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Introduction

The CPWF Impact Assessment Project (Impact Project) is  constructing impact for the CPWF’s 52 projects in its nine basins 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.  The Nile Basin Impact Pathways (IP) workshop is the last one to be held.
Workshop Deliverables: 

1. Inputs for predicting future impact of individual projects (achieved – provided by the outcomes logic models)
2. Inputs for developing an impact evaluation plan (achieved – workshop outputs including outcomes logic model with outcome targets)
3. Identification of opportunities for further basin integration (achieved, group work on final day based on opportunities identified during the workshop)
Final Products:

1. Outcomes logic models for each project describing near-term expected / achieved changes resulting from project activities, and longer-term contribution to developmental impact in the Nile Basin (achived)
2. Basin network maps showing who is working with whom in the Nile Basin, useful for planning and monitoring basin-level integration (the CPWF Impact Project will do this based on data from the network maps drawn)
In the workshop, participants were introduced to Participatory Impact Pathways Analysis (PIPA).  They are now able to construct an outcomes logic model and can use a number of project planning tools, including problem trees, visioning and network mapping.  Indeed, the Nile BFP team, who attended the workshop to work on PN19, facilitated themselves to construct impact pathways for the Nile BFP.
The Limpopo Basin IP Workshop

PIPA

In preparation for the workshop, the Impact Project sent each project a problem tree derived either by colleagues in other Impact Pathways Workshops, or by the Impact project.  One to seven (?) attended for each project (see Participants List, Annex 1).  The participants are shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Workshop Participants
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The structure of the workshop followed the Road Map shown in Figure 2.  

Figure 2: Workshop and Process Road Map
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Participants began by modifying their problem trees (see Figure 3).
Figure 3: Improved Water and Land Management in the Ethiopian Highlands Project (PN19) discuss their problem tree
[image: image3.jpg]



Participants identified the project outputs and showed which problems they help solve.  They then carried out a visioning exercise and also described what the project had already achieved (See Box 1) based on the questions: 

· What are the next users doing differently now?

· What will they be doing differently in the future?
· How are project outputs disseminating (scaling out) now?

· How will they disseminate in the future?
· What political support has nurtured this spread (scaling up)?

· What political support will nurture the spread?
· What are the end users doing differently?

· What will they be doing differently?
· What benefits are the next users and end users enjoying as a result of the project?  Are men and women benefiting equally?

· What benefits will they be experiencing?
Box 1: Vision of Improved Fisheries Management Project (PN34)
	How far in the future is your Vision? 
	When the project finishes: 4 years

Other (specify): 

	What are the next users doing differently now?

What will they be doing differently in the future?
	Now: 
·  Linkages between NGOS and the relevant ministries (MWRR, MOLAR, EEAA) has been established.

· More capacity buildings and improvement has been established among the next users and the project team as well.

· More documentation and data base were generated from the project.  

· Guideline were scaled up among key ministries.

Future:

i) Developed guidelines for fisheries development to enhance fish production . 

ii) Aquaculture will be spread around LAKE NASSER.
iii) Government is motivated more for sourcing funds/donors to support aquaculture. 
iv) More  cooperation between key ministries with NGOs to enhance fish production by different technique. 
v) Government will scaling up the success of this system to be applied in other lakes.
 
 

	How are project outputs disseminating (scaling out) now?

How will they disseminate in the future?
	Now: 

· Through Workshops, media, fishermen, meetings /exchange visits, printed materials and Network systems.

· Provide short training courses to the fishermen and the investment companies

Future:

· Workshops, media, conferences , visiting pilot sites

· scientific papers, Policy briefs

· using networking / establishing data base and information system.

· Involving broad range of fishermen. Traders. Investors within the system.

	What political support has nurtured this spread (scaling 

up)?

What political support will nurture the spread?
	· Provide more financial support to produce more fish fry needed for aquaculture.

· Support policy workshop and discussions with key ministries.

· Provide guideline for sustainable fisheries production in Lake Nasser.  

·  Put priority for using project findings to enhance the fish production in the lake.  

· Provide some assistance and facilitation to youth to construct their own farm. 

· Establish environmental audit for such activities around Lake Nasser to set enough rules or regulations to reduce the negative impact.    




	What are the end users doing differently?

What will they be doing differently?
	· Motivation in aquaculture has been increased.  

· The research is moving from the planning to the action

· Better understand the effects of over fishing on the fish productivities. 

· The communities will try to get enough resources for establishing the of aquaculture and new technology for transportation, processing and marketing around lake Nasser.

· They will do some innovate and participatory activities to help government and other groups to scaling out the results.

	What benefits are the next users and end users enjoying as a result of the project?  

Are men and women benefiting equally?

What benefits will they be experiencing?
	· Increased investment in fishing and aquaculture within Lake Nasser without any negative impact on the ecosystem.

· Improve the livelihoods among the community.

· New Job are created  for the youth.

· Increased the water productivity  in lake Nasser

· With the increase the fish productivity (quantity and quality) the price of fish decrease and might be stable.

· Fish plays the main role in the cheap nutrition in Egypt

Yes both Men and Women are benefiting equally.
· Improved income and livlihohod among the poor people.

· Fish represent the main  cheap animal protein in Egypt


Day 1 finished with projects presenting their problem trees and outputs to each other and a go-around (see workshop evaluation).  

The second day consisted of constructing projects’ current network maps (see Figure 3 and 4).  Participants drew maps with four relationships – funding flows; research links; scaling-out and scaling up.  Scaling-out is the spread of project outputs 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.  Participants also indicated the influence and attitude of organizations in their networks.  They then identified the main network changes that: 1) their projects have achieved; and 2) that still need to be made to achieve their respective visions (see Table 1).  They then completed the outcomes logic model, including the identification of SMART outcome targets (see Table 4).  It is the Outcomes Logic Model that most helps the CPWF understand and start to quantify the types outcomes and impact its projects are starting to achieve. 
Figure 3: The Nile Basin Livestock Water Productivity Project (PN37) presenting their network map
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Figure 4: Water Productivity Improvement in Eritrea (PN2) Network Map
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Table 1: Network Changes identified by the Water Productivity Improvement in Eritrea Project (PN2)
	Describe the most important network and influence changes
	Has the change already occurred? 
	Why is it important to make the change? 
	What are the project’s strategies for achieving these changes?

	Coordination, planning and conduct of research across a wide range of organizations/institutions e.g. NARES, Unis, CGcentres, Zobas
	Yes – even if ICARDA were to disappear at end of PN2 process would continue, but less effectively
	Synergies, efficiencies through partnerships and apportioning of responsibilities – the value of the whole is greater than the sum of the parts
	Common planning, review, joint activities, efficient coordination

	MOA and NARI jointly organizing quality seed production and delivery system promoted for Eritrean highlands through 
	Begun
	To make seed available to farmers (by farmers), limited seed availability to farmers under old system
	Implementation of economically viable, demand driven, community seed production and delivery systems

	Farmers, farming communities are major partners in research – much greater interaction with research and extension; farmers actively seeking improved cultivars and other technologies
	Begun
	To make use of farmers’ indigenous knowledge, big increase in human resources to help undertake the research, end products suitable for their needs; to make farmers responsible for the technologies they will use in future
	Farmer field participatory research

	Brewery becomes part of the network
	Begun
	New market and better prices for farmers growing existing and improved malting cultivars
	Raised awareness of breweries that they could use locally grown barley (all was being imported for brewing); Developing improved malting varieties; 

	More sub-Zobas involved
	Started with 5, increased to 7, others are requesting to be involved
	- To scale out; 
- To enable others to receive the benefits; 
- To enable others to be engaged in participatory research programs to identify their own site specific solutions
	Involving people from other sub-zobas (in addition to the formally participating sub-zobas) in training, field days, seminars and other activities


Table 2: Outcomes Logic Model for the Improved Livelihoods through Dam Management Project (PN36)
	Actor / actors
	Change in Practice 
	Change in Knowledge, Attitudes or Skills
	Project strategies 
	SMART outcome targets

	Changes already made

	Researchers 
	Inter-institutional collaboration established. Professionals from different disciplines (e.g. engineering, public health, environmental scientists and social scientists) have come together and formed a team and shared knowledge in relation to dam planning and operation.  
	Increased knowledge of dam environmental  impacts and implications for communities 
	Established research strategy and communication between partners
	- Special Edition of Journal River Basin  Management 

- Jointly authored scientific papers

- Jointly run workshops 

- Incorporation of research findings in university curricula (2008) 

	Graduate 

Researchers 
	- Increased institutional capacity

- In the future should influence institutional practices – making them more sensitive to environmental and social impacts of dams and how to incorporate these issues in dam planning and operation. 
	Increased knowledge of dam impacts and implications for communities
	Support to graduate researchers – resources and supervision and hopefully in future embed in relevant institutions (government ministries and dam operators)
	- 4 MSc Students graduated 

- 3 MSc students graduate before December 2008

- 1 PhD student graduated 

- 1 PhD student graduates by December 2009  

	Changes still to be made

	Local communities 
	- Involvement in decision-making processes related to dam planning and operation. 

- Increasing sustainability of decisions made.  
	- Buy-in to decisions being made. 

- Influence decision-making. 

- Understanding why decisions are made 
	- Conducted stakeholder surveys 

- Stakeholder workshop 
	Guidelines incorporates details on how to empower local communities through NGOs and other agencies 

	Government Ministries (policy- makers)
	Create policy environment and legal instruments that enhance dam planning and operation
	- Full awareness of environmental and social impacts of dams

- Recognition of environmental and social impacts of dams and move away from considering only traditional economic benefits 

- Increased institutional capacity to regulate dam operators  
	Policy briefs, policy influencing workshop and development of guidelines


	- MOWR endorsement of policy brief and guidelines 

- Guidelines integrated into existing dam planning protocols 

- Policy influencing workshop attended by officials from key ministries (October 2008). 

	Dam planners and operators 
	Change in dam planning and operation to maximize benefits and minimize negative impacts
	- Knowledge: Full awareness of environmental and social impacts of dams

- Attitude: moving away from only considering traditional economic benefits 

- Skills: Increased capacity to operate dams in a manner that is environmentally  and socially sensitive
	Development of Guidelines
	- Guidelines used routinely by dam planners and operators 

- Guidelines produced and published by December 2008. 


Identifying Common Ground

On the morning of day three participants brainstormed on what common ground they thought existed between projects.  Participants split into groups of 3 – 5 people from different projects.  The results were discussed in plenary.  One group produced the figure below.  Another suggested that each project: 

1. Identify their most promising options to increase water productivity for food;

2. Identify 2 key outputs they have developed with wider applicability in the Nile, 

The group suggested that the Nile Basin Coordinator take the lead in motivating this work, and that the latter form the basis of a Brief to be ready at the Forum in November.
A third group suggested that key messages, including the key outputs and options for increasing water productivity, are identified and aimed at different levels and scales.

Figure 5: Commonalities and differences in the contexts, mechanisms used and outcomes produced by CPWF Nile Projects
[image: image6.jpg](P 2K Fisnpochiy™- o
CP 3 Dam DS’ =Selowan

.

K,

#Nadsa





Workshop Evaluation and Feedback

During the workshop we conducted “go-arounds” at the end of day 1 and again at the end of day 2.  The results are given in Annex 2.  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.  This is a modified form of after-action review (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/After_Action_Review).  The results were:
What was good:

Facilitation, venue, organization

· Workshop met the objectives

· Good time-keeping (x3)
· Good facilitation (x4)

· The venue and accommodation was quite satisfactory

· Travel arrangements

Interaction, meeting other people, working as project teams
· Get to know professionals from different sectors and their roles

· Sharing of experience

· Face to face meeting

· Good interaction 

· Encouraged active participation

· High level of interaction between participants

· Group dynamics 

· Useful for project team

· The interaction between people and projects

· Good chance for TL to work with project team

· Useful learning and exchange with Nile projects

· Useful way of learning about other projects (x4)

· Useful networking opportunity and learning with planned follow-ups as a result

· (Identification of) possible linkages between projects

· Working as project teams

PIPA, and learning about PIPA
· Understand and practice impact pathways

· Learn useful tool for planning and monitoring

· Like the learning tool 

· Learning about problem trees, Impact Pathways

· Impact pathways is a very useful idea to organize your thinking.  

· A lot of learning, concepts and tools

· It gives a clear view of the problem, the way the project is functioning and the outputs

· Useful outputs

· Increasing knowledge of PIPA

· Better understanding of CPWF past, present and future

· Useful tools to benefit ILRI

· Discussion of key issues in basins

· The workshop was a good learning process on how to do PIPA

· Problem tree useful to explain project rationale

· Helps to reassess a project through developing problem trees

What to improve for next time:
· Too much information in a short time

· Workshop period is too short

· Extra day with project presentations at the start

· Push further, develop common ground between projects

· Distribution of handouts and other relevant materials before the workshop

· Also, circulation of experience from other projects and previous workshops would be helpful

· More mentorship on strategies to bring about changes

· No water for shower

· Confusion about planning and invitations

· The project numbers are confusing

· Some summary information about participating projects in advance

· Would have liked to have done now and future maps for newer projects

· Network maps rather confusing

· Such process should come earlier (in the project cycle)

· Reminds me of the lost opportunities from not bringing CPWF Nile Basin projects together a few years ago

· PN20, 22, 28 and 53 are missing

· For PN36 the partners from the Volta and IGB were missing 

· Need to learn more about (the PN36) network across basins
Annex 1: Participant List

	S/No.
	Name
	Project
	Instititution
	Country
	E-mail

	1
	Yosif A. Ibrahim
	19
	UNESCO -CWR
	Khartoum, Sudan
	yosif64@yahoo.com

	2
	Bashar, K. E
	19
	UNESCO -CWR
	Khartoum, Sudan
	basharke@hotmail.com

	3
	Matthew McCartney
	36
	IWMI
	A.A, Ethiopia
	m.ccartney@cgiar.org

	4
	Nadia Manning-Thomas
	 
	IWMI
	A.A, Ethiopia
	n.manning@cgiar.org

	5
	Solomon Kibret
	36
	IWMI
	A.A, Ethiopia
	s.kibret@gmail.com

	6
	Maatougui Mohammed El Hadi
	2
	ICARDA
	Aleppo, Syria
	m.maatougui@cgiar.org

	7
	Yasmin R. Mustafa
	2
	ICARDA
	Aleppo, Syria
	ymustafa@cgiar.org

	8
	Mark Svendsen
	TL4
	IFPRI
	Philomath, USA
	msvendsen@peak.org

	9
	Douglas White
	TL2
	CIAT
	Cali, Colombia
	 

	10
	Fitsum Hagos
	19
	IWMI
	A.A, Ethiopia
	f.hagos@cgiar.org

	11
	Yasir A. Mohamed
	19
	IWMI
	A.A, Ethiopia
	y.mohamed@cgiar.org

	12
	Seleshi B. Awulachew
	19
	IWMI
	A.A, Ethiopia
	s.bekele@cgiar.org

	13
	Lisa Maria Rebelo
	19
	IWMI
	A.A, Ethiopia
	l.rebelo@cgiar.org

	14
	Amare Hailesilassie
	19
	ILRI
	A.A, Ethiopia
	a.haileselassie@cgiar.org

	15
	Paulo van Breugel
	37
	ILRI
	Nairobi, Kenya
	p.vanbreugel@cgiar.org

	16
	Don Peden
	37
	ILRI
	A.A, Ethiopia
	d.peden@cgiar.org

	17
	Ranjitha Ruskur
	37
	ILRI
	A.A, Ethiopia
	r.puskur@cgiar.org

	18
	Mpairwe Demu
	37
	Animal ScienceDept., Makerere University
	Kampala, Uganda
	dmpairwe@agric.mak.ac.ug

	19
	Mengistu Alemayehu
	 
	EIAR
	A.A, Ethiopia
	mengalemayehu@yahoo.com

	20
	Olfat ANWAR Habib Mohamed
	34
	High Dam Lake Dev't Authority
	Aswan, Egypt
	olfatanwar@gmail.com

	21
	Mohamed Adel Abdel Mageed
	34, BC
	National Institute of Oceanography and Fisheries
	Cairo, Egypt
	abdel_meguid@maktoob.com

	22
	Boru Douthwaite
	Facilitator
	CIAT
	Cali, Colombia
	bdouthwaite@gmail.com

	23
	Liz Humpheries
	2, TL
	IRRI
	Los Banos, Philippines
	e.humphreys@cgiar.org


Annex 2: Go-round feedback

Day 1 (after problem trees and visions)
· Learned a lot, a learning day

· Interactive

· Impressed by the cross-project learning

· Fact finding for the project, see how we are already linking to end users

· Understood my project better

· Understands IPs now through examples

· Interesting and useful, lots of learning

· Working alone was difficult but I had great help

· Complexity of problems become transparent

· Learned about importance of livestock

· Learning experience for own project and others.  Good base for tomorrow

· Improved resource management leads to improved livelihood

· Impressed by optimism, how people defended their projects.  Through them sensed there are solutions.

· PIPA organizes thinking, productive learning process

· Learned that agriculture affects other agricultural and infrastructure projects

· Team building exercise, learned about other projects our roles, what other colleagues are doing

· Impressed by ability of PN19 to reassess what they have done

· IP worked well, felt that the visions were a bit over-intellectualized, phrased in terms of concepts rather than what people might see when they wake up

· Learned a lot about other projects, met new people and learned what they are doing

· Important to have this sort of coming together, for synergizing, important to interact quite frequently

· Different way of looking at project, impressed by diversity of ideas

· Like to see a process like this between concept note and development of full proposal

· Problem tree good way of generating discussion and thinking about problems in different ways

· Learning opportunity, good to see how projects can link up in the future

· Impressed with the way people apply themselves in these workshops

· Time keeping OK

Day 2 go-around (after network mapping)

· Constructive day, smart way to put together two separate concepts, maps and networks

· Like functionality in networks not design

· Needs concentration, need to know detailed information, function to produce a nice network

· Lots of new things to learn, liked that I saw didn’t see strong communication between projects although all working in water

· Useful practice to think through how project is linking to end users, to think who will use project outputs

· Good that colleagues from Sudan came

· Realized challenging to work in team

· Challenging to convert research into policy recommendations

· Learning opportunity, more useful at early stages

· Useful hearing about other projects, afternoon useful to hear about how projects expect to have impact

· Doing it again, bring homes that impact not just about producing outputs, but also about networks and relationships that need to be put into place beyond what we can do (in projects)

· Started to think how we can monitor projects along the way, to check up on the things we say we are going to do

· Another day for great thinking, trying to link all the players in the network

· Challenging to integrate the outputs from yesterday and networks into the logic model

· Useful to begin to see the networks that need different types of information, now can begin to see my role in communications

· Good to level the field, share knowledge, gain common understanding in the group

· Saw importance of thinking global but acting local through local networks

· Nice to know what is in Lake Nasser

· How to put together one or two key messages collectively.  Can we pull together key messages?

· Network map best way to understand relationship between different partners, but how to show links across basins

· Fruitful day, helped me get clear vision and importance of project, through our authority

· Network maps allows to see inner working of project.  Wish experiment to show networks between projects

· Brought home complexity of partnerships.  Thought project was simple

· Difficulty of identifying real indicators of change

· Realized networking helps a lot at beginning of project than now, at completion

· Realized the challenge incorporating scientific findings in policy making

· Best thing learning more about nile basin projects

· Seeing a network map constructed in a different way
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