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Introduction

On 1st October 2005 the CPWF Impact Assessment Project (IA Project) began. It is a part of the Basin Focal Project (BFP) Initiative that is constructing impact pathways and carrying out ex-ante impact assessment for the CPWF’s 52 projects in its nine basins.  The project is led by the International Center for Tropical Agriculture (CIAT – Spanish Acronym). 

The IA project focuses on carrying out ex-ante (future) impact assessment for the Challenge Program on Water and Food (CPWF) projects in the basins.   The basin-specific focal projects focus on more fundamental questions about the extent to which water can influence livelihoods and poverty, and as such are carrying out a different sort of ex-ante impact assessment.

The IA Project aims to help the CPWF gain a better appreciation of the existing and potential impact of research on water use in agriculture to justify current and future funding. At the same time the IA project aims to help CPWF projects gain a better understanding of how and what impact they hope to attain, and to pilot a monitoring and evaluation approach that both fosters and tracks progress towards achieving impact.  

The IA project has three components:

1) Ex-ante impact assessment of CPWF projects based on the construction of impact pathways; 

2) Analysis of the potential extrapolation domain (potential for scaling out and scaling up) of selected project outputs;
3) Scenario analysis that extrapolates the impact of selected high-potential research outputs to the global level.
The workshop deliverables are: 

1. Inputs for developing the project impact pathways models, including the construction of project problem trees, timelines, vision of success, and network maps;

2. Agreement on next steps required to produce the project impact pathways models and impact narratives.

After the workshop the IA Project will work with the project staff to develop:

1. Project impact pathways models and impact narratives (within 4 months).

2. Project ex-ante impact assessment based on quantifying the impact pathways models (by end of year).

Project impact pathways are: (i) the causal chain of events and outcomes that link outputs to the goal; and (ii) a network map that shows the relationships between project implementing organizations, boundary partners and beneficiaries that are necessary to achieve the goal.  After the workshop, the IA project will work with the individual projects to develop project impact narratives.  A project impact narrative is a document that describes the project’s rationale.  It describes the outputs, outcomes, assumptions, links and relationships shown in the project impact pathway.  It weaves together the chain of outcomes with the evolution of the partner relationships (shown in the network maps developed as part of the impact pathway).  It is quantified and substantiated by literature and expert opinion as far as possible.  

The IGB Basin Workshop

In preparation for the workshop, we sent each project a problem tree derived by us from their respective project documents.  One to four people attended for each project, except Project 35 which had already constructed its IGB impact pathway in the Mekong workshop in February (see Participants List, Annex 1).  The participants are shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Workshop Participants

The structure of the workshop followed the Road Map shown in Figure 2.  
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Figure 2: Workshop and Process Road Map

Participants began by modifying their problem trees (sent to them before the workshop) and then presented them in plenary.  Some projects had already developed problem trees for the Mekong Basin (Figure 3 as an example).   
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Figure 3: A problem tree developed in the Workshop based on one originally developed for the Mekong (PN7 – Improved Productivity in Salt-Affected Areas)

Participants then listed their project objectives followed by a visioning exercise (See Box 1) based on the following: 

“You wake up two years after the end of your project.  Your project has been a success and is well on its way to achieving its goal.  Describe what this success looks like:
· What is happening differently now?  

· Who is doing what differently?  

· What have been the changes in the lives of the people using the project outputs, and who they interact with?

· How are project outputs scaling out and scaling up?”

Box 1: Example of a project vision – PN42 “Groundwater Governance in IGB and YRB

	What is happening differently?

· Awareness about groundwater as shared resource

· Environmental and socio economic impacts

· Better management of resource

Who is doing what differently?

· Farmers- more discriminate use of groundwater, using water-saving techologies, crop combinations

· Administration- regulated use of groundwater use

· Data base on users, meetings

· Groundwater law being implemented

· Politicians- groundwater law, energy price

What have been changes in people lives?

· Lesser cost of groundwater use-savings

· Shift to sustainable crops- income generation- alfalfa to horticulture

How projects outputs are being disseminated?

· Books, research journals, seminars 

· Media- popular writings,

· Water managers – scaling out in local areas

· Policy briefs- to policy makers

What political support is nurturing this spread? 

· Energy pricing

· Surface water transfers that allow for use and recharge

· Strict enforcement of Ground Water law

· Water scarce area – priority




After presenting the project visions in plenary, the participants went on to develop a timeline of events and outcomes that explains what has to happen to achieve their visions (Figure 4)
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Figure 4: Example of a timeline for PN7 – Improved Productivity in Salt-Affected Areas

The project outputs, vision and timeline are input into the development of an impact pathways model.  

The second part of the workshop consisted of constructing network maps that show the evolution of partnerships necessary for a project to move along its timeline, and achieve its goal (vision).  We asked participants to construct two network maps, one for the present and one for 2 years after the end of their respective projects (See Figure 5)  It is this latter network that will be achieving the respective project’s impact through scaling-out and scaling-up of project outcomes.  Scaling-out is the spread of project outcomes (i.e., changes such as the use of a new technology, a new strategy, etc.) from farmer to farmer, community to community, within the same stakeholder groups. Scaling-up is an institutional expansion, based largely on first-hand experience, word-of-mouth and positive feedback, from adopters and their grassroots organizations to policy makers, donors, development institutions, and the other stakeholders key to building a more enabling environment for the scaling-out process.  In other words, scaling-up is the process by which policies, norms, mental models, etc., change in such a way as to support a scaling-out (adoption) process.
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Figure 5: Example of “now” and “future” network maps – PN28 Multiple Use Systems

We asked participants to identify the main differences between the two maps.  We also asked participants to fully describe their network maps as matrices.  We will enter this information into UCINET, a program for drawing and analyzing networks.  This will allow further analysis during the write up of the impact narratives.  For example, the main differences that the Multiple Use Systems project identified were: 1) boundary partners would have a greater role in the research two years after the project ends; and, 2) during the project the project implementing organizations and boundary partners will work to scale-out and scale-up the project outputs, while after the end of the project the Agricultural Department, Irrigation Department, Water Federations and Water User Federations will play the main roles. 

Action Plans

At the end of the workshop individual projects developed and shared their individual workplans, based on the issues that had emerged during the workshop.  For example, the MUS Project said it would: 1) try and put together impact pathways and network maps for the whole MUS project, not just the IGB; and, 2) for the IGB revisit outputs and actors, redo the network maps to better identify post-project impact pathways.

Development of impact pathways and narratives:

The IA project will process the workshop materials and write the first draft of an impact narrative for each project by the end of the year.  We will then work with the respective projects to produce a final product or products, taking into account both the needs of the individual projects and the CP Secretariat by the end of the year.

Workshop Evaluation and Feedback

During the workshop we conducted “go-arounds” after completing different stages (as shown in Figure 2) as a way of gathering evaluative feedback.  

Perceptions of the Problem Trees

Positives

· Helped clarify my project

· It is difficult to capture some project concepts in a problem tree

· Helps see whether the project is likely to tackle the main problem within a short time

· Gives the project a good picture of the problems but details need filling out

· Good for seeing the logic but it focuses on problems not opportunities (a deficit- rather than an asset-based approach)

· Can help implement the project

Suggestions and queries

· It would be better to quantify the problem tree

· Are the problem trees relevant at the village level?

· Where do the goals of the stakeholders come in the problem tree?

Perceptions of the Vision and Timeline Exercises

Positives

· It helped learn more about our projects

· Helps show where we are and where we are going

· Provides opportunity to show how different projects are linked

· The timeline shows if we are on the right track

· Helps revisit the project

· Helps see what needs to be modified (to achieve impact)

· Gives a clearer picture of the project

· Useful in visualizing change

· Useful to construct the vision to see what we want to happen 2 years after the end of the project

· Helps to understand how activities generate outputs and outcomes

· Seeing outputs and timelines of other IGB projects helps see the bigger picture

Perceptions of the Network Maps

Positives

· It was useful to see how to convert project outputs into outcomes

· It was complicated at the beginning but helped understand project relationships

· Helps identify actors that could be involved in the project to help achieve scaling out and up

· Helps clarify actors you need to work with and who will drop out

· Helps understand how complex the real situation is

· Helps understand relationships and how they will change in the future

· Clarifies current and future roles of organizations involved in the project

· It helped Principle Investigators become clearer on how to achieve impact

· A good tool for mid-term corrections

· Helps identify and plan project exit strategies

Queries

· The network maps are very diverse.  Are there similarities between the project networks?  Should there be?

· How does one generalize from such diverse maps?

· What is the basis of saying that a relationship exists or not, or whether it changes or not?

After Action Review

At the end of the workshop we asked participants to say what they liked about the workshop and what they suggested we improve for next time.  

What was good:

· Facilitation 

· The network maps are a good way to represent outputs and outcomes visually

· Helped projects identify more partners who can contribute to achieving project objectives and achieving impact

What could be improved for next time:

· Have the workshop during the week (not over the weekend)

· Make it mandatory for project leaders to attend

· Establish a rule that participants listen when another is speaking

· Place more emphasis on quantifying expected impacts in terms of field level changes, community improvements and changes in governance.

Conclusions

Feedback from the workshop suggests that it was well appreciated.  We (the facilitators) were happy with the quality of output.  Nevertheless it was disappointing that no project leaders attended.  

Annex 1: Participant List

	Project No.
	Names
	Email

	7
	Ms. Amelia Delos Reyes-Cueno (Aimee)
	a.delos-reyes@cgiar.org 

	10
	Dr. M. K. Mondal
	mkmondal@irribd.org

	16
	Dr. A. K. Singh
	aks_wtc@yahoo.com 

aksingh@iari.ernet.in

	23
	Dr. Dhurba Pant 
	d.pant@cgiar.org

	
	Dr. Sudarshan Pandey
	sudarshan.pandey@cgiar.org

	
	Dr. Sabita Thapa (SEI)
	sabitathapa@yahoo.com

	
	Dr. Binod Bhatta
	binodbhatta@yahoo.com 

	28
	Dr. Dr. Yogesh Bhatt
	y.bhatt@cgiar.org

	
	Dr. Deepak Adikhari
	deepaklochan@yahoo.com

	34.
	Dr. P. K. Katiha
	pkatiha@yahoo.com

	42
	Dr. B. R. Sharma
	b.sharma@cgiar.org 

	
	Mr. Rakesh Tiwari
	r.tiwary@cgiar.org

	48
	Dr. Anik Bhadhuri
	a.bhaduri@cgiar.org

	
	Dr. Alok K. Sikka
	aloksikka@yahoo.co.in

	
	Dr. Boru Douthwaite (Facilitator)
	b.douthwaite@cgiar.org

	
	Ms. Cristina de Leon (Co-facilitator)
	cristina@douthwaite.net 

	
	Dr. Abdul Haris A (Basin Coordination)
	abdulharis123@rediffmail.com

	
	Dr. Peter McCornick (IWMI Asia Coordinator)
	p.mccornick@cgiar.org

	
	Dr. Pamela George (CPWF Manager)
	p.george@cgiar.org
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