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REPORT
GAFSP CSO Country Mission
Nepal
January 27-February 1, 2012


Conducted by:
Raul Socrates C. Banzuela (GAFSP SC CSO-Asia Representative-Alternate)

1. Background

1.1 Three missions have already been conducted by AFA in Nepal for GAFSP in 2011. 
1.1.1 The first one was conducted by Esther Penunia and Vicky Serrato on May 2011,  focused on the introduction of GAFSP and the proposed Food Security Enhancement Project to the CSOs and IFAD-MTCP Farmers Forum of Nepal. Results of the consultation were reported during the June 2011 Steering Committee, which deliberated and subsequently approved the Nepal proposal. 
1.1.2 The second was held on August 2011, by Esther Penunia and Vicente Fabe, and was focused on informing the CSO constituency about the approval of the Nepal proposal and on getting their concrete recommendations on the content and process of finalizing the proposal . During this Mission, we learned that the government has targeted for submission to the GAFSP Steering Committee by June 2012  the final implementation plan. Also during this mission, a GAFSP CSO Working Group was formed, with Krishna Paudel of Rainforest Action as selected focal person/ org. The Farmers’ Organizations participating in the MTCP program supported by IFAD, with ANPFA as Secretariat /national implementing agency, expressed interest to engage in the GAFSP processes and committed themselves to educate and mobilize their members in the GAFSP areas towards meaningful engagement.  
1.1.3 The third one was held on October 2011 by Soc Banzuela. It was a follow-through mission on the second visit, aimed 1)  to get updates on the CSO work on GAFSP, 2) to familiarize oneself with the agriculture situation in Nepal and with the key players in GAFSP, and 3) to assist the GAFSP CSO Working Group in the dialogue with the World Bank re. participation of CSO in the forthcoming Field Mission (scheduled November 2011)  aimed to finalize the process of formulation of the final implementation plan.

1.2 An official GAFSP mission for the design phase was conducted last November 2011. it would be good to get updates about the results of the mission, the participation of the CSOs in this mission, and some steps that have to be undertaken. 
1.3 Some of the CSOs involved in the GAFSP CSO Working Group were making efforts to catalyze the formation of an independent (from political parties and government) national farmers’ organizations , from the many farmers’ groups organized at the district levels and are working with the government’s district offices. This independent national farmers’ organization was envisioned to work complementarily with the farmers’ wings of the major political parties in engaging the government in the agriculture development strategy, country investment plans and other agriculture-related policies. A coordinating meeting was to take place on January 29. 

1.4 Two events were to be conducted in Nepal in January which the Mission could attend to gather more information about the situation of farmers and farmers organizations in Nepal and to have discussions with their leaders : 

1.4.1 One was the Final Learning Event of the implementors of the Rural Women Leadership Project, scheduled January 25-27. The Project was implemented in the Philippines by AFA and PAKISAMA, and in Nepal by WOCAN-Nepal. The event was to  bring women leaders from both countries to share experiences, challenges and lessons learned in being a woman leader in agriculture and natural resource management. The event was being organized by WOCAN-Nepal, one of the local hosts of previous GAFSP CSO mission. 

1.4.2 The second event was the Workshop on the Organic Rice Industry Analysis, organized jointly by AFA and the Community Self Reliance Center (CSRC), the NGO partner of a national farmers’ organization, National Land Rights Forum (NLRF). This Workshop was one of the research cum capacity building program of AFA for the year, involving FOs in AFA-covered countries. The workshop was to  bring together FOs , aside from NLRF. 

2 Objectives

2.1 get updates on the involvement of CSOs on the final design phase after the official November mission

2.2 get updates on the involvement of the FOs and CSOs , through the MTCP Farmers’ Forum  and the GAFSP CSO Working Group, in the current design phase of the GAFSP Nepal project 

2.3 get updates from the government about the status of the design phase of the GAFSP Nepal project

2.4 have some discussions with the MTCP farmers' forum,  the CSO Working Group , the farmers groups at the district levels, on how  together, we can make a longer (at most a year) plan on how to help farmers and their organizations to effectively influence national policy making processes, not only in GAFSP, but for over-all agriculture and food security. 

3 Key Activities Conducted
(please see Annex 1 for program and list of people met )


January 27
AM: Attendance to WOCAN event; meeting with Dibya Gurung and Kanchan Lama 
      (WOCAN-Nepal)
PM: Meeting with Dr. Keshab (AnPFA), Dr. Syham Poudel ( Ministry of Agriculture and 

      Cooperatives) and Dr. Krishna Poudel (Rainforest Action)


January 28:
AM: Attendance to Meeting of Nepal Farmers’ Groups
PM:  Visit to CSRC office, meeting with representatives from CSRC (Jagat Basnet and Jagat Deuja) and Forest Action (Krishna Poudel)


January 29: 

AM: Attendance to workshop on organic rice industry analysis

PM: Meeting with IFAD MTCP Nepal Farmers Forum


January 30: 
PM:  Meeting with Dr. Keshap (AnPFA) , preparations for Feb 1 meeting

February 1:  Meeting with CSO Working Group on GAFSP


4 Key Information and Observations : 
4.1 GAFSP Nepal Project status. The  November 8-18 Mission conducted consultations with various stakeholders including CSOs in Kathmandu and in Surket, but not yet in Karnali. Recognizing the lack of participation of CSOs,  and the urging from the WB, the MOAC has created a team to finalize the design with more vigorous participation by CSOs. 
4.2 CSOs’ involvement. During the October CSO Mission, the GAFSP CSO Working Group met with Mr. Purna of the World Bank,  asking the possibility for CSO representation in the Official November Mission. He promised to talk with the people in charge in the Ministry but opined that even to get one representative may already be difficult. The  official November Mission was conducted with no representative from the CSOs. However, its Mission Team members met with key leaders of the GAFSP CSO Working Group such as Dr . Khrisna and Dr.  Keshab last November 8. 

There has been no meeting of the GAFSP CSO Working Group since  October 2011, though individual leaders of the GAFSP CSO WG were meeting with the Prime Minister and Design Coordinator, Shyam Poudel. 

During this Mission, Shyam Poudel from MoAC and Coordinator for GAFSP Design process,  conveyed to the key leaders of CSO Working Group the planned Stakeholders Consultation on February 6-7  in preparation for an upcoming World Bank Mission starting February 12. It is expected that the process will accelerate in the coming days given the personnel involved and a more organized CSO Working Group. 


4.3 One of the members of the CSO Working Group, Forest Action, is making efforts to organize a national farmers organization from farmers’ groups in 15 districts, who have directly worked with local governments on some agriculture projects.  In one of its meeting last January 29, invited guests from CSRC and NLRF, as well as Soc Banzuela shared their experiences in organizing farmers and lobbying with governments for concrete policies and programs. 


4.4 CSO Working Group Engagement Plan. During the meeting last Feb 1, the GAFSP CSO agreed to work on the following activities, given a possible 20,000 USD budget support from Agricord-IFAD. The activities will be aimed to increase the capacities of farmers and their groups, especially in the target areas, to meaningfully engage the government in the design processes not only of GAFSP but also in agriculture development strategies. 

     Activities                                                                         Budget

    1. Workshop in Karnali                                                                            US$ 14000 

    2. spot consultations in all 7 districts                                                                 3800
    3. lobbying, press conference, coordination meetings

                              and others                                                                            2200

      Total                                                                                                          20,000
5 Key Results 


5.1 One major achievement of this meeting was that representatives from key CSOs and national Farmers organizations met and committed to engage the GAFSP as an organized group. It was the first time for MTCP Farmers Forum members to meet with other FOs such as the NLRF and other NGOs such as CSRC, WOCAN Nepal, and Forest Action;  and to join hands in engaging the GAFSP Project.  It was also agreed that the GAFSP CSO Working Group  will remain as a CSO mechanism for a systematic engagement with government on various ODA projects. They thought the same mechanism could be used in the ADB-funded Agriculture Program Strategy project, for example.  (pls see Annex 2 : Minutes of Feb 1 Meeting)
5.2 One major output  in the mission was that the communication lines between the Asian CSO Rep (Alternate) and the GAFSP Project Design Coordinator has been opened (pls see Annex 3: Communications between Shyam and Banzuela) and important information were transmitted since (Pls see Annex 4: Attachments: Report on the November Mission and Annex 5: Studies done by IIDS).


6 Recommendations and Action Points: 
6.1 AnPFA, through Dr. Keshab, will draft a proposal based on the discussions last February 1, finalize it upon receiving comments from the members of the GAFSP CSO Working Group, and send it to AFA. AFA will then send the final proposal to Agricord. AFA will inform Agricord about Nepal CSO/FOs interest to access funds and the agreements reached during Feb 1 meeting.  
6.2 Regular meetings of the GAFSP CSO Working Group should be ensured and immediate feedback to both the core group and larger members of the working group be done. A portion of the AgriCORD grant could be devoted to Coordination meetings. 
6.3 What was started as a meeting between the CSO Working Group with Dr. Shyam Poudel and Purna should be pursued and open communications sustained.
6.4 Immediate task among the members of the CSO Working group is the profiling/mapping of presence in the project sites/Karnali region and the identification of expertise and contribution that maybe shared by each one in the project.

6.5 It is then important that the GAFSP CSO Working Group be fully utilized to become the same mechanism to strategize on other ODA projects such as the Agriculture Development Strategy project by the Asian Development Bank. Complementation and synergy of various agriculture development projects in the country should be considered seriously by the CSO Working Group.
Annexes
Annex 1: Program
	DAY
	ACTIVITY
	NOTES

	January 26
	Arrival at Hotel Tibet
	Arranged by Mr. Jagat Basnet, CSRC

	January 27 AM
	Attendance to WOCAN Event 
	c/o Dibya Gurung; Lunch Meeting with Dr. Keshab, agreed to  hold CSO Working Group Meeting and meeting with IFAD-MTCP FAFO;

	                     3-5 PM:
	Meeting  with Dr. Shyam Poudel and two other officials from MoAC

	together with GAFSP CSO Working Group representative:  Dr. Khrisna Poudel , Dr. Keshab, Tara from Wocan-Nepal, and AnPFA Sec Gen. 

	January 28: AM:
	Attendance to Meeting of Nepal Farmers Group 


	Dr. Khrishna Poudel facilitated the meeting, with 15 district farmer leaders (with one woman); NLRF Sec Gen, Jagat Deuja from CSRC, and another from the Forest Action 

	PM:
	Visit to CSRC Office; Orientation on CSRC-NLRF landrights campaign; Dinner with CSRC Jagat Basnet, Jagat Deuja, Forest Action Dr. Khrisna Poudel;
	agreed to attend the meeting on Feb 1 

	January 29-30: 9 AM-5 PM:
	Attendance to CSRC/NLRF Worskhop on Organic Rice Industry
	Sharing of, various experiences and insights of participants in organic agriculture, particularly rice

	January 29, 6-8 PM:
	Dinner Meeting with Nepal Farmers Forum


	Attended by 12  Key Leaders and staff of IFAD MTCP Farmers Forum. Agreed to meet with other NLRF, CSRC, Forest Action, WOCAN on February 1, 10-12 AM at New Tibet Hotel

	January 30, 6-9 PM:
	Walk and Dinner with Professor Keshab


	History walk at Kathmandu and life story of Prof Keshab

	February 1, 9-1 PM:
	Meeting with CSO Working Group on GAFSP 


	pls see Annex 2. Minutes of the GAFSP CSO Working Group Meeting

	Feb 2
	Departure to Manila
	


Annex 2: Minutes of the February 1, 2012 CSO Working Group Meeting, Tibet Hotel

The meeting started at 10:20 A.M facilitated by Dibya Gurung and Khrisna Poudel.

In attendance were as follows: Farmers Forum Nepal Representatives led by Dr. Keshab of ANPFA, the President of National Landless Forum, Executive Directors of Community Self-Reliance Center (Jagat Basnet), Forest Action (Dr. Khrisna Poudel) and WOCAN (Nepal Coordinator, Dibya Gurung).

Mr. Banzuela thanked everyone for coming and mentioned the importance of a concerted action among farmers’ organizations and NGOs in ensuring the GAFSP project succeeds in getting meaningful participation especially of the target beneficiaries themselves. He cited experiences in the Philippines where crucial and almost impossible- to -enact -legislation such as an agrarian reform given the strong and powerful presence and influence of the landowning class was finally passed only because the various farmers organizations and NGOs coming from different formations and political tendencies decided to set aside differences and concentrated only on working together to pass the urgent and important reforms and extension of the agrarian reform program to benefit a million landless farmers. In the same manner, the GAFSP project especially in Nepal, may require the same degree of unity among peasant organizations and NGOs to ensure they get the necessary space in the National Project Steering Committee and in the subsequent project implementation.

It was also clarified that AgriCord, a European Agri Agency assisting the Asian Farmers Association (AFA) would be providing some assistance (20,000USD) for CSOs in Nepal to be able to engage meaningfully and that a budget proposal may need to be submitted immediately.

Some further clarifications were done on the GAFSP CSO Working Group and its activities : the first Mission by AFA and updates on the recent meetings conducted with the Prime Minister (who didn’t know much about the project), the Jan 27 meeting just held with Dr. Shyam Poudel, the Project  Coordinator,  and the information re. the upcoming stakeholders consultation.  There was initial apprehension from the Maoist’ farmers group re the participation of Action Aid especially sitting in the Steering Committee but this was eventually clarified that NGOs will have their own process of selection and the various farmers’ organizations will also have their own process of selecting representatives, once seats for the national gafsp project steering committee are allocated to the sectors. 
Subsequently the group discussed the activities and the allocation that can be provided given the available budget and agreed on the following:

Activities                                                                         Budget

1. Workshop in Karnali                                                                            US$ 14000 

2. spot consultations in all 7 districts                                                             3800
3. lobbying, press conference, coordination meetings

                              and others                                                                $2200

Total                                                                                                                   20,000
They also agreed on the basic principles of transparency and accountability that will govern their working relations and given this principle it should not matter who will be the fund holder of the 20,000 usd grant. The group was informed of the consultation proposal sent by ANPFA to AFA and given the new agreements, AFA will be waiting for a revised proposal from ANPFA.

The group also agreed that the same representatives henceforth, should be attending the succeeding activities of the GAFSP CSO Working Group to ensure greater understanding and continuity.

The meeting ended with a lunch.

Annex 3: Communications between Dr. Shyam Poudel and Banzuela
Dear Soc Banzuela,

Please find the attached files on inception report submitted by IIDS
consultant for carryiny out situational assessment, social and
environment assessment for the preparation of GAFSP project and the
report of the last mission for your information.

Best wishes,
Shyam Poudyal

On 1/27/12, Raul Socrates Banzuela <raulsocrates@yahoo.com> wrote:
Dear Shyam,


Warmest greetings!


I would like to thank you for the candid and meaningful conversation we had

this afternoon with FAFO and civil society representatives. I appreciate
very much the updates you gave us and the idea of conducting a stakeholders’
consultation on 6-7 February for a consensus to be reached already among
project stakeholders for presentation to the upcoming WB Mission starting on
the 12th February. I also appreciate your openness to the ideas put forward
such as the need for a bottom-up project designing, institutionalization and
formalization of participation of Producers organizations and CSOs in
Project Steering Committee and even in project management, implementation,
monitoring and evaluation at all levels, continuous meetings/dialogues,
communicating with the Secretary on the proposals put forward by the POs and

 CSOs as they heed your advice to also talk with the Secretary.
We are keenly interested to have a copy of the inception report prepared by
the two consultants from IIDS. The recommendation from Dr. Keshab of ANPFA
for the inception report presentation to FaFo seems to be a good idea to
pursue. Am also interested to be furnished a copy of your November mission
report.

He may have informed you already on this, but I am forwarding to you,
nevetheless,  a letter I sent to Purna re the guidelines on participation
approved by the GAFSP Steering Committee last year for your guidance. I also
attached a copy of the revised guidelines.


We are closely observing the GAFSP processes here in Nepal (this is our
fourth mission) as we see the possibility for a real breakthrough in
 partnerships AT ALL levels of the project here given the enthusiasm of
Producers Organizations and CSOs to engage,  the openness of government to
people’s participation, and the facilitative role of WB.


We look forward to a joint mission involving representatives from  Farmers

 Forum, CSOs, and your team to the Karnali region to talk with the actual
 target beneficiaries-partners.


I wish you all the best and rest assured you will have our support in your
efforts to make this project a grand success and a model of inclusive and
meaningful participation and partnerships.

Sincerely yours,

Soc Banzuela
>
>

> ----- Forwarded Message -----
> From: Raul Socrates Banzuela <raulsocrates@yahoo.com>
> To: ""pchhetri@worldbank.org"" <pchhetri@worldbank.org>
> Cc: ""dibyagurung@wocan.org"" <dibyagurung@wocan.org>;
> "kanchanlama@wocan.org" <kanchanlama@wocan.org>; Krishna P. Paudel
> <krishna@forestaction.org>; Tara Pandey <tarahimal@gmail.com>; AFAesther
> <afaesther@asianfarmers.org>
> Sent: Friday, 28 October 2011, 14:44
> Subject: GAFSP Country Guidelines
>
>
>
> Dear Purna,
>
> Warmest greetings from the Philippines!
>
> First, I would like to express my heartfelt thanks to you for welcoming us
> in your office on October 25, 2011. I found the meeting most fruitful.
>
> I got the impression that you are all moving faster with inclusiveness in
> the process of implementing the GAFSP-funded food security project. I also
> found the approach of assigning the first year as the learning year most
> sound.
>
> I look forward to a  very fruitful mission and consultations in the coming
> days of November.
>
> Second, I look forward to GAFSP-Nepal becoming a model of inclusive project
> implementation. As agreed, am sending you this revised GAFSP Country
> Guidelines which was approved by the Steering Committee on September 16,
> 2011, after a series of discussion among technical working group members.
>
> Of particular interest to us relevant to the on-going process in Nepal is
> Annex 3:  Quality of Participation Guidelines which has four major key
> result areas, indicators and means for verificaiton.
>
> The entire paper is very instructive enough to emphasize the seriousness of
> the GAFSP to quality stakeholders participation.
>
> I quote here  two lines given the issues we raised in our meeting to ensure
> CSO participation in the design mission and in the Steering Committee that
> would be set up for the project.
>
> 1. Coverage of the new Guidelines, in the Introduction section:..."These
> guidelines are intended to be used by governments and supervising entities
> to finalize and implement GAFSP supported projects and ensure regular,
> sustained, inclusive, and meaningful participation of relevant actors"
>
> 2. Relevant to the question of  CSO and producers' organizations'
> participation in the design mission  and the Project Steering Committee
> :  Self-selected representatives of key stakeholders (including civil
> society groups, farmer organizations and private sector) participate in the
> institutional/inter-ministerial co-ordination arrangements with clearly
> identified roles in implementation. Representatives of key producers’
> organization and CSOs should be invited to be members of these committees
> from the outset and should designate their own representatives.
>
> Again, I wish you all the best in your endeavors to assist the poorest among
>  the poor farmers of Nepal.
>
> Sincerely yours,
>
> Soc Banzuela
> Asian CSO Representative (Alternate)  to GAFSP Steering Committee
Annex 3
Quality of Participation Guidelines

These guidelines will be used by the Technical Advisory Committee to assess
the extent to which the country investment plans (section 1.6 and 1.7 of
Annex 1) and GAFSP proposals (section 2.3 and 2.8 of Annex 1) were developed
in a participatory manner. These guidelines are intended to be used by
governments and supervising entities to finalize and implement GAFSP
supported projects and ensure regular, sustained, inclusive, and meaningful
participation of relevant actors.
>
>
        Key Element    and Indicators   Means of Verification
1. Participation is inclusive/representative  Description in proposal and/or
 documents such as:

 -          Key actors are identified and representatives of each sector are
 allowed to self-select who will represent them in the participatory
 processes.
 -          All interests/sectors connected with food security are invited to
 participate (e.g. women, smallholder producers, CSOs, private sector, public
 sector institutions, technical experts, donors, and others).
 -          Particular attention has been paid to ensure the voice and
 participation of small scale producers.
-          Participation opportunities also include stakeholders from
outside the capital. -          Description of selection criteria and details about how actors were selected to be included in the country

 proposal.
 -          Lists of participants in key meetings.
 -          Invitations and meeting announcements.

 2. Participation is well planned and more than a one-off activity
Description in proposal and/or documents such as:
 -          There is an agreed process for scheduling and organizing
 participation. The decision making process, roles and responsibilities of
 actors are clearly defined ahead of opportunities for participation; and
 announcements of opportunities for participation are communicated widely in
 advance to ensure broad participation.
 -          Self-selected representatives of key stakeholders (including
 civil society groups, farmer organizations and private sector) participate
 in the institutional/inter-ministerial co-ordination arrangements with
 clearly identified roles in implementation.Representatives of key producers’
 organization and CSOs should be invited to be members of these committees
 from the outset and should designate their own representatives.
 -          Consultations and opportunities for participation are provided
 regularly throughout development of the agriculture and food security
 strategy, the investment plan and the GASFP proposal.
 -          There are specific plans and platforms to ensure participatory
 processes during implementation. -          Documents outlining agreed
 process endorsed by key actors, defining roles and stating who is
 responsible.
 -          CAADP Post Compact Review for African Countries, independent
 technical review report for non-African countries.
 -          Evidence that the government is addressing the recommendations
 concerning stakeholder involvement from the CAADP Post Compact review (for
 African countries) and from the independent technical reviews (for
 non-African countries [see Annex 2] )
 -          Invitations and meeting announcement.
 3. Participation is meaningful and transparent  Description in proposal
 and/or documents such as:
 -          Participation opportunities employ methodologies to ensure equal
 voice of men and women, and of smallholder farmers.
 -          Dissenting voices are accepted and recorded.
 -          Minutes of meetings are recorded, provided to the participants
 and disseminated broadly.
 -          Support is provided to enable broad participation of key
 stakeholders in consultation, implementation and for capacity building.
 -          TOR, methodology, and agenda endorsed by stakeholders.
 -          (CAADP Post Compact Review for African Countries).
 -          Meeting reports and distribution lists.
 -          Description and/or documentation outlining in-kind, financial or
 donor resources available to support consultation implementation and for
 capacity building.
 4. Participation impacts project design and implementation Description in
 proposal and/or documents such as:
 -          There is evidence of meaningful participation by key actors in
 the planning and implementation of the agriculture and food security
 strategy,  the investment plan and the GASFP proposal.
 -          There is evidence that the agriculture and food security
 strategy, the investment plan and the GASFP proposal are responsive to
 gender concerns.
 -          There is evidence that input received from all actors involved in
 participatory processeswas reflected in the investment plan and in the GASFP
 proposal.
 -          There is ownership/broad political support for the agriculture
 and food security strategy, for the investment plan and for the GASFP
 proposal. -          Documentation from independent, self-selected civil
 society/stakeholders that provides an analysis and evaluation of the design
 and impact of the consultation process organized by the government.

Attachments

Download All 

Annex 4: November 6-18, 2011 WB Mission Report

Nepal

Agriculture and Food Security Project 

Project Preparation Consultation (November 06-18, 2011)

 Draft Aide Memoire 
I.  Introduction

1.
A World Bank team
 worked between November 6-18, 2011 to support Government of Nepal (GON) in the preparation of the proposed Nepal Agriculture and Food Security Project (NAFSP). The mission met with the Secretary of the Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives (MOAC), Mr Uma Kant Jha; Joint Secretary of the National Planning Commission, Mr. Bhaba Krishna Bhattarai; other senior officials from concerned departments and ministries; staff from key development partners including ADB, USAID, UNICEF, SNV, GIZ, Hellen Keller International; and civil society organizations including the CEAPRED (Centre for Environmental and Agricultural Policy Research, Extension and Development), SAPPROS (Support Activities for Poor Producers of Nepal) and WOCAN (Women Organizing Change in Agriculture and Natural Resources). Additionally, the team also met up with the executive director of the Poverty Alleviation Fund, Mr. Raj Babu Shrestha. 

2.
The Bank team worked closely with the GON project preparation team, led by Mr Shyam Poudel. The team, along with GON counterparts, also took two separate fields trips to Surkhet and Dailekh, and to Doti and Dadeldudha. A validation workshop was also held in Dhangadi on November 13, 2011, during which consultations were held with field staff of concerned departments, NGOs and other development partners and civil society representatives.

3.
The mission would like to take this opportunity to thank the GON team for their cooperation, constructive discussions and the hospitality. The draft Aide memoire summarizes the key findings of the mission and the agreements reached with the MOAC. These are subject to ratification by Bank management. These findings and recommendations were discussed at the wrap-up meeting on November 18, 2010, chaired by Mr. Jha.

II. The Proposed Project

2.
GAFSP. The project is being financed by the Global Agriculture and Food Security Program (GAFSP), which is a multi-donor Trust Fund. In the second funding round of the GAFSP, the GON was competitively awarded a grant of US$ 46.5 million in June 2011. The grant was confirmed in August 2011. The GON and the Steering Committee of the GAFSP nominated the World Bank as the Supervising Entity (SE) for the proposed project. Under the terms of the GAFSP, this entails that all investment and technical assistance activities must be prepared, appraised, evaluated and reported on by the SE following its own policies, procedures and guidelines. The GON also confirmed that it will co-contribute US$ 11.5 million to the project, bringing the overall project size to $ 58 million.

3.
Preparation Steps. A joint World Bank and FAO consultation  took place between July 12-22, 2011, to support Government of Nepal (GON) in its effort to organize the preparation of the proposed NAFSP. The mission advised that, in order ensure rapid preparation of the project, it was essential to undertake the following key actions: (i) arrange for project preparation funds, from internal as well as external sources as appropriate; and (ii) augment GoN preparation team through the appointment of full-time resource persons who can work exclusively on project preparation under the guidance of the GoN preparation team. Following the visit, the Bank team also shared preparation guidelines and suggestions on next steps to be followed.

4.
NAFSP. The project development objective (PDO) is to enhance household food security through increased agricultural productivity, household incomes and improved nutritional practices. The project will be located in the mid- and far-West development regions of the country and will primarily target poor and food-insecure households. Key indicators for the achievement of the PDO include yield increases in targeted crops/commodities, and improvement in household income and nutritional status of target groups.

5.
In most parts of the target project areas, agriculture is severely constrained. Use of improved crop varieties and livestock breed and adoption of appropriate management practices is low; incidence of trans-boundary and economically significant diseases and pests is high; and, hence, overall agricultural productivity is also low. Agriculture is typically characterized by smallholder, traditional and subsistence farming. At the individual household level, current scale and scope of farming typically provides employment and produces food for only a part of the year. 

6.
The proposed project will seek to address these inter-connected problems through a set of integrated, area-specific interventions that respond to local problems, potentials and priorities. Emphasis will be laid on generation and release of more productive and locally appropriate technologies, control of diseases and pests, improving the supply of quality inputs, provision of small infrastructure support, formation of relevant skills, and linking farmers to markets. The project will also seek to improve nutritional status, including through the production and consumption of nutritionally rich foods. 
7.
The proposed project clearly fits into the overall Country Investment Plan (CIP) goal of reducing poverty and household food insecurity on a sustainable basis and to strengthen the national economy. It project draws upon various investment programs and sub-programs included in the Country Investment Plan (CIP). The CIP itself follows logically from the objectives outlined for agriculture and food security in GON’s Three-Year Plan (TYIP 2010/11- 2012/13), which is further articulated in the National Agriculture Sector Development Priority (NASDP) for the Medium-Term (2010/11 – 2014/15).

III.  Findings

8.
Project Composition. In line with GON’s proposal to GAFSP, the proposed project is expected to have five components: (1) Technology Development and Adaptation; (2) Technology Dissemination and Adoption; (3) Livelihoods Enhancement; and (4) Nutritional Status Enhancement; and (v) Project Management. The Bank team reviewed the technical submissions made by the preparation team under these components, and had detailed discussions on how these should be further prioritized and elaborated. 

9.
The main agreement reached was the need to maintain focus on farm/household level results – in line with the PDO - when designing project interventions. It was agreed that all proposed project interventions would need to clearly demonstrate the way(s) in which they would help achieve the PDO within the project implementation period of five years. This has a number of implications. 

· Focus on Farmer-Adoption. It will not be sufficient for the project to organize demonstrations of improved technologies/practices at the farm level. The project should also explicitly include design features that will assist successful adoption of the technologies by farmers in the areas and numbers targeted by the project. 

· High-impact Interventions. Priority should be given to interventions that generate high productivity impact – in crop, livestock or fisheries – for the large groups of project area farmers in relative shorter time horizons.

· Effective Research-Extension linkage. There is need for more effective linkage between NARC and Extension departments to ensure a seamless process of technology research, development, validation/customization and transfer on to farmers’ fields. There is need to reduce the risk of financing project activities which – although justifiable in themselves – may not help farmers enhance their productivity within the project lifetime.  (An implication of this fundamental “farmer focus” in project design is that various implementing agencies will need to coordinate their design and implementation plans as per project/farmer needs rather than their own plans/priorities.) 

Project Components
10.
Component 1:  Technology Development and Adaption (Approx. $12 million). The Bank team received a list of activities identified by the GON team under the five sub-components. The proposal is inclusive and addresses important areas of agriculture technology development and adaption. However, more work needs to be done to explicitly define pathways of impact from proposed activities to improved food security for the identified beneficiaries. More work is needed to provide additional clarity on prioritization of these activities in the context of agriculture and food security at the household level, mechanisms to enable the transfer of existing new technologies to farm (how the “continuum” of research/development/validation and customization/technology transfer will be operationalized), and the ability to deliver new technologies to farm in project time-frame. Detailed discussions on the next steps to be taken in this regard have taken place between the GON and Bank teams.

11.
Component 2:  Technology Dissemination and Adoption (Approx. $20 million). A comprehensive list of potential activities to be included under this component was presented to the Bank team. The consultation team also met with various stakeholders at the field level, and observed many interesting and successful activities that are ongoing. At the completion of the consultation approximately 32 different good practices were identified. More work is needed to determine the most promising activities for inclusion in the project. A suggested template for design, evaluation and ranking of these activities has been shared by the mission. The most important challenge in Component 2 is to find viable and sustainable implementation mechanisms to reach out to and technically support the target project farmers. In the coming months, the GON team will need to scope out various possibilities in this regard, and undertake a comparative analysis of the cost, efficacy, reliability and institutional sustainability of the different alternatives.  In course of this, the training and capacity building needs of various functionaries will also need to be defined. There will also be need to refine further the targeting criteria to be used to identify potential areas and beneficiaries, and to define the “content” and modalities for the adoption support to be provided to the project area farmers (one reason why the size of this component is expected to increase).

12.
Component 3: Livelihood Enhancement (Approx. $10 million). It was agreed that the sub-components indicated in the GON proposal (skills development, value chain development and addition, market based infrastructure) should provide suitable avenues for enhancing livelihood opportunities for landless and the small and marginal farmers. More work needs to be done to define the criteria for selecting livelihood interventions and potential beneficiaries. There is also the need to “map out” implementation modalities as well as funding and partnership mechanisms. A baseline study, to be commissioned by the GON, should provide more information on specific needs, livelihood opportunities and local implementation mechanisms that the project can work through. There was also agreement that, where feasible, the project could work through existing farmer groups, especially where well-functioning organizations exist
 the project will aim to work through them. 

13.
Component 4: Nutritional Status Enhancement (Approx. $10 million). It has been agreed that this component, which is being prepared with leading input from the Ministry of Health, will support interventions on the both the demand side and the supply side to improve nutritional status of households, especially in the target groups of young mothers and children. Activities are likely to include awareness and advice campaigns, provision of supplements, and support for production and consumption of nutrient-rich foods.

14.
Component 5: Project Management (Approx. $6 million). This component would finance all aspects of project management at the national and regional levels, including M&E. Activities to be financed under this component include: (i) establishing and supporting project units at the overall and regional levels; (ii) specialized support services relating to key activities such as independent external M&E, external audit, financial accounting and procurement; and (iii) training of staff involved in project implementation.
Other
15.
Validation Workshop. The Validation Workshop, held at Dhangadi on November 13, 2011, with various government and non-government partners, validated the project concept and approach and identified a number of important issues.  The issues ranged from feminization of agriculture, the need to mechanization in view of growing labor shortages, speeding up production and distribution of quality seeds and fertilizers, breed improvement of livestock, diversification of farming systems to include nutritious crops, upgrading the technical capacity of potential partners, and the use of non government organizations where government services are thin, to cautious use of hybrid seeds.  The workshop provided much appreciated space, particularly for non state actors and farmer organizations, to express their views, ideas and concerns.

16.
Social and Environmental Assessment. The mission held meetings with the GON team to discuss social and environmental issues related to the project. The GON team informed that they have received financial support from USAID to undertake the social and environmental assessment required for the project. This assessment, comprising of situational (baseline) analysis, and social and environmental assessment will be undertaken by IFPRI. The ToRs prepared for the assessments has been shared with WB, and the feedback provided, has been incorporated. It was noted that the government needs to prepare the social and environmental safeguard documents prior to the appraisal of the project.

17.
Governance and Peace Framework. It has also been agreed that the social assessment will include an analysis of conflict, governance risks and political economy factors that could potentially affect project implementation. This analysis will inform the Governance and Peace Framework that will be developed under the project at a later stage. Further, as part of the social assessment, it has also been agreed that the consultant firm, will develop an Integrated Environmental and Social Management Framework for the project which among other things will include a Resettlement Action Plan (depending on the findings of the social assessment), Vulnerable Community Development Framework (VCDF), and Gender Development Framework (GDF).

18.
Retroactive Financing. The Bank team advised the GON preparation team that the grant will include retroactive financing within the standard limits as to amount and period (the amount is up to 20% of the total grant amount and the time period covered by the retroactive financing is no more than 12 months before the expected date of signing the Grant Agreement) and that they can begin procurement using their  own funds of eligible items in accordance with the applicable World Bank Procurement and Consultant Guidelines (i.e., those agreed upon in project design and cost tables) such as office equipment, hiring and training of staff and travel and workshop expenses. Upon effectiveness, the project will finance these eligible expenditures (i.e. those agreed upon in project design and cost tables) made by GoN before the date of the grant agreement.

19.
Involvement of Civil Society Organizations (CSOs). The GAFSP anticipates involvement of the CSOs in design, preparation and implementation of this project. The Bank mission reiterates this request, urging the GON project preparation team to continue to facilitate the expected interactions.

IV.  Next Steps

20.
Acceleration of Preparation. The Bank team recognizes and appreciates the commitment shown to the GAFSP project at a high level by the GON. However, personnel changes and the inability to secure funding to either initiate key studies or augment the GON preparation team with specialists hired from the market, have resulted in loss of momentum in the last few months. The delay is likely to have knock-on consequences since, with the on-set of winter, field work – needed both for the commissioned studies as well as to undertake beneficiary consultations for project design -  will not be possible in the higher mountain areas over the next few months. Against this background, the Bank team would like to request GON to take every possible action to accelerate the preparation of the project so that it can be prepared within this fiscal year (i.e., before June 2012).

21. 
Augmentation of Project Preparation Team. The project preparation team urgently requires dedicated, full-time staff in sufficient numbers and with the relevant range of skills in order to undertake rapid preparation. The present preparation team has effectively brought together most of the core departments concerned with this project. It is the mission’s view, however, that this team needs to be supported by core dedicated, full-time staff with the following skills/responsibilities: (i) Overall Technical Coordinator; (ii) Agricultural Research Specialist; (iii) Agriculture Extension Specialist - Crops; (iv) Livestock Specialist; (v) Livelihood Development Specialist; (vi) Nutrition and Health Specialist; (vii) Social Development Specialist; (viii) Environment Specialist; (ix) Financial Management Specialist; (x) Procurement Specialist; (xi) Economist/Financial Analyst; and (xii) M&E Specialist. Availability of this staff will also provide respective mission members full-time counterparts to work together with in the coming weeks to support and accelerate project preparation. The mission would like to request that immediate attempts should be made to hire new staff who can work full-time on the project, especially from the open-market.

22.
Project Preparation Unit. The mission notes that the current GON preparation team, led by Mr Shyam Poudyal, consists of staff who have concurrent work responsibilities. The mission would like to make the following requests in this regard:

(i) 
Continuity of Staffing. Staff on the preparation team should not be moved out during the preparation phase. Further, these staff should also be retained during implementation of the project, to ensure effectiveness, as far as possible.

(ii)
Allocation of Time. Staff on the preparation team should be able to devote adequate amounts of their time to the preparation task in the coming weeks and months.

(iii)
Work Space. A fully functional office space, with relevant equipment and support facilities, needs to be provided to the Project Preparation Unit. Currently, there is no physical location where the Unit can meet and discuss, and jointly undertake project preparation work.

23. 
Follow-up. The Bank would like to undertake the next preparation support mission after project technical components as well as the implementation arrangements have been elaborated in sufficient detail by the GON preparation team and submitted for review. On present the time-line, a project draft is expected to be prepared by February 15, 2012. Allowing for review of this document, the next mission is planned in March 2012. 

26.
Appraisal and Approval. Once the detailed project design and description is agreed, the Bank will undertake formal appraisal of the project, after which it will be submitted for final approval. 

Annex 1

List of Agreed Actions

	
	Action
	Date

	1. 
	Enlarge the project preparation team with full-time dedicated staff
	Dec 15, 2011

	2. 
	Initiate following key studies:

· Social and Environmental Assessments

· Situations Analysis/Baseline study
	Nov 30, 2011

Nov 31, 2011

	3. 
	Complete Financial Management and Procurement assessments
	Jan 31, 2012

	4. 
	Prepare Draft project document – including:

· Detailed Project Description

· Monitoring indicators

· Project Costs

· Implementation Arrangements

· Financial Management and Disbursement Arrangements

· Procurement

· Safeguards Policy Issues

· Economic and Financial Analysis
	Feb 28, 2012
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Inception Report

Situational Assessment for the Preparation of

Nepal Food Security and Livelihood Enhancement Project

Background

The proposed Nepal Food Security Enhancement Project aims to enhance household food security in the poorest and the most food-insecure regions through increased agricultural productivity, household incomes, and improved nutritional practices. The project will touch upon three critical aspects of food security – availability, access, and utilization – for the poor and food insecure households in selected locations. The project will be implemented in mid- and far-western regions of Nepal with special focus on seven mountain districts, namely Dolpa, Jumla, Humla, Kalikot, Mugu, Bajhang and Bajura, as priority districts. 
The project is to comprise of the following FIVE components:

1. Technology development and adaptation.

2. Technology dissemination and adoption.

3. Livelihood enhancement.

4. Nutritional status enhancement.

5. Project management.

Objectives and scope of the assignment

The main objectives of this assignment are to:
a. Carry out situational analysis and establish baseline for key indicators.

b. Identify possible conflict, social and environmental factors and governance risk that might arise as a result of project activities.

c. Develop an integrated environmental and social management framework in order to: 

(i) Identify, mitigate and manage adverse environmental and social impacts arising out of project activities; 

(ii) Guide the identification of the small and marginal households, assess their needs of support and design appropriate interventions under the project to target these households; and 

(iii) Enhance project benefits to vulnerable groups, including indigenous peoples (Janajatis), Dalits, small and marginal farmers, landless households, and women. 

Objectives of the Inception Report

The objective of this inception report is to provide detailed outline of methodology used for the study. 

Output and Deliverables

a. Baseline/situational Assessment Report.

b. Social Assessment Report.

c. Environmental Assessment Report.

d. Draft Environment Management Framework.

e. Draft Social Management Framework.

f. Consultation Report, with  key data (such as type of meeting, stakeholder group type, number of participants, date, photographs etc); key points/ issues that emerged from the meetings/ consultations and how these are/will be addressed in the project, and separate proceedings for each formal workshop(s).  

Annex 1 presents a list of reports and responsibilities.

Methodology

A detailed stepwise methodology to be followed by the study is as follows:

a. Compile, review, and analyze secondary data/literature for situational, environmental, and social assessments. 

b. Conduct consultations with various stakeholders at the central level including government agencies, NGOs, donor agencies, and government's GAFSP/NAFSP project preparation team members. The institutions identified so far include USAID, World Bank, WFP, UNICEF, FAO, CIMYT, MoAC, DoA, DoLS, MoLD, DoH, NARC, PAF, SNV, Oxfam, CECI, Save the Children, Lutheran, Helen Keller, Helvetas, SAPPROS, DEPROSC, CEPREAD, WOCAN, ANFPA.

c. Field visits and stakeholders consultation with regional level organizations in Nepalgunj, Surkhet, and Dhangadhi.

d. Preparation of preliminary draft reports on situational assessment, environmental assessment, and social assessment. 

e.  Field visits to sample survey districts. Proposed survey districts are: Banke and Kailali from Terai, Jajarkot/Rukum and Doti from hills, and Jumla, Dolpa/Mugu, and Bajura from mountains. Conduct stakeholder consultation/key informant interview at the district headquarters, and conduct focus group discussions. Annexes 2 to 5 provide a checklist for focus group discussions. Checklists and questionnaire have been prepared considering the project components and monitoring indicators as presented in Annex 6.

f. Conduct a small household survey in villages where focus group discussions are held. Annex 7 presents questionnaire for household survey.

g. Conduct a regional level validation workshop at Nepalgunj.

h. Prepare drafts of situational, environmental, and social assessment reports. Annexes 8 to 10 present tentative outlines of these reports.

i. Prepare a draft of Environmental Management Framework (EMF), and Social Management Framework (SMF). Annexes 11 and 12 present tentative outline of EMF and SMF.

j. Organize a national level workshop in Kathmandu.

k. Prepare and submit final situational assessment, environmental assessment, social assessment, ESMF, and consultation reports incorporating comments from the MoAC, USAID, World Bank, and workshop participants. 

Work Plan

The work commenced from January 2012, and is expected to be completed in four months. Table 1 presents detailed work plan. 

Table 1: Schedule of the Work Plan

	
	Tasks/Work plan schedule (1-16 weeks)
	January
	February
	March
	April
	May

	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	1
	2
	3
	4
	1
	2
	3
	4
	1
	2
	3
	4
	1

	1.
	Finalization of TOR of the Assignment 


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.
	Preparation of detail assessment plan along with tools, instruments and techniques to be used; start   collection and analysis of relevant project documents/literature  for situational, social, and environmental assessments 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3.
	Submission of Inception Report detailing how the assignment will be carried out and methodology to be used
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.
	Continue collection and analysis of relevant information from various donor agencies, I/NGOs and government line agencies in Kathmandu including the Poverty Alleviation Fund (PAF), WB, WFP, USAID, FAO, GoN, SNV, Oxfam, CARE/Nepal,SAPPROS,CEAPRED, and DEPROSC for situational, social, and environment assessment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.
	Field visit to Nepalgunj, Surkhet, and Dhangadhi to collect information from on-going projects in the mid-west and far-west regions in the areas of agriculture, livestock, fisheries, forestry, off-farm employment and food and nutrition improvement.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.
	Preliminary findings documented from the collection/analysis of secondary data/information on situation assessment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7.
	Field visits to Banke, Jajarkot/Rukum, Jumla, Dolpa/Mugu, Kailali, Doti, and Bajura districts. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8.
	Organization of a regional level workshop in order to validate the assessment findings
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	Preparation of first draft reports and submission to WB mission
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10.
	Preparation and submission of the final draft assessment report 


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11.
	Organization of a national level workshop for sharing and validating the assessment findings
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12.
	Revision of the draft report incorporating comments and submission of Final report


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Annexes

Annex 1: Reports and Responsibility

	
	Report
	Responsibility

	1
	Situation Assessment 
	Shyam K Upadhyaya, Lead

Bishwa Bandu Raj Singh

Aruna Palikhe

Priyanka Malla

	2
	Social Assessment Report

Social Management Framework

	Bishwa Bandu Raj Singh, Lead

Shyam K. Upadhyaya

	3
	Environment Assessment Report

Environment Management Framework
	Shyam K Upadhyaya, Lead

	4
	 Consultation Report
	Shyam K Upadhyaya

Bishwa Bandu Raj Singh

Shankar Aryal

	5
	Overall Guidance
	Bishnu Dev Pant


Annex 2: Checklist for Stakeholder Consultation at the District Level

Format: The study team will organize a small meeting of key stakeholders including:

· DDC

· DADO

· DLSO

· DFO

· District Drinking Water

· District Health 

· Women Development

· District Irrigation 

· Groundwater Irrigation

· District Fishery

· NARC centres

· Govt. Agriculture farms

· Small and cottage office

· District FNCCI

· District Cooperatives

· FECOFUN 

· Any peasant’s organization

· District Project partners

· NGOs/INGOs

The study team will introduce stakeholders about project objectives and components. 

Potential Issues:

1. Identification of food insecure and vulnerable pockets in district.

2. Availability of appropriate technologies and gaps.

3. Constraints in technology dissemination.

4. Income and employment opportunities (both on farm and off-farm).

5. Food safety and nutrition situation.

6. Environmental situation.

7. Social/gender inclusion issues.

8. Likely impact of project activities on environment and social inclusion.

9. Institutional capacity to deal with social and environmental issues.

10. Other projects and programs in the district.

11. Best practices.

12. Ideas on what the project should focus.

Annex 3: Checklist for focus group discussion at village Level

1. Project orientation.

2. Population, caste/ethnicity.

3. Sources of livelihood (farming, livestock, NTFPs, off-farm)

4. Major crops and cropping calendar. 

5. Land holdings and types.

6. Irrigation (sources, coverage, technologies, etc.)

7. Use of improved seeds by crops, coverage, varieties, sources of supply, quality.

8. Fertilizer use and use of compost manure.

9. Pesticide use. 

10. Livestock holding and types.

11. Livestock breeds.

12. Sources of livestock feed.

13. Access to veterinary services.

14. Fish farming.

15. Collection of forest products. Any cultivation?

16. Access to extension services for crops, livestock.  

17.  Migration and remittances.

18. Other off-farm opportunities.

19. Farm and off-farm wage rates (by gender).

20. Sources of credit and interest rates.

21. Market centres, access roads, and transportation facilities.

22. Marketing channels for inputs and produce.

23. Collection centres.

24. Farmers groups, cooperatives, mothers groups, etc.

25. Health facilities, major diseases outbreaks.

26. Sources of drinking water, access to toilet facilities, awareness of hand washing.

27.  Nutrition programs in the area.

28. WFP/NFC food supply.

29. Incidence of malnutrition.

30. Environmental issues.

31. Social/Gender inclusion issues.

32. Other development programs in the area, best practices.

33. Ideas on what this project should focus. 

Annex 4: Check List for Environmental Assessment

1.  What are major environmental problems in project area?

Impact of the following activities on environment:

Technology Development

2.  
Development and release of improved crop varieties and related agronomic packages.

3. 
Improvement of pond fish/promotion of trout farming.

4. 
Improvement of breeds of goat, sheep, cattle, and buffalo.

5. 
Development of agronomic packages for high-value, low-volume niche crops/commodities for commercial farming in the hills and mountains. 

6. 
Production and supply of quality seed/saplings and breeding materials at the local level.

Technology Dissemination

7. 
Social mobilization and capacity building of farmers (including landless households for livestock and fishery activities),

8. 
Strengthening linkage between farmers and extension service providers.

9. 
Multiplication of improved seeds in farmers’ fields.

10. 
Multiplication of breeding animal (sheep and goat) at farmer’s level

11. 
Small-scale soil and water management.

12. 
Formation of community productive assets.

Livelihood Enhancement

13. 
Social mobilization and skill development,

14. 
Small infrastructure support, and

15. 
Value chain development.

Food Safety and Nutrition

16. 
Food quality regulation.

17. 
Social transfers such as cash transfer, food voucher, and nutrition education for pregnant women in food insecure areas.

18. 
Community-based education program for nutrition, health and hygiene.

Annex 5: Checklist for Social Assessment

1.  What are major social/gender inclusion problems in project area?

Social Impact of the following activities:

Technology Development

2.  
Development and release of improved crop varieties and related agronomic packages.

3. 
Improvement of pond fish/promotion of trout farming.

4. 
Improvement of breeds of goat, sheep, cattle, and buffalo.

5. 
Development of agronomic packages for high-value, low-volume niche crops/commodities for commercial farming in the hills and mountains. 

6. 
Production and supply of quality seed/saplings and breeding materials at the local level.

Technology Dissemination

7. 
Social mobilization and capacity building of farmers (including landless households for livestock and fishery activities),

8. 
Strengthening linkage between farmers and extension service providers.

9. 
Multiplication of improved seeds in farmers’ fields.

10. 
Multiplication of breeding animal (sheep and goat) at farmer’s level

11. 
Small-scale soil and water management.

12. 
Formation of community productive assets.

Livelihood Enhancement

13. Social mobilization and skill development,

14. Small infrastructure support, and

15. Value chain development .

Food Safety and Nutrition

16. 
Food quality regulation.

17. 
Social transfers such as cash transfer, food voucher, and nutrition education for pregnant women in food insecure areas.

18. 
Community-based education program for nutrition, health and hygiene.

Annex 6: Project M&E Framework
	PDO
	Outcome Indicators
	Target Value
 (End-of-Project)

	To enhance household food security in selected locations through increased productivity of agriculture (crop, livestock and fisheries) and improved capacity for food utilization 
	Increased Food Availability:
	

	
	Overall increase in yield of targeted crops (rice, wheat, millet and potato)
	15%

	
	Overall increase in yields of targeted livestock products (milk, fish, goats and poultry)
	25%

	
	Overall increase in yields of targeted fruits and vegetables
	15%

	
	Number of farm houses impacted
	150,000

	
	Number of female-headed households impacted
	15,000

	
	Number of small and marginal farm households impacted
	125,000

	
	Improved Nutritional Status:
	

	
	% decrease in stunting rate for children under 5 years
	10%


	
	% decrease in underweight rate for children < 5 yrs
	20%

	
	% decrease in rate of women with low MBI
	30%

	
	Number of beneficiaries impacted
	50,000

	Project Components
	
	

	Component/ Sub-components
	Output Indicator
	Target Value (End-of-Project)

	1. Technology Development

	(i) Development and release of improved crop varieties and related agro-economic packages
	· Number of improved crop varieties promoted

· Number of location/problem specific agronomic packages promoted
	· 10

· 5

	(ii) Breed improvement of pond fish and promotion of trout farming in the mountains
	· % increase in crop productivity

· % increase in Tilapie productivity

· Increase in trout production
	· 25%

· 25%

· 200 tonnes

	(iii) Prevention and control of disease of economic importance and transboundary animal diseases
	· % decrease in disease outbreak

· % decrease in animal mortality
	· 50%

· 40%

	(iv) Breed improvement of sheep, goat, cattle and buffalo
	· % increase in milk output (per lactation)

· % increase in goat productivity (weight gain/day)

· % increase in sheep productivity (wool production/ year)
	· 150% in cow and 50% in buffalo

· 50%

· %50% (carpet wool)

	(v) Production and supply of quality seed and sapling material
	· % increase in quality seed supply (for targeted crops)

· % increase in supply of quality Day-old-chicks (DOCs), improved breeds of goats, cattle and buffaloes

· % increase in AI service coverage
	· 25%

· 15%

· 25%

	2. Technology Dissemination

	(i) Social mobilization and capacity building
	· Number of district/sub-district level farmer service centers upgraded

· Number of farmers’ groups formed, strengthened

· Number of women groups strengthened
	· 25

· 5000

· 2000

	(ii) Strengthening linkages between farmers and extension/advisory services 
	· Number of partnerships with non-government service providers facilitated
	· 10

	(iii) Multiplication of improved seeds in farmers fields
	· Improved seed replacement rate for targeted crops
	· 25%

	(iv) Small-scale community water/natural resource management
	· Area with improved irrigation facilities (through rehabilitated irrigation infrastructure or improved rain-water harvesting)
	· 15,000 ha

	(v) Formation of community productive assets
	· Number of community assets formed
	· 5,000

	3. Livelihood Enhancement

	(i) Social mobilization and skill development
	· Number of people trained in job-relevant skills

· Number of women trained
	· 25,000

· 7,5000

	(ii) Infrastructure support
	· Number of collection centers established
	· 14

	(iii) Value chain development
	· Increase (in % points) of share of retail price going to farmer

· % increase in income of targeted beneficiaries
	· 10% points

· 10%

	4. Food Safety and Nutrition Security

	(i) Food quality regulation and pilot on social transfers for pregnant women and children
	· Increase in maternal weight (BMI gain) during pregnancy

· Decrease in anemia during pregnancy

· Reduction in low birth weight of newborns

· Reduction in underweight children at 24 months

· Reduction in stunting at 24 months

· % decrease in adolescent girls with low BMI
	· 50%

· 15%

· 20%

· 10%

· 50%

	(ii) Community education for nutrition and health care
	· % decrease in pregnant women who are anemic

· % improvement in rates of exclusive breast-feeding (0-6 months of age)

· % improvement in rates of children who are adequately fed (0-14 months of age)

· % decrease in adolescent girls with low BMI

· % improvement in hand-washing before feeding children

· % of beneficiaries with significant improvement in their nutritional knowledge

· Number (overall) of people trained in appropriate nutrition, health and hygiene practices 
	· 50%

· 50%

· 50%

· 50%

· 50%

· 50%

· 50,000

	5. Technical Assistance, Capacity Building and Project Management 

	(i) Technical Assistance
	· Number of high-level training (agricultural research, policy planning)

· Number of short- and long-term training
	· 10

· 100

	(ii) Capacity building
	· Number of program/modules for improved public expenditure management in agriculture

· Number of programs/modules for enhanced implementation capacity in agriculture
	· 3

· 5

	(iii) Project management
	· Project management personnel and support services
	As per need


  Source: Food Security Enhancement Project proposal, Government of Nepal, September 2010.

Annex 7: Household Level Questionnaire

A. Background Information

Date of interview:     /     / 2012

Region: ……………
District: ……………….
VDC: ……………….

 

Ward No. : …………..  Village/Settlement ………………………………….


Name of Respondent: ………………………………


Who is the head in your family (relation with respondent)?

Which caste/ethnic group do you belong?

Composition of the Family 

	SN
	Name of Family Member
	Relation with HH head
	Age
	Gender
	Education Level
	Main Occupation
	Away from home?

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


What physical assets do you own?

What are the sources cooking fuel?

What are the sources of fuel wood?

Do you have access to electricity?

B. Technology

How much land do you have?

	Land Type
	Irrigated
	Rainfed
	Total

	Khet (lowland)
	
	
	

	Bari (Pakho)
	
	
	

	Pasture/Fallow
	
	
	


Are you renting in any land?

Are you renting out land?

Do you have irrigation facilities? 

What are the sources of irrigation?

Which crops do you grow?

	Crops
	Variety
	Area
	Production
	Source of Seed

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Which livestock do you have?

	Livestock type
	Breed
	Number

	Cattle
	
	

	Buffalo
	
	

	Goat
	
	

	Sheep
	
	

	Pig
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Are you involved in fish farming?

If yes, give annual production by type of fish

Do you practice NTFPs cultivation?

If yes, give annual production by type of NTFP


Do you have bee hives?

If, yes, give number of hives and annual production of honey

C. Technology Dissemination

Are you a member of any farmer’s groups? If yes, which groups?

Are you a member of any cooperative(s)? If yes, which one?

What is your source of extension services?

Where is the nearest agriculture/livestock service centres?

Do agriculture/livestock extension service technicians come to your place, or you need to visit them? How far they are? 

Did you receive any farming training in the past year? If yes, what kind of training?

 Do you use improved seeds? If yes, what are the crops? 

What is the source of improved seeds you use?

How often do you change improved seeds?

Do you have access to agrovets? If yes, where and how far?

Do you use any chemical fertilizers? If yes, which ones?

Do you use compost manure?

Do you use pesticides? Which ones?

What are the main constraints you are facing in agricultural production?

D. Income, Livelihood, and Employment Opportunities

What are the main sources of your household cash income?

Do you collect NTFPs? Which ones?

What is the nearest market?

Road access and distance to market centres?

How do you get market and price information?

What is the agricultural wage rate in your village? (male, female)

What are sources of loan? Interest rates by source?

How many of your family members are working outside? Where?

How much remittance does your family get?

Are there any off-farm job opportunities in your village? 

Are your family members employed in any off-farm jobs?

Have your family members received any skill-based training? If yes, what type?

E. Food Safety and Nutritional Status

What are the sources of drinking water?

What kind of toilet facilities do you have?

How often do you wash your hand?

Food self sufficiency from own production (in months)?

How do you cope with food shortages?

How many warm/hot meals do you normally eat per day?

How many days have you eaten the following food over the last week? (frequency from 1 to 7 times).
Cereals ….; Pulses …; Meat, fish ….; Milk …; Eggs …; Fruits …; Vegetables …; Oil/fats …


Did your family experience any disease in the past one year? If yes, which ones?

Do you have kitchen garden? If yes, which vegetables and fruits do you grow?

Do you own poultry birds? How many birds?
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1. Background

2. Environmental Screening Guidelines

3. Environmental Assessment Guidelines

4. Sample Activity Level Environment Management Plan

5. Environment Monitoring Framework

6. Institutional Arrangement for Implementing EMF
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� Messrs/Mmes Animesh Shrivastava, (Task Team Leader/Mission Leader), Purna Bahadur Chhetri (Rural Development Specialist), Pai-Yei Whung (Science Adviser), Naila Ahmed (Livelihood Development Specialist), Ben Obrien (Agronomist), Rajendra Shrestha (Institutional Development Specialist), Saba Mebrahtu and Pooja Pandey (Food and Nutrition Security Specialists), Bishnu Bahadur Thapa (JPA), Hiramani Ghimire (Governance Specialist), Drona Ghimire (Environment Specialist), Shambhu Uprety (Procurement Specialist), Bigyan Pradhan (Financial Management Specialist), Bandita Sijapati (Social Development Specialist), and Tara Shrestha (Program Assistant). 





� In the seven proposed project districts there are numerous development organizations already working on forming and strengthening farmer groups. Registered cooperatives and farmer associations also exist. The WB funded PAF project has a large coverage (estimated at 90%) at the VDC level. 


� The cost of hiring these specialists can be reimbursed by the project under the Retroactive Financing facility.


a These reflect the difference between “with project” and “without project” situation, rather than the erroneous comparison of “after project” and “before project” situation.


b For stunting, the baseline (“current”) rate is 46%; the target (end-of-project) value is 41%. For underweight children, baseline is 40%, target is 32%. And for women with low BMI, baseline is 27% and the target is 18%.  


c For cattle, current/baseline production is 459 liters/lactation; target production is 1150 l/lactation. For goats, current/baseline value is weight gain of 40-60 gms/day, and target value is 90 gms/day.
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