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In the more marginal areas of developing countries, natural resources and livelihoods are threatened inter alia by poverty, population pressure, climate change and ineffective interventions. Conventional, top-down approaches to address this have had limited effectiveness. At the same time land-users themselves have made efforts to change and innovate in the face of these challenges (e.g. Reij & Waters-Bayer 2001). Supporting such experimentation, adaptation and ingenuity is vital for enabling locally effective practices. Following examples from elsewhere (for an Latin American example see Ashby et al 2000), organisations forming part of the international Prolinnova network have, in five countries (Nepal, Cambodia, South Africa, Uganda and Ethiopia), initiated a participatory action research process to develop effective ways to make small amounts of money available to local innovators in order to accelerate local innovation processes. This is being developed through the establishment of so-called ‘Local Innovation Support Funds’ (LISFs). Experiences during the first two years, 2006-2007, show that these LISFs require a combination of institutional innovations at the community level which are in turn linked to funds managed at the larger institutional level. 

The design, implementation and monitoring and evaluation (M&E) activities are part of the action research process. These activities revolve around two components. The first is the interactive learning process with the communities and their organisations. The second component adds to this through systematic data collection on the key parameters assumed to have a decisive influence on whether these LISFs are feasible, effective and sustainable. 

1.
Introduction
There is now increasing understanding that development of agriculture and Natural Resource Management (NRM) does not follow a linear process. New knowledge is coming primarily from formal research and reaching land-users through a variety of extension or service providers. An innovation system perspective to development reveals that the actual change processes are much more complex and diverse (IAS 2006). Land-users are not merely recipients of new knowledge but also potential sources and/or partners in its generation, i.e. they are researchers and innovators in their own right. Local experimentation, adaptation and ingenuity are vital for finding locally effective practices. This recognition has led to approaches to Research and Development (R&D) that are designed to enhance systems of local learning and innovation by multiple actors, by what is known as “Participatory Innovation Development” (PID). PID builds on and strengthens local experimentation and innovation processes involving partnerships between local land-users and outside R&D agents. 

Many of the current R&D funding mechanisms are intended to encourage participatory research and extension, while few give attention to stimulating and supporting local innovation and Participatory Innovation Development (PID). In almost all cases the funding mechanisms are managed within governmental R&D institutions. Local land-users do not regard such mechanisms as being ultimately meant for them and, despite much talk about farmer participation, the role of farmers and other land-users in deciding how these funds are used is still extremely limited. The current R&D funding mechanisms are very difficult for smallholders to access and require much paperwork. Although efforts have been made in recent years in some countries to open up research funds for other stakeholders through competitive bidding processes, these are still largely researcher-controlled and quite demanding in terms of administrative requirements. At the same time, evidence from Latin America shows that small amounts of money available to local innovators can help accelerate innovation and make the process locally sustainable (Ashby et al 2000).
Partners in Prolinnova, the international partnership programme promoting local innovation and PID, believe that a fundamental change in the mechanisms of allocating research funding would be required if small farmers
, their concerns and their own innovation capacities were to play a more central role in R&D. If such change could be achieved it would contribute to the creation of a more far-reaching institutional base for PID (Waters-Bayer et al, 2005). The question faced by partners, as early as in 2004, was whether such alternative, farmer-led funding mechanisms for PID could be found that would be cost-effective and sustainable.
Prolinnova therefore initiated a systematic action research to find practical ways to set up financing mechanisms that allow local land-users, groups and communities to access funds for improving and accelerating their innovative activities. These were referred to as “Local Innovation Support Funds” (LISFs). While partners in Nepal were able to initiate pilots with an LISF from their own resources by 2004, funding support from the DURAS project enabled expansion of the pilots to four other countries, i.e. Cambodia, Ethiopia, South Africa, and Uganda. This publication summarises the initial findings from the pilots in all 5 countries, covering two years, 2006 and 2007. These first findings are encouraging enough for Prolinnova to commit itself to continued action research on LISFs for least another 4-year-phase.
2.
The central questions and directions of search
In discussing the LISF concept at various opportunities the initiators realised that a number of fundamental issues would determine whether LISFs would make sense and could become sustainable.

First of all, it is clear that the LISF concept has been developed with little farmer involvement. It hopes to address farmer needs as understood by the initiators in order to make R&D more meaningful. But would farmers need funding support to enhance their innovative work? Would they see it as one of their priorities, as compared to funds for investment in pumps, roads, or seeds?  And if it were a real need, could it be mobilised to create an effective demand?
Secondly, can applications by farmers for funding be processed properly, with decisions made and communicated in time at cost levels appropriate for requests expected to range from only 50 Euro to 1000 Euro? In other words, can simple, lean and low-cost fund management mechanisms be found to handle this level of grants, in an environment where comparatively low levels of financial management capacity prevail?
Thirdly, how can we ensure that the LISF does not become another ‘outsiders-run’ system, hard to access by farmers and biased by external perceptions? Can it be one system where farmers and their organisations play a central role in designing and managing the fund?
Finally, the bottom-line issue has to be to the impact of the LISFs. Would successful LISF operation, i.e. funding of experimentation activities led by farmers, lead to real impact in terms of development and spread of improved methods, practices and approaches for NRM? Would this therefore be a better way of spending scarce R&D resources? What would farmers and others perceive as an important impact of the LISF?

Very early on in the process, people involved in the pilots felt that the above concerns could probably only be addressed by developing and building the LISF(s) from below, starting at the community level, rather than simply launching the LISF at the national level and waiting for farmers to apply. Mechanisms needed to be developed jointly with farmers, made to work at the community level and then gradually expanded to higher levels or larger geographical areas. Existing farmer groups or CBOs could be the main partner in this search process. 
It was also realised that in this process a number of more autonomous LISFs might grow at the community level, managed fully by farmers, their groups or CBOs. While at the same time there may emerge a need for a larger more institutionalised ISF (Innovation Support Fund) at a higher level (district/ region/ national) that would support the emergence of those many community-based LISFs and be the focal point for attracting R&D funds. The question thus became how to catalyze the community-based LISFs, and how to shape the institutional LISF and its interaction with local LISFs.
3.
The action research design and process
Before presenting the findings of the first two years of the LISF piloting, the action research process that took place, and main tools used, are summarised.
International comparison of previous relevant experiences
At the start of the process, the Prolinnova secretariat in the Netherlands studied and reviewed previous experiences in operating decentralised mechanisms for agricultural and NRM R&D in an effort to make R&D more responsive to local needs and interests, and encourage partnership between researchers, extensionists, farmers and other actors. Most of them involved some form of competitive funding. A specific interest was in cases concerned with small-scale/poor farmers in rural settings (list of cases in Box 1). The review was based mostly on the study of relevant documents complemented in a few cases with interviews of people directly involved. 
Box 1: Cases included in the international review

· The Competitive Agricultural Technology Funds as operated by many research systems all over the world; 

· The Local Agricultural Research Committees (Spanish acronym CIAL) as developed and promoted by the International Centre for Tropical Agriculture (CIAT);  

· The Small-Scale Project Fund operated by the German Appropriate Technology and Ecoefficiency Programme (GATE); 

· ATIRI, Agricultural Technology and Information Response Initiative, in Kenya co-funded by\the World Bank; 

· The Self-Financed Farmer Field Schools in East Africa; the National Innovation Foundation (NIF) in India developed through the efforts of the Honeybee Network; 

· The C3F (City Community Challenge Fund) piloted by CARE and local governments in a/o Zambia and Uganda; 

· The Innovation Fund Horticulture in the Netherlands; and an initial Local Innovation Support Fund experiment by LIBIRD, coordinator of Prolinnova Nepal.

The findings of the study were documented in a comprehensive report (van Veldhuizen et al, 2005). Box 2 summarises the main conclusions of the study, formulated in the form of concrete suggestions or considerations for those designing, implementing and monitoring the LISF pilots in the participating countries. The main findings were also presented and discussed during the international partners meeting, in early 2006. They also continued to be the basis on which the international support staff for FAIR interact and backstop the country staff. Many of the issues from this initial review have thus found a place in the LISF pilots in the countries.
Box 2: Summary of issues from the international review of LISF type of experiences

· Include two levels in the design of the LISF – a larger, institution-based LISF supporting and catalysing the emergence of community-based innovation and learning funds. Start from the latter.
· Focus LISF grants on technical or social innovations that are likely to be relevant for the smaller-scale farmers and have at least no negative gender implications. Make sure that information on the possibilities of the LISF also reaches women.

· Give priority to applications to the LISF by groups/CBOs but allow for a small number of applications from individual farmers.
· Overview of key criteria for screening applications, of eligible cost items, of issues for consideration in forming a grant selection committee.
· The timeframe for LISF grants is generally one season or year 
· Keep individual grants small initially (between 100 and 400 Euro seems feasible).

· Consider different levels of grant volumes, each with specific administrative requirements, the smallest ones with limited administration, (allowing for a fast-track procedure).

· Elaborate activity-specific templates for applying for funds that are simple to use. This would help farmers to complete application forms and related budgets easily.

· Pay attention to the extent that research and extension staff to be involved in the proposed activities has PID understanding and skills to support farmer-led PID. How do farmers assess this?

· To keep administrative costs as low as possible consider alternatives to bureaucratic procedures, such as peer review of proposals by farmers or communities, selection and recommendation by well-respected partner organisations, and use of volunteers.

· Plan for a procedure to ensure full transparency about the use of grants to all involved, e.g. through signing of a MoU/contract to which stakeholders have access. Can Prolinnova member organisations play a role in this? 
· Develop simple grant reporting format; consider distinguishing between very small grants and the large ones. Make sure that documentation of results is as much as possible part of the activities under the grant.

· Be aware that LISF staff may be challenged to take-up support and capacity building activities related to LISF functioning and LISF funded activities; if LISF staff take them up it adds to LISF overhead; can these tasks be part of member organisations regular work? Can their costs be part of the LISF grant itself?

· Importance of the future institutional position and ownership of the LISF; how to ensure adequate farmer involvement in the discussions on LISF institutional setting and governance? Allow for sufficient time to resolve the institutional issues: run the LISF in the pilot stage from a temporary setting and analyse the experience thoroughly. 
· Strategise future resource mobilisation for the LISF from the very beginning, as it will co-determine how the LISF is positioned. Consider access to regular government funds and establishment of an endowment fund.

Country feasibility studies and stakeholder consultation
The FAIR programme design assumes that institutional, political, legal, and socio-cultural conditions in each country have a strong influence on the realization of the particular LISF approach and the specific form and arrangements for LISF implementation. Organisations involved in each country were encouraged, therefore, to study the local context and conditions and develop a country specific design for the LISF pilots, using the general LISF concept and principles and the concrete guidelines from the international review as a basis. 

Country feasibility studies played a key role in anchoring the LISF approach in the local context. More specifically the studies had the following objectives:
i. To find relevant experiences in the country with decentralised funding mechanisms – those for farmers and communities and their support agents – to support innovation, research and development activities, and to identify lessons to be learnt for piloting an ISF.

ii. To review the Agricultural Research and Development (ARD)-related institutional, legal and financial structures in the country in order to assess the longer-term feasibility of an ISF and to identify the best overall set-up that will enable regular replenishment of the fund in the future.

iii. To develop clear recommendations on how the ISF pilot should best be implemented in terms of geographic coverage, partner organisations, farmer involvement, financial sustainability, management and, particularly, monitoring and evaluation.

Three countries hired a consultant to assist in this study (GebreMichael, 2006. Krone, 2006, Walaga, 2006), while in Cambodia three organisations from three different provinces were asked to develop and propose a LISF approach for their area which led to three design proposals. In all countries the results of the studies and the proposed LISF design were discussed and improved in meetings with a wider stakeholder group, either through a regular meeting of the Prolinnova country steering committee or a stakeholder workshop specifically organised for this purpose. Though this formed a strong initial basis for the pilots, subsequent interactions and experiences on the ground led to important deviations from the original country design, in the true spirit of action research.
Regular action reflection cycles

True to the explorative nature of the action research chosen, design and approach were modified regularly based on reflection on experiences and interaction in practice.  To a considerable extent this was done within the country teams. The multi-stakeholder Prolinnova country National Steering Committees sometimes provided the platform for more systematic reflection and adjustment of strategies. Interaction with farmers and community members formed the largest source of new ideas. The farmer groups involved in Cambodia, for example, introduced payback rules on grants received from the LISF. Interaction with farmers in South Africa made the team to reconsider its intention to establish a LISF legal trust up front and instead supported the farmers to establish a voluntary association as a precursor to the eventual formation of the trust.

The interaction with the other countries and the international resource persons provided a second opportunity for reflection and re-planning. Such opportunities were created through:

· Two international meetings: specific days or sessions on LISF concept and practices linked to the International Partners Meeting in Cambodia (March 2006: LISF concept, experiences from Nepal, findings from international review, design of M&E system) and in Senegal (March 2007: LISF design in all countries, first experiences in SA and Cambodia, design and use of M&E register);
· Regular telephone conferences to present and discuss progress;
· Exchange of relevant documents among countries;
· Exchange and support through the international resource persons through regular Email communication and as part of the annual backstopping visits of the  International Support Team (IST).

4. The monitoring and evaluation approach

The decentralized design of the LISF pilots and the diversity of forms and mechanisms of LISF being tested present a challenge for the (action) research, in as far as it can allow lessons from across the countries. This calls for a study framework that accommodates the diversity while at the same time generates information comparable across countries that would help to answer the questions central to the international study. An M&E framework was developed for the pilots to allow for the systematic capturing of information. The development of the framework was done with partners during an international Prolinnova meeting in Cambodia, early 2006, and was based on initial ideas from earlier email consultations.
In developing the M&E framework, the overall central questions described above were made more specific and operational.  M&E of FAIR was designed taking into consideration its four “dimensions”, each with its specific needs and tools, as described below.
4.1.
The M&E framework for the LISFs

The overall question the M&E of the LISF pilots themselves needs to answer is whether this funding mechanism works well to support farmer-led innovation development and spread and has acceptable overhead/management costs.
For M&E purposes an LISF was considered to be functioning effectively if it was able to achieve the following:

1. Create adequate awareness and demand among resource users and support agencies of its role so that relevant applications are generated.

2. Effectively screen and decide on applications, at relatively low cost and with an important  role for farmers in this process
3. Effectively disburse funds to farmers and farmer groups

4. Obtain timely information, feedback on the utilisation of funds

5. Put in place an M&E system for the LISF grants, and  

6. To inform the development of a longer term approach to more sustainable set-up and institutional arrangements, again with a major role of farmers.
Annex 1 identifies, for each of these points, which data needed to be collected and how, in order to arrive at well founded conclusions. While discussing the M&E framework for the LISFs, partners concluded that information relevant for answering a number of questions could be captured if each application and its process steps were registered properly. A “Register” format was therefore designed making use of Ms-Access software and shared with the managers of the pilots. After a number of refinements these registers became operational and double as an M&E and basic administration tool.
4.2. 
Participatory M&E on impact at farmer level
Impact M&E is concerned with the assessment of the relevance of the LISF and the activities it supports. It will generally look at four sub-sets of issues:
a. The extent LISF support has led to development of improved land-husbandry practices and systems;

b. The extent these practices and systems have spread among farmers and their impact on local livelihoods;

c. The change in capacities of farmers and other land-users to access relevant information and to develop technical and socio-organisation innovations, to get involved in and lead joint experimentation and to meaningfully interact with ARD management and policies at a higher level.
d. The change in openness and interest of ARD agencies to support and work with local innovators and their groups.
Because of the potentially great diversity among activities funded by the ISF and the areas covered, the project felt it was not helpful to set, in advance, a limited set of monitoring indicators for impact at this level.
The finalisation of formalities at donor level and the initial study and design process in the countries asked for so much time that the LISFs only became operational by the end of the second project year. It would have been premature to undertake full-fledged impact studies only one year later. Some impact information could be gathered, however, as part of regular monitoring visits as included below.

The specific impact studies will – in the future - benefit from data regularly collected as part of the learning and joint research/ experimentation activities supported by the LISF. In fact, at this point, some impact information can already be gathered as part of the regular partner monitoring visits (see section on preliminary findings below).

M&E at this level is the responsibility of the actors directly involved in each LISF-funded activity. The relevant data need to be included in the brief grant report forwarded to the LISF at the end of the grant period. The M&E register has a space for capturing these. 

It is not possible to identify common indicators for actual changes in people’s livelihoods that are relevant across all countries or even within one country, as the LISFs are funding and will fund a wide range of learning and research/experimentation activities that are not pre-determined. The thematic focus, objectives and features of these activities will determine the specific indicators to be used. Below, examples of possible indicators are given along three main livelihood dimensions.

Table 2: Some possible impact indicators, depending on activity supported through LISFs

	Dimension
	Practical impact indicators

	Economics
	Disease frequency in animals

Yield per surface area

Cost of production per surface area

Contribution to livelihood security of household

	Environment
	Volume of pesticides applied

Surface area of regenerated bad lands 

	Social
	Location-specific indicators for category of farmers involved (small, medium, large)

Contribution to livelihood security of household


4.3. M&E of overall programme outcomes
Refers to the three outcomes of the programme as elaborated in the proposal to the donor, which are:

· Improved policy dialogue on sustainable land management (SLM) at national and local levels through the development of financial, legal and institutional guidelines on ISF;

· Sound practices in establishing sustainable and operational Innovation Support Funds to foster SLM at community level determined, lessons learnt, documented and spread;

· Enhanced awareness and dissemination of knowledge and practices on developing and implementing ISFs for SLM though South-South cooperation.
These outcomes refer to the actual implementation of the programme, for example: how many LISF are in place? Were the lessons learned documented and spread? Was a workshop for discussing findings organised and documented? Although this does overlap with the other “dimensions” presented above, it demands specific attention to deliverables. A complete framework for the M&E of the overall programme can be found in Annex 2.

M&E at this level hinges, in the first place, on the regular flow of half yearly progress reports by the country programmes to the secretariat at ETC, as is common practice in Prolinnova.  These are used for assessing progress of the project past, its main milestones, as well as its attainment of the central objectives formulated.
A number of more interactive mechanisms and tools are used to complement this, take notice of findings of all M&E activities, and review and redesign, if necessary, key programme strategies:

· Annual face-to-face meeting of all Country Partners involved. These meetings are piggy-backed on the main annual Prolinnova partners meeting;

· Telephone meetings, three times a year, to discuss progress, formulate bottlenecks and constraints and re-strategize, if necessary;

· Bilateral review by international staff of progress in specific countries during annual country visits.

4.4. M&E of programme management
This relates to management tasks such as the elaboration of correct and completed narrative and financial reports, correctness on financial management, etc., and will not be discussed further in the present article.
7. 
Preliminary LISF Impact Findings
As already mentioned, LISF pilots have the potential for impact on the way ARD takes place in the country and at the community/farmers livelihoods level. A major area of impact which has been envisaged is the enhancement of individual farmer capacity and the development of an institutional framework in which farmers take the driving seat. The challenge to innovate, which is associated with the LISF, is expected to empower farmers to realise that they do not always have to rely on external development agents. 

Documentation from the participating countries suggests that the FAIR pilot project is already having a positive impact on the target farmers. The following are some of the impacts recorded from some of the participating countries.

7.1
Institutional Impact

LISFs are the custodians of the financial resources that farmers can access for experimentation and innovation. In most of the pilots, local level institutions assess the various proposals that farmers submit for funding. As a result farmers have institutions through which they can advocate for further financial support and other services to improve their well being. In Ethiopia, fund management committees have been established and these work with the innovative farmers. Through the institutions set up or strengthened through the LISF project, they have acquired experience which they may utilise in the management of other development funds. An institutional level impact has been the strengthening of the FFSs (Farmer Field Schools) through motivating farmers to work together. Capacity of community members’ has been developed to take the initiative of analysing their situation and seeking ways to solve their problems and to grasp new opportunities. They are now able to actively seek relevant information and partnerships.

In South Africa, the project has managed to setup local level institutions to manage the innovation process and allow the effective participation of the target communities.  Hitherto, such local level institutions with sufficient understanding of financial management were not available.  Local level institutions such as a “Voluntary Association” (as a precursor to the farmers’ trust) and a farmers’ forum are now formed and operational. More accustomed to receiving agricultural input grants (such as materials for fencing), local farmers have had to grapple with a very different notion of what funds can be used for. They are now faced with a fund that requires of them a clear self-initiated plan of action, with the possibility of a relevant outcome that could be of benefit to the wider community. This is very challenging as new perspectives to development need to be developed and nurtured.
In Cambodia, FAIR has been a catalyst to the development of a partnership across two NGOs and government in three provinces to jointly pilot a model that draws on local farmer institutional capacity. Farmers are in control of the initial selection of experiments, the management of grants disbursed and their conversion into loans for use by the other members of these same local farmer associations. This arrangement was decided upon by the farmers themselves and cleverly takes advantage of their local knowledge of farmer’s capacity to experiment and innovate, as well their capacity to manage loans (a practice learnt through their group-based savings and credit practices). In working with loans, rather than grants,  they are making a clear commitment towards sustaining and even replenishing the LISF (through the charging of interest on the capital in the event of a successful outcome to the experiment). In the event of failure of the experiment, the interest portion is waived.
Similarly, in Uganda some CBOs with a history of supporting farmers have had experiences in managing other grants. Those that have done this effectively have been selected and given the option of operating an LISF at the village level. Four CBOs have received funds and shown positive results in their management and disbursement to various farmer activities. Interestingly, CBOs have to varying degrees decided to also treat funds as loans so as to contribute towards LISF sustainability. On both the case of Cambodia and Uganda repayment levels have been very high.
It is increasingly evident that institutional impacts are taking place at two or more levels. In some cases the funds are taking on more of a regional flavour, in others more decentralised group-based mechanisms are emerging. In Uganda the LISFs are community-based and attention may shift to establishing more of a regional ISF (Innovation Support Fund) to assist these. In South Africa the ISF is tending towards more of regional facility, spanning three adjoining villages and another in another district. All the while, local group-based capacity to manage funds is being developed and provides fertile ground to experiment with group-based ISFs.
7.2
Farmer Level Impact
As with the different forms that the pilots have taken according to their varying conditions, so have farmer level impacts varied. Though still too early to establish impact definitively, some broad trends may be identified. This refers mainly to enhanced capacity of farmers to have their interests and needs taken into account on ARD issues.
In Ethiopia, due to circumstances of limited capacity, remote and challenging conditions, farmers have historically had to solve their own problems without external assistance. Farmers developed more positive attitudes towards outsiders, including development agents and scientists. They now understand that their abilities are being recognised by development organisations, including the Development Agents (DA, linked to the Department of Agriculture) and scientists. This recognition is obtained, not only from working together with farmers in the field, but also from seeing how well farmers can share their experience with great confidence at workshops. They see DAs as “partners rather than persuaders”.
In addition, in Ethiopia farmer research groups at community and district level are playing an important role in managing the innovation process. The groups stimulate and manage local innovation, and, in addition, strengthen the influence of farmers on policymaking at village and higher level. The farmers who are capacitated through this process effectively participate and represent others in platforms designed to link farmers, extension workers and scientists such as the Research, Extension and Farmers Advisory Council (REFAC). 

In Uganda, as if in all other participating CPs, LISF is an integral part of Prolinnova. The LISF activities in the country have had an impact on the way ARD takes place and has resulted in Prolinnova Uganda being recognised as the legitimate organisation representing efforts to develop Participatory Innovation Development (PID). Prolinnova Uganda participates in national forums which look at research approaches.  Although in its infancy, there is impact in the sense that government departments are being made aware of the PID approaches, and slowly, the rules on how to conduct extension work is beginning to be questioned.  In the long-term, this might result in a change in the manner in which government extension officers implement ARD projects.
In South Africa, joint action by the fund management committee and the groups of innovative farmers in general has led to a stronger sense of togetherness in communities. This has sustained the tradition of coming together to learn from each other, which builds confidence amongst the innovative farmers to endeavour for continuous improvement. Such processes may inspire farmers to explore more sustainable ways of solving their problems.  People were accustomed to handouts from NGOs and government.  Therefore, considerable reorientation was required for the project to be understood across the communities. People are beginning to understand that they do not have to live on hand outs. The notion of discovering is catching up. They are also beginning to have confidence in themselves. This is especially being achieved through capacity building of the local leadership of the LISF programme structures. The enthusiasm in participating in various activities organised through the project and beyond is gaining momentum.

In all countries the emphasis has been mainly on technical and farmer production experimentation. In addition, an interesting secondary area of experimentation is clearly taking place, though not as a direct result of the use of research funds. In each pilot site the imperatives of finding institutional arrangements suitable for fund management and mechanisms for fund replenishment is introducing interesting responses and potential innovations. In most instances this involves building on existing institutions (most clearly evident in Amaro in Ethiopia and in Uganda) and institutional innovations (most clearly evident in Cambodia through adaptation of their savings and credit group activity). In other cases still, new initiatives are being launched, where more self reliant activities are being undertaken to strengthen local capacities to accumulate and manage funds to assist farmers with managing their livelihood activities, and also to contribute towards repayment of LISF awards. In this respect there is also learning occurring across the pilot sites through the Prolinnova partner interactions. Some of this is likely to impact on future strategies for supporting farmers in their efforts to achieve greater self reliance.
8.
Conclusions
The paper has described the design, implementation and first results of the Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) activities that are part of the action research. Early indications are that the LISF pilot had developed farmers level institutions, changed farmers’ perceptions and confidence to development and also making stakeholders, particularly government get exposure and appreciation of PID.
In the next phase of FAIR, more attention will have to be given to the question of wider impact of the LISFs. The search for impact will need to look not only at technical innovations and their impact in livelihoods but also much more widely into social and institutional impacts, as stated in a recent study: “an innovation support instrument may decide to support not only innovations or innovators per se, but also the promotion of a culture of innovation and learning in local communities with a view to the empowerment of resource-poor people and their communities” (Friis-Hansen & Egelyng 2007).
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Annex 1: Detailed M&E indicators for the LISF pilots

	Criteria / performance area
	Possible indicators
	Relevant M&E tools / methods

	1. Adequate awareness among farmers (and other land-users) and support agencies on LISF opportunities and mechanisms to access the fund
	1. No. of applications received per round of calls for proposals
	· Register 

	
	2. Percentage of applications which passed first screening on LISF criteria
	· Register

	
	3. Percentage of proposals reviewed that meet the selection criteria
	· Register

	
	4. Percentage of proposals from women and youth
	· Register (currently for women’s participation; age characteristics still need to be included to identify youth) 

	2. Effective mechanisms to process applications
	5. Number of proposals processed after screening and finally approved
	· Register

	
	6. Time period between receipt of application, screening, processing and communicating final results of selection process
	· Register

	
	7. Time taken to improve proposals (remedial) 
	· Register

	
	8. Transaction cost relative to grant value – staff time involved and other resources used
	· Time sheets for writing time worked

· Financial reports/accounts

	3. Effective disbursement mechanisms
	9. Number of approved vs. number of disbursed grants
	· Register



	
	10. Timeliness of disbursement in relation to fund needs (e.g. seasonal imperatives)
	· Register

· Feedback on grantees’ satisfaction through internal evaluation

	
	11. Banking and other costs incurred in disbursement, at both country and international level
	· Financial reports/accounts 

	4. Utilisation of the funds
	12. Expenditure in line with agreed terms for use
	· Grant reports

· Random field inspection

· Grantees’ feedback through annual assessment meeting

	
	13. Necessary changes/adaptations in initial plans quickly and effectively implemented
	· Grant reports

· Random in situ inspection of research/experimentation work

· Feedback from grantees and other stakeholders through internal evaluation

	5. M&E of whether LISF grant system is in place (existing and functioning)
	14. Financial and narrative grant reports received by agreed deadlines
	· Register 

	
	15. Quality of grant reports received (clarity and completeness of information); undertaken (by whom, when, costs); lessons learned; analyses of stakeholders’ participation
	· Register

	
	16. Implementation of annual assessment meeting
	· Reports on annual assessment meetings

	
	17. Information from grant reports processed and used in further LISF planning and implementation


	· Minutes of country LISF committee meetings
· Minutes of international FAIR meetings(checking that action points were followed up)

· Reports on annual assessment meetings

	
	18. Dissemination of findings from M&E 
	· Distribution or mailing list for relevant M&E reports

	6. LISF has a strong, farmer co-managed, sustainable institutional framework
	19. Relevant stakeholders, including small-scale farmers and other land-users (men, women) endorse and support institutional setting
	· Minutes of LISF committee meetings 

· Annual narrative reports

	
	20. Institutional setting of LISF is clarified and formalised
	· Terms of Reference for LISF institution

	
	21. Strong involvement of farmers and other land-users in LISF management (at least “x” farmers/land-users participating in the LISF committee, critical incidents)
	· Minutes of LISF committee meetings 

· Critical incidents on farmer/land-user influence in LISF noted in minutes

	
	22. Adequate resource mobilisation to replenish pilot capital expenditure, both at local (community) and country level; amount (and percentage) of resources mobilised for replenishing the LISF, e.g. own contributions, amount of revolving funds mobilised from selling produce, contributions from other donors, stakeholders with significant long-term research funding stream are co-driving project etc.
	· Financial report 

· Long-term operational plan for LISF

· Secured funding commitments




Annex 2: Detailed M&E indicators for the overall FAIR programme outcome

	Outcome
	Indicators
	Means of Verification

	1. Improved policy dialogue on sustainable land management (SLM) at national and local levels through the development of financial, legal and institutional guidelines on ISF
	Key findings are documented and packaged for dissemination amongst farmers and policymakers in five countries, and are discussed at country level workshops. 250 copies of each report/media item distributed (across four 5 countries)
	· Document/media item on ISF at country level

· Updated website reflecting these additions

· ISF synthesis paper at international level

· Annual reports

	2. Sound practices in establishing sustainable and operational Innovation Support Funds to foster SLM at community level determined, lessons learnt, documented and spread
	· Five reports of country studies providing clear guidance for operationalising the ISFs
	· Country-level feasibility studies

· International level report on lessons learnt elsewhere 

· Long-term operational plan for ISF 

· M&E report per country with key lessons learnt.

	
	· Five models of LISF are developed, one in each country pilot
	· Proceedings of the five workshops listing main decisions made

· Operational guidelines per country

	
	· Five ISF implemented for 40 months

· Number of applications (12 per ISF) received and processed
	· Annual reports on ISF functioning

· Register

	
	· M&E framework & plan is developed (based on table 5 below) and implemented
	· M&E framework revised

· Minutes of LISF committees at country level

· Minutes of international meeting

· (internal) self-assessments

· External evaluation

	
	· Active dialogue between international and national staff
	· Backstopping missions reports

	
	· Active sharing of information (e-mail and Prolinnova meetings) amongst countries.
	· Self-assessment

· Annual report

· Minutes of the LISF international level meeting

	
	· One mini-workshop organised - coinciding with Prolinnova meeting - to share experiences
	· Minutes of the LISF international level meeting

	3. Enhanced awareness and dissemination of knowledge and practices on developing and implementing ISFs for SLM though South-South cooperation


	· Five ISFs are refined and institutional arrangements formalised for longer term innovation support
	· Long-term operational plan for ISF (one per country)

	
	· At least five documents/media on ISF experiences, one per country are prepared and distributed

· Lessons from these experiences synthesized
	· Document/media item on ISF at country level

· ISF synthesis paper at international level



	
	· Lessons learnt as documented in proceedings of the mini-workshop


	· Proceedings of the five workshops listing main decisions made

	
	· Regular updates on FAIR and ISFs posted on the web
	· Updated website


� “Farmers” is used in a wide sense to include peasant/family smallholders, pastoralists, forest dwellers and artisanal fisherfolk, among others; used interchangeably with land-users.


� The report suggested to compile information on PID experienced people willing to support farmer-led ARD, possibly leading to a “certification” of PID practitioners by the LISF managing organisation or the Prolinnova country network
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