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Executive summary

In 2004, SDC mandated a consortium of private Swisglopment agencies to design a
programme to help reduce poverty in the Centralri@or of Tanzania. In mid-2005, the
implementing agencies established RLDC, a not-fofip company, as a vehicle to
implement the RLDP. In September 2005, RLDC statiedperation.

In a first phase, until March 2008, the consortiimplemented a market linkage project,
connecting poor farmers with buyers/processor#tsadn 2007, both RLDC and SDC opted
for a conceptual extension to a Making Markets Workthe Poor (M4P) approach applied in
Phase II, which has been extended by one yeartbaténd of 2011.

This mid-term review evaluates RLDC’s programmera@gh, strategy and performance
with regard to the preparation of a further ph&sewnhich it is to make recommendations.

The review mission visited RLDC and related parbesween January 19 and February 4,
2011 and carried out short assessments of eatie éive production sectors which the RLDP
promotes: sunflower, cotton, rice, dairy and pqultt also looked into the support for the
development of commercial rural radio emissiongtimal agricultural development purposes.
And it reviewed RLDC’s set up and operation. Inagkessments, it took into account gender
equity considerations.

RLDC targets, in phase Il, market system improveasibnth at the regulatory and the market
level. It facilitated system changes in the corlatienships between poor producers and
buyers, like contract farming, weight control aesapoint, input improvement and provision
like improved seeds, extension services providegrbgessors, warehousing, milk collection
centres, local chicken market development, etcthAdte initiatives are incipient.

Gender equity considerations have originally narben the radar of RLDC when designing
market facilitation interventions. In phase Il, sorstrategic decisions started to take into
account the gender dimension; this occurred with ¢choice of the poultry sector or with
gender-related rural radio programmes. Howevepyaject implementation, gender concerns
have largely been absent.

The review noted a certain isolation of the projecthe poverty-stricken Central Corridor.
Locating RLDC close to final target groups rath®art principal sectorial market dynamics is
to some extent at odds with M4P implementation irequents. Combined with failed efforts
to establish an adequately performing M&E systembDR is at a loss in showing

intermediate results of its work. RLDC is aboutréadesign and apply a M&E system, for
which the present review makes a conceptual cartioib.

The review also noted that much questioning remaingut the translation of the M4P
approach into concrete action, namely concernind®]ls function to facilitate market

system changes. Overall, the genesis of the RLD# bdeen a relatively cost-intensive
exercise, due both to the incipient market envirentrin Tanzania and the search to find
effective ways to support market development irotanof the specified target groups.

The review arrived at the following recommendations



Location Consider a relocation of RLDC, balancing the jpmaty of intervention in and
with public and private market-building institut®rand organizations (public product
boards, larger companies, national associatiortger diacilitators, etc.) involved with
supported sectors and proximity to the povertyiaétl part of attended value chains in
the Central Corridor.

Sectors Focus rather than expand for the rest of thetouraf the RLDP; the review
recommends a reconsideration of RLDP’s engagemeheidairy sector with a view to
withdraw from it, and a concentration on grain ‘alchains, the promotion of local
chicken markets, and further facilitation of rureddio emissions for agricultural
development.

Target groups and gender equityl4P is a systemic approach working with market-
relevant actors; RLDC’s application of market depetent instruments — contracts,
agreements, etc. — are to consider their effeggemler equity, particularly at the level of
farming families, and measures to improve it.

Implementation structure Concentrate efforts on optimizing and deepeningPM
programme implementation rather than spending éartesources on changing its sub-
optimal set-up.

Alliances Look for and negotiate with at least one co-ftatibr per sector, striving for
substantial cooperation, i.e. common sectorial ahmork plans in overlapping work
fields (e.g. interventions at policy level; ovenpaipg geographical area).

Advisory systemAssure, per sector, the support of a nationabsexvisor immersed in
the sector, and revise external advisory suppeduicing it to one external advisor and
limiting the cost of external support and managdnera maximum percentage of total
RLDP cost.

Planning The existing Logical Framework (goal, purposetcomes) is an adequate
framework for further RLDP implementation, but siifjp and adapt outputs and

indicators; in particular, an M4P log-frame shoplibritize market system changes per
sector rather than outreach as the principal re$URL_DP’s intervention.

M&E: Assure that the existing sector facilitation khedge is RLDC-internally recorded
in a suitable form and used for further shaping RLDinterventions; structure RLDC’s
M&E system reflecting the M4P approach adequatsynbining market system changes
with gender-differentiated impact on poor farmiagnilies; capitalize the experiences of
RLDC’s application of the M4P approach considerotger similar initiatives and
applying a sector-wide view; since system chandesuld lead later to far greater
impacts at outreach level, SDC may include an RLBDPact study in its corporate
evaluation programme five years after withdrawirapf it.
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1. I ntroduction

SDC'’s intention to promote economic developmentpoverty-stricken areas of Central
Tanzania materialized in 2004 in a mandate to satinm of private Swiss development
agencies to prepare a Rural Livelihood Developnferdigram (RLDP). Based on their
proposal, SDC and the consortium signed the firgtlémentation contract in mid-2005. At
the insistence of SDC, it stipulated the estableshimof a not-for-profit corporation as an
implementing unit with the idea to become a sustalim service provider.

The Rural Livelihood Development Company (RLDC) heen established first in Zurich,
Switzerland and on June 10th 2005 registered inzd@a as a ,company limited by

guarantee” (a small nominal amount). RLDC startpérations in September 2005 when
funds became available from SDC.

SDC approved so far the following financial supgortthese activities:

Table 1: SDC support to RLDP/RLDC

Budget phase Period Budget in CHF
Preparation: Consortium 01.07.2004 — 31.03.2005 ,CRRG-
First phase: Consortium 01.04.2005 — 31.03.2008 (later 2,842,388

shortened by 3 months)
RLDC 6,342,612.-
Second phase: Consortium 01.01.2008 — 31.12.2010 3,042,325.-
RLDC 4,680.447 .-
Extension phase: Consortium 01.01.2011 - 31.12.2011 1,009,545.-
Extension phase: RLDC 2,696,171 .
TOTAL 21,168,488.-

Source: Budgets attached to contracts signed bat®B®€ and the consortium, and between COOF and RLDC

One third of budget allocation corresponded to idatservices. RLDC, on the other hand,
has constantly underspent compared to budget, mobhich because of under-compliance
with planned schedules but as a consequence dticapending decisions. For phase Il, SDC
asked the consortium to find further donor supportRLDC (based on the set-up installed
for phase 1).

The original business idea of RLB@as based on the fact that most small rural prexuc
(farmers, miners, manufacturers, livestock keepleaske difficulties to access profitable and
sustainable markets while medium and large scabeessors and traders see business
opportunities but cannot get adequate supplies fitensmall rural producers. The lack of
cooperation between the two groups results in amatish of demand and supply. The
rationale of RLDC'’s interventions was linking bugeftraders, processors) with suppliers
(small producers) of produce. Thisarket linkage projectncluded outreach to interested
firms/small producers, assessment/design of a tdgearcing model -establishing direct
selling/buying relations without intermediaries-damcustomized package of support services.
RLDC built capacities, supported with grants inugstits in collection centers and

! The information in this and the following paragnaps mostly sourced from the introduction to RLBC’
business plan 2008 — 2011.



contributed to changing business practices (i.evipion of embedded extension services,
group formation and organization, improved agroroopnactices, or quality control).

RLDC'’s operations arena concentrated on four reggiarthe Central Corridor of Tanzania:
Morogoro, Dodoma, Singida and Shinyanga, with thet ftwo absorbing almost three
guarters of RLDC'’s financial support in phase I.dhase Il, the regions of Tabora and
Manyara were added (all together an area almolstrge as Germany). RLDC’s portfolio is
focused on the agricultural crops sector. It ineldidnainly support of sunflower, cotton,
sugar cane, beekeeping, safflower, sesame, sorghigegn peas and also livestock (dairy,
meat & leather) in phase I. In phase I, it focusadsunflower, cotton, dairy, poultry and rice,
as well as the incentivation of rural radio emissi@o inform farmer families on technical,
market information and other production matters.

RLDC'’s business plan 2008 — 2011 mentions amonigstsons learned from phase | that the
initial assumptions of the grant funding marketkéige concept did not work as originally
planned, since grants required in the case of mdirkeage have been much bigger and a
much more thorough assessment was therefore negelskae importantly, grant applicants
were not much interested in creating market linkagath small producers and their
absorption capacity was limited, requiring moreendive supervision. RLDC grants were, of
course, welcome: it had received almost 490 appdica for partnership projects by the end
of 2007, 22 of which were accepted after carefalysis.

After two years of operation (in mid-2007), SDC cuissioned the Springfield Centre,
Durham UK, to review RLDC's draft business plan tbe next phase (2008 — 2011). The
review recommended a chaAgé concept towards SDC'’s official ,Making Marketgork
for the Poor (M4P)“ approach, thereby amplifyinge thntervention arena to entire
(sub)sectors/value chains, removing RLDC's intetioenfrom immersion in the core market
linkage relationship, and shifting the sustain&piperspective from RLDC itself to durable
market practices and arrangements. Other basiemed¢see following paragraph) for the
implementation of the RLDP were, however, maintdibg SDC. The consortium and RLDC
embraced this change of concept for phase Il addaror to implement it.

Thus, RLDP was set up on the basis of SDC’s fafigundamental decisions:

a) the concentration on the Central Corridor (CC),edasn criteria of poverty incidence
and relative absence of other donors rather thetorséynamics;

b) the application of a BDS approach, transformed ka&ing Markets Work for the Poor
approach approach for the second phase;

c) demanding from the implementing consortium (Inteperation/IC as lead partner;
Swisscontact/SC; and the engineering company ITE@Bich withdrew) the
establishment of a company, specifying from thet stasubstantial time frame (10 years)
and financial support volume.

The consortium partners, SDC and the Tanzanian rgment agreed to set up an
implementing unit under the Tanzanian legal comstaii a not-for-profit company, with IC
and SC as owners and SDC as funder. While thenatightention was to strive for RLDC'’s
future self-sustainability as a service providbrs intention was dropped for phase Il in favor
of durable market arrangements being establishéld the facilitation of RLDC. RLDC'’s
future thus remains fully dependent on donor fugdBDC asked the implementing units to
mobilize other donor support in phase Il, whictid but so far without success.

% The consortium, in its first business plan for ¢eening phase Il, proposed a conceptual expanditreo
programme approach.



2. Review objectives
The objectives of this review are to

» evaluate RLDC'’s program approach (M4P), strategy @erformance with regard to the
preparation and implementation of plans and achieve of immediate objectives
(outcome), with their outreach to men and women;

» recommend possible improvements on program desigth @ganisation, and on
modification to objectives and plans for future Ierpentation (end of actual phase and
following phase)

» assess the relevance and scope of RLDC in the memzaational and local policy
context: agriculture strategy, Private Sector Depelent and DP coordination

The terms of reference (see annex 1) specify a ruoftaspects to be taken into account.

RLDC conducted in January 2011 a self-assessmeareparation of this review, which was
made available before the review mission.

The assessment of RLDC’s performance must keep imd rihat Tanzania is a relative
newcomer to market development. Formerly a sotiabsintry, private sector development
and corresponding institutions are recent, theariacking still weak, presenting tremendous
challenges to an M4P approach, particularly in &epwy-stricken area like the Central
Corridor.

The review team would like to thank the RLDC staiff their collaboration in arranging the
field mission, for their open communication and foroviding a number of valuable
documents. The mission feels that it has been tblperceive the essentials of RLDC,
although a great number of details have been beysmdpacity to grasp in such a short time.

The review team split up for their field visit thet project region, each one dealing with two
(sub)sectors attended by the project. Members baee free to present their assessment as
they saw fit, based on direct observation, intevgiend literature review. The team leader
also reviewed the corporate issues specified iTDR.

3. Short assessment of sector interventionsby RLDC
3.1  Sunflower

This rapid sector assessment has been underta2odioma, visiting some processing units
and conducting discussion rounds with farmers (@ tbf them women), extension agents
from Local Government Authorities/LGA and the CEZQFA association of sunflower
producers, next to discussions with RLDC and tlaelireg of pertinent documents.

The central corridor with its ample semi-arid arsasuited for the production of sunflower, a
crop adapted to plantation on small plots by paoming families; some 360’000 households
plant it. Information sources on market trends cioie that there is a demand backlog for
good-quality edible oil in Tanzania and most Eastfrican countries, and that cheap edible
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oil of low quality from Asian countries floods timarket. Domestic production contributed in
2008 some 40% to national cooking oil consumptigp from 20% some years earlier). A
few large processors of domestic grains also impdible oil, manipulating the market at
their convenience. However, in the last few yeamsall-scale local processors have
mushroomed (according to an unconfirmed sourcd)adoma alone 150 small sunflower
grain processors have emerged). RLDC mentions dhetll processors together produce
today a larger quantity of edible oil than the feakge producers. Processors interviewed
confirmed that there is unsatisfied domestic demfamctheir product. They are therefore
interested in steadying and expanding their baggaufucers, also in view of the volatility of
production: the main planting season 2009/10 has ksffected by drought, decimating
production to half or less the planned volume (amcreasing farm gate competition),
otherwise it would have grown much more. They #e mterested in better infrastructure, in
particular irrigation schemes, in order to increaffeseason grain supply to be able to better
utilize their installed processing capacity beydmel three or four months of the main season,
fetching up to double the price for oil during siason.

A recent study of sunflower production in the cehitorridor commissioned by RLDC

summarized the main challenges for higher prodoaiitd income to farmers as follotvs

- the predominant use of local seeds (derived framvcadecade-old basic seed) with low
yields;

- unreliable markets/sales channels;

- Iinadequate knowledge and skills on basic agronaspects and marketing;

- inadequate public extension services;

- climatic limitations (lack of water);

- soils constantly undergoing change requiring vayyatant nutrients.

RLDC intervenes in this sector in: a) the facilaat of improved seed production; b) the
introduction of contract farming; and c) smallerppart projects, e.g. for i) improved
pollination for higher sunflower yields, ii) fad#iting the establishment of the business plan
for a sunflower oil refinery, iii) branding and ethmarketing instruments for processors,
among others. Cooperation with eight sunflowerrggaocessors has been an important part
of RLDC’s phase | portfolio, contributing with 75%f market linkage and extension cost
(transport, communication, agro-input distributiextension services, farmers’ training, etc.).
RLDC'’s contribution to present contracts vary frd@Po for the present seasonal cycle (e.g.
for contract farming with Songela Investment CoSingida) to 97% (for pilot testing of the
pollination with ITISO Women Group in Dodoma).

Seed production: The productivity of sunflower production can héstantially increased by
establishing a controlled multi-stage system ofiseproduction, from Basic to Certified to
Quality Declared Seeds (QDS), this latest stagetralled by the Local Government
Authority (QDS seeds distribution being allowedyowithin district boundaries, for technical
reasons). The selection by farmers of their owrt gesins as seeds for next year, derived
from decade-old basic seed, has strongly diminighed yields over time. For the 2008/9
planting season, RLDC has worked with a compargréonote certified seed production. 91
farmers (two thirds of them women) from five vilEggwere trained and managed to plant 273
acres of sunflower seeds. Drought affected thedyiebwever, resulting in only 22.2 t of
seeds produced. These were sent for certificatidhe Tanzania Official Seed Multiplication

*RLDC / Damian M. Gabagambi and Victor George: Sumér Production Situation in the Central Corridbr o
Tanzania, Final Report, Dodoma, November 2010

“On the processors’ side, main problems are, negtiadity and quantity of grains, financing and sport
(infrastructure) according to this review’s intexwis.



Institute (TOSCI) and then packaged and sold tméas. RLDC is now starting to promote
farmers’ practices to use certified seeds throbghpublic Agricultural Seed Agency (ASA).
With Farmer Field Schools (FFS) and Farmers Fiedg<D(FFD), agro-dealer trainings and
their linking to village extension officers, the aweness and good agronomic practices for
seed production among farmers are to be fosterethould be noted, however, that certified
seeds are so far scarce and expensive for farmest, therefore, continue to use their own
seeds.

Because of acute shortage of quality sunflowerseaed due to the existence of few certified
seeds producing companies in the central corrbDC decided to support QDS production

in six districts of the three regions Dodoma, Silagand Tabora, through Local Government
Authorities (LGAS). In the 2008/9 crop season, doiea delayed start of the project and

drought, only 56 (of the planned 80) farmers madageproduce QDS, harvesting 60 t (as
compared to the targeted 250 t). TOSCI refusectfg some of these seeds. In the 2009/10
season, 168 farmers were trained (of which 20 drdmut), producing 42 t of QDS (drought

again). RLDC calculates that this QDS should brabgut 7'000 farmer households higher
yields in the present planting season.

Sustaining QDS production capacity will require thomed village extension services by
LGA extensionists. This review had the opportunity discuss with three village
extensionists. They tend to be lead farmers, beaid a minimal fee for their services, and to
establish themselves as agro-input dealers, ndketofarming activity. RLDC pays them an
allowance for what they call extra duty (registati supervision, etc.) for QDS production.
When this incentives ceases and the governmentno@st not to support cash crops like
sunflower, village advice and supervision tendbéoome occasional. RLDC has so far been
conceded one meeting with the Minister of Agrictdtuo discuss perspectives of the
government supporting LGA’s extension servicesdash crops in the context of the new
Board for silo crops (cereals and oil seed crops).

Facilitating seed production is of fundamental imi@nce to increase production, quality and
farmers” income in the longer run. With the helpRfDC, some districts have stepped up
their support for QDS production, with RLDC redugints support; where district
governments did not engage in QDS, RLDC withdrevsitpport.

Contract farming: So far, farmers did not have any form of formahtractual arrangement
with input suppliers or buyers of sunflower seedasmer group discussion conducted by the
mentioned study (RLDC 2010) revealed that farmeeswailling to participate in contract
farming if it is well facilitated (i.e. if their fars and interests are adequately taken into
account). Farmers hope that such contracts wowldltren better access to reliable product
markets, input supply, and access to adequate ®ateservices, all of which should improve
productivity. Feedbacks to this review from partnesmpanies and farmers on the
performance of RLDC-supported service provisioffiarmners have been positive: production
volume and quality increased; collection, delivand payment are better organized; farmers
group together (women are more inclined, partigpatant to learn), and more permanent
business relationships between processors and faane established. Indeed, farmer leaders
from other villages ask processors why they doemgiage also with the neighboring village.

However, bad past experiences with documents sjgraticularly concerning loans (seizure
of assets following arrears and defaults becauselimiate-induced losses of production),
makes farmers hesitate to sign a contract. Disonsdiy this review also showed that farmers
do not wish to commit to a sales price fixed inauhe; they prefer the spot price at sale, be it
lower or higher than anticipated (at present, adtphased price system is being introduced).
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Processors, too, are reluctant to provide, undekehaonditions, inputs and services on
credit if they cannot be sure of obtaining the expe production. Both contracting parties
consider the establishment of a relationship datthased on past compliance as the basis of
doing business together. RLDC, in its Action Leaghprogram, discussed trust building with
processors before these approached farmers andexbtupport from RLDC.

This review is nevertheless concerned about theoti82.DC’s principal instrument — grant
co-financing of partner companies for the provisadrservices to farmers — for establishing
contract farming as an important new market pracfithe M4P approach recognizes possible
market distortions as one of the main risks of damterventions, but considers it to be
moderate if handled appropriately, e.g. by applymgone-off co-financing of private
enterprises for system-building purposes. Conti@ching is a particularly delicate area of
intervention as it concerns and influences the ueryns of market exchange between
producers and buyers/processors. Improved tramspareand predictability in this
mechanism, as provided by contract farming, camfbeindamental importance for market
development, if it “sticks” beyond the subsidy peliln the present historical situation of the
sunflower sector — an environment of rising demamdl prices, allowing increases in
production, investment and product quality —, clesnihat processors will be able to maintain
contract arrangements initially subsidized by ailifator like RLDC are good: they are
interested in building, and are likely to be alestistain, a stable expanded supplier base
beyond the subsidy phase (in cotton, this may &etlee case).

This review checked the signed standard contractth& coming planting season in RLDC’s
office, and others in possession of processorsy &he signed but all are blank; contractual
conditions have been left undefined. RLDC maintainad these incomplete contracts are of a
“temporary nature” and that this procedure correggoto the dynamics of introducing
contract farming step-by-step. However, the lategtome figure reported by RLDC (as of
mid-2010) indicates a total number of 15.878 cangrasigned in 12 projects (companies),
without specifying their “initial” or “partial” natre. This is one example which called the
review team’s attention about the quality of theagmesented by RLDC.

The review mission encountered similar difficultiesthe interpretation of the increase of
quantity and value of sunflower grains sold by farsnsupported by RLDC. Results against
the Logical Framework as per mid-2010 indicate @dpction increase of 147% and of sales
returns of 535% between 2008/9 and 2009/10, duthdouse of quality seeds, increased
number of farmers and acreage, and almost doubleribe for grains. To be able to assess
these results, a number of variables need to ntako account, like the general trends in
sunflower production in the regions where RLDC sarpgd one or more processors, or the
incidence of drought in specific regions and yedsis mission tried to collect official
sunflower production figures from district agriauil authorities, obtaining the latest of the
regions of Dodoma and Singida between 2006/7 af@d/80in both cases a strong increase
(350% in Dodoma and 72% in Singida). The reviewas wmformed that in the 2008/9 cycle,
prices dropped while the 2009/10 cycle sufferednfrdrought (so prices went up again).
Uncontextualized figures in the log-frame tell I&ttabout the effectiveness of RLDC
intervention.

RLDC expected to facilitate the introduction of taect farming through the processors apex
organizations CEZOSOPA. This review had the oppairguto conduct a meeting with the

leaders and members of CEZOSOPA, an associatisardfower oil processors established
in 2007 with the help of RLDC (phase I). As RLDCmtiens in the performance against its
Logical Framework as of mid-2010, this associaties stagnated in membership (13



members) and does not avail of the means for dparabr of a strategic planalthough it
presents a number of id8aslost processors introducing contract farming members of
CEZOSOPA. RLDC reports that its initial scheme Ifttes training to 7'628 farmers,
through five partner companies, in post harvestagdling techniqgues and the supply of
equipments like sieves and drying sheets. A crusgle for RLDC'’s effectiveness is the
sustainability and replication of skills and orgaations at farmers’ level once RLDC'’s
support via processors stops.

In general, building trust between contracting iparover more than one planting season is
required to establish contract farming, and as anding, unreliability on both sides
(processors not providing adequate inputs, drougidsicing production, farmers illicitly
side-selling, etc.) will claim its price. In a (98bctor hardly regulated by a multi-crop public
Board (contrary to what happens in cotton), theoshiction of contract farming is left to the
market. Market-building efforts like enhancing temal and organizational capacities at
farmers’ level are crucial elements to speed up phdcess, but establishing contract farming
as a broad market practice is likely to take maggry. RLDC may not see its broad take-off.

Further projects: This review did not look into further projects the pipeline. RLDC'’s
Sector Overview 2011 informs about a successfdinabion test as well as the postponement
of planned activities like a Challenge Fund for {@uaDeclared Seeds, the promotion of
irrigation, or a consultancy to improve sunflowdrcompetitiveness.

Gender: While RLDC’s sunflower sector analysis did addréise gender distribution in
production, its market development strategy of Nober 2008 does not include gender
implications. Based on estimations by partner cangs RLDC calculated that 45% of target
farmers involved in sunflower production are worhafthile no further data on gender equity
relevant data are available for this sector, RLD@&w M&E tools will produce more data on
this. Among the processing companies supported IHfY@R a larger one is operated by a
woman owner-entrepreneur; she belongs to the falblo&ing processors who support their
producer groups providing improved seeds withost to them. Another initiative by RLDC
has been the contract for a pilot project witholtiWomen’s Group (25 women beekeepers) to
install beehives in a sunflower plantation in Chanowdistrict, resulting in a production
increase of 30% (this after an unsuccesful eadtegmpt with another partner because of
drought). The discussions of this review with pssmes and farmers point to a tendency to
increasing participation by women in the producasebsupported by RLDC; women are said
to be more ready to learn, participate in trainimgsl cooperate than men; they are also
considered more reliable in complying with agreedditions. When including children into
the gender equation, the frequent use of increasmane for school fees, mentioned in a
meeting of this reviewer with 12 sunflower seedrfars, calls the attention.

General assessment: With respect to the outcomes defined by RLDC flswrer production
has increased due to overall market trends (higheduction, quality, prices), to which the
interventions of RLDC contributed since phase In€@oning the market system, sustainable
service supply and sustainability of approach (=DRLoutcomes), incipient changes in

*The Dutch NGO SNV was interested in 2007 to supiharelaboration of a strategic plan of CEZOSOPA bu
has not been able to follow up on this becausaa¥f bf resources.

®Formation of a national Association of sunflowenqessors (TASOPA); push for higher refined oil deds
(cheap spare parts from China and India favor lowatity refining); import of an oil purifier from Gha as a
demonstration unit, paid by RLDC; lobbying with Fement and Ministry to impose a 10% import tadff
edible oil; access to financing (big problem); pmbales (retail shops in cities); participatioewents; contract
farming; etc.

" Annex 9 of the latest Credit Proposal to SDC g0t1): Gender: context and mainstreaming.



systems occur in improved agronomic practices &ediritroduction of improved seed and
better business practices among supported progeSsiEs. Concerning contract farming, its
introduction requires trust-building over a numbégears. Interventions by a facilitator need
to adapt to this process, as RLDC does throughlyyegreements and decreasing support
schedules during piloting, scaling up and replaratby partner companies. Problems to be
further addressed are supplier credit, next taastfuctural improvements (roads, irrigation).
Other related issues, like bringing market pridenmation cheaply and timely to farmers as
the RLDC-supported INUKA radio programme is doingnew forms of micro-provision of
agricultural inputs through women'’s groups as Te&erve is doing for cotton, may merit
further attention of RLD&. RLDC-facilitated sector evolution at differentvéds, from
investments in partner comparfiés LGA extension services, merits an impact arnslyrs
order to see how contract farming and supplienifated service provision emerges without
RLDC involvement®, and what further facilitation is required. As fas the business
environment is concerned, a major issue concemadiv Mixed crop board to be established
and its future policies (product regulations, suppo LGAs, import tariffs, etc.). In these
respects, there have so far been no changes ibusiress environment favoring domestic
production of poor farmers.

3.2 Cotton

Due to the limited time of this assignment as veslllong travelling distances, it was not
possible to visit and discuss with all partnersadiigs are mainly based on the Bariadi
project with the local branch of the Tanzanian @otBoard (TCB) and the organic cotton
project with Biosustain (BST) in Singida region.rFather projects assessed like Oridoy,
BioRe and MSK Solution Ltd, the assessment is bagdtie analysis of available literature.

RLDC’s M&E department is presently capitalizing arssessing the experiences done in the
cotton sector. An excellent internal draft docum#dmbws a critical look at the different
interventions and draws lessons on achievementslasticomings. It can be a solid basis for
revisiting and strengthening the future strategiernvention in the volatile cotton sector.

RLDC works with different models in different distis. Its objectives are to a) improve

guality and access to quality and reliable servioegpoor farmers and b) secure investments
by farmers and buyers and increase the farm gate.prhe ultimate objective is to increase
the net income of poor farmers through higher petida, productivity and quality of cotton.

a) The access to quality and reliable services

Improving agronomic practices. In the central corridor, the average productivitycotton is
ranging between 300 and 600 kg/acre, and some L®@0. There is room for improvement
in applying better agronomic practices. RLDC isrtgyto foster technical advice to farmers,
mainly working with ginners who are offering thoservices to contracted farmers through
locally hired or volunteer extensionists such aglléarmers and area coordinators. Formal
district extensionists are also involved in tragitead farmers. Most RLDC grant

8 RLDC is launching a new radio project for gendelated issues.

® Supported elements in companies typically inclaleareness meetings with farmers and village gonem
leaders, agricultural input distribution, trainioffarmers on agronomic practices and crosscuitisiges,
provision of extension services, training in poatv¥est handling, building and hiring of collectioentres.

9t is possible for RLDC to evaluate its impactlie sunflower sector already now, given its engageisiace
five years with over half a dozen processors; ity help to refine its exit strategy for individualses.
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expenditures are given for those services. On geerthe grant represents around 50% of
costs (see table 2).

Table 2: Investments by RLDC and partners (firms)

Support / Company RLDC grant \ Partners’ investmgentougdeholds targeted
US $ Nr
BST 533’100 528’000 5’000
MSK 116’000 70'000 2’000
BioRe 8733 7'800 700
Oridoy 34’169 18600 2’000

Figures are not exact, some data are real expeaslitsome budgets; for BST, the cost of the ginhas/been
removed from the calculation so as to compare cosnpad RLDC investment for the same purposes.

This review perceives here the well-known probldraustainability: the high grant content is
only temporarily lowering the price of services. [RL maintains its support is provided in
three main stages: a piloting phase with strong @Ldhpport (75% to over 90% of cost);
scaling up with a lower co-investment, and repiaratwith minimal or no investment by
RLDC. The figures in table 2 point to a portfolituation between stages | and I, too early to
measure the sustainability of effects, particulanlg volatile sector like cotton.

Weight control: An important constraint that the transaction betw&amers and buyer is
facing is the lack of honesty on both sides. Oftmryers are skewing scales, cheating farmers
on the weight of delivered cotton. As a “means a@ihpensation”, farmers are adding sand,
salt or water to the cotton altering thus the qualf cotton delivered. RLDC has worked with
the TCB of Bariadi district to pilot a project whiconsists of buying scales for 33 villages so
that a farmer committee can first weight the cotbefore selling it. If the difference exceeds
a threshold (2 kg), the farmer can refuse the &etitn. The scales have been bought with a
repayable loan given by RLDC and as this experiémaseshown a positive effects, the district
TCB has decided to equip all villages with suchescavith the district budget — a measure to
potentially increase confidence in the system. H@ngethe initiative is still at a pilot level: it
depended on RLDC funding, and the farmer commitésponsible for it has gained power
which in some cases has created tension with eédtaedltraditional structures. There is also a
need to convince farmers to stop practices thatlaneaging the quality of the cotton. RLDC
is designing at present an additional projectHierdissemination of this pilot initiative.

b) Security of investment for farmers and buyensl, iacreasing the farm gate price

Contract farming: One of the major constraints for the expansionottfon production is the
lack of availability of quality and reliable inpservices for seeds, chemicals and extension.
Formalizing its supply based on contracts betwestor producers and buyers/ginners is a
further systemic improvement, although contractoerément will continue to be a major
problem.

RLDC has piloted contract farming in the 2007/8nfilag cycle in Morogoro. Those contracts
foresee that the buyer is providing seeds and ad@amio farmers at the price fixed by TCB
as a loan against the exclusive right to buy thedpeced cotton. The cotton price is not
determined in advance, but farmers are usually adidttom price which is fixed by TCB at
the beginning of the three-months buying seasore fdugood prospects for such system,
TCB in Bariadi has decided to generalize contracinfng in the whole district. TCB at a
national level is now planning to expand contracifing quickly and make it compulsory for
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the entire cotton sector, with substantial suppgriTechnoServe (TNS) and the Tanzanian
Gatsby Trust (TGT). This practice has importantaetp on a systemic level:

- The availability of seeds and chemicals for farmgisproved.

- By giving the ginner a signed document, it reduites prospects of side selling; this is
particularly the case in districts where the contipet between buyers is fierce, like in
Bariadi.

- It increases the number of farmers cultivating @otin a region where it was largely
abandoned due to the lack of selling opportunif@esing the reviewer’s visit in Singida,
producers mentioned that having a reliable andraontal partner has been the main
reason for them to restart producing cotton).

- It increases the district revenues through the a%o dollected on the cotton sold. In
Bariadi where cotton is the main crop, 80% of tistrtt budget is coming from it; ten
percent of this revenue should then be allocatgatdmote the cotton production (e.g. for
introducing balances).

So far (as of June 2010), RLDC has facilitated @mtfarming among 6.975 cotton farmers
in 5 projects. On average, they managed to incneaxkiction by 56% in the 2009/10 cycle,
but because of diving international prices in tfterenath of the global financial crisis, they
earned overall 15% less than in the previous prioolucycle.

Contract farming can also have some negative sffdchot checked adequately, e.g of
monopolization or in getting locked into TCB priibeng. Every year, at the beginning of the
buying season, TCB calculates a minimum price fattonn based on cotton prices in the
international market, minus the costs of ginningd am 10% benefit for ginners. The
calculation of this minimum price is intransparant mainly benefits ginners (although TCB
is said to introduce measures to increase farm gates). Buyers are offering this price to
small farmers, many of whom have to sell their picid early due to cash needs. Last year,
this minimum price was fixed at 600 Tshs, but inri8@, some buyers (without having
delivered any service to producers) were offeripgtan 1200 Tshs per kg cotton, providing
alternatives to farmers. Up to next year, the TCBimum price will be calculated every
week during the three-months selling season. RLbduilsl closely monitor the impact of this
important change on the profitability of cotton fmall farmers and continue to improve the
system to ensure a fair repartition of the benefits

It is this review’'s assessment that RLDC shouldksel®ser collaboration with other
supporters of the cotton sector like TNS/TGT. TNiBmorted a pilot intervention of contract
farming with TCB/Ministry of Agriculture and ginngrin the 2008/9 cycle in Mara and
Bariadi, recommending templates and proceduresndggsnwere reluctant to enter into this
since they were supposed to fully carry the risknoh-repayment of supplier credit to
producers. TNS has therefore looked for, and mahagefind a bank willing to provide
credit, although it only entered the scheme whersToffered a 30% first loss guarantee
incentive. The scheme covered 2000 farmers, wigimers. Repayment was high (91%). In
2009/10, the scheme was rolled out to 17'000 fasnfegpayment over 80%) and their
intention is to expand contract farming in the neydle to 40'000 farmers, with 7 ginners.

Organic farming: The partner company Biosustain (BST) has recetdles] its operation in
three districts of Singida district with substahtapport of RLDC (see table 2). Almost
5’000 farmers have or will start to produce orgasotton and are thus expected to receive a —
rather modest — premium price of 5 to 10% ovemtir@mum price. BST had a difficult start,
with one year of extremely low price of cotton dre tinternational market followed by a
drought year. The investment costs for buying asldabilitating the ginnery have been
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important. Due to this initial investment, the Dist has granted BST the exclusivity of the
organic cotton produced. Nevertheless, the coststdiblishing this organic scheme looks
high: more than one million dollar for rehabilitagi the ginnery and having 5’000 farmers
certified and under contract (trainings included@his review wonders whether this is a
replicable business model in view of BST’s stromp&hdence on external financial sources
(credits from several banks, and donor suppord) volatile sector like cotton.

Warehouses and buying points. Besides getting support from RLDC for improving
agricultural practices to their contracted farmedRIDOY Rural Cooperative Society is

implementing a warehouse receipt model. Cottortasked directly after the harvest and a
bank is providing credit to the Society to immedigtpay the minimum price to farmers.

Then, when cotton is sold at a higher market paoatracted farmers should get a dividend.
Until now, mainly due to lower prices on the intational market, this dividend could not be
paid. In 2010 farmers have however received a premirhis model could benefit farmers

and increase their revenue.

Gender: RLDC’s Revised Strategic Intervention Strategy @mtton Development 2010 -
2011 does not refer to gender issues. Based omats8 by partner companies, RLDC
calculated that about 20% of target farmers invblie cotton production are womén
However, the reviewer investigating this sectorried from male farmers in Bariadi that men
prepare the field before the rainy season and tbeganize the intensive planting,
maintenance and harvesting work to be performes dlaot mainly, by women and children,
while the sale of raw cotton is again done mainly raen. This suggests a stronger
involvement by women in the sector, but under astw of labor characterized by strong
gender inequality. RLDC did not deal with this agpand there are no further gender-
differentiated cotton sector data available fronDRLdocuments.

Overall assessment: While interventions by RLDC to make the volatiletoa market work
better for the poor do address market system-retemsapects, this review questions the
economic rationale of an intervention based ongh lgrant content (paying for extension
services and partner investments). With contrachifag, RLDC is promoting a substantial
change in market integration of and for poor fargn&his happens, in the cotton sector, under
strong government intervention (TCB price fixing)hile this feature may speed up the
introduction of contract farming, is it crucial &ssure that poor producers do benefit in the
end from government-determined market developmemditions. Rather than taking benefits
for contracted farmers for granted, the impactaftact farming on poor farmers and on the
underlying weaknesses which so far maintained pp\probably related to costs and service
offers*?), should be (case-)studied and conclusions fothéurfacilitation drawn. Gender
equity considerations should be part of this anslyghe fourth outcome of RLDC’s present
logical framework states that the sustainabilityRefDC’s approach is achieved by anchoring
improved market practices with market system act#rslear vision of the respective risks —
for ginners and farmers to work together — andrtimeplications for the continuation of their
operations in the market after RLDCs interventieases, is required.

X Annex 9 of the latest Credit Proposal to SDC giot1): Gender: context and mainstreaming.
12 See Review of the Draft Business Plan of RLDC 22081, FINAL REPORT August 2007, the Springfield
Centre.
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3.3 Dairy

The assessment of this sector was based on stdoines by RLDC and others, short field
visits and focused group discussions in the Ce@aatidor (Morogoro and Dodoma) with
primary sector actors (Livestock / dairy farmers)daprivate sector milk processing
companies (RLDC partners) and also discussions RitBC partners who are working at
national level (Tanzania Dairy Board (TDB), TanzanMilk Processors Association
(TAMPA) and Tanzania Milk Producers Association (TRRODA)).

RLDC in its previous phase had supported among®thdivestock producer group on cattle
management and marketing (Dodoma), and in MorogarbShinyanga the strengthening of
the milk collection system. In the new phase with M4P approach, RLDC commissioned a
Milk Collection Centre Study in the Central Cornmddlorogoro, Dodoma, Singida, Tabora,
Manyara and Shinyanga) to identify milk pocketygaissing capacities and the marketing
system. Another study by the NGO NIRAS in 2010 syed dairy products markets in
Tanzania. Some of the main highlights of the daegtor in Tanzania from those studies
include the following:

* Around 71% of milk produced in Tanzania is fromigehous cattle which is essentially
kept for meat and whose milk production genetiepbal is low (0.5 to 1.2 Litres / day);
The Central Corridor marketable milk (246.6 mird# per annum) is around 20% of
national milk production;

* Almost 72% of the annual milk production (826 naifii litres) in the Central Corridor is
consumed on farm; some of the reasons for low $ewélmarketing have to do with
scattered milk pockets where infrastructure codtscallection and marketing are
prohibitive;

e In the Central Corridor there are only a few (sinalilk processors who could try to
develop the sector; the low processing capacitynisact, a challenge at national level:
hardly 8% of milk production is processed, and eteam due to fluctuations in supply in
peak and lean seasons, plants are operating oagavérelow 50% of their installed
capacity.

» Studies have also established that 90% of the raftker deducting self-consumption, is
marketed through informal channels (unprocesséitipugh this is against the regulation;

* Total annual demand for milk products in Tanzasiastimated to be worth 74 million
USD; Tanzania imports about 30% of its formal miflarket; this potential is yet to be
tapped as the supply chains are inefficient, th& obd doing business is high and the
regulatory environment is unfavorable.

In summary, RLDC assessment to justify its intetam@ncame to the following conclusion in
its strategy documentlt is obvious that the formal milk-processing segrhcan grow both
in terms of capacity and technology in order to €epth the future milk demand. A steady
flow of milk from the producers to processors /suaners will be successful if RLDC and
other dairy subsector development agencies wilugoon reducing the quantity of milk
consumed on the farm (826 million litres / year)datme 295 million litres marketed
informally to be marketed in the formal system.sTWill also increase the current under
capacitated milk processing units of 88,290 littelay (24%)”.

RLDC Board approved a dairy sector strategy in IA2009 with the objective of improving
the formal milk market system and the income ofknohain actors in Central Tanzania.
RLDC targets by December 2010 included: i) the firprocessed milk reaches 40 million
litres in Tanzania; ii) the Central Corridor incsea its supply from 1 million to 2.5 million
litres (150% growth); iii) 4,000 household are feedt; iv) the capacity of service provision
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increases in the value chain and the businesscemaent / regulations improve. RLDC has
focused on three strategic interventions areas:

1) Lobby & Advocacy and Collective actionith TAMPA and TAMPRODA as partners. The
objective of this intervention is to develop capiasi of these national level organizations to
improve services of TAMPA and TAMPRODA, influenceligies, expand production,
processing and formal distribution systems. A awtitrhas been signed with TAMPA
whereby RLDC would contribute 67.4% of project soRLDC has not yet managed to agree
with TAMPRODA on a support program; TAMPRODA remsism weak party.

i) Strengthening selected enterprises in the S$ecliAN DAIRIES Ltd (Dar-based),
SHAMBANI GRADUATES (based in Morogoro) and GONDI BDS Ltd (based in
Dodoma) are the contracted partners. The objed$ite support these strategic enterprises
such that they offer a reliable market for milk gugers who are organized around collection
centres. These companies have also agreed topn@iicers on issues of drought mitigation
(feed supplementation & fodder conservation) andapoization of savings and credit
schemes.

iii) Strengthening the regulatory capacities in thairy sector,by supporting the Tanzania
Dairy Board to have a qualified staff and engagekedtolders in regulatory review and
harmonization.

RLDC dairy sector interventions have taken a fabtpad and systemic view of the dairy
market system in Tanzania, thanks also to the ratteanced initiatives in the sector that
were ongoing when RLDC came in. The Dairy Act, Thary Regulations, Dairy Board,
Dairy Council, TAMPA (Processors), TAMPRODA (procus) were all in place, with
different levels of capacity.

The business model: In the interventions of RLDC so far, the M4P hasrbadapted to the
local context. The interventions started with tauklthe business environment (regulatory
framework by TDB) and improving the capacity of TRM for lobbying and advocacy, with
guite some success. The three private sector par@m@ contracted to provide market
linkages services through a substantial contrilouttiocosts by RLDC. The target of increased
processed milk from the central zone by 150% hasaen achieved. Milk production was
estimated to have increased by only 50% duringgeirgd. However, all the three processors
have shown commitment and plan to expand their gaging facilities. Tan Dairies has
managed to influence and work with local authositigvhich is a good sign for forging
strategic collaboration that RLDC could stimulate.

There has been therefore a fair balance of faiiilggahe interface of the regulatory / business
environment with support functions on the dairy selstor / dairy value chain (demand and
supply). However, despite the private sector commaitt and readiness to pioneer with
innovations (with RLDC funding), it was noted thprtners had agreed to take on ambitious
roles and functions, some of which were beyondrthendate and capacity. For instance,
initiating and promoting SACCOs among producerd g Dairies is hardly in their capacity
to do effectively; it needs to work with the DistriCooperatives Office, among others. This
review wonders about the advice capacity of RLD@hia respect.

Association of milk producers (TAMPRODA): The organization of the dairy producers is the
weakest link in the chain. TAMPRODA members arettscad all over the country and its
leadership has not yet managed to put togetheganda for developing a common voice.
This is an area where RLDC support ought to focuell in building up the market system.
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Of course TAMPRODA is a national organization, maotive in the dairy-producing zones
outside the Central Corridor, but RLDC could ndeotonvincing ground during this review
as to why they have not facilitated the strengthgrof TAMPRODA who was in the first
place identified to be a potential partner. Lealigrén TAMPRODA is scattered in different
regions, which is likely to remain so due to thealtion of producers. The Chairman of the
association feels that they have lacked capacityet@ble to prepare a clear proposal and a
sound plan for capacity strengthening to win thenimers’ support; nor do they have the
resources to assemble members. TDB feels thatawnig behind TAMPRODA, the lobby
and advocacy is mainly leaning towards the intsreEprocessors.

Linkages and synergies with other programmes. RLDC is collaborating with other like-
minded organizations in the sector, like BEST ACdvyécacy); HEIFER International
(Heifers, producer Groups); SNV (Capacity developthmarket promotion via TAMPA for
school milk program); Inter-ministerial Committetor( regulations / act review). In fact
RLDC is seen as a leader in supporting the sector.

Some systemic changes in the dairy sector are noavgng:

* Regulatory body & framework review (TDB) in pladé&B has become, with the support
of RLDC, functional, with key personnel in placeherl exercise of reviewing the
duplication of roles in regulating the dairy seawhalfway done and they are determined
to accomplish the harmonization exercise and rewéthe relevant sections of the Act
soon. A system is also in place through Dairy Cddoc continued dialogue with private
sector.

» Association of Processors (TAMPAJAMPA is active and is the voice of dairy
processors.

 Embedded services: Extension/Trainiigivate sector companies are offering a package
of services as part of transaction with produdeus,there are other critical services such
as coping with drought mitigation, which are not geveloped, and it is doubtful whether
the private sector alone will be able to resolve it

* Access to market through Private sector led CadbectCentres.A Market access
framework is functional through collection centr@fiese centres would require further
strengthening to be able to offer reliable servitests members (e.g. feed and other
inputs), which is not forthcoming presently.

Outreach: Total smallholder farmers reached so far throughttinee partner firms are 3,449
(60% men & 40% women), 86% of the target set in dtvategy. Dairy business in agro-
pastoralist's communities is essentially a womesiimss; men are concerned more with
cattle. Interestingly, more men have registeredha collection centres than women since
according to prevalent cultural norms, men havgremt women permission to be registered
in any business that involves the family.

Up scaling and sustainability: Dairy development has potential in Tanzania, b wonders
if working with indigenous animals — kept primargég an asset store — as is the case in the
Central Corridor, can indeed provide the basisaferable market-oriented dairy production.
The fact that the private sector has hardly invkstgrocessing in the Central Corridor points
to low viability for a variety of reasons (feedw@roduction, collection distances, lack of
infrastructure (cooling, roads, etc.), etc.). Tlenefic potential for milk production is low,
even in areas where cross breeding has taken platte traditional livestock being well
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adapted to environmental conditions. To make dawgstments more attractive, the business
model is to focus on areas where dairy animals Ipa¢ential, like Morogoro and Manyara.
RLDC with its present partners does not operatthénareas with highest milk production
indicated by the Milk pocket study. Actually of tk&p ten potential areas, they only operate
in one, Chamwino Dodoma (see table 3 page 13 atesty paper).

Gender: The Survey on Dairy Products Market in Tanzaniavialy 2010 does not refer to
gender aspects. The Dairy Sector Development 8travé April 2009 states (p. 23) that
“traditionally cattle ownership is a male domainiletwomen provide most of the labor input
for animal husbandry, e.g. feeding and milking. pgastoralist societies, dairy is mostly
women’s business and they have control over th& amd its revenue. RLDC will be
proactive ensuring increase in number of womenjating in the milk business, improving
business and increasing income, issues relatetvitom of labor, control of milk for family
nutrition and food security, fair control over imoe generated from milk sales. The
experience of strong women milk producer groupsSimnyanga could be used as a role
model.” Annex 9 of the latest SDC Credit Proposdicates a 40% participation of women in
the dairy business. No further gender-differentlatata are available.

Overall Assessment: M4P has been applied to a limited extent in theydsector. There are a
number of challenges to be addressed for this iségtanake a significant contribution to
poverty reduction. The critical issue is on thebility of the milk production and collection
system in the central corridor due to low dairy efen potential of animals in the zone.
Furthermore, TAMPRODA is not yet functional, whigaves the production part of the dairy
value chain to the outreach of the few existingcpssors, supported by RLDC. RLDC has
made improvements in the service provision by wagkivith private sector companies, but
outreach and replicability will not be achievablghout substantial further program funding,
and RLDC may consider expanding it through workivith the private sector in other areas
of the corridor where dairy farming has higher ptitd. RLDC has made significant
contribution at the regulatory level and at cregtinthreshold for lobbying and advocacy of
processors; it may have to consider supportinditta phases of harmonizing the regulatory
framework.

3.4 Poultry

In its first phase, RLDC has supported a projeciroproved production and marketing of
poultry products in piloting a model originally ddgped in Bangladesh. The hypothesis
behind this model states that instead of “everytoes everything”, the delegation of tasks to
specialist sub-groups e.g. breeders, hatcherswoekers and feed mixers will increase
productivity as a whole. In 2008, this model wastdd in Baridi district, in two different

villages, Bupandagali and Mbiti, benefiting from adaptation in Kenya of an acclaimed
“commercial village” approach. This model was tlaelapted to local conditions by RLDC. In
parallel, RLDC has undertaken a poultry marketaadde chain analysis and the combination
of the two types of activities has led to the depetent of a poultry sector strategy in 2609

RLDC’s market analysispecified the market constraints (lack of concern Health and

animal welfare, lack of slaughtering and dressiglities in regional markets, local chicken
are marketed as a commodity, traders associatiomsnat cooperate, no umbrella
organisation) and productivity constraints (highrtality due to poor health control, poor

¥poultry sector, Commercialisation of chicken prdihrcand marketing in the central corridor. RLD@du
20009.
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housing and inadequate feeding, poor breeds, paslirot seen as a serious business) leading
to the observed mismatch between supply and denfamhn this analysis, RLDC has
identified a number of opportunities showing theeptial of chicken raising for poverty
reduction in the central corridor. The so-calledrii model** aims at using those
opportunities and solve the market constraints.

Sector intervention assessment:

The original model in Bariadi, visited by this mission, is complexjttvmany do’s and
don't’s, sub-groups and an elected committee icel@r the model to run well. From the
group experience this review has visited in Mbitlage in Bariadi, supported by RLDC
between September 2007 and February 2009, it teetithat the model required adaptation.
(for reason of time and distance, this mission @¢aully visit one districts)..

In Bariadi, the veterinary subgroup has vaccinatbdut 1'500 chicken against Newcastle
disease in a first campaign but is not providingvises any more. Individual rearers are
purchasing the vaccine directly in Bariadi and adster it on their own. According to the
farmers, fowl pox is now a major threat for thdaaken. A majority of the animals are wiped
out by this disease and according to RLDC the v&ce almost not available in Tanzania
due to its high price (imported from England). Heee during our discussion with Oxfam
GB which also supports poultry production in theaarit was mentioned that the groups they
are supporting are getting this service from trstrtit veterinary office (OXFAM is probably
providing the vaccine). Equally, the feed grouplso not providing any more services. Some
component of the diet, e.g. fish, bones, sunflogade, have to be purchased in Bariadi and
their availability is not always granted. As to meguction, an electric incubator provided by
the project did not work well because of power thiations in the village; it was sold.
Traditional hatching methods, combined with reducedrtality, have shown to produce
substantial chicken stock increases. As to sellihg, model foresees individual sales in a
weekly chicken market supposed to be establishdtianvillage. During our visit, farmers
have confirmed that this is not the case; chickerdycers sell individually when a buyer is
coming. In the revised model, the marketing suhigris charged with establishing linkages
to traders. In the meeting with Mme Minza, whohgs most initiative person in the visited

*The community group is constituted by chicken ksepea village. Each member must rear chicken ftbm
age of one month until they are ready to be sotdd@rs, chicken feed producers, para vets, and @hgr
person are not allowed to become members of thencmity group unless they also keep chicken. Inrdspect
the community group is a producer group.

Each member of the community group must also berabrar in any of the six subgroups which meansedaett
member has at least two roles to perform in theugrarhe subgroups focus on the following taskstesdhing
and hatching, b)rearing day-old-chicks (DOCs) c) animal health wasked) chicken feed producers, €)
marketing and promotion, and f) saving and lendifige first two subgroups might also be combinéd ame
group depending on the situation in the villageisTif discussed in the initial training on grouprfation.

Each subgroup elects a chairperson and a deputyrpéion from among its members. The entire comipuni
group elects as well a chairperson and a deputyrpleason who should not hold office in any of thbgroups
at the same time. All chairpersons and deputy geagons form the Executive Committee (EC) that sneet
regularly, whenever required. The EC receives rep@nd proposals from the subgroups and has overall
decision making power in the community group. Irtipalar, based on proposals by the subgroups,Bfewill
decide on all prices within the community groupstsas:- the price of day old chicks,the price of five week
old chicks,- the price for drugs and vaccinationsthe price for chicken feedsthe fees for participating in
joint marketing and promotion,the regulations and interest rates for loans.Theiglen on the pricing should
be mainly based on costs (including amortizatiomeéstments) and the subgroups therefore shotéatatcost
details with their price proposal.

Members of the entire community group and eachrsuipgare trained for their membership roles in respof
technical and management skills. There is alsot@riteference material available for the variouteso
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group, she said she can gain up to 4000 Tshs pekerhsold and she is very satisfied with it.
She is thus able to send her three children todchide revised model shows a substantial
income increase through improved poultry productimst due to the fact that the local breeds
are less productive and that the rearing periad l&s to 8 months, the costs of feed, vaccine,
and chicken housing can probably be further optuahis

RLDC has chosen to focus more on the supply thandimand side to overcome the
mismatch between demand and supply. Since increzdsekien sales have not encountered
any difficulties, RLDC feels confirmed in this apgch. An M4P approach building on the
relationship between buyers and producers is addid vor the interlinked markets, i.e. of
animal health issues and feed. RLDC is searchingvioys to incentivate the rise of such
markets, based on the lessons from the Bariadirexype. At present, the strategy in animal
health matters is to work with vet shops and pasea\RLDC’s present strategy is to improve
poultry production in a limited number of distriaip to a level where is becomes interesting
for vaccine suppliers and traders to engage; bbthese processes have now started. A next
strategic step will be to entice them to enter iatoontractual relationship with community
producer groups.

Scaling up: According to data provided by RLDC, 1822 farmergeheen supported until
June 2010 with feed and supplementary suppliescaet, marketing, village saving and
lending, and hatchery services, leading to ovénalbme increases of 200% due to the more
commercial approach promoted. More than 1.000 woarencurrently involved as poultry
micro-entrepreneurs, some of them with substaptinttreased chicken stock. RLDC targets
8’100 households in 9 districts of six regions e fpoultry sector. For this, so called co-
facilitators and service providers have been setetd replicate the Bariadi model in 133
villages”®. These are international development NGOs pai®byC to replicate the model:
promotion campaigns, awareness raising, group fitcomatechnical trainings, etc. Districts
officers are also part of this project. All thosgtars are not traditional markets players, but
development project implementéts The implication may be that replication will regu
donor money rather than being market-driven, aufeawhich, for a programme which
applies a M4P approach, calls the attention ofréngew.

Saving and lending groups: RLDC proposesThe saving and lending subgroup take the lead
in organising and administering saving and lendingthe entire community group. RLDC
intends here to adopt the tested VSL model of @aeenational and introduce it by ways of
training. It will be proposed to apply compulsovig from every external sale of eggs and
chicken but it is up to each community group toeagwith the proposal and set the rate of
compulsory saving’ The review report of the Springfield center in 28a®mmented such
activities as follows: The review team does not believe that RLDC shaeildoing this itself.
Setting up (microfinance activities) is a specedisand long term commitment — and still

®RLDC has tendered out the position of “qualifiedfaoilitators”. The co-facilitator(s) is supposedrhaintain
a presence in the respective regions. In collalwratith the co-facilitator(s) RLDC shall seek regal training
providers through open tender or on invitation tanddeally RDLC wants to have at least one trajrprovider
per region. For the positions of co-facilitator draining provider, detailed TOR have been worket o
Training is conducted on the basis of manuals predun the initial Training Of Trainers course caoatkd by
SUA / LITI(University of agriculture and livestodkaining institute) and a specialised training pdev for the
introduction of saving and lending.

®*OXFAM UK has facilitated since 2007 the reductidmmrtality and collective marketing of chickensafme
6'000 households in Shinyanga and Tanga, but ptivityds still very low.

YPoultry sector, Commercialisation of chicken prdihrcand marketing in the central corridor.. RLD@é
20009.

'8 Review of the Draft Business Plan of RLDC 2008-2CAINAL REPORT August 2007
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many / most are so weak that they fail shortlyradtgoport ends. What makes more sense is
RLDC seeking to “crowd in” players whose busines$inancial services”Interest rates are
an illustration of some lack of professionalismdealing with those issues: according to the
reviewer’s discussion, the interviewed group sh@y thave set the interest rate for all credits
at a full 10% per month. As mentioned in the Sgreid report, this topic is a long term
commitment comparable to a specialized sector eargagt over a longer period of time and
can hardly be dealt with as a side-activity of ajoiction sector intervention.

Gender: RLDC’s poultry strategy document refers to that that a relatively high number of

women is engaged in chicken production (Annex 9th@ latest SDC Credit Proposal

indicates that an estimated 60% of producers amaem, less so in their sale. More than
1.000 women-microentrepreneurs are currently reahblgeRLDC. In terms of sheer numbers,
gender equity is more easily observed in this se¢lowever, RLDC’s results against the
Logical Framework of mid-2010 states that the prbomoof women as entrepreneurs is an
activity to be strengthened in the extension phbs#eed, this review’s discussion with the
poultry group in Bariadi, and Mme Minza in partiaul confirmed that in terms of decisions,
functions and division of labor, the traditionainger inequality is being reproduced through
sector expansion and may actually lead to a wangewfi gender inequality, if this issue is not
addressed and dealt with adequately.

Overall assessment: This sector intervention of RLDC is at an earlygstaRLDC has
learned from the problems encountered in its @tdteme in Bariadi for its replication — or
rather extension for further learning — in two otbestricts and evidently needed to adapt the
model in order to achieve sustainable market clangéis intervention is still in an
exploratory stage concerning the development ofkatamechanisms. Good demand
perspectives for local chicken provide an essert@adis for further testing, and then
replicating, new market arrangements leading tdéoseexpansion and increased income for
rural producer families. RLDC needs to make suat #tonomic success is translated into a
better gender-balanced livelihood in and for thedpicer families.

35 Rice

This review is taking place after less than oner ysaimplementation and in most cases
before the first rice agricultural season has baetomplished. Hence the review focuses
mostly on the processes followed and the emergicigine of systemic changes in the rice
marketing system.

The RLDC Board approved the strategy in Decemb88 2(hd actual implementation started
in the first quarter 2010. The three most importanteria for rice sub sector selection
included: the potential number of households tlatidc engage in it; that rice is grown in at
least 3 regions in the corridor; and its potertbaleduce poverty (market growth).

The initial assessment and strategy developmente dby an in-house team was
comprehensive, it took cognizance to a large degfeearlier assessments / value chain
analyses undertaken by other agencies and conetugiere in line with thefl. Some of the
main dynamics of the Rice sector in Tanzania ineiud

19There have been a number of Rice value chain arsalysgertaken in the past two years in Tanzania: R@& in
Shinyanga by MatchMakerAssociates for OXFAM GB iD20Rice VCA for TAP in 2010, SAGCOT Quick scan of ®ic
2010, etc.
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* Tanzanian rice farmers have one of the lowest gigidthe world (1.5 - 4 Mt/ha). Poor
agronomic skills, use of mix rice varieties / lovelding inputs are some of the reasons
for low yields;

* Tanzania is not yet self sufficient in rice, imporire often cheaper and exports are
relatively small (informal routes);

» [East Africa region is a net importer of rice anchZania has a comparative advantage to
access such markets;

» The Central Corridor occupies over 48% of ricedgated land in Tanzania;

* The rice supply chains are cumbersome and inefficagten involving many brokers;

e Infrastructure (irrigation, roads, storage) is ppaeveloped and ill maintained,;

« The government has developed a National Rice Dpusat Strategy, which aspires to
double rice production in 10 years time; this giggtis yet to be implemented,;

* Recently there are several large scale investdostite sector and also donor supported
programs such as USAID “Feed the Future” (yet tartst TAP with EU funding,
SAGCOT with multi-donor support, etc. all of whintay influence the sector;

* On a policy and regulatory level, the governmensetting up a Mixed Crop Board /
Authority, which will not only regulate but also niiaipate in trading activities in cereals,
which may distort the market and discourage investsiif not well implemented; the
government from time to time introduces export bdog to food security concerns,
which is not favorable to long-term investmentgéding export markets.

RLDC'’s Rice Sector Strategy proposed four key weation areas and for each component
RLDC has contracted a partner to spearhead itllasvi

Intervention area Partner
Awareness and access of farmerg ¢o Agricultural Seed Agency/ASA (government body);
improved seeds contract from April — December 2010

Improved agronomic skills ande MVIWATA (A national smallholder farmer
enhancement of farmer organizatiopns network); March — December 2010

1°2}

Innovative marketing and business MVIWATA: Agricultural Market Information System
linkages with private sector market & Producer Marketing Groups
actors e CAMILU Ltd (SACCO) in Manyoni District to pilot 4
Warehouse Receipt System
e Roko Investment Company in Igunga piloting
Contract Farming

Networking for synergies ande Informal collaboration arrangements for experiences
cooperation with other facilitators sharing with e.g. OXFAM GB in Shinyanga & Agha
Khan Foundation etc.

Selection of intervention areas. RLDC has identified four regions within the Cent€adrridor
(Tabora, Singida, Manyara and Morogoro) and in eagion one district that has favorable
agro ecological potential for rice production. Témection of the areas, which are mainly
around irrigation schemes, excluded those areasewthere are other ongoing development
interventions. For instance, in Morogoro region #énea with highest potential is Kilombero
district, but this was excluded as there are oth&rventions by Tanzania Agricultural
Partnership (TAP) and Rural and Urban Developmaitiative (RUDI) as well as R&D
institutions.

RLDC has agreed with partners to design and pifteérént intervention approaches. It is too
early to assess their success and replicabilitgrp@l. With ASA, an input supply support
project (quality seeds — semi aromatic variety)rider development. Based on an agro-dealer
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survey conducted in May 2010, ASA has identifiedf8them and developed a training
package of business management including distabugystem. Also, training to farmers on
good agronomic practices has been prepared analdebgrinted; trainings are ongoing.
ASA informed the mission that due to this intervemtthey have increased seeds production
and opened their seeds distribution network inctiveidor.

MVIWATA is piloting on Producer Marketing Group (R®) and Farmer Field School (FFS)

for access to markets and agronomic skills. MVIWAR@s a national network and developed
a market information system through which these mgaups can be connected. Part of
RLDC’s support to MVIWATA was to hire new staff necing their capacity gap. The

question is whether MVIWATA will be able to sustaims new personnel.

With Roko Investment Company, a private sector ajpey a contract farming operation is
being piloted and with CAMILU SACCOs a warehouseeipt system is set up. During the
review mission, the construction of the warehouas at the foundation stage.

The business model: RLDC'’s business model has a narrow focus of tagktiroduction- and
market access-related constraints in the Centratidoo, rather than broader rice sector
development issues in the policy and regulatoryirenment, all of which have a strong
bearing on the rice marketing system in Tanzanie implementation progress made so far
has not yet clearly tackled the market access gnergy areas in the strategy, which ideally
should have come at the outset. Interventionsezhiout by partners (ASA and MVIWATA)
have taken the market for granted. Furthermorajevahain development interventions are
about forging deliberate market-focused collaboratiwithin markets that are clearly
segmented. Other rice value chain analyses hawveesggd Tanzanian rice market into i)
urban middle/high income segment, ii) institutionarkets, and iii) regional markets (Kenya,
Democratic Republic of Congo, etc.), each with ediht critical success factors and a
specific value chain upgrading strategy to reaemthwhich market segment and value chain
approach RLDC is pursuing is not clear.

The issue of piloting with the different businessdals raises a number of questions and may
be uncalled for. The Warehouse Receipt System aoduPer Marketing Group as well as
agro-dealer business models have already beemgiiotTanzania, although not necessarily
using a M4P approach. But lessons have been |eamat is important is to work with
partners like Rural & Urban Development InitiativeRUDI) on the Warehouse Receipt
System and with the CNFAProgram of Agro dealer capacity strengtheningciviibtained
remarkable achievements, and to build on the lesk@amned by them.

Linkages and synergies with other programmes. Looking for and taking advantage of
synergies is crucial at this time in Tanzania ia tite market system. In November 2010
Matchmaker Associates identified 24 secondary adfwat are active in the rice sub sector.
RLDC is one of them and is coming in a sector withch on-going support activity. A
strategy of synergy building / strategic alliand®sRLDC is needed in this area. We were
informed that RLDC and OXFAM GB are working on @ato develop a Rice Stakeholders
Forum, which is likely to be a useful platform ftgarning and coordination, but more
synergy is needed. The Rice Sector is expectedceive much attention as one of the core
food/cash crops in Tanzania in the coming years. Jévernment, through the National Rice
Development Strategy, is planning to step up ifgpsu. USAID (Feed the Future Program),
ACT-TAP (Cereals VCD scale up), the SAGCOT programd others offer potential
synergies that RLDC should seek to establish.

CNFA is a large French NGO active in 38 countries.
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On the regulatory environment, attention to whishalso quite necessary at the moment,
some entry points have been highlighted in receststudies. A new Mixed Crop Board is
been launched, and the Government’s system of gierexport bans remains unclear. These
are enabling environment issues that RLDC shoutless together with other stakeholders.

Initiated changesin systems:. The changes in the rice system arising from RLD€ruention

are yet to mature. There are positive signalshferfollowing:

* Improved access to Quality Seeds through the wbkSA with its agro dealer network
in the areas where the program is active;

* Improved Agronomic Practices arising from farmerféomer (FFS) extension model
promoted by MVIWATA,

 Market Access Models of WRS and Contract farmingonpted by Farmers
Organizations-SACCOs and private companies;

e Producer Marketing Associations in the differentdriSchemes, which are assuming
bulking and negotiation functions in the supplyioha

Outreach, Up-scaling and sustainability: RLDC’s intervention in this sector is recent. The
first activities reached some 4000 farmers as aglh number of promoters using the FFS
approach, and agro-dealers. The different pilotiatives are yet to be assessed on their
suitability for up-scaling. Experience has showattthe pilot has to run for at least 2-3

agricultural seasons before replication of the rhocen be undertaken. However as

mentioned, some of the business models are alsg Ipdoted by others and hence there is a
need to learn from them.

Gender: RLDC’s November 2009 Rice Sector Strategy refethe gender dimensions in the
following terms (p. 13): “A majority of Tanzaniaariners are women and make a significant
contribution to food production and to the procegsaand marketing of foodstuffs. They form
60 — 80% of the agricultural labor force in thealuareas. Women play a major role in rice
production in the country. They are involved inadpects of the rice value chain, particularly
planting, weeding, bird scaring, harvesting, pregegsand trading. It is observed that men are
mostly involved in land preparation. Both men arahven are engaged in rice harvesting and
threshing, while selling the rice is traditionalilgen’s domain. Generally, the women in
agriculture experience excessive workload due tenfaork and household chores and
difficulty in accessing the key factors of prodocti— land, water, credit, capital and
appropriate technologies. It is far easier for rteeaccess these inputs. Therefore monitoring
the impact of the strategic interventions will hageconsider the gender issues to ensure that
gender balance is taken into account and that woememot left out.” Annex 9 to SDC’s
Credit Proposal 2011 estimates a participation 5% 50f women in the sector, but such
indications miss the point: men, women and childxes involved; the question is how, and
on this, there are no further indications aboutatiect of RLDC’s intervention.

Overall assessment: The Rice Sector has great market potential in @aazand in the
region. RLDC’s market system development oughtaketa broader and systemic view
beyond the Central Corridor, although concentratimgrvention in it. There are many
development practitioners (USAID, SAGCOT etc.) gnidate sector agents in the rice sector
and hence room for inter-institutional synergy. ®eevices market is emerging with ASA
and MVIWATA, as this is their core business, suppdrby RLDC. However, the range of
services they provide is limited and some of them dependent on government subsidy.
RLDC should work more with private sector servio®vders as well as with relevant
secondary actors so as to influence the creatiom @hore favorable business-enabling
environment.
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3.6 Radio

This rapid sector assessment has benefited fronsiate a major service provider — the
Steadman Group, now Synovate —, an internationadrkbt) Research and Intelligence
Consulting Group specialized also in media reseaRhce Radio Free Africa which

broadcasts RLDC-induced emissions is located in hMhagaa visit has not been possible
during this mission.

»The introduction of new technology, the widespres# of mobile phones, the reduction in
cost of FM transmitters and the replacement ofestabadcasting monopolies by private
sector and association-based radio, in recent ykatrgo the development of new forms of
radio in rural communities’* RLDC seized the opportunity to entice existingioastations
geared to rural areas to reach its large audienteimformation and instruction on micro
business practices, marketing and agriculturaiviiets. One of them — Radio Free Africa
(RFA) — accepted the challenge to develop and ksttalh commercial radio program with a
view to continue afterwards on its own. The onerymagram called INUKA went on air in
March 2009.

Motivated by successful rural radio programmes thep East African countries, RLDC

engaged the services of a co-facilitator — FIT Bam — specialized in radio programs
production and media business management to imteoda commercial approach to
.developmental“ radio programs. It performed thadtions of program production, content
management and linkages, business management, tmgrlsaipport, external marketing

services, capacity building and management of métion value chains. The main role of
Synovate has been to establish the outreach progréisteners, including a baseline survey,
and enable feedback of listeners to RFA, incluéingnd-line survey of results.

RLDC's just finished final report on the INUKA progmme includes the results of a
representative survey (with non-listener controbug) of households by Synovate on
exposure and possible impact, crop farming andtoek (data are not gender-differentiated).
It presents a wealth of information on RLDC'’s pai&lritarget groups. Selected results:

- 17% spontaneously mention INUKA as an agricultedhlcational programme on radio; a
majority associate it correctly with Radio Free iédr (one of the most listened to rural
radio stations).

- Total awareness of INUKA is 29%, placing it secomd/ikulima Wa Kisasa (59%).

- Almost 400'000 rural listeners have listened asti@ce to the INUKA program, and in
the last 7 days, the listenership reached 276'06@&inly in Tabora, Shinyanga and
Singida; it is the second most popular agricultpraigramme, appreciated mainly for its
educational content;

- Topics on market prices record the highest re@dP4) and farmers are more likely to
implement those dealing with good farming practi@396);

- Radio (47%) is an important source of agricultimédrmation and 80% rate it positively;

- Other farmers (45%) and agricultural extension wosk(45%) are commonly used
information sources on these topics;

- Concerning income, a significantly higher propantif listeners (31%) report an increase
in income compared to non-listeners (19%), despieegeneral decline in income*;

- INUKA listeners are less likely to miss school aseault of lack of school fees (6%)
compared to non-listeners (29%);

“IRLDC Flyer: Commercial Radio Programs for ruraldigers, 2009, citing a FAO source
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- Contract farming is still low; INUKA listeners hawe higher probability of being in it
(11%) than non-listeners (5%);

- Farmers mistrust contract farming (42%) but 15% tieey will get a better price with it;

- Market prices are the main challenge farmers aoinda(84%); besides marketing,
climatic conditions range second among challen§2%of;

- Only 16% have ever heard of the term organic fagnmore likely INUKA listeners
(24%) than non-listeners (13%);

- 44% of rice farmers have heard rice farming disedssn radio of which half credit it to
INUKA; what they have learned most is planting ricgows; 60% indicated that they put
in practice what they have learned;

- 46% of sunflower farmers have heard sunflower fagriscussed on ratio, of which half
credit it to INUKA; what they learned most was abthe use of improved seeds;

- 47% of cotton farmers have heard cotton farmingudised on radio, but less than a third
of them attribute it to INUKA; pricing for cottorops the list of specific issues of interest;

- 66% of livestock farmers who are INUKA listenerddseome livestock in the past year;
their main challenge is low prices;

- 53% of dairy farmers have heard dairy issues dssaisn radio, slightly less than a third
attribute it to INUKA,

- 29% of poultry farmers have heard information omlpg discussed on radio, and 24%
attribute it to INUKA,; close to 9 in every 10 farm@oth listeners and non-listeners) keep
local chicken, with flocks of no less than 48 bjr@85% sell chicken products (eggs or
chicken); poultry disease incidence is high (809 & the main concern; only 14% of
poultry farmers attended a training on poultry nggmaent.

INUKA emission from 18:00 to 18:30 on Tuesdays i@ with a high rural audience rate.
Systematic feedbacks from the listenership resultembnsistently over half of them wishing
more time to be allotted to the INUKA program. RisAperfecting the system for listener
feedbacks.

Derived from the above mentioned final reports, RL&alculated the number of farmers who
actually applied and improved agricultural practideased on information transmitted by
radio, arriving at an estimated 10% of frequertehers or some 27.600 farmers benefiting in
this way from radio emissions (probably in conjumectwith other sources like lead farmers
and extensionists, as similar percentages of ksteim the survey suggest).

RLDC'’s intervention has fostered two innovationsahhcan be assigned systemic character:
the introduction of a commercial/business appro&zhagricultural development radio
programme$?, and the improvement of public-interest journaligm provide (better)
researched content for radio programmes, souraan ftompetent sources. RLDC itself
introduced only one topic: gender equity in agtierd. While the first emissions on this topic
did not appeal to female rural listeners, the dipgrticipation of the target groups in the
program brought more approval. RLDC is preparingrasent another programme for rural
women, for which a feasibility study has been ddahese radio stations declared an interest to
apply for its implementation.

According to Synovate, there are huge untappedhgligss to reach a rural listenership, e.g.
for educational purposes or for marketing suppatiefe to obtain what product). Other

4f before, mainly agricultural input providers ptatads in such radios, now telecommunication arahfiial
service providers are among the main advertisdter@ponsors are mills, water pump providers, etc.
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facilitators like the Gates Foundation (Voice affi@rs) are increasingly making use of such
means of communicatiéh

4. Alignment with gover nment strategies

RLDP’s aim to help reduce poverty fully concurs twihe main thrust of the National
Strategy for Growth and Reduction of Poverty (NSGEI5) enshrined in the National
Development Vision 2025. RLDC’s strengthening ofri@agture contributes to the
implementation of the agricultural sector developtnstrategy (2001) and the District
Agricultural Development Plans (DADPs), the Agricmdl Marketing Policy (2008),
Livestock development strategy and to the more ntegovernment and private sector
resolution of Kilimo Kwanza (,Agriculture First"DADPs follow a participatory approach of
facilitating rural communities to prioritize area$ interventions by the government (using
DADP funds) in order to improve agriculture in thdistricts — a first effort to decentralize
public support to agriculture. Kilimo Kwanza is jigaining momentum; different approaches
are been pursued including the mobilization of adsnand the private sector to invest in
agriculture. The Southern Agricultural Growth Cdaoi of Tanzania (SAGCOT 2010/11) is
one of those initiatives which will cut across soareas of the Central Corridor, especially
Morogoro. Likewise USAID, through its new progranitiative of “Feed the Futuré®which

is focusing on rice, maize and horticulture is ljkeo attract substantial resources and will
focus mostly on Morogoro, Dodoma and Manyara regiwhere RLDC is also active.

An OECD review of coordination among donor-suppbipeojects in agriculture revealed in
2008 that there is a diverse and somewhat dispgrsetblio of about 140 different donor-
supported activities targeting private sector dgwelent in agriculture. The total commitment
is significant - about US$ 445 million. While indiwal donors including SDC have provided
significant targeted support to specific projectsd aorganizations, there has been no
coordinated effort. Consequently there has beta tverall impact on the implementation of
policy supportive of private sector-led agriculilugrowth, neither within nor outside the
Agricultural Sector Development Programme (ASDP &0@®012/Support through Basket
Fund though not from Switzerland). It is importahierefore that RLDC interventions
continue to be aligned and to build synergies vaither development partners and Local
Government, especially at district level (DADPS).

The Agriculture Non-State Actors’ Forum (ANSAF)taslished in 2006, a group lobbying
for agricultural development which is now chairgdRLDC, summarized its annual learning
events from 2008 and 2009 in publications. Thestab@e: Kilimo Kwanza: Experience from
Implementation of DADPs, 2010, responds to the gmesHow could Kilimo Kwanza
interact with DADPs for better results in agricu#tbitransformation?: ,Currently, Kilimo
Kwanza is not clear in the mind of many stakehaderost consider it another agricultural
development programme parallel to ASDP.” The doaumfmrmulates a number of
recommendations which characterizes the situatidinsict (and LGA) level; these include:
- Tanzanias budget should reflect Kilimo Kwanza’'sansthrough increased allocation to
agriculture;
- Kilimo Kwanza should be implemented in the framekvaf ASDP and DADPs to
improve effectiveness;

% The African Farm Radio Research Initiative (AFRRMWww.farmradio.org) was launched in April, 200f7isi
a 42-month action research project supported Hy’Billelinda Gates Foundation, implemented by Faradid
International, in partnership with the World Unisity Services of Canada (WUSC); its aim is to esHes
effectiveness of farm radio on meeting the foodiggcobjectives of rural farming households in ia&.
“vww.feedthefuture.gov
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- Kilimo Kwanza should facilitate harmonization ofles and functions of government,
Civil Society Organizations and donors in plannamgl implementation of DADPS;

- Priority crops for food security in each distritiosild be identified and treated differently;

- Districts need to focus on implementing DADPs tmidvspreading thinly with no
significant impact.

These and other information obtained during thvéexg point to the fact that the concept and

organization of Local Economic Development in akeaframework is still very much at the

beginning in Tanzania, particularly in the pooren@al Corridor.

RLDC Board members interviewed (the Director of EBmvprment at the National Economic
and Empowerment Council; the Ministry of Indusffyade and Marketing; the Chairman of
RLDC’s Board of Directors (Swisscontact)) spokehhigof RLDC: it is perceived as a
private-sector led example of a public-private parship, fully congruent with Kilimo
Kwanza. There is total agreement on the approaamé#ble people to gain higher income
through their own efforts and market integrationlTM wishes RLDC to expand to other
areas. RLDC's first National Market Development war a national event where
stakeholders discuss market development for rutadyzcers, is highly appreciated by MITM
as it provides visibility to a market-driven appebain line with M4P, considered valid
nation-wide. In this respect, it is stated that RLE3 so far little known beyond the Central
Corridor, to which its networking has largely bemmfined to. The impression of reviewers
from the discussions with Board members is thay te not very deeply involved in the
complexities of the RLDP as implemented by RLDC.

5. RLDC
51 Structure

In the mindset of the Business Development Ser(iBEsS) approach prevalent at the time of
designing RLDP, RLDC was established at the reqaeSDC with the intention that the
implementing agencies create a self-sustainingicergrovider, in and for the Central
Corridor. The review in 2007 led to a change irmion by both SDC and the implementing
consortium, which materialized in a conceptual es@n of the approach and an adaptation
at the operational level, but within the existirgorate structure of the RLDC. Since 2008
RLDP is a donor project and SDC started askingcthresortium to raise financial support
from other donors for the RLDP; the correspondiegrsh for funds has so far not been
successful and is considered by the implementirenegs as a factor of uncertainty for the
planning and implementation of the RLDP.

Several discussion partners during the review missirom the Swiss and Tanzanian side,
observed the somewhat confusing set-up of mandadedcies owning the implementation
structure of a project limited in time, a structusmminding of a trust with commissioned
owners. Accordingly, the decision structure of RIEDP is sui generis, with SDC sustaining
the entire operation and forming part of RLDC’s @@lubut not of the Board of Directors;
recently, SDC-COOF has been integrated into thgeBrdAdvisory Committee, which is
associated to the Board of Directors and consttated chaired by Tanzanian professionals.
The implementing institutions, as owners, are mambé the Board and one chairs it. The
two external advisors of IC and SC, respectivelfhiclhh assist RLDC’s management
permanently, have formerly been Directors of RLD@ Ieft this function since the second
guarter of 2010.
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The implementing institutions always insisted taatcompany owners, they are responsible
for its orientation, performance and future. Theysin therefore, be able to take essential
decisions at both the strategic and operationall®ut at the same time they depend(ed) on
SDC not only for RLDCs financing but for the stgite orientation of the RLDP. This
situation has caused, in the past (both phases)bstantial amount of resources-consuming
discussion, not in the interest of optimal resouwrse, and not always resulting in strategic
clarity. An example is the discussions on whereailacentrate RLDPs attention for the second
phase. SDC argued in the common planning workshapRLDC check opportunities in up
to eight sectors, choosing then the most promidisging the concentration on the Central
Corridor as given. This was done irrespective @ itnplications of a sector-oriented M4P
approach, i.e. sector-wide market construction, ctvhis difficult to conceive without
following national sector dynamics. Approaching kegfconstructing sector promotion from,
and exclusively for, the weak Central Corridor imther unusual perspective.

Overall, therefore, the structure created for tin@lementation of the RLDP has been sub-
optimal.

5.2 Role, organisation and human resources

RLDC's role as a builder of market linkages wasaste than its present role of facilitator of
market development. The latter requires more aisaqywd it is harder to define interventions
along and around value chains with a view to a@hipgrmanent improvements of market
arrangements and practices. These are also méicaildifo capture during project or program
implementation, since their impact is likely to bew visible mainly later when they are
amply adopteéf. The confusion in terms — co-facilitators, partn¢companies), service
providers — whose function tend to overlap, attéstsa lack of clarity in role€. The
intervention conceptualization is somehow overddaess effort should be wasted on such
conceptual matters, a more pragmatic approachvisaule.

RLDC'’s sector analyses done in 2008 benefited fRbDP’s experience during phase |,
extending its attention to additional dimensionsit RLDC hardly changed its principal
instrument: grant investments in partner compaméth the step from building direct market
linkages to ,systemic” interventions of the contréarming type (see sunflower and cotton
above), the new role of RLDC called for a reflentadso on the instruments applied.

RLDC basically maintained its organizational stunetfrom phase I. This called the attention
of this review, for the following reason: sectoteirventions require profound and detailed
sector knowledge being available in-house. Stuckesbe commissioned any time, as RLDC
has done extensively. But the crucial knowledgenfreector interventions requires advice,
when needed, from a person immersed in the semtdrest a processor with a medium- to
large-sized plant willing to look at the developrnehthe entire industry and advising on pro-
poor initiatives to be taken by RLDC to improve tbager-term development perspectives.
Per sector, one such lead advisor should haveibentified, to be available upon request.

Instead, the implementers maintained a ,busindssttsire composed of
- The RLDC office in Dodoma

**This may present a problem for a development ptdjeand to demonstrate its outreach in order tofjuiss
investment.

% Facilitators like INADES, an church-based NGO presn 9 African countries, is a provider of traigi
services to communities (e.g. in chicken productiod marketing); service providers like LGA extemists or
lead farmers provide partly the same services gagracompanies; etc.
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- Advisors sent by the implementing agencies
- A Project Advisory Committee formed in phase Il

Implementers and RLDC management and staff stretbsedact that it is difficult to find
qualified personnel in and for the Central Corridbodoma). RLDC experienced much
change of personnel up to and in 2008. Since titerstaff is younger — mainly university
graduates with some limited experience, usually inathe sector they attend — and more
inclined to stay. The more so a highly knowledgeapecialist advisor per sector is needed.

The recommendation of the review in 2007 to remBU®C’s intervention from the core
market relationship fostered a tendency in RLDC toobe too much involved with market
actors, reinforcing its distance to the field. Tteedency combined with the impression of a
certain isolation of RLDC in Dodoma, i.e. lack akepence to exert influence on industry-
related issues in Dar-es-Salaam, raises the questiether an M4P approach, requiring an
industry-wide development vision and interventioan be effective when operated from a
relatively marginalized region of the country.

It is the impression of this review that the consates of the change in concept in 2007/8
have not been sufficiently thought through by timplementing agencies, and that the way it
has been implemented during phase Il raises quesdibout its cost-benefit.

5.3 M&E, Capitalisation, Communication

M&E: An M4P approach has different objectives and iregudifferent indicators than a
market linkage approach; it presents, furthermpagticular challenges to capture the concept
in measurable indicators, although a M4P operatio@mual is available.

In the internal division of labor between the catison members, Intercooperation assumed
the responsibility for working out RLDC’s M&E syste It sent a consultant in 2008 for this
purpose, who tried to combine various approachass@ model, structured tree, log-frame),
resulting in an overly complex M&E system. A manuas developed but little applied, and
the consultant left. The following advisor had thsk to ensure the implementation of the
M&E system and a communication strategy; becausehef difficulties to implant the
designed M&E system, she concentrated on commumcaut her proposals did, equally,
not lead to applicable policies. She left, too. Ri-idternal cooperation (between the Market
Development operational team and the other depatihdéas been deficient in this period
and the operational process protracted and expenswiith insufficient results: output and
poverty impact had not been measured, and econdat& on the performance of partner
firms and their business partners were not avalabthe start of 2010.

In January 2010, the task to revise the manual@pftame indicators, with the participation
of the operational team and a new IC advisor starfe first task consisted in obtaining
operational results in order to be able to provetilts data on the indicators specified in the
log-frame; before, RLDC relied on not very systama¢ports by partners (a template was
missing). This process required going back to gartinms, in some cases repeatedly. By the
end of June 2010, the M&E department had collettethe best of their knowledge the
results data for the log-frame. These have beenRbBP output references put at the
disposition of this review.

The present M&E team is elaborating a monitoringteyn specifying actors, products and
tools. It stipulates quarterly partners’ monitoringd report templates, as well as annual
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surveys of enterprises, households and service iga®y plus continuous business
environment monitoring, allowing to respond to thquirements of the log-frame. However,
the review team thinks that conceptually, the M&Estem still needs reflection along the
lines indicated in annex 3. In particular, resutasurement should refer less to project results
(outreach) but systemic changes promising levefagehe future, and result and impact
measurement should be concentrated on easieriezicdata (imperfect but consistent ones
S0 as to show time series).

The new M&E team tried to collect, in the first haf 2010, as many data as possible to
measure the results to which the log-frame indrsatefer. The corresponding data were put
at the disposition of this mission and served hasas for the Credit Proposal to SDC for the
2011 extension. The team responsible for collectivg data mentioned the difficulties to
collect these data; in a number of cases, theytdaedturn to partner companies, to some of
them repeatedly, to obtain data. The review misgionbing the quality of the data, is of the
opinion that the lack of systematic collection dital raises question marks on the data
collected ex post (a case in question is presantdok sunflower sector analysis above).

Communication: RLDC devised an ambitious strategy of internald aexternal
communication in 2009 (including visits to mediapdhures, etc.), which has been very
partially applied. The programme avails of someftyand a half-finished website. It also
started initiatives like the National Market Devahoent Forum which brought national and
international stakeholders together, an importaittative which brought RLDC out of the
Central Corridor to a related national audienceDRlalso assumed in 2010 the Chair of the
Agricultural Non State Actors Forum ANSAF. And itanicipated in the Nane-Nane
Exhibition 2010 in Dodoma of the Millenium Challeng\ccount Compact, which counted
with high-level participation of Ministries and thRarliament, civil society and many
stakeholders; this Compact, based on the Natiotrategy for Growth and Reduction of
Poverty (MKUKUTA), aims at addressing key impedinsento economic growth.
Nevertheless, RLDC'’s perception and visibility begidhe Central Corridor has been limited.

Capitalisation: The history of the RLDP is characterized by tkarsh for ways to reduce
rural poverty permanently through the strengtherohgnarket arrangements and practices.
The market environment has been relatively favderédr this in view of the opportunities
presented by government policies, IT developmeh&sgxpansion of product and production
standards, increasing agricultural prices, etc.islt crucial that the difficulties and
opportunities, failures and successes perceiveRIUBC staff during their search are captured
and transmitted for learning in Tanzanian and otlmertexts. So far, the efforts by RLDC —
and the external advisors in particular — concéadr@n proposals and projects. Experiences
have not been systematized for an outside publi®@@ has now defined the topics to be
dealt with first : cotton, rural radio, collectiatentres, the Bariadi model, QDS, contract
farming, and advocacy for business environment. Rldbould also capitalise on its role of
facilitator in an intermediate assessment on thg Welping others to apply a M4P approach.

5.4  Transversal themes
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Gender: On the inclusion of gender equality as transvdisaie in RLDC, much has already
been assessed and wriftefihe M4P approach concentrates on markets withibessing
gender equality. RLDC, like many other projectsaltievith gender equity basically in an
equal opportunity perspective.

Gender inequality is rampant in rural Tanzaniamasy texts confirff. The crucial issue is
how this problem can be addressed in practiceiew wf entrenched social norms. RLDC did
take gender into account in several programmesadtchosen to support the poultry sector
mainly because of the involvement of women. It aissisted on gender aspects being
discussed on rural radio and continues now witecaisd programme along these lines. Some
sub-sector strategies addressed the role and emw@it of women. But a gender equality
checklist attached to the latest credit proposa@udwentation for the extension phase 2011
states that gender mainstreaming and equity remhamalest. There has not been a general
inclination in RLDC to take gender (in)equality ontconsideration, despite being a
fundamental factor for development.

One issue is attitude: being open to the topiclaoking actively for ways of dealing with it.
This review noted a relatively high conformity ofLRC staff with the present gender
situation as a consequence of prevalent social ioAnsecond issue is how gender inequality
can be addressed in a sensitive and intelligentseags to gradually introduce changes in the
relationship between women and men. Here, mordeatone. An example is TechnoServe’s
idea to start approaching rural women for the (Auistribution of agricultural inputs in the
cotton sector. As in the case of microcredit, secbnomic empowerment measures can lead
to a great change of recognition and standing al wvomen. RLDC staff can and should,
when dealing with partner firms, insist also on gussible negative implications (like work
overload, exclusion from crop payment, etc.) ofcessors’ preference to deal with women
groups (as mentioned by interviewed sunflower @Bscoes) since these are said to be more
inclined to learn and more reliable and honest timem. As the discussion with sunflower
QDS producing farmers (a third were women, mogilyillage leading positions) by this
review has demonstrated, there are advances iregendity to be noted, although these are
overall probably still modest. Anthropological siegl e.g. by students of the university of
Dodoma, on processes of changes in gender equatigdeissues, incentivated by RLDC,
would be a means to find out more about it.

HIV/AIDS:. In the document produced by SDC on RLDC and gersteme questions are
related to HIV/AIDS: Is there recognition in theopact of the link between poverty,
migration and HIV prevalence? What can be theesb&responsibility for these issues for a
programme such as that of RLDC? RLDC's reply ig thes topic has been amply addressed
in the past years by entities better qualifiedréatt it. HIV/AIDS is said to be known to the
population RLDC deals with and RLDC does not feelbe in a position to claim this
problematique to be dealt with by its partner comes

6. Conclusions

2 M4P Approach and Gender, Case Study: Rural LivelihDevelopment Company.Evaluation of
Mainstreaming Gender and HIV/AIDS in SDC TanzaMay 2010. N. Taher

E g. Oxfam GB Tanzania Annual Report 2007-9: PefTinis: A Tanzania without poverty; or: Farmland
Consultants Ltd. with ANSAF: Sustainable Farmingrm®ach, Vol. 2 No 6, October — December 2010
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6.1 Design, approach, strategy

There is a myriad of ways to arrange market systemdo define and apply a framework for
production, price fixing and exchange, not to speéalhe public enforcement capacity of
formal rules and regulations and their appropriesenfor broad-based development. The
question iswhich (more or less regulated) market arrangements wolbbnest bring
development to the poor majority in specific ciratances, how committed elites are to this
purpose, and what room and capacity exists for Jdgveent from below*.

These are large and complicated questions, touatingational and sub-national policies,
capacities, cultural norms, power relationships @r@dway markets work today. This review
thinks that a perspective concentrating on thealjgand performance of economic actors, as
M4P is doing, is a promising development strate§p. far it seems, however, that
technological developments — the Green Revolutimproved seeds), telecommunications,
microfinance, etc. — have been the principal agémtsatapulting pro-poor growth, when
facilitated by government policy and regulations.

The use of market development for poverty reduci®rwell described in SDC’s M4P
approach documents, including the challenges itigspThis review conceptualized one of
the essential issues — the congruence between mfanketioning and reaching poverty
pockets — as follows:

Figure 1. Integration of rural producersinto the market system
M4P: Making Markets Work for the Poor

Sub-sector Market

POVeI/E}'-' - T
a ""' """ Valuae C€hain —) 1
- - \\- o T
- e ___;x;___'_’;———_-q_k’_ N - E E
RLDC Intervention
R e e f-----------------l
RLDC impact

A principal challenge of this approach consisthaving to intervene and make work better
the entire (sub-)sector market, not only the sectfflicted by povert$’. There will — and
must — be an impact of the intervention on the poor part of the value chain to be able to
achieve a notable poverty reduction impact. Thare@smpact will depend on the entire
market working better, but the rationale and olbyecof the intervention is that through its
facilitation, more poor families are included inetlvalue chain and/or are able to lift
themselves out of poverty, than without the intatien. Outcomes and measurement tools of
effects and impact must be defined accordingly.

The country context is determinant for the shapa cdncrete M4P project. It is likely to look
rather different in an Asian context compared to Eastern African context. Sparsely

9 Locating an intervention centre in the povertyt péithe market is therefore questionable.
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populated country like Tanzania with only incipiemarket institutions (rules and
regulations), private enterprises and market-oe@npublic agencies require decades to
evolve into a smoothly functioning market econoifiyere are hardly any blueprints for M4P
intervention; experimentation and initiative in &ppg the approach are crucial, based on
profound knowledge of the sector markets to bevetged.

In phase I, RLDP concentrated on market linkagevéet poor producers and buyers. Phase
Il opened the approach to all aspects of makingketarwork for the poor. Did this
conceptual widening in the way it is enacted by RLpay off in terms of longer-term pro-
poor development? This review’s major reservatiefsr to a certain isolation of RLDC in
the Central Corridor, with a sector perspectiveravaed down to the Central Corridor and
insufficient linkages at national level besides ghblic sector, which RLDC only recently
started to deal with (e.g. chair of ANSAF; the NMDE called this review’s attention that
relevant facilitators like USAID and TechnoServewnlittle about RLDC, although they are
about to intervene substantially in the Centralr{dor (next to other regions).

RLDC’s valuable innovative market-oriented solusi@me not easily detectable; they exist, as
the initiatives to introduce contract farming, tseurural radio for agro-educational and
information purposes, to incentivate viable locaulry markets demonstrate. But results
have not been sufficiently recorded nor communiaténis, however, linked with
networking, is a must, particularly if the interéi®m centre is located in the poverty part of
the value chain.

The conceptual change introduced by and in RLDR20A7/8 had the intended effect to
remove RLDC to a hands-off facilitation role ,abotree core market relationship“, but it
continued to work with the same principal instrutsefgrants). It called the attention of this
review that the introduction of contract farmingaotton supported by TechnoServe is done
without subsidizing processors (except indirectlypough a bank guarantee), or that this
NGO’s idea to try to gain rural women for the ndistribution of agricultural inputs is
highly appealing from a gender equity point of vieMore mutual “fertilization” between
facilitators is desirable.

This review suspects that the combination of remgicentered on the Central Corridor with
a sub-optimal advisory system — not sufficientlyagating from and immersed in the sectors
to be supported — produced a ,light touch” operatioth system-changing effects (e.g. QDS
production expansion; sunflower and cotton contfaiching; poultry production) which may
take many years to benefit a substantial numbegpoair producers, due both to location,
design and operation of the RLDP.

Overall, it is the perception of this review of RBRhat the M4P approach has been strong in
concept but difficult to transform into practicattian. Even if most of RLDC’s business
advisors/analysts have been trained, the trangfartbeoretical knowledge gained during a
course to practical action is challenging. While éxperience of phase | has been useful to be
informed about product lines with potential in Bentral Corridor, the migration to a M4P
approach remained a somehow incomplete procesdnsugficient links to national industry;
lack of revision of instruments; clearer definitiohfacilitation; etc.).

Discussions of reviewers within RLDC, SDC, IC/SClasther persons revealed that much
questioning about translating the M4P approach auiion remains. In particular, a major
question refers to what is meant with facilitatioihmarket development: how and where a
facilitator is supposed to intervene, improving thearket exchange framework and
incentivating private sector actors to develop @eremt pro-poor business practices and
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leverage private investments. Such clarificatiatpuire concerted search efforts by involved
parties on the ground (including sector specigliskey can hardly be provided by short-term
external consultants, wherever they come from.

6.2 Performance and cost-benefit

Despite the introduction of the M4P approach, alémcy to be able to show outreach as
proof of systemic effectiveness rather than comeéingy on changes in systems has remained
from the first phase and is insisted upon by SDe M4P approach, however, focuses on
system-building measures, targeting a higher l&eed donor investment through improved
market systems in favor of much larger numbersoafr garmers. But this takes time, usually
beyond the horizon of donor projects. The log-fraaheuld reflect the nature of this approach
and not mix it with differently oriented preferescef donors (basically, to show maximum
outreach during project implementation).

If RLDP would have entered from the beginning wailn M4P approach, this review thinks

that the programme would have looked differentiyvould have defined one or two product

lines, e.g. cotton and sunflower, to start withd anaybe have added another after two or
three years. And it would almost certainly not hdeen located, at least not only, in a
poverty-stricken area like the Central Corridor.tMtihe market linkage entry, RLDP dealt

with ten products in the central regions and theztuced its attention to three and adding two
(rice and poultry), following the rationale of patyereduction potential with large outreach

prospects. Trying to induce systemic change in fikaduct lines at once, with emphasis on
achieving poverty reduction, may be too much ohallenge and may have spread RLDC'’s
attention too thinly and too exclusively to the @ahCorridor.

The exercise of the M&E team to collect output mifation in the first half of 2010 has
provided some preliminary data, but the review dusseel comfortable to form a judgement
on this basis. Systematic data collection by RLBGtill not in place. It is therefore difficult
for the review to assess performance, not knowaegiuality of the data presented. However,
this review’s impression is that programme costelation to achievements has been high,
although the incipient market-institutional contereds to be taken into account.

Furthermore, in view of the new actors on the sdeday, compared to 2004, an operation
more interlinked with upcoming new initiatives ikdly to increase the chances for systemic
leverage of RLDC'’s interventions.

7. Recommendations

RLDC has now been active for 5 % years and is cetimg this year its second phase of
operation. SDC is considering a further supportsphd@he time horizon for building markets
which reduce poverty in an incipient market envimamt like that of Tanzania is a matter of
decades rather than years. Flexible, clever andvative market facilitation is likely to be
needed over a long period of time in such a settngeduce rural poverty. SDC may leave
open, at this stage, the time horizon of its suppayond the next phase as it may be
advisable to continue providing it after 2014.

First, it is recommended that the mandator confimat (s)he supports the further application
of an M4P approach by and for RLDP, acceptingniglications and being ready to negotiate
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M4P-consistent implementing conditions with the rapars. Below, essential implications
and conditions as perceived by this review arequtesl.

RLDC has accumulated much sector knowledge andetkfinterventions which promise
market system-relevant leverage effects with a wi@wnclude poor farmer families to their
benefit. This is valuable knowledge, on which tleenang support phase should build. This
review does not support the idea of a change irabgein the middle of shaping and
applying a M4P approach by the RLDP but rather@nger building of alliances with other
facilitators.

The review recommends to the RLDP mandator andatqer to consider the following
measures for the next phase:

1.

Location Reflect on the location of the RLDP and cons@eelocation, e.g. of the main
office to Morogoro, with a small office also in Das-Salaam. This move needs to be
assessed balancing the proximity of interventiorpublic and private market-building
institutions and organizations (public product Misar larger companies, national
associations, other facilitators, etc.) with knatge of supported sectors and proximity
to the poverty-afflicted part of attended valueinban the Central Corridor.

Sectors Focus rather than expand for the rest of thetauraf the RLDP. The review is
not convinced that RLDP can reduce rural povertysgntially through its intervention
in the dairy sector, the main reasons being thk imgestment in new breeds and raising
conditions needed to increase productivity; the glexity of new cattle management and
of milk collection in poverty-stricken areas withsufficient infrastucture; traditional
cattle being adapted to the environment, easy ép leand fulfilling important functions
for poor people (asset store, food security, etety, The review suggests a short
assessment by a dairy specialist with ample interma experience. A concentration of
market facilitation efforts on grain products (oott rice, sunflower) and on building
chicken markets is recommended. Facilitating the at radio to reach the widely
dispersed rural populations has been and contitmég an interesting complementary
sector to promote. This review does not recommendxgansion into further sectors in
the coming implementation phase but rather to gtrem interventions in the selected
ones.

Target groups and gender (in)equalit4P as a systemic approach works with market-
relevant actors, among which poor farming famiteand how they benefit from market
integration — are the primary target groups; RLD&pglication of market development
instruments — like contracts, agreements, etc.e-t@rconsider their effect on gender
equity and measures to improve it.

Implementation structureDo not spend more time on corporate structuraessbut
continue in the given framework. While a developtproject structure would have
substantially simplified the entire operation, umgpthe present structure would detract
too many resources from the main concern to opénpmject implementation up to
RLDP completion.

Alliances Look for and negotiate with at least one co-ftatibr per sector (e.g. USAID
in rice, TechnoServe and Gatsby Trust in cottorgchiieServe in sunflower, possibly
national initiatives like TAP or SAGCOT), headingrfsubstantial cooperation, i.e.
common sectoral annual work plans in overlappingkwizelds (e.g. interventions at
policy level; overlapping geographical area).
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Advisory systemTwo measures are recommended:

- assure, per sector, the support of a national sadiesor immersed in the sector — e.g.
a social-entrepreneur type processor or trader avihoad sector development view —
who can regularly advise on sector-relevant opamatiquestions and decisions;

- revise external advisory support, reducing it te external advisor (and JPOs where
useful) and limiting the cost of external suppondamanagement to a maximum
percentage of total RLDP cost.

Facilitating role and instrumentsin view of the often-heard question what market
facilitation refers to and consists of, it is sugtgel to hold a workshop with a view to the
next implementation phase (e.g. in the planningkaloop) where this issue is discussed
and defined among involved agents and then laidess, avoiding further fruitless
conceptual debates (a small compendium of intelmenools applied may be helpful for
this purpose); the range of instruments applieditsmdurther reflection which may
benefit from discussions with co-facilitators, iarficular the use of grants offered to
market actors.

Planning The existing Logical Framework (goal, purposetcomes) is an adequate
framework for further RLDP implementation. Howevarsimplification and adaptations
at output and indicator level is recommended:

- the log-frame should prioritize market system cleangather than outreach as the
principal result of RLDP’s intervention, per sectaith milestones to reach during
programme implementation as well as e.g. by partoenpanies two or three years
after RLDP support has ceased;

- reduce the number of indicators by at least 1/8enéalf — of the existing ones; the
present log-frame is too complex to measure, aeckthre questionable indicators like
the number of sectors promoted (where more is goaleto higher achievement or
impact); the same applies to other indicators ‘likerease in value sold in the market”
when referring to volatile commodity markets.

M&E: in view of the complexity of the M4P approach,stcrucial to have sufficient
information about the changes RLDP effects, and tpender-differentiated impact on
poor farming families; it is recommended to:

- assure that the existing sector facilitation knalgke is RLDC-internally recorded in a
suitable form and used for further shaping RLDRtsrventions;

- structure RLDC’s M&E system reflecting the M4P aygmh adequately, as indicated
in annex 3, combining market system changes wigiazhon poor farming families;

- capitalize the experiences of RLDC’s applicationthed M4P approach considering
other similar initiatives and applying a sector-wvidiew; such efforts should also
define, before its start, the dissemination chanmeld target persons/groups to be
reached with the lessons to be learned;

- system changes should lead later to far greatemdtapat outreach level, so the
mandator may include an RLDP impact study in itgoomate evaluation programme
five years after closing it.

kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkhkk
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ANNEX 1

Rural Livelihood Development Program RLDP
Mid Term Review

Terms of Reference (TOR)

Date: January 2011 - February 2011
Team: aa

bb

cc: SDC intern

1. Background

Most small rural producers (especially farmers, livestock keepers etc) have difficulties to access
profitable and sustainable markets while many medium and large scale processors and traders
see business opportunities but cannot get adequate supplies in quantity and quality from the
small rural producers. The lack of cooperation between the two groups results in small cash
income to rural households and lower revenue to private enterprises.

The Rural Livelihood Development Program (RLDP) addresses this problem. RLDP works in the
central corridor regions; the regions which are resource poor, economically scattered, and
demonstrate relatively high levels of poverty. It consists of the Rural Livelihood Development
Company (RLDC)(www.rldc.co.tz), based in Dodoma, Tanzania, and the advisory support
program by a Consortium, established by the two Swiss implementing organisations
Intercooperation (Bern) and Swisscontact (Zurich). RLDC started its operations in 2005.

Through working directly with and co-financing private companies (in the form of grants), Phase
[ of the RLDP (April 2005 - March 2008; CHF 12.5 Mio) focused on linking buyers (traders,
processors) with rural producers and building up a reliable and beneficial business relationship.
Activities included provision of extension services, farmers' group formation, improved
agronomic practices, quality control and establishment of buying centres. Overall the project
was quite successful in reaching about 23'000 households against the target of 15'000.
Monitoring over the first phase showed increased household capital up to two times although it
was sometimes difficult to attribute this increase to RLDC interventions only. The experience of
RLDP has shown that the initial willingness of the private sector to take risks and invest into
market linkages with producers is relatively low but increases when its benefits become clearer.
However through the intensive role RLDC played in linking market actors, there was the risk of
RLDC to become itself a market actor too, thus undermining the basis of sustainability of the
interventions. Moreover, the approach showed clear limitations in achieving higher outreach to
rural households.

The method chosen in Phase II (January 2008 - December 2010, CHF 7.8 Mio) is following the
Making Market Work for the Poor (M4P) approach. RLDP continues with linking producers and
private companies, but also takes a wider approach focusing on the sustainability and pro-poor
orientation of markets in the long run. Concretely, this involves strengthening the provision of
supporting services (dissemination of market information, BDS, and financial services) as well as
supporting the improvement of business environment (policy dialogue). In all its actions, RLDC
fulfils the role of a facilitator in a multi stakeholder system i.e. is not a market (system) actor.

The current phase will be extended by one year until end of 2011 with an additional budgetary
attribution of approximately CHF 3.5 mio CHF (for RLDC and the Consortium).
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Currently a new SDC Country Strategy for Tanzania is under development; as far as possible this
new strategy should be considered in the development of recommendations by the evaluation
team.

RLDP’s goal is that poor rural households in central Tanzania improve their welfare by using
additional income and employment created through broad-based economic growth to increase
their livelihood assets. The purpose of RLDP is to enhance the competitiveness of the private
sector and rural producers in selected sectors.

The expected outcomes of the current Phase II are:

1. Selected sectors are expanding and market systems function better by directly
addressing the opportunities & constraints in the value chain

2. Services are developed and service markets function better
Development of improved business environment in selected sectors is facilitated

4. Sustainability of RLDC’s approach is achieved by anchoring improved market practices
with market system actors and facilitators

Phase I was not evaluated but the Business Plan developed by RLDC was examined by the
Springfield Centre in 2007. The updated Business Plan is the essential document of this phase.

2. Objectives of the Mid Term Review 2010

The actual Phase Il will be followed by an exit phase (Phase III) of comparable financial volume
as Phase 130, The focus of this review is therefore to acquire information to assess the
intervention policy and the programme’s current progress in order to derive recommendations
helping to increase relevance and effectiveness of RLDP in the last year of Phase Il and in Phase
IL

2.1 Key questions

The following key questions shall be evaluated with regard to the aims of Phase II. This list shall
also be considered in the yearly plan of operation 2011 and the following Phase IIL
A) Objectives of the Evaluation

1. Evaluate program approach/ strategy and performance with regard to preparation and
implementation of plans and achievement of immediate objectives (outcome), with their
outreach to men and women, as well as programme approach (M4P)

2. Recommend possible improvements on program design and organisation, and on
modification to objectives and plans for future implementation (end of actual phase and
following phase)

3. Assess the relevance and scope of RLDC in the Tanzanian national and local policy
context: agriculture strategy, PSD and DP coordination

B) Scope of Work
The evaluation shall comprise but not necessarily be limited to the following aspects and make
recommendations for the future implementation of the program and further activities in the
development of the private sector. All analysis shall consider gender aspects.
1. Review and analyse the general implementation and performance of RLDC in terms
of achievements, outreaches and outcomes / effects.

2. Review and analyse if the RLDC M4P approach (incl. RLDC's role as facilitator) and
current portfolio are coherent with the project’s objectives of contributing to

30 Under reserve of SDC’s internal approval procedures for credit proposals
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sustainable pro-poor growth in Tanzania, as well as the potential for scaling-up and
leverage.

3. Comment on how the program is positioned within the landscape of private sector
and market development in Tanzania and to what extent it makes use of potential
linkages and synergies with other programs or initiatives?

4. Review and analyse if the current organisational structure is efficient and effective
(including adequacy and timing of inputs, relevance and appropriateness of activities,
organisational structure/staffing/advisory support, and outputs)

5. Review and analyse the achievement of the objectives related to cross-cutting issues
such as gender mainstreaming aspects and HIV/AIDS

6. Review and analyse the Monitoring System, especially in view of its
appropriateness and adaptation to the needs of RLDC

7. Review and analyse RLDC's Communication Strategy regarding outreach,
recognition, and donor support (positioning of RLDC in the current PSD/Agriculture
landscape)

8. Review and analyse the process of selection, modalities of collaboration (contractual
agreement), and performance of partners and co-facilitators, as well as to what
extent capacity development took place.

9. Review the future prospects for the program with regard to political, organisational
and financial sustainability and the roles and capacities of stakeholders (private
and sector) in this regard.

C) Specific aspects

% Poverty alleviation and pro-poor growth potential, with a special focus on inputs
regarding increase of livelihood assets

« RLDC's contribution towards implementation of and alignment with the Mkukuta I/II
(Tanzania's National Strategy for Growth and Reduction of Poverty)

% RLDC facilitation role: progress over the years
« Overall feasibility of selected sectors and the roles of actors
+ RLDC's comparative advantage

% Gender (HIV/AIDS) mainstreaming in the sectors and the organisation

2.2 Procedure and Methods

Markus Reichmuth will act as team leader. As such he is responsible for the supervision,
organisation and coordination of the review team. The field work is jointly organised with RLDC.
Specific tasks of the team leader: coordination and management of the review team; study of
relevant documents; briefing and interviews in Dar es Salaam and Dodoma as well as field visits
on the Central Corridor; writing, compiling and timely submitting of the review report.

Peniel Uliwa and Michel Evéquoz will act as review team members. They will join the team
leader during the field visits and will contribute to the report. The review team will consensually
agree on an adequate allocation of specific tasks to each review team member. While doing so,
the evaluation team will pay attention to make observations and formulate recommendations
from academic, public and institutional perspectives.

As for the composition of the team it is recommended to have a gender and geographically
mixed composition of three persons, whereas one person should be from Tanzania and/or being
based in Tanzania. In addition one of the consultant should entail over a prominent gender
expert profile. The third member of the evaluation team will be a peer reviewer from another
SDC country office or the headquarter. Her/his role will be two-fold, a general one of bringing in
relevant information on how SDC operates and a more particular one of experience/knowledge
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sharing regarding related SDC planned and/or implemented projects. For more information on
the expertise required please refer to section 3.

Methodological approaches:

study of relevant project documentation
interview with SDC Coordination Office in Dar es Salaam

interview with SDC headquarter and Consortium partners (Intercooperation and
Swisscontact) (by phone)

interview with RLDC management in Dodoma

interviews with selected RLDC board, council and project appraisal committee members
interviews with selected RLDC partners and beneficiaries

interviews with selected stakeholders in Tanzania

briefing and debriefing sessions in Dar es Salaam

Desk study: All relevant documentation will be made available to the consultants by RLDC
(Dodoma, Tanzania), Intercooperation (Bern, Switzerland), Swisscontact (Zurich, Switzerland)
and SDC'’s Cooperation Office (Dar es Salaam, Tanzania).
Approximately 3 working days are foreseen for this task.
In-country study: Interviews, focus group discussions and mini-workshops with RLDC

management and field staff, local stakeholder, visits and interviews with a cross-cutting sample
of players.
Approximately 12 working days have to be scheduled.

3. Expertise required
Lead consultant-general:

Expertise in PSD (including value chain development enterprise development, jobs
creation and improvement of livelihoods and economic empowerment) and agriculture
(work experience in SSA/Tanzania is an advantage)

Sound working experiences in managing and/or designing PSD/Agriculture Programs
(work experience in SSA/Tanzania is an advantage)

Sound knowledge of the M4P approach (including facilitation, value chain development,
enterprise development, jobs creation and economic empowerment)

Good analytical capacities, able to produce material of the highest quality, and good
communication and facilitation skills

Track record in leading reviews and managing teams including assigning of tasks and
roles

Lead consultant - specific professional expertise in the following areas:

Minimum 8 years of relevant working experience in the fields of agriculture/PSD/M4P
preferably in Africa

Master and/or higher degree in relevant field

Previous experiences in conducting case studies and reviews and planning of programs
in the field of agriculture/PSD/M4P preferably Africa

Practical experiences of training and capacity building of service and business providers
in agriculture

Prior work experience with NSAs, government and private sector in Africa and a good
understanding of the agriculture sector and its dynamic in the socio-economic context
and political of Tanzania
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Familiar with the Tanzania's poverty reduction strategy (Mkukuta I) and the new
Mkukuta II

Good network with relevant partners in the field of PSD/agriculture/M4P in Tanzania
Knowledge about Swiss Cooperation's policies, strategies and tools, a clear asset
Excellent written and spoken English; Working knowledge of Kiswahili desirable

Review team member - second consultant with complementary specific expertise to lead
consultant in the following areas

Minimum 5 years of relevant working experience in the fields of agriculture/PSD/M4P
and/or gender/rural livelihoods/agriculture/PSD/economic empowerment

Master and/or higher degree in relevant field

Previous experiences in conducting reviews in the field of agriculture/PSD/M4P
preferably Tanzania a clear asset

Good analytical capacities, able to produce material of the highest quality, and good
communication and facilitation skills

One of the team member with sound and excellent gender expertise in
PSD/agriculture/M4P is a requirement.

Review team member (Peer reviewer) - from Swiss Development Cooperation:

Minimum 5 years of relevant working experience at SDC including field office
experiences (work experience in SSA is an advantage)

Master and/or higher degree in relevant field

Previous experiences in conducting reviews in the field a clear asset

Expertise in planning and management of similar programmes in the area of PSD/M4P
Excellent knowledge about SDC internal processes

4. Timing and Budget

The review is planned to take place in January-February 2011. The budget will be according to
Swiss Cooperation payment schedule and the consultant's offer.

5. Expected results of the review

During the first preparatory week the consultants will design an appropriate
methodology to complete the assignment which should be presented to SDC COOF Dar es
Salaam by the first week of in-country mission. The design shall include a description of
the roles and tasks of each member of the team.

Presentation of preliminary results and debriefing meeting with SDC COOF Dar es
Salaam at the end of the mission in Tanzania

A final review report of maximum 20 pages with concise and comprehensive overview of
conclusions and recommendations plus relevant annexes

A short review abstract

=> Closing date is February 28, 2011.

List of relevant documents (All relevant documentation will be made available to the
consultants by RLDC)

+ RLDC: First Phase Monitoring Report 2005-2008
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RLDC Business Plan 2008-2011

Credit proposal RLDC phase 1 and phase 2

RLDC Phase 2 extension proposal up to 2011

RLDC annual reports including finance reports (2008, 2009),

RLDC sector strategies (cotton, rice, poultry, sunflower, diary, radio, communication),
M&E framework, and other relevant RLDC documents

Context: Kilimo Kwanza, MKUKUTA I and II, and relevant MKUKUTA and or agricultural
sector review studies such as: Performance of agriculture sector and its contribution to
economic growth and poverty reduction; Pro-poor growth issues; ASDP reviews, etc.

New SDC Country Strategy

Possible partners/organisations/persons to be contacted but not limited

Coordination Office Dar es Salaam
RLDC Management Dodoma

Selected RLDC partners (including public and private sector partners, local and national
government)

Key persons of selected programs working in similar areas in Tanzania
Development partners (selected members of the DPG agriculture and trade)
Beneficiaries of RLDC activities

Gender: TGNP Tanzania Gender Networking Programme?

Tentative roadmap for team leader (total days: up to 24)

January v
2011 %* Study of documents
++ Interviews of reponsible persons in Intercooperation and Swisscontact
+* Writing of the Inception Report
lzaonlulary +¢ Briefing in Dar es Salaam, preparation, and first interviews in Dar es Salaam
%+ Mission to Dodoma according to detailed schedule (incl. workshop, field visits,
interviews and start report writing)
February % Report writing, submission of draft report to SDC Coof Dar es Salaam by
February ¢ Report final version by February 28, 2011

Roadmap for team members (total days: 15 days each)

% Briefing in Dar es Salaam, preparation, and first interviews in Dar es Salaam

% Mission to Dodoma according to detailed schedule (incl. workshop, field visits,
interviews and start report writing)
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ANNEX 2

List of people met

Name

Function, I nstitution

Adrian Schlapfer

Swiss Ambassador

Carin Salerno

Head of Cooperation, SDC; RLDC Cduneimber

Katharina Jenny

Deputy Head of Cooperation, SDGnber of RLDC PAC

Philippe Monteil

Program Manager, SDC (Bern)

Jacqueline Matoro

Programme Officer Health and @erfsDC

Martin Fischler

Programme Officer, IntercooperatfomBern); Council member

Florian Meister

Deputy Director, Swisscontact (iirich); RLDC Council member

Ralph Engelmann

Business Advisor, Swisscontact-RLm&mber of RLDC PAC

Alain Cuverlier

Business Advisor, IntercooperatiRhDC; member of RLDC PAC

Maya Ruegg

International Programme Officer, Intepmration-RLDC

Charles Ogutu

CEO, RLDC

Tumaini Manjale Nkonya

Internal Resources ManaBeDC

Sunga David Mabeja

Marketing Development ManageD®

Godfrey Gideon Bwana

Capitalization and CommunicetiManager, RLDC

Susan Kimangano Lyaro

Monitoring and Evaluationié@if, RLDC

Braison Malimi Salisali

Business Analyst, RLDC

Ibrahim Marko Kisungwe

Business Analyst, RLDC

Gema Guerino Nganyagwa

Business Analyst, RLDC

Ajuaye Luhuvilo Sigalla

Business Analyst, RLDC

William Emmanual Mato

Business Analyst AssociateDR

Terry Gilead

Business Analyst, RLDC

Kibibi Ramos Makindara

Business Analyst, RLDC

Stefan Butscher

Chairman of the Board; Residentdé¥eptative, Swisscontact

Joyce Peters Chonjo

Vice-Chair RLDC, Director offemwerment and Facilitation,
National Economic Empowerment Council

Steven Ruvuga

RLDC Council member, Executive Domed?lVIWATA

Alfred R. Mapunda

RLC Board member; Assistant DivecMarketing Research,
Information and Promotion, CFC Project Country Glhaator,
Ministry of Industry, Trade and Marketing (MITM)

Chibole T. Manumbu

Principal Economist, MITM

Audax Rukange

Executive Secretary, ANSAF

Regina Mongi

Coordinator, ANSAF

Mark J. Magila

National Coordinator, Tanzania Agtiaral Partnership (TAP)

John Mathew Mnali

Investment Promotion Manager,ZBawa Investment Center (TIC)

Olive D. Luena

CEOQ, Tanzania Gatsby Trust

David Nyange

Senior Agricultural Economist, USAID

Hillary Miller-Wise

Country Director, TechnoServaiizania

Ralph Roothaert

Programme Coordinator, TanzaniécAlural Scale Up (TASU),
OXFAM GB

Jan de Witte Country Director, SNV
Monsiapile Kajimbwa Portfolio Coordinator, SNV
Aggrey Oriwo Country Manager, The Steadman Group 8gnovate

Paivi Lehtonen

Country Representative, NIRAS Tar@an

Alphonse Katunzi

Director, INADES (in Dodoma)

Victor George

Researcher, University of Dodoma
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Field visit, Markus Reichmuth

=

24.1.11 Meetings with RLDC staff and advisors (algermittently during the week)
25.1.11 Meeting with LGA representatives from ChanoyKongwa, Kondoa, Bahi (extensian
agents, sunflower seeds production)
Meeting with 17 sunflower QDS farmers (5 of whigbmen)
26.1.11 Meeting with 13 CEZOSOPA members
Meeting with Steven Henry, Owner, STRAD Compamyd &r. Maina, Farm Manage
27.1.11 Visit to 3 processing companies: Josephdayt/ncle Milo Sunflower Cooking Oil;

Theogen Bana, Director-owner, RIG Investments; Ria&h Mamu, Director-owner,
NYEMO Investment Company

Field visit, Michel Evéquoz

24.1.11

- Travel to Chinanga

25.1.11

- Travel to Bariadi
- Visit Local government authorities, District agiture services
- Tanzanian Cotton Board Bariadi
- Meeting with farmers, village extension officevilage cotton committee

26.1.11

- Travel to Mbiti village
- Visit and discussion with Ms Minza, Husband
- Meeting with poultry group
- Meeting with women separately
- Travel to Singida

27.1.11

- Meeting at Biosustain premises: projecirdinator, district extension service, area
coordinators, lead farmers.
- Visit to acting director district agricultural encil
- Visit to regional agricultural service
- Meeting with Mr. Riyaz, director BST
- Travel back to Dodoma

Field visit, Peniel Uliwa

25.1.11

- Travel to Singida and Morogoro
- Visit CAMILU Saccos / Rice irrigation Scheme Sitg & Agriculture Extension Office
- Tanzania Seed Agency with Mr Filemon Kawamararkéting Manager

26.1.11

- Visit to MVIWATA HeadOffice with Mr RuvuigCEO & Mr Imanuel Mwandike PO
- Visit to Shambani Graduates Ltd with Mr Mfinanga
- Meeting with Dairy farmers / Leaders of CollectiGentres
- Visit to Muungano Rice FFS
- Meeting with Lead Farmers / Promoters and Exten§lfficer

27.1.11

- Visit to Tan Dairies Ltd with Mr Mmari Er Kileo
- Meeting with Dairy Farmers at Dumila Milk Collézt Centre
- Travel to Juva Holdings Dodoma with Mr Mahavaigektock farmers
- Travel back to Dodoma

28.1.11

- Meeting with Gondi Foods Ltd & Dairy Famm

31.1.11

- Meeting (in Dar) with TDB, TAMPA and tedenference with TAMPRODA Chairman
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ANNEX 3

Elements of a monitoring system
(by Michel Evéquoz)

1. Setting the strategic framewor k!

M4P programmes need a clear strategic framewdilerarchy of objectives, which
coherently links the goal of large-scale poverguaion with a focus on sustainable market
system change.

A) Reducing poverty is the basic rationale for any Npéject
- Which group of poor people is being targeted aradrteaconomic

Poverty reduction

profile?
- What is the final impact on the target group?
B) Enhancing the poor’s access to opportunities agid tapacity to Improved access
respond to opportunities is the route through ikiertyi s reduced and growth

- Whatis the pro-poor market objective?

- How might the target group’s position in the market improved?

C) Stimulating sustainable change in market systeitnailgimportant for

the poor Market system

change
- Why isn’t the market working?

- In what way does the market system need to chantiasit

better serves the poor?
D) changing market system through intervention

A monitoring system for M4P project should have twain features: it

should have a clear and logically established ggvecus and being able to
measure sustainable changes.

Poverty focus: Establishing a clear logical linkvibeen project interventions and the ultimate

objective of poverty reduction is important fordenstanding the impact of projects. Without

effectively establishing the logic for interventjanterventions can be perceived as being not
pro-poor and projects can lose their sight of thienate social objective (the end) by focusing

on the upstream market changes (the means to theTéis is one of the weakness of RLDC,

not being able to show impact on poverty.

Measuring sustainable change: M4P projects shatdaply be judged on what they leave
behind (market change) rather than what they dangutheir life time (project activity,
immediate outreach). The impact monitoring and wat&n processes and procedures
therefore need to be adapted to pick up ‘real’ iohplarough systemic change rather than the
temporary impact of donor supported and drivervagti

%The operational guide for M4P approach, the Spiéhgjtentre.
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In that regard, there is a tension between settigig impact targets for projects and the desire
of sustainability of changes as it is illustratadhe following figure. If a project is driven by
targets, the danger of intervening too much in mgslstem to deliver results in the allocated
time is putting sustainability at risk.

2. Impact logics

An impact logic clearly defines the ‘hypothesis’af intervention. The projected changes (or
impacts) at the various levels of intervention akearly defined in an impact logic. The

rationale for the project will result in activitiggimarily focusing on bringing about changes
in the ‘system’ level to achieve sustainable cleafigr smallholder farmers and poor

households.

The overall impact framework for the project

Social level change

Farm / small business
level change

System level change
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System level change: As an M4P focused project, interventions will pamfy focus directly

on changes within the wider system in which smalirfers and micro and small enterprises

operate. These system level changes include:

- Core market: Changes in the way in which the canmesactions at the centre of the market occur.
For example changed practices of formal buyers.

- Supporting services: Changes in service provigexhnology, infrastructure and information.

- Rules: Changes in the regulations, policy and rulegh define and impact on the market (this is
likely to be a lesser focus of this project andlwihly be tackled where it is a key binding
constraint).

Farm/small business level change: This project will primarily focus on improving inmes
among smallholder farmers (and to a lesser degyeeedated micro and small enterprises).
The project is therefore primarily an income foaugeoject rather than a project aiming at
creating employment opportunities for the poor tigto industrial or medium sized enterprise
growth. System level changes should therefore imgaectly on small farms and small
businesses owned by poor men and women. Changaghbrabout by the project at the
system level will directly impact on the profithty of farms and small agri- businesses by
increasing sales, reducing costs and/or incregsimngs realised for farm produce or agri-
related products. This link between system levelnge and direct benefit to smallholder
farmers must be explicit, tangible and crediblalirthe sub-projects.

Social Level Change: The overall goal of the project is to impact dre twelfare by
increasing household incomes. Rigorous monitorifigclmanges brought about by the
interventions will enable the project to identifiydaattribute changes that have a direct impact
on the incomes of farming households. The Donorrodtee for Enterprises Development
(DCDE) has defined 3 indicators which should bedusg all projects working with markets
and private sector. These indicators are recomnukefodeise by all participating programmes
so that donors and other stakeholders can aggrégatect across programmes, wherever
possible.

Scale: Number of target enterprises and farmers who reaifinancial benefit as a result
of the programme’s activities per year and cumuddyi

Net income: Net additional income (additional sales minus addél costs) accrued to
target enterprises and farmers as a result of ibgrgmme per year and cumulatively. In
addition, the program must explain why this incamkkely to be sustainable.

Net additional jobs created: Net additional, full time equivalent jobs createdtarget
enterprises as a result of the programme, per gmdrcumulatively. “Additional” means
jobs created minus jobs lost. “Per year” compriaé@ working days. The program must
explain why these jobs are likely to be sustainablehs saved or sustained may be
reported separately.

There is a last link in the chain which is morefidifit to apprehend, the attribution of
increased income to the welfare or the improvenoénivelihoods of farmers. Welfare and
livelihood are generic terminologies encompassimgenthan only revenue. Increased income
can have negative effect on other aspects likeeasm workload which can be detrimental to
child education, to social relationship etc. Adufitdl income could also be used for other
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purposes than welfare. Those aspects have more watld private and individual strategies
but are very important in a poverty reduction pecstve. However, aiming at “proving” the
project impact on that level is a complicated ameénsive (financially and human resources)
endeavor. RLDC should “scientifically” prove thepact on the three DCED indicator and
illustrate the link with welfare with some casediés.

An example of a preliminary impact logic based ¢w tcotton sector interventions is

presented below. It is not complete and consoldiatg shows how RLDC should elaborate
its monitoring system. An other example of suchactpmonitoring system, based on a dairy
project implemented by SDC in Armenia shows theaotf the project after the first phase
of implementation.

3. Monitoring sustainability

As mentioned above, the success of M4P projectsldhoe measured by the sustainable
changes brought about by a project rather thamtpact achieved during the life of a project.
In the longer term of this project, impact monitgrishould continue after activities have
ended to assess the level of sustainability actieve
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4.

Social / Poverty

Tentative cotton impact logic

Welfare

Farmer small business level

System level Impact

Increase number of
cotton farmers

A A

Increase cotton
cultivation
practices

A

A

5 4 ¢

%

g '

1 Increase income of

farmers growing
cotton
| | |
Increase acreage Increase e G R

"5' under cultivation productivity of rice (Th slkg)
g (on each farm) cotton (kg/acre P 9
E A A A

Improved
availability of
seeds

Improved
technical advice
to cotton farmers

Improved direct
farm buying

Increased
availability of
finance for buyers

Inproved
availability
chemicals

4

Reduced Frauds

—4

Loccal buying
points established

L

f

Introduce and
generalise
contract farmig

organic farming

ntroduce

Improved control

Improved
confidance
among actors

Interventions
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Analysis of impact

RMF established in 9
Vet. Points with farmers
paying for 4831 animals
(of which 1323 cows)

- 2.273 households used

vet services

- number of services
increased over threefold
(340%)

-9 vet points running at
20% of profitability

The number of cattle has
increased by 5.3%

Milk production has
increased by 14%:
-9% as a result of
improved cattle health

and therefore productivity.
5% as a result of
increased numbers of
cattle

Higher prices for milk
and in average $46
premium earned per
farmer as a result of

improved milk quality.

Equipping training Mobilizing and Awareness raising Linkage
and capacity organizational support and training with support
building support to to “nakhadzernogh farmers between Elola
vet service khump” (self initiative and farmer
providers groups) groups
s Improved e 9 Vet service ® Revolving medicine e 9 Farmer self e |ncreased e Milk e Expanded
quality of vet points established fund (RMF) initiative groups demand for collection milk
services and improved established in self established with vet services points collection
8 « Expanded (supply) initiative groups 560 members established ngtwork
:_= SERICEE (villages)
14
L
« e Increased » Increased ability
usage of vet for farmers to pay
services for vet services
h Improved
i proved a e
Increased f‘ggi'ggs S
12 ﬂ formalization P s
o and arke
X = - - organization of
oo Improved quality of milk small holder Der or co €
= w PR q o Elola
p o - gased Q O
w o Increased o )
¥ O investment in cattle =0 ACLILIC
> op g Elola
o w
1z
o Increased number - - - -
0= of cattle eased productio Increased market price for milk Reduced milk wastage (increased
X o allholder dairy 1a commercial usage and sale of milk)
O
Oouw
Before access to formal milk market:
-8% of milk produced was processed
w - - 80% of processed milk was bartered
> | Increased incomes for small holder farmers |
< — After access to formal milk market:
O 8 Around 800 households increased their commercial milk production by -38% of milk produced sold by cash
o5 24% as a result of increased milk production. This has raised annual SRR e rEl (S e et s it
@ income by US$314 in these households < 2% abiilh brodUced ity phacessen
(@] y - 30% of which was bartered.




