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Introduction

1. Introduction

Farmers are constantly experimenting and trying to
improve upon their lot. They also learn from each
other. The conventional approach to funding
agricultural research to bring ultimate benefits to the
farmer makes the research and development worker
the custodian of the funds and sets the research
agenda sometimes without the active involvement
of the farmer. The end result is that farmers' uptake
of new technologies is often very disappointing.
Instead of channeling funds through agriculture
professionals, farmer innovators (FI) can be identified
and supported with funds and given technical
backstopping to develop and spread innovations.
Farmer Access to Innovation Resources (FAIR)
project was borne out of this notion to empower
farmers to set and significantly control the research
agenda. It was piloted in Ghana North between April
2008 and December 2011. An extension of one more
year was made to allow for completion of certain
activities which implies that the project will be ending
in December, 2012. FAIR is  sub-programme of
PROLINNOVA (International network on PROmoting
Local INNOVAtion) whose aim is to link up like-
minded people to support farmer innovation to
enhance sustainable agriculture and natural resource
use.

FAIR is being funded by the Rockefeller Foundation.
FAIR proposes a funding mechanism called Local
Innovation Support Funds (LISFs) to support
innovating farmers to further develop and
disseminate their innovations. The main aim of the
FAIR project being implemented in Ghana is to
understand how the LISFs can catalyse the process
of farmer innovation, support in the development
and spread of farmer innovations  and whether LISFs
can become a sustainable funding mechanism for
farmer-led research and development. The FAIR
project aimed to answer four action research
questions:

1. Does the LISF as a funding mechanism
for farmer innovators accelerate local
innovation work?

2. Can the LISF approach be implemented cost
effectively?

3. Can the LISF become a farmer-led sustainable
funding system in the country?

4. Does LISF funding have adequate impact?

An exploratory feasibility study was carried out in
the Northern and Upper East Regions to set the stage
for operationalising the LISFs. It showed that some
of the development organizations studied had the
experience and capacity to obtain and manage donor
funds to support LISF. Even some of the community-
based organisations (CBOs) interviewed had
experience with managing decentralised funds. They
have bank accounts and obtain credit for their
members. The CBOs have clear governance
structures and are guided by their constitutions.
Mechanisms for collaboration between CBOs and
partner organisations were not clearly outlined. Thus
it was recommended that zonal committees be set
up for managing the LISFs at the zonal level.
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2. Main Partners and Roles
Played

The project is hosted and coordinated by the
Association of Church Development Projects
(ACDEP) a local non-governmental organisation
(NGO) based in Tamale in the Northern Region of
Ghana. ACDEP works closely with some of its
traditional partners which are also NGOs and
governmental organisations (GOs) to implement the
FAIR project at the community level. At the
management level and for activities requiring
technical and research input, ACDEP normally
engages staff of the Council for Scientific and
Industrial Research - Animal Research Institute
(CSIR-ARI), Ministry of Food and Agriculture
(MoFA), Council for Scientific and Industrial
Research - Savannah Agriculture Research Institute
(CSIR-SARI) and the University for Development
Studies (UDS). These are invariably staff members
of the Northern Ghana LEISA Working Group
(NGLWG). LEISA stands for Low External Input and
Sustainable Agriculture. Appendix 1 has a list of the
main partners and their roles in FAIR.

In the project implementation areas, the
collaborating partners are GOs and NGOs.  In
the Northern Region for instance, the GOs are
MoFA, UDS, CSIR-SARI and CSIR-ARI. The NGOs
are Zagsilari Ecological Farm Project (ZEFP),
Evangelical Presbyterian Development and Relief
Agencies (EPDRA) at Yendi, Chereponi and Saboba,
Presbyterian Agricultural Station (PAS), Langbensi
and the Presbyterian Farmers' Training and Child
Development Programme (Presby Mile 7) in Tamale.
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3. Project Location

Northern Region (which occupies 30% of land mass
of Ghana) and Upper-East Region (4.5% of land mass
of Ghana) were the selected locations for the project
in Ghana. These locations were chosen because:

1. LISF was a pilot project with limited funding
and it was not effective to spread thin

2. Upper West Region was located too far from
Tamale for effective monitoring with limited
funds

3. Northern Region and Upper East would serve
as pilots and Upper West would be added if
the project was successful

4. Results from previous activities on
Participatory Technology Development/
Participatory Innovation Development (PTD/
PID) were better in these regions than in other
locations

5. There are many viable and active farmer-
based organisations (FBOs), CBOs and other
farmers' groups in these locations, and

6. Partner organisations in these locations have
staff with good facilitating skills to enable a
project of this sort to succeed.

The pilot operates in four sites (known as LISF
zones); each zone comprising several local
government areas or districts/municipals.
These zones were chosen because they are located
within the operational areas of key partner
organisations identified to play a facilitating role in
the piloting.

The Bolgatanga zone is made of the Bolgatanga
municipal, Talensi-Nabdam district, Bongo district
and the Bawku West district all in the Upper East
Region. The zonal team undertook this project in
about 16 communities (Appendix 2). The Walewale
zone is made of two districts which are East and West
Mamprusi both located in the Northern Region. The
LISF communities were 20. The Tamale zone had 11
and Yendi zone 29 (Appendix 2). In practice one
organisation in each zone is responsible for
coordinating activities in the zone. Committees have
from two (Tamale and Yendi) to four (Bolgatanga
and Walewale) meetings per year.
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Fig 1: Map of Ghana showing political divisions (regions)

Note: Locate LISF Zones (Tamale, Yendi, Bolga, Walewale) on Map if possible
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4. FAIR 2 in Ghana

4.1 How FAIR works

FAIR is hosted under the Agricultural Programme
of ACDEP and is coordinated by ACDEP but co-
managed with NGLWG and together they have
formed a PROLINNOVA/FAIR Core Management Team
(CMT). At present there are seven members of the
NGLWG who serve on the CMT. Their roles include
management of the FAIR, offering of advice and
project steering (Appendix 1). These members are
from research institutions (SARI &ARI), UDS and
MoFA. ACDEP therefore plays a coordinating and
management role and reports results of activities and
finances to ETC Foundation (who hosts the
International Secretariat of PROLINNOVA in the
Netherlands. ACDEP deals directly with ETC and
also with its local partners under the FAIR project.

The LISF is decentralised into four zones with each
zone having a management committee1 to coordinate,
screen proposals and manage the fund on behalf of
ACDEP. The zonal committees make the first
decisions as to which farmers should receive the
support and send their recommendations to ACDEP
for approval. The CMT assists ACDEP in approving
allocations to zones by stating which received
applications they think are innovations and which
ones not. Funds allocations to the four zones are
based on how much the zones have requested for,
the quality of the innovations submitted and the
general performance of the zone under the FAIR
programme.

Each decentralised zonal committee is made up of
farmer representatives, the Director of MoFA and
Station Managers of ACDEP member stations (NGO
partners) (Appendix 3). In addition, the Tamale zone
has research staff from SARI and ARI on its
committee. Generally, the partner organisation who
holds the funds also chairs the meetings. The
Bolgatanga zonal committee has nine (9) members.
Yendi zone also has nine (9) members. If the
innovation is earmarked for joint experimentation,
the relevant organisation is informed by the zonal
committee to get involved in the process of joint
experimentation. So far, Bolgatanga has three (3)
farmers, Walewale zone two (2) farmers, Tamale
three (3) farmers and Yendi zone two (2) farmers who
are permanent members of the zonal committees.

4.1.1 Call announcement and
submission of applications

At the beginning of each year ACDEP produces an
annual work plan and budget for FAIR activities. This
work plan is discussed with partners in a workshop
and approved before the commencement of LISF
activities for the year. The zonal committee members
begin the LISF process by visiting their communities
to sensitise them about the LISF through a meeting
and also by talking to individuals and telling them
how to apply for the fund.

1 The zonal committees are responsible for providing the necessary support to the LISF as well as manage the LISF.

LISF sensitisation workshop (Photo: Joe Nchor)

In Bolgatanga zone, a total of 926 individuals
comprising 613 men and 313 women were covered
during the sensitisation workshop in 2011. Similarly,
in Yendi zone about 1,000 farmers are informed every
year. Duirng the sensitisation meetings, the farmers
are promised that a call for proposals/applications
from the community members would follow soon.
The call for applications is opened once the zonal
committees receive communication from ACDEP
regarding the specific period for receipt of
applications. Extension officers and other
development partners during their visits to the
project communities take along application forms
which they distribute to interested farmers. Some of
the forms are also lodged with lead farmers to
distribute to other farmers who may show interest
later. Some farmers also visit the partner offices
within their zone to pick up application forms.
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Deadlines are set for submission of applications.
During their visits, zonal committee members with
the assistance of extension officers of partner
organisations and farmer leaders also scout for
innovations. Sensitisation and calls for proposals are
normally carried out in the first half of the year with
one LISF cycle starting in January and ending in
December each year.

The application forms (Appendix 4) are filled out in
English. The application form asks for personal
details of the applicant such as his name, family and
address, information on the proposed innovation,
own contribution, amount requested, start and end
dates for doing the work and willingness to comply
with the rules and regulations of the LISF. Sometimes
the zonal committee members assist applicants in
filling out the forms. Applications are submitted
either by individual farmers or by farmer groups.
These applications are collated by each zone and a
date is set for vetting after the deadline for
submissions has been reached.

Extension officer helping a farmer with LISF application
(Photo: Joe Nchor)

4.1.2 Proposal Selection Process and
Funds Disbursement

All zones use the same set of criteria for vetting the
proposals to enable funds to be allocated to the most
relevant and beneficial proposals.

The criteria include:

1. the TEES (technical feasibility, economic
viability, environmental sustainability and
social equity) test,

2. whether the innovation is locally evolved and
developed using local knowledge,

3. whether it is addressing immediate local
needs or providing long-term solutions or
opportunities,

4. whether the innovator has expressed interest
in the programme and consented to sharing
results with others,

5. whether the innovation can be easily adapted
by other individual or farmer groups, and

6. whether it involves the use of easily available/
accessible local resources.

Several farmers (two or three) are invited to the zonal
proposal screening session. The invited farmers are
usually representative farmers/innovators from
communities within the LISF zones and their main
functions are to provide additional information on
submitted proposals undergoing screening and also
in determining successful applicants.

The best proposals are selected and their names, title
of innovation and amount requested are submitted
to ACDEP for final approval and release of funds.
ACDEP organises a CMT meeting to endorse
successful applications from the zones. The CMT,
based on the innovativeness of the idea, amount of
money available for LISF and the TEES test, often
ends up with an even smaller number of successful
applicantions. Decision making therefore starts at the
zonal level and is confirmed by the CMT at the
ACDEP secretariat before the funds are released to
the zonal committees for onward disbursement to
the innovators.

Zonal Committee Screening LISF applications (Photo: Frank
Adongo)

ACDEP communicates final approval of funds by
phone to the zonal committees. The funds for
successful applicants together with funds to meet
LISF running/transaction costs are released from
ACDEP to the zonal committees. This is accompanied
with an accompanying budget spelling out the
allocations of the funds. Unsuccessful applicants are
informed of the results by zonal committee members
through face-to-face visits. These applicants are
shown the weaknesses in their proposals according
to the requirements of the programme. They are
encouraged to submit better proposals in the next
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round. As for the successful applicants, they may be
informed individually or invited as a group to a
meeting after the funds have been received at the
zones. They are taken through the rudiments of the
programme in order to prepare them for smooth
implementation of their experiments.

Zones do not automatically get funds to operate
LISFs for the year. Receipt of funds is subject to
satisfactory performance of the zones in meeting
certain targets set by the project in its annual work
plan, for example, timely submission of approved
proposals by the zones. The money from ACDEP is
lodged in the bank account of one selected FAIR
partner organisation in the zone and the zonal
committee members facilitate successful applicants'
access to their funds by sending the monies to the
farmers or inviting them to come and collect it.
Invariably, the funds are given to the innovators as
one lump sum. Walewale zone used their discretion
in one year to redistribute the LISF to benefit more
farmers but this meant that CMT-approved farmers
got less money than they applied for. This practice is
however not common.

Bolgatanga and Walewale have quarterly meetings
each year while Tamale and Yendi meet twice a year.
However, additional meetings are organised during
the implementation of activities such as screening of
proposals, disbursement of funds and report writing.
Tamale zone has been identified as inactive and
struggling.

4.2 Monitoring and evaluation (M&E)

4.2.1 Monitoring and evaluation of the
functioning of the LISFs

Partner organisations monitor the functioning of the
LISF for which they enter a set of data into a so-called
Register. This Register is an electronic database based
on MsAccess. The data monitored and evaluated
includes proposals received, personal details of
applicants, proposed themes and activities, screening
of results, fund disbursements, fund utilisation,
transaction time and costs, reports, extent of farmer
involvement in the management of LISF and the
sourcing of financial resources for the LISF.
Suggestions for improvement of the programme are
made based on analysis of this data.

4.2.2 Overall project monitoring and
evaluation

Partner organisations at the zonal levels do the day-
to-day monitoring of LISF activities in their
respective communities from start to finish of the
innovation trial. During monitoring visits the
committee members evaluate innovations being
tested and make useful suggestions for improvement.

Photos are taken of both crops and livestock as
evidence of the impact of the project on the people
and environment. Once or twice a year monitoring
and evaluation is done by an appointed focal point.
The focal point collates data from all LISFs and
presents them to ACDEP with recommendations. The
ACDEP project coordinator does regular monitoring
and evaluation of the entire programme. This
includes on-going monitoring and evaluation of the
entire FAIR structure and governance, capacity
building activities undertaken and tools used,
sharing of roles and tasks, planning and review
meetings, operation of bank accounts, monitoring
exercises themselves and methods of reporting. The
FAIR programme is thus subjected to constant
scrutiny and modification by all stakeholders.

LISF committee member visiting a farmer innovator for M&E
(Photo: Joe Nchor)

4.2.3 Impact Study Methodology

The impact assessment was done from October 25 to
November 12, 2010. The assessment started with a
PowerPoint presentation of the impact assessment
guideline. An activity plan for the impact assessment
was drawn up stating the activities, the time they
would be done, who would be responsible and where
it would be done. A budget was attached. Secondary
data was also made available to help with the
identification of the innovations, level of innovation
development and location of the various innovations.
It also helped with the identification of the
institutions involved and all FAIR activities. Pre-
testing of the interview guidelines was done in
Ethiopia.
The discussions with the farmers to assess the impact
of FAIR mainly took the form of semi-structured
interviews with focus groups. The interviews
revolved around four key questions of FAIR. They
were:
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1. To what extent has the LISF led to the
development of improved practices and
systems of natural resource management
(NRM)?

2. To what extent have these practices and
systems spread among farmers/ pastoralists
and what has been the impact on local
livelihoods?

3. What change has occurred in the capacities/
capabilities of farmers and other land-users
to access relevant information and to develop
technical and socio- innovations?

4. What change has occurred in the openness
and interest of Agricultural Research and
Development (ARD) agencies to support and
work with local innovators and their groups?

The first visit was made to Bolgatanga zone where a
meeting was arranged with representatives of the
zonal committee in Bolgatanga. The meeting focused
on choosing a community to conduct the assessment,
basic information about the location, choice of
innovations and the order of the interviews. In the
FAIR communities visited, the first interviews were
with a group of 3-5 grantees. This was followed by
interviews with 3-5 non-grantees. Finally, there were
interviews with 1-5 representatives of the local
authority2. One case story was developed. Interviews
with the zonal committees on issues including fund
management were done in the office of NABOCADO
and with members of ACDEP's partner
organisations.

The second interview zone was Tamale and a similar
process was followed.

One multi-stakeholder workshop was organised for
all the FAIR stakeholders on completion of the
interviews during which the results of the interviews
were shared with them. Feedback was obtained from
the stakeholders on order to improve the findings.
The stakeholders were then asked to answer the four
key questions of FAIR mentioned above, citing
concrete examples with their answers they provided.
The additional information generated was added to
the impact study report.

The impact assessment was conducted by two
scientists from sister research institutes in Ghana.
One is an agronomist while the other is an animal
scientist. They have both benefited from PROLINNOVA
by receiving training in PID and monitoring and
evaluation. They have also participated in a number
of PROLINNOVA workshops and have been used as
resource persons in carrying out PROLINNOVA and

FAIR activities. They are members of the CMT and
one of them is the focal point for the FAIR
programme.

4.3 Steps towards institutionalisation

The LISF programme is being implemented by no
fewer than 15 different organisations. These partner
organizations and their staff involved in the
programme are well placed to carry the message
about LISFs to a large group of people with who they
interact. Members of the NGLWG who have moved
up the career ladder and now occupy influential
positions exert their leverage to lobby policy makers
through their organisations. For instance, in the
southern part of the country where the Council for
Scientific and Industrial Research office is situated,
innovation as a matter of corporate policy has been
integrated with science and technology and an
Innovation, Science and Technology Competition
was organised in 2009 and products of farmer
innovators working with PROLINNOVA were also
showcased. The Ministry of Environment, Science
and Technology (MEST) has also bought into the
innovation concept and is making efforts to promote
it. Attempts through a number of meetings have also
been made with the Dean of the Faculty of
Agriculture and some heads of departments of the
Faculty of Agriculture of UDS to mainstream PID
approaches and methodologies. PID is being taught
in some courses at UDS both at the undergraduate
and postgraduate levels. One of the lecturers giving
these courses is an NGLWG member and was
formerly the focal point on the FAIR programme.
Undergraduate students from UDS have been
assigned to do their project course works on aspects
of local innovation development towards their BSc
dissertations.

Resource persons who have been in PID now train
other partners as trainers. These trainers in turn train
field officers and some of them lead farmers in PID
approaches in communities. The committee members
who are from various GOs and NGOs share the task
of awareness creation in their respective operational
areas and have integrated this task into their routine
activities. Efforts have been made to convert the LISFs
into community revolving funds to support further
LISF activities. NABOCADO has integrated LISF
activities and strategies into their diocesan food
security strategy. There is continuous capacity
building of LISF committee members who in turn
educate innovators to disseminate information about
their innovations in neighbouring communities.

2 The local authority refers to the community leaders including the chiefs and opinion leaders
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The FAIR project has been scaled up to new
communities through the efforts of partner
organisations. Sharing and learning meetings for
partners and relevant linkages are organised which
helps in innovation development. There have also
been instances where products of innovators were
showcased during farmers' days and demonstrations,
and at other festivities within communities. For
example, seed fairs are organised annually for
communities surrounding Kunkua to come, see and
use for planting. LISF innovators are being
encouraged to open bank accounts. At Bolgatanga
zone one of the groups operates a bank account with
Naara Rural Bank and the group is also linked with
the Northern Rural Growth Project (NRGP) which is
a project aimed at challenging farmers to become
business oriented. One group is also linked with
Technoserve (an NGO) and through this linkage has
been provided with a grinding mill. Another
innovator obtained funding from the Food and
Agriculture Organisation (FAO) to develop his
innovation. For certain innovations that require
further work and support, appropriate linkages have
been established. Some of the linkages are with the
district and municipal assemblies.

Farmers had strong opinions about the changes in
attitudes of field officers; while some were of the
opinion that the officers were showing more concern
towards them, others had not observed any change
in their attitude.

Some of the innovations have been well documented
and widely distributed to ACDEP partners. Plans are
far advanced to conduct capacity building in
documentation for LISF partners to accelerate
documentation and dissemination of the LISF process
and products. A recent proposal of FTC has
components that will promote local innovation
development. ACDEP and its partners are making
efforts to source funding to continue with the LISF
work that appears to be quite effective in improving
food and income security.
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5. Results and Impacts

5.1 Analysis of LISF functioning based on
register data

5.1.1 Basic Data on Applicants

A total of 230 applications from 388 men and 256
women were received during the project period
making an average of 58 applications per round of
calls (Tables 1 and 2). This figure was recorded in
spite of the fact that many stakeholders were found
to have a poor understanding of the FAIR/LISF
programme and the availability of research grants.
Walewale (35) and Tamale (42) zones received fewer
applications compared to Bolgatanga (81) and Yendi
zones (72 applications). The reason for the receipt of
relatively smaller number of applications in the
Walewale zone may be related to the disappointment
those zonal committee members felt when some of
their deserving innovators could not be supported.

The committee members were of the opinion
that their decision on the innovators to be
supported was going to be the final one but
later realized that there was a higher level of selection.
The Tamale zone did not show sustained
commitment to the operation of the LISF because the
coordinating organisation did not receive the full
cooperation and involvement of its manager. Its
coordination ability was weak and MoFA's
involvement was also weak. Tamale zone made late
submission of its applications in 2011 to ACDEP so
their applications were not considered by the CMT.
These aside, perhaps more awareness creation was
done in Bolgatanga and Yendi zones. There was a
general indication that a good number of the zonal
committee members were integrating the LISF into
their routinel work, especially in Bolgatanga zone.

Table 1: Number of applications received and approved

Bolga
Walewale
Tamale
Yendi

Total

         2008

Received  Approved

     32         12
      7          7
     10         10
      5          5

     54         34

         2009

Received  Approved

     32         11
     14          7
     13         12
     19          8

     78         38

         2010

Received  Approved

      9           9
     10          9
     19         18
     15         13

     53         49

         2011

Received  Approved

      8         4
      4         2
      0         0
     33        10

     45        16

         TOTAL

Received  Approved

     81        36
     35        25
     42        40
     72        36

    230       137

Table 2: Number of applications and those successful

Bolga
Walewale
Tamale
Yendi

Total

Total number of applicants

        Male          Female

         213        170
          36         25
          44         54
          95          7

        388                             256

Zone

Zone
Total number of successful applicants

           Male                      Female

           167                    102
            30                     21
            43                     26
            30                     2

           270                      151
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Generally, fewer applications passed the screening
test in the first and second rounds of calls (63% and
49%, respectively) than in the third round (92%) of
calls and this may be linked to improvement in the
quality of proposals submitted. The first and second
batches of applications were a mixture of proposals
- some were to try out innovations and others were
to undertake income generating activity. The third
batch of proposals was all related to innovations. The
fourth round of calls contrary to expectation
approved 36% of applications received. This may be
partly due to the absence of proposals from Tamale
zone; most of the proposals from Tamale get funded.
Also only a third of the proposals from Yendi zone
received support possibly because the Yendi zone
has recently extended its coverage to include Saboba
and Chereponi Districts. Many of the applications
from the new districts may have suffered rejection
because they were first time participants and many
of their applications did not pass the TEES test to
qualify for funding. In total 60% of applications
received were approved for funding. Those who got
the fund numbered 270 men and 151 women (Table
2).

Applications received from individual women
constituted 18% of total applications while
applications received from farmer groups formed

From innovation to improved incomes: commercialisation of
local mineral lick (Photo: Joy Bruce)

Table 3: Number of applications received and approved by gender

Individual
men

Individual
women

Groups

Total

         2008

Received  Approved

     30         22

     18         10

      6         2

     54         34

         2009

Received  Approved

     43         24

     17          8

     18          6

     78         38

         2010

Received   Approved

    37         35

    10          9

     6          5

    53         49

         2011

Received  Approved

    37         14

    5             0

    3          2

   45         16

         TOTAL

Received  Approved

    147         95

     50         27

     33         15

    280        137

Gender

12% of total applications (Table 3). Twenty percent
(20%) of approved applications came from individual
women and 11% from groups implying that 69% of
approved applications came from individual men.
Among the four zones, Tamale zone received more
applications from women than from men (Table 2)
while Bolgatanga zone received the highest number
of group applications (16 out of the 33 group
applications received).
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The criteria spelt out in the LISF document are
followed rigidly by the zonal committee members
to determine who qualifies for funding. Sometimes
it is not easy to decide who gets support because the
fund available is normally smaller than the total
amount requested. Another difficulty is that
applicants make an application for a specified
amount but the zonal committees are often faced with
the difficulty of awarding less than the amount
requested for in order to cope with the large number
of applications. Underfunding of innovations was
therefore indicated. Farmers and representatives of
partner organisations sit on the zonal committees and
they like to see their farmers benefit from the LISF. It
is a bit tricky to find a way to satisfy these farmer
representatives who sit on the zonal committees.

An amount of Ghana cedis (GH¢) 25,500 was
committed to the LISF programme including funds
for disbursement for the project period 2009 to 2011.
A total request of GH¢51,132 was made and an
amount of GH¢21,343 was disbursed directly to
successful applicants. This suggests that about
GH¢4,157, 16% of the total amount given to the zones
was utilised in managing the LISFs at the zones.
Funds released to the zones generally were too small
and this observation came mainly from the zonal
committee members. Funds allocated to Bolgatanga
zone's innovators alone was GH¢11,635 and the

amounts going to the remaining three zones add up
to less than the amount received by Bolgatanga alone.
In the Bolgatanga zone, each successful innovation
was supported with a mean of GH¢491 while
successful innovations in the remaining zones
received mean values between GH¢121 (Tamale) and
GH¢151 (Yendi) per innovation. The requests of
innovators from Bolgatanga tended to be high
probably because they needed bigger budgets to do
their innovations.

5.1.2 Overview of themes funded

Over 50% of submitted applications were on animal
husbandry followed by crop management (18%). Of
those funded more than half was on animal
husbandry and a quarter on crop management. The
remaining themes funded were among others
processing, social/institutional innovation, tree/
forest management, and soil and water conservation.
It appears that in many communities farmers are
often faced with increased challenges concerning
survival of their animals and themselves and so are
compelled to develop innovations in these areas.
Innovations in ethno-veterinary medicine might have
assumed some significance partly because of scarcity
of veterinary interventions.

Table 4: Amounts requested versus amounts approved (USD = 1.60GH¢)

Bolga

Walewale

Tamale

Yendi

Zone

Amount
requested

Approved
range

Amount
requested

Approved
range

Amount
requested

Approved
range

Amount
requested

Approved
range

Year

             2009

    GH¢              USD

 30 - 600 19 - 375

100 - 500 62 -312

150 - 500 94 - 312

 30 - 200 19 - 125

 60 - 205 38 - 128

 60 - 205 38 - 128

 20 - 200 12 - 125

 20 - 170 12 - 106

2010

     GH¢ USD

750 - 2,000 469 - 1,250

 250 - 800 156 - 500

 100 - 824 62 - 515

  30 - 600 19 - 375

  65 - 172 41 - 108

  65 - 172 41 - 108

46 - 2,500 29 - 1,562

 46 - 300 29 - 188

2011

GH¢              USD

 600 - 2,000  375 - 1,250

   600 - 800  375 - 500

   200 - 500  125 - 312

       300  188

       -           -

       -           -

   73 - 515  46 - 322

  100 - 363  62 - 227
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5.1.3 Overview of activities funded

Most of the activities funded were farmer's own experimentation (85%). The remaining 15% of activities
funded consisted of farmer-led documentation, farmer field school activities, joint experimentation and
training.

Table 5: Presentation of applications under various themes

Themes

Animal husbandry

Crop management

Soil & water conservation

Processing

Tree/forest management

Soil fertility

Social and institutional
innovation

Marketing

Other

Total Received
Applications

96

33

3

14

4

1

5

2

17

Approved
Applications

54

23

1

4

2

0

5

0

5

% of Approved
Applications

57

24

1

4

2

0

5

0

5

Table 6: Activities funded

*Activity

FOE

FLD

JE

T

FFS

Bolgatanga

 Approved      %

        15    65

         7             30

         0              0

         1              4

         0              0

Walewale

Approved       %

       18            100

        0              0

        0              0

        0              0

        0              0

Tamale

 Approved       %

        24    83

         1             3

         1             3

         0             0

         3            10

Yendi

  Approved       %

        23    96

         0              0

         0              0

         0              0

         1              4

*Activity: FOE = Farmer Own Experimentation; FLD = Farmer Led Documentation; JE = Joint Experimentation; T = Training; FFS = Farmer
Field School

Table 7: Approved amounts per grantee (GH¢)

Approved Amounts

Minimum amount

Maximum amount

Average

Bolgatanga

100

800

491

Walewale

30

600

138

Tamale

60

205

121

Yendi

20

363

151
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5.1.4 LISF Process

The time gap between the receipt of applications and
screening ranged from 30 days (Yendi zone) to 160
days (Tamale zone). For three zones it ranged
between one and two months leaving Tamale zone
as an outlier (5 months). Again this may be attributed
to wavering commitment from the Tamale
committee. A few farmers found the LISF application
procedure too long. Disbursement of funds to
successful applicants was normally done soon after
the screening exercise and most successful innovators
had their monies within a month after screening of
applications. However, due to the time lapse between
filling out applications and screening, funds got to
some innovators at the wrong time. Despite these
challenges, the innovators lived by their promises as
they committed their funds to what they had agreed
to do.

The majority of reports on innovation development
are submitted around the due date for submission.
In cases of delays, it was not more than one month.
Even though good reports are prepared on individual
innovations they are not adequately captured in the
register. This is because those filling out the register
are still not yet very familiar with it. It is hoped that
there would be much improvement in filling out the
register after a few visits by the focal point and
backstopping by the backstopper from PROLINNOVA's
International Support Team. Almost all the funds
were given out as full grants with some indication in
Bolgatanga that six (6) of the successful applicants
are to manage their grants as a revolving fund.

Farmers' innovations and the results of
experimentation are documented in reports and

leaflets. These leaflets are distributed to key
stakeholders who in turn make this information
available to individuals and organisations on visits.
Some of the results have also been presented at
international partners workshops of PROLINNOVA.

The LISF is still managed at the zonal level by the
partner organisations but over the years farmers are
increasingly participating in the zonal committee
meetings. So it can be safely said that all four LISFs
are now being co-managed with farmers. In spite of
this level of achievement more time is needed for the
LISF to become truly farmer led. The majority of the
partner institutions are of the opinion that the
transformation of the LISF to become truly farmer-
led should be a gradual process. This would give
ample time for farmers to build their capacities to
manage it well.

Annual review meeting of FAIR Ghana (Photo: Joe Nchor)

Table 8: Functioning of the LISF process

Parameter

Average time from
application to
screening

Percentage of reports
in time

Average delay of
reports

Bolgatanga

65 days

79%

151 days

Walewale

41 days

7%

10 days

Tamale

160 days

29%

16 days

Yendi

30 days

83%

18 days
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5.2 Impact of LISF in Ghana

There are significant impacts of the LISF in the
country as revealed by the impact study and from
stakeholders' annual reviews and experience-sharing
workshops as well as through regular M & E. These
impacts according to the LISF communities are
benefits at both household and community levels.

5.2.1 Benefits at household and
community levels

Generally, members of the Kunkua community are
of the view that each household accessing the LISF
has gained self recognition; they undertake LISF
activities and in the process make extra income to
feed their families, school their children and engage
themselves in other petty trading activities.

Some of the members of the groups are also learning
from the grantees how to make kulikuli (groundnut
cakes).  The constant supply of kulikuli by the grantee
at the local school as a result of the  support from the
LISF  has drawn  school children away from sweets
which at times gave them stomach problems and
other related illnesses.

An additional benefit from the processing of
groundnut into cake is the oil which is sold for
cooking. The innovator took advantage of the
absence of any seller of vegetable oil in and around
the community to diversify her activities.

The formation of groups in the community (as one
of the requirements to access the LISF) to undertake
these activities, has improved their communal spirit
and unity as they are able to carry out activities
collectively. They are able to exchange ideas on
lessons learnt from these activities thereby
contributing to improved food production.

At Tilli the community acknowledged the difference
in the performance of the seed onion treated with
'barakuk' which maintains the germination
percentage of the seeds for a long time. Out of the
280 onion farmers at Tilli, 80 of them had adopted
the innovation and were reaping the benefits.

The treatment of animal and human sores with
'barakuk' ointment saves farmers from conventional
medicines and veterinary drugs that are expensive.
These innovations are benefiting communities such
as Zebilla, Kokori, Tilli and other surrounding
villages as they are involved in the use of these herbs
for the treatment of sores and for seed storage.

The treatment of typhoid using local herbs has been
well used for the past three years in Tilli and its
environs. The wide publicity is as a result of the LISF
that enabled the innovator to share the innovation
with members of the community.

Dakpemyilli is a community in the Tamale zone.
According to the LISF impact assessment report, a
grantee who innovated a local animal salt lick from
this community has improved the quality of his
livestock and therefore the sales. Other livestock
farmers consult him for information and he is well
respected and feels honoured.

The improvement in the quality and numbers of
animals led to increased manure for his farm leading
to increased crop yields. At his household level, there
is increase in the following:

1. Food for the family
2. Income for school fees and other family

commitments
3. Ability to buy some farm inputs such as

fertiliser
4. Ability to pay for health insurance for the

family members

At Golinga, also in the Tamale zone, an ethno-
veterinary innovator who uses local herbal
preparations for the treatment of various livestock
diseases including de-worming, snake bites and bloat
alluded to the benefits of the fund. He indicated that
the innovation is fast spreading in the community as
a result of the effectiveness of the herbal preparations.
Even though the farmers do not exclusively use the
herbal preparations, it reduces the cost of treating
their stock.

Farmers receiving awards for their innovations at District
National Farmers' Day ceremony (Photo: Joe Nchor)

According to the report, the fund has significantly
helped to maximise crop yields and to improve the
health of livestock. In summary, the fund has
contributed to:

1. Enhanced income from the sale of healthy
animals

2. Increased income from sale of crops for school
fees
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3. Payment of health insurance premiums
4. Acquisition of bicycles
5. Reduced hunger at household level in the

community

Women involved in tree planting (Photo: Joe Nchor)

Knowledge exchange and information dissemination
has featured in this project as farmer innovators invite
and give training to fellow farmers. As a result non-
grantees are adopting innovations. An adoption rate
of 25 to 59% has been estimated and this to a large
extent could be due to the LISF process. Farmers, in
particular the innovators, appear to be recording
higher crop and livestock productivity and increased
savings and incomes to take better care of their
families.

LISF community farmers and possibly farmers in
neighbouring communities are being exposed to a
number of innovations as a result of the LISF.
Interesting proposals are being presented to zonal
committees for funding or are being implemented
by the farmers themselves, even without funding,
Recent applications (in 2010 and 2011) for funding
appear to be more satisfactory than the previous
submissions.

The FIs have the feeling of being given greater
recognition in society. Agricultural officers and other
development workers who have participated in a
number of LISF activities are more receptive to
farmers' ideas and try to make sense of them. On the
other hand, development officers with very little
exposure to PROLINNOVA and PTD/PID doubt the
claims being made by farmers. More use is being
made of participatory approaches to do extension
work in the LISF zones indicating that more
development workers are becoming confident in the
capacities of farmers.

There is increased transparency in their dealings with
others since they work in groups.  Members prefer
to work in groups now than before the introduction
of the fund. This has rekindled the interest of
community members to be innovative in their
activities.

So the LISF has made community members and their
development partners to become more open to each
other. Innovations are being developed, spread and
there is considerable exchange of knowledge. There
is proliferation of innovation - farmers are trying out
things and the flow of information has increased.
Tree planting activity has increased in some LISF
communities. Also the discovery of badakuk for the
preservation of onion seeds has contributed to a
reduction in the cost of onion production. So onion
farmers at Tilli now burn less charcoal and sell less
fuel wood to raise income for onion production. This
implies farmers' livelihoods are changing. New
innovations are emerging and are attributable to the
LISF work. The application of rice husk-manure
residue mixture on maize farms at Golinga is
improving soil structure and fertility.
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6. Challenges and Lessons Learnt

6.1 Challenges

Piloting of the LISF was not without challenges. Some
of the key challenges encountered are listed below:

1. Some innovators and community members
are unable to distinguish between innovation,
technologies and income generating activities
and thereby present unsuitable proposals

Non-grantees did not know the difference
between LISF and the other agricultural
projects of MoFA from which they had
benefited. Low sensitisation may have led to
this situation and actually prevented some
from applying for the fund. Partner
organisations were responsible for organising
awareness creation at the community. There
seems to be that insufficient time is devoted
to carrying out this activity. This is also partly
because funds allocated for this activity are
inadequate.

Definition of the term innovation is subjective
and as of now the partners themselves have
not yet agreed on one working definition.
Even though there is a general consensus that
it refers to something new or a new creation,
what is "new" may be relative. What may be
considered an innovation in one area may be
dismissed as an adaptive research technology
in another area.

2. Inadequate funds and remuneration for the
committees to manage the LISF

Funds are required for managing the LISF at
the different zones. Some of the expenses
incurred are telephone calls, bank charges,
transportation fares, organising of
sensitisation sessions, proposal screenings,
disbursing funds, monitoring activities,
meetings and reporting. Conducting these
activities requires considerable input of
resources but the amount allotted for this
activity is considered inadequate. Innovators
complain that they do not receive frequent
visits by partner organisations to motivate
them to continue with their innovation
development. Partner organisations are
burdened financially as no financial assistance

is given for overheads like the wear
and tear on vehicles. Ghanaian workers
generally receive very low salaries and
engage in a variety of activities to augment
their incomes. So if LISF workers devote their
time and energy to LISF activities and do not
get paid for it, a good number of them would
not be very attracted to it, even though the
concept might sound very exciting. In
addition the FAIR programme is quite
challenging and involving. More funds are
needed to scale up the LISF so that the running
costs - even though inadequate - are covered
and do not use up a chunk of the funds that
are to be directly disbursed to innovators.

3. Poor attendance at meetings by groups
especially when they coincide with market
days

The operation of LISF is such that there is a
need for regular meetings to make pertinent
decisions. Partner organisations set up these
meetings, which sometimes coincide with
market days. This is because they do not live
in the communities and do not know the
dynamics within the communities.

4. Workload of partners (especially staff GOs &
NGOs) and low staffing restrict full
engagement in LISF activities

The LISF programme does not have its own
staff. Field staff of partner organizations is
expected to go to the communities to create
awareness on LISF and its calls, help farmers
to fill out the forms and later undertake M&E
of the use of the funds. Selected staff are
expected to attend meetings of zonal
committees and interact with and report to the
coordinator in ACDEP. But they have their
own regular tasks as well. Alternative
methods of awareness creation such as radio
announcements could be explored. LISF work
should be fully integrated into the regular
work of the organisations. The organisations
need to be encouraged towards this, need to
be shown how LISF work can be directly
linked to other participatory development
work. This would also require a formal
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agreement of the managers/directors towards
their staff to support LISF involvement linked
to regular work. If farmer innovators or
farmer leaders take over a large part of the
task of the paid field staff, this challenge can
also be addressed.

Irregular meetings of the Tamale zonal
committee was also identified as a challenge.
This may be because the individual
coordinating LISF in this zone is not in high
enough position in his organisation which
probably limits him in making decisions that
would favour the LISF programme. In
addition he may not want to be burdened with
LISF activities in addition to his regular work.
Coordination of LISF activities in Tamale was
found to be weak because they could not get
the other partners to be fully involved. The
possibility of MoFA Tamale coordinating
activities in the Tamale zone should be
explored.

5. Low female participation in the project

Even though quite a number of applications
were received from female applicants, most
of them were not approved presumably
because they did not meet the selection
criteria. Many women engage in micro-
enterprises and most of their proposed
activities may be outside the scope of LISF.
More education and capacity building may be
required for women farmers to understand the
scope of LISF and to submit good proposals.
It is also possible that their interests are not
being represented because they are not
represented at the committee level. Efforts
must be made for women farmers' interests
to be represented at the management level so
that their proposals do not get dismissed by
their male counterparts.

6. Mass staff transfers within MoFA in the course
of the project disorganised the programme to
some extent as those trained in PID were
transferred outside LISF districts and
untrained ones were brought in

In the past five years frequent transfers of
MoFA staff has become common place. This
may be a matter of government policy. Staff
at the LISF zones receive training in PID and
become actively involved in LISF work and
without any warning they get transferred to
places which are completely outside the zones.
Trainings are repeated for new staff brought
in to replace those who left and before long
they also get transferred. ACDEP too has
suffered frequent staff changes and this has

affected project coordination and
performance.

7. Administration of received applications

Normally one person is assigned at each zone
to enter application data into the register.
Occasionally, this person, after receiving
training on how to use the register gets
replaced with another person to be
responsible for data entry into the register and
this poses a challenge at the initial stages of
the new person managing the register. So far
those responsible for managing the register
have been trained twice and have improved
considerably in managing the register. A few
issues about the contents of the register still
need to be clarified by the international
backstopper. Excel spreadsheets may be used
in lieu of the register.

8. High level of illiteracy making the
understanding of the FAIR concept difficult

A majority of the farmers who are being
invited to submit proposals are not literate.
Communicating the LISF concept and
approach in the local language has not made
it any easier. Illiterate farmers find filling out
application forms in the English Language
very challenging and sometimes get the
assistance from field officers in completing
them. Most of these farmers are used to
receiving support to enhance their livelihoods
and food and nutrition security without
making a distinction of some livelihood
activities as innovation. Use of participatory
approaches must be intensified to make
communication with farmers more effective.
Farmers' capacities need to be built into the
main features of LISF, its management and
monitoring.

9. Innovators complained that the process for
applying for the fund was long and that it
takes time to materialise

Calls are made for proposals. Interested
applicants are assisted to fill out a form which
they submit to the zonal committee. A date is
set and applications are screened. The results
are forwarded to ACDEP to initiate release of
funds. ACDEP organises a CMT meeting to
review the proposals and approve the
funding. Approved funds are sent to the zonal
committee which then makes the monies
available to successful applicants. This process
can take up to five months which is not
optimal. The funding mechanism should be
fully decentralised to the zonal level as a first
step and later to the community level so that
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the community members could be in charge
of managing the LISF.

6.2 Lessons learnt

Some useful lessons have been learnt during the
piloting of the LISF and are presented below:

6.2.1 On the LISF operation

1. Farmers have demonstrated willingness and
ability to co-manage the LISF together with
the partner organisations. Through frequent
interactions with farmers, farmers have
improved their understanding of LISF and are
arriving at the conclusion that LISF may
become efficient if it is managed at the
community level.

2. Some activities (agriculture related) are time-
bound and therefore require appropriate
timing for the release of funds. There have
been a few instances that farmers have
complained about delays in accessing the fund
for their innovation which is dependent on
rainfall.

3. There is improvement in the working relations
of stakeholders. Owing to frequent meetings
of stakeholders under the FAIR programme,
friendship ties are being strengthened.

4. Innovations are linked to livelihood activities.
Invariably, all the proposals approved were
linked to improving food and income security
of the beneficiary households.

5. Audiovisual documentation is a very effective
communication tool and this option should be
explored in the future. During presentations
at FAIR workshops, audio-visual
presentations facilitated the understanding of
the issue being presented.

6. LISF promotes unity, cooperation and local
ownership of innovations. During the impact
study it was seen that LISF had drawn a lot of
support from the community members partly
because the benefits from the innovation
invariably spreads to a larger number of
community members.

7. As a result of participation in FAIR
workshops, participants, especially farmers,
have gained more knowledge and
understanding about how to keep records and
document their experimentations.

8. The spirit of team work is rekindled in the
beneficiary communities of LISF especially
where they are in groups. One of the
conditions given to community members who
wanted to benefit from the LISF was that they
should be members of a group. This has given
rise to the opportunity for community
members to interact more closely and build
trust.

9. There is increased confidence among the
innovators as they continue to interact and
share their experiences with others.
Innovators are very often called upon to make
presentations on aspects of their innovation
and they receive a lot of positive feedback
from the audience including fellow innovators
and staff of partner organisations.

Farmer innovator sharing information with other farmers
(Photo: Joe Nchor)

6.2.2 On impact

1. Farmers, and particularly innovators, have
become more open and willing to share their
knowledge, skills and experiences as well as
learn from others. This has led to a
considerable increase in sharing of
knowledge.

2. One significant impact of the LISF was the
spread of innovations it facilitated. Under the
LISF, innovators were supported to organise
workshops, demonstrations and farmer field
schools during which knowledge was shared
and capacities built. Reports were written and
innovations were documented and leaflets
were distributed to key stakeholders.

3. Several rounds of calls for the LISF has
allowed for 'new' relevant innovations to
emerge. There is a wealth of knowledge that
needs to be tapped to improve community
livelihoods. This gives a hint that a lot more
innovations exist which need to identified and
documented. There is also a store of
indigenous knowledge which needs to be
tapped into to enhance agricultural
production and food security and to enhance
the quality of people's lives.
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4. LISF also allowed for scaling up and new
collaborations were fostered to improve upon
innovations. Livelihoods are changing, for
instance charcoal making which brings about
deforestation is giving way to onion
cultivation. Most of the activities emanating
from the LISF were beneficial to the
communities and to the environment and had
higher adoption rates compared to other
agricultural projects

5. FAIR seems to be more sustainable as
innovators earn more income and plough back
the proceeds into their livelihood activities.
Many innovators are actually realising
significant changes in their lives as the
innovations are working for them, as in the
example of the use of the mixture of rice husk
and manure residu to fertilise maize fields.
Some of these innovators get surplus food to
sell and use the money to buy other inputs.

6. There is more confidence and respect for
indigenous knowledge and practices as the
interaction among partners has increased. A
number of innovations that were funded are
directly based on the dynamics of indigenous
knowledge and are producing desired results
sometimes superior to certified methods. As
a result confidence in building on indigenous
knowledge is increasing.

7. There is confirmation that most of the useful
plant species are increasingly threatened and
therefore stakeholders need to make a
concerted effort to reverse the trend. Some
innovators have put in place measures to
propagate plant species which they have
realised are becoming more scarce. These
plant species are used for their innovations.
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7. Conclusions and Recommendations

7.1 Does the LISF approach work?

A good number of applications from both men and
women were received during the project period.
More men received funding than women in the ratio
of 2:1. Affirmative action may be needed to increase
the number of successful proposals from women, the
vulnerable and the youth. The Tamale zone needs
special intervention to bring it to the level of the other
zones. The zones are moving towards integrating the
LISF into their normal work. As partners are gaining
more experience on the LISF, the quality of proposals
submitted is improving. In future, emphasis must be
placed on supporting farmer learning and
experimentation rather than providing funds to
farmers to acquire equipment to continue with
indigenous practices they have been doing for years.
Most of the innovations were on animal husbandry
and very few on other themes. Conscious efforts have
to be made to receive applications related to other
themes. This would require repackaging the way in
which communities' capacities are built in identifying
innovation. Similarly most of the activities funded
were for farmer's own experimentation. Again this
requires further emphasis to both zonal committee
members and farmers on other activities that are
eligible for LISF support.

For most of the applications, the time between receipt
of application and provision of funds was about three
months, and this appears to be satisfactory as
virtually all the innovators committed their funds to
what they had agreed to do. There were a few which
took over five months. Delays must be avoided and
disbursements should be effected within three
months of the receipt of applications. Steps must be
taken to further decentralise the funding mechanism
eventually to the community level with the hope that
by so the time interval between receipt of applications
and disbursement of funds would reduce
considerably.

Most of the reports on innovation development were
submitted on schedule and the quality of the reports
was satisfactory. These reports were distributed to
key stakeholders in various forms such as leaflets.

7.2 Is LISF cost effective ?

Realistically speaking, the amounts of monies
allocated to the zones for the running of the LISFs
were on the lower side. The budgets for the zones
may be augmented by including budgets for data
collection, report preparation, information
dissemination, organisation of radio programmes,
mainstreaming of LISF, capacity building of farmers
on aspects such as the LISF concept, writing good
proposals, keeping records, data collection, financial
management and co-management of the LISF. This
may bring some relief to the zonal teams that are
currently financially constrained preventing them
from undertaking LISF activities satisfactorily.
ACDEP may have to improve its budget spending
as far as the FAIR programme is concerned.
Mainstreaming and integration of LISF into the
regular work of partner organisations may lead to a
reduction in their workload. More diverse activities
may have been undertaken under the LISF within
the time frame had funds been made available for
their execution. So even though the running cost
relative to the grant value was small there would
probably have been overall improvement in
performance of the LISF if the running costs had been
a tad higher. Efforts have to be made to increase
financial resources so that monies for direct
disbursement to innovators would also increase.

7.3 Truly farmer managed and sustainable
funding system?

The LISF is co-managed at the zonal level by the
partner organisations and farmer representatives.
Whether in future it will become truly farmer-led is
still uncertain even though this is the intention. The
position of a majority of the partner institutions is
that the transformation process of the LISF to become
a truly farmer-led one should be a gradual process
as rushing it would result in farmers mismanaging
the funds.
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The LISF programme is being integrated into the
regular work of stakeholder institutions;
NABOCADO for instance has adopted LISF into their
diocesan food security programme.  Operation of a
community-wide revolving fund is emerging in
Bolga to support innovation. Some innovators are
ploughing back proceeds of their innovations into
further developing their innovations. Some group
innovators have forged links with funding agencies
both governmental and non-governmental with the
aim of receiving financial support for their work.
Scaling up into new communities and districts is
being undertaken by the zonal committees.

7.4 Impact

There is a proliferation of improved practices being
undertaken in the LISF communities as is seen in the
example of soil structure and fertility improvement.
Farmers now have increased their frequency of visits
to partner organisations for information. Information
flow and exchange of knowledge between
stakeholders has been enhanced. Innovations are
being developed as well as being spread. A high
adoption rate of innovations by other farmers
particularly within LISF communities has been
observed.  Farmers, especially innovators, appear to
be recording higher crop and livestock productivity
and increased savings and incomes which results in
better care of their families.

The FIs have the feeling of being given greater
recognition in society. Agricultural officers and other
development workers who have participated in a
number of LISF activities are more receptive to
farmers' ideas. On the other hand, development
officers with very little exposure to PROLINNOVA and
PTD/PID doubt the claims of farmers. More use is
being made of participatory approaches to do
extension work in the LISF zones indicating that more
development workers are becoming confident in the
capacities of farmers.

7.5 Model of LISF set-up, governance and
support to partners

7.5.1 Proposed structure and governance

FAIR will still be hosted and coordinated by a well-
established and credible NGO, in this case, ACDEP
and co-managed with NGLWG as it is now. The
partner organisations will be provided small funds
to intensify awareness and sensitisation on the LISF
and will target individual men and women,
vulnerable people and farmer groups. They will be
trained in the use of various approaches and
communication methods including participatory
approaches for sensitisation including individual,
group and mass methods. The partner organisations

will be responsible for educating and building the
capacities of innovators and other farmers on the LISF
concept, its principles, objectives, main features and
processes as well as the management of the LISF.
As a first step, zonal committees made up of partner
organisations and farmer representatives will be
responsible for management of the LISF. They will
constitute a Fund Management Committee (FMC) to
oversee the disbursement of funds with
responsibilities such as screening of proposals and
building capacities of CBOs to take over the
management of the LISF. ACDEP will produce a
work plan and budget for activities for the following
year in October of the previous year. This work plan
will be reviewed by all partners in a workshop to be
organised in November subsequent to the
commencement of LISF activities in the following
year. The FMC will make decisions as to which
farmers should receive support and how much after
ACDEP has sent them the LISF disbursement for the
year. The committees will be trained on transparent
screening and timely processing of application forms.
They will also be trained in record keeping and
handling of funds. The committee members with the
assistance of partner organisations will call for
applications.

The LISF is still a fairly new approach to many
partners. Therefore, LISF activities will be done in
the company of or under the supervision of persons
who are more knowledgeable in the LISF concept for
some time to come. After the CBO/FBOs' capacities
on the concepts and the process of the LISF have been
built up sufficiently, they will become responsible
for subsequent sensitisation events. Partner
organisations will closely monitor and evaluate the
activities of the CBO/FBOs in managing the LISF and
provide timely backstopping and other forms of
assistance. The innovators will be encouraged to form
a LISF District Innovators Association (DIA) and plan
a number of activities including training, information
dissemination and influencing government policy.
The CBO/FBO will operate a bank account through
which they can access the LISF funds from ACDEP
and other sources. Adequate funds will be made
available for meetings, monitoring exercises,
experience sharing, information dissemination and
reporting. ACDEP will organise refresher training for
partner organisations on LISF issues, PID and LI,
documentation, institutionalisation and farmer-led
sustainable agricultural systems. These partner
organisations will in turn train farmers in
documentation.

The next phase of FAIR would therefore be further
decentralised with significant M&E undertaken by
the committee and innovators themselves. Partner
organisations will now focus more on lobbying and
advocacy for public-private-partnership, sourcing
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funding and also in the development, documentation
and spread of local innovations.

7.5.2 Proposed LISF process

Calls will be made between October and December
of the preceding year at farmers fora, through radio
and other forms of announcements by CBOs/FMCs
and partner organisations. Applications will be
submitted between January and February of the
implementing year by interested farmers to both
partner organisations and appointed CBOs/FBOs.
Screening and selection of applications will be done
by the FMC in March using the selection criteria.
Funds will be disbursed to successful applicants from
March onwards and the release will be tied to
seasonal imperatives. Innovations will be
implemented and validation will be undertaken with
researchers and other development workers.
Innovations will be monitored and evaluated by the
innovators themselves, the committee members,
partner organisations, the focal points, CMT, ACDEP
and communities.  Reports will be produced and the
results will be shared through workshops, exchange
visits and publications.

The application forms will be filled out in the English
Language. Data on applicants and their innovation
will be entered into the register by partner
organisations with the participation of the
committees. If capacities of the committees can be

built in managing the register then with time they
will become responsible for managing the register
with backstopping provided by partner
organisations who in turn will be supported by the
focal point.

7.6 What has to happen for scaling up to
take place

There will be LISF representation at the regional level.
Use will be made of the Research Extension Liaison
Committee (RELC) structure as an entry point to
propagate LISF and PID concepts. Innovation
workshops and occasional conferences will be
organised to raise awareness on the need to adopt
the LISF approach. RELC members will be invited
to LISF meetings, workshops and events in order to
expose and inform them. Efforts will be made to
create a desk officer for innovation with MoFA.
Innovation results and processes will be well
documented, published and widely disseminated
through strengthening of RELC and promoted
through policy dialogue with various district,
municipal and metropolitan assemblies.
Collaboration on LISF with research institutions,
universities and ministries will be formalised through
joint proposal developments on LISF, capacity
building activities in PID and implementation of
projects and experiments. RELC will co-own and
manage the LISF.

Table 9: Recommended LISF Process

What

1. Announcement/call for
proposals

2. Sending  applications &
administration

3.  Screening & selection of
applications

4. Disbursement of funds to
farmers

5. Implementation including
testing & validation with
researchers

6. Monitoring, providing
technical support

7. Reporting and sharing of
results

When

Oct-Dec

Jan-Feb

Mar

Mar - May

Jan-Dec

Jan-Dec

Quarterly

How

radio, farmers fora,
announcement, extension
visits

famers go to MoFA and NGO
staff

vetting using the TEES test
and gender criteria

farmers are informed to pick
up funds from coordinating
NGO office

participatory evaluation,
farmer-farmer learning,
taking pictures

regular visits, interviews,
recording farmers stories ,
taking pictures

workshops, exchange visits,
publications, farmers
exhibitions

Who

MOFA, NGO, farmer/
community leaders

farmers, NGO, MoFA staff

committee members/
vetting committee

committee members/
coordinators

innovators, researchers,
NGO

committee, MoFA, NGO,
M&E focal person (FP)

innovators, coordinators,
committee,  M&E FP
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Appendix 1: Main partners and their roles

Partner

Ministry of Food and
Agriculture (Tamale,
Walewale, Bolga, Yendi,
Saboba & Chereponi)

University for Development
Studies, Nyankpala

Savanna Agriculture
Research Institute,
Nyankpala

Animal Research Institute,
Nyankpala

Navrongo-Bolgatanga
Catholic Diocesan
Development Office,
Bolgatanga

Farmers Training Centre,
Bolgatanga

Centre for Cosmovision and
Indigenous Knowledge,
Bolgatanga

Name/Person responsible

Kwamina Arkorful (member of
Tamale zonal committee and
management committee)
Leonard Yusanfo (member of
Walewale zonal committee)
Zimi Alhassan (member of
Bolgatanga zonal committee)
Ambrose Aasaayire (member of
Yendi zonal committee)
Alidu (member of Yendi zonal
committee)
Charles Akangwa (member of
Yendi zonal committee)

Ben Alenyorege (member of
management team)
Francis Obeng (member of
management team)

James Kombiok (member of
Tamale zonal committee and
management team)

Franklin Avornyo (M & E focal
point, member of Tamale zonal
committee and management
team)

Joe Ayembila (member of
Bolgatanga zonal committee)
Moses Aduko (member of
Bolgatanga zonal committee)

David Azupogo (member of
Bolgatanga zonal committee)

Adakurah (member of the
Bolgatanga zonal committee)

Role

Sharing of knowledge and
experiences
Capacity building of farmers and
facilitating agencies/support
institutions
Call for applications and vetting
applications
Monitoring of field activities
Facilitate implementation of LISF
activities
Provide technical backstopping
Members of Yendi, Tamale,
Walewale and Bolgatanga zonal
committees
MoFA Tamale

Provide technical backstopping
Build capacities of facilitating
agencies/support institutions
Capacity building of farmers and
field officers
Monitoring and evaluation of the
FAIR programme

Provide technical backstopping
Build capacities of facilitating
agencies/support institutions
Capacity building of farmers and
field officersMonitoring and
evaluation of the FAIR programme

Provide technical backstopping
Build capacities of facilitating
agencies/support institutions
Capacity building of farmers and
field officers
Monitoring and evaluation of the
FAIR programme

Sharing of knowledge and
experiences
Build capacities of farmers
Scouting for innovations
Call for applications and vetting
applications
Monitoring of field activities
Creating awareness of the project
Facilitate implementation of LISF
activities
Provide technical backstopping

Sharing of knowledge and
experiences
Build capacities of farmers
Scouting for innovations
Call for applications and vetting
applications
Monitoring of field activities
Creating awareness of the project
Facilitate implementation of LISF
activities
Provide technical backstopping

Sharing of knowledge and
experiences
Build capacities of farmers
Scouting for innovations
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Partners

Evangelical Presbyterian
Development and Relief
Agency (Yendi, Saboba &
Chereponi)

Presbyterian Agricultural
Stations (Tamale &
Langbensi)

Zagsilari Ecological Farm
Project, Walewale

Association of Church
Development Projects,
Tamale

Core Management Team

Farmers and farmer groups

Name/Person Responsible

Joshua Nyaaba (member of
Yendi zonal committee)
Godson Gbate (member of
Yendi zonal committee)
Sena Letsukuma (member of
Yendi zonal committee)

Adam Heskaya (member of
Tamale zonal committee)
Daniel Sandow (member of
Walewale zonal committee)

David Agongo (member of
Walewale zonal committee)

Joe Nchor (project
coordinator)

Joe Nchor
Ben Alenyorege
Francis Obeng
James Kombiok
Kwamina Akorful
Franklin Avornyo
Frank Adongo

Role

Call for applications and vetting
applications
Monitoring of field activities
Creating awareness of the project
Facilitate implementation of LISF
activities
Provide technical backstopping

Sharing of knowledge and experiences
Build capacities of farmers
Scouting for innovations
Call for applications and vetting
applications
Monitoring of field activities
Creating awareness of the project
Facilitate implementation of LISF
activities
Provide technical backstopping

Sharing of knowledge and experiences
Build capacities of farmers
Scouting for innovations
Call for applications and vetting
applications
Monitoring of field activities
Creating awareness of the project
Facilitate implementation of LISF
activities
Provide technical backstopping

Sharing of knowledge and experiences
Build capacities of farmers
Scouting for innovations
Call for applications and vetting
applications
Monitoring of field activities
Creating awareness of the project
Facilitate implementation of LISF
activities
Provide technical backstopping

Creating awareness of the project
Project coordination and management

Management of FAIR
Responsible for advisory and policy
issues
Steer the direction of FAIR
Provision of technical input
Capacity building

Implement, monitor and evaluate LISF
activities
Sharing of knowledge and experiences
Build capacities of farmers
Call for applications and vetting
applications
Creating awareness of the project
Facilitate implementation of LISF
activities
Some are members of the zonal
committee
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Appendix 2: LISF Communities

Bolgatanga zone

Zaare
Bongo Kabre
Zuarungu
Bongo Kunkua
Kalbeo
Azuwera-Binaba
Tilli Azupupung
Datuku
Tilli
Bolgatanga
Zebilla
Kaabisi
Tongo
Bongo Soe
Tilli-Tarikombe
Kusunaba

Walewale zone

Langbensi
Tangbini
Walewale
Zangum
Gbimsi
Boakudow
Daboor
Timpela
Moatani
Kubonaba
Kaboliyiri
Naachinaayiri
Tinguri
Tisungtaaba
Boamasa
Wundua
Namangu
Bowku
Bugya
Gaagbini-Timpela

Tamale zone

Golinga
Gbabshire
Nachimbia
Nyankpala
Dabogshie
Kpandu
Dakpemyili
Jello
Buhijah
Gawagu
Kohpeng

No.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

Yendi zone

Bunbonnaayilli
Tinsung
Chirifoyilli
Sunson-Gbong
Tuunaayili
Kulpanga
Yendi
Zakoli
Tagbaando
Kukpalgu
Sakpaba
Nakpando
Balogu
Kpasani
Kpatia
Gbadgban
Tombo
Jilma
Tapulubu
Saboba
Gbingbalga
Adare
Ugando
Wanbung
Nandere
Nasori
Kpanjol
Nakpachei
Nanelere
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Appendix 3: Members of the Zonal Committee

Bolgatanga zone

1. Joe Ayembilla,
NABOCADO
(Chairman & fund
manager)

2. Zimi Alhassan,
MoFA, Bolga
(Secretary)

3. David Azupogo,
FTC-Bolga

4. Moses Aduku,
NABOCADO, Bolga

5. JS Adakurah,
CECIK, Bolga

6. John Akugre-
farmer
representative -
Tilli

7. Richard Aniah
farmer
representative -
Kunkua

8. Joseph Abarike
farmer-Bolga

9. Charles Tembil-
MoFA, Bolga

Walewale zone

1. Dan T. Sandow-
PAS Langbensi
(Secretary)

2. Leonard Yusanfo-
MoFA, Walewale

3. David Agongo,
ZEFP, Walewale
(Chairman, fund
manager)

4. Assana Mumumni-
farmer
representative

5. Mumumi Salifu-
farmer
representative

Tamale zone

1. Kwamina Akorful -
MoFA, Tamale
Metro (Chairman)

2. Adam Heskaya-
PAS Mile 7 (fund
manager,
Secretary)

3. James Kombiok-
SARI

4. Franklin Avornyo-
ARI

5. Richard Dramani-
farmer
representative

6. Yakubu Dawuni-
farmer
representative

7. Iddrisu Ibrahim-
farmer
representative

Yendi zone

1. Joshua Nyaaba -
EPDRA, Yendi
(Chairman & fund
manager)

2. Sena Letsukuma-
EPDRA, Chereponi

3. Gordon Gbate-
EPDRA, Saboba

4. Morgan Agor-EPDRA,
Yendi (Secretary)

5. Ambrose Aasaayire
(secretary) -MoFA
Yendi

6. Charles Akangwa -
MoFA, Chereponi

7. ALIDU A, MoFA,
Saboba

8. Alhassan Salifu-
farmer rep,Yendi

9. Mathew Neindow-
farmer rep,
CHEREPNI
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Appendix 4: LISF Application Form

APPLICATION FORM                                                           YEAR……………………….

PART A (To be completed by Applicant)

1. Name of applicant/group _________________________________________________________________

2. Application type  (please tick as appropriate)              Group                 individual

3. Gender                   Male                Female

4. Contact  (Phone No.) _____________________________________________________________________

5. Contact information (Location, address, House No., etc)
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________

6. Notes on applicant (any relevant information on applicant)
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

7. Age of applicant/average age of group members ______________________________________________

8. Total number of group members ___________________________________________________________

9. Number of males  __________________________________________________________________________

10. Number of female members _________________________________________________________________

11. Co-applicants  ___________________________________________________________________________

12. Co-applicant types (tick as  appropriate )

CBO
Commercial service provider
Government Extension
NGO
Research institution
Training institution/University

13. Theme /activity
Main theme of application (tick as appropriate)
Animal husbandry
Crop management
Marketing
Processing
Social institutional innovation
Soil fertility
Tree/forest management
Water and soil conservation

Description
______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________________
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14. Type of activity (tick as appropriate)
Activity outside scope of LISF
Farmer Field School
Farmer own experimentation
Farmer led documentation
Joint experiment
Learning visit training

15. Financial

Type of funding sought (tick as appropriate)
Complete grant
Loan
Part grant, part loan

Amount requested/amount in proposal (GH¢)_____________________________________________________
Percent as loan (GH¢)___________________________________________________________________________

Own contribution (GH¢) ________________________________________________________________________

PART B (To be completed by Partner Organization)

16. Financial

Type of funding (tick as appropriate)
Complete grant
Grant to become a revolving fund locally
Loan
Part grant, part loan

Percent as loan (GH¢) __________________________________________________________________________

17. Screening

Screener (tick as appropriate)
Farmer committee
Secretariat
Stakeholder committee

Screening date  _____________________________________________________________________________
     17a. Results of screening (tick as appropriate)

Approved
Committee approval required
Conditional approval
Further screening required
Not approved
Pending screening

Remedial action (if required) _______________________________________________
Verification date (if verified)  _______________________________________________
Verified _______________________________________________
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17b. Reasons for (none) approval (tick as appropriate)
Good track record (co-applicant)
Good, clear proposal
Main application criteria met
Main application criteria not met
Not acceptable under current government policy
Poor track record (Co-) applicant
Poor, unclear proposal
Proposed activity too risky

Description  ______________________________________________________________________

Amount Approved/provided (GH¢) ______________________________________________________

First installment date, if any (to farmer) ____________________________________________________

Second/last installment date, if any (to farmer)  _____________________________________________

Own contribution (GH¢) ____________________________________________________

18 Post observation (feedback)  ____________________________________________________

Grantee’s Report

Due date for grantee’s report  ____________________________________________________

 Actual date of grantee’s report  __________________________________________________

Final amount used by grantee (GH¢)  _____________________________________________

Grantee included in impact study?  _______________________________________________

Number of participants involved in implementation  ________________________________

Has any part of the loan been paid back?  __________________________________________

Grantee’s report details  _________________________________________________________
      _______________________________________________________________________________
      _______________________________________________________________________________

Follow-up activities (after receiving the grant/loan)       _____________________________

19. Field visits

Date of field visit by field officers/LISF committees and Main  observations

_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
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APPLICATION FORM (ABRIDGED VERSION)

Name ________________________________________
Group ________________________________________
Individual ________________________________________

Gender
Male number
Female number

Average age of group members/individual ________________________________________
Total number of group members ________________________________________
Male members ________________________________________
Female members ________________________________________
Co-applicants ________________________________________

Co-applicant type (please tick)
CBO
Commercial service provider
Government extension
NGO
Research Organization
Training institution/University

Theme and activity
Main theme of application (please tick)
Animal husbandry
Crop management
Marketing
Processing
Social institutional innovation
Soil fertility
Tree/forest management
Water and soil conservation

Type of activity (please tick)
Activity outside scope of LISF
Farmer field school
Farmer own experimentation
Farmer-led documentation
Joint experimentation
Learning visit
Training

Financial

Type of funding (please tick)
Complete grant
Grant to become a revolving fund locally
Loan
Part grant part loan

Amount requested  _________________________________
Amount provided __________________________________
First installment date _______________________________
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Screening
Screener (please tick)
Farmer committee
Secretariat
Stakeholders committee

Screening date _________________________________

Results of screening (please tick)
Approved
Committee approval required
Conditional approval
Further screening required
Not approved
Pending screening

Reason for (non)approval (please tick)
Good track record of (co-)applicant
Good clear proposal
Main application criteria met
Main application criteria not met
Not acceptable under current government
Poor tract record (co-)applicant
Poor unclear proposal
Proposed activity too risky

Post observation (feedback) ________________________________________________________________________
Due date for guarantee’s report _____________________________________________________________________
Date of guarantee’s report _________________________________________________________________________
Final amount used per guarantee ___________________________________________________________________
Guarantee’s report details _________________________________________________________________________
Guarantee included in an impact study? _____________________________________________________________
Number of participants involved in implementation ______________________________________________________
Has any part of the loan been paid back?______________________________________________________________
Follow up activities ______________________________________________________________________________

Field visits
Date of field visit ________________________________________________________________________________
Main observations _______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
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Appendix 5: FAIR/LISF Structure in Ghana

PROLINNOVA

Global

ACDEP

District LISF
CommitteesDistrict LISF

CommitteesDistrict LISF
CommitteesDistrict LISF

Committees

Farmer
groupsFarmer

groupsFarmer
groupsFarmer

groups

Farmer Experimenters

PROLINNOVA

North Ghana
working
group

Vetting by
district LISF
committees

Research and
government
institutions

LEGENDS

Money

Information

People

Proposal

The PROLINNOVA

NGWG is the
advisory /

management
committee of LISF

in Northern
Ghana. They give
final approval of
all applications

Members in the
District LISF

committee are
NGO’s, LISF
facilitating

agencies and
farmer leaders.
(farmer leaders
compose 50% of

the group)

Farmers can also send
also proposals directly

to the vetting
committee using a
specific form for

individual applications.
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Appendix 6: Overall M&E Framework for action research on LISF

Criteria / performance area

1. Adequate awareness among
farmers (and other land
users) and support agencies
on LISF opportunities and
mechanisms to access the
fund

2. Effective mechanisms to
process applications

3. Effective disbursement
mechanisms

4. Utilisation of the funds

5. M&E of whether LISF grant
system is in place (existing
and functioning)

Possible indicators

1. Number of applications received per
round of calls for proposals

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

3. Percentage of proposals reviewed
that meet the selection criteria

4. Percentage of proposals from
women and youth

5. Number of proposals processed
after screening and finally approved

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

7. Time taken to improve proposals
(remedial)

8. Transaction costs relative to grant
value – staff time involved and
other resources used

9. Number of approved vs. number of
disbursed grants

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

11. Banking and other costs incurred
in disbursement, at both country
and international level

12. Expenditure in line with agreed
terms for use

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

14. Financial and narrative grant
reports received by agreed
deadlines

15. Quality of grant reports received
(clarity and completeness of
information); undertaken (by
whom, when, costs); lessons

Relevant M&E tools /
methods

• Register

• Register

• Register

• Register (currently for
women’s participation;
age characteristics still
need to be included to
identify youth)

• Register

• Register

• Register

• Time sheets for writing
time worked

• Financial reports/
accounts

• Register

• Register
• Feedback on grantees’

satisfaction through
internal evaluation

• Financial reports/
accounts

• Grant reports
• Random field

inspection
• Grantees’ feedback

through annual
assessment meeting

• Grant reports
• Random in situ

inspection of research/
experimentation work

• Feedback from
grantees and other
stakeholders through
internal evaluation

• Register

• Register
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Criteria / performance area

6. LISF has a strong, farmer
co-managed, sustainable
institutional framework

Possible indicators

16. Implementation of annual
assessment meeting

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

18. Dissemination of findings from
M&E

19. Relevant stakeholders, including
small-scale farmers and other land
users (men, women) endorse and
support institutional setting

20. Institutional setting of LISF is
clarified and formalized

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)

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

Relevant M&E tools /
methods

• Reports on annual
assessment meetings

• Minutes of country
LISF committee
meetings

• Minutes of
international FAIR
meetings(checking that
action points were
followed up)

• Reports on annual
assessment meetings

• Distribution or mailing
list for relevant M&E
reports

• Minutes of LISF
committee meetings

• Annual narrative
reports

• Terms of Reference for
LISF institution

• Minutes of LISF
committee meetings

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

• Financial report
• Long-term operational

plan for LISF
• Secured funding

commitments




