[image: image1.jpg]care-




Evaluation e-Library (EeL) cover page

	Name of document
	BGD - EOP  RLP Capturing Lessons Learned  05-05

	Full title
	Rural Livelihood Programme Capturing Lessons Learned Final Report

	Acronym/PN
	RLP: GO-INTERFISH, SHABGE, LMP

	Country
	Bangladesh

	Date of report
	May 2005

	Dates of project
	GO-INTERFISH and SHABGE 1999 – 2005

LMP 2000 – 2005 

	Evaluator(s)
	Sanne Chipeta, John Meyer, Alice Jay (Danish Agricultural Advisory Service, National Centre)

	External?
	Yes 

	Language
	English 

	Donor(s)
	DfID

	Scope 
	Program

	Type of report
	final evaluation

	Length of report
	106 pages

	Sector(s)
	Rural Livelihoods, agriculture, RBA

	Brief abstract (description of project)
	The Rural Livelihood Programme (RLP) was a consolidation of 3 projects: GO-INTERFISH and SHABGE which began in 1999 and LMP which was approved in December 2000. After a joint review in

it was decided to consolidate the 3 projects into the CARE RLP in order to obtain greater synergy and effectiveness in implementation. A new log-frame and organisational structure was created to support this and the programme was formally approved in October 2003. Over the years, the programme has trained 6368 Farmer Field School groups with 154,000 participants.  (p.4)

	Goal(s)
	The overall aim of RLP is to contribute to poverty reduction in Bangladesh and the purpose is: To improve the livelihood security of men and women living in 221,375 poor and vulnerable households in Bangladesh.  (p.13)

	Objectives
	The projects started out with a strategy of increasing production, income and food security of poor rural households by introducing new farming technologies and practises through agricultural extension. (p.5)

	Evaluation Methodology
	The present document is a result of a process of distilling the major lessons learned from the lifetime of the programme. The aim is to capture the lessons valuable for future planning and decisions on similar programmes aiming at empowering poor communities and especially women to improve their livelihood. The lesson learning process combined a desk study of available reports, case studies and monitoring data with interviews, meetings and workshops with stakeholders. The meetings with stakeholders were carried out as appreciative inquiries. The lessons emerging from the appreciative inquiries are analysed in a framework for empowerment of poor rural communities. (p.4)

	Results (evidence/ data) presented?
	Yes, within text

	Summary of lessons learned (evaluation findings)
	It has been difficult to monitor and evaluate the progress of the programme because the goals and the information needs changed and new tools and data collection methods were added to the existing. The lesson from this would be that radical changes in a programme's objectives and strategies must be followed by radical changes in its approach to monitoring and evaluation. (p.5)
The poorer the household is in Bangladesh, the less they are likely to benefit to a significant degree solely from the introduction of agricultural technologies. The programme therefore shifted towards adopting a rural livelihood strategy and has widened its scope of interventions to focussing on developing human, social and financial capital with a broader perspective to livelihood options including livestock, poultry and non-agricultural activities. The result of the wider scope of interventions has been that particularly the poorer participants and more women have been able to benefit from the programme.  The RBA has furthermore contributed to the development of RLP and enabled the staff and groups to work to a certain degree on root causes of poverty.  (p.5)

	Observations
	Major program, evolved towards a more rights-based approach.

	


	Additional details for meta-evaluation:

	Contribution to MDG(s)?
	1a:Income /  3:Women’s Empowerment / 8:Civil Society

	Address main UCP “interim outcomes”?
	Gender Equity

Social Inclusion [empowered poor]
Pro-poor, just governance policies and practices

	Were goals/objectives achieved?
	1=Yes 

	ToR included?
	No (mentioned, but not included in Annex 1)

	Reference to CI Program Principles?
	No. Though reference to RBA principles p.54, 56

	Reference to CARE / other standards?
	No 

	Participatory evaluation methods?
	Yes.  

	Baseline?
	Yes. Mentioned for LMU (p.73), South-East Survey (p.59) and North-West Survey (p.99)

	Evaluation design
	Formative (process)
Post-test only (no baseline, no comparison group) (there were baseline surveys, but they were not compared during endline evaluation; see pp. 65-68)

	Comment
	Major program.  Strong evolution towards and focus on RBA


