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1.0 Background 
 
The CLIC–SR (Combining Local Innovative Capacity with Scientific Research) project promotes 
farmer-led joint innovation that builds on the creativity of local people in ways that seek to 
enhance local capacities of farmers and communities to adapt to change, including climate 
change (CC). The project aims to: 

i. Strengthen the resilience to change of smallholders and their communities, especially 
the women, by enhancing their innovative capacity and thus their livelihood security 
through Participatory Innovation Development (PID) 

ii. Build the capacity of organisations working in agriculture and natural resource 
management (NRM) so that they can effectively work with and support smallholder 
communities in their efforts to adapt 

iii. Increase insights and awareness on relevance and effectiveness of PID through sharing 
and learning 

iv. Mainstream PID as an accepted approach within targeted national and international 
policies and programmes related to agricultural development, NRM and climate-change 
adaptation (CCA).  

 
The CLIC–SR project started on 1 September 2012 and is being implemented in four countries 
in Africa: Kenya, Uganda, Tanzania and Ethiopia. In the first four months – September to 
December 2012 – inception and planning workshops were held in all four countries and field 
studies on local perceptions of external change and on local innovation in response to these 
changes were designed. The fieldwork commenced in Ethiopia and Kenya in late 2012, while 
the Country Platforms (CPs) in Tanzania and Uganda commenced this work only in early 2013. 
In addition, trainings on PID have been held that involved various stakeholders from non-
governmental organisations (NGOs), research institutions and other government agencies. 

2.0 Introduction and objectives of meeting  
 
Righa Makonge of World Neighbors opened the meeting. The participants introduced 
themselves (see Appendix 1). Righa then introduced the programme (see Appendix 2). 

Ann Waters-Bayer from the PROLINNOVA International Secretariat, ETC Foundation, 
Netherlands, gave a brief presentation on the objectives of CLIC–SR, including the activities 
under each objective, as highlighted in the table below.  
 
Objective Activities 

1. Strengthen resilience to change of 
smallholders and their 
communities, especially the 
women, by enhancing their 
innovative capacity through 
Participatory Innovation 
Development (PID)  

 

• Field studies on local perceptions of change (including 
climate change) and local innovative response; & joint 
comparison of perceptions with “official” data 

• Implementation and documentation of farmer-led PID 
through adapted Local Innovation Support Fund (LISF) 
and possibly some PID led by outside agencies 

• Training community groups in PID, LISF management (& 
CCA & agricultural meteorology)  
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2. Build capacity of organisations so 
that they can effectively support 
smallholder communities in 
adapting  

 

Staff training  

• Participatory Innovation Development (PID): building 
resilience and adaptive capacity through farmer-led joint 
innovation: basic principles, methods and tools 

• International and national climate-change issues and 
developments and how these link to realities and other 
changes at local level 

 

3. Increase insights and awareness 
on relevance and effectiveness of 
PID through sharing and learning  

 

• Facilitation of PROLINNOVA partnership 

• Country-wide dissemination of findings: dissemination 
plan; e.g. documents on local innovation, PID case 
studies, contributions to magazines, policy brief, 
uploading to websites ...  

• PROLINNOVA International Partners Workshop  

• International dissemination of findings: dissemination 
plan; policy brief, info on websites, lessons into CCA 
course; articles, participation in conferences; co-
publishing booklet with LINEX–CCA  

4. Mainstream PID as an accepted 
approach within policies and 
programmes related to agriculture, 
NRM and CCA 

 

Country-based policy dialogue:  

• Initial review on experiences with policy change 

• Provide inputs into policy activities (agriculture, NRM & 
CCA) by others (possibly also use of national CC funds) 

• High-profile policy event 

• Join alliances (e.g. CCA) 

• Respond flexibly to emerging policy issues  

International policy dialogue:  

• Synthetic report on policy-change experiences 
• Lobby at international level and linking with alliances  

 

She stated that the coordination and the monitoring and evaluation (M&E) of the project is being 
done at both the international and country levels through development of annual work plans and 
budgets. The coordination by the CP’s National Steering Committees in collaboration with the 
implementing partners should ensure proper financial management and development of both 
progress and financial reports. A project-wide M&E framework will be developed and the 
baseline studies (linked to the field studies) will also contribute to the external evaluation. 
Agreements with the various CP have been finalised. Technical support is offered by the 
International Support Team (IST) online, through telephone and face-to-face where possible, 
often linked to visits to the CP or project partners by IST team members travelling on other 
assignments. 
 
The main objectives of this first annual learning and planning meeting were: 

i. To share and learn from each other about how we are approaching CLIC–SR, with focus on: 
a. Field studies on perceptions of change and local innovative responses 
b. Policy-change review and policy-dialogue strategy 

ii. To get a better grip on M&E 

iii. To (re)plan how to proceed in the next 2.25 years. 
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Comments and questions  

There was initial confusion among the participating CPs about the focus of the project with 
respect to change: is it referring to climate change or wider change? It was clarified that the 
project is focusing on wider change, including climate change. Initially, the proposal submitted to 
Rockefeller Foundation (RF) focused on climate change; however, because RF changed its 
strategy, it asked PROLINNOVA to change the proposal so as to focus on strengthening 
community resilience to broader change.  

One of the partners pointed out that the scientific data on CC often does not reflect what 
farmers are experiencing, e.g. the patchiness of rainfall.  

The workshop participants agreed that, while planning for CLIC-SR activities, the CP partners 
need to discuss how they will scale up to other districts and also need to develop strategies for 
sharing and learning between countries apart from the annual partners meeting. 

3.0 Field studies on local perceptions 
 
Each of the four CPs had been asked to prepare a 5–6 page summary report on the field 
studies according to a common outline. At the meeting, each CP presented a different aspect 
from the report outline, as highlighted below: 
 

 Country Topic 

Kenya Methodology 

Tanzania Actual process 

Uganda Challenges experienced 

Ethiopia Opportunities 

 

3.1 Methodology – PROLINNOVA–Kenya 
 
Presentation by Righa Makonge, World Neighbors 

The methodology used by PROLINNOVA–Kenya (PK) was presented by Righa Makonge (see 
Appendix 3). The PK partners that took the lead in coordinating and conducting the field studies 
were Practical Action in Baringo and INADES-Formation in Machakos. The studies were done in 
one division in each district – Marigat Division in Baringo District and Kalama Division in 
Machakos District – and in three locations within each division. The locations were selected 
based on population density, vulnerability to change, livelihood activities and remoteness. 

Both questionnaires and focus-group discussions (FGDs) with question guidelines were used. 
The questionnaires were developed by the CLIC–SR partners coordinating the studies at each 
site, the PK Coordinator, Local Steering Committee members and Ministry of Agriculture (MoA) 
officials, and were designed to capture information on: 

 Household profile (house type, livestock, crop storage structures, electronic equipment etc) 
 Respondent profile (name, village, position in the household, age, occupation education, 

marital status, religion, sources of information, literacy level) 
 Household profile (household size, household members’ age and education levels) 
 Land tenure and farm inventory (land ownership; land size; portion under cultivation, 

irrigation, grazing, lease etc) 
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 Crop systems (type of crops grown, growing seasons for the various crops, variety type – 
local or improved, production levels, portion sold or consumed by household) 

 Livestock and poultry (livestock types and their numbers, quantity of output – milk, eggs, 
meat etc) 

 Post harvest (value addition process, method used – manual or machinery, amount sold etc) 
 Changes expected and coping strategies (changes observed over time, their impacts and 

coping mechanisms, innovations developed) 
 Sources of information (market middlemen/women, radio, newspaper, community-based 

organisations, NGOs, government etc). 

Local enumerators – five in each location – carried out the questionnaire survey. Each 
enumerator administered 15 questionnaires, making a total of 75 questionnaires per location. 
They were trained for one day on how to understand the questions and administer the 
questionnaire. Thereafter, supervisors were allocated to each enumerator. The supervisors 
were from the partner NGOs, Kenya Agriculture Research Institute (KARI) and MoA staff. In 
addition, village elders were identified to accompany and support the enumerators. Households 
for face-to-face interviews were randomly sampled.  

Twelve FGDs were done – six in each district – and each group was composed of 8–10 
persons. The groups were purposively selected and composed of inhabitants in the target 
locations, with separate FGDs for men and women. This separation based on gender was done 
as PK hypothesised that men and women would perceive and experience change differently 
and would develop different mechanisms for coping with the changes. The facilitators guided 
the process using the FGD question guideline, but let the group organically move into the 
various discussion topics. 

Discussion and other CPs’ experience 

The partners noted that the communities have been interacting with many stakeholders 
addressing climate-change issues. Therefore, when someone comes from outside and is asking 
about change, the first thing that comes to local people’s minds is climate change. In addition, 
climate change is something that they readily observe and directly affects their daily lives. 
Consequently, the PK partners had to prompt the community members to think more widely 
about changes affecting their lives. 

How long to do preparations before conducting study? The preparations took about two months. 
Involvement of various stakeholders and the need to have them involved fully in the whole 
process meant that this took time, as the partners work in different organisations (NGOs, 
research and government) and had to find common time to work together. The actual 
development of the survey questionnaire took about one week. 

What were the perceptions of young versus more experienced farmers? The PK partners 
discussed with both men’s and women’s groups, with a mixture of older and younger farmers. In 
Kenya, the partners were dealing with fairly homogenous groups: pastoralists in Baringo and 
crop farmers in Machakos. 

Uganda experience: PROLINNOVA–Uganda (PU) discussed with different socio-economic groups 
– farmers, pastoralists, fishers – and used stratified sampling to identify participants for the field 
studies. The team ensured that gender was considered, e.g. women household heads affected 
by HIV-AIDS, as this implied changes in roles. It also sought young people’s perception of 
change. Most people understood the concept of change from the climate-change point of view. 
It is important to have a particular methodological approach to help people think about other 
types of change. The PU team asked about not only local people’s perceptions of change but 
also the perceptions of other actors (researchers, private sector, government, NGOs). 
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Ethiopia experience: The actors involved in the study were innovative farmers group, Best 
Practices Association (BPA), District MoA Office, Axum University and Poverty Action Network 
Ethiopia (PANE), the NGO that coordinates PROLINNOVA–Ethiopia (PE). Four villages – Mai 
Berazio, Mai Siye, Hadush Adi and Kewanit – were selected for the study. Population density, 
farm diversity, vulnerability to change, livelihood activities and distance from the main road were 
used as selection criteria. Questionnaire, FGDs and existing data were used to generate 
information. Forty questionnaires were completed and eight FGDs (two per village) were 
conducted. The groups for FGDs were selected purposively. Issues gathered in the survey and 
the FGD included general information on households, changes that took place, coping 
mechanisms and sources of information. 

3.2 Actual process – PROLINNOVA–Tanzania 

Presentation by Patrick Mbanguka Lameck, INADES–Formation  

The actual process and experience made by Prolinnova–Tz in undertaking the field study was 
presented by Patrick Mbanguka Lameck. In preparing for the field study, the PTz team went 
through the proposed guideline and tools that had been suggested by the IST for undertaking 
the study. District representatives and village leaders were informed of the exercise and 
supported the team in mobilising community members to participate in the study. The study was 
made in six villages in two districts: Kolo, Tura and Kelema in Kondoa District and Muungano, 
Ilolo and Makoja in Chamwino District. 

The village leaders mobilised community members, both men and women, composed of key 
informants, farmer innovators, village extension service providers, teachers etc. Village profile 
data were obtained from village leaders and village office notice boards. Data on social, 
economic and wealth distribution were obtained through open discussions with participants 
across the villages. 

Thereafter, participants were split into men’s and women’s groups. Questions previously 
developed by the PTz team were administered to each group to gather information on the main 
aspects of external changes. Thereafter, findings from the various discussions were shared 
between the men and the women. The main focus of the field study was on farmers’ perceptions 
and not those of other stakeholders in the area. 

Other CPs’ experiences 

One key finding is that farmers are indeed innovating in the face of change. 

Uganda: PU brought various stakeholders together in a district, discussed what innovation is 
and what are the perceptions of climate change and other changes, and identified existing 
innovations in response to these changes. It was an inception study, a baseline with open-
ended questions. At this stage, if innovations were reported, they were selected for further study 
and documentation. FGDs were used to find out about community perceptions. The team hired 
a consultant to support in analysing the data. 

Ethiopia: PE undertook the first field study in an area (near Axum in Tigray Region) where PE 
was already active and identified farmers purposively as members of FGDs. Analysis of the 
baseline study data took about a month and the report is still being finalised. 
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3.3 Challenges faced during the field studies – PROLINNOVA–Uganda 
 
Presentation by Samson Akankiza, Environmental Alert 
 

No. Challenge How addressed 

1 Language barrier: many of the farmer innovators 
express themselves better in their local languages and 
the interviewers encouraged the use of local language. 
Due to the interpretation needed, the FDGs took longer 
time than planned.  

Training interviewers to administer 
the tools well. 

 

2 The questionnaires were in English and the 
enumerators were to write the responses in English. 
However, discussions were in local languages; 
consequently, some meanings were lost in the 
translation.  

Supervisors were allocated in each 
location specifically to support the 
enumerators. 

3 The field survey focused on resilience to change, not 
necessarily climate change, and a common 
understanding of the concept of change among the 
stakeholders was a problem, as what comes to mind 
immediately to many is climate change.  

Training was done, aimed at 
supporting the enumerators as well 
as other partners involved in the 
survey to understand the various 
concepts and to administer the 
study tools. 

4 Some of the farmer found it difficult to understand the 
meaning of innovation and some farmers did not see 
what they are doing as new because they have been 
practising some of the innovations for some time. 

Continuous effort to explain the 
meaning of innovation and further 
probing. 

5 The process of analysing the questionnaires by 
external consultants took longer and this resulted in 
delays in preparing the final reports. 

 

6 Some interviewers were not able to understand the 
concepts and effectively administer the questionnaire 
due to the short time for orientation. 

 

7 

 

Time for interviewing was determined by the 
innovators’ daily and unforeseen activities 

Flexibility of interviewers. 

8 It was a problem to track changes that had happened 
over the last 20 years.  

Further probing was done. 

 

9 Long distances between innovators in the enumeration 
areas. 

Used more time and met transport 
expenses of interviewers. 

10 Analysis of questionnaires by external consultants has 
been time consuming. 
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Discussions and other CPs’ experiences 

There is need for continuous emphasis and discussions with stakeholders, including the 
communities, so as to have a common understanding among stakeholders of concepts of 
innovation and change – going beyond climate change to other kinds of change. 

Kenya: PK used local interpreters, but the questionnaires were in English, so a lot of meaning 
got lost in translation. Working with different partners, it takes time to get things together, as 
each organisation has its own operating procedures and, in addition, the staff members 
allocated to the project have their own, other assignments. PK hired an external consultant to 
analyse the data, and he took too long to finalise the work. As the funds were minimal, a high-
class analysis cannot be expected. Identifying innovation is a process, but PK went only once to 
the field. It takes time to identify innovations, through frequent interaction with the local people. 

Tanzania: The study was done during the cropping season and took up farmers’ time. There 
were challenges in the process of developing tools, analysis and reporting. According to the 
researcher involved in the study, the quality of the report is very weak. 

Uganda: The partners were saying that the time and resources have run out. Data analysis 
became tough. 

Ethiopia: The study team was unable to spend enough time in the field because the budget was 
not released and finance had to be used from other sources. The study team and the farmers 
interviewed were attracted more to climate-change issues. Other forms of change that could 
affect the lives of farmers were not covered adequately. However, the participation of 
researchers from Axum University created an opportunity to inspire them for further 
engagement. The project agreement is not yet concluded and the funds not yet transferred to 
the field sites, as the hosting organisation in Ethiopia is not releasing the funds. The partner 
organisation in northern Ethiopia was willing to pre-finance the field-study activities.  
 

3.4 Opportunities and lessons learnt – Ethiopia 

Presentation by Amanuel Assefa, Precise Consulting International 

The baseline study was done in Axum in northern Ethiopia. 

 The members of the study team agreed that innovative farmers did not receive enough 
recognition and support, despite the great work they are doing in a climate-risk prone and 
with limited resources.  

 Identifying innovations is not a one-time process. The one-time survey is only helpful to 
trigger the work. Other methods are needed to make sure that identification of innovation 
continues. For example, the LISF approach, which involves sending out announcements for 
self-targeting by farmer innovators, is incredibly important. 

 Team members view innovation differently. It is therefore important to hold a conceptual 
discussion before starting the study and make sure that everybody is on the same page. 

 A well-thought-through methodology is still required to address the other types of changes, 
as many people are preoccupied with the climate issue, although several policy and 
institutional issues are equally affecting the lives of the people. 

 Many of the innovations identified are technical. However, there are lots of opportunities to 
learn from institutional innovations, market innovations (innovative business models) and 
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policy innovations, even cultural innovations, which could bring new values to the local 
people and new learning opportunities to PROLINNOVA.  

General discussion 

 It is difficult to have a common understanding of innovation and consequently many of the 
CPs conducted inception meetings to clarify concepts. 

 There is need to develop specific methodology to address other types of change (not only 
climate change) as most of the current tools are specific to climate change related studies. 

 The partners noted that many of the innovations were technical innovations and there is need 
to diversity and identify market-related and social innovations as well. 

 There are some concepts that need to be translated into local languages, especially that of 
the communities the partners are working in, so as to ensure common understanding of 
concepts. In addition, frequent discussion of the concepts should be done, especially 
whenever new people are involved, to ensure proper understanding. 

 Many of the partners underestimated the resources and time required to conduct the field 
study and this resulted in some aspects not being well done.  

 Some partners received from the IST two guidelines for field studies – one on change and 
innovation and another on socio-economic data – and this created some confusion. 

 Currently, there is no intention to make a comparison between the baseline and an end-of-
project study. 

 Documenting local innovations is vital for spreading knowledge about them to other people. 

 CLIC–SR seems to be regarded merely as a project and not as something that PROLINNOVA 
partners in the country want to explore as part of their joint strategy, using RF funds as seed 
money. Flexibility of the partners is therefore limited. 

 In multi-stakeholder partnerships, different CPs use different approaches; also the 
consultants use different approaches. Consequently, is it possible to extract crosscutting 
lessons? It will be important to share outputs of the project early and there should be a point 
person in the network to stimulate discussion and convergence in approach and analysis. 

4.0 Policy-change reviews 
 
Marianne Meijboom of ETC Foundation gave a brief overview of the purpose and expectations 
of Objective 4 of the project: “Mainstreaming PID as an accepted approach within policies and 
programmes related to agriculture, NRM and CCA”. An important component of CLIC–SR is 
mainstreaming PID as an approach within targeted national and international policies and 
programmes related to agricultural research and development (ARD), NRM and CCA. 

She stated that policy influence refers to influencing decision-makers at different levels – local to 
national. The methodologies and strategy to influence policies are various and may include 
simple booklets and flyers. PROLINNOVA developed policy-influencing guidelines and these may 
need to be revisited in the light of the CLIC–SR studies on experiences with policy influencing. 
Policymakers need to recognise that strengthened local adaptive capacity leads to resilience 
and CLIC–SR needs to generate evidence of this on the ground. 

Challenges, constraints and opportunities in policy influencing were categorised into seven 
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groups based on the studies conducted by the CPs: 

1. Enhancing buy-in from policymakers – provision of information and evidence 
2. Attitudes towards smallholders, participatory processes and local innovation 
3. Multi-stakeholder platforms: creation of mutual understanding and commitment 
4. Capacities to engage and representation 
5. Leadership, accountability and transparency 
6. Time and timing 
7. Resources  

CPs’ contributions and discussion 

Tanzania: Research and development is under the MoA. The local government plays a central 
role and therefore PROLINNOVA–Tz partners should be involved in local councils as a forum for 
policy influencing, as each local government has its own machinery for decision-making.  

Uganda: Policy-influencing work started at the district level, but PROLINNOVA partners realised 
that greater interest is at the sub-county level. 

There is need to link the multi-stakeholder platforms with existing innovation platforms and 
learning alliances. Partnerships are at the core of policy influence: local government authorities, 
civil society, research and extension. There is also need for action research at district level, to 
link policy and action at local level, then move to upscaling and then to a major policy event. 

How to generate substantial evidence for policy influence? Two types of evidence are needed: 
innovations that transform lives, and innovation in the ways of interaction between farmers and 
other actors in ARD, scaling up not only innovations (technologies) but also changes in attitude 
and mindsets of the stakeholders involved. 

An assessment on need for policy change must be done prior to starting the policy-influencing 
process. This is pivotal so as to assess if policy change is required to overcome the issue, as 
not all problems/issues need a policy solution and a new policy might not solve the problem. In 
addition, an evaluation of the performance/ impact of the previous policy is required. 

Exercise 

The participants were formed into groups to discuss how to build on the challenges and 
opportunities identified, based on the seven thematic areas in the policy-influencing studies, as 
stated below. 

Challenges and opportunities in policy influence in favour of local innovation and PID 

Enhancing buy-in from policymakers: providing information and evidence 

Gaining interest in policy change from policy/decision makers through the provision of information and evidence 

Challenges Opportunities 

 Lack of interest of decision-/policymakers in 
policy issues 

 Limited information and evidence to engage in 
policy process 

 Negative political influence at times 

 Cost-benefit analysis of existing innovations not 
known 

 Personal benefits at the expense of community 
benefits 

 

 Showing linkages, complementarities to government 
interests/policies 

 Providing comprehensive and reliable information 

 Demonstration of evidence-based findings 

 Frequent visits to local government offices and 
engaging them in awareness fora on the need to re-
look at the policies in place 

 Show linkages to government interests/ policies 

 Exchange visits to successful farmer innovators 
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 Inclusion of policymakers to multi-stakeholder 
platforms / National Steering Committees 

Attitudes towards smallholders, participatory processes and local innovation  

Importance of open attitudes/ perceptions of decision-makers/policymakers towards smallholders, participatory 
processes and local innovation 

Challenges Opportunities 

 Negative perceptions towards local innovations 
(modernisation and growth is equated with 
importing and transferring technologies, while 
local innovation is considered non-scientific and 
slow in having wide impact) 

 The government has equated participation with 
mass mobilisation through campaigns 

 Participatory approaches are invisible to attract 
policymakers and sometimes considered as a 
threat and undermining centralised decision-
making and hierarchies 

 Local innovations are not known to local leaders 

 Limited sharing of local innovation for fear of 
being taken over by other players 

 Provision of comprehensive and reliable information 

 Demonstration of evidence-based findings 

 Frequent visits to local government offices for 
information and awareness 

 Local and international institutions interested in local 
innovation are there. 

 Some policy articles support local innovation 

 Tools and methodologies on how to be participating 
are available 

 

Multi-stakeholder platforms: creation of mutual understanding and commitment  

Commitment and consensus on policy issues and recommendations for change among wide array of stakeholders 
at different levels 

Challenges Opportunities 

 Conflicting interest of different organisations 

 Lack of sufficient stakeholder consultation/ 
participation of all social categories to ensure 
that their interests, preferences and priorities are 
put into consideration 

 Lack of forum for discussing policy-influencing 
strategies 

 Most policies are presented to stakeholders for 
confirmation rather than genuine consultation 

 Most policies have been formulated in a top-
down manner without consultation of 
stakeholders 

 Inability to solicit commitment to sustain and 
complete the process 

 Management and sustainability of the platform 

 Involving decision-makers in workshops, evaluation 
and publications 

 Setting up a taskforce and working group including 
representatives of NGOs 

 Organisation of consultation meetings and public 
awareness meetings (e.g. public campaigns, festivals) 
including at local level 

 Closely working with farmers in a multi-stakeholder 
platform 

 Linkages with interested donors on policy issues 

 Identify and access government funds for policy 
influence emanating from farmers 

 Multi-stakeholder platform to prioritise policy 
influencing 

 

Capacities to engage and representation  

To be able to take part in the policy-influencing process, stakeholders need to have capacities to be engaged and 
represented in the process 

Challenges Opportunities 

 Lack of mechanisms and capacity within  Formation of an advocacy group and training of the 
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institutions to accommodate working with 
innovators and influencing policies 

 Lack of supportive systems within institutions to 
support local innovation 

 Lack of capacity, knowledge, skills and 
information to influence policy 

 Rural population is regarded by the government 
as homogenous with common needs and a 
common political outlook 

 Representatives are sometimes more concerned 
about the monetary benefits than the policy 
process 

 Assumed representation (FAO not representing 
interests of smallholder farmers but farmers 
generally) 

 Lack of or limited understanding of policy-
formulation process and policy analysis among 
farmers and stakeholders 

group in campaigns, lobbying and advocacy 

 Training and capacity building (on policies, civic rights, 
good governance, advocacy, policy analysis, 
formulation, M&E etc) 

 Development of partnership and networking at federal 
and regional level / establishing partnerships with 
influential government institutions 

 Establishment of interdisciplinary and multi-sectoral 
screening committee 

 Establishment/use of existing networks? 

 Use of existing linkages between research institutions 
and smallholders (farmer research groups, farmer field 
schools etc)? 

 Partners and other NGOs have constant contact with 
smallholders at grassroots 

 Mainstreaming the concept in higher learning 
institutions 

Leadership, accountability and transparency  

Influencing policy calls for good leadership, accountable representatives and transparent processes 

Challenges Opportunities 

 High turnover of representatives/ frequent 
institutional restructuring 

 Inconsistency of attendance in meetings/ 
representatives do not keep themselves up to 
date on the policy process in which they are 
involved 

 Representatives are sometimes more concerned 
about the monetary benefits than the policy 
process 

 Lack of policy documents in user-friendly 
language for local communities 

 Resources for engaging policymakers are 
required 

 Conflict of interest 

 Identify champions/ lead organisations to drive the 
policy-influencing process 

 Identify and include competent persons in taskforces 
and working groups 

 Constant documentation of the policy-influencing 
process 

 Policy documents need to be translated and made 
available to local communities 

 Inclusion of policy influencing in performance contracts 

 Identify a champion organisation with highest 
influencing abilities 

Time and timing  

Influencing policy is a time-consuming process and sufficient time should be allocated to the process. Timing is of 
equal importance. 

Challenges Opportunities 

 Allocation of sufficient time 

 NGOs are working in short project cycles 

 Process of policy formulation took too long and, 
as a result, some policies were overtaken by 
events 

 Policy is just coming out when the new 

 Allow enough time and plan a policy-influencing 

campaign involving politicians and decision-makers  

 Plan policy-influencing process 

 Networking platform with diverse expertise 
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government is coming in and this might not be its 
priority 

 Lack of PROLINNOVA full-time working staff 

Resources: Influencing policy costs time, requires commitment and therefore costs money  

Challenges Opportunities 

 Allocation of sufficient budget 

 Limited resources to undertake policy influence 

 Resources often come from donors with some 
ties 

 Devolved government funds 

 Special group funds, e.g. women and youth funds 

 Mainstream policy influencing in government 
programme 

 

5.0 Monitoring and evaluation 
 
Marise Espineli from the International Institute of Rural Reconstruction (IIRR) in the Philippines 
gave a brief on the M&E framework developed to collect data on CLIC–SR activities. She also 
stated the outputs required for each of the CLIC–SR objectives. However, the M&E framework 
focused on outputs and needs to include outcomes and impacts. 

Discussion 

 Julian recommended that the partners should not just focus on special events for M&E but 
should aim at including M&E in other CLIC–SR activities, such as farmer training.  

 On an annual basis, a short outcome survey can be done with the project constituents, 
through discussions with them and not necessarily having to wait till the end of project. 

 Amanuel pointed out that, in view of the limited training that can be given to field staff with 
the limited resources available in the project, one cannot expect huge outcomes in terms of 
organisations that are well-equipped and capable of supporting communities to adapt to 
change; at most, one could expect to have informed staff within the support organisations. 

The partners then developed outcome indicators for some of the activities. 

Objective: Strengthen smallholder community innovative capacity and resilience to 
change  

Outcome: Strengthened capacity of smallholders to innovate and understand effectiveness of 
PID for resilience 

Indicators: 

 How communities networked/linked with other actors in ARD 

 Farmers better able to identify unique and new ways of doing things 

 More examples of joint experimentation instead of individual experimentation 

 Increased interest to commit funds to farmer-led joint experimentation/innovation 

 Policy/practice changes in ARD in favour of farmer-led joint experimentation 

 Smallholders demand support of other actors for farmer-led experimentation 

 Communities have higher level of savings (e.g. in terms of money, food, reserved pasture) 

Possible methods/tools to measure these changes: 

 Baseline and end-of-project studies focussed on these indicators 
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 Focus group discussions: before and after (recall) 

 Case studies on identified innovation processes 

 Most significant change 

 Storytelling 

 Key informant interviews with different stakeholders 

Objective: Build capacity of organisations to effectively support smallholders/ 
communities in their efforts to innovate in the face of change 

Output: xxx organisations working in agriculture and NRM well equipped and capable of 
supporting communities in farmer-led adaptation and innovation 

Activity: Staff training in PID and climate-change issues 

Outcome indicators: 

 Application of learning by trained staff: 
- To train other staff/community members 
- To be involved in PID in adaptation to change projects/activities in the field 
- Include sessions on PID in adaptation to change in in-house training 
- Seek funding/partnerships with other organisations to initiate activities related to PID in 

adaptation to change 
- Share what was learned through other means (write-ups, brown bag meetings etc) 

 Organisation continues to use PID as an approach to dealing/adapting with change (even 
after trained staff are no longer in the organisations) How: Select 20% of staff and have an 
assessment meeting. 

Application of learning from training by trained staff: 

 To train other staff/communities 

 To be involved in PID in adaptation to change projects/activities in the field 

 To include sessions on PID in adaptation to change in in-house training 

 To seek funding/partnerships with other organisation to initiate activates related to PID in 
adaptation for change 

 To share what was learnt through other means (write-ups, brown bag meetings etc) 

Objective: Sharing and learning on farmer-led development 

Outcomes: Enhanced wider awareness and mutual understanding and commitment 

Activities: 

 Facilitation of a multi-stakeholder platform 

 Dissemination of findings 

 PROLINNOVA International Partners Workshops (IPWs) 

Indicators: 

 Increased engagement of diverse stakeholders 

 Enhanced use, application and utilisation of knowledge 

 Increased recognition of value of farmer innovation and PID 

 Increase trans-regional sharing and learning 

Objective: Mainstreaming PID in national and international policies and programmes 

Outcome: Acceptance of local innovation/PID in agriculture/NRM/CCA policy and programming 

Indicators: 
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 PID accepted/incorporated into at least two districts programmes in a country 

 At least three new local innovations recognised by other/ key stakeholders 

 Each of the existing six local innovations accepted and applied by at least three other 
stakeholders/farmers  

 At least one issue for advocacy in existing policy identified and discussed  

 Training institutions incorporate PID within its courses as well as within the organisation’s 
processes and programmes  

Next steps: The tools/formats developed by Marise were aimed at capturing the various outputs 
outlined in the proposal to Rockefeller Foundation. Each CP will select the tools/formats that it 
finds applicable for tracking the outputs. Each CP will also decide, based on the resources 
available (budget, capacities etc), which methods/tools it will use to monitor and evaluate the 
extent to which it is achieving the four expected outcomes of CLIC–SR.  

6.0 Way forward 
 
As support in developing the way forward, the partners used a “world café”1 approach to discuss 
three issues that were particularly important and challenging with respect to implementation of 
CLIC–SR: 

 PID training of stakeholders (farmers, NGOs and government) 

 Policy dialogue 

 Farmer-led joint experimentation. 

6.1 PID training of stakeholders (farmers, NGOs and government) 

There is need for sustained mentoring of PID, especially at the local level. It is critical to ensure 
that there is follow-up especially of trained stakeholders at the local level to have greater impact. 
It was recommended that partners have a local point person in each area they are working in, to 
facilitate good follow-up and continued support to the local stakeholders on PID issues. 

Some partners did not have access to the training manual; this makes it difficult to conduct a 
comprehensive training that ensures all PID aspects are adequately addressed. There is need 
to have the manual accessible to all partners to provide a guide for PID training. Several copies 
of the manual “Developing Technology with Farmers” were made available during the IPW 
shortly after the CLIC–SR meeting. The text of this book is posted on the PROLINNOVA website 
(www.prolinnova.net/sites/default/files/documents/resources/training-
mats/developing_technology_with_farmers.pdf) 

PID can be integrated into the colleges and universities, where PID courses can be introduced. 
In this way, PID as a concept can be incorporated into the formal learning system and ensure 
continued strengthening of the capacity of various stakeholders in PID and also ensure that the 

                                                           
1 Small discussion groups sit – or stand – at different tables and discuss a different topic at each table. The “table 

owners” remain at their tables for the whole time, whereas other participants move around. The table owner 
continuously guides the discussion and ensures that this is documented, either by him/herself or by the discussants. 
Participants in the group move on (individually) from one table to another after approx. 20–25 minutes. Using as a 
starting point the results of their “predecessors”, participants now discuss the “new'” topic. 
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young people who will eventually joint the various sectors (government, NGOs and research) 
will be aware of and skilled in PID. 

The PID training should have specific sessions that are tailor-made for farmers, as these are the 
key stakeholders in the PID process. It is important for them to understand their position in joint 
experimentation with other stakeholders. 

There is high staff turnover in the various organisations involved in promoting local innovation 
and the PID process. As a result, those persons who have been trained go to other 
organisations and leave a gap, hence requiring training of new staff. Consequently, there is 
need for continuous training to facilitate establishment of a critical mass of PID experts. 

The partners can work closely with other stakeholders especially learning and training 
institutions such as the Walker Institute at the University of Reading that are interested in PID. 

6.2 Policy dialogue 

To facilitate effective policy dialogue, there is need to start engaging the various stakeholders 
and policy- and decision-makers at local levels. This is critical, as often focus in policy change is 
only on the national level. However, the partners can start influencing policy at the local level, 
e.g. change in local bylaws. In this way, the local government and administrative officials will be 
able to influence in supporting local innovation processes for sustainable development. 

Involvement of community groups in policy dialogue is important and they can be key drivers in 
policy advocacy. However, cultural differences limit cooperation in respect to policy influencing, 
as each of the various community groups have their own desires, needs and aspirations e.g. 
crop farmers vs. pastoralists, and each of these have priority areas with respect to policy 
dialogue and influencing.  

For policy dialogue and influencing to be effective, the key stakeholders need to be brought on 
board right from the start. In this way, all the stakeholders will have a common understanding of 
the issues and will be able to move in the same direction and have a unified front. 

Having new government structures or leaders also influences policy dialogue. For example, in 
Kenya, there are new government structures will take time to operationalise as well as new 
leaders that need to be approached. 

6.3 Farmer-led joint experimentation 

Farmers have limited capacity to collect data and therefore need to be trained in appropriate 
data collection techniques that they can use. 

Low literacy levels among farmers often make joint experimentation a challenge in terms of 
communication and more so on documentation. It was recommended that various approaches 
can be used to support the farmers, e.g. use of visual materials and farmer-friendly materials, 
and equipment such as using cell phones to take photos. 

There is often a tendency of domination of the research process by researchers and extension 
agents, with the farmers taking a back seat or their objectives with respect to the innovation and 
experimentation not being met. Continued sensitisation on the principles and concepts of PID is 
needed to ensure that all stakeholders’ requirements are met in the joint experimentation. 

Though researchers are becoming interested in the experiments that farmers are doing and 
would like to work together with the farmers, often they do not join the process because of 
inadequate or lack of incentives specifically for the researchers. There is need to identify various 
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ways to motivate the researchers, such as supporting them to publish in journals that provide 
critical platform for the researchers to share their work in participatory research. Though there 
was a realisation that there are a few journals that accept publications on innovation, there is 
need for advocacy to promote local innovation and PID. 

The partners noted that currently most of the PID initiatives are technical in nature, as the 
technical innovations directly support individual farmers in addressing the challenges they face. 
Because these technical innovations are more common, partners have more experience with 
this type of innovation. However, further guidance is required to recognise and collaborate in 
institutional and market innovations, which are equally important in addressing the challenges 
farmers face collectively. 

As there is still a school of thought that considers local innovation as not being scientific, there is 
need for continuous awareness and building capacity in PID. 

As only few donors seem to be interested in local innovation, there is need for advocacy and 
awareness creation through various methods such as developing success stories on local 
innovation and PID. 
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Appendices 

 

Appendix 1: Participants 

Name of participant Country Sex Organisation 

Amanuel Assefa Ethiopia M Precision Consulting International 

Ann Waters-Bayer Germany F ETC Foundation 

Elirehema Swai Tanzania M Hombolo Agricultural Research Institute 

Harriet Ndagire Uganda F Kulika Uganda 

Julian Gonsalves Philippines M PROLINNOVA Oversight Group 

Marianne Meijboom Netherlands F ETC Foundation 

Marise Espineli Philippines F IIRR 

Patrick Mbanguka Lameck Tanzania M INADES-Formation Tanzania 

Makonge Righa  Kenya M World Neighbors 

Samson Akankiza Uganda M Environmental Alert 

Teresiah Ng'ang'a Kenya F PROLINNOVA–Kenya c/o World 
Neighbors & KARI 

Wim Hiemstra Netherlands M ETC Foundation 

 
 

 

Appendix 2: Programme of annual meeting of CLIC–SR project partners 

Time Session 

08:30 – 09:00 Introduction / Objectives 
09:00 – 10:30 Field studies on local perceptions of and responses to change:  

 Methods 

 Actual process experienced 

 Challenges 

 Opportunities identified 

 Main lessons 
10:30 – 11:00 Break 
11:00 – 13:00 Policy-change reviews: constraints, challenges & opportunities in influencing 

policy to support a farmer-led PID approach: towards a policy-influencing 
strategy 

13:00 – 14:00 Lunch 
14:00 – 15:30 Monitoring and Evaluation (together with LINEX–CCA project partners) 
15:30 – 16:00 Break 
16:00 – 17:30 The way forward: immediate & strategic: 

-    Training in PID/LISFs 
-    Facilitating PID (combining local innovation & scientific knowledge) 
-    Policy dialogue at national and regional level 
-    Steps beyond 2015? 
-    Report to IPW 
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