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Livelihoods for Resilience Activity 

Mid-Term Strategic Review 

SUMMARY REPORT 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

I.  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

CARE commissioned a Mid-Term Strategic Review (MTSR) of the Livelihoods for 

Resilience Activity to formulate recommendations for the remaining life of the project to 

increase effectiveness in achieving sustainable impact. The MTSR was planned and 

implemented over the period from early May through late July 2019, with information 

gathering and preliminary analysis undertaken in Ethiopia from May 16 through June 14.      

The Livelihoods for Resilience Activity is being implemented in 27 Woredas in the three 

regions of Tigray, Amhara, and Southern Nations, Nationalities and Peoples and is just over 

the midway point in its five-year life from December 5, 2016, through December 3, 2021.  

The purpose of the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity is to reduce food insecurity and 

increase resilience for 97,900 chronically food insecure households that are enrolled in the 

fourth cycle of the Government of Ethiopia’s Productive Safety Net Program (PSNP4), 

enabling them to graduate with resilience from the PSNP4. CARE is leading a consortium 

composed of Agri Service Ethiopia (ASE), Netherlands Development Organization (SNV), 

Organization for Rehabilitation and Development in Amhara (ORDA), and Relief Society of 

Tigray (REST) to implement the project, which follows on the previous project entitled 

Graduation with Resilience to Achieve Sustainable Development (GRAD).   

The MTSR for the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity was a formative evaluation exercise 

intended to provide guidance on ways to improve the effectiveness of the program in 

achieving intended impact. It was not a comprehensive donor-mandated mid-term evaluation 

which would have examined all aspects of the program. It was, rather, a strategic review 

exercise to help the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity reflect on the wisdom and feasibility of the 

project’s strategies, the effectiveness of implementation in key programmatic areas, and gaps 

or flaws in the development model that is guiding the project. The MTSR team was directed 

to focus specifically on the following nine strategies/approaches: 

 Village Economic and Social Association (VESA) Formation & Capacity Building 

 Women’s Empowerment & Social Transformation 

 Livelihoods Pathways 

 Market Systems and Value Chain Development 

 Financial Services 

 Nutrition & Nutrition-Sensitive Agriculture 

 Climate Change Adaptation & Resilience 

 Innovation Fund 

 Collaboration 

The MTSR identified fifteen high priority recommendations, as listed below, to address 

challenges and opportunities facing the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity in the time 

remaining in the life of the project with the resources available. 

1. Strengthen capacities of Community Facilitators (CFs)1 

2. Recruit additional Community Facilitators 

3. Strengthen systems for supervising and supporting Community Facilitators 

                                                           
1 Community Facilitator is used to refer to frontline workers who are project staff.  Implementing partners use 

different titles to refer to these frontline workers, including Development Facilitator, Facilitator for 

Empowerment, and Community Facilitator. 
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4. Expand husband and wife joint participation in VESAs 

5. Strengthen project-wide commitment to women’s inclusion  

6. Develop a coherent strategy for vocational skills training for youth 

7. Refine the Youth VESA approach 

8. Expand business management and technical skills capacities of households to 

facilitate adoption of value chain activities 

9. Increase gender equity in value chain activities 

10. Address Micro-Finance Institution (MFI) commitment to PSNP clients 

11. Implement nutrition education activities earlier in the VESA process 

12. Implement a sustainability strategy for Participatory Scenario Planning 

13. Outsource support to generate and finalize good ideas for private sector 

investment awards 

14. Expand field capacities for supporting Innovation Fund awards 

15. Strengthen the collaboration guidelines for developing effective relationships with 

PSNP4   

The MTSR also identified seventeen lessons learned for future resilience/graduation 

programming. 

Relative to the four global learning questions for the MTSR (see page 4), the MTSR found 

that the model that the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity is implementing is effective for 

achieving graduation with resilience, but because frontline delivery is constrained by the 

number of staff, their technical capacities and the degree of supervision and support that they 

receive, interventions are not always going deeply enough to ensure behavioral change. The 

program is empowering women both economically and socially through the VESA platform, 

but there are significant variations between regions; and outside of the VESA, there is some 

evidence to suggest that women’s empowerment has not yet been well incorporated, 

especially in value chain participation and MFI linkages. Progress is certainly being made in 

transferring ideas and knowledge to PSNP counterparts, but that has not yet translated into 

practice mainly because of resource constraints. Key approaches that need to be added or 

strengthened in the coming two years include expanding frontline delivery capacities, 

expanding efforts to ensure that strategies and approaches are well understood by 

implementation staff at all levels in all partners, ensuring that women’s empowerment is 

included in all approaches by all partners, and looking for new ways to facilitate access to 

jobs, either through self-employment or wage employment, for youth from PSNP households. 

The Livelihoods for Resilience Activity is already doing some very nice work in starting to 

achieve sustainable impact. The project has strong potential to be recognized as a “great” 

project if it can make some adjustments. 

II. BACKGROUND INFORMATION               

A.  Overview of the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity 

CARE is leading a consortium composed of ASE, SNV, ORDA, and REST in implementing 

a USAID-funded activity entitled Livelihoods for Resilience, which follows on the previous 

GRAD Project. The purpose of the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity is to reduce food 

insecurity and increase resilience for 97,900 chronically food insecure households that are 

enrolled in the fourth cycle of the Government of Ethiopia’s Productive Safety Net Program 

(PSNP4) by enabling them to graduate with resilience from the PSNP4. The Purpose, Sub-

Purpose and Expected Outcomes for the activity are shown in Table 1. 
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Table 1.  Livelihoods for Resilience Activity Results Framework 

PURPOSE:  Enable 97,900 chronically food insecure households to graduate from the 
PSNP to achieve longer-term resilience. 

SUB-PURPOSE 1: Members of 
PSNP households have increased 

capacities for undertaking resilient 
livelihoods 

SUB-PURPOSE 2:  PSNP 

households have 

economically viable and 

resilient livelihood portfolios 

SUB-PURPOSE 3:  An 

enabling environment 

supports resilient 

livelihoods for PSNP 

households 

Expected Outcome 1.1: Strengthened 
social networks and community 

institutions support individual agency 
for women, men and youth 

Expected Outcome 1.2: Men, women 
and youth engage in informed, 

forward-looking livelihoods decision-
making 

Expected Outcome 1.3: Men, women 
and youth have improved and 

equitable access to tailored financial 
services 

Expected Outcome 2.1: PSNP 
households have increased 

income from nutrition-sensitive 
and climate-smart crop and 

livestock production 

Expected Outcome 2.2: PSNP 
households have increased 

income from off-farm activities 

Expected Outcome 2.3: PSNP 
households have increased 

income from wage employment 

Expected Outcome 3.1: 

Targeted market systems are 

more effective, resilient, and 

inclusive for PSNP households 

Expected Outcome 3.2: 

Cultural and social norms 

support resilient livelihoods 

Expected Outcome 3.3: 

Relevant institutions support 

resilient livelihoods 

SUB-PURPOSE 4: Collaboration, learning and adaptive management processes enhance, scale up, 
or facilitate replication of impact.  

Expected Outcome 4.1: Effective collaboration with relevant institutions leverages or replicates impact 
being achieved by the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity 

Expected Outcome 4.2: Project approaches adapted based on information from multiple sources 

 

The Livelihoods for Resilience Activity is being implemented in 27 Woredas in the three 

regions of Tigray (8 Woredas), Amhara (7 Woredas), and Southern Nations, Nationalities and 

Peoples (12 Woredas) and is just over the midway point in its five-year life from December 

5, 2016 through December 3, 2021. CARE commissioned the MTSR to review strategies 

being used to implement key elements of the program and formulate recommendations to 

address challenges or capitalize on opportunities for the remaining life of the activity as well 

as to provide recommendations for future programming. This summary report documents the 

observations and recommendations generated by the MTSR. 

B.  MTSR Methodology 

The MTSR for the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity was a formative evaluation exercise 

intended to provide guidance on ways to improve the effectiveness of the program in 

achieving intended impact. It was not a comprehensive donor-mandated mid-term evaluation 

which would have examined all aspects of the program. It was, rather, a strategic review 

exercise to help the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity reflect on the wisdom and feasibility of the 

program’s strategies, the effectiveness of implementation in key programmatic areas, and the 

gaps or flaws in the development model that is guiding the program. The MTSR team was 

directed to focus specifically on the following nine strategies/approaches: 

 VESA Formation & Capacity Building 

 Women’s Empowerment & Social Transformation 

 Livelihoods Pathways 

 Market Systems and Value Chain Development 

 Financial Services 

 Nutrition & Nutrition-Sensitive Agriculture 

 Climate Change Adaptation & Resilience 

 Innovation Fund 
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 Collaboration 

Under each of these topics, a number of key learning questions were defined, and the MTSR 

team was asked to consider four global key questions for the exercise, including: 

 Is the model that the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity is implementing the most 

effective for achieving graduation with resilience, including from a household point of 

view? 

 How well is the project empowering women both economically and socially across 

sectors and with all partners? 

 What progress is being made in transferring approaches and skills to PSNP 

counterparts?  

 What elements of the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity approaches should be added 

or strengthened in the coming two years?  

The MTSR was implemented by a team of seven consultants2 over the period from May 17 

through July 17. An orientation to the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity and interviews with 

staff and stakeholders were conducted in Addis Ababa from May 17 through 20. Field data 

collection was conducted over a 15-day period from May 21 through June 4 in seven 

Woredas in the three Regions including interviews with project staff, project participants, 

project intermediaries and project stakeholders. Additional data collection and information 

processing were undertaken in Addis Ababa from June 5 through 10, and a Strategic Review 

Workshop was held on June 11 and 12 with project staff. Debriefings were conducted with 

USAID Ethiopia on June 12 and with the leadership of program implementing and technical 

partners on June 13.  

C.  Structure of the Report 

The next section of the report provides a summary response from the MTSR team for the key 

learning questions for each of the nine topics which were the focus of the MTSR. Section IV 

presents specific observations and recommendations that are implementable in the time 

remaining and with the resources available to the project. Section V describes key lessons 

learned from the exercise that are relevant for future programming designed to achieve 

resilience for households dependent on the PSNP. In Section VI, the MTSR team responds to 

the global key questions that guided the exercise, and the final section of the report provides 

brief concluding remarks for the exercise.   

III.  STRATEGIES REVIEWED BY THE MTSR  

A.  VESA Formation & Capacity Building 

1.  Overview of the Strategy. VESAs composed of targeted beneficiaries are the foundational 

organizing unit for the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity. VESAs are facilitated by project 

frontline staff who have different titles among the different implementing partners (IPs).  For 

the purpose of this report, the term Community Facilitator, or CF, refers to the frontline 

worker who works directly with VESAs. VESAs are consistent social gatherings that provide 

three core purposes: (1) savings that provide member-sourced small loans for Income 

Generating Activities (IGAs) (2) discussions on relevant topics and skills-building activities 

to aid in resilience and (3) a platform to deliver livelihoods and value chain activities, and 

other benefits. The Livelihoods for Resilience Activity has developed a VESA Manual which 

                                                           
2Mike DeVries (Team Leader, also responsible for Climate Change Adaptation and the Innovation Fund), Emily 

Springer (VESA Capacity Building & Women’s Empowerment), Adam Tefera (Livelihoods Pathways), Oscar 

Geerts (Market Systems & Value Chain Development), Getaneh Gobezie (Financial Services), Million Shibeshi 

(Nutrition & Nutrition-Sensitive Agriculture), and Zoma Mesfin (Collaboration)  



Livelihoods for Resilience Activity MTSR Report                                          5 August 2019 
 

5 
 
 

reflects a logical sequencing for VESA capacity building to ensure that key messages are 

consistently delivered across the project.   

2.  Key Learning Questions for the MTSR.  Following are summary responses from the 

MTSR to the key learning questions for this topic.  

Is the VESA manual being used effectively? Is real learning taking place? Why/why not? The 

Livelihoods for Resilience Activity is using the VESA manual somewhat effectively. 

Households are learning, yet CFs focus on the stories and value chain technical trainings and 

inputs at the expense of facilitating more complex discussions. The VESA Manual discussion 

sessions are undermined by CF workload with some CFs required to work with large 

numbers of VESAs spread over dispersed areas, CF capacities to facilitate fruitful 

discussions, and VESAs wanting to schedule their meetings with CFs at the same time as 

other VESAs. VESA member experiences are dependent upon CF capacity and couples’ joint 

attendance to be able to discuss with and learn from each other.  

Has the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity been successful in engaging both husbands and 

wives in VESAs? How can this be improved? Similarly, husbands and wives are being 

engaged to some degree, but there are large differences between regional IPs in targeting 

efforts. Where couples do not attend together, it is accepted and not perceived by staff as an 

item to overcome. When couples do attend together, women’s empowerment is amplified. In 

all areas, households originally noted workload in the house and not having enough money to 

save in two passbooks as obstacles to joint attendance. However, when invited and 

consistently encouraged by the IP, these barriers appear to be overcome. Men’s resistance 

does not seem to be a core barrier to wife participation. Travel time to the VESA raises the 

opportunity cost to couple participation and negative affects women’s attendance.  
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Are VESAs following minimum standards? The MTSR found that most VESAs3 are 

following minimum standards. Those standards that could be strengthened include having 

regular meeting times and dedicated time to cover the VESA Manual, encouraging two 

passbooks per household and promoting couple attendance. In a small percentage of cases, 

leadership re-election does not occur, or share out may be dominated by powerful members 

who may require members to roll-over their savings which minimizes critical share-out 

benefits, in effect discouraging more saving.  

How effective are youth VESAs? Is the VESA an appropriate model for young people? The 

Youth VESA approach is just starting to be implemented following pilot testing. There is 

strong interest to reach this population, but the mobility of youth is challenging. One Youth 

VESA interviewed during the MTSR, for example, had started with a membership of twenty-

four youth, but had basically dissolved down to two active members, which cannot support 

any sort of active savings. Departing members for this group had migrated to towns and cities 

in Ethiopia, as well as in the Middle East in the case of young women seeking domestic 

service jobs. A number of other lessons emerged from the pilot experience as described in 

detail under Recommendation #7 (see page 21).   

B.  Women’s Empowerment & Social Transformation 

1.  Overview of the Strategy. Women’s empowerment is implemented at multiple levels 

throughout the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity. At the VESA level, women are 

encouraged to attend, at least two of the five leadership positions must be women, and 

women’s agency is built through trainings and practical engagement. The Social Analysis and 

                                                           
3 A VESA is based on the principles of CARE’s Village Savings and Loan Approach (VSLA) and follows VSLA 
minimum standards adapted to the project context.  

Livelihoods for Resilience Activity 

VSLA Minimum Standards 

o VSLA members should self-select unless there are compelling reasons to deviate from this principle. 

o A VSLA should include from 15-25 members. 

o Gender composition of VSLA groups can be mixed male and female or all-female depending on the 

targeting criteria and implementation realities of projects.  

 In the case of mixed VSLA groups, some additional space will be facilitated for women’s only 

discussions 

 In the case of women-only VSLA a Men & Boys Engagement strategy will be defined  

o Meetings held in a neutral location with a circle seating arrangement 

o Cash box with at least 2 padlocks (3 preferred); a key holder is chosen for each padlock 

o At least fortnightly meetings 

o Allow multiple shares (1-5 shares) and variable amounts of savings per member capacity in each 

meeting or season. 

o During the first year, the loan fund is generated entirely from contributions of individual members 

o All VSLAs should collect/maintain a separate social fund to assist members in times of need. The 

amount of member contributions, criteria for accessing, and terms for repayment (if expected) is 

decided by the group and stated clearly in group bylaws 

o Loan taken by an individual cannot exceed five times his/her savings (5:1 ratio). A 3:1 ratio is 

preferred. 

o Main ledger and individual pass book used and complemented by members memory of each meeting 

records. 

o Every group expected to conduct annual share-out 

o Typically five positions (chair, secretary, treasurer, and a minimum of two key holders) 

o The status and progress of every VSLA supported by CARE must be captured and compiled in the 

CARE (Access Africa) MIS 
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Action (SAA) process4 is implemented in the five gender-related sessions within the VESA 

Manual and as a training methodology for Woreda and Kebele Food Security Taskforces. The 

project also uses men and women who are early adopters of new behaviors, e.g. men taking 

on childcare or cooking responsibilities or women who farm, to share their experiences and 

practice new gender roles in cooking demonstrations either with a perma-garden harvest or as 

part of ad-hoc celebrations. Finally, Personal Advancement and Career Enhancement (PACE) 

life-skills training is given to select women, including VESA leaders and youth members5.  

2.  Key Learning Questions for the MTSR.  Following are summary responses from the 

MTSR to the key learning questions for this topic.  

How is the participation and leadership of women in VESA? Are there any spill-over effects? 

Women report economic empowerment, increased confidence, increased mobility, and better 

relationships with husbands and neighbors. VESAs create and strengthen social ties, 

especially for women who previously had nowhere to go and little to discuss with each other. 

Women’s VESA leadership has a positive spillover effect on other members, and VESA 

participation by women improves their immediate living situation with either husband or 

children.  

Is the SAA in Food Security programming working as designed? It is not clear whether the 

SAA process is working, since only a few VESAs have covered the SAA-related sessions in 

the VESA Manual, i.e., Discussion Sessions 5 and 8.  VESA members are getting gender 

messaging, however, and they most often reported being influenced by and enjoying the 

stories in the VESA Manual, the gender role models, and cooking demonstrations. They did 

not describe the SAA sessions as being influential, however. With stronger CF capacity 

building, clearer outcomes from participating in these VESA Manual discussions will likely 

improve.  

Are male attitudes and behaviors (e.g. household chores) changing in positive ways? The 

MTSR found some highly encouraging change occurring in male attitudes and behaviors. 

When both the husband and wife hear that “women and men are equal” from a third party in 

the VESA, they are given strong encouragement to explore new interactions at home. Social 

norm change is a slow process; and VESA members, especially men, are exploring new roles 

around cooking, taking care of children, listening more, speaking differently, and respecting 

spouses. Male VESA members already report that “I’m thinking of cooking” as well as “I 

already cook at home”. Women reported large gains in the way husbands communicate and 

respect them, and they feel emboldened to push for new ways of interacting when supported 

by VESA messaging. 

How does the Livelihoods for Resilience model work differently for Female-Headed 

Households (FHHs) vs women in Dual-Headed Households (DHHs)? Women from both 

FHHs and DHHs benefit from hearing that women are equal to men and from being able to 

access trainings and inputs. Members of DHHs benefit more from gender discussions, gain 

social networks from VESAs, and are diversifying income sources. Women from FHHs 

benefit more from access to VESA loans, realizing they can farm their own land, and gaining 

knowledge about raising their kids. FHHs find more hope in improving their lives in the 

                                                           
4 SAA is a social and behavioral change communication methodology that facilitates regularly recurring critical 

reflection and dialogue sessions. It is an approach that challenges social norms as underlying causes of poverty 

and social injustice and seeks to transform gender and social norms positively in favor of women’s 

empowerment. 
5 PACE is a life skills training curriculum for women and female youth, developed and funded by The Gap 

Foundation and adapted to the rural Ethiopian context. 
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VESA, while married women find more satisfaction in their home. Livelihoods 

diversification is a key element of the Livelihoods for Resilience graduation strategy, and one 

might argue that greater impact is achieved in households that have more labor capacity to 

undertake multiple livelihoods activities. However, FHHs with limited labor capacity are 

clearly benefitting from the project. Whether they are benefitting enough to graduate with 

resilience from the PSNP is an open question. 

What is the value-added of the PACE life-skills training? What outcomes are emerging for 

women? What improvements are required? The PACE life-skills training is a successful 

activity in which women practice skills in a group setting and go from being quiet to being 

comfortable speaking publicly. They report large, relevant gains in all interpersonal 

relationships. Young women, for example, reported increased confidence, ability to navigate 

finding income sources, and communicating positively with their parents. Women in dual-

headed households reported increased communication with their husbands and using PACE 

skills in decision-making and to calm tense situations with their husbands. FHHs reported 

new ways to talk to and engage with their children, demonstrating respect to them and, in 

turn, garnering more support from them. Women recommended that husbands be trained in 

these useful skills to accelerate improved communications in their relationships. There is 

strong evidence that the PACE training is effective, and the Life Skills Trainers are a project 

resource beyond PACE training, since they are trained in effective facilitation. 

C.  Livelihoods Pathways 

1.  Overview of the Strategy.  Livelihoods pathways in the Livelihoods for Resilience 

Activity mirror those used in the PSNP4 and include a crop and livestock pathway which 

covers production of crops and/or livestock, an off-farm pathway which comprises farm-

dependent or non-farm income-generating activities, and an employment pathway which 

encompasses wage employment, typically on nearby farms or in nearby towns or cities. The 

project encourages each household to expand and diversify their livelihoods portfolios along 

one or more of the three pathways. 

2.  Key Learning Questions for the MTSR.  Following are summary responses from the 

MTSR to the key learning questions for this topic.  

Is the project leading men/women/youth to the right decisions to diverse livelihoods options? 

If not, how are they making choices? In all of the woredas visited by the MTSR, participants 

expressed satisfaction with the information that they had received from the VESA platform, 

including from value chain product cards, video enhanced extension, technical skill trainings 

and demonstrations. The Livelihoods for Resilience Activity strategy in supporting 

households to make informed decisions toward diversifying livelihoods options appears to be 

working. 

Utility of business skills training and the Work Ready Now (WRN) and Be Your Own Boss 

(BYOB) curricula? Do they contribute to new opportunities? The WRN and BYOB curricula 

are in wide use across the project areas, and they are important and highly appreciated by 

youth.  Youth confirmed that the trainings enabled them to navigate their environment, work 

well with others, work well in the work place, increased confidence, and enabled them to plan 

future goals. With stronger post training support, these outcomes could be further reinforced. 

Technical and Vocational Education Training (TVET) linkages remain limited. How can the 

project make better use of that resource? TVET linkages have not been easy in all the 

regions, and many issues affect success in enabling youth trainees to find employment. These 

include, for example, TVETs offering limited training fields and curricula for short-term 

vocational skills trainings, shortages of competent TVET trainers, limited tools and 
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equipment for training, and limited post-training counseling and support like financial 

services.  

Equity for women in opportunities in the three livelihoods pathways? The Livelihoods for 

Resilience Activity is making commendable efforts to narrow gender gaps across all of the 

livelihoods pathways. More effort could be made, however, to break down traditional norms 

in some occupations that are economically gainful but dominated by males, for example, in 

vocational skills like automobile mechanics, electricians and carpentry. 

How can the micro-franchise model be applied in other ways? There are some indications 

that there is potential to replicate the micro-franchise model in other sectors such as 

improving access to small sized packages of vegetable seeds from agro-dealers, grain 

treatment chemicals for preventing pest damage on crops in storage, safe water treatment 

chemicals, and sanitation pads for women and girls. These products are in high demand by 

the community, and there are opportunities for linking some of these to skills training 

programs, like the UNICEF sanitation pad production from local materials. 

D.  Market Systems & Value Chain Development 

1.  Overview of the Strategy. The Livelihoods for Resilience Activity has selected ten priority 

value chains which receive support throughout the project’s lifetime. Households are 

encouraged to diversify their income generating activities, and they are expected to select one 

or more value chains to start but then to diversify to additional value chains over time. The 

project aims to develop market systems that support PSNP households in their selected value 

chain participation by working on input supply, modern production techniques, collectives 

and networks, and marketing. On input supply, the project works to establish agro-dealers 

who sell products suitable for targeted PSNP households.  

2.  Key Learning Questions for the MTSR.  Following are summary responses from the 

MTSR to the key learning questions for this topic.  

Are the selected value chains showing potential for transformative growth towards 

graduation? All value chains selected have high potential to support households to graduate 

with resilience. SNV completed an extensive exercise to identify those value chains that can 

promote transformative growth. Information on input costs, revenue and profits are shown in 

the product cards, and nearly all cards predict convincing returns. Questionable returns can be 

expected for potato when oxen and land are rented, for wheat with a profit of 856 ETB per 

annum in Amhara and 404 to 533 ETB per annum in Tigray, and wheat and kidney beans 

which show less than 1,850 ETB per annum when oxen and land and oxen and labor, 

respectively, are rented in SNNPR.  

Households are mostly selecting shoat fattening. How can the Livelihoods for Resilience 

Activity facilitate more diversified production choices? Households are choosing shoat 

production for a variety of reasons. These include loan size, i.e., larger loans are provided for 

shoat production than for crop production, and the easy market for shoats. Loans that arrive 

late for shoat fattening are not a problem compared to late loans for crops which are basically 

useless if they arrive after the crop has been planted. The perceived risk of shoats is also 

smaller than for other investments since households have long experience with shoat 

production. The time investment is also relatively low in shoats, leaving time for other 

income-generating activities. Value chains that have some of these characteristics will have 

higher adoption rates. If the project wants greater selection of other value chains, then the 

issues of easy markets, late loans, and risk reduction through training, mentoring and support 

should be addressed.   
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Are the value chain strategies helping guide the teams? How could those be more useful? 

Value chain intervention strategies and implementation guidelines for strengthening input 

supply, production, collectives and networks have been developed for each value chain.  

These, however, have not been tailored to the specific structures and capacities of IPs. The 

MTSR observed, for example, that ORDA value chain staff in Amhara are more involved in 

various value chain activities at the zonal level. REST staff, on the other hand, are more 

engaged in providing value chain development support at the VESA and CF level. SNV has a 

clear vision on the role of IPs, but they acknowledged that activities are not always 

implemented according to the strategy set out by them because IPs operate differently.  

Tailored implementation guides for each region would facilitate more effective 

implementation of value chain development strategies.  

Are innovation fund and current/planned investments going to integrate market systems 

benefitting the PSNP households? The innovation funds used thus far by the Livelihoods for 

Resilience Activity have been invested in establishing agro-dealers. Both agro-dealers and 

targeted households have reported that they are happy with their relationships, and it is 

expected that they will continue doing business after the project phases out. In other 

proposals for private sector investment awards from the Innovation Fund, many ideas have 

merit in benefitting PSNP households by solving bottlenecks in value chains.   

Are equitable opportunities being created for women? Although significant numbers of 

women are participating in value chain activities6, the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity 

could do more in creating equitable opportunities for women in targeted value chains. The 

value chains were selected using opportunities for social inclusion as a criterion. After 

selection, however, little attention has been given to proactively changing existing traditional 

gender roles. Nearly 84% of participating women are engaged in only two value chains, shoat 

fattening and poultry, which are activities traditionally undertaken by women. While the 

project has been somewhat successful in encouraging women to engage in other types of 

value chain activities, the project is not doing enough yet to facilitate broader scale 

behavioral change on gender roles. 

E.  Financial Services 

1.  Overview of the Strategy.  The Livelihoods for Resilience Activity builds capacities of 

participating households through VESAs to be able to self-manage savings and loan activities 

and to use loan and share-out capital in effectively managed income-generating activities. 

The project also leverages capital from MFIs through a loan guarantee fund to make capital 

available to participating households for value chain-related income-generating activities. 

The loan guarantee fund seeks to facilitate long-term lending relationships between MFIs and 

participating households, building interest in MFIs to consider the poor as potential markets 

for their financial services.  

2.  Key Learning Questions for the MTSR.  Following are summary responses from the 

MTSR to the key learning questions for this topic.  

What are the benefits from having Memoranda of Understanding (MoU) with MFIs in the 

Livelihoods for Resilience Activity? Are PSNP households equally served by MFIs, i.e., are 

they being considered viable long-term clients by MFIs?  Despite having worked with PSNP 

households in both the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity and the previous GRAD project, 

the MFIs are still taking an overly cautious approach to serving them. This appears to be 

                                                           
6 The most recent quarterly monitoring report available to the MTSR team for Year 3 Quarter 2 (January 

through March) reported that 43.3% of the total-to-date number of clients who engaged in crop and livestock 

activities (value chains) were women.    
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more problematic in the Southern Nations, Nationalities and Peoples’ Region (SNNPR), 

although there is evidence to suggest that participating households are more likely to receive 

MFI loans than other PSNP households7.   

Does the Loan Guarantee Fund mechanism incentivize MFIs?  Does it create dependency? 

The loan guarantee fund is a good start to motivating MFIs to serve PSNP households, but it 

is not a sufficient incentive. Several of the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity MFIs received 

loan guarantee funds under GRAD which would suggest that the guarantee funds may not be 

incentivizing them. The MFIs are also providing loans to other PSNP4 households without 

the project, although in these cases, the regional governments are often guaranteeing these 

loans. It is worth noting that the loan guarantee rate decreased for ACSI between GRAD and 

Livelihoods for Resilience and the provision of loans by ACSI is going well, suggesting that 

the guarantee process is working a bit at least. Given the large potential market for 

microfinance services, this new and little understood market segment constitutes a relatively 

small portion of the portfolio of these already sustainable institutions. They suggest that they 

do not really need to access this market, and the transactions costs are relatively high for 

them to do so.  

Do MFIs intend to continue providing services after the project? Do households intend to 

seek additional loans from the MFIs? Many households who have learned to manage loans 

effectively in the project are indeed seeking additional MFIs services, and some of them are 

actually being served. The MFIs’ willingness to serve this market sustainably appears to be 

dependent more on the feasibility of the business plans that households are submitting with 

loan applications. Where these are done well, i.e., reflect returns and costs flows that are 

likely to be realized, MFIs will provide services. The issues of collateral and documentation 

requirements and the relatively high operational costs for making small loans available to 

PSNP households will also likely continue to make alternative client groups more attractive 

to MFIs, except in cases where the MFI has relationships that facilitate meeting these 

requirements.  In Tigray, for example, DECSI works closely with local administration and the 

staff of DECSI and REST consider themselves as working for “sister” companies. The same 

is true, albeit to a lesser extent, in Amhara with ACSI and ORDA. There is greater capacity 

through these relationships for the MFIs to know their clients and receive follow-up support 

on loan application and repayment. Many households in Tigray especially, and to a lesser 

extent in Amhara, had already received MFI loans prior to the Livelihoods for Resilience 

Activity, but nearly all of those in SNNPR had not.   

Are financial services, including in VESAs, being equitably provided to women? Is this 

economically empowering for them? While it can be said that women are served fairly 

equally with men mainly because MFIs have learned that women are ‘good’ loan clients, 

access to MFI loans is still generally low for both men and women, although over 38,000 

households have received MFI loans facilitated by the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity.  It 

is too early to evaluate if the service is economically empowering women. For VESAs, on the 

other hand, women members are certainly being treated equitably and are being empowered 

economically by the income they are generating from investments of savings, loan and share-

out capital. This applies to where VESAs are effectively managing savings mobilization. In 

                                                           
7 As an example, CARE reported that in the first nine months of Ethiopian Fiscal Year 2011 (11 September 

2018 to 10 September 2019 on the Gregorian calendar), the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity facilitated 

access to MFI credit for 2,036 households in SNNPR, and CARE has also learned that the PSNP4 facilitated 

access to MFI loans for 5,097 households. Since the project had targeted 21,813 households in SNNPR, the 

likelihood of a project household in SNNPR getting access to MFI credit was 9%. The PSNP4 has targeted 

about 208,288 households, so the likelihood of a PSNP household in SNNPR getting access to MFI credit was 

only 2%.  Project households are more likely to get access to MFI credit in SNNPR.   
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Tigray and Amhara, where VESAs are not distributing timely share-outs, systematically 

changing VESA leadership, or holding VESA meetings often and regularly, the financial 

benefits from VESA participation are substantially reduced.  

How do households feel about financial terms and conditions, e.g. mandatory savings, timing 

of repayment? There are serious challenges on some terms and conditions for MFI loans, 

including loan duration, loan repayment schedules, and documentation requirements to obtain 

loans, including evidence of clearance from old debts. There are clearly mis-matches between 

loan repayment schedules and actual business cash flow since the repayment schedules have 

to be based on business plans submitted with loan applications that are simply not done well. 

In the case of shoat fattening, for example, the business plans prepared with the support of 

project CFs assume proper feeding and veterinary care, and sales are predicted after three 

months. In practice, however, some households allow animals to free range without 

supplemental feeding and do not treat for parasites. In such cases, it takes five to six months 

for a shoat to achieve optimal sales weight. To repay the loan at three months as stipulated in 

the loan repayment schedule based on the business plan, the participant has to either sell the 

animal for a reduced price or become delinquent on loan repayment. There are arguments to 

be made that loan repayment does not necessarily need to come from activity cash flow in 

which the loan is invested, but these alternative sources of payment should certainly be 

reflected in the business plan for the activity, and they are usually not described. 

What are the opportunities for promoting more diverse and flexible financial services for 

men/women? To promote more diverse and flexible financial services, there is a need to 

improve the capacities of MFIs, especially to enable them to have more appreciation for the 

PSNP market, to tailor products and services to the market, to expand their own liquidity, and 

to expand their field outreach. That said, the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity and its 

predecessor, GRAD, have had these issues on the table almost from the start, without getting 

many concessions from the MFIs. Perhaps it is time to reexamine the potential for expanding 

the financial services of Rural Savings and Credit Cooperatives (RUSACCOs). 

F.  Nutrition & Nutrition-Sensitive Agriculture 

1.  Overview of the Strategy. Social and behavioral change communication using the VESA 

platform forms the mainstay approach used by the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity to 

address nutrition. The VESA Manual covers eight nutrition and nutrition-related issues, 

addressing household resource management, nutrition sensitive agriculture (NSA), Maternal, 

Infant and Young Child Nutrition, hygiene and sanitation, and family planning. In addition, 

backyard production of vegetables using keyhole and perma-garden approaches along with 

cooking demonstrations to ensure healthy and appropriate preparation and consumption of 

the produce has been rolled out by all IPs with varying degrees of coverage. The project has 

also introduced small-scale poultry rearing using voucher incentives to enhance awareness 

and consumption of poultry products.  

2.  Key Learning Questions for the MTSR.  Following are summary responses from the 

MTSR to the key learning questions for this topic.  

Does nutrition education delivered by non-nutrition facilitators work? Are the VESA sessions 

appropriate and doable? There is not enough data to support the argument either way. The 

VESA discussions addressing nutrition are concentrated toward the end of the VESA 

Manual, and no VESAs have reached these sessions yet. The content of the sessions appears 

to be appropriate, however, and doable by a lay facilitator. Feedback from the CFs during the 

MTSR, however, indicates that there will be a need for refresher training when the VESAs 
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reach these discussions, and there should be good background reading/reference materials 

made available to CFs. 

Are households finding balance between income and consumption?  In areas where perma-

gardens and poultry voucher activities have been rolled out, the overall tendency for 

households leans toward consumption. This is consistent with preliminary findings from a 

serial data survey that REST is collecting to analyze the trend, and IPs reported similar 

trends. 

Why is adoption of the perma-garden approach low in many areas? What should the 

Livelihoods for Resilience Activity do about this? Interest and adoption of perma-gardens is 

generally higher in Amhara and Tigray and lower in SNNPR. Some of the factors 

contributing to this are poor quality seed available in SNNPR leading to failure of the first 

harvest, a strong preference by participants to focus on cash crops, and water shortages. Lack 

of awareness on the benefits does not seem to be a contributing factor to reduced adoption in 

SNNPR.  

Is the poultry voucher intervention working as an incentive to market-based poultry 

production? The status of the poultry voucher activities is similar across all IPs, and none of 

the chickens obtained through vouchers have started laying eggs. It is too early to draw 

conclusions on whether the vouchers are inducing growth in the poultry value chain. 

However, overall interest appears to be high with households asking for more pullets and 

building bigger coops to accommodate more than the six birds that they are getting through 

vouchers. 

The Livelihoods for Resilience Activity tries to layer with other nutrition programs. What 

have been the successes, failures, and opportunities? In areas where REST and ORDA are 

implementing both the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity and Development Food Security 

Activities (DFSAs), layering is working well and regular joint planning and information 

sharing is happening. There is a limited joint planning and reviews, however, with other 

nutrition activities such as Growth through Nutrition (GtN) and the Sustainable 

Undernutrition Reduction in Ethiopia (SURE) Programme in the woredas visited by the 

MTSR.  

G.  Climate Change Adaptation and Resilience 

1.  Overview of the Strategy.  In the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity, VESA Discussion 

Sessions #3 (Climate Change and Its Impacts), #13 (Developing a Vision of Climate 

Resilience), #14 (Actions to Move Toward Resilience Part 1) and #25 (Actions to Move 

Toward Resilience Part 2) are building household and community absorption and adaptation 

capacities. The Livelihoods for Resilience Activity has also implemented Climate 

Vulnerability and Capacity Assessments (CVCA) in kebeles representing different agro-

ecological zones in each region to identify climate risks, inventory household and community 

capacities for mitigating the risks, and identify specific actions that can be undertaken by 

households and communities to build resilience to climate change. Finally, the Livelihoods 

for Resilience Activity is implementing a Participatory Scenario Planning (PSP) process 

which transforms seasonal weather forecasts into action advisories and builds capacities of 

households, communities and systems to anticipate shocks.             

2. Key Questions for the MTSR. Following are summary responses from the MTSR to the 

key learning questions for this topic.  

Is CVCA seen as an effective tool for catalyzing action and can it be implemented at scale?  

The CVCA is a very useful tool for contextualizing climate-change adaptation approaches 
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and is critical to the VESA capacity building process. It does not need to be implemented at 

scale if the kebeles in which it is done are representative of the existing agro-ecological 

zones. It is not likely to be replicated by the Government of Ethiopia (GoE) as is, however, 

but parts of the CVCA process could possibly be incorporated in the GoE planning/ 

budgeting process. The MTSR did observe a bit of confusion among project implementers, 

however, as to whether the project has any responsibility to facilitate the scaling up or 

replication of the CVCA process.       

Are behaviors changing because of CVCA learning? In what ways? Very few VESAs have 

completed session #14 in which the CVCA summary report is to be used, so it is too early to 

see much behavioral change that can be attributed to the CVCA process.  

Is the PSP a model that is being embraced by the counterpart institutions and is there a 

chance for scale-up and replication? There are sparks of interest here and there among 

stakeholders, especially in the Zonal and Woreda Early Warning Departments and the 

Meteorological Department, but there is not yet enough interest to facilitate 

institutionalization of the approach, and the question of resources to be able to scale-up and 

replicate the process is not being addressed.   

How else can the project help households cope with the effects of climate change? There are 

no major gaps in the Climate Change Adaptation (CCA) strategy. The activities that the 

Livelihoods for Resilience Activity is implementing are good core activities for building 

CCA capacities, and the focus should be on doing these well, not adding new activities at this 

point in the life of the project. 

 

H. Innovation Fund 

1.  Overview of the Strategy. There are three types of Innovation Fund awards that are made 

in the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity. These include large grants of up to $250,000 for 

innovation and technology, private sector investment grants of $3,000 to $10,000 to 

entrepreneurs, small businesses, cooperatives and others for investments that directly impact 

project households and value chains, and learning grants of $3,000 to $10,000 to 

organizations, financial institutions, research centers, individuals, and/or businesses for 

development and/or testing of other innovative technologies such as new financial products, 

labor-saving devices for women, post-harvest storage, or food processing.    

2. Key Questions for the MTSR.  Following are summary responses from the MTSR to the 

key learning questions for this topic.  

Are the large Innovation Fund grants adding value and contributing to project objectives? 

How can these be improved?  The Education Development Center (EDC) and Digital Green 

awards have added value on youth employment training using the WRN and BYOB 

approaches and on digital extension videos, respectively, although the videos do not reinforce 

enough the project’s cross-cutting messages on nutrition and gender. The value of the 

International Development Enterprise (iDE) award is pending, since the process of 

establishing a market-based network for manufacture, sales and service for a specific type of 

small-scale irrigation pump technology is not yet completed (although more should certainly 

be in place by now).  

Will the agro-dealer network sustainably improve input supply for Livelihoods for Resilience 

Activity households. How to improve: better linkages? more dealers? different model? The 

agro-dealer strategy is sound and the approach is based on evidence from GRAD with 

improvements intended to build confidence and independence in agro-dealers. Insufficient 
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mentoring and support, especially after the transfer of funds, and incomplete understanding of 

the agro-dealer strategy at the frontlines in some places has hindered progress.   

How can the Innovation Fund model and flow chart be improved for generating ideas and 

converting them to action?  The biggest constraint for the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity 

is less the flow chart and more the insufficient capacity in the project to generate and flesh 

out good ideas to feed into the process. A second big constraint is the inability of the teams to 

implement effectively those ideas that have been processed, given the heavy workloads that 

implementation staff already have.  

I.  Collaboration 

1.  Overview of the Strategy.  Collaboration with key stakeholders in the Livelihoods for 

Resilience Activity follows collaboration guidelines, which aim at detailing events and issues 

that will lead to productive relations with project stakeholders. The project shares, 

collaborates, and cooperates to the extent possible with the PSNP4 at the federal, regional and 

woreda levels. The project also ensures that there is minimal duplication of effort and 

resources by strategically layering project activities with other projects such as DFSAs and 

GtN. The project has also documented lessons learned from project implementation and has 

shared these widely.  

2.  Key Learning Questions for the MTSR.  Following are summary responses from the 

MTSR to the key learning questions for this topic.  

Partnership with the PSNP 4: gaps/success/ways forward? The MTSR observed variation 

across the woredas visited with some places having strong relationships and collaboration 

with the PSNP4 and others less so. In some areas, it was evident that the Woreda Food 

Security Task Force and the Livelihoods for Resilience woreda team do not meet frequently, 

once a month or less. Factors contributing to this include lack of motivation among project 

staff to meet regularly, reduced importance given to cultivating these relationships, and staff 

workload which forces them to prioritize other activities that are perceived as more 

important.  

Effectiveness of layering with DFSAs?  The Livelihoods for Resilience Activity has cultivated 

strong collaboration with DFSAs in Amhara and Tigray Regions as a result of sustained 

efforts in response to initial challenges. With ORDA in Amhara Region, the layering with the 

DFSA has been effective due to monthly meetings between the two projects. These meetings 

were formally scheduled in a detailed layering plan and serve as a platform to discuss issues 

and gaps related to layering, an issue that is important to both projects. The meetings are then 

further complemented with quarterly reporting at the regional level. In Amhara Region, the 

VESA platform has been used to provide complementary trainings by DFSA staff on hygiene 

and sanitation, water, sanitation and hygiene activities, and family planning. With REST in 

Tigray Region, layering with the DFSA is most reflected in the sharing of human resources. 

The DFSA nutrition and gender specialists provide technical support to the Livelihoods for 

Resilience Activity. 

Other field-based collaboration: success stories and factors for that success? Strong 

collaboration was observed in ORDA’s Meket cluster. This success has been driven mainly 

by the work ethic and visibility of the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity cluster manager. 

The Woreda Food Security Task Force in Meket Woreda mentioned many times that the 

cluster manager has been instrumental in keeping them informed and engaged. This cluster 

manager is constantly engaging with the woreda administration, and the project should look 

for ways to share this experience and the benefits it induces with other clusters.  
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Any evidence of government application of the VESA model? Where/ how/ outcomes/ 

constraints? The MTSR did not see any evidence during field visits in which the government 

has applied the VESA model. Livelihoods for Resilience staff, however, described an 

initiative in South Tigray cluster in which the GoE has tried to apply the VESA model with 

PSNP beneficiaries not participating in the project. The initiative has faced challenges with 

insufficient manpower and resources to implement a full VESA process, but the GoE 

participants have reported being positive about the effort. The MTSR team found that there is 

interest from different levels of the GoE in the VESA approach; but with only a year 

remaining in PSNP4, it is too late to introduce new approaches. 

IV.  RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE REMAINING LIFE OF THE LIVELIHOODS 

FOR RESILIENCE ACTIVITY  

The MTSR formulated fifteen recommendations that represent actions that can be taken in 

the remaining life of the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity with the resources available that 

will enhance, leverage or facilitate the sustainability of the impact being generated. 

A.  RECOMMENDATION #1: Strengthen Capacities of Community Facilitators  

1. Specific MTSR Observations. VESA members who are in a VESA run by a “star CF” 

enjoy, love, and appreciate the discussions and teachings in the VESA Manual. These 

members find each and every topic meaningful and relevant to their lives, even when they did 

not immediately understand its relevance. When asked if there is anything that should be cut, 

removed, or condensed, they insist that there is nothing that should be removed. They view 

the interlinked nature of the sessions as useful and appreciate that the project does not focus 

on only one element, “this project is everything for us and for our lives.”  VESA members 

who are in a VESA run by a “weak CF”, however, do not report these gains. Instead, they 

describe learning about and practicing how to save, accessing small loans, and engaging in 

value chain activities, primarily around poultry. These members report that meeting more 

times a month is impossible given their workload, that there is no need for two passbooks 

since the household does not have enough money to save, and that there is no reason for joint 

couple attendance. These members perceive the project offering much less, focusing on only 

a few areas, and feel somewhat burdened by the project and its requests for their time.  

The capacity of the CF is the lynchpin to making the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity 

model effective for inspiring household graduation from the PSNP. CFs should be strong, 

confident, knowledgeable facilitators who are able to get people talking, thinking, and 

communicating on a given topic in a fun and inspiring way. The MTSR found some CFs are 

shy, lack confidence, and are even outshined by VESA members who have more education.  

As a result, there is a wide range of capabilities for CFs to be able to implement the VESA 

Manual as envisioned.  

CFs reported that the VESA Manual is “very good” and “easy”. However, in practice, CFs 

appear to use mainly the larger points for a single session and few of the details. This 

explains how CFs are able to report delivering a session, and VESA members report basic 

messaging. The stories in the VESA Manual are easier to facilitate and therefore are included 

most frequently by all CFs. This is also true for the showing of Digital Green value chain 

videos, which VESA members mentioned with far more frequency than VESA Manual 

discussions. These delivery practices are reinforced by an IP mentality that they must “get 

through” the VESA Manual and therefore are pushing to “check off” sessions rather than 

investing in quality facilitation of those sessions.  

2.  Operationalizing the Recommendation. Moving forward, a major theme for the 

Livelihoods for Resilience Activity toward improving the functioning of VESAs is to build 
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the capacities of CFs to deliver the VESA Manual so that all VESA members have the “best 

of” experience from a “star CF”. The project should use quarterly refresher trainings for 

existing CFs to reinforce the concept of a “star CF”. This training, which would focus on an 

upcoming cluster of VESA Discussion Sessions, e.g., 1 through 5, 6 through 12, and so on, 

should cover six elements.  

1. Model CFs (or PACE Life Skills Trainers) should facilitate warm-ups and a 

practice facilitation exercise 

2. A walk through for each Session 

3. CFs should break into smaller groups and then deliver the session to the others 

4. Debrief as a group, tips and tricks for implementation, brainstorming 

5. Technical staff should provide a short background to each session and Q&A time 

6. Review the last session groupings: what was unexpected during implementation? 

What did not work and what did and why? Notes should be taken to improve and 

incorporate into future trainings 

During each quarterly refresher training, model CFs should be identified and rewarded. Time 

should also be made available to facilitate sharing of experiences, lessons learned and 

challenges from the previous quarter that were not raised under point #6 above. While CFs 

are the targeted trainees, all staff should attend to enhance supervision of CFs (see 

Recommendation #3 below).  

B.  RECOMMENDATION #2: Recruit Additional Community Facilitators 

1. Specific MTSR Observations. The MTSR found CF workloads ranging from 8 to 18 

VESAs, while the targeted VESA load for a CF in the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity is 

intended to be 10 to 12, depending on population and distance. CFs meet each VESA, run 

VESA Manual discussions, and complete house-to-house visits. The core activities during 

these visits is to ensure members are paying back VESA loans, MFI loans, or individually 

helping participants fill out business plans and other forms. While in some cases, CFs appear 

overworked and required to do too many things in a short time, the bigger question for the 

project is whether CFs really understand what it means to be a facilitator. Rather than 

perceiving themselves to be facilitators for effective small group discussions and providing 

referrals to technical and financial resources, the MTSR found that most CFs feel like they 

need to be technical experts themselves.  

Under pressure to produce immediate tangible benefits for households, many CFs start to 

focus on inputs, savings, and linkages to MFIs, essentially promoting the financial aspects of 

the project. As a result, they are not always concerned with achieving real behavioral change 

and will hold multiple VESA sessions at the same time, utilize VESA leaders to deliver 

VESA Manual discussions, or end sessions quickly so they can move on to other VESAs. 

Sometimes, because of workload, CFs are not able to show up on time or, occasionally, not 

show up at all for a scheduled VESA Discussion meeting8. When this happens, the interest of 

VESA members diminishes, which further demoralizes the CF.  

CFs describe a variety of logistical challenges in reaching VESAs with distance, travel time 

and trying to schedule meetings with VESAs that do not overlap or conflict with each other. 

They may spend up to two hours to travel to remote, difficult-to-reach VESAs and spend 

their own money in order to do so. This was listed as especially difficult for female CFs, one 

                                                           
8 There is a distinction between meetings with VESAs for the purpose of covering a VESA Manual Discussion 

Session versus the regular savings/lending meetings that are held by VESAs after the saving and lending 

methodology has been established.  CFs need to facilitate the VESA Manual Discussion Sessions.  They do not 

need to attend, however, every VESA saving/lending meeting. 
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of whom was interviewed with a new baby on her back. The current recommended VESA-

load does not consider these barriers.    

2.  Operationalizing the Recommendation. The MTSR recommends that the Livelihoods for 

Resilience Activity conduct an analysis of the current workload for each CF, including 

geographic distance, topography, and the number of households reached to identify where 

acute workload issues exist. Additional CFs should be recruited to achieve a contextualized 

workload model which modifies the current recommended workload of 10 to 12 VESAs per 

CF to a more equitable work load given these other factors of distance, topography and 

household numbers. 

The MTSR considered three options to enabling the project to achieve a better match between 

CF workload and the quality of CF delivery. These options were (1) to have a bigger, more 

skilled team of CFs, (2) to reduce the CF workload with a simpler manual and process, or (3) 

to reduce the total participant targets to a more manageable level9. As reflected in 

Recommendations #1 and #2, the MTSR chose the first option since the project has made a 

commitment to achieve the scope reflected in the VESA Manual at the scale represented in 

the target numbers of participants, most of whom have already been selected and formed into 

VESAs. It is possible to tweak the manual with some adjustments, but the biggest impact is 

likely to be achieved with a larger team of well-trained CFs.  

 

C.  RECOMMENDATION #3: Strengthen Systems for Supervising and Supporting 

Community Facilitators 

1. Specific MTSR Observations. The MTSR found some uniformity in immediate supervisor 

to CF ratios, with the exception of REST. For ORDA (8.1 CFs per supervisor), ASE (7.2) and 

CARE (9.5), the ratio of supervisor to CF is fairly consistent. For REST, however, the ratio is 

much higher, at 15.5 CFs per supervisor. Current supervisory systems for monitoring and 

supporting CFs, however, appear to be piecemeal and unenforced. Direct CF supervisors 

reported traveling to VESAs for observation once a month or “when they have time,” which 

means rarely in many cases. An example from a CF supervisor who mentors seven CFs 

describes the process that she uses: 

“I have a plan each week to go to this place or that… When I go to the 

community, I observe the facilitators and see them do the discussion or I do 

the VESA and they watch. Then we talk about it and we talk about what they 

took from me, what knowledge, and what challenges they are facing. We meet 

four times a month, and we get to know each other in that meeting. Not only 

that but they also have a practice session. Also, the CFs go to another area 

where a CF is doing good and they go see how they did it. Observing is the 

best way to learn.”  

This example was exceptional throughout the MTSR data collection. It is also notable that 

this supervisor said the VESA Manual was overwhelming for her weaker CFs. Some other 

CF supervisors mentioned observing a VESA once every two months or so. Technical 

Officers who are meant to provide support to CFs on their specialty sessions reported little 

contact with CFs or a simplistic “I train them, then they implement” process. If a Technical 

                                                           
9 It is worth noting that the project is struggling with the tension between developing approaches that can be 

scaled up or replicated by the GoE versus enabling a significant number of households, 97,900 in this case, to 

graduate with resilience form PSNP4. The latter seems to be more important to the project, given that most of 

the project strategy is oriented toward achieving that purpose. As indicated in Table 1 on page 3, only Expected 

Outcome 4.2 says anything about scalability or replication.       
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Officer did report directly observing CFs, she/he would only have time to visit one or two per 

month, when they actually are meant to support up to ten CFs.  

The more common supervisory practice was to hold a monthly meeting with all CFs in a 

woreda or cluster. Although supervisors reported covering the VESA Manual in these 

meetings, they did not mention practice sessions or modeling of strong facilitation. 

Supervisors of CFs do not always value the purpose of the Discussion Sessions. While there 

is some variation between IPs, the MTSR found that in some clusters, supervisors were 

placing more value on the financially tangible aspects of the project and encouraging CFs to 

push VESA members into value chain/livelihoods activities. Woreda Team Leaders also 

often have a variety of tasks that push supervision of CFs to the sidelines.  

2.  Operationalizing the Recommendation. The Livelihoods for Resilience Activity should 

strengthen existing supervisory systems and guidelines for monitoring and supporting CFs. 

This would involve reviewing current CF supervision plans and exploring different 

supervision pathways among IPs with discussion on the benefits and costs of each. Job 

descriptions may need to be revised and modified to better support CFs. The project should 

also implement a pairing of strong and weak CFs for coaching and mentoring. It would also 

be useful to create a periodic award for the most improved CF. As part of supervision 

planning, supervisors should be requested to develop a calendar for observation of CFs with 

detailed debriefing guidelines to provide feedback to CFs. One way to improve the 

supervisory relationship would be to break down each VESA Manual session by degree of 

facilitation difficulty. Within each session, identify “beginner” activities, e.g., the stories, and 

which elements are “intermediate” or “advanced” activity. Using this structure, CFs would be 

able to understand their level, work on improvement, and supervisors could set personalized 

iterative benchmarks. For the REST CF to supervisor ratio, the project may want to consider 

hiring an additional supervisory layer.  

D. RECOMMENDATION #4: Expand Husband & Wife Joint Participation in VESAs 

1. Specific MTSR Observations. When both husbands and wives participate in VESAs, the 

gains are big, both for women and the household as a whole. Couples who attend together 

have higher enjoyment, view the sessions as more relevant and meaningful in their lives, and 

describe more behavioral change. Having couples attend together strengthens the uptake of 

the messaging and their abilities to implement new ways of interacting with each other. When 

couples attend together, they each catch different elements of the discussion and then, 

afterwards, help each other understand the content. In effect, they practice discussing and 

learning from each other, further strengthening their relationship.  

The MTSR found large regional differences within the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity, 

however, regarding the inclusion of women as passbook holders and some conflicting 

evidence on husbands and wives attending VESAs regularly. Having a passbook is important 

to the process since people who hold a passbook appear more likely to attend VESA sessions 

and feel a sense of engagement with the project. The targeting methods used by IPs heavily 

influences who is a passbook holder. The methods ranged from telling participants “this is a 

project for women, and we’d like you both to come to the meetings” to asking only the PSNP 

card holder (usually a man) to hold a VESA passbook. The MTSR also heard reports that the 

project first discussed with participants the opportunity for taking an MFI loan and then 

provided a VESA passbook to the person who would likely take the MFI loan. The simplest 

and most effective targeting strategy was to encourage households to include both the 

husband and the wife, noting that it is a project for both, but with an emphasis on women. 

When this strategy was used, women noted that their husbands pushed and encouraged them 

to come to the VESA.  
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The most frequently mentioned barrier to women from dual-headed households holding their 

own passbook, by IPs and male VESA members, was the lack of money to purchase shares in 

two passbooks. IPs with higher rates of joint husband and wife participation overcame this 

barrier by encouraging potential VESA members to participate in the project with two 

passbooks, suggesting: “if he saves 10 birr, you can save 5 birr.” There was limited evidence 

found to suggest that men’s unwillingness to let their wives participate is a strong barrier. A 

small percentage of cases do exist, yet CFs interviewed reported that after the first share out 

had occurred and the financial benefits of the VESA became apparent, husbands felt more 

comfortable encouraging their wives to participate.  

Couples who both participate in the VESA did not report negative effects from the joint 

participation, but just the opposite. They were excited and thankful for their participation. 

Where both men and women held passbooks, the members felt having two passbooks was 

useful, and they did not cite issues with having enough money to purchase shares. Difficulties 

with maintaining the household workload also did not appear to be an issue when joint-

attendance and multiple passbooks were encouraged by staff during targeting. Most 

households were able to overcome this challenge in order to reap the benefits of joint 

participation.  

2.  Operationalizing the Recommendation. The Livelihoods for Resilience gender team 

should lead the development and dissemination of a strategy toward encouraging couple 

attendance to discussion sessions. An additional story line should be developed around a 

VESA couple who attends together versus a household who only sends one person to the 

VESA. The story should emphasize the benefits and costs of joint-attendance and how 

challenges of time management and care for children as well as livestock can be addressed. A 

checklist should be developed for CFs to help them “make the ask” for couples’ joint 

attendance, and protocols should be developed for the CF to encourage men and women to 

invite their partners to join the VESA meeting at the time of the share out. The project should 

also consider amending the job description of the Life Skills Trainer to include training for 

CFs around a short, fun, and participatory activity to be delivered by CFs prior to share out.  

E.  RECOMMENDATION #5: Strengthen Project-Wide Commitment to Women’s 

Inclusion 

1. Specific MTSR Observations. Although the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity has a 

strong commitment to women’s empowerment and social transformation and implements 

interventions at the individual, household, and community levels, there is room for 

improvement. In general, there is a strong commitment to gender from the Consortium 

Coordination Unit (CCU) in Addis Ababa, yet this is diluted at the level of IPs with each 

partner adopting its own interpretation of gender-related project mandates. At the frontlines, 

the attention to and ability to garner the participation of women appears to be curtailed by the 

numerical dominance of male staff and their behaviors in everyday interactions. 

The MTSR began data collection initially with a focus group discussion with four VESA 

couples, a total of eight people. This arrangement, however, proved to be a complete silencer 

for women and was subsequently changed. The men were eager to talk, raising their hands 

excitedly, and even interrupting the interview to make their comments. Women, on the other 

hand, were far less eager and spontaneous. They would participate upon being asked, but 

their answers were brief, often not more than saying “we agree with the men” or “we are a 

household, so I share his thought”.  In other women-only focus group discussions, however, 

women were rushing to speak and nearly talking over each other. Women are savvy assessors 

of power dynamics and, simply put, have something to say, but only when the space is made 

and the moment is right. Although VESA membership has afforded them improvements in 
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mobility, knowledge and skills, and altered household workload responsibilities in positive 

ways for women, these dynamics have not found their way into everyday interaction.  

Implementing staff are key to addressing this imbalance in participation, but even among 

staff, these patterns persist. In interviews during the MTSR with multiple staff at the same 

time, male staff members would repeatedly interrupt the interview to make their points. Many 

times during interviews or discussions, men had to be reminded that interviewers wanted to 

hear from their female counterparts. At one women-only focus group discussion, the male CF 

was nearby and the women participants cheered when he was asked to step away from the 

group. The only explanation that made sense at the time was that the women enjoyed that 

they had the power to command a man to leave. These interactions, taken in total, call into 

question the ability of implementing staff, with exceptions of course, to encourage and 

engage women’s participation in the VESAs and in the office.   

At IP staff meetings in each area, it was readily apparent that the proportion of staff who are 

female is very low. Only a few areas, for example, in Ganta Afeshum and Hawassa, did 

women occupy professional positions outside of being a CF or in a gender-related technical 

position. Nearly all female staff members interviewed during the MTSR were excited to be 

working on a project committed to gender, whereas men did not mention this. Even more 

concerning is that many male staff did not recognize that their targeting practices were gender 

inequitable, and they seemed to believe that the gender status quo was something that is 

impossible to change.  

2.  Operationalizing the Recommendation. The Livelihoods for Resilience Activity needs to 

amplify its efforts to enable implementing staff to understand and recognize gender 

inequities. The project should hold a “Gender-In-Action” Workshop for a hierarchical cross-

section of staff that undertakes the following: 

• Complete a gender barrier analysis and review any gender strategy/implementation 

gaps as a whole and by IP 

• Complete a staff gender reflection exercise at various organization levels and within 

IPs 

• Share experience around VESA formation targeting, highlighting the gender 

inequities that have occurred  

• Provide a short training on ways to avoid micro-silencing of women 

• Provide a short training on how to encourage women’s participation, utilizing the 

PACE Life Skills Trainers’ knowledge and skillset and the PACE methodology 

training 

The workshop should develop plans for facilitating the cascading of these last two short 

training programs down to reach all CFs.  

F.  RECOMMENDATION #6: Develop a Coherent Strategy for Vocational Skills 

Training for Youth 

1. Specific MTSR Observations. The Livelihoods for Resilience Activity engages 

government and private TVETs to offer short-term vocational skills training programs for 

targeted youth. In most cases, the types of skills training offered are relevant, enabling 

participants to access either self-employment or wage employment opportunities. The MTSR 

did observe, however, that the training provided is fairly generic, with little cutting-edge 

innovation and no new curriculum development to capitalize on specific niches in the market. 

The MTSR also observed that some IPs are also supporting skills training programs, such as 

hairdressing, which were not recommended by the project’s labor market assessment due to 
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low market demand and service provider saturation. Because targeted female youth expressed 

a strong interest in the skills, however, the IPs chose to include it.  

The MTSR found that TVET instructors hold differing views relative to their relationships 

with the trainees. Some instructors approached the youth as strictly trainees to be trained, 

while others expressed interest in their eventual job placement.  

Interview findings indicated that the success rate in terms of finding wage employment for 

skills training graduates is relatively low, estimated at between 15% and 25 % across the 

regions. In a few cases, a specific job was identified and agreed to with the business owner 

before training began. For most others, however, graduates sought jobs on their own. 

Participants interviewed during the MTSR reported that roughly 70% of graduates from the 

government skills training programs looked to start their own enterprises after the training, 

given the lack of employment opportunities. In almost all cases, they formed group 

businesses in order to access capital or obtain a business license from the GoE. Some trainees 

interviewed expressed concern with the adequacy of the training to provide them with enough 

skills to be competitive in the job market. For self-employment, trainees described obstacles 

with getting access to capital or finding work space to start their group or individual 

businesses.   

2.  Operationalizing the Recommendation. The Livelihoods for Resilience Activity needs a 

coherent strategy to increase the effectiveness and scale of the vocational skills training. The 

first step is to link the vocational skills training more directly to available employment 

opportunities. The market analysis that has been conducted is one source of potential job 

opportunities. The value chain multi-stakeholder platforms should also be tasked with 

identifying niches and bottlenecks within the targeted value chains that could be filled by 

youth who have been provided with vocational skills.  

Once job opportunities have been identified, the project should ensure that the vocational 

skills training programs are providing the appropriate skills to enable youth trainees to be 

competitive for the jobs. If they are not, then the project will need to work with training 

providers to develop new training modules that will provide the competitive skills. 

The capacities of TVETs are limited in terms of the number of trainees that they can train. 

The Livelihoods for Resilience Activity may want to pilot an alternative vocational skills 

training mechanism that utilizes trainers recruited from the private sector to provide 

vocational skills trainings in remote areas for targeted youth. The project would basically hire 

these trainers, who are already practicing the vocational skills in their own enterprises, to stay 

in a remote location to provide on-site training10.     

Finally, the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity should look for ways to address the 

constraints that youth cite for establishing self-employment enterprises such as access to 

finance, access to work space, market linkages, and access to other business development 

support. 

G.  RECOMMENDATION #7: Refine the Youth VESA Approach 

1. Specific MTSR Observations. The Youth VESAs in the Livelihoods for Resilience 

Activity have only recently been formed, but already various issues affecting the viability of 

the model are emerging. While not representative of the project as whole, in all of the focus 

groups held during the MTSR, the attrition rate of members from Youth VESAs was found to 

                                                           
10 In South Asia, for example, a USAID-funded development program implemented by CARE is successfully 

using this mechanism with a commercial tailors producing brought to a fairly remote area outside of their own 

market catchment to train a group of around twenty young women and men to produce the products.      
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be higher than normal for a standard VESA. This is not surprising, and it is typical for 

VESAs that are composed of young people. Youth are more mobile, since they are migrating 

to find work and relocating to other areas after marriage.   

Because the Youth VESAs in the project are composed of youth selected for the WRN and 

BYOB training programs, participants may come from different villages and may not know 

each other before joining the VESA. IPs also reported serious difficulties in some areas 

finding a sufficient number of youth from PSNP households eligible to participate in WRN 

and BYOB and who can be organized into a VESA. These factors reduce the cohesiveness of 

the group, one of the key factors that enables the VESA approach to work.  

In discussions with Youth VESAs, the MTSR found that they perceived the VESA as mainly 

a vehicle to be able to access large loans from MFIs and NGOs. They tended to undervalue 

the benefits that VESAs provide in mobilizing savings and making small loans available. 

Their desire relative to their own livelihoods is to make money fast and to make a lot of it, 

not to start small and grow incrementally. From the perspectives of financial service 

providers, in addition to being perceived as highly mobile, high risk clients, youth are 

perceived as irresponsible, unable to manage money, and even more risky as clients due to a 

lack of collateral. The MTSR also found that communities perceive youth in general as 

highly mobile and irresponsible, not suitable for community leadership positions, and they 

also perceive them as lazy, not willing to take up the hard work of farming.   

The project does not have a Youth VESA Manual like the VESA Manual that is being used to 

guide implementation for the standard VESAs11, and there is a general feeling among 

participants and implementing staff that the VESA discussion sessions that are being held are 

not addressing the most important needs of youth. The future of livelihoods for youth in 

Ethiopia is less likely to fall on the crop/livestock pathway. From youth perspectives, the off-

farm and wage employment pathways are much more important and should be given more 

emphasis. Similarly, their life skills needs are going to be different, more aligned with using 

modern digital technology including, for example, access to the internet, using and 

maintaining digital communications technology efficiently, using digital banking technology, 

and other modern conveniences to bring them up to the level of youth in developed countries.   

2.  Operationalizing the Recommendation. The Livelihoods for Resilience Activity needs to 

give accelerated attention to upgrading its Youth VESA approach. Transforming groups 

formed for other purposes into savings groups may not be viable, making the model 

questionable for application to youth. The sustainability of VESAs that are composed of 

highly mobile members is also unlikely. That said, there are youth in many communities who 

are not mobile and could benefit from participation in a sustainable VESA. Rather than 

including them in a VESA that is unlikely to function well in terms of savings and lending 

and be sustained, it would be more effective to include them in a standard VESA that is likely 

to be sustainably managed. For other mobile youth, a temporary platform for providing 

WRN, BYOB and other life skills training may be a more appropriate approach. Calling it a 

VESA confuses implementers.      

The first step in this process is to make a decision on whether Youth VESAs are supposed to 

be temporary platforms for building youth capacities or sustained organizations that are 

expected to continue supporting members after the project ends. If it is the latter, then a 

different form of savings mobilization that allows mobile members to still retain their 

membership may be required. While developing a new Youth VESA Manual at this late date 

                                                           
11 The MTSR learned late that a Youth VESA facilitation manual is apparently embedded in the off-farm 

livelihood strategy. 
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in the life of the project may not be possible, there is still a need for a tailored sequencing of 

discussion sessions that more effectively addresses the interests and needs of youth. Young 

people, in general, are ahead of their elders in terms of understanding many of the current 

issues of the day, such as climate change, alternative livelihoods including migration, and 

human nutrition, so more advanced messaging is possible.      

H.  RECOMMENDATION #8: Expand Business Management and Technical Skills 

Capacities of Participating Households to Facilitate Adoption of Value Chain Activities  

1. Specific MTSR Observations. The adoption rate of promoted technologies remains lower 

in the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity than anticipated. In order to promote new 

production activities, the project needs to clearly demonstrate that these activities are feasible 

and profitable in a specific context. Households are not fully aware of the benefits of 

improved technologies like vaccination or improved feed for livestock. It may not be enough 

to simply tell participants about the possible benefits in VESA Discussion Sessions. The 

reasons for the limited adoption are weak business skills to be able to reflect on crop or 

livestock performance and limited dissemination of improved technologies outside of VESA 

Discussion Sessions.  

Through the key VESA Discussion Sessions around value chain activities, participating 

households are made aware of the risks and opportunities inherent in the various value chain 

opportunities being promoted by the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity. The sessions 

prepare the households to decide what value chain activity best fits with their interests and 

asset basket, and households are supposed to prepare their own business plan for a selected 

value chain. In focus group discussions with participants, however, the MTSR found that the 

messages learned in those sessions are not always fully understood by the participants, and 

most households are unable to prepare a business plan. As a result, CFs write the business 

plan together with the household in order to enable the household to move forward in the 

process of implementing a value chain activity. Many households interviewed reported that 

they did not even have their business plan with them (it was with the CF or the MFI), and 

some of them were unable to even recall what was inside their business plan. This diminishes 

the level of ownership and understanding on how to implement improved practices as 

described in the business plan.  Currently, business plans are developed to obtain MFI 

financing and to guide the start-up of a business activity. They need to be done well, since 

they are used by MFIs to inform loan repayment schedules.  

In addition to developing good business plans, effective business managers also continually 

monitor the performance of the business to be able to make adjustments to the business. This 

dimension of business management seems to be missing in the Livelihoods for Resilience 

Activity. Households are not expected to look back at their business performance, and there is 

limited project guidance (basically Discussion Session #34, very late in the VESA process) 

on how to do this.  

The Livelihoods for Resilience Activity is applying various methods to promote new 

technologies, but they are often demonstrated sub-optimally by model farmers, and they are 

not directly being compared with traditional practices. The MTSR did not see comparisons 

between improved and traditional practices being demonstrated by model farmers. Seeing is 

believing and until participants actually see these new activities being implemented 

effectively, they will likely continue doing what they know and are comfortable doing. 

Ideally, these comparisons are complemented with financial flows for each activity as well.  

2.  Operationalizing the Recommendation. To increase the adoption of improved production 

practices, two major issues need to be addressed to enable participating households to benefit 
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more completely from the value chain activities being promoted by the project. These are to 

expand the guidance on business management, especially developing good business plans and 

monitoring business performance, and to more clearly demonstrate the added value of 

applying improved production technologies, especially for those value chain activities that 

are relatively new and risky for participants.  

For uptake of the improved technologies, households need to be convinced that improved 

technologies will generate more yield and income, in order for them to take the risk of doing 

something new. Clear comparisons need to be provided to show how improved technologies 

surpass traditional technologies, especially in terms of crop failure risk reduction, lower rate 

of animal mortality, marginal rate of return on individual investments, and absolute income 

generation per unit of production rather than only per recommended land, flock or herd size. 

Product cards, or other production information mechanisms, should add this type of 

information. Differences between new technologies and traditional practices can be 

visualized on demonstration plots located in central locations in kebeles, showing how a 

product performs with records on how much money went in to the practice and the returns 

generated. Such sites should clearly show comparisons between traditional and improved 

production practices under farmer conditions.   

Households should continue analyzing their performance to decide whether the new 

technologies are really working for them or not. The sessions in the VESA Manual form the 

basis for improving business start-up skills, business monitoring needs to be more directly 

addressed with, for example, a performance recording tool such as production logbook and/or 

cashbook to provide information for business decision-making. 

I.  RECOMMENDATION #9: Increase Gender-Equity in Value Chain Activities 

1. Specific MTSR Observations. The Livelihoods for Resilience Activity has a strong 

commitment to promoting gender equity across the project. The MTSR found, however, that 

there is limited attention given for female participation in value chain activities. The selected 

value chains were assessed on their opportunity for inclusion of women, and almost all of the 

value chains scored well on this topic, with only honey rated lower. Empowering women 

means that they take part in activities that are traditionally not performed by women. A good 

example is honey production, which traditionally is being done by men because the hive is 

usually in a tree and women are not expected to climb in trees. While the project has 

introduced transitional beehives which can be placed on the ground, households still see 

honey production as a male activity.  

It was also found that high income value chains are typically managed by men, and low-

income value chains are more often handled by women. Women like to work with shoat 

production but are rarely engaged in shoat marketing and, as a result, rarely have roles 

managing the cash generated by the activity. Typically, women trade items like milk, butter, 

eggs, or grains in smaller portions, and women from dual-headed households mentioned that 

they can use the income from these sales however they want. Income from shoats or cattle is 

more often managed by men since they are selling the livestock in the market. One of the 

respondents in the MTSR said that the markets for livestock are “masculine areas” and 

therefore not very hospitable and accommodative for women. Existing prejudices and 

traditional, constraining roles continue to persist in the value chains prioritized by the project.  

2.  Operationalizing the Recommendation. The MTSR recommends two approaches to 

increase gender-equity in the value chains. One of these is to work toward changing the 

traditional gender roles in those value chains that currently have less female engagement such 

as large livestock and the grain value chains. The second is to leverage the high involvement 
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of women in some value chains, such as poultry, by supporting them to bring the activity to 

higher scale.  

For the first, the project should not just assume that, because a targeted value chain has been 

analyzed to be appropriate for women, women will automatically assume gender equitable 

roles. Women should be specifically targeted by the project to be able to engage themselves 

in male-dominated value chains. To make more explicit the workload associated with value 

chain activities, the pile-sorting exercise that is done in the Workload VESA Discussion 

Session #24 should be expanded to include workload associated with value chains. For this 

session, both household members and other stakeholders such as development agents should 

participate in order to promote their engagement in changing traditional norms. From the 

activities that are now mainly done by men, participants should identify which activities 

could be undertake by women, regardless of current norms, and the kinds of support that they 

would need to assume these roles. In addition to using the VESA platform to promote gender-

equity in value chains, the project should also ensure that women have access to input supply 

and finance to enable them to assume new roles in value chains.  

For the second, women in the poultry value chain should be supported to strengthen their 

business skills, expand capacities for female collective action, and expand women’s 

leadership skills to be able to promote the egg and meat business. Women could be linked to 

atypical types of markets such as hotels through women-only Farmer Economic and 

Marketing Associations (FEMAs). They could also be trained on leadership skills to be able 

to lead the FEMA, trained on negotiation skills to be able to deal with new buyers, and 

trained on FEMA business management to be able to cultivate growth in the organization. 

These women-only FEMAs should ideally be a mix of women from female-headed and dual-

headed households, and the project should be prepared to support women leaders who may 

face difficulties in the household from their increased engagement outside the house. 

 

J. RECOMMENDATION #10: Address MFI Commitment to PSNP Clients  

1. Specific MTSR Observations. Both the previous GRAD Project and the current 

Livelihoods for Resilience Activity have engaged regional-based MFIs to provide loans to 

PSNP households to enable them to expand their value chain activities. The GoE-associated 

regional MFIs, including ACSI and DECSI, were originally established by the GoE to 

support its long-term Rural and Agricultural Development Strategy with a focus on lifting the 

poor out of poverty. They maintain close ties to the GoE and provide loans to PSNP 

households at the behest of and per terms fixed by regional governments. They are not really 

free-standing institutions, and the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity has to work with that as 

its starting point. The results have been mixed. Loans are being granted, but they often have 

inappropriate terms and conditions making the loans vulnerable to failure. Risk-averse MFIs 

are generally rigid in their product offerings, preferring to offer the same products that have 

worked with better-off clientele to poor rural clients. Loan repayment schedules that require 

at least regular payment of accrued interest can be managed by better-off clients, but these 

terms are extremely difficult for poor clients. Better off clients find it easier to meet MFI 

“know your client” requirements such as identification cards, client photos, GoE support 

letters, land certificates, and guarantors. Poor clients can find it much more difficult to obtain 

these documents, and many MFIs do not have extensive networks of staff at the front-lines to 

facilitate or provide guidance on obtaining these documents.   

Both GRAD and Livelihoods for Resilience have made rigorous attempts to persuade the 

participating MFIs to tailor their products more to the PSNP households, but there does not 

seem to be a strong commitment made yet by at least some of these institutions to view PSNP 
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households as viable long-term loan clients. Some of the MFIs, especially DECSI and ACSI 

have argued that they have committed substantial loan capital resources to the Livelihoods 

for Resilience Activity. This is not the case with the NGO-based or private-based MFIs 

operating in the SNNPR for which the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity represents 

significant new territory. In both cases, the MFIs need to understand that the long-term goal 

is to put in place a viable lending service that will continue after the project ends, and they 

need to be committed to this goal. The Livelihoods for Resilience Activity is planning a 

research activity to visit PSNP households that participated in GRAD to understand what has 

happened, including what services and support they are still getting from MFIs, since the 

project ended. It will be telling to see how many of these households who received MFI loans 

are still active clients for the MFIs. 

On the project side, however, the MTSR also observed problems with unrealistic household 

business plans that were used to obtain loans from MFIs. MFIs base loan repayment 

schedules on the business plans submitted with loan applications and have faced problems 

with loan repayment when an actual business cash flow does not match the predicted cash 

flow in the business plan upon which the loan repayment schedule has been based.  

The understanding that MFIs have of PSNP households is mainly through their lending 

program. It is possible, however, to increase their understanding in positive ways by exposing 

them to VESA groups. In SNNPR, MFI staff have generally only participated in one-off 

orientations on VESA principles and opportunities for VESA-MFI linkages. They have not 

interacted with VESAs to observe how participant households are able to manage savings and 

lending. VESA meetings may also provide an opportunity for front-line MFI workers to 

conduct client follow-up with those VESA members who have received loans.  

The MTSR noted in interviews with MFI frontline staff based at the Woreda-level that there 

is a lack of awareness on the commitment made at the headquarters level as reflected in the 

MOU between the MFI and the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity.  It should not be 

assumed that the agreement details have reached and are understood by those MFI staff who 

implement at the frontlines.   

In interviews and focus group discussions held during the MTSR, the issue of MFI interest 

rate on loans was raised quite often by participating households who asked why there are 

different interest rates from different sources. Some stakeholders especially in government 

and NGOs also queried why MFIs should charge any interest rate on micro-credit meant for 

the poor and why it is even more expensive than bank loans. This represents a 

misunderstanding among these stakeholders around how interest rates must be high enough to 

support a sustainable lending service, i.e., set at levels that cover the cost of capital, inflation, 

operations costs, and loan default. A lending program that does not cover these costs is 

doomed to failure, and more awareness raising needs to be made to enable key stakeholders 

to understand this. MFIs are free to set their own interest rate, but in doing so, they often 

impose the costs of their own inefficiency. While there is no consensus on the level of a 

reasonable interest rate, clarifications on how and why they are set at a certain level is 

important. 

2.  Operationalizing the Recommendation. It is important to obtain a good understanding of 

the commitment that the MFIs that are engaged in the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity 

have toward adopting PSNP households as good, potential long-term loan clients and putting 

in place a lending service that is viable and sustainable. If they do not have a strong, practical 

commitment to this goal, then the project will continue to have difficulties convincing the 

MFIs to provide sustainable lending services that are tailored to the needs and capacities of 
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PSNP households. The planned GRAD post-project research activity will be a good 

opportunity to determine whether MFIs are continuing to serve PSNP clients.   

The MTSR did find some current practices among MFIs that reflect a commitment to the 

PSNP client group. This would include, for example, practices that DECSI is putting in place 

to relax loan documentation requirements for PSNP clients, and the project should continue 

to facilitate the sharing of these good practices across all MFIs. Other demonstrations of 

commitment to the PSNP lending market would be with MFIs investing in their own 

capacities to provide services and support to PSNP clients, such as opening satellite offices, 

introducing agent banking, or expanding field transport facilities. It should be made clear to 

MFIs that they have had abundant opportunity over the course of GRAD and the Livelihoods 

for Resilience Activity to explore the PSNP market, and unless they can demonstrate a clear 

commitment to this clientele, future programs will be likely explore working with alternative 

partners, such as stronger RUSACCOs.      

The project should also work on the issue of making business plans more realistic. The 

business plans should reflect the predicted real cash flow from the activity as much as 

possible. This begins with providing refresher training to CFs (as part of Recommendation 

#1), who are engaged in supporting households to prepare business plans, to understand the 

importance of preparing realistic business plans that will be used to inform loan repayment 

schedules. Information from the business monitoring tools proposed under Recommendation 

#8 can be used to inform revision of loan repayment schedules, and the project should work 

with MFIs to develop protocols for rescheduling loan repayment, a common practice with 

farm-based production lending.  

In the remaining life of the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity, the project should also 

implement a strategy to raise awareness on appropriate interest rates. As long as there are key 

stakeholders who are advocating for unsustainable interest rates, it will be difficult to 

establish sustainable lending services. Awareness should be raised at different levels, 

including in VESAs, with kebele and woreda GoE stakeholders and at the federal level.  

In order to show MFI staff that PSNP households can be good savings and lending clients, 

the project should capitalize on opportunities to facilitate more interaction between MFI staff 

and VESAs. MFI staff should be invited to attend VESA savings and lending meetings, 

including share-outs to observe VESA groups in action. They should also be given the 

opportunity in a few VESA meetings to conduct their own trainings or orientations with 

VESA members.   

The project should work with MFIs to ensure that frontline staff in the MFI understand the 

commitments that are reflected in the MOU between the project and the MFI and what these 

commitments mean in terms of identifying and interacting with PSNP clients. This 

orientation needs to be tailored for different MFIs since the challenges in implementing the 

MOU are not the same, especially comparing the government-supported MFIs with those 

who are independent or NGO-supported. The project may also want to support MFIs to better 

equip their front-line staff with the proper behavior and attitudes toward serving poor 

households, especially women. 

K. RECOMMENDATION #11: Introduce Nutrition Education Earlier in the VESA 

Process  

1. Specific MTSR Observations. Nutrition education using the VESA platform is the primary 

approach for promoting nutrition education in the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity, and 

there are eight nutrition and health-related discussion sessions in the VESA Manual which 

are scheduled to be implemented near the end of the life of the project. At the time of the 
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MTSR, no VESA had yet reached these sessions and the only exposure participating 

households have had to household nutrition was in Discussion Session #6 which deals with 

household resource management, including the need to purchase nutritional food. Most of the 

nutrition education discussions will not be held until well after households have made 

decisions about production and use of household assets. Greater nutritional impact can be 

achieved by the project through earlier introduction of key nutrition messages. An 

understanding of the nutrition benefits from consuming nutritious food can stimulate 

production of the foods in gardens or fields. The discussion on nutrition benefits should not 

need to wait until after the gardens have been established.    

2.  Operationalizing the Recommendation. The Livelihoods for Resilience Activity should 

develop brief key messages cards that include content from the Part 4: Consolidating Gains 

Discussion Sessions in the VESA Manual that are focused on health and nutrition. These 

cards can be used by community facilitators at key points in other discussion sessions in Parts 

2 and 3 to reinforce health and nutrition messages when they should be considered by 

participating households, such as in planning, budgeting, selection of income-generating 

activity, and use of the proceeds from their selected value chain activities. In-house nutrition 

expertise in collaboration with nutrition partners and the local government counterparts 

should be involved in the development and field testing of the draft message cards. CFs will 

need to be trained on the use of the cards, including the content and timing.  

L. RECOMMENDATION #12: Implement a Sustainability Strategy for Participatory 

Scenario Planning 

1. Specific MTSR Observations. One of the major climate change adaptation interventions in 

the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity is PSP in which seasonal forecasts generated by the 

GoE Meteorological Department, complemented by seasonal forecasts from traditional 

community-based forecasters, are analyzed toward developing seasonal advisories. These 

seasonal advisories are used in a special VESA Discussion Session to discuss how weather 

forecasting information can be used to inform livelihoods activity planning by targeted 

beneficiary households. There is value in the PSP process for both participating households to 

have expanded capacities to understand and use weather forecast information and for the GoE 

to develop systems for making weather forecast information useful for farmers.     

The PSP concept is a good practical application for interpreting weather information, but if 

the key content for the process, i.e., the meteorological seasonal forecast, is late, inaccurate, 

or misinterpreted, then the value of the process is limited. The Meteorological Department 

forecasts are sometimes late, coming after farmers have already made decisions about what to 

plant. Because the Meteorological Department does not have wide-spread weather stations 

with historical data, the accuracy of seasonal forecasts can be affected. A number of GoE and 

staff respondents during the MTSR also reported that the advisories are not specific enough.  

Scientific weather forecasts can be difficult to understand, and there were reports from some 

respondents that the forecasts were being misunderstood. Maps showing expected 

probabilities for seasonal rainfall with a range of probabilities were interpreted as showing 

likely good rainfall by some participants and as indications of poor projected rainfall by other 

participants.  

Even though the PSP represents a new and innovative tool for translating weather 

information into action, the MTSR found that GoE interest in sustaining or replicating the 

PSP process is moderate, at best. The same GoE staff, at least at the Woreda level, do not 

consistently participate in the PSP workshops, indicating that the GoE is not really committed 

to building capacities to practice the process. In discussions around what the Livelihoods for 
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Resilience Activity is doing that GoE staff really like, the PSP rarely comes up. There are 

some exceptions, however.  Not surprising, since the PSP is an early warning tool, the Early 

Warning Office in some zones showed more interested in the process. The Meteorological 

Department staff are also more excited than others since they see their product being used.  

The MTSR could not find, however, a clear sustainability strategy for facilitating post-project 

adoption and replication of the PSP.   

2.  Operationalizing the Recommendation. The Livelihoods for Resilience Activity should 

develop and implement a sustainability strategy for the PSP in collaboration with the GoE. 

The development of this strategy would begin with identifying a post-project process owner 

within the GoE, probably the Early Warning Office giving the nature of the PSP and their 

current demonstrations of interest.   

Once the process owner has been identified, the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity should 

work with them to formulate a vision for what could be sustained after the project ends within 

the capacities of the GoE. It would be great if the GoE could replicate the PSP process that is 

being implemented in the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity, but it is likely to be too costly 

or time consuming. The dialogue with the post-project process owner should be used to 

develop a more affordable mechanism.   

Once the vision has been developed, the process owner, most likely the Zonal Early Warning 

Department although that is a GoE decision, and the project should identify the obstacles to 

achieving the vision. These will normally be related to technical skills, human resources and 

financial resources required to be able to implement the process. Motivation of process 

owners is also a factor that could constrain sustainability and replication. The formulating of 

a vision and the analysis of obstacles should give an indication of the interest and motivation 

of the GoE to sustain and replicate the PSP. Note that if the motivation of the process owner 

is not strong enough, then either a different process owner should be identified or 

implementation of this recommendation should be suspended in this project.  

M.  RECOMMENDATION #13: Outsource Support to Generate Good Ideas for 

Private Sector Investment Awards 

1. Specific MTSR Observations. The Livelihoods for Resilience Activity has struggled to 

disburse the budget available for the Innovation Fund. Some of this is the result of 

bureaucratic processing, but other important factors are concept notes and proposals requiring 

significant investments in time to bring them up to the standard sought by the project and the 

fact that the staff involved in generating and processing new ideas already have heavy 

workloads. Bureaucratic processes within CARE sometimes caused delays or required time to 

negotiate. Even as recently as this last May, project staff had to take time to work out details 

within CARE on the division of responsibilities between grant monitoring and finance units 

for reviewing supporting documents for Innovation Fund awards. USAID also imposed new 

approval requirements on all awards after project implementation began, including approval 

by USAID of SOWs, persons selected and budgets, for every award, even for an agro-dealer. 

For the most part, now, however, the bugs in the system have been worked out, and a manual 

has been developed for guiding the processing of private sector investment awards, the 

component that currently requires the most attention. 

While the systems are in place for processing concept notes and proposals, good ideas are 

slow in coming. The quality of the concept papers up to now, for the most part, have not been 

up to the standard sought by the project. They have required significant feedback or have 

been set aside by reviewers until time is available to assemble feedback. The processing of 

the feedback has also required time, and there has been limited feedback sent back to field 
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implementers on concepts they have submitted to enable them to understand better what the 

project is seeking. In remote project areas, for example, the agro-dealer strategy is not fully 

understood by project implementers, and feedback on why a prospective agro-dealer 

applicant has been rejected is not well-communicated to implementation staff. The letter that 

is sent to rejected applicants is ambiguous on the reasons for the rejection, and no one really 

follows up with field staff to explain the rejection, enabling them to refine their 

understanding of the strategy. As a result, fewer ideas are being generated at the front lines. 

In addition, the Innovation Fund work is perceived to be additional to the normal work that 

field staff have, thus there is reluctance to take on additional work when the workload is 

already so great.     

2.  Operationalizing the Recommendation. Given the short time remaining in the life of the 

Livelihoods for Resilience Activity, a big, rapid push needs to be made to generate ideas for 

private sector investment, so that these can be processed quickly and started up within the 

next year of the project. Given that staff involved in managing and implementing the 

Innovation Fund component already have heavy workloads, the project should hire a 

consultant/firm for a period of six months to generate good, new ideas. This would begin 

with a period of consultation with Innovation Fund managers to understand the vision and 

purpose for the fund and the types of investments that will best contribute to these. The 

consultant or firm would then build IP staff capacities to understand clearly this vision for 

appropriate private sector awards and would work in each region to identify appropriate 

opportunities for small investments. Given that few staff have time to expand these ideas into 

concept notes and proposals, the consulting firm will be expected to do this, i.e., draft concept 

notes. The major output expected from the consultant or firm would be a target number of 

concept notes meeting Livelihoods for Resilience approval standards.   

 

N. RECOMMENDATION #14: Expand Field Capacities for Supporting Innovation 

Fund Awards 

1. Specific MTSR Observations. All three of the initial large grants to Digital Green, iDE and 

EDC have either been completed or will be completed by the end of this August. There is still 

some remaining work, however, on two of these. For the remaining Digital Green videos that 

need to be produced, more attention needs to be given to reinforcing the project’s messages 

on nutrition practices and gender norms in these videos. With the iDE work on irrigation, 

program implementation staff do not seem to be fully informed on the iDE strategy and 

processes. iDE has successfully used their model in other locations, but the key piece that is 

missing for the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity is the field staff needed to monitor and 

mentor system pieces (well drillers, rope and washer manufacturers, sales agents) as they are 

put in place. This was expected to be done by IP staff, but these staff are fully occupied, and 

since no one is really implementing activities in the field, the iDE-related work has fallen 

behind. 

For each agro-dealer that is financed by an Innovation Fund Award, there is a focal point 

person identified by the program to monitor and provide support. “Focal point” 

responsibilities are generally considered secondary to the primary responsibilities that 

implementing staff have been assigned and which are reflected in their job descriptions. 

Agro-dealers need significant mentoring and support at start-up, especially with some of the 

changes in the approach such as fund transfers being made directly to agro-dealer accounts 

that are intended to build agro-dealer confidence and capacities. The Livelihoods for 

Resilience Activity does not have sufficient capacities to do this well, however. The Focal 

Points (including SNV field-based staff) do some when they can; SNV Addis staff also make 
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field visits; and the CCU Innovation Fund Analyst is also doing visits, but these are more as a 

monitoring function and are uncovering problems after they have occurred, not so much 

eliminating problems before they occur.  

This same point is relevant for concept notes submitted by IP staff for other private sector 

investment awards. These investments once awarded will require some monitoring and 

support at start-up but the project has limited capacity to provide this. 

2.  Operationalizing the Recommendation. The Livelihoods for Resilience Activity should fill 

an Innovation Fund staff position in each cluster to be the key point of contact for completing 

the iDE and Digital Green awards (if the position can be filled in time), to provide mentoring 

and support to agro-dealers, and to be the facilitator for implementing private sector 

investment awards generated by the consulting firm under Recommendation #13. Their role 

is to provide basic mentoring, on-site advice and to facilitate linkages to more specialized 

technical support from SNV or IP technical staff when needed. 

O. RECOMMENDATION #15: Strengthen Collaboration with PSNP4 

1. Specific MTSR Observations. The Livelihoods for Resilience Activity has a strong 

commitment to working collaboratively with PSNP4 at multiple levels and has developed an 

extensive MOU with PSNP4 that lays out the purpose and forms of collaboration. In 

implementing the MOU, the project targets six types of collaboration. The first is contacting 

the food security taskforces at the regional, zonal and woreda levels to seek participation in 

GoE monthly planning meetings. The second opportunity for collaboration is in quarterly 

project review meetings with the woreda, zonal and regional levels. These meetings are most 

often with the zonal and woreda levels; while at the regional level, the meetings are more 

often held bi-annually rather than quarterly. The third opportunity for collaboration is at the 

federal level in semi-annual project review meetings, joint monitoring visits, and attendance 

at the PSNP4 Joint Review and Implementation Support meetings. The MTSR found this 

collaboration to be effective and appreciated. The fourth area of collaboration is with the 

PSNP4 Livelihoods Technical Committee meetings at the regional level and woreda-level in 

which the project is expected to provide technical support. The MTSR found that in Amhara 

and SNNPR, there are communication gaps that have led to the IPs not regularly attending 

meetings. The fifth opportunity for collaboration targeted by the project is annual learning 

visits in which PSNP4 representatives and project staff are expected to meet with 

representatives from impact groups and community leaders to discuss project progress. The 

final area of collaboration is the sharing of project monitoring reports with the PSNP4 at all 

levels to keep the GoE informed as well as to solicit their feedback.    

At the frontlines or kebele-level, the MTSR found a fair amount of variation as to how often 

the project’s CFs met with both the Health Extension Workers (HEWs) and Development 

Agents (DAs) who are engaged in implementing the PSNP4. In some areas, CFs met with the 

HEWs and DAs multiple times a week, and in others, they only met occasionally. Both DAs 

and HEWs have heavy caseloads and are often away on trainings and mandatory meetings. 

Where CFs have engaged DAs and HEWs in working with VESAs, the GoE staff have 

voiced their appreciation for the fact that they are able to reach many households at the same 

time. In Meket cluster, CFs and DAs met weekly and conducted joint household follow-up to 

observe how households are adopting the practices discussed in the trainings. At the kebele-

level strong collaboration between the CFs and the PSNP4 implementers has led to greater 

adoption from the community of new practices being promoted. In one project area, a CF 

noted that they had not met frequently with the HEWs, since they have not yet reached the 

health and nutrition sections of the VESA Manual.  
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At the woreda-level, the effectiveness of collaboration between the Livelihoods for 

Resilience Activity and PSNP 4 implementers also varied from woreda to woreda. The 

MTSR found the collaboration most effective, for example in Meket and Wadla clusters, 

where cluster managers were recognized by the GoE Woreda Food Security Task Force as 

good facilitators of effective collaboration through frequent joint monitoring visits and 

regular review meetings. In another implementation area, woreda-level collaboration 

consisted of quarterly review meetings and the submission of reports. The absence of 

additional communications and other forms of collaboration led to perceived weaker working 

relationships between the project and PSNP4. In one focus group with the Woreda Food 

Security Task Force, they were reluctant to discuss issues and even left the focus group 

discussion early.   

2.  Operationalizing the Recommendation. The Livelihoods for Resilience Activity can 

strengthen collaboration with PSNP4 through the following actions. First, the collaboration 

guidelines should include kebele-level collaboration, specifically indicating with whom the 

project CFs should collaborate, when and how often. It should indicate, for example, how 

often project staff should meet with kebele administrators, DAs, and HEWs. Collaboration 

opportunities that are being used at the woreda, zonal and regional levels should also be 

replicated at the kebele-level, including standardized monthly or quarterly review meetings 

with the PSNP4 implementers and the Kebele Food Security Task Force. Second, the 

project’s CCU staff should facilitate discussions with Woreda Food Security Task Forces, 

cluster managers, and woreda team leaders to further understand what aspects of their 

relationship are working well and how these should be incorporated in the collaboration 

guidelines so they can be standardized across all woredas. The MTSR observed some good 

practices, as described above, that should be scaled up across all woredas. Finally, it is not 

enough to simply redesign the guidelines. Follow-up on implementation is equally important 

to ensure that IPs are regularly attending meetings and leading learning visits. 

V. LESSONS LEARNED FOR FUTURE PROGRAMMING 

The MTSR identified a number of ideas that are relevant for future programming. These are 

described below for each of the topical areas reviewed by the MTSR. 

A.  VESA Formation & Capacity Building.     

1.  Define the Period of Engagement for Holding VESA Discussions.  Although project 

leadership has sought to cascade a requirement of one meeting per month for VESA 

Discussion Sessions during the VESA Manual training, this recommendation has faced 

challenges during implementation. This is largely due to (1) the capacity and workload of the 

CFs and (2) utilizing the VESA meetings for value chain and livelihoods-related content that 

is not included in the manual. In combination, these two factors leave little time for the 

VESA Manual discussion sessions. In future resilient livelihoods programming, the meetings 

for VESA Discussion Sessions should be planned at the start of the project to be implemented 

over a period to be able to complete the manual within a reasonable time, presumably two 

and half to three years. At the moment, when asked about the period of engagement between 

the project and a VESA before a VESA can be considered as having completed the project’s 

VESA process, there is no clear response from project staff suggesting that this planning out 

has not been completed. At the beginning of the next project, IPs should be assisted to 

determine an effective pacing of VESA Manual discussions in order to finish the period of 

engagement by the close of the project. For example, allowing four months for the seven 

VESA Foundation Sessions in Part 1 of the manual, discussion meetings held regularly twice 

per month will finish the remaining forty Discussion Sessions (including four PSP advisory 

sessions) in the manual in twenty months, for a total period of engagement of two years. If 
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the forty VESA Discussion Sessions are held once per month, the period of engagement is 

extended to forty-four months, almost four years. Once the plan has been set, the project 

should minimize the time diverted from this plan to other discussions to ensure that these 

other discussions do not consume the schedule. Discussions that need to be held that are 

outside of the VESA Manual should be scheduled separately, outside of the normal VESA 

meeting time.   

B. Women’s Empowerment & Social Transformation 

1.  Incorporate PACE Training into the VESA Process.  PACE Training is appreciated by all 

who come into contact with it. As a fun, interactive training that covers three modules of 

Communication, Problem Solving, and Time and Stress Management, it has demonstrated 

large returns for interpersonal satisfaction in trained women. Future programming around 

resilience that encourages women’s engagement and empowerment should strongly consider 

incorporating aspects of PACE into the program. PACE includes a heavy upfront investment 

of nearly a month of full-time training for Life Skills Trainers, a potentially meaningful 

model for Community Facilitators. This includes a one-week training on PACE methodology 

which could be adapted to build CF capacities in group engagement and participation—the 

envisioned model for running a VESA. In addition, the PACE curriculum appears effective in 

empowering trainees to change their everyday interpersonal relationships. Youth reported 

better, smoother relationships with their parents; married women reported being able to better 

navigate disagreements with their spouses; and female headed-households reported regaining 

respect from their children. PACE provides skills and tools to de-escalate circumstances, 

teaching women to slow down and consider different potential pathways forward from that 

moment. Furthermore, women who were trained in PACE noted that they now know how to 

better manage their time. All VESA members noted their workload has increased because of 

the project with the exception of some of the PACE-trained women. These women noted that 

learning how to prioritize tasks allowed them to finish work quicker, faster, and to be less 

stressed. There is strong evidence to suggest that adapting the PACE curriculum into the 

VESA model, e.g., including PACE time management sessions early in the VESA process, 

would result in more efficiencies and enjoyment for VESA members. 

C.  Livelihoods Pathways 

1. Improve the Business Ideas Catalogue.   The business ideas catalogue for listing localized 

opportunities for off-farm income-generating activities appropriate for PSNP households is 

not being used as envisioned in the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity. The idea seems to 

have potential, but project implementers suggested that the ideas are too costly or too 

complicated for poor households. The MTSR looked at the catalogue and found that, while 

some of the activities described seemed ambitious in terms of capital requirements, there 

were certainly others that should be within the capacities of PSNP households, if they are 

able to access sufficient capital from VESAs. A more systematic analysis to identify the 

strengths and weaknesses of the business catalogue should be undertaken for the next 

program to determine if this has the potential to be an effective intervention.     

2.  Do a More Complete Labor Market Assessment. The Livelihoods for Resilience Activity 

has been limited by the absence of a good localized labor market assessment that looks at the 

wage labor market opportunities for PSNP households in a specific context. The EDC 

Innovation Grant was supposed to be able to fill this gap, but the assessment done by EDC 

did not look closely enough at the specific labor markets that youth from PSNP households 

were entering. The work done by EDC did recognize that the information produced needed to 

be contextualized for specific geographic areas and suggested that it had been agreed that IPs 

would do these localized assessments, but the work was not done because IP staff did not 
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really have time to do the kind of assessment that was required. This assessment would look 

at the specific wage labor and migration patterns that were currently used by youth from 

PSNP households to find work and then look for ways to expand these patterns. For future 

programs, a clear plan needs to be developed and implemented for identifying local wage 

labor opportunities for youth from PSNP households both in the formal and informal wage 

labor markets.    

3.  Expand Youth Mentoring & Support Capacity in Future Programming.  Projects that are 

effective at enabling young adults to find sustainable livelihoods through wage or self-

employment have relatively strong capacities to provide mentoring and support to target 

youth. These projects, for example, have rigorous processes for identifying the right youth to 

target, i.e., those with some entrepreneurial capacity for self-employment, the discipline to 

learn new vocational skills, and willingness to relocate to where the jobs are. After selection, 

youth are counseled to discuss their capacities and interests toward matching them to the right 

vocational skills training.  After the vocational skills training, they are counseled again on job 

placement and life skills that are needed in the new locations. The Livelihoods for Resilience 

does a good job with the WRN and BYOB training and links youth trainees to vocational 

skills trainers, but this needs to be followed up with good mentoring and support throughout 

the full process to enable youth to take up new jobs. The project currently does not have this 

capacity since CFs are so fully engaged in implementing the full VESA Manual. Future 

projects should include project staff who can fulfill the youth mentoring and support function. 

 

D.  Market Systems and Value Chain Development 

1.  Revisit Value Chain Selection.  It is too late in the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity to 

add new value chains to the project’s strategy, since there will be limited time to undertake a 

good value chain assessment of value chain potential and analysis of bottlenecks in the value 

chain with enough life remaining in the project to implement value chain development 

activities and achieve impact. There are some lessons learned, however, from the current 

experience to guide selection of value chains in future programming. One of these, for 

example, relates to the selection of shoats by a high proportion of participating households. 

Livestock is the traditional form of savings for rural households, and basic animal care and 

feeding is known to participants, so for them this is a less risky value chain. As already 

mentioned, to persuade participating households to engage in other value chain activities that 

are less familiar and perceived as having increased risk, the project needs to provide more 

clear comparisons between traditional and improved production practices.    

Before the next program, information should be obtained from the Livelihoods for Resilience 

Activity experience to understand how households perceive the value chains that are being 

promoted by the project and why they are choosing other farm income-generating activities 

that are not from these prioritized value chains. Some of these other crops have a high 

potential for greater income generation and do not require high initial capital investments. 

In North Shewa, the project supported potato producers to obtain seed potatoes through a 

linkage with Senselet Food Processing. Seed potatoes were distributed to farmers who were 

expected to then sell potatoes for processing to Senselet at harvest. While this form of 

contract farming has the potential to be exploitative of small farmers who may not have the 

capacities to negotiate fair terms with large companies, there are advantages to smallholders 

in having a secure market. Facilitating contractual farming relationships between poor 

households and large buyers can have positive effects if the negotiation skills of the former 

can be strengthened enough to ensure fair prices received. Value chains that have the 

potential for relationships with fair terms could be targeted.  
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2.  Extend Agro-Dealers Networks.  The agro-dealer intervention developed in GRAD is 

being replicated in the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity; and for the most part, the MTSR 

found that the agro-dealers established under the project are proving to be good suppliers of 

inputs for PSNP households. Agro-dealers interviewed reported that about 50% of their 

clients are PSNP households. VESA members interviewed during the MTSR reported that 

they knew who the agro-dealers were, provided that one was nearby; and many of them 

purchased inputs from the shop of the dealer. Input supply, however, is still an issue for many 

households, especially in more remote locations where agro-dealers do not exist. Project-

supported agro-dealers are unlikely to ever exist in these areas because there is no one who 

can meet the criteria required to become an agro-dealer, i.e., must be literate, have technical 

knowledge about farm inputs, have an existing shop, and be a full-time shop operator. Future 

programming needs to explore ways to extend agro-dealer networks into these areas.  

Possible options include facilitating relationships between woreda-based agro-dealers and 

kebele distributors such as petty traders, micro-franchise saleswomen, or cooperatives. 

The business ambitions of some of the agro-dealers interviewed during the MTSR is to open 

up branches in other areas and to provide other types of inputs such as agro-chemicals for 

which a special license is needed from the GoE. It might be worthwhile to explore other uses 

of the Innovation Fund to facilitate training or expansion of agro-dealer networks. At the 

moment, the Innovation Fund is used to finance basically the same package for every agro-

dealer selected, rather than a tailored package that addresses agro-dealer needs and capitalizes 

on the assets they already have.    

E. Financial Services  

1.  Address the Outstanding Debt Issue.  The issue of PSNP households having previous 

unpaid loans and therefore being ineligible to receive new MFI loans continues to constrain 

access to capital. The issue affected GRAD and a viable solution to this old debt, going back 

as much as ten years, still has not been found. Perhaps a new approach that can be discussed 

with the GoE and MFIs before the next program is to incorporate the old debts in current 

business planning so that the cash flow and resultant loan repayment schedule that is 

generated by a new MFI loan will be sufficient to repay the new loan as well as the old debt.   

2.  Consider RUSACCOs as Alternatives to MFIs.  While the cooperative sector in Ethiopia 

may not have the greatest reputation for providing well-managed, beneficial services for 

members, it does provide an alternative to MFIs, if MFIs do not view the PSNP market as a 

viable market for their products. For future programming, a more rigorous analysis should be 

conducted on the strengths and weaknesses of RUSACCOs, and strategies could be 

developed to at least explore whether the time has come to build capacities of RUSACCOS to 

provide services to PSNP households.     

F. Nutrition & Nutrition-Sensitive Agriculture 

1. Mainstream Nutrition.  As already mentioned, the health and nutrition discussion sessions 

occur very late in the VESA capacity building process. The Livelihoods for Resilience 

Activity could have greater impact on health and nutrition by using opportunities earlier in 

the process to use health and nutrition knowledge. Future programs should consider 

eliminating the dedicated nutrition sessions late in the process and either moving some of 

these forward or, better yet, redistributing the contents of these sessions across the earlier 

VESA Discussion Sessions. In addition to bringing nutrition issues earlier in the life of the 

project, this approach will create opportunities to raise and facilitate nutrition discussions 

across a range of activities. This process of nutrition mainstreaming in key aspects of the 

project activities such as the value chain will help maximize not only the nutritional impact of 
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the project, but it will also play an indirect role to improving household resilience through 

overall well-being and improved productivity.   

2. Analyze the Perma-gardens Experience.  The MTSR found some variance between regions 

in the adoption of the perma-garden intervention. In preparation for future programming, an 

analysis should be undertaken to understand why such variability exists. The approach of 

using VESA leaders and/or model households to promote perma-gardens has proven to be 

effective in the northern parts of the country. An economic cost-benefit analysis of the 

intervention would also be useful, including analysis of opportunity costs, financial costs, as 

well as a comparison of the perma-garden production to traditional production and other 

alternatives to nutrient-rich crop production. Sometimes poor adoption of an idea is related to 

insufficient information showing how improved methods are better. Sometimes, however, 

poor adoption is also related to real factors that may have been overlooked in the design or 

implementation of the intervention. 

G. Climate Change Adaptation 

1.  Facilitate CCA Approaches in GoE Planning Processes.   The CVCA process resulting in 

a summary report is important for providing context-specific ideas for household and 

community climate change adaptation, but it is also a tool for demonstrating how climate 

change adaptation processes can inform development planning. Where the CVCA Manual 

has been followed, e.g., identification of agro-ecological zones, significant sampling of 

kebeles in each zone, use of multiple PRA tools and obtaining viewpoints from men and 

women separately, the process is producing some useful information, and some GoE staff are 

using information from the CVCA in their own planning, including planning around PSNP4 

public works. The CVCA process as designed, however, is not likely to be replicated by the 

GoE, due to GoE resource constraints, including staff capacities and financial resources.  

Since the GoE already has its own planning/budgeting process and some CVCA information 

already informally informs the process, it would be good in future programming to try to 

make this linkage more deliberate, so that elements of the CVCA process get incorporated in 

the GoE planning and budgeting process. Discussions should be held with the GoE 

representatives at multiple levels who have participated in the CVCA process (as well as 

those who may have participated in the previous Climate Smart Initiative Project) about what 

they liked from the CVCA and what they would like to use in their planning (perhaps 

adapting the National Watershed Management Guidelines that are currently being used by the 

GoE).  Future programs should still implement the full CVCA process to demonstrate good 

planning tools for incorporating adaptation to climate change in development planning.  But 

then, over the life of the project, a strategy should be implemented to enable the GoE to 

incorporate useful parts of the CVCA in the normal GoE planning and budgeting systems. 

2.  Expand Dissemination of Meteorological Department Forecasts. The Livelihoods for 

Resilience Activity uses the PSP process to develop seasonal advisories for participating 

households based on seasonal forecasts developed by the Meteorological Department 

complemented by information from traditional forecasters. The Meteorological Department 

actually produces not only seasonal forecasts by also 30-day, 15-day and 3-day forecasts.  

Future programs should look for opportunities to build the capacities of poor households to 

have access to these forecasts and be able to interpret them properly.   

H.  Innovation Fund 

1.  Sustainability of Extension Video Production.  The Digital Green strategy with the 

Innovation Fund Grant received from the project is to build the capacities of IPs to be able to 

produce extension videos. Digital Green is actually implementing another project with 
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government to establish capacities within the GoE to be able to produce videos, so focusing 

on NGO capacities in the Livelihoods for Resilience is a worthwhile effort. The focus has 

been on building the capacities of implementing staff to do this, but it has not worked well 

since implementing staff already have a huge workload and report that they do not have time 

to produce videos. Another consideration is that project implementing staff will likely move 

on to different positions either within their current organization or with other organizations 

after the project ends, so it is not very clear how likely these staff will be able to continue 

producing videos. Future programs should look, not only at implementing staff for capacity 

building, but also at other staff within the IPs who are headquarters-based. These are the staff 

most likely to still be with the organization after the project ends, and some of the IPs 

actually have public relations or communications staff who may be very interested in 

acquiring skills to produce digital extension videos. In some case, the IPs themselves have 

assigned staff from their headquarters to support video production.  Future programs should 

do this more deliberately.  

2.  Field-Based Staff to Support Technical Assistance Partners. The technical approach of 

contracting a recognized firm to provide significant technical assistance for an extended 

period to a project is used more and more often with proposal submissions. A significant 

weakness in the model seems to be delivery in the field through project implementing staff 

who already have significant implementation responsibilities. This was actually recognized in 

the transition from SNV’s role in GRAD to a similar role in the Livelihoods for Resilience 

Activity. In GRAD, SNV did not have any field-based staff to monitor, support and follow-

up on project activities. This was remedied by the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity by 

placing SNV in the field, and everyone feels this has improved the efficiency and 

effectiveness of the project. Future programming should ensure that long-term TA providers 

have some presence in the field to facilitate delivery and fulfill mentoring and support 

responsibilities. 

I. Collaboration 

1. Advocate with PSNP for the VESA Model in PSNP5. Since the PSNP4 will end in one 

more year, it is unrealistic at this stage to revise the Livelihoods Group approach that the 

PSNP4 is using that is based significantly on the GRAD VESA approach. The Livelihoods 

for Resilience Activity can position itself, however, to have more influence on the design of 

PSNP5 to consider elements of the approach. The biggest challenge is to come up with an 

approach that achieves significant impact on graduation within the staff and resource 

parameters available to the GoE. The Livelihoods for Resilience Activity VESA Manual is 

large, and it is not feasible to expect a GoE DA to be able to implement the full manual. It 

needs to be cut down to a size that is appropriate for a DA, and this should be done with the 

PSNP5 stakeholders. The Livelihoods for Resilience Activity has already started working 

with the GoE in Maichew to support DAs to implement a modified VESA approach, and this 

experience should be analyzed. CARE’s Food Sufficiency for Farmers (FSF) Project also 

tested a DA-driven model, and analysis of this experience should be used to inform the 

discussions around the design of PSNP5.  

2. Strengthen Collaboration among IPs. The MTSR observed a fair amount of variation 

between woredas with best practices being observed in some areas and other areas showing 

obvious need for improvement. To ensure that all IPs have the opportunity to see best 

practices and to use the information to refine their own implementation, future programming 

should build in more opportunities for experience sharing events on a rotational basis in the 

regions. It would also be useful to have Technical Working Group meetings, as well as 

annual review and planning meetings, held on a rotational basis in the regions. These 
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meetings should include short site visits to enable meeting participants to observe best 

practices.  

VI.  RESPONSE TO GLOBAL LEARNING QUESTIONS  

The MTSR was asked to focus on four global learning questions while conducting the 

exercise.  Brief summary response by the MTSR team to these questions are provided below.  

A.  Is the model that the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity is implementing the most 

effective for achieving graduation with resilience, including from a household point of 

view? 

The response to this question is mostly yes, but because frontline delivery is constrained by 

the number of staff, their technical capacities and the degree of supervision and support that 

they receive, interventions are not always going deeply enough to ensure behavioral change. 

The VESA Discussions Sessions give households the opportunity to discuss and think about 

their livelihoods, but participants are expected to go through a large number of sessions 

which are providing new ideas and information. For them to understand and internalize the 

information, more follow-up and repetition of the messages is needed, but because the project 

front-line delivery capacities relative to the number of participants that need to be reached is 

limited, this is not currently being done. There are elements of the development model, 

however, that are fairly weak and need to be addressed in future programming, including the 

wage employment strategy for youth and a sustainable strategy for financial services beyond 

what the VESAs provide, especially if the current MFIs do not demonstrate a clear 

commitment to serve PSNP households after the project ends.  

B. How well is the program empowering women both economically and socially across 

sectors and with all partners? 

At the VESA level, the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity is having significant impact on 

empowering women economically and socially, although there are significant variations 

between regions. Gender-related messaging and behavior change is going well, and women 

who are in strong VESAs are encouraged by the income they are receiving through VESA 

loans, VESA share-outs, the value chain activities, and micro-franchise income-generating 

activities. Socially, women reported being closer with their VESA colleagues, primarily other 

women, and appreciated the opportunity that the VESA provides for going somewhere (often 

their only other place to go) and participating in a group activity. Husbands reported that 

wives now look them in the eye, more work sharing, and the ability to hear when their wives 

raise an issue. Women’s leadership in the VESA is also providing small, yet steady, 

empowerment as other VESA members see and appreciate women’s contributions. The 

MTSR did observe, however, significant regional differences in how women were targeted 

for inclusion in the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity. 

Outside of the VESA, there is some evidence to suggest that women’s empowerment has not 

yet been well incorporated in strategies. This applies particularly to value chain participation 

and MFI linkages. Traditional divisions of labor by sex in value chain activities persist, and 

women are usually not benefitting as much as they should from the income earned, especially 

in activities that are generating higher returns and are controlled by men. In financial 

services, MFIs are not making deliberate efforts to adapt their services to make them more 

accessible to women.   

C.  What progress is being made in transferring approaches and skills to PSNP 

counterparts?  
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In general, ideas and knowledge are being transferred to PSNP counterparts, but that has not 

yet translated into practice. PSNP counterparts at many levels have been included in training 

activities and other types of meetings, but their abilities to replicate the project’s approaches 

are limited by resource constraints. There is interest, for example, from PSNP counterparts to 

adapt the VESA approach, but the approach requires significant time on the part of DAs and 

HEWs, at the expense of their other responsibilities. Market-oriented production systems are 

accepted by counterparts and the MFIs are appreciative of the work done by the project. 

However, there is little effort from these stakeholders to support and remind households and 

reinforce project messages on improving production practices and other livelihoods activities.  

There are also sparks of interest in the information generated by the CVCA process and in 

using seasonal forecasts to produce advisories, but GoE capacities to replicate these processes 

are just not possible without addressing the resource constraints or simplifying the project’s 

approaches.   

D.  What elements of the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity approaches should be 

added or strengthened in the coming two years?  

Key themes for the coming two years include expanding frontline delivery capacities, as 

described in Recommendations 1-3. The MTSR found that there are significant differences in 

IP staff attitudes and approaches in the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity, and the project 

should expand efforts to ensure that strategies and approaches are well understood by 

implementation staff at all levels in all partners. Finally, the project should ensure that 

women’s empowerment is included in all approaches by all partners and look for new ways 

to facilitate access to jobs, either self-employment or wage employment, for youth from 

PSNP households   

VII. CONCLUDING REMARKS  

The Livelihoods for Resilience Activity is already producing some encouraging sustainable 

impact. As with many projects, however, it is facing a significant challenge with the scope of 

the work and the scale to which the project is committed, relative to the resources that the 

project has available. The MTSR has reviewed the strategies being used in the project and 

determined that the strategies are basically sound, but resources need to be allocated to 

increasing the frontline delivery capacity of the project, supporting youth to find viable 

livelihoods, and determining if the strategy of working through MFIs will be sustainable for 

PSNP households.    
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CARE Ethiopia 

Livelihoods for Resilience (GRAD2) 

Mid-Term Strategic Review 

IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 

 

CARE has been leading a consortium composed of Agri Service Ethiopia (ASE), Netherlands 

Development Organization (SNV), Organization for Rehabilitation and Development in 

Amhara (ORDA), and Relief Society of Tigray (REST) to implement a USAID-funded 

activity entitled Livelihoods for Resilience, which is referred to hereafter as GRAD2 since it 

follows on the previous program entitled Graduation with Resilience to Achieve Sustainable 

Development (GRAD).  The goal of GRAD2 is to reduce food insecurity and increase 

resilience for households in highland areas of three regions in rural Ethiopia by specifically 

enabling 97,900 chronically food insecure households to graduate from the Government of 

Ethiopia (GoE) Productive Safety Net Programme (PSNP) with resilience.  The Purpose, 

Sub-Purpose and Expected Outcomes for the activity are shown in Table 1. 

Table 1.  GRAD2 Results Framework 

PURPOSE:  Enable 97,900 chronically food insecure households to graduate from the PSNP to 
achieve longer-term resilience. 

SUB-PURPOSE 1: Increased 
resilience capacities for women, 

men and youth in PSNP households 

SUB-PURPOSE 2:  PSNP 
households have increased 
economically viable and 

resilient livelihoods portfolios 

SUB-PURPOSE 3:  
Strengthened enabling 

environment that supports 
resilient livelihoods for PSNP 

households 

Expected Outcome 1.1: Strengthened 
social networks and community 

institutions that support individual 
agency for women, men and youth 

Expected Outcome 1.2: Strengthened 
engagement in informed and forward-

looking livelihoods decision-making for 
women, men and youth 

Expected Outcome 1.3: Improved and 
equitable access to tailored financial 
services for women, men and youth 

Expected Outcome 2.1: Increased 
income from nutrition-sensitive 

and climate smart crop and 
livestock production for PSNP 

households 

Expected Outcome 2.2: Increased 
income from off-farm activities for 

PSNP households 

Expected Outcome 2.3: Increased 
income from wage employment for 

PSNP households 

Expected Outcome 3.1: 
Strengthened inclusive market 

systems and resilience for PSNP 
households 

Expected Outcome 3.2: 
Strengthened cultural and social 

norms that support resilient 
livelihoods 

Expected Outcome 3.3: 
Strengthened institutions that 
support resilient livelihoods 

SUB-PURPOSE 4: Scaled-up Collaboration, Learning and Adaptive Management processes for the 
Livelihoods for Resilience Activity to expand impact.  

Expected Outcome 4.1: Strengthened coordination and collaboration with relevant projects or organizations to 
increase impact for the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity 

Expected Outcome 4.2: Scaled-up Livelihoods for Resilience Activity approaches adapted by other stakeholders. 

 

GRAD2 is being implemented in 27 Woredas in the three regions of Tigray (8 Woredas), 

Amhara (7 Woredas), and Southern Nations, Nationalities and Peoples (12 Woredas) and is 

just over the midway point in its five-year life from 5 December 2016 through 3 December 

2021.  CARE has commissioned a Mid-Term Strategic Review (MTSR) to review strategies 

being used to implement key elements of the program and formulate recommendations to 

address challenges or capitalize on opportunities for the remaining life of the activity. This 

document describes the plan for implementing the MTSR in Ethiopia over the period May 16 

through June 14, 2019. 

I.  MTSR PURPOSE 

The MTSR for GRAD2 is a formative evaluation exercise in principle.  However, it is not a 

comprehensive donor-mandated mid-term evaluation which would examining all aspects of 
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GRAD2.  It is, rather, an internal exercise to help GRAD2 reflect on the wisdom and feasibility 

of the project’s strategies, the effectiveness of implementation in key programmatic areas, 

and identification of gaps or flaws in the GRAD2 model or Theory of Change.  The GRAD2 

MTSR will provide recommendations to improve the effectiveness or efficiency of the program 

specifying priorities for the final two years.   

The specific questions that the MTSR is expected to address are:  

• Is the model, or Theory of Change, that GRAD2 is implementing the most effective 

for achieving graduation with resilience?  If not, what should be dropped, added or 

modified? 

• How well is the program empowering women both economically and socially across 

sectors and with all partners? 

• What progress is being made in transferring approaches and skills to PSNP 

counterparts?  How likely are GRAD2 approaches to be sustained and replicated?  

• What elements of the GRAD2 approaches should be added or strengthened in the 

coming two years?  

The MTSR will focus on specific elements of GRAD2 that have been identified by 

implementers as requiring attention for various reasons, including implementation challenges, 

strategic refinement, or new opportunities.  These topical areas are described in the next 

section.   

II.  KEY FOCAL AREAS FOR THE MTSR 

The evaluation will focus on the following features of GRAD2. 

A.  VESA Formation and Capacity Building 

Village Economic and Social Associations (VESAs) are the entry point and platform in 

GRAD 2 for building capacities of targeted PSNP households for undertaking resilient 

livelihoods.  Through a Village Savings and Loan Association (VSLA) approach, households 

mobilize savings that enable them to be more prepared for emergencies and able to cope with 

livelihoods shocks without depleting household assets.  VESA loans and share-outs also 

provide capital for income-generating activities.  Discussions in VESA meetings on financial 

literacy, livelihoods, women’s empowerment, nutrition, climate change adaptation, and other 

topics help both male and female members build their confidence and skills, set goals and 

start working toward achieving them.  GRAD 2 has developed a comprehensive VESA 

Manual to guide implementation. 

The following key questions are the focus for the MTSR.  

1. How effectively is the VESA Manual being used? To what extent is real learning taking 

place? How can the use of the manual be improved? 

2. How successful has GRAD2 been in engaging both husbands and wives in VESA? 

How can this be improved? 

3. How well are VESAs meeting minimum standards? 

4. How effectiveness are the youth VESAs? Is the VESA an appropriate model for 

young people? 

B.  Women’s Empowerment and Social Transformation   

GRAD2 is implementing a dual approach to achieving women’s empowerment and social 

transformation by (a) expanding women’s agency through tailored literacy-sensitive skills 
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building and capacity building for livelihoods pathways decisions and (b) improving the 

enabling environment, including making child care services available for women who need 

more independent time to work on income-generating activities and facilitating family-

centered dialogue for transforming intra-household relations and community norms using a 

Social Analysis and Action (SAA) approach that engages males and works with community 

leaders. 

The following key questions are the focus for the MTSR.  

1. How effective is the participation and leadership of women in VESA? What spill-over 

positive and negative effects are happening? 

2. How effective is the Social Analysis Action (SAA) approach being implemented with 

VESAs in supporting food security programming? Is it working as designed?  

3. How are male attitudes and behaviors (e.g. household chores) changing? 

4. How does the model work differently for women in Female-Headed Households 

versus for women in Two Parent Households?  

5. What is the value-added of the Personal Enhancement and Career Enhancement 

(PACE) life-skills training? What outcomes are emerging for women? How can this 

be improved?  

C.  Livelihoods Pathways 

GRAD2 focuses on building the capacities of different members of a PSNP household to be 

able to make informed livelihoods decisions by increasing their knowledge, skills and 

awareness on resilient livelihoods opportunities along three pathways, a farm pathway, an 

off-farm pathway and an employment pathway.  On the farm pathway, GRAD2 focus heavily 

on marketing (see the next section), access to capital (see section below) and building 

technical capacities of targeted PSNP households through model farmers, GoE Development 

Agents and Farmer Training Centers, farmer field days, women farmer days, video extension 

methods, and agro-dealers as extension agents. On the off-farm pathway, GRAD2 is 

developing a Woreda-level business catalogue describing feasible off-farm opportunities for 

PSNP households, facilitating technical skills training through linkages to GOE One Step 

Service Centers or other technical trainers, and empowering selected participants through an 

expanded IGA Selection, Planning and Management approach to be able to develop strategies 

for their IGAs to evolve into businesses. On the wage employment pathway, GRAD2 has 

conducted labor market demand analyses to identify and analyze current wage employment 

opportunities and has worked with participants choosing this pathway to build their skills and 

capacities to increase returns from these labor investments. Also in this pathway, GRAD2 is 

developing and testing strategies for enabling youth from PSNP households to realize higher 

returns on wage employment opportunities regionally, nationally and internationally.  

The following key questions are the focus for the MTSR.  

1. How well is the project leading men/women/youth to good decisions on diverse 

livelihoods options? If not, how are they making choices?  

2. What is the utility of business skills training and the Work Ready Now and Be Your 

Own Boss curricula? Do they contribute to new opportunities?  

3. How can GRAD2 make better use of TVET resources?  What alternatives are there 

for providing technical training?  
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4. How are women making decisions on which opportunities to undertake in the three 

livelihoods pathways?  What constraints are they facing in these decisions?  

5. How can the micro-franchise model be applied in other ways?  

D.  Market Systems and Value Chain Development 

GRAD2 conducted market systems analyses for selected crop or livestock value chains in 

each region, using a systems approach for analyze value chains and is facilitating, through the 

VESA platform, a decision-making process at the household level for each household to 

identify in which of the prioritized market systems they want to work and who from the 

household will participate.  To facilitate local-level collective marketing, GRAD2 is working 

with an existing formal marketing or multi-purpose cooperative or forming an informal 

FEMA with the potential to eventually evolve into a registered cooperative.  GRAD2 is also 

developing and implementing markets systems development strategies which focus on 

building the capacities of Multi-Stakeholder Platforms (MSPs), agro-dealers, marketing 

cooperatives, private companies, FEMAs, RuSACCOs, RuSACCO Unions, MFIs, and other 

relevant institutions to provide effective gender-sensitive services inclusive of PSNP 

households and to better manage risks for more resilient market systems. GRAD2 is also 

facilitating the strengthening of local-level agro-dealers to provide products and services 

tailored for women and to provide basic technical advice on the use of the products they are 

selling.   

The following key questions are the focus for the MTSR.  

1. What potential do the selected VCs have for transformative growth towards 

graduation?  

2. Given that households are mostly selecting shoat fattening, how can GRAD2 facilitate 

more diversified production choices by participating households?  

3. How effective are the value chain strategies in guiding GRAD2? How could those be 

more useful?  

4. How likely are Innovation Fund and other current/planned investments going to 

integrate market systems benefitting PSNP HHs? 

5. Are equitable opportunities being created for women?  

E.  Financial Services 

Support for financial service is being provided at multiple levels in GRAD2. At the 

community-level, VSLA activities in VESAs mobilize savings for members, provide loans 

and provide share-outs. All VESAs members are trained on cash and financial management, 

financial planning and budgeting, the importance of savings and how to save, understanding 

credit and debt management, calculating profits, and risk management. In addition to this 

financial literacy training, awareness raising sessions are conducted on the available micro-

finance and insurance products that exist locally from RuSACCOs, MFIs and other private 

sector providers.  GRAD2 is also working with partner MFIs to implement  loan guarantee 

funds to leverage capital for loans for PSNP households to complement capital available 

through VESA savings mobilization for larger scale production. 

The following key questions are the focus for the MTSR.  

1. How effective are the MFI MOUs?  How well are PSNP households being served by 

MFIs?  
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2. How effective is the loan guarantee fund in terms of incentivizing MFIs?  What 

dependencies are being created?  

3. How likely are MFIs to continue providing the desired services after the GRAD2 

ends?  How likely are households to seek additional loans from the MFIs after 

GRAD2 ends? 

4. How do households feel about the MFI terms and conditions, e.g. mandatory savings, 

timing of repayment, and so on? 

5. Are financial services, including in VESAs, being equitably provided to women? Is 

this economically empowering for them? 

6. What are the opportunities for promoting more diverse and flexible financial services 

for men/women?  

F.   Nutrition and Nutrition-Sensitive Agriculture     

GRAD 2 is collaborating with a number of other programs that are implementing nutrition-

related interventions, including the USAID-funded DFAPs, the PSNP4 Linkages to Social 

Services, and the new Feed the Future GtN Activity. In addition, basic nutrition education 

messages are provided as part of the VESA training curriculum; nutrient-rich crops and 

livestock products are identified and promoted in a nutrition-sensitive agriculture approach in 

the livelihoods component, and social and cultural norms affecting household nutrition are 

addressed in the SAA process.    

The following key questions are the focus for the MTSR.  

1. Given that in GRAD2 nutrition education is being done by non-nutrition facilitators, 

how well does this work? Are the VESA nutrition sessions appropriate and doable?  

2. What changes are occurring with households finding a balance between income and 

consumption? 

3. Why is adoption of perma-garden approach low in many areas? How should this be 

addressed?  

4. How well is the poultry voucher working as an incentive to market-based poultry 

production?  

5. What successes, failures and new opportunities exist relative to GRAD2’s layering 

(collaboration) with other nutrition projects and programs?  

G.  Climate Change Adaptation and Resilience 

GRAD2 is building capacities at different levels to be able to address climate risks.  At the 

household level, learning sessions with VESAs will include concepts of climate change, 

participatory analysis of climate hazards, and household and community capacities for coping 

and adapting to the hazards.  GRAD 2 also works to build capacities of and access to climate 

information from early warning systems, seasonal forecasts and long-term projections.  In the 

Resilient Livelihoods component which builds the capacities of targeted PSNP households to 

undertake livelihood activities, GRAD2 promotes understanding of climate risk-management 

through a diverse portfolio of IGAs and climate-smart agriculture in the farm pathway.   

The following key questions are the focus for the MTSR.  

1. How effective is the Climate Vulnerability and Capacity Assessment (CVCA) as a 

tool for catalyzing action? How can it be implemented at scale? 
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2. What have VESA members learned from climate change sessions?  How are 

behaviors likely to change as a result? 

3. How likely is the Participatory Scenario Planning (PSP) model to be adopted and 

replicated by the counterpart institutions?  

4. How else can the GRAD2 support households to be able to cope with the effects of 

climate change?  

H.  Use of an Innovation Fund 

GRAD2 is using an Innovation Fund to test new technologies and approaches and to buy-

down risk for private sector and other service providers.  The Innovation Fund includes large 

grants to support joint initiatives between technical and research institutions to develop and 

test new approaches or technologies and to generate better data and learning from project 

interventions.  Small private sector investment grants are also provided to entrepreneurs, 

small businesses, cooperatives and others to address value chain development constraints that 

directly impact targeted PSNP households.  Other small-scale innovation grants are also 

provided to organizations, financial institutions, research centers, individuals or businesses 

for development and testing of innovative technologies such as financial products, labor-

saving devices for women, post-harvest storage, or food processing. 

The following key questions are the focus for the MTSR.  

1. What added-value or other contributions are the large Innovation Fund grants making 

to project objectives? How can this be improved? 

2. How likely will the agro-dealer network sustainably improve input supply for 

GRAD2 HHs?  How can this be improved, e.g., better linkages, more dealers, and 

different model?  

3. How can the Innovation Fund model and flow chart be improved for generating ideas 

and converting them to action?  

I.  Collaboration   

GRAD2 collaborates and coordinates with the CRS-led sister Livelihoods for Resilience 

Activity, the PSNP4 Linkages to Social Services, the Feed the Future GtN Activity, the Food 

for Peace Development Food Assistance Programs (DFAPs), and other projects to facilitate 

rapid scale-up and increased impact while avoiding duplication of effort.  The collaboration is 

reflected in development of Memoranda of Understanding, joint work planning, shared 

learning activities, the development of common indicators, coordination of monitoring and 

evaluation efforts, and coordination and harmonization of approaches with respect to 

innovation and guarantee fund activities.  

The following key questions are the focus for the MTSR.  

1. How well is the partnership with PSNP4 working? What are the gaps and successes?  

How can these relationships be improved? 

2. How effective is the layering of GRAD2 with the DFSAs? 

3. How well is the field-based collaboration of GRAD2 with other projects and 

organizations working?  What are some of the success stories and lessons learned 

around the factors that contribute to success? 

4. What evidence is there of replication of the VESA model by government? What are 

the constraints to adoption of the model by others? How can these be addressed? 
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III.  EVALUATION PROCESS 

The full implementation schedule for the evaluation and the specific schedule for the field 

work in the three regions are shown in Annex A.  Field work in Ethiopia will commence on 

the May 16 and is expected to be completed by June 14. More detail on some of the key 

events in the process is provided below. 

A. Phase 1:  MTSR Preparation (May 1 through May 16)   

During the MTSR preparation period, a draft evaluation plan (this document) will be 

developed, the MTSR team will review the background documents listed below, preliminary 

data collection tools will be drafted, and the field visit schedule will be finalized.  The 

members of the MTSR team will assemble in Addis Ababa by May 15.  On Thursday, May 

16, the team will hold an initial meeting to meet each other and to discuss the MTSR plan. 

1.  Background Document Review.  There are many documents that could be reviewed to 

prepare for the MTSR.  However, given time limitations for team members, the available 

documents have been divided into two sets.  One set represents required reading for all team 

members in order to be able to understand the full strategy for GRAD2 as well as the range of 

activities being undertaken. The second set of documents should be reviewed by individual 

team members as required. 

Required Reading.  The following documents are required reading for all team members and 

must have been reviewed before the team assembles in-country on May 16.   

 Program Description 

 Annual Reports for FY 2017 and FY 2018 

 All Quarterly Monitoring Reports 

 IR Assessment Baseline Report 

 VESA manual 

Other Reference Documents.  A wide range of other reference documents will be made 

available on a flash drive that will be distributed in the first team meeting on May 16.  If any 

team member sees reference to a document that is needed but not on the flash drive, he or she 

should contact Siele Wondefraw, GRAD2 Admin Assistant (Siele.Wondifraw@care.org). 

2.  Data Collection Tools.  Data collection tools, primarily topical outlines or checklists, will 

be used by the MTSR.  MTSR Team Members will be responsible for developing these data 

collection tools for their areas of responsibility with the deadline for completing working 

versions of the tools by May 20 before the team begins data collection.  

3.  Initial MTSR Team Meeting, May 16.  The initial meeting of the MTSR Team will occur 

in the morning on May 16 in the CARE Ethiopia office. In this meeting, team members will 

be introduced to each other, the MTSR team leader will provide an overview of the 

evaluation process, and any questions that team members may have will be answered.  The 

additional work required to finalize the Implementation Plan before the team leaves to begin 

field data collection will also be discussed. 

B. Phase 2:  Data Collection & Preliminary Analysis (May 17 through June 14)   

From Friday, May 17, through Friday, June 14, the MTSR Team will be assembled in 

Ethiopia for data collection and preliminary analysis of information. For the first four days in 

this period, the MTSR team will be in Addis Ababa for preparations and preliminary 

interviews with stakeholders based in Addis.  On Tuesday, May 20, the team will travel to the 

field to begin gathering information.  Field level data collection will be undertaken for 18 

days over the period from May 20 through June 7.  For three days from Saturday through 
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Monnday after returning to Addis, the team will process the information obtained, continue 

gathering information and prepare for the Strategic Review Workshop which will be held for 

two days, on Tuesday and Wednesday, June 11 and 12.  Following the Strategic Review 

Workshop, the MTSR team will have one day to continue refining recommendations and to 

prepare for a debriefing to USAID Ethiopia on Friday, June 14. The following sections 

provide more detail on the key events in this phase of the MTSR.   

1.  GRAD2 Orientation Meeting, May 17 (Half Day).  In this half-day meeting, the GRAD2 

implementation team will present an orientation to the activity for the MTSR Team.  The key 

content should include an overview of the strategy of GRAD2, an overview of the resources 

(money and staff) available, a map showing geographic locations, a description of the 

approaches used under each of the topical areas described above and the key learning 

questions for the MTSR. The purpose of this meeting is to obtain clarity on the approaches 

being used by the program, the key learning questions for the MTSR and the stakeholders and 

participants that need to be interviewed to be able to obtain information to respond to the 

learning questions.  Attendees to this meeting include the GRAD2 management and technical 

team, selected representatives from implementing and technical partners, and anyone else 

from CARE or partners likely to be involved in implementing or supporting the MTSR.  

2.  Meetings with GRAD2 Stakeholders in Addis Ababa, May 17, 18 or 20.  On these days, 

MTSR Team members will conduct interviews with key stakeholders that are based in Addis.  

These could include interviews with representatives of IPs, technical partners, government 

stakeholders, and private sector stakeholders.  Given the limited time, the MTSR will need to 

be strategic on the use of this time and will rely on the LRA management team to provide 

guidance on prioritizing the meetings that need to held.  For meetings with stakeholders 

related to a particular issue, the GRAD2 management team will provide a briefing to the 

MTSR team member(s) who will be having the meeting, so that the issue is reasonably clear, 

since the MTSR team will not have had a chance to see field activities before the meeting. 

3.  Field Data Collection, May 21 through June 7.   Over this period, the MTSR team will 

conduct key informant interviews, hold focus group discussions and observe project activities 

in the three regions to obtain qualitative data.  The team will plan to spend around four to five 

days with each of the four partners (REST in Tigray, ORDA in Amhara, ASE in SNNPR and 

CARE in SNNNPR) and will conduct interviews, focus group discussions and site visits at 

multiple levels, including with GRAD2 implementing staff, representatives of regional 

stakeholders or participants, woreda-level stakeholders, and community-based participants in 

all four regions.  The MTSR Team will go to all three regions, seven woredas, and thirty-one 

kebeles12.   A preliminary schedule is provided in Annex A.   

4.  Information Processing & Preparation for the Strategic Review Workshop, June 8 to 10.  

During the field work, MTSR team members will be given a moderate amount of time to 

process the information they have obtained; and over this three-day period after the 

completion of field data collection, the team will continue analyzing information to identify 

major findings and preliminary recommendations that will be presented for discussion at a 

Strategic Review Workshop.  Each MTSR team member will prepare the PowerPoint 

presentation(s) that she/he plans to present.     

5.  Strategic Review Workshop, June 11 (1/2 day) & 12.  In this one and one-half day 

workshop, the major observations and the recommendations resulting from the MTSR 

investigations will be shared with selected GRAD2 implementation staff and key 

                                                           
12 This number includes any woreda or kebele in which at least one MTSR team member has visited.  All team 

members will not be going to all of these woredas or kebeles, 
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representatives from GRAD2 partners.  The purpose of this workshop is to ensure that the 

observations reflect reality and the recommendations being considered are realistic, 

achievable and likely to produce the desired effects. The workshop will be held at a venue in 

Addis Ababa, and an illustrative Workshop Plan is provided in Annex C. 

6.  Post-Workshop Processing, June 13.   During this period, MTSR team members will 

revise their PowerPoint presentations to capture key points from the discussions in the 

Strategic Review Workshop to facilitate the drafting of the report later. In the Strategic 

Review Workshop, all recommendations being considered by the team will have been 

presented to the project implementers.  In this post-workshop processing period, the full list 

of recommendations will be narrowed down to a list of priority recommendations.  A short 

meeting will be held with the GRAD2 management team to discuss the recommendations that 

were presented in the workshop.  The purpose of this meeting is to obtain feedback on those 

recommendations that are perceived to be most useful and those that are seen to be less useful 

either because they are already being undertaken or because the time and resources available 

to implement a recommendation are insufficient.  Once the priority recommendations have 

been identified by the MTSR team, each team member will prepare a limited number of 

slides on their prioritized recommendations that can be consolidated with other team member 

presentations for the USAID Debriefing.  The MTSR team leader will collate these into a 

single presentation for the debriefing. 

7.  Stakeholder Debriefing, June 14.  A summary of the MTSR product produced to this point 

will be presented to GRAD2 stakeholders. Participants in this meeting will be the leadership 

of CARE, leadership of GRAD2 consortium partners, representatives from other GRAD2 

stakeholders, and representatives from USAID.  The debriefing is expected to take about 

three hours for presentation and questions.  

C.  Phase 3:  Evaluation Recommendations Finalization (June 15 to July 17) 

After the USAID debriefing on June 14, the MTSR team will disperse and work remotely to 

assemble a draft report by July 3.   This first draft of the report will be reviewed by CARE 

and consortium partners.  Feedback on the report from this review will be processed by the 

MTSR team to produce a final draft of the report by July 17.   

1.  First Draft Report, July 3.    MTSR team members will continue reviewing and analyzing 

background documentation and information collected toward assembling content for the draft 

report.   The MTSR team leader will consolidate the writing into a draft report to be finalized 

and circulated to CARE by July 3.   

2.  Final Report, July 17.  Feedback on the draft report will be incorporated in a final report to 

be submitted to CARE by July 17.   

IV. QUALITATIVE DATA COLLECTION 

Qualitative data will be collected primarily through key informant interviews and focus group 

discussions with representatives of GRAD2 implementation staff, project participants (both 

beneficiaries and intermediaries), and project partners including consortium partners, local 

partners, technical partners, private sector partners, and GoE partners. Topical outlines or 

checklists will be used to guide interviews and focus group discussions.  Annex B will 

contain the final versions of the tools before field work commences. MTSR Team members 

will provide GRAD2 management staff with a list of the meetings, interviews and Focus 

Group Discussions (FGDs) that they would like to have arranged, and the MTSR team will 

work with project management staff to develop schedules for meetings in each region. 

A.  Composition of Key Informant Interviews and Focus Group Discussions 
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Key informant interviews are normally held with between one to four persons, ideally no 

more than two, and these interviews typically last no more than one hour. FGDs are 

organized with from five to no more than ten persons.  They are called focus groups because 

all of the members of the group have a common feature, so FGD facilitators must ensure that 

participants meet the desired common criterion, e.g., members of a VESA group.  FGDs 

should normally not extend beyond two hours.  In both cases, interviews and discussions 

should be held in secluded locations so that bystanders or passersby cannot influence the 

discussions.  In some cases, separate male and female groups will be interviewed in order to 

ensure that female perspectives are allowed to be voiced.  

B.  Topical Outlines or Checklists 

MTSR Team members are responsible for developing the topical outlines or checklists which 

they will use in key informant interviews or focus group discussions. These should be aligned 

with the key questions described in Section II above and tailored to staff, stakeholders and the 

different types of participants in activity.  The questions in a topical outline are fairly general 

and used to stimulate discussion.  Reviewers will keep in mind at all times that the purpose of 

the information gathering is to understand what the project has done, what changes have 

occurred as a result, what has helped or hindered achievement of these changes, and how 

likely are the changes to be sustained after the project ends.  The discussion facilitator will be 

free to explore in more depth any relevant topics that may come up during each discussion, 

related to these objectives, and is also free to skip particular questions on a topical outline if it 

is apparent that the respondent being interviewed has no relevant information for those 

questions.  

C.  Observation of Project Activities 

In addition to conducting interviews and focus group discussions, MTSR team members will 

also observe implementation of GRAD2 activities and physical sites where project 

investments have been made.   These should be regularly scheduled program activities, as 

much as possible, not activities organized only for the MTSR.   

E.  Field Data Collection 

A four- to five-day process is envisioned for data collection with each of the four IPs in the 

three regions. The MTSR will collect data at the Woreda and Kebele-levels and where 

possible at the Zone and Region-levels.  In any one community, the team will not spend more 

than a half day, and the team will break up into smaller teams as necessary to be able to visit 

as many sites as possible to view the full range of major project interventions and successful 

pilots. In addition to conducting interviews and focus group discussions, MTSR team 

members will also observe, where possible, implementation of project activities and physical 

sites where project investments have been made, as already mentioned.  

During visits to regional representatives, zone stakeholders, woreda stakeholders and or 

kebele participants, it is expected that GRAD2 implementing staff will accompany the 

evaluation team to facilitate the introduction of the team to the stakeholders or participants.  

These staff will not participate in interviews and FGDs after the introductions have been 

made, but they should be available to answer questions from the MTSR team members after 

the interviews/FGDs to discuss the information that has been obtained.    

The following sections describe the type of data collection activities that will be undertaken 

in each region.  The sequence will vary depending on the day of the week, since some 

stakeholders may not be available on a Saturday or Sunday. In situations like these, the 



Livelihoods for Resilience Activity MTSR Report                                                       Annex A 

 

 
51 

stakeholder interviews will be moved forward or backward in the process in order to fall on a 

regular business day.  

GRAD2 Orientation and Interviews with Woreda-Level Implementing Staff.   A different 

project partner is implementing activities in each region13.  In order for the MTSR to begin to 

understand similarities and differences in implementation between partners, the first activity 

in each region will be a meeting between the MTSR team and the woreda-based 

implementing staff.  Items on the agenda for this meeting are (1) introductions and 

explanation of the purpose and objectives of the MTSR, (2) review of the schedule for 

activities in the woreda including meetings scheduled with woreda-based stakeholders and 

interviews/FGDs organized at the kebele level, (3) separate meetings between individual 

MTSR team members and GRAD2 implementation staff by sector, and (4) a reconvening of 

the full group to discuss the unique features and challenges for GRAD2 in the region, 

particularly related to the nine priority topics for the MTSR (see Section II above).  The 

Woreda Team Leader with the support of Regional Coordinators or Program Managers 

should prepare a short presentation on the unique features and challenges for GRAD2 as a 

basis for the discussion and provide a handout on the quantitative achievements in the 

woreda.  The planned duration for the orientation is three hours with roughly 30 minutes for 

agenda items 1 & 2, 90 minutes for agenda item #3 and 60 minutes for agenda item #4.    

Field Visits to Kebeles.  The MTSR team will conduct interviews and focus group 

discussions with project participants, including both targeted beneficiaries and intermediaries, 

in selected kebeles.    

Meetings with Woreda-Based Stakeholders.  MTSR team members will conduct interviews 

with Woreda-based stakeholders for GRAD2.   These could include relevant government 

departments, private sector representatives, technical partners or collaborating projects.  The 

kebele visits usually held before this meeting will provide information to inform these 

interviews, i.e., MTSR team members will be able to query stakeholders on observations 

made in the community visits.   

Meetings with Region or Zone-Based Stakeholders.  MTSR team members will conduct 

interviews with Region or Zone-based stakeholders for GRAD2 where possible.  These could 

include relevant government departments, private sector representatives, technical partners or 

collaborating projects.    

Information Processing/Follow-up Interviews.  During the period while the MTSR team is in 

a region, some time will be set aside for team members to begin processing the information 

that has been gathered and to conduct additional follow-up interviews that may be required.  

When possible, a short team meeting will be held in each region for team members to discuss 

with each other their observations, preliminary thoughts on recommendations, and any 

logistical issues that may have arisen.  MTSR team members are expected to share and 

discuss ideas and observations with each other whenever other opportunities arise, such as 

when traveling together or during off-time at the beginning or end of each day.   

Translation and Note-Taking.   External translators will be recruited by CARE to accompany 

members of the MTSR team, as required. Team member notes will be taken by individual 

team members during the data collection process.  Team members will also use photography 

as a data collection tool. 

F.  Sampling and Participant Selection 

                                                           
13 REST is implementing in Tigray Region, ORDA is implementing in Amhara Region, ASE is implementing in 

SNNPR and CARE is implementing in SNNPR. 
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Since this is a formative evaluation exercise, the sample of participants and communities for 

field visits will not be chosen randomly.  These will be selected strategically, so that the 

MTSR team can observe what is working and what is not working relative to the focal areas 

identified for the MTSR. The 

MTSR team needs to see the 

problems and challenges in 

order to be able to propose 

recommendations to address 

them, so the selection of sites 

for visits must include both.  

For interviews and FGDs in 

each site to be visited, project 

staff, volunteers and village 

leaders will identify individuals 

for interviews and FGDs to 

ensure that households selected 

represent the economic and 

geographic diversity of a village.   

Table 2 indicates the woredas that have been strategically selected for the MTSR. 

Table 2.  Woredas Selected for the GRAD2 MTSR 

Region Zone/Cluster IP Woreda Types of Data Collection 

Amhara 

North Wollo/Meket 

ORDA 

Meket 
Staff, Participants, 

Stakeholders 

North 

Wollo/Woldiya 
Guba Lafto 

Mixed – Only ½ day 

North Shewa Menz Gera 
Staff, Participants, 

Stakeholders 

Tigray 

South Tigray 

REST 

Ofla 
Staff, Participants, 

Stakeholders 

East Tigray 
Ganta 

Afeshum 

Staff, Participants, 

Stakeholders 

SNNPR 

Gedio 

CARE 

Wonago 
Staff, Participants, 

Stakeholders 

Sidama Chuko 
Staff, Participants, 

Stakeholders 

Hadiya 
ASE 

Soru 
Staff, Participants, 

Stakeholders 

TOTAL 8 Zones/Clusters  8 Woredas --- 

 

V. MTSR TEAM 

The evaluation team will be composed of the following persons. 

1.  Mike DeVries, Team Leader – Responsible for coordinating overall implementation of the 

evaluation, investigations around climate change adaptation and resilience, investigations 

around the use of the Innovation Fund, facilitation of meetings and workshops, preparation 

of debriefings, and completion of the final report.   

Selecting Sites for a Mid-Term Evaluation Exercise 

In selecting sites for data collection in Mid-Term Evaluations, there is the 

potential for project implementers to try to direct the data collection 

toward the best sites in order to produce the best view possible about the 

program. This, however, is not in the best interests of development, the 

project, or organizations implementing programs.  Just as all projects are 

achieving at least some good impact, all projects also have 

implementation challenges and problems.  Mid-term evaluations are 

opportunities to fix these problems and address the challenges.  Moreover, 

if the problems do not get addressed by the time of the final evaluation, 

final evaluators will find them and criticize the project for not addressing 

them.   The project that has used the Mid-Term Evaluation to improve its 

effectiveness and efficiency will ultimately have greater impact and be 

viewed more favorably in the final assessment.    
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Emily Springer – Responsible for investigations related to VESA formation, VESA 

capacity building, women’s empowerment and social transformation and the writing of 

sections of the final report on these investigations.   

Getaneh Gobezie – Responsible for investigations around financial services and the writing 

of sections of the first draft of the report on these investigations. 

Adam Tefera - Responsible for investigations around livelihoods pathways and the writing 

of sections of the draft report on these investigations. 

Oscar Geerts - Responsible for investigations around market systems and value chain 

development and the writing of sections of the final report on these investigations. 

Million Shibeshi - Responsible for investigations around nutrition and NSA and the writing 

of sections of the draft report on these investigations. 

Zoma Mesfin - Responsible for investigations around collaboration, the writing of sections 

of the final report on these investigations, and editing the final report. 

Final Report 

A draft report limited to 40 pages following the outline provided in Annex D will be 

presented to CARE Ethiopia by July 3.  CARE will return comments to the Team Leader by 

July 12, and the final version of the report responding to comments will be submitted to 

CARE Ethiopia by July 17.  
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GRAD2 Mid-Term Strategic Review – Full Schedule in Ethiopia 
 

ACTIVITY 

May June 
T F S S M T W T F S S M T W T F S S M T W T F S S M T W T F 

16
 

17
 

18
 

19
 

20
 

21
 

22
 

23
 

24
 

25
 

26
 

27
 

28
 

29
 

30
 

31
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
 

11
 

12
 

13
 

14
 

First MTSR Team Planning Meeting                               

MTSR Preparation (Plan, Schedule, Tools) & Meetings in Addis                               

Program Orientation (Half Day presentation by GRAD2 Management 
Team), Meetings with Stakeholders in Addis 

                              

Information Gathering (Field visits to three regions)                               

Information Analysis and Preparation for Strategic Review Workshop                               

Strategic Review Workshop (two-day event with selected GRAD2 
staff and partner representatives to analyze initial findings) 

                              

Post-Workshop Processing & Debriefing Preparation                               

Stakeholder Debriefing (including USAID)                               

Draft Report Compiled Target Date:  July 3 

Final Report Submitted Target Date:  July 17 

 

Mike DeVries (TL, Innovation Fund, CCA & Resilience)                               

Emily Springer (VESA & Gender)                               

Getaneh Gobezie (Financial Services)                               

Adam Tefera (Livelihoods)                               

Oscar Geerts (Markets & Value Chain Development)                               

Million Shibeshi (Nutrition)                               

Zoma Mesfin (Collaboration)                               
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GRAD2 Mid-Term Strategic Review - Field Work Schedule 

Date From To IP Accommodation 
Location Morning Task Afternoon Task 

Amhara Region 

DAY1  
21 May (Tue) 

Addis 
Lalibela by Air 
Meket by Road 

ORDA Lalibela 
Travel from Addis to Lalibela by Air 
(ET 122) then by road to Meket (7 

MTSR members) 

Orientation/Interviews with ORDA 
implementing staff in Meket Woreda   

DAY 2 
22 May (Wed) 

Lalibela 
Meket ORDA Woldiya 

Meket Woreda Kebele Field Visits (7 
MTSR members split into 3 groups) 

Meket Woreda 
Stakeholder 
Interviews (7 

team members) 

Travel to Kombolcha 
(5 team members 

Meket ORDA Lalibela 
Travel to Lalibela 
(Million & Zoma) 

DAY 3 
23 May (Th) 

Woldiya  Guba Lafto ORDA Kombolcha 
Travel by road from Woldiya to Guba 

Lafto Woreda (5 Team Members) 
Data collection in Guba Lafto Woreda  

Lalibela Addis ORDA Addis Fly to Addis (Million & Zoma) 

DAY 4 
24 May (Fri) 

Kombolcha Menz Gera  ORDA 
Lodge Near Mahal 

Meda 

Travel by road from Kombolcha to 
Menz Gera 

 

Orientation/Interviews with ORDA 
implementing staff in Menz Gera 

Woreda  
 

DAY 5 
25 May (Sat) 

Menz Gera Addis ORDA Addis 

Menz Gera Woreda Kebele Field 
Visits (1 kebele for 3 team members) 
or Menz Gera Woreda Stakeholder 

Interviews (2 Team members) 

Travel by road to Addis 

Tigray Region 
DAY 6 

26 May (Sun) 
Addis 

Mekele by Air 
Adigrat by Road 

--- Adigrat Travel by air to Mekele and by road to Adigrat (5 team members) 

DAY 7 
27 May (Mon) 

Adigrat Ganta Afeshum REST Adigrat 
Orientation/Interviews with REST 

implementing staff in Ganta Afeshum 
Woreda 

Ganta Afeshum Woreda Stakeholder 
Interviews 

DAY 8 
28 May (Tue) 

National Holiday 

Ganta Afeshum Maicheu REST Maicheu 
Ganta Afeshum,Woreda Kebele Field 

Visit (5 MTSR members split into 3 
groups) 

Travel by road to Maicheu (5 MTSR 
members) 

Addis 
Mekele & 
Maicheu 

--- Maicheu Travel by air to Mekele and by road to Maicheu (Million & Zoma) 

DAY 9 
29 May (Wed) 

Maicheu Ofla REST Maichau 
 Orientation/Interviews with REST 
implementing staff in Ofla Woreda 

Ofla Woreda Kebele Field Visit (7 
MTSR members split into 3 groups) 
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DAY 10 
30 May (Thu) 

Maichau Addis REST Addis Ofla Woreda Stakeholder Interviews 
Travel to Mekele by Road and then by 

air to Addis (7 MTSR members) 

SNNP Region 
DAY 11 

31 May (Fri) 
Addis 

Hawassa by Air 
Chuko by Road 

CARE Dilla 
Travel by Air and then by Road to 

Wenago (5 team members) 
Wenago Woreda Stakeholder 

Interviews 

DAY 12 
1 June (Sat) 

Dilla Chuko CARE Dilla 
Orientation/Interviews with CARE 

implementing staff in Wenago 
Woreda 

Wenago Woreda Kebele Field Visit (5 
MTSR members split into 2 groups) 

DAY 13 
2 June (Sun) 

No Travel  Dilla 
Information processing or rest (5 team 

members) 
MTSR team meeting in late afternoon 

Addis 
Hawassa by Air 
Dilla by Road 

--- Dilla 
Travel by Air and then by Road to Dilla 

(Million & Zoma) 

DAY 14 
3 June (Mon) 

Dilla Wenago CARE Dilla 
Orientation/Interviews with CARE 

implementing staff in Chuko Woreda 

Chuko Woreda Kebele Field Visit (3 
kebeles, 7 MTSR members split into 3 

groups) 
DAY 15 

4 June (Tue) 
Dilla Hawassa CARE Hawassa 

Chuko Woreda Stakeholder 
Interviews 

Travel to Hawassa by road (7 team 
members) 

DAY 16 
5 June (Wed) 

National Holiday 
Hawassa Hosana --- Hosana Travel by road to Hosana 

Individual Info processing by MTSR 
team members 

DAY 17 
6 June (Thu) 

Hosana Soro ASE Hosana 
Orientation/Interviews with ASE 

implementing staff in Soro Woreda 
Soro Woreda Kebele Field Visit (7 
MTSR members split into 3 groups) 

DAY 18 
7 June (Fri) 

Hosana Addis ASE Addis Soro Woreda Stakeholder Interviews Travel by road to Addis 
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ANNEX B:   TOPICAL OUTLINES FOR QUALITATIVE DATA COLLECTION 

 

================================================================ 

VESA FORMATION AND CAPACITY BUILDING 

WOMEN’S EMPOWERMENT AND SOCIAL TRANSFORMATION 

Topical Outlines 

 

Interviews: 

Community Facilitators 

Woreda Team Leaders 

Gender & Nutrition Officers/Microfinance Officers 

Life Skills Trainers (PACE) 

Youth Specialist/Trainers (YOUTH VESA) 

 

Focus Group Discussions 

VESA-women (4 FHH, 4 married)    8 

VESA-couples (4 spouse pairs)    8 

VESA – PACE-trained women (4 wmn, 4 youth) 3 = 1/region  

 

 

INTERVIEWS: 

Community Facilitators: 
- Review VESAs in area 

- Strong vs weak VESAs and reasons why 

- Challenges of running VESAs at different phases 

- Core challenges 

- Difficulties in gender 

- Recommendations for improvement 

 

Woreda Team Leaders & Officers (Gender & Nutrition and Microfinance):  
- Review VESAs in area and CFs supporting 

- Strong vs weak VESAs and reasons why 

- Challenges of running VESAs at different phases 

- Core challenges 

- Difficulties in gender 

- SAA trainings: within VESA and for taskforce/community members 

- Recommendations for improvement 

 

Youth Specialists/Trainers: 
- Describe youth VESAs 

- Relevancy of youth VESA, unique needs of youth 

- Status of saving for youth, sources of money, savings relevancy 

- New ideas taken from youth VESA 

- Gender-specific challenges 

- What challenges for getting youth VESAs going 

- Recommendations for improvement 

 

Life Skills Trainers (PACE) 
- Review PACE training and appropriateness 

- Review PACE skills and any challenges in implementing the curriculum 

- Impact of PACE trainings on VESA leadership 

- Impact of PACE trainings of Youth members 
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- Gender dynamics of PACE trainers 

- Other potential stakeholder groups 

- Recommendations for improvement 

 

Focus Group Discussions:  

 

VESA-women (4 FHH, 4 married)     
- Describe VESA experiences and relevancy of topics 

- New ideas from VESA in savings? New ideas from VESA discussions? 

- Leaders in VESA and in community relationships (link to PACE) 

- Impact on life, relationships, community relationships 

- Passbook holders vs. attendance 

- Changes in workload from VESA participation 

- Challenges and barriers to full participation in VESA 

- Relationship with CF 

- Recommendations for improvement 

 

VESA-couples (4 spouse pairs)     
- Describe VESA experiences and relevancy of topics 

- New ideas from VESA in savings? New ideas from VESA discussions? 

- Leaders in VESA and in community relationships (link to PACE) 

- Impact on life, relationships, community relationships 

- Passbook holders vs. attendance 

- Changes in workload from VESA participation 

- Challenges and barriers to full participation in VESA 

- Relationship with CF 

- Recommendations for improvement 

 

VESA – PACE-trained women (4 wmn, 4 youth)  
- Describe their PACE trainings and relevancy of topics 

- New skills provided by PACE. Anything not relevant 

- Putting PACE into action in their lives 

- Putting PACE into action in VESAs or WRN 

- Changes in communication with themselves, partners, households, community 

- Interactions with PACE trainers 

- Recommendations for improvement 

 

 

 

LIVELIHOODS PATHWAYS 

Topical Outlines 

 

QUESTIONS FOR VESA PARTICIPANTS 

 (Adult VESA)  

1. Are you familiar with the GRAD Project?  

2. In which livelihoods activities have you or other members of your household 

participated in this project? For how long have you/they been involved?  
a) Probe :  How many of you have engaged in on - farm livelihoods activities (VC supported to  

crop  –potato, onion, lentil ,wheat and haricot bean  and  VC  related to livestock –meat , poultry 

and honey) ? what are the drivers of your decisions  ? 
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b) Probe :  How many of you or your kids  have engaged in   the off farm livelihoods activities  – 

construction , light manufacturing , services , micro-franchising and skill training, BOYB,WRN 

and employment ?  Why?  

c) Probe:   How many of you have kids ( 18 -29 years ) who engaged on youth employment  

activities.? Why? 

3.  In your opinion, who has benefited most and least from these interventions? Probe : MHHs, 

women in MHHs  , FHHs ,  male or female youth  

4. What difficulties have there been in your participation in these activities? Probe : inputs 

, market,  technical skill , finance ,  
5. What opportunities / threats are there to you to continue or sustain these interventions? 

6. What is your source of finance to engage in VC supported on- farm and off farm livelihoods 

activities? Probe : the challenges – adequacy ,  

7. If you need advice /support to engage on these activities, where do you go ? probe : the 

extension agent ( GO or project)  , trainings  on improved agricultural practices(video enabled 

extension , Products cards , low cost irrigation technologies suppliers etc 

8. Do you think the agricultural input supply situation through agro dealers in terms of availability, 

quality, adequacy, timely delivery, price, range of choice…etc ….right for you? If no what are 

the problems 

9. Do you face any problem getting inputs from the agro dealers? If yes, please describe the three 

major ones in order of importance 

10. What else do you think GRAD could do better to improve these interventions?  

 

(Youth VESA) 
1. Are you familiar with the GRAD Project?  

2. How have you participated in this project? For how long have you been involved?  

a) Probe:  How many of you have started saving in the VESA? Or in personal account   if not 

why? What you like /dislike most about the VESA ? 

b) Probe:  How many of you have participated in off farm livelihoods (by type) and skill training, 

BOYB, WRN and employment? Why?  

c) Probe: How many of you have participated in wage employment? why  

3. What has GRAD done to help you to acquire skill to learn business and find job opportunities? 

a)  Probe:  training on WRN, BYOB, work related experience and coaching what working well 

and not? 

b) Probe: Which part of the WRN and BYOB curricula are the most useful? Which one are the 

most challenging? 

c) Probe: Personal development plan What do  you need to be successful in the future ? 

4. Please describe how you have benefitted from youth livelihoods interventions. Probe : youth 

development program outcomes ( increase income and saving , increase goal setting behavior 

and increase self-esteem)  

5. Who, in your opinion, has benefitted most from these interventions? Probe : youth in MHH 

,youth in FHHs  

6. What difficulties have there been in your participation in these activities? Probe :  safe space , 

lack of time to attend the trainings , high entry point ( writing , reading and arithmetic skill 

requirement)  ,  distance and  cost to access trainings  , finance to start business , lack of working 

space and land , market problem for inputs and outputs , etc  

7. What suggestions do you have for addressing these constraints or otherwise enabling the project 

to have greater impact? 

Skill training  
8. Do you think the TVET skill training program in your community  in terms of availability, 

quality, adequacy, timely delivery, cost , range of choice…etc ….right for you? If no what are 

the problems 

9. Do you face any problem in accessing the skill training programs? If yes, please describe the 

three major ones in order of importance 

10. What else would you like us to know about the project? 
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QUESTIONS FOR IMPLEMENTING STAFF  

                      (Off farm livelihoods  and youth specialist,micro-franchising specialist ) 
1. Explain your understanding of the strategy for the Livelihoods for Resilience Project. 

2. What are the main activities that you are implementing (check against a pre-prepared list)? Probe : 

VESA model for youth and adult , VC supported on farm livelihoods ( crop and livestock ) , off 

farm livelihoods and employment  

3. What is working well and why? Probe : product cards , low cost irrigation, video enhanced 

extension , business idea catalog , micro francizing , skill training through TVET , BYOB ,WRN 

and employment  

4. What is not working well and why? How are the challenges being addressed? 

5. Who, in your opinion, has benefitted most from the project? 

6. Are there other people who should be benefitting from the project but are not?  Please describe 

them for us. 

7. What have been the major changes that you have observed with PSNP households as a result of the 

project? What is the likelihood that these changes remain after the project ends? 

8. Where changes are slow or not evident, what are the obstacles to change? 

9. What changes in the way the project is being implemented would make it more effective in 

achieving its outputs and outcomes? 

10. What else would you like us to know about the project?  

Micro-franchising (MF) specialist  
1. What strategies does GRAD use in implementation of the MF model ? probe : marketing strategies 

, cost structure/ incentive , product mix /bundling , operation structure , clients ( sales women)  

interest and capacity   

2. What have been the major changes that you have observed on participants of the MF initiatives? 

Probe : sales techniques /business skill , income, supplement HHs income , diversify income 

3. What difficulties have there been in the implementation of the MF interventions? 

a) Probe issues related to  franchisee /saleswomen  :  lack of  commitment and attrition  , safety , profit 

margin , price fluctuation , low literacy and numeracy skill ( book keeping ), cultural and social 

perception ,  

b) Probe issues related to   wholesalers   :  low profit  margin , commitment , stock , and inventory 

availabilities , price fluctuation , supply , problem of product quality and damage , competition   

c) Probe issues related to   business partner  /franchisor :  Availability , willingness and commitment 

,  supply consistency , quality of product , price issue ,  

d) Probe issues related to regulatory and enabling environment :   business laws, tax :  licensing  and 

support from government , infrastructure (road , internet , electricity   

4. What opportunities / threats are there to continue or sustain these interventions?  

A) Probe : if there is possibilities of finding local business partners from SME with strong product  

B) Probe : if there is possible of micro consignment business case development or employing buddy 

system model with agro dealers  

 

QUESTIONS FOR INTERMEDIARIES  

(Youth trainers, Agro dealers) 

Youth trainer – BOYB and WRN trainers  
1. What does as youth trainer do – roles and responsibilities?   Probe:  What are the benefits, since 

when, specific activities carried-out, with whom, how many group or youth you are working 

(case  load ) ? Follow up system? 

2. What has GRAD done to help you be a good trainer?  Probe:  Training, other inputs, shadowing, 

refresher training, coaching working side-by-side with government counterparts.    

3. Which part of the WRN and BYOB curricula are the most useful for youth? which one are  

the least / challenging ? 
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4. What if any changes have occurred in youth soft skill and attitude and then employment 

opportunity as a result of GRAD activity?  Probe:  What are these changes? 

Agro dealers  
1. What improved inputs do you sell to farmers in your catchment area /operation cluster? Probe 

: type , availability , price , quality , adequacy of stock  , timely availability , additional services 

offered to customers advice , transportation , credit etc 

2. Who are your customers? Probe : PSNP HH supported by GRAD or others – MHH, FHHs 

3.  How has GRAD helped you to access capital to purchase improved inputs and value added 

(processing) equipment? Have funds been guaranteed?   

4.  What contact do you have with GoE agricultural extension services? Which activities have 

been most helpful for your business? How could they be improved?  

5.  What inputs are in biggest demand? Are you also a buyer of crops and products from farmers 

? Do you provide any processing, storage or marketing services?  

6. What would  GRAD provided  you in terms of new inputs, equipment, processes, or activities 

that supported your agro-dealership? How has it worked or benefited your agro-dealership?  

7. What difficulties have there been in the implementation your business ? probe : low demand , 

purchasing power , storage of supply , capital , storage problem , pest and damage,  regulatory 

issues tax , licensing  etc  

 

Observation of agro dealer shop 

 
8. Can you give us a tour of your shop? Describe the three most important observation you made 

in terms of type/feature of products, and also take pictures that demonstrate your observations 

wherever possible)  

9. List major five agro inputs available in the shop in order of importance  

 

QUESTIONS FOR GoE STAKEHOLDERS 

( woreda agriculture office (crop and livestock ) SME /TVET , rural job creation)  

1. Are you familiar with the Livelihoods for Resilience Project?  

2. How would you describe what this project seeks to accomplish? Probe : on farm 

livelihoods ( crop and livestock ) , off arm livelihoods for adults and youth and 

employment for youth only  

3. How have you participated in this project? For how long have you/they been 

involved? Probe : technical support , training , coordination , targeting , monitoring 

and evaluation  

4. What is working well and why? 

5. What is not working well and why?  How are challenges being addressed? 

6. Who, in your opinion, has benefitted most from the project? 

7. Are there other people who should be benefitting from the project but are not?  Please 

describe them for us. 
8. What have been the major changes that you have observed with PSNP households as a result 

of the project? What is the likelihood that these changes remain after the project ends? 

9. Where changes are slow or not evident, what are the obstacles to change? Probe : skill 

training with TVET and employment for youth , access to finance for youth  

10. What changes in the way the project is being implemented would make it more effective in 

achieving its outputs and outcomes? 

11. What else would you like us to know about the project?  

TVET /SME and one stop service  
12.  What types of skill training program the TVET offer for youth specifically comes from PSNP 

HHs  ? Probe : admission criteria ( is there any difference  for male and female)   , duration of 

the courses  , yearly calendar , certification , fees  , whether the TVET have adequate capacity 

in terms of  availability of instructors , instructional material  ( training inputs and 
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machineries) , labour market assessment  ,  providing other additional servicers  like career 

counseling and guidance , job placement , apprenticeship  /cooperative training , industrial 

extension ,  linkage with financial  service providers , entrepreneurship training (soft skill)etc 

 

 

MARKET SYSTEMS & VALUE CHAIN DEVELOPMENT 

 

I. Focus Group Discussion – VESA with Shoats 

 

General Questions 
11. Are you familiar with the Livelihoods for Resilience Project?  

12. How would you describe what this project seeks to accomplish? 

13. How have you or other members of your household participated in this project? For 

how long have you/they been involved? 

14. Please describe how you or members of your family have benefitted from the project. 

15. Please describe how you or members of your family have been negatively affected by 

the project. 

16. Who, in your opinion, has benefitted most from the project? 

17. Are there other people who should be benefitting from the project but are not? Please 

describe them for us. 

18. What constraints do you believe inhibit the project from fully accomplishing its 

purposes? 

19. What suggestions do you have for addressing these constraints or otherwise enabling 

the project to have greater impact? 

20. What else would you like us to know about the project? 

 

Shoat VC engagement history 
1. What is your history with shoat rearing and fattening? 

2. How are the markets for shoats? 

3. Why did you chose/ did you not chose shoats? 

4. Why did you not choose any of the other VCs?  

a. N. Wollo-Meket: Poultry, Potato, Wheat 

b. N. Wollo-Gubalafto: Poultry, Onion, Wheat 

c. Tigray-Ganta afeshom: Poultry, Cattle, Wheat 

d. Tigray-Ofla: Poultry, Honey 

5. Are you cultivating other crops than the ones proposed by GRAD2? 

6. Why are you cultivating those other crops? 

 

Support in VC selection 
1. Up to which point did you do the VESA sessions? 

2. What are the key lessons you learned from the sessions you had thus far? 

3. Can you tell me how the Community Facilitator supported you in the selection of the VC? 

 

Graduation prospects 
1. What happens if you graduate from the PSNP program? Are you happy with those changes? 

2. Do you want to graduate from the PSNP program? 

3. When do you want to graduate? 

4. Do you think that shoat business help you graduate faster than other businesses (VCs or off-

farm)? 
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II. Focus Group Discussion – VESA with women only 

 

General Questions 
1. Are you familiar with the Livelihoods for Resilience Project?  

2. How would you describe what this project seeks to accomplish? 

3. How have you or other members of your household participated in this project? For 

how long have you/they been involved? 

4. Please describe how you or members of your family have benefitted from the project. 

5. Please describe how you or members of your family have been negatively affected by 

the project. 

6. Who, in your opinion, has benefitted most from the project? 

7. Are there other people who should be benefitting from the project but are not?  Please 

describe them for us. 

8. What constraints do you believe inhibit the project from fully accomplishing its 

purposes? 

9. What suggestions do you have for addressing these constraints or otherwise enabling 

the project to have greater impact? 

10. What else would you like us to know about the project? 

 

VESA Engagement 
1. What did you learn in the VESA about the VCs that are proposed? 

2. WOMEN IN MHH ONLY: Did you agree with your husband about the VC you are now 

engaged in? 

3. In case you are not in a VC, why did you choose to not engage in one? 

 

Reflection on the CF 
1. Can you tell me the 3 best aspects and the 3 worst aspects of the CF? 

2. What do you remember most about what the CF taught you? 

 

Results from agency work 
1. What new roles in the selected VC did you take, after the VESA sessions? 

2. What new roles in the selected VC did your husband take, after the VESA session? 

3. Who is in control of the income earned, especially for VC activities? Is there a difference in 

control of money between On-farm, off-farm or wage income? 

 

Women in the VC 
1. What are specific issue for women in any VC and how is this solved, if it is solved? 

2. Are the loans from MFIs adequate enough for the VC activity? What should be improved? 

3. Is access to inputs for the VCs, just as convenient as it is for men? What are differences for 

gender on this regard? 

 

 

III. Key Informant Interview – Village level staff + Development Agent 

 

Uptake of VESA materials by members 
1. How far are you with the VESA sessions? Are you on schedule? 

2. What VESA sessions were difficult and which ones went smooth? 

3. How do you assess the uptake of the lessons learned by VESA members? 

4. Is there a need to repeat certain session? If yes, which ones and why? 
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Strategy for frontline staff 
1. Are the VESA sessions the right way to support farmers on selecting the (right) VCs? 

2. What is most important for VESA members, relation to VCs, that you have tell the farmers? 

3. Are there any sessions which you have difficulty with to facilitate? 

4. Are the sessions’ sequencing in the right order? 

 

Follow-up to VESA members 
1. Are VESA members contacting you to iron out unclarities? If yes, what requests do you hear 

most commonly? 

 

 

IV. Key Informant Interview – Agro-dealers 

 

General questions 

1. How would you describe what this project seeks to accomplish? 

2. For what VCs do you provide inputs and which VC is making the most profit for you? 
3. What did you do before you started to become an agro-dealer? 

4. How are you helping the PSNP households in these areas? 

 

Innovation Fund 
1. Can you share your experiences related to all innovation fund’s processes? 

2. Was the innovation fund, and other related support given to you by the project, sufficient for 

you? 

3. Why did you apply for the innovation fund? 

 

Input provision 
1. Do you know what VESAs are? 

2. How are you linked to VESAs? 

 

Technical support from the project 
1. Who is supporting you from the CARE team? 

2. What kind of support are you getting? 

3. Is there any support you miss and if so, who should provide this type of support? 

4. Is the project supporting you enough to make a change for the smallholder farmers ? 

 

 

V. Focus Group Discussion – Traders of agricultural commodities 

 

General questions 
1. For how many years have you been trading agricultural commodities? 

2. Are you familiar with the Livelihoods for Resilience Project?  

3. How are you benefitting from the project? 

4. What VCs are being recommended to work on, in this cluster? 

5. How would you describe what this project seeks to accomplish? 

6. Is your engagement in any of the VCs, a highly profitable business? 

 

Trade activity 
1. What crop is the most beneficial for you to trade? 

2. How do you trade? (buying from smallholder farmers, buying with a broker in between) 

3. Are you also dealing with farmer collectives e.g. a group of farmers or primary cooperatives? 

4. What commodity are you most interested in? 

5. Where do you sell the commodities you buy? 
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6. Which commodity has a higher risk for you to engage yourself in 

7. Do you see any opportunities in processing some of the commodities? 

 

Sourcing of commodities 
1. What commodities are difficult to source and why are they difficult to source? 

2. What are quality criteria for the commodities you source?  

3. Are farmers producing according to these quality criteria? 

4. Are you engaged in trading of shoat? If yes, why? If no, why not? 

 

================================================================ 

FINANCIAL SERVICES 

Topical Outlines 

 

Guiding Questions for FGD (beneficiaries) 

 What services are you getting (prob: -- savings, loan, etc)? 

 How do you see the value of these services? (prob:-- improving your business, resilience, 

etc)? 

 How do you see the loan terms and conditions (prob:-- loan size, repayment period, loan 

process, KYC, staff, regular meetings, etc)  

 How do you see the Financial education, and other supports? (prob:- topics they liked) 

 Which aspects do you like most, which ones least? Why? 

 If VESA is linked with MFI, what changes do you observe that affect you? (prob:- more trust 

on MFIs for savings?) 

 In what way can the services need to improve, to benefit you (or other people like you) more? 

 Any final comment? 

 

Guiding Questions for KII (Staff, stakeholders) 

 How do you see the value of financial services being provided to beneficiaries? (prob: credit, 

savings, etc)? 

 In what ways do you think, they are benefiting the target poor (prob: improving resilience, 

business; to: women, men, youth)? 

 How do you see the loan terms and conditions (prob:-- loan size, repayment period, loan 

process, KYC, staff, regular meetings, etc)  

 How do you see the Financial education, and other supports? (prob:- topics they liked) 

 Which aspects do you think are most important, which ones least, why? 

 In what ways can linking the VESAs with MFIs can be important?  (Prob: improving trust of 

poor people, about their saving?) 

 Can VESAs be better linked with other financial service providers (RuSACCOs, banks)? 

Why 

 In what way can the services need to improve, to benefit the poor more (women, men, youth? 

 Any final comment? 

 

================================================================= 

NUTRITION & NUTRITION SENSITIVE AGRICULTURE 

Topical Outlines 

 
NUTRITION COLLABORATION QUESTIONS FOR GtN 

1. Describe your main role in the GtN program 

2. How long have you been working in this role? How long have you been engaging with the 

GRAD2 program (if different from the previous)? 

3. Can you describe GtN’s engagement on PSNP4?  
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4. How do you describe the collaboration with GRAD2? Please explain key areas of 

collaboration (technical, strategic, resource use, etc…) 

5. What is working well and why? 

6. What is not working well and why? How are the challenges being addressed? 

7. You have geographic overlaps in some woredas. How is the collaboration like on the ground? 

o Any joint planning/reviews in those woredas? 

o Implications on approach/strategies/tools? 

o Implications on beneficiaries – both in terms of services and commodities 

o Implications on use of resources and staffing 

8. Your opinion on how this collaboration with GRAD2 could further be 

improved/strengthened?  

9. Please describe your ECC. Who does the ECC in your woredas? What types of trainings do 

they receive? What’s working well? What challenges have you observed and how do you plan 

to address it?  

10. What else would you like us to know about the GtN-GRAD2 collaboration?  

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR NUTRITION COORDINAOTRS (NC) AND CFs 

1. Explain your understanding of the strategy for the Livelihoods for Resilience Project. 

2. What are the main activities that you are implementing (check against a pre-prepared list)?  

3. How many nutrition sessions have you so far conducted? How would you describe the 

process, content, and participation of the attendants?  

4. What were the challenges of those sessions? Which sessions did you find particularly 

difficult? 

5. Can you describe the project participants acceptance/attitude towards the permagarden 

approach? What’s working well and what’s not? What needs to be done to address concerns 

6. Can you describe the project participants acceptance/attitude towards the poultry vouchers? 

What’s working well and what’s not? What needs to be done to address concerns 

7. What is the coordination with and support from the HEWs and DAs like in terms of technical 

engagement?  

8. What’s your observation of the project participants’ spending and consumption of their 

produce? (probe for whether any change of behavior in prioritizing nutrition) 

9. What have been the major changes that you have observed with PSNP households as a result 

of the project (probe for nutrition related changes)? What is the likelihood that these changes 

remain after the project ends? 

10. What changes in the way the nutrition component is being implemented would make it more 

effective in achieving its outputs and outcomes?  

11. What else would you like us to know about the project?  

FGD DISCUSSION GUIDES FOR VESA HHs 

1. Are you familiar with the Livelihoods for Resilience Project?  

2. How would you describe what this project seeks to accomplish? 

3. How have you or other members of your household participated in this project? For 

how long have you/they been involved? 

4. How many VESA sessions have you participated in? Can you describe the lessons 

you’ve learned from the last session?  

5. How many nutrition related sessions have you participated in? (list of nutrition 

sessions described to them) 

6. Which ones have you found particularly useful? Probe for key lessons from each 

session. 

7. How useful were those sessions in terms of equipping with basic nutritional needs for 

you, your children and mothers? How could they be improved? 

8. How many of you are participating in the parmagarden and poultry voucher activities? 

What advantages/benefits have you gained from these activities?  
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9. How did you use the gains from the produce? (probe for both poultry vouchers and 

the permagardens) 

10. How do you describe the support you are getting from the project for these activities? 

11. What challenges, if any, have you faced with your permagarden/poultry voucher 

activities? What do you thinks needs to be done to address those challenges? 

12. What else would you like us to know about the permagardens, poultry vouchers, and 

the nutrition education sessions? 

 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR HEWs/DAs 

1. Are you familiar with the Livelihoods for Resilience Project?  

2. How would you describe what this project seeks to accomplish? 

3. In what ways have you been involved and for how long? 

4. Have you ever been involved in/supported a VESA nutrition session? If yes, which 

sessions? How would you describe the facilitation skills and subject matter 

knowledge of the Community Facilitators? What success stories or challenges can 

you tell us about these sessions? 

5. Are you involved in the permagarden activities of the project? How successful are 

they in your opinion?  

a. What is working well and why? 

b. What is not working well and why?  How are challenges being addressed? 

6. Are you involved in the poultry voucher activities of the project? How successful are 

they in your opinion?  

a. What is working well and why? 

b. What is not working well and why?  How are challenges being addressed? 

7. Can you describe changes, if any, in the behaviors/lives of HHs participating in the 

project? (probe for economical, behavioral, decision making, spending, etc…) 

8. What other projects/programs are working on nutrition in your area? In your 

opinion/from your observation – do you think they are coordinating well? Please 

explain if you have had any redundancies in activities (trainings, meetings…) or 

duplication of resources (trainings, beneficiaries, …), or any other confusions caused 

by lack of coordination by those programs? 
9. What changes in the way the project is being implemented would make it more effective in 

achieving its outputs and outcomes? 

10. What else would you like us to know about the project?  

================================================================= 

CLIMATE CHANGE ADAPTATION AND RESILIENCE 

Topical Outlines 

 

Key Questions 

Information will be obtained to address the following key questions will be obtained through 

interviews with key informants, focus group discussions and reviews of secondary data.  

1. How effective is the Climate Vulnerability and Capacity Assessment (CVCA) as a 

tool for catalyzing action? How can it be implemented at scale? 

2. What have VESA members learned from climate change sessions?  How are 

behaviors likely to change as a result? 

3. How likely is the Participatory Scenario Planning (PSP) model to be adopted and 

replicated by the counterpart institutions?  
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4. How else can GRAD2 support households to be able to cope with the effects of 

climate change?  

Key Sources of Information through KIIs and FGDs 

Interviews and focus group discussions will be held with the following sources of 

information. 

Participants 

 Kebele participants in CVCA FGDs 

 VESA which has completed at least VESA Discussion #3 

Staff 

 CCA and Resilience Advisor 

 Field-Based CCA Staff (ORDA=3, REST=1,CARE=1, ASE=1) 

 Community Facilitators 

Stakeholders 

 GoE Staff who Facilitated CVCA FGDs 

 GoE CVCA Validation Workshop Participants  

 Woreda-level PSP Participants 

 

TOPICAL OUTLINE - Participants 

 

1. How have you participated in the Livelihoods for Resilience Project and for how long 

have you been involved? 

2. Explain that the focus of this discussion is on the climate change activities of the project.  

Then ask, what have you learned from the project about climate change?    

3. What has worked well as far as what the project has done on climate change? 

4. What are you doing or planning to do differently now as a result of this learning? 

5. What questions do you still have in your own mind about climate change? 

6. What are the major issues that you see from climate change? 

7. What suggestions do you have for the project to address these issues? 

8. What else would you like us to know about the project? 

 

TOPICAL OUTLINE - Staff 

 
1. What are the main activities that you are implementing relative to building household and 

community resilience to climate change?  

2. What is working well and why? 

3. What is not working well and why? How are the challenges being addressed? 

4. What have been the major changes that you have observed with PSNP households as a result of 

the project’s climate change activities? What is the likelihood that these changes remain after the 

project ends? 

5. Where changes are slow or not evident, what are the obstacles to change? 

6. What else should GRAD2 be doing to support households to be able to cope with the effects of 

climate change?  

7. How likely is that the CVCA and PSP approaches will be sustained and replicated after the 

project ends? 

8. What are the major constraints to this adoption and replication? 

9. What can GRAD2 do to address these constraints?  

10. What else would you like us to know about the project?  



Livelihoods for Resilience Activity MTSR Report                                                      Annex A 

 

 
69 

 

TOPICAL OUTLINE - Stakeholders 

 

1. Relative to building resilience to climate change, what has the GRAD2 project done as far 

as you know? 

2. How did you participate in these activities? For how long have you been involved? 

3. What is working well and why? What is not working well and why? 

4. Who, in your opinion, has benefitted most from the project? 
5. What have been the major changes that you have observed with PSNP households as a result of 

the climate change activities in the project project? What is the likelihood that these changes 

remain after the project ends? 

6. Where changes are slow or not evident, what are the obstacles to change? 

7. How likely is that the CVCA and PSP approaches will be sustained and replicated after the 

project ends? 

8. What are the major constraints to this adoption and replication? 

9. What can GRAD2 do to address these constraints?  

10. What else would you like us to know about the project? 

================================================================= 

INNOVATION FUND 

Topical Outlines 

 

Key Questions 

Information will be obtained to address the following key questions will be obtained through 

interviews with key informants, focus group discussions and reviews of secondary data.  

1. What added-value or other contributions are the large Innovation Fund grants making 

to project objectives? How can this be improved? 

2. How likely will the agro-dealer network sustainably improve input supply for 

GRAD2 HHs?  How can this be improved, e.g., better linkages, more dealers, and 

different model?  

3. How can the Innovation Fund model and flow chart be improved for generating ideas 

and converting them to action?  

Key Sources of Information 

Interviews and focus group discussions will be held with the following sources of 

information. 

IF Grant Recipients 

 Agro-Dealers  

 Large Awards Recipients (IDE, EDC, Digital Green) 

Staff 

 DCoP, Innovation Fund Manager & Accounts Analyst 

 SNV Staff Responsible for Innovation Fund Activities 

 Field-based Technical Staff responsible for generating IF ideas 

 Innovation Fund Field-based Focal Points 
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TOPICAL OUTLINE - IF Large Award Grant Recipients  

 

1. How have you used or are using an IF award?  What is the product that you are producing 

for GRAD2?  

2. How is this product supposed to be used by GRAD2?  How is it going in that regard, i.e., 

how well is it being used? 

3. What has worked well as far as the IF Award granting process? 

4. What has not worked well?  What should be done differently? 

5. What else would you like us to know about the project? 

 

TOPICAL OUTLINE – IF Small Award Grant Recipients 

 

1. How have you used or are using an IF award? 

2. What has changed because of this IF grant? 

3. How likely are these changes to be sustained?  

4. What has worked well as far as the IF granting process? 

5. What has not worked well?  What should be done differently? 

6. What else would you like us to know about the project? 

 

TOPICAL OUTLINE - Staff 

 
1. What is your role relative to the Innovation Fund in GRAD2? 

2. What is working well and why? 

3. What is not working well and why? 

4. FOR STAFF INVOLVED IN LARGE AWARDS:  What added-value or other contributions 

are the large Innovation Fund grants making to project objectives? How can this be 

improved? 

5. FOR STAFF INVOLVED WITH AGRO-DEALERS:  How effective are the IF grants in 

establishing a sustainable agro-dealer network? How can the IF awards be made more 

effective in doing this? 

6. What other ideas for IF grants have been proposed?  What happened to these?  

7. What suggestions would you make to improve the way ideas for IF grants are identified 

and analyzed? 

8. What suggestions do you have for improving the IF award-granting process?   

9. What else would you like us to know about the project?  
 

================================================================ 
 

COLLABORATION 

Topical Outlines 

QUESTIONS FOR COMMUNITY FACILITATORS  

1. How do you collaborate with development agents in the kebele you work in?  

Probe: 
o How often do you meet?  

o What topics do you discuss during these meetings?  

o Who attends these meetings? 

2. What positive impact has this collaboration had on Livelihoods for Resilience Activity or 

specifically your work?  
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3. What negative impact has this had on the project or your work?  

4. Is there anything more you think can be done? What is the way forward?  

5. What other collaboration efforts exists at the kebele level?  

Probe: 
a. Who is it with?  

b. Have you initiated this or was it someone else?  

6. Do you know of any other livelihood programs in the woreda that have a similar structure 

(formation of savings groups)?  

7. How do you share lessons learnt?  

Probe  
a. Is it shared orally or written?  

b. Who do you share this information with?  

c. Do you think there is a better way of sharing this information 

8. Can you give me an example of a time that you collaborated with a DA in the field?  

QUESTIONS FOR DEVELOPMENT AGENTS 

1. Do you collaborate with the Livelihood for Resilience Activity Community Facilitators 

(CF) in your kebele (should have their names and refer to them specifically)?  

2. If yes, what do you discuss in your meetings?  

3. How often do you meet, is this regular?  

Probe:  
a. Is this formal or informal?  

b. Do you document these collaborations?  

c. Have you adapted your work following any discussion?  

4. Has this relationship had any positive impacts on your work?  

5. Has this relationship had any negative impacts on your work?  

6. How do you suggest to strengthen these collaboration efforts? 

QUESTIONS FOR PSNP4 FOCAL PERSONS  

1. Have there been any adaptations to your programing to include village savings units, (internal 

savings and lending groups)? If yes, can you tell more. 

2. Do you share information with (CARE SNNPR, REST, ORDA or, ASE) in regard to Livelihoods 

for Resilience Activity? 

3. What is your approach to collaboration with the Livelihood for Resilience Activity?  

QUESTIONS FOR THE WOREDA TEAM LEADER  
1. Outside of Livelihood for Resilience Activity staff, who do you work closely with?  

Probe:  
a. PSNP4  

b. DFSA 

c. Any other programs, organizations?  

2. What is the extent of your collaboration?  

Probe:  
a. Frequency?  

b. Is it formal or informal?  

c. Is it documented?  

3. What positive impact has this collaboration had on your work and for the program in 

general? Can you give me a specific example of a time where you collaborated with the 

PSNP4 (REST and ORDA – DFSA)  

4. Have there been any negative impacts in regard to your work or to Livelihoods for 

Resilience Activity? 
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5. Have there been challenges associated with collaboration?  

6. Do you have any suggestions on how to better collaborate with the PSNP (DFSA with 

ORDA and REST)?  
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ANNEX C: ILLUSTRATIVE STRATEGIC REVIEW WORKSHOP PLAN 

GRAD2 Mid-Term Strategic Review (MTSR)  

Tuesday, June 11 (1/2 day) & Wednesday, June 12 (full day) 

 

WORKSHOP PURPOSE 

Based on information obtained from field work and other interviews undertaken, the MTSR 

Team will have started formulating observations and recommendations for the remaining life 

of GRAD2 around the topical areas that are the focus of the MTSR.  These observations and 

preliminary recommendations will be shared in a Strategic Review Workshop with selected 

GRAD2 implementing staff and discussed further to ensure that the observations reflect 

reality and the recommendations are appropriate and feasible. 

WORKSHOP OUTPUTS 

Two major outputs are targeted for the workshop.  These are (1) agreement on the key 

observations assembled so far from the MTSR and (2) refinement of recommendations being 

considered for the remaining life of the GRAD2.   

WORKSHOP FLOW 

DAY 1, Tuesday 

SESSION 1-1:   Introductions, Workshop Purpose, Objectives and Plan, Logistics (1/2 

hour, Mike) 

Participants will introduce themselves, and the workshop purpose, objectives, and agenda 

will be presented, along with details on logistics for the workshop.   Participants will be asked 

to write a short answer to the following question on a small slip of paper: 

If you had the power to change anything in GRAD2 to enable it to have greater 

impact or to use project resources more efficiently, what one thing would you 

change?  

Participants will not present their answers.  Workshop facilitators will collect the answers for 

review by the MTSR Team later. 

SESSION 1-2: VESA Formation & Capacity Building (1 hour, Emily) 

The MTSR Team member responsible for reviewing the VESA formation and capacity 

building in GRAD2 will present an overview of key observations and preliminary 

recommendations.  Time will be allowed for discussion to further refine observations and 

recommendations.  At the end of the session, participants will be asked to jot down on 

anonymous note cards any additional thoughts or observations that they did not have a chance 

to express in the session relative to the topic. 

SESSION 1-3:  Women’s Empowerment & Social Transformation (1 hour, Emily) 

The MTSR Team member responsible for reviewing Women’s Empowerment and Social 

Transformation in GRAD2 will present an overview of key observations and preliminary 

recommendations.  Time will be allowed for discussion to further refine observations and 

recommendations.  At the end of the session, participants will be asked to jot down on 

anonymous note cards any additional thoughts or observations that they did not have a chance 

to express in the session relative to the topic. 

SESSION 1-4:  Livelihoods Pathways (1 hour, Adam) 
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The MTSR Team member responsible for reviewing the Livelihoods Pathways component in 

GRAD2 will present an overview of key observations and preliminary recommendations.  

Time will be allowed for discussion to further refine observations and recommendations.  At 

the end of the session, participants will be asked to jot down on anonymous note cards any 

additional thoughts or observations that they did not have a chance to express in the session 

relative to the topic. 

DAY 2, Wednesday 

SESSION 2-1:  Recap of the Previous Day's Discussions and Stage Setting for Day 2 (¼ 

hour, Mike).   

A brief summary of the previous day's discussions will be provided along with some 

introductory information to set the stage for day two of the workshop.  

SESSION 2-2:  Market Systems & Value Chain Development (1 hour, Oscar) 

The MTSR Team member responsible for reviewing the Market Systems and Value Chain 

Development interventions in GRAD2 will present an overview of key observations and 

preliminary recommendations.  Time will be allowed for discussion to further refine 

observations and recommendations.  At the end of the session, participants will be asked to 

jot down on anonymous note cards any additional thoughts or observations that they did not 

have a chance to express in the session relative to the topic. 

SESSION 2-3:  Financial Services (1 hour, Getaneh) 

The MTSR Team member responsible for reviewing the Financial Services interventions in 

GRAD2 will present an overview of key observations and preliminary recommendations.  

Time will be allowed for discussion to further refine observations and recommendations.  At 

the end of the session, participants will be asked to jot down on anonymous note cards any 

additional thoughts or observations that they did not have a chance to express in the session 

relative to the topic. 

SESSION 2-4:  Nutrition & Nutrition-Sensitive Agriculture (1 hour, Million)  

The MTSR Team member responsible for reviewing the Nutrition and Nutrition-Sensitive 

Agriculture interventions in GRAD2 will present an overview of key observations and 

preliminary recommendations.  Time will be allowed for discussion to further refine 

observations and recommendations.  At the end of the session, participants will be asked to 

jot down on anonymous note cards any additional thoughts or observations that they did not 

have a chance to express in the session relative to the topic. 

SESSION 2-5:  Climate Change Adaptation & Resilience (1hour, Mike) 

The MTSR Team member responsible for reviewing the Climate Change Adaptation and 

Resilience interventions in GRAD2 will present an overview of key observations and 

preliminary recommendations.  Time will be allowed for discussion to further refine 

observations and recommendations.  At the end of the session, participants will be asked to 

jot down on anonymous note cards any additional thoughts or observations that they did not 

have a chance to express in the session relative to the topic. 

SESSION 2-6:  Innovation Fund (1hour, Mike) 

The MTSR Team member responsible for reviewing the use of the Innovation Fund in 

GRAD2 will present an overview of key observations and preliminary recommendations.  

Time will be allowed for discussion to further refine observations and recommendations.  At 

the end of the session, participants will be asked to jot down on anonymous note cards any 
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additional thoughts or observations that they did not have a chance to express in the session 

relative to the topic. 

SESSION 2-7:  Collaboration (1hour, Zoma) 

The MTSR Team member responsible for reviewing Collaboration in GRAD2 will present an 

overview of key observations and preliminary recommendations.  Time will be allowed for 

discussion to further refine observations and recommendations.  At the end of the session, 

participants will be asked to jot down on anonymous note cards any additional thoughts or 

observations that they did not have a chance to express in the session relative to the topic. 

SESSION 2-8:  Prioritization & Next Steps (1hour, Mike).  

Over the course of the workshop, some topics may have emerged from the discussions that 

represent areas that need to be further investigated by the MTSR team.  In this final session of 

the day, participants will discuss these topics and agree on how best to obtain information to 

resolve the questions that have arisen.  In addition, participants will be asked to write on a 

small slip of paper short answers to the following questions and will be asked to leave their 

answers with a MTSR team member before they leave the workshop: 

In your opinion, which three recommendations are most important?  Why?  Which 

three recommendations are least important?  Why? 

NOTE: To facilitate referencing the answers to this question to the recommendations made in 

the workshop, as the recommendations are presented during the workshop, they will be 

written on flip chart paper and posted in the room so that they can all be visible to 

participants.  Before answering the question, participants will be given time to move around 

the room to remind themselves of the recommendations.  
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ANNEX D: ILLUSTRATIVE MTSR SUMMARY REPORT FORMAT 

GRAD2 Mid-Term Strategic Review (MTSR) 

(The length of this report should not exceed 40 pages, excluding Annexes.  Preliminary target 

page limits for each section are shown in parentheses.)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

   

I.  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (2 Pages, Mike)        

  

II. BACKGROUND INFORMATION (2 Pages, Mike)               

A.  Overview of GRAD2  

B.  MTSR Methodology  

D.  Structure of the Report 

III.  DESCRIPTION OF KEY TOPICS FOR THE MTSR (9 Pages as indicated, this is a 

brief description of the approach in GRAD2 and the issues or opportunities that resulted in 

the topic becoming the focus of the MTSR) 

A. VESA Formation & Capacity Building (1 Page, Emily) 

B. Women’s Empowerment & Social Transformation (1 Page, Emily) 

C. Livelihoods Pathways (1 Page, Adam) 

D. Market Systems & Value Chain Development (1 Page, Oscar) 

E. Financial Services (1 Page, Getaneh) 

F. Nutrition & Nutrition-Sensitive Agriculture (1 Page, Million) 

G. Climate Change Adaptation and Resilience (1 Page, Mike) 

H.   Innovation Fund (1 Page, Mike) 

I. Collaboration (1 Page, Zoma) 

IV.  MAJOR THEMES FOR THE REMAINING LIFE OF GRAD2 (around 27 pages, 

after the Strategic Review Workshop, the recommendations that have been generated up to 

that point will be prioritized into around 15 high priority recommendations. These will then 

be organized around themes, corresponding to the global learning questions that the MTSR 

has been asked to address.  For each of the priority recommendations, the MTSR team 

member who generated the recommendation will draft 1½ pages of content for the report 

which should include observations supporting the recommendation, the recommendation, and 

examples for operationalizing the recommendation. Note that recommendations that do not 

make the priority short-list but are still relevant for GRAD2 will be described in Annex B.)   

A. Introduction (½ Page, Mike) 

B. The GRAD2 Model & Theory of Change 

C. Women’s Empowerment 

D. Adoption & Replication 

E. Other Priorities for the Remaining Life of the Livelihoods for Resilience Activity 

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS (½ Page, Mike)     

 

ANNEXES 

Annex A:  Prioritized List of Recommendations Organized by Theme  

Annex B:  Other Recommendations Generated by the MTSR 

Annex C:  MTSR Plan 

Annex D:  List of Persons Interviewed and Sites Visited for Data Collection 
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PERSONS/GROUPS INTERVIEWED 

 LIVELIHOODS FOR RESILIENCE ACTIVITY MTSR 

 
VESA FORMATION, VESA CAPACITY BUILDING, WOMEN’S 

EMPOWERMENT & SOCIAL TRANSFORMATION 
Date Location Name of Respondent or Type of Focus Group Team Member(s) 

May 20 Addis Ababa 

Tsion Gizachew, Youth Advisor Emily 

Beza Sileshi, PACE Advisor Emily 

Meaza Gebreyohannes, VESA Advisor Emily  

Feteh Demmelash, Gender Advisor Emily 

May 21 

Amhara, 

Meket, 

NA 

Habiba Dawud, Community Facilitator Supervisor, 

ORDA Meket 
Emily  

Marageyeh Getnet, Youth Employment Officer, ORDA 

Meket 
Emily 

Ehitenesh Sisay, Gender & Nutrition Officer, ORDA 

Meket 
Emily 

May 22 

Amhara, 

Meket, 

(morning: 

Agirit & 

afternoon: 

Weketa) 

Int: Mekash Alemnew & Alemnesh Mengesha, Vesa 

Facilitators, ORDA 
Emily 

FGD: Women only (FHH & DHH), 8 women  Emily 

FGD: Spouse (5 women, 6 men) Emily 

FGD: PACE- trained women (8 women, 4 youth, 4 

vesa leaders) 

 

Int: (Informal) Amanesh Misignaw, Life Skills Trainer, 

ORDA 
Emily 

For FGD: (Women-only), (9 women), (Number of 

male participants)  
Emily 

May 24 

Amhara, 

Menz Gera, 

Mehal Meda 

Int: Mebratu Amare, Life Skills Trainer, ORDA Emily 

May 25 

Amhara, 

Menz Gera,  

011 

Int: Eshetu Bekele, VESA Facilitator, ORDA Emily 

FGD: Women-only (3FHH, 8DHH) Emily 

May 27 

Tigray, Ganta 

Afeshum, 

NA 

Int: 2 Life Skills Trainers (Niguse Beyene & Melat 

Muruts), REST 
Emily 

Int: 1 Community Facilitator (Genet Zelalem), REST Emily 

Int: Gender Officer (Mili Gidey), REST Emily 

Int: Berha  Abraha, Program Coordinator Ganta 

Afeshum, REST 
Emily 

May 28 

Tigray, Ganta 

Afeshum, 

Gola’ah 

Genahati 

FGD: Women (5FHH, 2 DHH) Emily 

INT: Mehari Kumenit, Community Facilitator, REST Emily 

May 29 
Tigray, Ofla, 

Hayalu 

FGD women (5 FHH, 4 DHH) Emily 

FGD men (4 DHH) Emily 

Int: Meari, Community Facilitator, Ofla, REST Emily 

Int: Amlake, Community Facilitator, REST Emily 

Int (informal): Hailu Girmay, Project Coordinator Ofla, 

REST 
Emily 

May 30 
Tigray, Ofla, 

Adigolo 

FGD: PACE-trained women (5 youth, 5 vesa leaders) Emily 

Int: Tsehaynesh Dessalegn and Ashenafi Hagos, Life 

Skills Trainers (they train in illiterate youth vesas as 

well) 

Emily 



Livelihoods for Resilience Activity MTSR Report                                                       Annex B 

 

 
78 

May 31 
SNNPR, 

Soru, NA 

INT: Development Facilitators (Mihret Gebrewold, 

Adana Gabriel, Dilamo Beyene), ASE 
Emily 

June 1 

SNNPR, 

Soru, Harcho 

Uyaya 

FGD: Women (3FHH, 4DHH), ASE Emily 

FGD: Men (4DHH), ASE Emily 

INT: Desu Zeleke, Gender & Microfranchise Officer, 

ASE 
Emily 

June 3 

SNNPR, 

Awassa 

CARE Office 

& Aleta 

Chuko, 

Dongoro 

Alilcho 

INT: Bisrat Yohannes, Life Skills Supervisor, CARE Emily 

INT: Tafesech Bolka (Woreda Team Leader), Banchi 

Yitayal (Program Coordinator), and Wubshet Demissie 

(FFE Supervisor), CARE 

Emily 

FGD: Women-Only (4 FHH, 4 DHH) Emily 

FGD: Men-Only (5 DHH) Emily 

June 4 

SNNPR, 

Aleta Chuko,  

Mangudo  

FGD: PACE-trained women (3 women, no youth 

trainings have been conducted) 

INT: Lenjisho Logamo, Life Skills Trainer, CARE 

Emily 

 

LIVELIHOODS PATHWAYS 

Date Location Name of Respondent or Type of Focus Group 
Team 

Member(s) 

May 

17 
Addis Ababa 

KII: Tsion Gizachew , Advisor- Off –farm  Livelihoods and youth 

employment , CARE CCU  
Adam 

May 

21 

Amhara 

Meket 

KII :Maregayehu  Getneh, youth trainer, Meket ORDA 

Adam KII : Getahun Kebede , VC expert ,Guba lafto ORDA 

KII : Babyi banti  dar , M&E ,Gubalafto ORDA  

May 

22 

Amhara 

Meket 

FGD: Youth VESA , 12 male + 5 female 

Adam 

FGD : Youth skill training program participants at TVET , 3 M + 

1F 

KII : Habiba Dawd , CF, ORDA 

KII : Moges Mengi , Dean , Meket government TVET 

May 

23 

Amhara, 

Gubalafto, 

Wodemen 

 FGD: Saleswomen MF,  3female 

Adam KII : Woyneye Nega , Agro delear, wotike kebele 

KII : Asefa , private TVET owners , Woldia  

May 

24 

Amhara , 

Mehal Meda 
KII : Keflegn Lema, Youth trainers, Menze ORDA Adam 

May 

25 

Amhara  

Mehal Meda  

 

FGD:   Adult VESA , 15 F+ 11 M, 06 kebele 

Adam 

FGD : On –farm activities participants , 2M+2 F 

Site visit : HHs participated in shoats 

KII : Off farm activity participant- mat making  

Site Visit : Lentil farm by irrigation  

May 

27 

Tigray, 

Adigrat 

KII : Goyitom Nigus , Off –farm livelihoods and youth employment 

officer, REST Adigrat 
Adam 

KII : Amanuel Awash, livelihoods officer, REST Adigrat  

KII : Abrha Zeray , Training coordinator , Adigrat TVET  

May 

28 

Tigray 

Ganta 

Afeshum 

FGD : On –farm activities participants ,3 male +3 females 

Adam Site visit : HHs participated in On farm activities –Dairy +poultry  

KII : G/libanos G/yohannes, CF , REST 

May 

29 

Tigray  

Ofla Machew  

KII : Amanuel Astebelu, livelihood officer, REST  
Adam 

FGD: Youth VESA, 2 male +2 female 



Livelihoods for Resilience Activity MTSR Report                                                       Annex B 

 

 
79 

KII : Ayale Mesgu, CF , REST  

Site visit : FHH poultry farm  

May 

30 

Tigray  

Ofla Machew 

KII : Tibles , DECSI kebel officer  

Adam FGD :  YESG members , 5 female  

KII : Birhanu Aynalem , training coordinator , potential project  

May 

31 

SNNPR , 

Soru woreda  

KII : Dessu Zellek , Gender and  micro franchise , ASE 

Adam KII: Tesfahun Hogigno, wholesaler , Gimbichew kebe 

Site visit : shop of wholesalers at Gibechew  

June 1  
   SNNPR , 

Soru woreda 

FGD :  ASE DFs , 2 male + 2 female  Adam 

FGD : saleswomen MF, 6 women, Licha kebele  Adam 

June 3  

SNNPR 

Hawassa 

Gambela 

keble 

KII :  Eyerusalem Alemu ,  Livelihoods and Youth employment 

Adam 
KII:  Mustafa Mohammed, Wonago WTL, CARE  

FGD: Adult VESA members , 4 male + 4 female  

June 4  

SNNPR, 

Cheku 

woreda 

KII : wholesalers for MF , Checko  

Adam  FGD : Checko woreda Agriculture experts , 2 male +2  female 

FGD : skill training program participants , 1 Male +1 female  

June 6 Addis Ababa KII: Ezana Zemo , EDC Country Representative  
Adam & 

Mike 

 

MARKET SYSTEMS & VALUE CHAIN DEVELOPMENT 
Date Location Name of Respondent or Type of Focus Group Team Member(s) 

May 17 Addis Ababa 
 Zegeye Bante (M), Senior Advisor – Rural Financial 

Services, CARE CCU 
Oscar 

May 20 Addis Ababa 

Nega Mekonnen (M), Technical Team Leader, SNV Oscar 

Feteh Demmelash (F), Advisor- Gender and social 

transformation, CCU 
Oscar 

Meaza Gebreyohannes (F), Specialist-Village 

Economic and Social Association 
Oscar 

Elisabeth Farmer (F), Deputy Chief Of Party ,CCU Oscar 

May 21 

Amhara, 

Meket 

woreda 

Yitbarek Zegeye (M), Value Chain & Income 

Generating Activities Officer, ORDA (Meket Cluster) 
Oscar 

May 22 

Amhara, 

Meket 

woreda, 

Maserut 

kebele 

FGD: Shoat (5 persons) / Non-shoat (3 persons) 

producers; 1 Females & 7 Males 
Oscar 

FGD: Women only (5 MHH & 3 FHH); 8 Females Oscar 

KII: 1) Habiba Dawut (F), Extension Promoter in 

Meket cluster, ORDA; 2) Habtamu Zewdu, VESA 

facilitator in Maserut kebele, Meket cluster, Zewdu 

Oscar 

FGD: Traders (6 persons) & Agrodealers (2 persons); 2 

females, 6 males 
Oscar 

May 23 

Amhara, 

Guba Lafto 

woreda 

KII: 1) Mohammed Yimer (M), Food security 

Coordinator, Woreda Bureau of Agriculture; 2) 

Mulugeta Belay (M), Livelihood M&E, Woreda 

Bureau of Agriculture; 3) Kes Tesfa (M), Trade 

Coordinator, Woreda Ministry of Trade 

Oscar 

KII: 1) Genet Tadesse (F) (Shoat MSP Lead), Team 

leader of production in livestock department; Zonal 

Bureau of Agriculture; 2) Abebe Yalew (M), Owner of 

Agrodealer Shop in Sanka kebele, 

Oscar 
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May 24 

Amhara, 

Menz Gera 

Woreda 

KII: Yisma Abate (M), Value Chain & Income 

Generating Activities Officer, ORDA (North Shewa 

Cluster) 

Oscar 

May 25 

Amhara, 

Menz Gera 

Woreda, 

Kebele 05 

FGD: Potato (4 producers) & Non-potato producers (4 

producers), 8 Males 
Oscar 

KII: 1) Legesse Tesema (M), Chairman of Alfa Meder 

Multipurpose Primary Cooperative; 2) Asefu Degafu 

(F), Alfa Meder MPC member & VESA member 

Oscar 

KII: 1) Mered Debebe (M), Development Agent for 

Crop Production, Bureau of Agriculture; 2) Nigist 

Geleta (F), Development Agent for Animal Production, 

Bureau of Agriculture; 3) Senait Yeshetela (F), VESA 

Facilitator, ORDA; Zenebech Halenyew (F), VESA 

Facilitator, ORDA 

Oscar 

May 27 

Tigray, Gante 

Afeshum 

Woreda 

KII: 1) Abraha Gebremariam, Agribusiness & 

Marketing Expert, SNV; 2) Kinfe Tewolde, Marketing 

& Value Chain Officer – Gante Afeshum Woreda, 

REST 

Oscar 

KII: Aregawi Gerezihier (M), Shoat trader (Gante 

Afeshum Woreda) 
Oscar 

KII: Negase Teame (M), Agrodealer in Adigrat (Gante 

Afeshum Woreda) 
Oscar 

KII: Bereket Girmay (M), Accountant, DECSI (Gante 

Afeshum Woreda in Adigrat) 
Oscar 

May 28 

Tigray, Gante 

Afeshum 

Woreda, 

Gola’a 

Gehnati 

Kebele 

FGD: Women only, 4 FHH women, 4 MHH women Oscar 

FGD: Couples, 4 women, 4 men Oscar 

May 29 

Tigray, Ofla 

Woreda, 

Adigolo 

Kebele 

KII: Haileselasie Desta, Agribusiness & Marketing 

Expert, SNV 
Oscar 

KII: Marige Tefere (F), VESA member in shoat VC, 

Shoaye Afere (F), VESA member in shoat VC 
Oscar 

FGD: Primary Cooperative & VESA members, 5 

women, 3 men + Haftu Alene (M), accountant, 

Midregenet Primary Cooperative 

Oscar 

May 30 
Tigray, Ofla 

Woreda 

KII: Araya Kebede (M), Agricultural Extension 

Department Head, Woreda Bureau of Agriculture 
Oscar 

KII: 1) Haftu Boro (M), Office Head, Woreda 

Cooperative Promotion Office; 2) Gebrehiwot Moges 

(M), Marketing Officer, Woreda Cooperative 

Promotion Office; 3) Abebe Fantey (M), General 

Manager, Hashenge Multipurpose Cooperative Union 

Oscar 

KII: 1) Abeba Gebretadik (F), Office Head, Woreda 

Trade & Industry Office; 2) Asmelash Molla, Vice 

Office Head, Woreda Trade & Industry Office 

Oscar 

May 31 
SNNPR, 

Soro Woreda 

KII: Tesfay Gebrehiwot (M), Agrodealer in Soro 

Woreda 
Oscar 

KII: Temesgen Anose (M), Shoat trader in Soro 

Woreda / Hosanna Town 
Oscar 

June 1 

SNNPR, 

Soro Woreda, 

Shera Kebele 

KII: Ephraim Samuel (M), Value Chain & Income 

Generation Activity Officer, Agri-Service Ethiopia 
Oscar 

FGD: Women only, 4 FHH women; 4 MHH women Oscar 
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KII: Adenew Gabre (M), Development Facilitator in 

Kerha Cluster, Agri-Service Ethiopia; 2) Mishamo 

Mohammed, Development Facilitator in Akama 

Cluster, Agri-Service Ethiopia 

 

KII: Chernet Kebede (M), Agribusiness & Marketing 

Expert, SNV 
Oscar 

June 3 

SNNPR, 

Chuko 

Woreda, Lela 

Womerera 

KII: 1) Demeke Samaro (M), Agribusiness & 

Marketing Expert, SNV; 2) Habtamu Ebrie (M), Value 

Chain Specialist (Sidama zone), CARE; 3) Legesse 

Lodamo (M), Value Chain Specialist (Gideo zone), 

CARE 

Oscar 

FGD: MFI credit recipients (3 persons) / Non-MFI 

credit recipients (4 persons), 1 female, 6 males 
Oscar 

KII: 1) Dangura Shuna (M), Facilitator for 

Empowerment in Lela Honcho & Lela Womerera 

Kebeles, CARE; 2) Sembeto Kabato(M), Facilitator for 

Empowerment in Halo & Galma Kebeles, CARE 

Oscar 

June 4 

SNNPR, 

Chuko 

Woreda 

KII: Densamo Demissie (M), Agrodealer in Aleta 

Chuko (Chuko Woreda) 
Oscar 

KII: 1) Milku Asfaw (M), Branch manager – Aleta 

Chuko Woreda Branch, Omo MFI; 2) Tariku Yokamo, 

Customer Relations Officer – Aleta Chuko Woreda 

Branch, Omo MFI 

Oscar 

 

FINANCIAL SERVICES 
Date Location Name of Respondent or Type of Focus Group Team Member(s) 

May 17 Addis Ababa 
KII - Mr. Berhanu Dufera, Federal Cooperative Office, 

RuSACCO Head) 
Getaneh 

May 21 

AMHARA 

Meket 

Woreda 

KII – Mr. Birhanu Damtie (Community Facilitator, 

Arbit Cluster) (ORDA) 
Getaneh 

KII -- Mrs Habib Dawd (Community Facilitator, Agrit 

Cluster) (ORDA) 
Getaneh 

May 22 

AMHARA 

Meket 

Woreda 

FGD - Edget VESA (10 women, 7 men) (Warkaye 

Kebele) 
Getaneh 

KII - 2 Women (Non-VESA, PSNP beneficiary) 

(Warkaye Kebele) 
Getaneh 

KII - Ms Atsede Ayele (CF) (ORDA); Mr Abyot Maru 

(CF) (ORDA) 
Getaneh 

KII - Mr. Nigat Mulu Birhan (ACSI Audit & Risk 

officer) 
Getaneh 

May 23 

AMHARA 

Woldia/Guba

lafto Woreda 

FGD - VESA (9 women, 6 men) (Wudmen kebele) Getaneh 

KII - Mr Solomon Mengistie (ACSI Branch Manager) Getaneh 

May 24 

AMHARA 

Mehal Meda 

Woreda 

KII - Mr. Tilaye Aselef (ORDA, Microfinance officer) Getaneh 

FGD - Tsehaynesh VESA (Kebele 11) (women 7, men 

12) 
Getaneh 

KII - 2 (1 Woman + 1 man) (Non-VESA, PSNP 

beneficiaries) 

Getaneh 

May 27 

TIGRAY 

Adigrat 

Ganta 

Hafeshom 

Woreda 

KII - Mr. Berhe Abrham (REST, Woreda, GRAD II 

coordinator) 
Getaneh 

KII - Mr. Goitom Nigus (REST, Woreda Youth 

Officer) 
Getaneh 

KII - Mr. Bereket Girmay, DECSI Branch Accountant) Getaneh 
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Mrs. Zewdie Teklemedhin, REST Microfinance officer 

May 28 

TIGRAY 

Adigrat 

Ganta 

Hafeshom 

Woreda 

KII - Mr. W/Mariam Teklie (Non-VESA, PSNP 

beneficiary 

Mrs Tsega Hadgo (Non-VESA, PSNP beneficiary) 

Getaneh 

FGD - Fiyeri VESA (11 women, 14 men) Getaneh 

May 29 
TIGRAY 

Ofla Woreda 

KII - Mr. Abadi Gebru (REST, Ofla Woreda Marketing 

and Value chain officer) 
Getaneh 

FGD - VESA (14 women, 6 Men); Fala Kebele  Getaneh 

KII - 2 men (Non-VESA, PSNP beneficiaries) Getaneh 

KII - Mr. Araya Gebru (DECSI branch Manager) Getaneh 

KII - Mr. Fantaye Asefa (REST Woreda 

Representative) 
Getaneh 

May 31 
SNNPR 

Soru Woreda 

KII - Mr. Demisie Lebudno (PEACE MFI, Hosaena 

Branch Manager 

Mr. Tariku Fita (Agri-Service, Soru Woreda, Team 

Leader) 

Ms. Misgana Latebu (Agri-Service Dev’t Facilitator) 

Getaneh 

June 1 
SNNPR 

Soru Woreda 

KII - Ms. Mesay Yohanes (Agri-Service, Microfinance 

Extension officer) 
Getaneh 

FGD - Licha VESA (10 women, 12 men), Sundusa 

Kebele 
Getaneh 

June 3 
SNNPR 

Hawasa 

KII - Mr. Tekalign Kelbesa (CARE, Rural 

Microfinance Specialist, Sidama Zone) 

Mrs Anchinesh Befekadu (CARE, Rural Microfinance 

Specialist, Gedeo Zone) 

Getaneh 

FGD - Elto VESA (14 women, 9 men) Getaneh 

KII - Mr. Netsanet Berhanu (FFE, Facilitator for 

Empowerment) 
Getaneh 

June 4 

SNNPR 

Aleta Chuko 

woreda 

KII - Mr. Milku Asfaw (OMO MFI, Aleta Chuko 

Branch, Operation Manager) 
Getaneh 

KII - Ms. Meheret Tadese (FFE, Chuko Woreda) 

Ms. Kasech Keflie (FEE, Chuko Woreda) 
Getaneh 

 

NUTRITION & NUTRITION SENSITIVE AGRICULTURE 

Date Location Name of Respondent or Type of Focus Group Team Member(s) 

May 17 Addis Ababa Mekbib Hailegebriel, Nutrition Advisor, CARE Million 

May 20 Addis Ababa 

KII: Lioul Berhanu, Nutrition Specialist/Acting DCOP, 

GtN;   Meseret, Coordination Specialist, GtN 
Million and Zoma 

Elizabeth Farmer, DCOP L4R, CARE Million 

May 21 
Amhara 

Meket 

KII: Ehtenesh, Nutrition and Gender Expert, ORDA 

Berhan, Community Facilitator, ORDA 
Million 

May 22 
Amhara 

Meket 

KII: Gizenew (DFSA); Esubalew, Nutrition Focal 

(WrHO) 
Million 

KII: Masresha, VESA Facilitator;  Genet, HEW Million 

FGD: VESA HHs (Female 3), (male 5) Million 

Site Visit: Perma-gardens and Poultry voucher 

activities 
Million 

May 29 

Tigray 

Ofla woreda, 

Adigolo 

kebele 

KII: Negasi Teferi, Regional Livelihoods Officer, 

REST; 

Mariye, Community Facilitator, REST; 

Berhane G/Hiwot, Woreda Nutrition Officer, DFSA-

REST;  

Million 
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FGD: VESA HHs (F 6, M 3), (Adigolo kebele) Million 

KII: Abrehet, Development Agent (DA), (Adigolo 

kebele); Assefu Kiros, HEW, (Adigolo kebele) 
Million 

Site Visit: Perma-gardens and poultry voucher  

(Adigolo kebele) 
Million 

May 30 

Tigray 

Ofla woreda 

 

KII:  Lemlem, Nutrition Specialist, Woreda Ag Office; 

Kiros Mebratu, Nutrition Focal, WrHO Million 

May 31 

SNNP 

(Hossana), 

Soru woreda, 

Bure kebele 

KII: Tagesse, Ag Extension Communication Expert, 

Woreda Ag Office; Sidamo, Nutrition Focal, WrHO 
Million 

June 1 Soro Woreda 

KII: Asrat Ashebo, Nutrition Extension Expert, ASE; 

Maereg, Development Facilitator, ASE 
Million 

FGD: VESA HHs (F 10, M 16), Bure kebele Million 

Site Visit: iDE water pump (Bure kebele); 

 
Million 

June 3 

SNNP 

(Sidama) 

Chuko 

woreda 

KII: Abinet, Woreda Team Leader, CARE (Kochere 

woreda); Temesgen Ermias, Woreda Team Leader, 

CARE (Chuko Woreda) 

Million 

FGD: VESA HHs (F5, M 10) Million 

June 4 
Chuko 

Woreda 

FGD: Community Facilitators (Notae, Meheret, & 

Kassech), CARE Chuko woreda 
Million 

Site Visit: perma-garden and poultry voucher activities Million 

 

CLIMATE CHANGE ADAPTATION & INNOVATION FUND 
Date Location Name of Respondent or Type of Focus Group Team Member(s) 

May 17 Addis Ababa 
Elias Ibrahim, Advisor-Climate Change Adaptation and 

Resilience, CARE CCU  
Mike 

May 20 Addis Ababa 

Elias Ibrahim, Advisor-Climate Change Adaptation and 

Resilience, CARE CCU 
Mike 

John Meyer, CoP, Elisabeth Farmer, DCoP, Tagese 

Tegele, Innovation Fund Advisor, Birhanu Engida, 

Innovation Fund Analyst, CARE CCU   

Mike 

May 21 

Meket 

ORDA 

Office 

Getahun Kebede, CSA Officer, Woldiya Cluster, 

ORDA & Asnakeu Tesfaye, CSA Officer, Meket 

Cluster, ORDA 

Mike 

Ashnafi Zewdu, Senior M&E Coordinator, ORDA & 

Lebsie Shumet, Meket Cluster Manager  
Mike 

May 22 

Agrit Kebele, 

Meket 

Woreda 

FGD Mature VESA, 22 Participants (15 women, 7 

men) Agrit Kebele, Meket Woreda  
Mike 

FGD Kebele CVCA FGD PArtcicipants, 9 Participants 

(2 women, 7 men), Agrit Kebele, Meket Woreda 
Mike 

Meket 

Woreda 

FGD Woreda GoE Participants in CVCA, 5 

Participants, (5 men) 
Mike 

May 23 
Guba Lafto 

Woreda 

Abebe Zeleke, Early Warning Expert & Mekonnen 

Ayalew, Early Waring & Response Expert, Guba Lafto 

Woreda 

Mike 

Abebe Yalow, Agro-Dealer, Guba Lafto Woreda Mike 

Mulubirhan Degu, Early Warning Expert, North Wollo 

Zone & Asseged Bekele, Early Warning Coordinator, 

Guba Lafto Woreda  

Mike 
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In car 

traveling  

Mandefro Gebretsadik, Senior Advisor for Partnership 

and Government Liaison, CARE CCU 
Mike 

Kombolcha 

Hotel 

Wageye Bahiru, Agrometeorologist, & Tegegna 

Kebede, Agrometeorologist, Kombolcha/Dessie 

Meteorological Dept 

Mike 

May 24 

ORDA 

Cluster 

Office, 

Mehal Meda 

Mustafa Wudu Fereja, Climate Smart Agriculture 

Officer, Mehal Meda Cluster, ORDA 
Mike 

May 25 

ORDA 

Cluster 

Office, 

Mehal Meda 

Tale Hailemeriam, Mehal Meda Cluster Manager, 

ORDA 
Mike 

FGD with Woreda Ag Office Staff, 5 participants (all 

men), Mens Gera Woreda 
Mike 

Mehal Meda 

Town 
Lydia Awtew & Awtew, Agro-Dealer, Mehal Meda Mike 

May 27 

REST Office, 

Adigrat 

Amanuel Awash, Senior Livelihoods Officer, Adigrat 

Cluster, REST 
Mike 

Yibrah Hagos, Program Coordinator, REST Mike 

Abraha Gebremariam, Agribusiness & Marketing 

Expert, Adigrat Cluster, SNV 
Mike 

Woreda Ag 

Office, Ganta 

Afeshum 

FGD with GoE Woreda Ag Office Staff, 5 Participants 

(All men) 
Mike 

REST Office, 

Adigrat 

Gebrelibanos Gebrehannes, Community Facilitator, 

Debla Kebele, Ganta Afeshum Woreda 
Mike 

May 28 

Dibla Seat 

Kebele, 

Ganta 

Afeshum 

Woreda 

Desta Gebreher, Development Agent, Dibla Seat 

Kebele, Ganta Afeshum Woreda 
Mike 

FGD CVCA Participants, 8 Participants (4 women & 4 

men), Dibla Seat Kebele 
Mike 

Gebreher Gidey, Kebele Administrator, Dibla Seat 

Kebele 
Mike 

May 29 

REST Office, 

Ofla Woreda 

Hailu Girmay, Woreda Team Leader, REST, Ofla 

Woreda 
Mike 

Negasi Tefera, Senior Livelihoods Officer, REST Mike 

Fiekrewelda 

Kebele, Ofla 

Woreda 

FGD with New VESA, 16 participants (5 women & 11 

men) 
Mike 

Fala Kebele, 

Ofla Woreda  

FGD with CVCA Participants, 17 Participants (4 

women & 13 men) 
Mike 

May 30 
Korem (Ofla 

Woreda) 

Weidu Redae, GRAD1 Agro-Dealer Mike 

FGD with CVCA and PSP Participants from Woreda 

Ag Office, 5 Participants (All Men) 
Mike 

May 31 Soro Woreda 

Ayalew Mekonnen, Early Warning Coordinator, Soro 

Woreda & Abera Abayneh, Ag Office Agronomist, 

Soro Woreda 

Mike 

Tesfaye Gebrehiwot, Agro-Dealer Mike 

June 1 

Soro Woreda 

HQ 

Tesfaye Ararsal, Field Office Manager & Addis 

Adobe, Climate Change Expert, ASE 
Mike 

Bona Dibario 

Kebele, Soro 

Woreda 

FGD with VESA, 20 Participants (8 women & 12 

men), Bona Dibaro Kebele 
Mike 

Soro Woreda 

HQ 

Ermisa Yohannes, DF, Workenesh Negash, DF & 

Mairegu Desta, DF, Soro Woreda, ASE 
Mike 
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Hosanna 

Hotel 
Ephraim Samuel, VC & IGA Expert, ASE Mike 

June 3 

CARE 

Office, 

Hawassa 

Degefu Getachew, Climate Change Specialist, CARE Mike 

Teso Kebele, 

Aleta Chuko 

Woreda 

FGD with VESA, 15 participants, (7 women & 8 men) Mike 

June 4 
Aleta Chuko 

Woreda 

Deribe Alemayehu, Livestock Expert, Dagne Melese, 

Forage Expert, Kebede Wagizo, Women & Children 

Affairs Coordinator, Aleta Chuko Woreda 

Mike 

Danesmo Damess, Agro-dealer, Chuko Mike 

Banchayehu Yitayal, Project Manager, CARE, 

Wubishet Dimessie, head of Woreda Team leaders, 

CARE, & Demeke Samaro,  Agribusiness & Marketing 

Expert, SNV, SNNPR 

Mike 

June 6 

iDE Office, 

Addis 
Okello Fekadu, Country Representative, iDE MIke 

CARE 

Office, Addis 
Ezana Zemo, Country Representative, EDC Mike & Adam 

June 6  

Digital Green 

Office, Addis 

Mekdes, Program Director, Simret, Project Manager, 

Adele, M&E Expert, Digital Green 
MIke 

SNV Office, 

Addis 

Adebaybay Mengist, Project Manager & Frehiwot 

Megersa, Agribusiness Advisor, SNV  
Mike 

 

COLLABORATION 

Date Location Name of Respondent or Type of Focus Group Team Member(s) 

May 17 Addis Ababa 
Elisabeth Farmer, Deputy Chief of Party  

Zoma  
Mandefro Gebretsadik, Senior Partnership Advisor  

May 20 Addis Ababa 
Leul Birhanu- Acting DCOP for Growth through 

Nutrition- Save the Children  
Zoma & Million  

May 21 Meket cluster 

Ashenafi Zewdu- Senior M&E officer ( currently 

acting as the program coordinator) - ORDA 
Zoma 

 
Libsie Shumet – Meket Cluster Manager - ORDA 

KII: Habiba Dawud – Community Facilitator for Agrit 

Kebele - ORDA 

May 22 Meket cluster 

Zerfu Kebede – Community Facilitator for Arbit kebele 

- ORDA Zoma  

 Astewal Bantu – Development Agent for Arbit Kebele 

FGD with Food Security Taskforce – Meket woreda   

May 29 Ofla Woreda  

Hailu Girmay - Ofla Woreda Team Leader  

Zoma Haftu Halefun – Regional M&E officer  

Gideta Desalew – Development Agent  

May 30 Ofla Woreda  
Fantahun Assefa – REST Ofla woreda coordinator  

Zoma  
Alemyisfa Zera’abreham – Health Extension Worker  

May 31 Soro Woreda  

FGD with Food Security Taskforce  

Selamawit Eriso – Head of woreda Women and 

Children Affairs office  

Mesfin Assefa – Head of Woreda  

Mishamo Werkey – Head of the Woreda Health Office  

Elisas Mathios  

Amde Tadesse 

Tereffe Demeka 

Zoma  
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Abebe Terefe  

June 1 Soro Woreda 

Askale Boke – Sideda kebele Health Extension Worker  

Zoma 

Debebe Lamba – Jajura 2 kebele Development Agent  

Tesfaye Ararsa – Field Office Manager 

Maere Desta – Kosha Cluster Community Facilitator  

Misgana Latebo – Abuna cluster Community Cluster  

June 3 
Chuko 

Woreda  

Banchiayew Yitayal – Program Manager CARE 

SNNPR  

Zoma  Wubushet Demissie – Leader of Woreda Team Leaders  

Tamene Teshome – Development Agent  

Kassech Kifle - Community Facilitator  

June 4 
Chuko 

Woreda 

KII – Aster Teshere - HEW  

Zoma  
FGD with Food Security Taskforce  

Iyasu Ledamo – head of Agriculture office  

Ageze Abebe – PSNP 4 focal person  

FIsseha Abebe – Livestock office head  

 


