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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This external review complements the internal mid-term review undertaken by PROLINNOVA in late 2005 and early 2006. The external review re-visited all outputs of the internal review, compared these with observations from visits to Prolinnova partners in Nepal, Cambodia, and (indirectly) Uganda, and analysed and discussed findings with PROLINNOVA partners during their annual meeting, held in March 2006 in Cambodia.

The PROLINNOVA programme is characterised by its multi-stakeholder and multi-country nature with a consistent effort to add value to ongoing initiatives, utilising as far as possible the diverse and complementary contributions of its partners. The emphasis that PROLINNOVA puts on learning, its sustainable livelihood orientation, its multi-stakeholder nature, the participatory design and evaluation modes, etc., qualify it for consideration as a Research and Development (R&D) programme. 

PROLINNOVA’s seven project purposes (four at the country level and three at the global level) are realistic, tangible and easily measurable. They can greatly enhance the efforts of countries and the International Support Team (IST) in effectively monitoring the programme. The project purposes at the country level are focused on action research, capacity development and policy influence. The global purposes focus on building awareness of the value of farmer innovation and the PID process. What is missing is an objective related to learning about the partnership building process itself. 

PROLINNOVA has succeeded very well in not getting overly drawn into an academic debate on what is indigenous or traditional and what is not. The PROLINNOVA partners have focused on the essentials, i.e. valuing local knowledge. The choice of the term “local innovation” has helped. The primary purpose is to acknowledge the contributions of farmers and other local community members to development and to encourage them to continue to innovate and add value to existing efforts and technologies. Different partners may have understood the term “local innovation” slightly differently, using culturally appropriate terms. The reviewer has the impression that most of the current efforts are directed towards technological innovations. More needs to be done to document also social and institutional innovations that communities have evolved. 
PROLINNOVA has adopted the open-nucleus principle, which allows new members to be brought in even after the initial sets of partners were assembled. The number of countries increased from an initial three to currently nine and soon possibly to as many as 14. New partners benefited from the accumulated experience of the group. This enhanced the opportunities for peer-based learning and mentoring. New partners infused new ideas and new enthusiasm and perspectives into the programme. The inclusion of newcomers required the endorsement of the wider network of partners, consistent with partnership principles of joint decision-making. Neither ETC EcoCulture nor the IST makes the final decisions.

The level of enthusiasm and engagement of the partners observed at the Cambodia meeting, their participation in the range of activities during the seven-day event and their engagement in the internal review process and e-discussion clearly suggest that a strong sense of ownership prevails among members of the PROLINNOVA network. The PROLINNOVA programme is driven by its members and its direction is arrived at or influenced by the regular international meetings of partners (in Ethiopia in 2004, Uganda in 2005 and Cambodia in 2006). A review of the outputs (decisions and recommendations emerging) from these meetings also suggests strongly that the ETC, the IST and the Prolinnova Oversight Group (“board”) are demand-responsive: they “listen” to views from the field and, in response, take relevant action. 

The experience of PROLINNOVA in building national and international partnerships is valuable and worth documenting carefully (including an elaborate and critical discussion of the governance agenda at different levels) for sharing with the wider research and development community, which is being pressed to move into more regional or global agenda. PROLINNOVA is able to generate global public goods while responding to the unique needs of the country partners. 

Among the significant accomplishments across countries has been the increased stakeholder awareness of the value of local innovation and the better appreciation of the process of innovation development and promotion. However, at the Cambodia meeting and in the internal assessment that preceded it, participants themselves expressed the need to move beyond the innovation identification and documentation stage, to get “Participatory Innovation Development” (PID) operationalised on the ground. The rest of the current phase should put a considerable emphasis on ensuring that PID works at the community level and on sustaining it. When the programme is able to do this, efforts to influence policy can be maximised. Two dimensions might have to receive special attention in the future: (a) the designation of distinct sites for action research/learning in each country; and (b) strengthening of farmer groups. 

In order to bring more attention to the PID process, more distinct (geographic, cultural, agro-ecological) sites need to be specified to ensure more focused attention and closely scrutinised supervision as is usually warranted in any programme that puts a strong emphasis on learning from action. These sites could evolve into “lighthouses” or focal points for sharing and policy influence. The sites could also be used for more farmer-to-farmer interactions, and policymakers could be brought there to see the PID process at work. The IST would have to devote some attention to developing ideas (training, information materials) on the nature and functioning of action-research sites and what skills are necessary to support community-managed efforts.

PROLINNOVA countries appear to generate primarily information materials that are aimed at line-agency personnel and trainers. In recent months, there has been an increasing interest and engagement in the production of videos. Complementation of media should be considered, with videos being used strategically, especially in training settings and for policy advocacy. Meanwhile, there is an urgent need for the programme to generate materials for use at the community level. In addition, more farmer-to-farmer educational methods might be featured (more farmer-level learning and sharing workshops). Posters are surprisingly under-featured. Case studies and process documentation deserve additional attention. “Write-shops” could be used to generate policy briefs (though prior work to develop discussion drafts is warranted). The point to make here is the need for targeting the materials (differentiation of materials) for different audiences and purposes. However, scaling up of the engagement in documentation should go hand-in-hand with the above-suggested efforts to improve the scale and quality of the country-specific field work/action research. 
The greater emphasis on the monitoring and evaluation (M&E) agenda surfaced primarily as a result of partners’ request at the Entebbe international meeting in June 2005. Subsequent changes in programming were noted. Country-level self-assessments, electronic M&E discussions and internal assessments are now regular features of PROLINNOVA. The international meetings provide PROLINNOVA stakeholders at different levels opportunities to jointly access progress and needs. The partners identified a list of reasonably well thought out and relevant M&E indicators. In their own future M&E efforts, the Country Programmes (CPs) are urged to ensure that the M&E be kept simple, do-able and user-friendly. Consistent with the participatory approach that Prolinnova promotes, in future more peer-based reviews could be undertaken at CP level. This is not the same as internal self-assessment as it would involve bringing peers from other CPs to assist in reviews and assessments. 
Because the operationalisation of partnerships generally continues to pose a challenge to designers, administrators and policymakers in the agricultural and natural resource management (NRM) sector, the achievements of PROLINNOVA in the past couple of years are very encouraging. These have generated some very useful insights and lessons on fostering partnerships in R&D and bringing about a development orientation in research. The lessons on how the programme managed multi-stakeholder relationships are valuable but, unless the IST prioritises the extraction and synthesis of these experiences, they might be lost. There is an urgent need for extracting and synthesising the lessons on the process of initiating and developing partnerships. The wider R&D community – (including the Challenge Programs of the CGIAR) and the Global Partnerships Programmes within the Global Forum on Agricultural Research (GFAR) – can benefit greatly from the lessons of PROLINNOVA. 
I.
BACKGROUND

Introduction

This assessment by the external reviewer was designed to complement the internal mid-term review undertaken by PROLINNOVA in late 2005 and early 2006, reports of which were an important input into this study. Presentations made during the PROLINNOVA International Workshop held in Cambodia (6–12 March 2006) were another important input. Selected country-specific documentation was also referred to. The reviewer, having been involved in the review of the Global Partnerships Programmes (GPPs) of the GFAR, had prior exposure to partnership-based R&D programmes, including Prolinnova, and had inputs from Prolinnova Country Programmes (CPs) in Nepal and Cambodia and (via his co-reviewer of the GPPs) from the Uganda-based CP. The total assignment to undertake this mid-term review was, however, limited to 15 days, covering preparation, participation in the Cambodia workshop and writing of the report. The reviewer had access to the reports of all internal reviews by the CPs and the International Support Team (IST) partners. These were strong sources of information. The Cambodia workshop proved to be the single most important source of information after the internal review reports and results of the electronic M&E “conference” in early 2006. 
Review objectives and methodology

The objectives of the review were primarily to assess the progress made by PROLINNOVA in reaching its outputs and purposes at the country and international levels by providing a critical, outsiders’ perspective (providing feedback) to the global network as well as to offer suggestions for the PROLINNOVA planning (2007–2010). The seven purposes outlined in the proposal to the Netherlands Directorate General for International Cooperation (DGIS) at the country and international levels served as guideposts for the reviewer. However, this report is presented under themes and sub-themes that emerged from the study of the accomplishments under each of the objectives. This will hopefully enhance utilisation of the information by highlighting critical insights and lessons for possible use in reprogramming during the remaining years of the current project and/or in a new phase. However, throughout the report, the reader is invited to assess the implications of the observations and to consider the suggestions being made (which are built into the respective sections of the report). No separate listing of recommendations is made at the end of the report, though there is a section (Final Comments) that attempts to summarise the more important suggestions related to the project objectives. 
PROLINNOVA’s focus

PROLINNOVA is an international initiative spearheaded by non-governmental organisations (NGOs) aimed at building a global learning and advocacy platform for promoting local innovation in ecologically-oriented agriculture and NRM. Its main goals are to increase the awareness of the value and contribution of local knowledge in research and development efforts and to strengthen capacities and processes for the development and promotion of innovation at the local level. PROLINNOVA operates through so-called “Country Programmes” (CPs). At a global level, there is a complementary effort to synthesise lessons across countries and to generate knowledge products of wider (international) relevance.
Brief history

PROLINNOVA was conceived in 1999 when the GFAR, the NGO Committee of the CGIAR (Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research) and the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs convened a meeting of southern and northern NGOs and a small number of international researchers in Rambouillet, France, to discuss how participatory approaches to R&D could be scaled up. At this meeting, ETC EcoCulture was asked to facilitate the launching of the Prolinnova initiative. The first efforts involved key stakeholders in agricultural R&D in Uganda, Ethiopia and Ghana, who met to share experiences, analyse them and plan their own country-level initiatives. IFAD (International Fund for Agricultural Development) provided a small grant for this country-specific planning. A group of organisations (Misereor/Germany, World Bank, DGIS, CTA and the GFAR) financed a meeting of these and other emerging CPs in Ethiopia in early 2004. By this time, funding from DGIS allowed the three initial countries to start realising their plans and further countries – Cambodia, Nepal, Niger, South Africa, Sudan, Tanzania – to start up similar processes. The Prolinnova initiative received strategic funding support from the GFAR and is considered a Global Partnership Programme (GPP) and is therefore itself part of an even bigger global initiative to demonstrate the value of partnership-based approaches to R&D undertaken via a multi-stakeholder route.

II.
OBSERVATIONS

1.
Operationalising partnerships 

Partnership-based approaches are being promoted by civil society, donors and a section of agricultural policymakers and administrators. Partnerships are being emphasised for at least the following reasons: (a) they help bring about a development orientation in research; and (b) they help better utilise scarce financial and human resources by promoting increased collaborative and joint work. 
The PROLINNOVA programme is characterised by its multi-stakeholder and multi-country nature with a consistent effort to add value to ongoing initiatives, utilising as far as possible the diverse and complementary efforts of its partners. If the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) are to be achieved, more holistic approaches are needed. When broader agenda are imposed (e.g. in pro-poor or poverty-oriented research), multiple stakeholders must be featured in order to tap the contributions of partners. Such approaches are also known to strengthen ownership and improve uptake and utilisation of knowledge thus derived. The emphasis that PROLINNOVA puts on learning, its sustainable livelihood orientation, its multi-stakeholder nature, the participatory design and evaluation modes, etc., qualify it for consideration as a Research for Development (R4D) as well as a Research and Development (R&D) programme.
The operationalisation of partnerships, however, continues to pose a challenge to designers, administrators and policymakers in the agricultural and NRM sector. Partnerships are often understood narrowly, and participation is limited to the implementation end of the continuum. PROLINNOVA is probably more advanced than many multi-partner initiatives in agricultural and NRM R&D in the fact that it has successfully implemented key partnership principles in a multi-country programme (see item below). These lessons are of major relevance to the GPPs of the GFAR, which helped launch the Prolinnova programme.
 2.
PROLINNOVA has the characteristics of a genuine partnership-based programme
The reviewer noted that PROLINNOVA has at least the following main characteristics of a partnership-based initiative: (a) design, planning and review done by partners; (b) open-nucleus approach allowing new partners to join; (c) partner-driven agenda; (d) demand-responsive programming; (e) multi-stakeholder engagement at different levels; (f) strong M&E systems (though primarily at the international level); (g) strong emphasis on a multi-level governance mechanism; (h) balancing a wider range of agenda (country–global); (i) strong facilitation and support activities by “coordinating” institutions; and (j) deliberate efforts to learn from implementation experiences. 

There is an urgent need for extracting and synthesising the lessons on the process of initiating and developing the partnerships. This could be done through an e-discussion, followed up with more probing questionnaires and focus group discussions. A synthesis document of this kind would be timely, given the strong interest in partnerships in R4D and R&D programmes.
2.1. PROLINNOVA and its multi-stakeholder orientation

PROLINNOVA has a multi-stakeholder orientation at two levels: the CP level and the global network level. Different kinds of partners are required at different levels and for different reasons/purposes. The multi-stakeholder orientation may “complicate” decision-making and often entails a higher level of negotiation, consultation and heterogeneity, but the benefits are obvious: interdisciplinarity; better coverage of social, institutional and policy dimensions; rich debates and exchanges providing for better-quality synthesis, etc. The Prolinnova Global Learning Network appears to have benefited greatly from this diversity. Managing a multi-stakeholder initiative within a multi-country context poses special challenges, and Prolinnova seems to have managed these processes well. There are, however, some concerns at the country level that need to be looked into. Country partners have indicated that they have had difficulties sustaining interest and motivation of individual members at agency or advisory levels. The lessons on how PROLINNOVA is managing multi-stakeholder relationships are valuable, and the IST must provide guidance on the extraction and synthesis of these experiences before they are lost. 
2.2. Open-nucleus principle

The open-nucleus principle allows new members to be brought in at any stage of project implementation. In PROLINNOVA, the number of countries increased from an initial three to currently nine and is set to expand further. People from the Andes and Pacific regions were present at the Cambodia meeting and showed strong interest. The Andes programme will include three new countries and the Pacific one possibly two new countries. Funding has also just been confirmed for a Prolinnova sister programme in francophone West Africa under the name of PROFEIS (Promoting Farmer Experimentation and Innovation in the Sahel), and will start in three countries in this year. 
New partners benefit from the accumulated experience of the group. This enhances the opportunities for peer-based learning and mentoring (numerous examples were noted when one country influences another or serves as a role model). New partners can piggyback on the earlier initiatives and take advantage of the accumulated learning. New partners infuse new ideas and new enthusiasm and perspectives into the existing programme. The inclusion of newcomers is always decided upon by the wider network of partners, consistent with partnership principles of joint decision-making. Neither ETC EcoCulture nor the IST makes the final decisions. 

2.3. Ownership 

The level of enthusiasm and engagement of the partners observed at the Cambodia meeting, their participation in the range of activities during the seven-day event and their active engagement in the internal review process and e-discussion clearly suggest that a strong sense of ownership prevails among members of the network. It is thus clearly demonstrable in the PROLINNOVA programme that, when members in a network are engaged at the outset in the consultation, design and planning processes, a much stronger sense of purpose and ownership is achieved among the members. The PROLINNOVA programme is driven by its members and its direction is influenced by the regular international (face-to-face) meetings of partners (in Ethiopia in 2004, Uganda in 2005 and now Cambodia in 2006). A review of the outputs (decisions and recommendations) from these meetings also suggest strongly that ETC EcoCulture, the other members of the IST and the Prolinnova Oversight Group (POG) are demand-responsive: they “listen” to views from the field and, in response, take relevant action and make changes in strategy. Programming flexibility is a major strength of PROLINNOVA.
3.
Two-tier structure linking the local with the global agenda 

The Prolinnova model of maintaining a global as well as a country-level orientation sets it apart from the other GPPs under the GFAR, which feature primarily a regional perspective. In many programmes, when the focus is limited to a regional (or global) dimension, one has to forego country-specific and site-based work. With its distinct (but complementary) purpose to link local action with a global agenda, PROLINNOVA has demonstrated that site-specific work does not have to be sacrificed. This experience is worth an in-depth analysis and should be documented carefully (including what kinds of governance mechanisms are required at different levels) for sharing with the wider R&D community, which increasingly is being pressed to adopt more regional or global agenda. PROLINNOVA is able to generate global public goods while responding to the unique needs of the country partners. There are valuable lessons for the wider research community. There is an equally important need for developmental agencies seeking to include a strong “learning” orientation into their work, attempting to “act locally” but wanting to derive lessons for wider application (i.e. to scale up their work).

4. 
Relevance and clarity of project purposes at the two levels

The project purposes at the country level are focused on the dimensions of action research, capacity development and policy influence. The global purposes focus on building awareness of the value of farmer innovation and the PID process. What is missing is an explicit agenda for learning about the partnership-building process itself. This might be considered in a future phase.

The seven project purposes (four at the country level and three at the global level) are realistic, tangible, complementary and easily measurable. They can greatly enhance the efforts of countries and the IST in effectively monitoring the programme. 

5.
Appropriate use of terminology, specifically “local innovation” 

PROLINNOVA could easily have gotten embroiled in the usual debate on what is indigenous or traditional and what is not. It has succeeded very well to not get overly drawn into this kind of academic debate. The choice of the term “local innovation” has helped. After all, the primary purpose is to acknowledge the contributions of farmers and other local community members to development and to encourage them to continue to innovate and add value to existing efforts and technologies. Different partners may have understood “local innovation” slightly differently, using culturally appropriate terms. The Uganda team’s understanding is illustrative of the value of simple terminology: “A practice started and later improved by the farmer on his/her own initiative”. Network partners are less concerned about rigid definitions, though they are aware of the need for distinctions. For example, the Prolinnova-Nepal has the following typology for innovations: (a) traditional innovation, (b) traditional innovation modified, (c) innovation brought from elsewhere, and (d) innovation brought from elsewhere and modified, etc. PROLINNOVA partners are driven by very practical considerations rather than theoretical ones in making such distinctions. There is indeed a need to avoid debate and focus on the essentials: valuing local knowledge that merits wider promotion (in its current or adapted forms).

6.
Moving beyond the recording/documentation of local innovations 

Clearly the biggest accomplishment across countries has been in getting stakeholders to become aware of the value of local innovation and to better appreciate the process of local innovation development and promotion. This is the result of the investments made by the IST (composed of the International Institute of Rural Reconstruction, IIRR; ETC EcoCulture, the Centre for International Cooperation at the Free University of Amsterdam and the Swiss Agridea) in capacity enhancement through training, on-site visitation and mentoring, and providing informational support materials and prototypes from previous efforts. Tools are available for screening local innovations and identifying promising ones, e.g., in Uganda, Ethiopia, Nepal and South Africa. However, at the Cambodia meeting and in the internal assessment that preceded it, participants themselves expressed the need to move beyond the identification and documentation stage, to get Participatory Innovation Development (PID) operationalised on the ground. The rest of the current programme phase should put a considerable emphasis on ensuring that PID works at the community level and on sustaining it. The real impact of PROLINNOVA (given its sustainable livelihood orientation) will eventually be determined by how well the PID process is catalysed, nurtured and internalised at the community level. 

7.
Embedding the PID process within community-based sites and creating centres for learning, demonstration and policy influence

More targeted assistance is warranted if the PID process is to be institutionalised. Currently, the assumption among some partners appears to be that training in the PID process is adequate for this to happen. Two dimensions must receive special attention: (a) the designation of distinct sites for action research/learning in each country; and (b) strengthening of farmer groups.

Most countries do have on-the-ground operations, although the focus thus far has been primarily on the identification and documentation of local innovations and on capacity development (training). In order to bring more attention to the PID process, more distinct (geographic, cultural, agro-ecological) locations need to be specified to ensure more focused attention and closely scrutinised supervision, as is usually warranted in any programme that puts a strong emphasis on learning from action: i.e. action research. The sites could evolve into “lighthouses” or focal points for sharing and policy influence. These sites could also be used for more farmer-to-farmer interaction, and policymakers could be brought there to see the PID process at work. The establishment and monitoring of these sites should involve the staff of local administrations and line agencies. Agro-ecological or thematic considerations may have to be prioritised in order to delimit the area of action research and learning (e.g. four distinct sites were identified by the Prolinnova team in Ethiopia). Teams must focus on a few priority themes rather than try to address all the opportunities that they might come across in the initial screening of innovations. Tools have already been developed by the teams to rank/rate/prioritise technologies in Nepal, Uganda, Ethiopia and South Africa. (Incidentally, the reviewer noted that the current work featured agriculture and livestock and related NRM. However, it might be neglecting forest dwellers and the farmers and communities living in and around conservation parks.)

The IST would have to devote some attention to developing ideas (training, information materials) on the nature and functioning of action-research sites and what skills are necessary to support community-managed efforts. The entire area of strengthening farmer groups (informal, semi-formal or existing) and community processes in action research should receive more attention. The reviewer would like to direct the readers to the following site that features the experiences made and lessons learned by Asian partners engaged in community-based NRM: www.cbnrmasia.org – specifically the action-research orientation of the Vietnamese and Cambodian partners. The community forestry and mangrove/coastal initiatives offer experiences particularly relevant to the Prolinnova programme. The IST might consider inviting representatives from these groups for a presentation at the next international Prolinnova meeting. 

8.
Balancing the technological innovations: a bigger emphasis on social and institutional innovations

Most of the current efforts are directed towards technological innovations. More needs to be done to document social and institutional innovations that communities have evolved. Partners would need some special guidance from the IST to assist them in determining what these innovations might look like. Some stakeholders might not know what else to look for!

The successful engagement of PROLINNOVA partners in the entire learning network has, in itself, generated innovations worth sharing. The need to document (after synthesis) the partnership process itself stands out as a top-priority need. The operationalisation of multi-stakeholder structures, balancing country and global initiatives; the process of identification, screening and documentation of local innovations; the M& E systems including the internal assessment systems; and the local innovation support fund are some examples of innovations worth sharing.

9.
The monitoring and evaluation tradition in PROLINNOVA 

The emphasis on M&E agenda surfaced primarily as a result of the partners’ request at the Entebbe international meeting in June 2005. Subsequent changes in programming in response to partner demand were noted. Internal assessments, particularly at the international level, are now a regular feature of PROLINNOVA. At the Cambodia meeting, the level of interest and skills in the development of appropriate indicators (a list of reasonably well thought out and relevant indicators were identified) suggests that participants understand the value of monitoring. CPs are urged to ensure that the M&E effort be kept simple. The four purposes identified at the country level are very straightforward and measurable, and the indicators and monitoring mechanisms should also remain practical and do-able. The most effective M&E system at the time of this review is certainly at the international level with relatively far less being done at the country level. For all practical purposes, M&E at the country level has not yet been operationalised, making it the weak link in the M&E system of PROLINNOVA. However, at the most recent meeting in Cambodia, an entire day was devoted to M&E and the development of indicators and it is possible that this weakness is already being addressed. The IST and the POG have to devote special attention during the remaining period of the current phase to ensure that the strong M&E tradition at the international level prevails at the country level, too.
10.
Internal evaluation within the network

In each year (2004 and 2005) an internal evaluation among partners was organised. This was done electronically involving two rounds of questions. The second round of questions was based on an initial assessment of the responses to the first round of questions. This evaluation has a very iterative design: deriving questions from the initial analysis, then probing further and, later, arriving at a synthesis. The results were presented back to the network by email and during the annual international meetings. Very valuable feedback is being provided to the IST and POG, and there is enough evidence to indicate that programmatic decisions are being based on the feedback from this internal evaluation process. The entire experience is very well documented and is already being shared at international meetings. A top priority would now be to share this experience with the wider network of GPPs within GFAR. The other GPPs would benefit from learning about the Prolinnova effort. A publication could be developed outlining the scope, mechanics, process, results and utilisation of results of internal evaluation. 
11.
Information, educational and communication materials

PROLINNOVA CPs appear to generate primarily information-support materials aimed at line-agency personnel and trainers. In recent months, there has been an increasing interest and engagement in the production of videos. These will be of special value for policymakers, educators and researchers and, to a lesser extent, farmers (unless they are tailored specifically to community-level use...). There are risks that video production could distract attention from simpler methods and materials. Complementation of media should be considered, with videos being used strategically, especially in training settings and for policy advocacy.

Meanwhile, there is an urgent need for the programme to generate materials for use at the community level. This could include simple brochures and leaflets. The Cambodia programme appears to have put considerable emphasis on this aspect and could serve as a model. Educational posters with a strong instructional component might also be considered to complement the brochures generated for community-level use. In addition to the generation of educational-support materials for community-level use, more farmer-to-farmer educational methods might be featured (more farmer-level learning and sharing workshops). 

There is also an opportunity for the programme to generate policy briefs. “Write-shops” could be used to generate policy briefs, though prior work to develop drafts is warranted. At these policy-brief write-shops, a few policymakers could be invited to assist the PROLINNOVA stakeholders to generate a set of four or five policy briefs. 

FINAL COMMENTS 

The PROLINNOVA programme, as was stated earlier, has two sets of objectives relating to activities at two levels: Country Level (a-d) and Global Level (e–g). A total of seven objectives were outlined. 

a.
Effectiveness of PID demonstrated through the building of R&D partnerships and documentation of local innovations and actual joint experimentation

b.
Capacities of community-based organisations (CBOs)/NGOs in PID strengthened

c.
Government policies influenced and capacities for CBOs/NGOs in policy dialogue built

d.
Innovative funding mechanisms tested and adapted

e.
Building strong country programmes through backstopping and facilitation of sharing and learning

f.
Strong international awareness and credibility of farmer innovation and PID approach created

g.
Adequate management

A high level of achievement was noted in the international-level objectives. PROLINNOVA has succeeded in bringing about a very significant level of international awareness of the importance of local innovations and innovation development processes. At the international level, there is also a very impressive level of capacity development interventions on PID (mostly training), in fostering of learning exchanges and in establishing an M&E culture. The internal-assessment process that has been in use for two years is impressive and has had a significant influence on the programme. There is, indeed, a strong international learning network in place (on the topic of local innovation development). Partners believe that PROLINNOVA is a strong, open, democratic and decentralised learning network. Roles are clear and responsibilities are shared at the various levels. This achievement is remarkable.

A highlight of the country-level accomplishments has been the process for identifying and screening of local innovations and the demonstration and testing of the local funding mechanisms (especially in the case of Nepal). Stakeholders in participating countries are now better aware of the value of local innovations and the processes needed to enhance their generation, documentation and utilisation/promotion. The success of Prolinnova’s efforts to strengthen the capacities of its partners at the country level to serve as advocates for local innovation must be recognised. In at least three countries, the wider promotion of the local innovation development approach is impressive, with indications that other countries in the network are also being influenced. An interesting array of methodologies for identifying and assessing innovations has also been assembled. 

Another very promising country-level accomplishment has been the progress (in at least two countries) in developing approaches for establishing a local innovation support fund (LISF). The country-level testing of these approaches could have wide ramifications for the research and development community, in search of mechanisms to nurture farmer-centred approaches to developing solutions to local problems. 

Among the country-level objectives, there is a need to move beyond the identification and documentation stage and to get PID operationalised on the ground. The rest of the current project phase should put a considerable emphasis on ensuring that PID works at the community level and sustaining it. The real impact of PROLINNOVA (given its sustainable livelihood orientation) will eventually be determined by how well the PID process is catalysed, nurtured and internalised at the community level. Policy-related work appears to have fallen short of expectations. However, it might have been unreasonable to expect this to happen early in the programme, as documentation of local innovations and capacity development alone may not suffice in influencing policy. Action-research programmes are needed, too. With the possible exception of the Ethiopian, South African and Cambodian programmes, the packaging of project experiences for sharing has been less than desired and has to be enhanced. The M&E culture that prevails at the international levels needs to be nurtured at the country level, where M&E systems still need to be put into place. It must be said that nurturing local innovation development processes and sustaining those processes are high priorities but, without location-specific action research, it might be difficult to generate the knowledge on which to base future efforts to scale up the PID agenda. There are opportunities for increased country-to-country interactions and exchange of human resources. Mentoring of country programmes by the IST has been a useful role played by the international organisations involved and it should be enhanced (more time and resources allocated): increased levels of monitoring of CPs are suggested on account of the significant variation in the quality of accomplishments between the different CPs. Country-specific reviews and assessments are recommended, as critical perspectives are urgently needed if the programme is to have the quality, vigour and policy-influencing value that PROLINNOVA is expecting of the CPs.
ANNEX 1: PROLINNOVA MID-TERM REVIEW

Terms of Reference for External Reviewer

Rationale

After an inception period of 1 year, involving 3 countries, PROLINNOVA has been functioning as a wider international partnership programme since early 2004. This was made possible through a substantial grant from the Netherlands government through its TMF funding window covering the period 2004-2007. From the beginning PROLINNOVA partners had planned to undertake a programme review after completing the first two years of this grant period to take stock of progress and achievements and redefine programme strategies if required. This so-called mid-term review was to be an internally organised process hinging on well facilitated self-evaluation. An external review was foreseen for the second half of 2007.

In 2005, developments around the TMF funding window led to the conclusion that PROLINNOVA was to complete its programme of activities funded by TMF in 2006, one year ahead of schedule. Advancing the external review to 2006 would have put a too heavy demand on the partners. It was therefore decided to combine the two activities by asking an external reviewer to support the planned internal review process and provide a critical outsiders’ perspective on its findings. This document outlines the Terms of Reference (TOR) for the external reviewer.
Objectives and focus

In the context of above developments the specific objectives of the support to be provided by the external reviewer are:

1.
To assess the progress made by PROLINNOVA in reaching its outputs and purposes at country and international level by critically comparing results of the PROLINNOVA internal reviews with own observations as part of the recent GPP evaluation for GFAR.

2.
To formulate recommendations and suggestions, particularly as input for PROLINNOVA planning 2007-2010.

The assessment by the external reviewer is based on results of the internal review activities. He is particularly asked to focus on the extent PROLINNOVA is on its way to reach the following 7 purposes of the proposal to DGIS at country and international level (outcome).

Country level

1.
Effectiveness of PID demonstrated, through building of R&D partnerships, identification and documentation of local innovations and implementation and documentation of actual joint experimentation with farmers;

2.
Capacities of CBO/NGO in PID strengthened;

3.
Government policies influenced and capacities for CBO/NGOs in policy dialogue build;

4.
Innovative funding mechanisms tested and adapted;

International level

5.
Building strong country programmes through backstopping and facilitation of sharing and learning;

6.
Strong international awareness and credibility of farmer innovation and PID approach created;

7.
Adequate management.

Activities

· Study of the reports of the internal reviews of all country programmes and IST member organisations, the synthesis report of the internal review by IIRR and the report of the recent electronic M&E conference.

· Revisit the findings of the recent evaluation of GFAR Global Partnership Programmes as far as they are related to PROLINNOVA, including observations and conclusions related to the 3 country programmes visited as part of this evaluation (Uganda, Cambodia and Nepal)

· Selectively consult PROLINNOVA progress reports, from countries as well as programme level reports

· Attend and contribute to the PROLINNOVA annual meeting in Cambodia, March 2006

The above activities will be coordinated with the overall internal review process of PROLINNOVA through the PROLINNOVA M&E focal point (IIRR, Marise Espineli), supported if required by the PROLINNOVA secretariat at ETC, the Netherlands.

Outputs and time frame

1.
A presentation to the annual PROLINNOVA meeting in Cambodia 6-10 March 2006 with a good synthesis of views and findings for discussion and feedback.

2. Preparation of a 10-15 page report to complement the PROLINNOVA internal review report: first draft to be shared for comments before 1 April and a final version 1 May.
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