Regional Bureaus of
Agriculture and Natural
Resources

2 Woreda Bureaus of
Agriculture and Natural
Resources

4 DA’s

ATA

Wukro ATVET

2 radio stations involved in

potassium fertiliser and Aybar

BBM campaign

SSTP ex country coordinator
2 SSTP grantees (MBI and
Aybar BBM)

Farmer groups in Amhara and

Tigray

2 Regional Bureaus of
Agriculture and Natural
Resources

2 Woreda Bureaus of
Agriculture and Natural
Resources

4 DA’s

ATA

2 radio stations involved in
potassium fertiliser and Aybar
BBM campaign

SSTP ex country coordinator
2 SSTP grantees (MBI and
Aybar BBM)

Farmer groups in Amhara and
Tigray

2 Regional Bureaus of
Agriculture

2 Woreda Bureaus of
Agriculture

4 DA’s

2 radio stations involved in

potassium fertiliser and Aybar

BBM campaign

2 SSTP grantees (MBI and
Aybar BBM)

FG with farmers in Amhara
and Tigray

SSTP grantees (CU-SSTP,
Toolbaye, Apronstar dealer)
Cooperatives (COPI,
COORAD and FAPAL)

3 radio stations involved in
seeds campaign, khetakh
and Apronstar

2 farmer focus groups in
Fogny, Casamance and
Mow, Matam

SSTP grantees (CU-SSTP,
Toolbaye, Apronstar dealer)
Cooperatives (COPI,
COORAD and FAPAL)

3 radio stations involved in
seeds campaign, khetakh
and Apronstar

2 farmer focus groups in
Fogny and Mow

SSTP grantees (CU-SSTP,
Toolbaye, Apronstar dealer)
Cooperatives (COPI,
COORAD and FAPAL)

3 radio stations involved in
seeds campaign, khetakh
and Apronstar

2 farmer focus groups in
Fogny and Mow

3 scientists at agricultural research
institutes (covering beans, cassava
and maize)

2 District Agricultural Irrigation and
Cooperatives Officers in the Southern
Highlands

3 private sector seed companies

3 radio stations involved in cassava,
potatoes and maize campaigns
SSTP ex country coordinator

SSTP grantee (SAGCOT)

The farmer group concerned with
potatoes

3 scientists at agricultural research
institutes (covering beans, cassava
and maize)

2 District Agricultural Irrigation and
Cooperatives Officers in the Southern
Highlands

3 private sector seed companies

3 radio stations involved in cassava,
potatoes and maize campaigns
SSTP ex country coordinator

SSTP grantee (SAGCOT)

FGDs with male and female
smallholders from three villages
(Utengule and Lwangu villages in
Njombe, and Simambwe village in
Mbeya, all of which are in the
Southern Highlands

3 scientists at agricultural research
institutes (covering beans, cassava
and maize)

2 District Agricultural Irrigation and
Cooperatives Officers in the Southern
Highlands

3 private sector seed companies
SSTP grantee (SAGCOT)

FGDs with male and female
smallholders from three villages

Once the decision was made to apply contribution analysis to just one IP, there were no limitations or research
challenges as such. Due to advance communication, the grantees were all available for the full day ToC workshop,
as well as separate KlIs and a half-day de-brief workshop. As checklists for each stakeholder category had already
been developed in advance of the visits, there was time to tailor these further in-country, based on what the ET
learned from each ToC workshop. A good range of stakeholders were interviewed, which allowed for strong
triangulation. The ET was open to feedback from the grantees during the de-brief workshop in each country and
shared the subsequent of the contribution stories with the grantees for their final validation.
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3. Contribution Story: Ethiopia

3.1 Articulated Causal Impact Pathways

The figures in this section sum up in a visual way what was actually done by the grantees in Ethiopia at each step
in IP1, from activity to output (2 steps), output to outcome and, finally, outcome to impact levels. The diagrams
capture the detailed steps, including their flow and linkages between them. At both the activity to output, and output
to outcome levels, the grantees distinguished between ICT channels, hence separate diagrams are provided for
each. These can be compared with the programme level steps anticipated for IP1, which are in Section 1.2.

3.1.1 Activity > Output level: Step 1 Content Development Process
At the country level, content development varied by channel, with that for each of video, radio and IVR content

being different. The following three figures show each of these in turn.

Figure 8: Step 1 Video Content Development Process - Ethiopia

Video content

development
rocess

Figure 9: Step 1 Radio development content process - Ethiopia

Radio content

development
process
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Figure 10: Step 1 and step 2 IVR Content and dissemination process - Ethiopia
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3.1.2 Activity > Output level: Step 2 Information Dissemination Process
In Ethiopia a distinction was made between video and radio dissemination steps, as per the two diagrams below.

Figure 11: Step 2 Video Dissemination process - Ethiopia
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Figure 12: Step 2 Radio dissemination process - Ethiopia
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3.1.3 Output > Outcome level: Step 3 Increased use of technologies

Just as for Step 2 above, the grantees in Ethiopia identified two causal pathways for the output to outcome level
(leading to adoption or application of technologies), one for video-based adoption and one for radio-based
adoption, as indicated in the two figures below. Both diagrams show how adoption is verified and monitored.

Figure 13: Step 3 Video-based adoption - Ethiopia
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Figure 14: Step 3 Radio based adoption - Ethiopia

Radio-based adoption

3.1.4 Outcome level > Impact: Step 4 Improved Productivity

The figure below depicts how the Ethiopian grantees understood the steps from outcome to impact level. This
diagram differs slightly to the one in the overall IP1 causal pathway included in section 1.2.

Figure 15: Step 4 Impact - Ethiopia
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Outcome 1: Increased use of quality inputs and improved technologies by smallholder farmers
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Grantees and other stakeholders in Ethiopia distinguished between video, radio and IVR content development as
indicated in Figures 8-10 in section 3.1. Giving grantees the opportunity to identify and describe each of these in
the ToC workshop, then having the opportunity to confirm and triangulate these findings with the grantees and
other stakeholders across the country, helped the ET gain a much more nuanced and detailed understanding of
how content development was actually done in Ethiopia. Although there is much greater granularity in these figures
than in that for the programme level IP step (see Figure 4 in Section 1.2) they are aligned. Content development
involved appropriate stakeholder contributions, including those of farmers, had adequate feedback, validation and
certification mechanisms, and allowed for alignment between the ICT (video, radio, IVR) channels. The evidence
for the anticipated content development steps was strong and no alternative pathways were identified beyond
those depicted in Figures 8-10.

With regard to assumptions, the grantees commented on the assumptions related to this step in the programme
level Toc (see Figure 3 in Section 1.2) and also shared and subsequently discussed their own assumptions. The
grantees agreed that all three assumptions related to this step in the programme level diagram were more or less
were true.

Assumption 1: SSTP and other agricultural programmes work with ICT extension service providers to agree
and develop content - True - SSTP grantees participated in content development.

Assumption 2: ICT-enabled extension services already exist in the country — True - though the route they had
wanted to use for IVR messaging (an “E1” line) was not available so the services were re-designed by
Awaaz.de (a consortium member/sub-grantee).

Assumption 4:! No problems with the connectivity for mobile phone based technology — Partly True - this is an
issue in the rural areas. But this does not affect the other channels (radio and video).

Generally, therefore, the programme level assumptions related to Step 1 held in Ethiopia.

The grantees also had some assumptions regarding content development (some of which overlap with Step 2,
dissemination). These were:

Updated packages of practices (POPs) are already available. This was the case, the grantees drew on these
in the content development process. (Note, this assumption is similar to programme level IP1 assumption 1
discussed above).

Partners are cooperative: this was partially true though not all stakeholders are available for all content
development sessions (This assumption also relates to the programme level IP1 assumption 1).
Broadcasters are interested to disseminate agricultural relation information. This was the case.

The selected technology is tested, proven and available. This was partly true. Not all technologies were already
fully tested (one that was not was potassium fertilise). Also the grantees noted that whilst the assumption was
largely met, the commitment from the grantees (SSTP) is to produce a particular variety but farmers may
demand something else.

Considering the above, the assumptions did, on the whole, hold true. If a ToC for IP1 with assumptions had been
developed from the start in Ethiopia, additional assumptions could have been included drawing on the grantee’s
own assumptions bulleted above.

Given the correlation (albeit with much greater granularity) between the content development steps in the causal
pathway in Ethiopia with the programme level equivalent, and given that most assumptions held, it is concluded
that the strength of evidence on the contribution of the NA ICT CF to planned outputs at this step of IP1 was strong.

Three of the six channels in the programme level IP1 diagram for information dissemination were used in Ethiopia:
Video, Radio & IVR. During the ToC workshop grantees distinguished between the steps taken in video and radio

I Assumption 3 was not valid
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dissemination (see Figures 11 and 12 in Section 2.1). As for Step 1, the causal pathways for each of these are
much more detailed than in the programme level version (Figure 5, section 1.2), but they do not contradict the
latter. Whilst there was low alignment / collaboration between video and radio in the dissemination phase, the
content was aligned.

Using the ToC approach and having a full day for the ToC workshop to allow for grantees to really explore and
describe the specificities of each step, provided a depth of learning to the ET that would not have been gained so
quickly otherwise, and which informed the finalisation of interview checklists with other stakeholders throughout
the country visit. The box below includes the key findings related to each channel, just as an example of what was
learned in relation to this step:

Box 1: Findings regarding the information dissemination process via video, radio and IVR in Ethiopia
Key findings regarding the video channel:

There is scope for emerging topics (such as fall army worm), to be included in a timely manner (and reach a
larger group of farmers than pilot groups).

There is a systematic process of M&E of each video dissemination at woreda and kebele level. This leads to a
systematic measurement of dissemination and adoption of new technologies and practices under farmers
including cross checks by third party bodies as well as Digital Green

The video channel has an advantage over the radio because seeing is more powerful than listening and DA’s
are trained in video dissemination and could answer questions & answers. After viewing a video, farmers
commit to whether they will adopt, and that commitment is verified by the group leader and DA.

Key findings regarding the radio channel:

Evidence gathered confirmed the participatory nature of the campaigns.

There is regular systematic monitoring of both the technical content and the quality of the radio broadcasts,
with a feedback mechanism to ensure corrections are made when needed.

M&E procedures with baseline, midterm and end line surveys do lead to systematic recording of results of a
campaign

The number of people reached through radio is higher than through video, but less targeted

Key findings regarding the IVR channel:

IVR could strengthen the video message if timely

Local content of ATA 8028 (IVR) in selected woreda’s is appreciated by farmers that use it

Use of 8028 is low amongst farmers > barrier to start due to complication of registration

Lack of own E1 line made IVR solutions more expensive and made acceptance complicated the acceptance
(only broadcasting and not 2-way communication)

With regard to assumptions, the grantees commented on those in the IP2 programme level figure (see Figure 3 in
section 1.2) and also considered their own assumptions. The grantees agreed that all four assumptions related to
this step in the programme level diagram, were true. These were:

Assumption 5: Grantees and donors shared a common understanding that ICT is able to deliver extension
services.
Assumption 6: The ICT-enabled services have been sent to and received by farmers.
Assumption 7: Farmers have accessed (viewed, listened, read) the information from ICT-enabled services.
Assumption 8: Sufficient demand from ICT-enabled services provided in the market grantees had the following
assumptions related to information dissemination:
Availability of development groups in selected Kebeles. This assumption was true (it held)
PICO projectors are available in country. This is the case, but more are needed and these are difficult to
find at the moment
Trained DA’s available in selected Kebeles: True
Need for information on that specific issue by the farmers in selected Kebeles: True
SSTP Technology availability/applicability in selected Kebeles: Not always the case e.g. Aybar BBM or
potassium fertiliser (therefore this assumption did not hold in all cases)
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These assumptions are appropriate and are specific to the Ethiopian context. They do not contradict the overall
ToC IP1 assumptions 5-8 above for this step. All the programme level assumptions for this step held in the case
of Ethiopia, and most of their own assumptions also held. Two of the grantees’ assumptions did not hold. If they
had been included in an Ethiopia specific ToC for IP1 then they may have provided additional guidance to the
programme planning and implementation process.

Overall, the strength of the evidence was high, there was a lack of evidence for alternative pathways to information
dissemination, there was alignment with the programme level Step 2, and the country level specificity provides
greater depth to the programme level Toc IP1 information dissemination step. As for step 1, Given the correlation
(albeit, again, with much greater granularity) between information dissemination steps (Step 2) in the causal
pathway in Ethiopia with the programme level equivalent, and given that most assumptions held, it is concluded
that the strength of evidence on the contribution of the NA ICT CF to planned outputs at this step of IP1 was strong.

The country level causal pathways to adoption/non-adoption are in line with the programme level causal pathway.
As for steps 1 and 2, there is much more detail in the country level figures (see Figures 13 and 14) than in the
programme level figure (Figure 6 in section 1.2). The grantees, further, looked at the pathway to adoption (or
application) for each of video and then radio based extension. The grantees also described how this adoption was
verified and measured. As for other steps. Having time for the grantees to really consider and describe this
important step in the IP, and then having time in-country to validate and triangulate this with other stakeholders,
was greatly useful to the ET. It increased the depth of their understanding right at the start of the country visit and
helped them tailor the interview checklists for interviews with other stakeholders. Key findings were that, whilst
alternative pathways were not evident, information dissemination is not the only factor that contributes to adoption.
The box below includes some specific findings that were useful to the ET.

Box 2: Findings regarding adoption based on radio and video based extension

Adoption levels of most technologies are good (overall 20%, video 44% and radio 16%)

Evidence that the video-enabled extension enhances and extends reach of traditional extension high

With vide-based extension, farmers express willingness to apply, which is checked by lead farmer and DA.
This increases adoption rate

Farmers usually first apply the new technology and practices on a small part of their farm, then, if satisfied,
may scale up in future.

Constraints to adoption include lack of availability of the technology, low quality of seeds, low sales price, high
input prices, and lack of capital (influencing purchase of inputs and/or labour)

Reasons for adoption as a result of radio-based extension included availability and affordability of the
technology, and being convinced about the technology — farmers are very sceptical, they may want to see the
result of the technology on other people’s plots. And they need to be well informed.

Reasons for adopting as a result of video-based extension included understanding of the “non-negotiable”
practices, capacity to do them, availability and affordability of the technology, alignment of message with the
cropping calendar and support from DAs/lead farmers.

Grantees considered the programme level assumptions related to the output to outcome step (Assumptions 10-
13) and had the following responses:

Assumption 10: Men and women small holder farmers have equal opportunity to make an active decision to
use quality inputs and improved technologies. This they did not agree with, it did not hold, but they addressed
it by giving good attention to how to involve and reach women.

Assumption 11: Target population are not subject to drought, flooding, disease etc. during the course of the
intervention. This assumption also was not the case; drought was a fact during the project.

Assumption 12: SSTP country teams and other agricultural programmes will provide access to sufficient new
technologies (input, information and tools) for interested farmers to use. This was the case, but there were not
always enough supplies.
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Assumption 13: ICT-enabled extension service leads to increased adoption of quality inputs and improved
technologies. Grantees agreed with this but stated that it is certainly not the only factor. Grantees also had
their own assumptions about the pathway to adoption, as follows:

The technology is available. This was seen as partly true (some technologies not available, seeds also not
always). This equates to Assumption 12 in the generic IP1.

Farmers will be interested on the technology. This assumption held, farmers were interested.

The promoted technology /practice is in alignment with the farmer’s demand. This was not always the case,
for instance farmers were not convinced by, or interested in, using potassium fertiliser

The technology is affordable, accessible and easy to apply/use. This was partly true, not always affordable
for all farmers

The technology/practice is timely (within the cropping calendar). This was also just partly true. Some
campaigns were not in time.

Assumptions at country level are relevant and do not contradict those developed in relation to the programme level
ToC at this level. Given that where the programme level and country specific assumptions did not hold, this had a
negative impact on the project outcome, the articulation of the ToC for IP1 between output to outcome levels was
relatively strong. The country level findings confirmed the anticipated causal pathway for this step from output to
outcome (i.e. from receiving information to adoption/non-adoption). Alternative pathways were not in evidence,
but, whilst information dissemination contributes to adoption, is not the only factor. Figures 13 and 14, which depict
the understanding gained in country of how adoption is reached based on video and radio based extension,
indicate that farmers need to understand the technology, be willing to apply it, then it has to be both affordable
and available. Thus, overall, the strength of evidence regarding the contribution of the programme to the outcome
is medium rather than strong.

Figure 15 in section 2.1, which is the country level understanding of the output to impact step, differs slightly from
figure 7 in section 1.2 which was the programme level IP1 depiction of this step. The country level diagram
indicates that access to markets, continued use of new technologies will lead to improved opportunities and
income, all this based on increased production. The programme level diagram shows that adoption and access to
markets and business development services will lead to increased productivity. These are different ways of
depicting the same thing. These are findings from the country level:

At the outcome to impact level of the IP1 causal pathway, more external factors come into play and contribution

is harder to assess.

Some interviews regarding some crops identified alternative pathways between adoption and increased

production, and between increased production and increased income.

Key external factors relate to availability of seeds, access to, and the state of, the market, and the security

situation.
On assumption 13 in the programme level ToC for IP1: Increased use of quality inputs and improved farming
technologies lead to improved productivity. They commented that although this might be true they had no evidence
based on data. There were not indicators to measure yield/productivity and grantees were not required to measure
this. It was noted that it is very costly to measure indicators at this level, and so this should be built in at the design
stage. Overall, the contribution story at the outcome to impact level of IP1 is not as strong as at the activity to
output, and output to outcome levels, as many factors come into play at this level.

Taking a ToC approach allowed for much greater elucidation by Digital Integration of the detailed steps from
activity through to outcome and the assumptions behind these for IP1 of the ToC. It also allowed for verification
and clarification of these steps during subsequent stakeholder interviews. It is concluded that in the case of the
Ethiopia IP1, the intervention was implemented as planned and the predicted ToC and expected results occurred.
There were no rival explanations for the steps in the pathway. To this end the contribution story is assessed as
strong, with evidence that the NA ICT CF makes a positive contribution to change at output to outcome level, but
less at the outcome to impact level, where external factors had more influence.
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4. Contribution Story: Senegal

4.1. Articulated Causal Impact Pathways

The figures in this section sum up in a visual way what was actually done by the grantees in Senegal at each step
in IP1, from activity to output (2 steps), output to outcome and, finally, outcome to impact levels. The diagrams
show the detailed steps including their flow and linkages between them. These can be compared with the
programme level steps anticipated for IP1 which are in Section 1.2.

4.1.1. Activity > Output level: Step 1 Content Development Process

At the country level, content was developed for each campaign with consortium members and SSTP grantees. In
the Campaign Plan the key messages for certified seeds or other selected SSTP technologies like Apronstar or
khetakh were defined, and the regions/districts for the campaign selected. This plan is validated by SSTP grantees
to check if key messages are still in line with what SSTP grantees want to communicate. The localised plans of all
radio stations form the final campaign plan.

Figure 16: Step 1 Campaign Development - Senegal
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4.1.2. Activity > Output level: Step 2 Information Dissemination Process

Senegal developed dissemination steps in their campaign plan, including a feedback mechanism as per the two
diagrams below.
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Figure 17: Step 2 Running a campaign - Senegal
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Figure 18: Step 2 Feedback loop of a campaign - Senegal
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4.1.3. Output > Outcome level: Step 3 Increased use of technologies

Senegal identified one pathway to application.
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Figure 19: Step 3 Pathways to adoption/non-adoption (output to outcome) - Senegal
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4.1.4. Outcome level > Impact: Step 4 Improved Productivity

The figure below depicts how the Senegal grantees understood the steps from outcome to impact level. This
diagram is similar to the one in the overall IP1 causal pathway included in section 1.2.

Figure 20: Step 4 Outcome to Impact - Senegal
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Outcome 1: Increased use of quality inputs and improved technologies by smallholder farmers
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Grantees and other stakeholders in Senegal work together to develop a campaign plan as indicated in Figures 16
in section 4.1. Giving grantees the opportunity to identify and describe each of these steps in the ToC workshop,
then having the opportunity to confirm and triangulate these findings with the grantees and other stakeholders
across the country, helped the ET gain a much more nuanced and detailed understanding of how content
development was actually done in Senegal. Although there is much greater granularity in these figures than in that
for the programme level IP step (see Figure 4 in Section 1.2) they are aligned. Content development involved that
appropriate stakeholder contributions, including those of farmers, had adequate feedback and validation. There is
a difference with the programme level IP steps. TICmbay does not seek government approval for content. This is
not required by the Government of Senegal. From content tested the stakeholders themselves approve the content
in the final campaign plan. The evidence in the field for the anticipated content development steps was strong and
no alternative pathways were identified beyond those depicted in Figures 16.

With regard to assumptions, the grantees commented on the assumptions related to this step in the programme
level Toc (see Figure 3 in Section 1.2) and also shared and subsequently discussed their own assumptions. The
grantees agreed that all three assumptions related to this step in the programme level diagram, were true.

Assumption 1: SSTP and other agricultural programmes work with ICT extension service providers to agree
and develop content — True.

Assumption 2: ICT-enabled extension services already exist in the country — True. Orange had a platform
Emerginov with voice in Senegal that TICmBay did not use due to the high fee Orange demanded. That is why
SB Conseil build on top of Emerginov their own TICmbay platform, hosted within the office, still on the Orange
backbone with a T2 line.

Assumption 4:2> No problems with the connectivity for mobile phone based technology — True.

The grantees also had some assumptions regarding content development (some of which overlap with Step 2,
dissemination). These were:

Radio stations could develop content — False. Radio stations needed more capacity building than anticipated,
addressed by central content development by SSTP grantees and TICmbay and localization of the central
content in a training workshop for radio stations and cooperatives facilitated by Jokalante.

Trusted voice in local language by radio stations would reach farmers — True.

Farmers would call in to radio station > contacts used to build up the mAlert database — False, both for radio
stations due to their having income generating numbers for call in with a paid number and farmers who were
willing to pay for being live on radio. They did not like talking to a machine.

Cooperatives would have a database of members — False. They did not have, addressed by campaign with
tablet App to register door-to-door Resopp members.

Cooperatives would want to communicate with members — Partly false. They had to be sensitised, because
members did have memberships for life and came to the cooperative to buy inputs. Cooperatives did not have
a strong desire to communicate with all their members.

Considering the above, the assumptions did, on the whole, hold true. If a ToC for IP1 with assumptions had been
developed from the start in Senegal, additional assumptions could have been included drawing on the grantee’s
own assumptions bulleted above. It allows for alignment between ICT channels in terms of content development
(radio and IVR and mAlert as add on to the other channels). Some TICmbay assumptions during design for Step
1 were false, but well addressed with appropriate adjustments in activities.

Given the correlation (albeit with much greater granularity) between the content development steps in the causal
pathway in Senegal with the programme level equivalent, and given that most assumptions held, it is concluded
that the strength of evidence on the contribution of the NA ICT CF to planned outputs at this step of IP1 was strong.

2 Assumption 3 was not valid
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Two of the six channels in the programme level IP1 diagram for information dissemination were used in Senegal:
Radio and IVR; YouTalk (call in) and mAlert (voice messages). During the ToC workshop, grantees developed
two diagrams (dissemination and feedback, see Figures 17 and 18 in Section 4.1.2). As for Step 1, the causal
pathways for each of these are much more detailed than in the programme level version (Figure 5, section 1.2),
but they do not contradict the latter. There was alignment/collaboration between radio and IVR in the dissemination
phase.

Assumptions are specific to the two channels and do not contradict the overall programme ToC IP1.

Box 3: Findings regarding the information dissemination process via video, radio and IVR in Senegal

Key findings regarding the radio channel:

Evidence gathered confirmed the anticipated campaign to market SSTP technologies. Radio programmes are
more focused on disseminating the message and record farmer voices than a very participative nature of the
campaigns.

There is regular systematic monitoring of both the technical content and the quality of the radio broadcasts,
with a feedback mechanism to ensure corrections are made when needed.

M&E procedures with midterm and end line surveys do lead to systematic recording of results of a campaign.
Radio: strong consensus on men and women’s access, strong women listenership and in places there is access
to several radio stations.

Key findings regarding the IVR channel (YouTalk and mAlert):

Facts and figures: 65,000 farmer profiles, 34 organisations, 19 radio stations, over 82,000 mAlerts sent.
mAlerts: More used and appreciated by men, women seemed to have difficulties to access the service

You Talk — low use, especially amongst women.

Underestimation of the farmers need for training in how to access and use You Talk and mAlerts although
addressed on radio.

Radio stations were reluctant to use YouTalk and did not promote use (they had other income generating call
lines).

Due to farmer difficulties in using YouTalk and mAlert, the access to the information was facilitated by local
informal extension agents acting as multipliers of information dissemination, with people calling them directly.

With regard to assumptions, the grantees commented on those in the IP2 programme level figure (see Figure 3 in
section 1.2) and also considered their own assumptions. The grantees agreed that all four assumptions related to
this step in the programme level diagram, were true. These were:

Assumption 5: Grantees and donors shared a common understanding that ICT is able to deliver extension
services

Assumption 6: The ICT-enabled services have been sent to and received by farmers

Assumption 7: Farmers have accessed (viewed, listened, read) the information from ICT-enabled services
Assumption 8: Sufficient demand from ICT-enabled services provided in the market grantees had two
assumptions related to information dissemination:

Farmer cooperatives interested to have better membership information: This was partially false. Awareness
raising was needed. Cooperatives did not have digital farmer profiles. The grantees had to collect their own
farmer profiles (partly face-to-face and partly with a flash survey).

Weather conditions were normal: False. In 2015 and 2016 rains came, seeds germinated and then the rain
stopped and there was no harvest. Matam (one of the areas that NA ICT was operating) was a food support
region.

These assumptions are appropriate and are specific to the Senegal context. They do not contradict the overall
ToC IP1 assumptions 5-8 above for this step. All the programme level assumptions for this step held in the case
of Senegal. Their own assumptions did not hold but were well addressed. There is clear alignment/collaboration
between radio and IVR (YouTalk) in the design and dissemination phase.
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Overall, the strength of the evidence was high, there was a lack of evidence for alternative pathways to information
dissemination, there was alignment with the programme level Step 2, and the country level specificity provides
greater depth to the programme level Toc IP1 information dissemination step. As for step 1, given the correlation
(albeit, again, with much greater granularity) between information dissemination steps (Step 2) in the causal
pathway in Senegal with the programme level equivalent, and given that most assumptions held, it is concluded
that the strength of evidence on the contribution of the NA ICT CF to planned outputs at this step of IP1 was strong.

The country level causal pathways to adoption/non-adoption are in line with the programme level causal pathway.
As for steps 1 and 2, there is much more detail in the country level figures (see Figures 13 and 14) that in the
programme level figure (Figure 6 in section 1.2). The grantees looked at the pathway to adoption (or application)
and grantees described how this adoption was verified and measured. As for other steps, having time for the
grantees to really consider and describe this important step in the IP, and then having time in-country to validate
and triangulate this with other stakeholders, was greatly useful to the ET. It increased the depth of their
understanding right at the start of the country visit and helped them tailor the interview checklists for interviews
with other stakeholders. Key findings were that, whilst alternative pathways were not evident, information
dissemination is not the only factor that contributes to adoption. The box below includes some specific findings
that were useful to the ET.

Box 4: Findings regarding adoption based on radio and IVR-based extension

Access to information contributes to adoption but is not the only factor that determines adoption

Trust is very important in Senegal: local trusted voices used to gain trust farmers worked > part of TICmbay
strategy from start

Radio stations gave farmers a voice to share experiences and provide feedback of service > enhancing farmer
— to — farmer knowledge transfer

Adoption is slow: channels complement traditional extension sources in reinforcing the message

Jokalante increased demand for certified seeds and Apronstar through its promotions

Adoption rates vary between years, revised targets were met

Barriers to apply improved certified seeds: seed availability (particularly timing), farmers preference to wait for
subsidized seed, quality of seed, type of variety, high cost & risk involved

The government system to buy certified seed and distribute that to farmers (usually diluted with lower quality
seeds) is distorting the seed market. Farmers wait for free seeds, certified seed producers sell their seeds to
government and not to the market leading to a stall: farmers wait for free seeds government, see that it is not
enough or of low quality, start to buy on market but notice that seeds are not available, result it is planted too
late

Certified seed system is a complex process with many factors contributing towards adoption, dissemination of
information is only one contributing factor

Grantees considered the programme level assumptions related to the output to outcome step (Assumptions 10-
13) and had the following responses:

Assumption 10: Men and women small holder farmers have equal opportunity to make an active decision to
use quality inputs and improved technologies. Partly false: women and men seemed to have reasonable equal
access, but women have less access to land, and are only responsible for some crops like rice in Cassamance
and vegetables including cowpeas.

Assumption 11: Target population are not subject to drought, flooding, disease etc. during the course of the
intervention. This was false. There were droughts and insects were devastating for seeds before the SSTP
supported seed treatment, Apronstar, was made available.

Assumption 12: SSTP country teams and other agricultural programmes will provide access to sufficient new
technologies (input, information and tools) for interested farmers to use. This was false, SSTP was not yet
ready to scale and when it was it was abruptly stopped.

Assumption 13: ICT-enabled extension service leads to increased adoption of quality inputs and improved
technologies. Grantees partly agreed, it contributes, but no evidence to determine percentage.

Grantees also had their own assumptions about the pathway to adoption, as follows:
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The technology is available. False: SSTP technologies were not yet ready to bring to scale, so not everywhere
were improved seeds available.

Farmers will be interested on the technology: True.

Farmers are willing to buy improved seeds: True. Usually they were waiting until they were clear about the
amount they would receive from government and the quality of it. After that they are willing to buy good quality
seeds.

The technology is affordable, accessible and easy to apply/use. Partly true: Apronstar was affordable,
accessible and easy to use, for improved seeds this was not always the case.

The technology/practice is timely (within the cropping calendar). There were sometimes delays due to
government distortions.

Assumptions at country level are relevant but one did not hold and two others only partly held (see above). The
country level causal pathways to adoption/non-adoption are in line with the programme level causal pathway, but
evidence is weak regarding full contribution. This was expected, because other external factors also highly
contribute to adoption/non-adoption. Given that, where the programme level and country specific assumptions did
not hold, this had a negative impact on the project outcome, the articulation of the ToC for IP1 between output to
outcome levels was relatively strong. The country level findings confirmed the anticipated causal pathway for this
step from output to outcome (i.e. from receiving information to adoption/non-adoption). Alternative pathways were
not in evidence, but, whilst information dissemination contributes to adoption, is not the only factor. Figures 19,
which depicts the understanding gained in country of how adoption is reached, indicates that farmers need to trust
the information, understand it, have the willingness to take a risk, the technology should be available at right time
and affordable before they try and apply. Thus, overall, the NA ICT CF contributed positively towards change at
the outcome level.

Figure 20, which is the country level understanding of the outcome to impact step, is similar to figure 7, which was
the programme level IP1 depiction of this step. At country level the general step 4 was only validated. The country
level diagram provides more detail on causes for a positive result (improved seeds/khetakh/Manure, Apron Star),
mix of technologies and for no visible result (result is not socially acceptable, increased frustration due to non-
availability). These are findings from the country level:

No stakeholders have gathered data on improved yields, all evidence is based on reported increase of yield
only.
Famers reported increased yield both in Casamance and Matam and by some of cooperatives.
Male farmers in Casamance shared their seed with friends and neighbours because of high yield and quality.
SSTP demonstration plot shows strong increased productivity in combination with soil fertility measurements
(highest improved seed + High NPK + manure).
Natural soil treatment (manure, khetakh) shows also increased yield even without certified seeds (based on
SSTP trials) (local seed + high NPK + manure higher then improved seeds with high NPK).
Key external factors relate to availability of seeds and the state of the market:

» Access to opportunities

» Access to markets

» Government subsidy system.

Assumption 13 in the programme level ToC for IP1: Increased use of quality inputs and improved farming
technologies lead to improved productivity was seen as partly false. Farmers do not choose improved varieties to
maximise yield, although demonstration plots provide evidence that improved seed with good soil management
does lead to improved yield. Farmer seek to minimise risks. There were not indicators to measure yield/productivity
and grantees were not required to measure this. The contribution story at the outcome to impact level of IP1 is
weak compared to the activity to output, and output to outcome levels.
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Taking a ToC approach allowed for much greater elucidation by TICmBay of the detailed steps from activity
through to outcome and the assumptions behind these for IP1 of the ToC. It also allowed for verification and
clarification of these steps during subsequent stakeholder interviews. It is concluded that in the case of the
Senegal IP1, the intervention was implemented as planned and the predicted ToC and expected results occurred.
There were no rival explanations for the steps in the pathway. To this end the contribution story is assessed as
strong and TICmBay made a positive contribution to outcome level change. (At the outcome to impact level
external factors had more influence).
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5. Contribution Story: Tanzania

5.1 Articulated Causal Impact Pathways

The figures in this section sum up in a visual way what was actually done by the grantees in Tanzania at each
step in IP1, from activity to output (2 steps), output to outcome and, finally, outcome to impact levels. The diagrams
show the detailed steps including their flow and linkages between them. At both the activity to output, and output
to outcome levels, the grantees distinguished between ICT channels hence separate diagrams are provided for
each. These can be compared with the programme level steps anticipated for IP1 which are in Section 1.2.

5.1.1 Activity > Output level: Step 1 Content Development Process

At the country level, content was developed for a crop campaign. In Tanzania a distinction was made between
radio channel and the SMS channel. The base for Radio and SMS content is the Technology Brief. The content
development process is illustrated in figure 21.

Figure 21: Step 1 Campaign Development - Tanzania
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5.1.2 Activity > Output level: Step 2 Information Dissemination Process
In Tanzania a distinction was made between radio and SMS dissemination steps as per the two diagrams below.

Figure 22: Step 2 Radio campaign -Tanzania
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Figure 23: Step 2 SMS campaign - Tanzania
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5.1.3 Output > Outcome level: Step 3 Increased use of technologies

Tanzania identified two pathways to application, one for radio and one for SMS.
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Figure 24: Step 3 Pathways to adoption/non-adoption (output to outcome) for radio - Tanzania
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Figure 25: Pathways to adoption/non-adoption (output to outcome) for SMS - Tanzania
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5.1.4 Outcome level > Impact: Step 4 Improved Productivity

The figure below depicts how the Tanzania grantees understood the steps from outcome to impact level. This
diagram differs slightly from the one in the overall IP1 causal pathway included in section 1.2.
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Figure 26: Step 4 Outcome to Impact - Tanzania
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Grantees and other stakeholders in Tanzania distinguished between radio and SMS content development as
indicated in Figure 21 in section 5.1. Giving grantees the opportunity to identify and describe each of these in the
ToC workshop, then having the opportunity to confirm and triangulate these findings with the grantees and other
stakeholders across the country, helped the ET gain a much more nuanced and detailed understanding of how
content development was actually done in Tanzania. Although there is much greater granularity in these figures
than in that for the programme level IP step (see Figure 4 in Section 1.2) they are aligned. Content development
involved appropriate stakeholder contributions, including those of farmers, had adequate feedback, validation and
certification mechanisms, and allowed for alignment between the ICT (radio and SMS) channels. The evidence
for the anticipated content development steps was strong and no alternative pathways were identified beyond
those depicted in Figure 21.

With regard to assumptions, the grantees commented on the assumptions related to this step in the programme
level Toc (see Figure 3 in Section 1.2) and also shared and subsequently discussed their own assumptions. The
grantees agreed that all three assumptions related to this step in the programme level diagram, were true.

Assumption 1: SSTP and other agricultural programmes work with ICT extension service providers to agree
and develop content - True

Assumption 2: ICT-enabled extension services already exist in the country — True

Assumption 4:3 No problems with the connectivity for mobile phone-based technology - True

The grantees also had some assumptions regarding content development (some of which overlap with Step 2,
dissemination). These were:

Every stakeholder will contribute to the technologies (development)

Farmers do not used improved inputs because they do not know about them
The weather will be as predicted so the crop calendar can be followed
Expect some degree of adoption at the end of the project, even at this stage

3 Assumption 3 was not valid
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Issues listed during the formative research are what affect all farmers
Extension workers should give feedback or attend to farmers’ questions

Considering the above, the assumptions did, on the whole, hold true. If a ToC for IP1 with assumptions had been
developed from the start in Tanzania, additional assumptions could have been included drawing on the grantee’s
own assumptions bulleted above.

Given the correlation (albeit with much greater granularity) between the content development steps in the causal
pathway in Tanzania with the programme level equivalent, and given that most assumptions held, it is concluded
that the strength of evidence on the contribution of the NA ICT CF to planned outputs at this step of IP1 was strong.

Two of the six channels in the programme level IP1 diagram for information dissemination were used in Tanzania:
Radio & SMS. During the ToC workshop grantees distinguished between the steps taken in radio and SMS
dissemination (see Figures 22 and 23 in Section 5.1). As for Step 1, the causal pathways for each of these are
much more detailed than in the programme level version (Figure 5, section 1.2), but they do not contradict the
latter. Whilst there was low alignment / collaboration between radio and SMS in the dissemination phase, the
content was well aligned.

Using the ToC approach and having a full day for the ToC workshop to allow for grantees to really explore and
describe the specificities of each step, provided a depth of learning to the ET that would not have been gained so
quickly otherwise, and which informed the finalisation of interview checklists with other stakeholders throughout
the country visit. The box below includes the key findings related to each channel, just as an example of what was
learned in relation to this step.

Box 5: Findings regarding the information dissemination process via radio and IVR in Tanzania

Key findings regarding the radio channel:

Evidence gathered confirmed the participatory nature of the campaigns.

There is regular systematic monitoring of both the technical content and the quality of the radio broadcasts, with
a feedback mechanism to ensure corrections are made when needed.

Monitoring and evaluation procedures allow for updating of scripts and the related technology brief to inform
echo radio campaigns.

The number of people reached through radio is far higher than through SMS

Key findings regarding the SMS channel:

There is scope for emerging topics (such as information on pest/disease outbreaks or market issues) to be
included in a timely manner.

There is a systematic process of monitoring and evaluation of each SMS campaign. This leads to updating of
the technology brief and SMS messaging which informs subsequent echo campaigns.

The SMS channel has an advantage over the radio in that farmers can store the message on their phones and
can share it with other farmers or show it agro-dealers when wanting to purchase a specific named item

With regard to assumptions, the grantees commented on those in the IP2 programme level figure (see Figure 3 in
section 1.2) and also considered their own assumptions. The grantees agreed that all four assumptions related to
this step in the programme level diagram, were true. These were:

Assumption 5: Grantees and donors shared a common understanding that ICT is able to deliver extension
services.

Assumption 6: The ICT-enabled services have been sent to and received by farmers.

Assumption 7: Farmers have accessed (viewed, listened, read) the information from ICT-enabled services.
Assumption 8: Sufficient demand from ICT-enabled services provided in the market.

Grantees had the following assumptions related to radio dissemination:

To have, for each radio station, a total of 250 interactions per week during a PRC.
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To have equal participation of men and women during radio shows.

That the broadcaster will download the questions asked by farmers and pass them on to the expert some days
before the next show he/she is recorded so as to make preparations.

Broadcasters go to the villages in the field to get material.

Grantees had the following assumptions related to SMS dissemination:

Farmers have access and ability to adopt the technologies promoted.

Climatic conditions would be favourable for the production of the promoted crops.
Esoko has the capacity to deliver the service.

Availability of the promoted technologies (seed/planting materials).

Support for the campaign and approval for dissemination by government agencies.
Farmers have phones, radios and connectivity.

The partnership between FRI and CABI will be cohesive and productive.

These assumptions are appropriate and are specific to the Tanzania context. They do not contradict the overall
ToC IP1 assumptions 5-8 above for this step. All the programme level assumptions for this step held in the case
of Tanzania, and all of their own assumptions also held. If they had been included in a Tanzania specific ToC for
IP1 then they may have provided additional guidance to the programme planning and implementation process.

Overall, the strength of the evidence was high, there was a lack of evidence for alternative pathways to information
dissemination. There is alignment with the programme level IP1 ToC Figure 4 and the Tanzania Figures 22 and
23. UPTAKE’s assumptions for Step 2 are appropriate. As for step 1, Given the correlation (albeit, again, with
much greater granularity) between information dissemination steps (Step 2) in the causal pathway in Tanzania
with the programme level equivalent, and given that most assumptions held, it is concluded that the strength of
evidence on the contribution of the NA ICT CF to planned outputs at this step of IP1 was strong.

The country level causal pathways to adoption/non-adoption are in line with the programme level causal pathway.
As for steps 1 and 2, there is much more detail in the country level figures (see Figures 23 and 24) than in the
programme level figure (Figure 6 in section 1.2). The grantees, further, looked at the pathway to adoption (or
application) for each of radio and then SMS based extension. The grantees also described how this adoption was
verified and measured. As for other steps, having time for the grantees to really consider and describe this
important step in the IP, and then having time in-country to validate and triangulate this with other stakeholders,
was greatly useful to the ET. It increased the depth of their understanding right at the start of the country visit and
helped them tailor the interview checklists for interviews with other stakeholders. A key finding was that, whilst
alternative pathways were not evident, information dissemination is not the only factor that contributes to adoption.
The box below includes some specific findings that were useful to the ET.

Box 5: Findings regarding adoption based on radio and SMS-based extension

Farmers may seek more information from other farmers and extension officers and look at demonstrations
before applying

Farmers usually first apply the new technology and practices on a small part of their farm, then, if satisfied,
may scale up in future

Reasons for application — marketability e.g. maize (Tanzania sells a lot to Kenya) suitability for particular AEZs
(maize does well in the southern highlands), availability of seeds (in the southern highlands there is high seed
availability of improved), suitable weather, food security (for maize), Trust, and access to finance

Farmers have low confidence in the knowledge of extension agents and high confidence in research institutes.
Certification of messages increases the trust of farmers

Factors that would result in non-adoption: Lack of seed i.e. in eastern zone didn’t have enough planting material
of cassava. Climate variability, some of the technologies we were promoting were not popular e.g. some maize
ones, for reasons of taste of the weight of the grain and lack of information.

Challenges: Climatic variability, socio-cultural practices, low literacy levels, external factors such as low prices
on the market and government restrictions on export (that specifically for maize) — farmers may stop planting,
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prices were really low, maize exports were stopped by the government, the market was flooded. Areas where
there are weak transmission signals. Limited government support for aspects like info on the fall army worm.

Grantees considered the programme level assumptions related to the output to outcome step (Assumptions 10-
13) and agreed on them:

Assumption 10: Men and women small holder farmers have equal opportunity to make an active decision to
use quality inputs and improved technologies.

Assumption 11: Target population are not subject to drought, flooding, disease etc. during the course of the
intervention.

Assumption 12: SSTP country teams and other agricultural programmes will provide access to sufficient new
technologies (input, information and tools) for interested farmers to use.

Assumption 13: ICT-enabled extension service leads to increased adoption of quality inputs and improved
technologies.

Grantees also had their own assumptions about the pathway to adoption, as follows:

Farmers do not have adequate information, if they did, they would adopt.

The variety that the farmer is currently planting is not realising its potential, it is assumed that if all factors stay
constant in terms of getting a particular yield per acre, that the soil fertility is good, environmental conditions
will be suitable, there will be no pest or disease outbreaks and that the weather will follow what is forecasted
information about good agricultural practices and they have improved seed then they will get maximum vyields.
The information disseminated is exactly what the farmers require.

The farmers have purchasing power and will be willing to take on board new varieties and practices.

Assumptions at country level are relevant and do not contradict those developed in relation to the programme level
ToC at this level. Given that, where the programme level and country specific assumptions did not hold, this had
a negative impact on the project outcome, the articulation of the ToC for IP1 between output to outcome levels
was relatively strong. The country level findings confirmed the anticipated causal pathway for this step from output
to outcome (i.e. from receiving information to adoption/non-adoption). Alternative pathways were not in evidence,
but, whilst information dissemination contributes to adoption, this is not the only factor. Figures 13 and 14, which
depict the understanding gained in country of how adoption is reached based on radio and SMS based extension,
indicate that farmers need to understand the technology, be willing to apply it, then it has to be both affordable
and available. Thus, overall, the strength of evidence regarding the contribution of the programme to the outcome
is medium rather than strong.

Figure 26 in section 5.1, which is the country level understanding of the outcome to impact step, differs slightly
from figure 7 in section 1.2 which was the programme level IP1 depiction of this step. This level of the IP1 causal
pathway was not discussed in the ToC workshop and no assumptions were available from the UPTAKE team; the
country level findings were drawn from subsequent interviews and validated in the end of visit de-brief with
UPTAKE.

The country level diagram indicates that increased yield, try out technologies in bigger plots, high demand for
improved seeds and a good price will lead to higher income. The programme level diagram shows that adoption
and access to markets and business development services will lead to increased productivity. These are different
ways of depicting the same thing. These are findings from the country level:

At the outcome to impact level of the IP1 causal pathway, more external factors come into play and contribution
is harder to assess.
Some interviews regarding some crops identified alternative pathways between adoption and increased
production, and between increased production and increased income like FIPS that had the mother-baby trials
so farmer can try out on a small scale
Key external factors relate to availability of seeds and the state of the market

» Example 1: Some increased production of potatoes in the Southern Highlands was due to the SSTP

grantee, SACGOT, promotion of new varieties, not the SMS which were late for some farmers
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» Example 2: Increased production did not lead to increased income in the case of maize due to border
closures and a glut in maize.

On assumption 13 in the programme level ToC for IP1: Increased use of quality inputs and improved farming
technologies lead to improved productivity, they commented that though this might be true they had no evidence
based on data. There were not indicators to measure yield/productivity and grantees were not required to measure
this.

Overall, the contribution story at the outcome to impact level of IP1 is not as strong as at the activity to output, and
output to outcome levels, as many factors come into play at this level.

Taking a ToC approach allowed for much greater elucidation by UPTAKE of the detailed steps from activity
through to outcome and the assumptions behind these for IP1 of the ToC. It also allowed for verification and
clarification of these steps during subsequent stakeholder interviews. It is concluded that in the case of the
Tanzania IP1, the intervention was implemented as planned and the predicted ToC and expected results
occurred. There were no rival explanations for the steps in the pathway. To this end the contribution story is
assessed as strong, UPTAKE has a positive contribution at output to outcome level, while at the outcome to
impact level external factors had more influence.
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Conclusions after the three country-based ToC workshops:

The contribution analysis, using the ToC, allowed for a deeper and more detailed examination of the detailed
steps from activity through to outcome and the assumptions behind these. It also allowed for verification and
clarification of these steps during subsequent stakeholder interviews.

It is concluded that in the case of all three visited countries (Ethiopia, Tanzania and Senegal) the intervention
was implemented as planned, and the ToC as formulated during the inception phase held true, and the
expected results were achieved.

Assumptions at the start of project design within the countries did not always hold, but grantees adjusted their

approach in response to this.

Contribution stories have been written for each visited country based on the collected evidence. Each
contribution story illustrates why it is reasonable to assume that the actions of the programme have contributed

to the observed outcomes.

Figure 27 below illustrates the strength of the contribution of the ToC for IP1 at the activities to output, output to
outcome, and outcome to impact levels in all three countries.

Figure 27: Step 4 Contribution of NA ICT to output > outcome and impact
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A data quality audit was performed to assess the quality of the data reported by grantees, with regard to New
Alliance ICT Challenge Fund key performance indicators. In other words, the exercise focused on the PIRS,
which report upon the six indicators agreed upon between USAID and its MEL contractor.

Performance Indicators Reference Sheets (PIRS) were created by the MEL contractor. The function of PIRS was to
provide a plan for the data collection, analysis, reviewing and reporting procedures for key performance indicators of
the New Alliance ICT Extension Challenge Fund, and ensure these plans were tailored to each country and grantee
context, while allowing for monitoring and aggregation of results at programme level. PIRS were created in 2016, when
the programme was already a year into implementation for two grantees.

This DQA aimed to take stock of the quality of data in order to inform performance at output and outcome levels,
and to consider the existence of enabling conditions towards the production of sound and robust data. In line with
this, the DQA framework designed by the ET focused on data planning, design of tools, data collection, data
cleaning, data analysis, disaggregation, reporting (including consistency) and data quality review. Moreover, the
evaluators included a focus on the disaggregation by gender, technology, and crop, and looked at grantees’
baseline, midterm and end evaluations.

This exercise intended to inform the response to EQ 6 Was high quality evidence on (cost) effectiveness and
impact of ICT-enabled services produced and how? and most particularly its 4th sub-question: How accurate
and valid are the results reported by the grantees, both individually and in total; similarly, how accurate
and valid is the disaggregation?

During the initial document review undertaken in the inception phase, the evaluation team noted some
inconsistencies and limitations on the disaggregation of PIRS in the narrative of various reports. It therefore
decided to undertake a data quality audit in the implementation phase to ascertain: (i) completeness and timeliness
of reporting; (ii) internal and external consistency of data; (iii) methodology for data aggregation at gender, crop,
SSTP technology,* and determine whether they are assumed, estimated, or actual and who is responsible for the
counting; and (iv) quality of data used to report against PIRS indicators at country level for sub-grantees.® The
DQA was also motivated by the fact that the data is self-reported by grantees and the MEL Contractor did not
perform thorough audits to assess the data quality assessments. The DQA results are here presented.

A DQA framework was therefore designed to respond to those questions. In designing the DQA framework, the
ET referred to USAID standards for DQA® and identified areas worth exploring in the frame of the overall evaluation
framework, thus adapting the USAID standards for DQA to the specific objectives of this exercise. The following
criteria have been retained and guided the synthesis of findings. Each criterion comprises of several sub-
guestions, as illustrated below.

Table 1: Criteria DQA

Has the data collection been undertaken at an appropriate time?
Timeliness
Has the data reporting been timely?

41n the inception report, we stated that we would have assessed disaggregation by youth level, however youth was excluded from reporting by all
grantees as this was not required for grantees based on their USAID contract and PIRS plans.
®See page 15, inception report.
& USAID recommended Data Quality Assessment Checklist, ADS 201 Additional Help, USAID,
https://usaidlearninglab.org/sites/default/files/resource/files/cleared_-_ah_-_dga_checklist.pdf
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Was the analysis of the data performed correctly? For example, were the calculations correctly

L done?
Reliability

Do the PIRS data support the findings presented in Annual Reports?

Is evidence available on how the PI data had to be collected and aggregated, and how they were
in practice? Does the approach taken to PI collection conform to good research practices?

Were the methodologies for data collection used by the grantees and sub grantees consistent?

Were household and respondent selection criteria established and followed?

Do grantees specify if they used estimate, actuals or assumed figures?
Do grantees specify who is responsible for the data collection and for the counting?

Validity/Relevance Do the data show signs of having been properly cleaned (e.g., no missing data, no double entries,
answers match to the question)? Do the data show signs of having been entered correctly? Are
there indications of duplicate entries?

Was a clear methodology for the data analysis set?
Has the data collected been disaggregated by gender, channel and crop technology?
Have any concerns or limitations of the research process been pointed out in the reports?

Do the reports identify the source and methods used for the Pl reported? Do the reports highlight
if the PI results are preliminary or final?

Completeness Did grantees report against all requested indicators? Did they report against all disaggregations?

Was the sample of respondents representative?

The integrity criterion, which is normally part of USAID DQA standard, has not been included in the framework
used for this evaluation as the evaluators believed that some issues pertaining to data integrity, data management
and data quality procedures would have been better investigated through interviews with the MEL contractor.

Table 2: Colour rating to assess achievements against DQA

Excellent Grantees’ achievement against this DQA question/criteria exceeded targets and/or
expectations

Good Grantees’ achievement against this DQA question/criteria met expectations

Grantees’ achievement against this DQA question/criteria was fair. There were some
shortcomings.

Grantees’ achievement against this DQA question/criteria was unsatisfactory, with many
short comings

Not applicable /
available

Fair

Not applicable / available

Data reported for all grantees were covered in the frame of the DQA. However, due to the extensive body of
literature produced by the programme, and the limitation in the resources available for thisevaluation, the ET used
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a 20% sampling approach to the selection of documents to be reviewed in great detail. Additional documents were
reviewed to validate specific points.

The approach to the selection of documents for review is set out below:

Mapping all the relevant documents to the DQA, namely those documents containing data on grantees’ PIRS
approach and performance. This process covered a total of 118 documents;

Purposively selecting documents to ensure:

v' Coverage of reporting for each grantee

v" Coverage of a broad variety of types of documents containing data from grantees.

For all grantees, the following documents were used to extract the sample of 20% of documents reviewed: country
PIRS documents; Workplan Y1; Workplan Y2; Workplan YE3; Annual Report (AR) Y1; AR Y2; AR Y3; Quarterly
report (QR) 1 Y1; QR Q2 Y1; QR Q3 Y1; QR Q4 Y1; QR Q1 Y2; QR Q2 Y2; QR Q3 Y2; QR Q4 Y2; QR Q1 Y3;
QR Q2 Y3; QR Q3 Y3; QR Q4 Y3; MEL Plan / Performance Monitoring Plan; Baseline Report; Midterm Report;
Endline Report (see sub-annex 1 for the lists of selected and sampled documents).

It is worth noting that the process ensured coverage of all grantee PIRS documents to analyse the differences
between the grantees in the approach used for PIRS collection, analysis and reporting (including all raw data). In
addition, all relevant documents have been analysed against each grantees' 'Workplan Y1' (and relevant
adjustments timelines where applicable) to check for the completeness and timeliness of reporting.

Two key limitations are to be noted. Firstly, what we present in this annex is an analysis of a sub-set of relevant
documents on grantee data. Therefore, some of the identified shortcomings may not be evident, or evident to the
same degree, in other documents which were not subject to detailed review. However, it is reasonable to expect
that if a sample of documents representing a broad cross section of types of grantee data reporting contain
deficiencies, these deficiencies may extend across grantee data more generally (as there is no reason to expect
that the sampled documents would manifest more issues than other data sources or that non-sampled documents
would be of a higher quality).

Secondly, the DQA findings were impacted by the fact that grantees were not required to report certain information
which the DQA looked at as they constitute best practice in data collection - for example, alignment of data
collection with agricultural seasons. Inclusion of some important requirements pertaining to good practice in data
collection were important to include in the DQA to comprehensively assess data quality. The fact that grantees
were not asked to adhere to these elements constitute oversights in the data reporting requirements set for
grantees.

Under timeliness, the DQA looked at the following questions:

1. Has the data collection been undertaken at an appropriate time?

The DQA reviewed the sample documents for information on the timeless of data collection, considering whether
baselines were prepared at an appropriate time, time periods matched so that data could be aggregated with
confidence, and whether data were collected at the appropriate time of the year, vis a vis the agricultural calendar
The reporting requirement for all grantees was to report on the PIRS before 31t October in each year. Therefore,
it appears that no consideration was given to the agricultural crop calendar.” It was found that, beyond reporting
requirement deadlines established in all cooperative agreements between USAID and the grantees, there was an
absence of data collection plans detailing time schedules thus the findings were limited for this point. However,
the cooperative agreements did not require data collection timing plans, and some further specific points on
timeliness of data collection were found:

" While the DQA ratings were not impacted by grantee’s consideration of the agricultural crop calendar, the DQA looked for this consideration as it
was an important factor in data quality.
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For Digital Integration in Ethiopia, beyond reporting requirement deadlines established in cooperative
agreements, no timeline of collection dates was provided in the sampled documents.

For AgroTech in Ghana, it was found that a delay in USAID’s recruitment of the MEL contractor and in
securing approval for the baseline study had meant that Grameen could not complete their MEL plan until
Quarter 2 of 2015 and the baseline study until Quarter 3. Grameen highlighted that due to deadlines set
by the donor, data collection was not undertaken at the most appropriate time as farmers were cultivating
their crops and thus the evaluation could not access data on yield for maize and rice and could not establish
the effect of the promoted technologies on production of these crops.

For MODES in Malawi, in the documents reviewed it was found that the timeliness of collection of PI data
was initially inadequate but improved with time. Catholic Relief Services (CRS) commissioned a baseline
study in September 2015, however this was not the most appropriate time as the survey was undertaken
almost a year after the project was launched. For the first year of the project (October 2014- September
2015) ‘In Year 1, the program finalized the baseline assessment for the program and conducted one farmer
learning experience sharing session to gauge program performance’. Data was collected for this first year,
however the delays in conducting the baseline assessment prevented full appropriate Pl data being
collected. Collection of Pl data had improved by the latest stages of implementation and was undertaken
at an appropriate time in that years were covered fully with no gaps in reporting.

For EMM in Mozambique in the Annual Report 2016, it was established that data would be collected
quarterly, starting from December 2016. However, no further timeline of collection dates was found in the
sampled documents.

For TICmbay in Senegal baseline data collection appeared to have been undertaken at an appropriate
time, namely before project start. However, no detailed timeline of collection dates for Pl was provided in
the sampled documents.

For UPTAKE in Tanzania, in the documents reviewed in the sample baseline data was not collected as
the grantee was not required to conduct a baseline report. In annual reviews and other documents in the
sample, no detailed timeline of collection dates was found.

In sum, beyond the reporting requirement deadlines established by cooperative agreements, the DQA identified
very little information regarding the exact time periods of the data collection, whether this fit the agricultural
calendar and led to the production of similar data that could be aggregated with confidence. In addition, for
MODES, it was noted that baselines were not prepared at an appropriate time as collecting this a year after project
launch is likely have compromised the accuracy of the data. Furthermore, the DQA did not find information
regarding appropriateness of data collection times for Pl and thus the findings were inconclusive.

2. Has the data reporting been timely?

For all grantees, agreements with USAID, work plans and PIRS indicated a deadline of October 31st of each year
for grantee-collected data, provided through annual reports. An extension to November 30th was permitted for
FY2016 for SSTP survey cross-checked results. Annual, end line and quarterly reports reviewed in the sample
were found to have been submitted by indicated dates. Pl data was only required in annual reports, and overall
the timeliness of this data from grantees was found to be good in that requested indicators were reported on.
However, there were some minor shortcomings:

For EMM in Mozambique, timely data reporting in documents reviewed was found to be an issue for 2016:
in Mozambique’s Annual Report (April-September 2016) data on progress indicators was not reported on.
In this report, only results targets were set and it was established that data would be collected quarterly,
starting December 2016. Furthermore in the PIRS data, 2016 data was missing and it was stated that it
would be available by March 2017.

For Digital Integration in Ethiopia, in sampled annual reports the Pl were reported on adequately and
timely for three years and annual reports reviewed were submitted in time.
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For AgroTech in Ghana from the reporting of Pl data in both quarter and annual reports in the sampled
documents, data reporting was timely and adequate. Target and actual performance figures were reported
for all required indicators in the PIRS data.

For MODES in Malawi, in the documents reviewed it was found that performance indicators were reported
on as requested in timely reports.

For TICmbay in Senegal, in the documents reviewed it was found that performance indicators were
reported on as requested in timely reports, and therefore the DQA found it to be timely and adequate.

For UPTAKE in Tanzania, in the documents reviewed in the sample, data reporting was found to be timely
and adequate, with the exception that in the annual report of 2017 some targets had not been set as they
required radio coverage maps which had not been completed until after data collection had begun.

Overall assessment for Timeliness: Fair. Grantees’ achievement against this EQ of timeliness was fair. There
were some shortcomings found. However, an important caveat to this assessment is that the DQA was
inconclusive on whether data collection was undertaken at an appropriate time as time schedules of data collection
were not available. Apart from AgroTech, the DQA did not identify information regarding the exact time periods of
the data collection, whether this fit the agricultural calendar and lead to the production of similar data that could
be aggregated with confidence. For MODES, baselines were not prepared at an appropriate time as collecting this
a year after project launch may have compromised the quality of the data. The DQA found that data reporting was
fair in terms of being timely and adequate, with PIRS data being reported on as requested and to time schedules,
with the exception of the case of EMM which did not report for 2016 in time.

Under reliability, the following questions were assessed:
1. Was the analysis of the data performed correctly? For example, were the calculations correctly done?

For this question PIRS raw data on indicators provided by the grantees and the MEL contractor were reviewed.
However, these documents only provided a comparison of targets and actual figures and did not evidence the
process of analysis, and therefore a full assessment of the reliability of analysis could not be made. Available
figures were checked for consistency and totals were checked. Calculations for total appeared to have been
carried out correctly. Overall, however, no conclusive assessment can be made for this question as insufficient
information was made available to the evaluators.

2. Do the PIRS data support the findings presented in Annual Reports?

For this question, PIRS data was compared against annual reports reviewed in the sample. The use of PIRS data
to support findings was good, with some minor exceptions. Documents reviewed for AgroTech provided a good
example of PIRS data being used to support findings presented in annual reports. Performance indicators were
referred to by title, and data provided in tables or figures as well as within the narrative to support the findings of
the report. In the reports reviewed in the sample for Digital Integration, PIRS data were used to support the findings
of annual reports. However, in the Final report (January 31 2018) covering the period October 2014 to December
2017 PIRS data were not widely used to support the findings presented. For MODES, the first annual report for
FY15 and the second annual report for FY16, limited Pl data were used to support findings. Data were only
available for the number of service users, disaggregated by channel. For EMM, in the first annual report Pl were
used to illustrate the targets, whilst actual data were not available in the report. For the second annual report, Pl
data were used well to support the findings presented. Data were incorporated throughout the narrative as well as
being reported in a table comparing target and actual figures, disaggregated by gender and channel. For Tanzania,
PI data were used to support findings in annual reports, with the shortcoming that data for the requested indicator
1.4 was not used in the annual reports of 2016 and 2017. For TICmbay, in the first annual report of April to
September 2015 only draft targets were set, and actual Pl data were not used. However, in the second annual
report for FY16, PI data were used to support findings.
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It is worth noting that, in some annual reports, it was found that figures for latter years in implementation did not
precisely match the PIRS data documents. However, this is most likely due to annual reports being submitted later
than the PIRS, therefore annual reports were likely to have different more up-to-date data.

Overall assessment for Reliability: Good. Through the DQA, achievement of reliability in data quality from
grantees was established as generally good and as meeting expectations. Whilst there is not sufficient information
to assess the analysis methods used by grantees, the calculations of data generally appeared to be correct.
Overall, PIRS data supported findings presented in annual reports for all grantees, although more extensively for
some grantees than others. Nevertheless, it is important to note that from the limited information on analysis and
calculation available it was not possible to rigorously establish reliability.

Under validity, the following questions were assessed:

1. Is evidence available on how the Pl data had to be collected and aggregated, and how they were in
practice? Does the approach taken to PI collection conform to good research practices?

Plans for how PI data would be collected and disaggregated were found for all grantees, with PIRS documents
providing a plan for data collection for each indicator. This involved identification of data sources, methods of data
collection including survey sample frame, categories of data disaggregation and how this would be estimated in
cases were actual disaggregated data would be unavailable. However, evidence of how PI data was collected and
disaggregated in practice was inconsistently available across grantees and between documents. Evidence was
strongest from sampled documents from Agrotech and TICmbay. Planned methods of collection outlined in PIRS
plans for all grantees, and monitoring and evaluation plans provided by grantees (where available), conformed to
good research practices (including transparent sampling methods, triangulation of data). However, the provided
evidence varied between grantees. Country-specific examples that arose via the DQA included:

Agrotech’s final and end line evaluation reports provide evidence of how Pl data were collected and
aggregated. Detailed information was provided on evaluation design, sample sizes and selection criteria,
conforming to good research practices by determining a representative sample and detailing how data
was collected. The baseline report provides evidence on how data from questionnaires was collected, how
collection avoided data entry errors, the gaining of informed consent from participants and following ethical
procedures to conform to good research practices. In the monitoring and evaluation plan, good evidence
was available on how the Pl data was to be collected and aggregated using a quasi-experimental design
method to conduct the end line evaluation. Evidence was also provided on sampling methods (a multi
stage cluster method) to identify treatment and control group, and this was appropriate to the evaluation
guestions and specific project design. For the mid-term evaluation, evidence was found that the research
was based on multiple data sources, with surveys used as the primary data collection method, and focus
group discussions used to triangulate findings and add qualitative context to the quantitative findings.

In the documents sampled for Digital Integration evidence varied - some documents had substantial
information on PI data collection methods while others did not include PI data nor indicate collection
methods. The MEL plan presented methods for collection, frequency and responsibilities for data
collection. For instance, for indicator 1.2 collection methods included records of attendance, surveys
verified by third party samples and sample cross-verifications, paper-based data collection and mobile
data collection tool. In annual reports there was some evidence on how data was collected through Digital
Green’s data management platform (COCOQO) with its mobile application, CommCare, which together would
be used to record farmer participation, feedback, and adoption data of those who attended Digital Green'’s
video screenings.

In the documents sampled for MODES in Malawi, some evidence was available on how data collection
and aggregation was planned, with limited evidence available on how this was completed in practice. As
in all PIRS plans, detailed plans for how data would be collected was provided were available for MODES
and these corresponded to high research standards. For example, for indicator 1.3 annual data would be
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collected in a randomized sample survey. The ET has doubts on results of indicator 1.3 (too high compared
to other countries without clear evidence for high result) for MODES and EMM. In the main report they will
be seen as outlier data. For indicator 1.4, data sources would include grantee records and survey reports
and collection through own assessments. Draft questions were provided which conformed to good
research practices. The baseline report provides good evidence and plans suggest conformity to good
research practices, for example through all stakeholders consultation. In the second year annual report,
PI data was limited as data was available for the number of users of the mobile services and this was
collected from the service provider platform. However beyond these examples, there was a lack of detailed
evidence on how PI data was collected.

For the documents sampled for EMM evidence on collection and aggregation methods was good and
corresponded to high research standards. Firstly, PIRS plans provided information on planned collection
and aggregation methods. Secondly, further evidence was found in the annual reports on how Pl data was
collected and aggregated in practice. For example, for the second year annual report this included ‘For the
321-service, data for indicator 1.2 was captured from the HNI/Vodacom mana